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ABSTRACT
The aim of this investigation was to test the influence of temporal orientation
on student engagement for first year university students at an Australian multicampus
university. The study adopted a repeated correlational method to identify the
relationships between temporal orientation factors and student engagement variables
in the first phase and to confirm these relationships in the second phase. Survey data
from two distinct cohorts of commencing students, who completed a university-wide
on-line first year experience survey, were examined. To ensure that the relationships
and influences that were identified were not merely characteristics of a particular first
year cohort, this investigation ran two separate studies, one in 2003 and the other in
2005. In this way, the relationships between the temporal orientation factors and the
student engagement variables, and the influence exerted by the temporal orientation
factors on the student engagement variables could be tested, retested, and confirmed.
Over the decades, several psychological theories have been proposed as
influencing students’ engagement with their studies and on their approaches to study.
This study proposed that the five factors of Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time
Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) would provide a quick and efficient means of assessing
psychological concepts that have been considered instrumental in promoting student
engagement. Specifically, it was hypothesised that these five factors (Past-Positive,
Past-Negative, Present-Hedonistic, Present-Fatalistic, and Future) would act as useful
predictors of students’ adoption of deep, conceptual approaches to study, academic
application, academic orientation, and satisfaction with their first year university
experience. This hypothesis was supported by the study’s findings.
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This is the first time that Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time Perspective
Inventory has been applied to student engagement behaviours in the first year of
university study. Previous research into the relationship between temporal orientation 1
and study has mostly focused on the examination of future perspective and aspirations
as motivational influences. While this project has confirmed the importance of future
orientation in student engagement as a mechanism for self-regulation, goal
orientation, and linkage to future possible selves, it has also uncovered the vital role
played by the other temporal orientation factors. Different patterns of influences were
found in terms of student engagement attitudes and behaviours and also among
student groups that comprised the two first year cohorts who participated in this
project.
While it was expected that persisting and non-persisting students would
display different patterns of temporal orientation, it was the differences among groups
of persisting students that provided insight into the contrasting ways in which
productive student attitudes and behaviours are induced. These differences were
found between the genders and also among age groups. These findings have
suggested different strategies for enhancing engagement among different groups. For
example, male school leavers2 were identified as a group that would benefit from
interventions that enhanced and built future orientation through linkages to future
selves and by demonstrating the relevance of present studies to real world situations.
A role for hedonism (Present-Hedonistic) in student engagement was revealed,
suggesting that there are elements of enjoyment that extend beyond impulsive
pleasure seeking, and, instead, present opportunities for students to become engaged
in a state of optimal functioning or “flow” where their skills match the challenge
1

Time perspective and temporal orientation are used interchangeably in the literature. Chapter 5
provides details of distinction made for this study.
2
Students aged 19 years or younger are considered to be school-leavers or traditional students.
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(Csikszentmihalyi, 1991) and where they are engaged in productive learning.
Contrary to the expectations of Zimbardo and Boyd (1999), the Present-Hedonistic
factor identified intrinsic motivation to study among younger students rather than a
“lack of consideration of future consequences” (p. 1278).
The role of personal agency (Present-Fatalistic) in student engagement and
student satisfaction was identified, highlighting the importance of acknowledging a
student’s prior learning and real world experience, especially in the case of matureage male students. This finding verified the importance of encouraging autonomy and
self directed learning through curriculum and teaching methods. There are
implications for life long learning and the development of the skills necessary for
success in a volatile job market.
Lastly, the project confirmed the importance of past experience and
highlighted the need for providing ongoing opportunities for students to experience
positive learning experiences that build self-efficacy and belief in personal agency.
The findings from this investigation, which have highlighted the important
role of students’ underlying temporal orientations in engagement, provide university
academic staff and policy makers with a deeper understanding of temporal factors that
lead to student engagement and the ways in which those temporal factors may be
enhanced through curriculum strategies and teaching interventions.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW
"Time present and time past
Are both perhaps in time future
And time future contained in time past."
- T S Eliot, Four Quartets.

Introduction
The perception of time is a basic dimension of human functioning. It exerts a
pervasive and powerful influence on human behaviour. The continual flows of
personal and social experiences are given order and coherence as events by being
consigned to different temporal categories or time frames (i.e. past, present, or future)
in a mostly non-conscious process. According to Zimbardo and Boyd (1999), time
perspective provides the foundation upon which many more visible constructs (e.g.,
achievement, goal setting, risk taking, and sensation seeking) are erected. They regard
an individual’s time perspective, therefore, as an important individual difference
variable. Variations in time perspective can be learned and appear to be influenced by
a range of personal, social, and institutional factors. One’s relationship to time is
important because it influences the decisions one makes about how to spend one’s
time and energy.
The aim of this research is to test the influence of the time perspective on
student engagement for first year university students by extending typical use of
Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time Perspective Inventory. The premise is that the
construct of Time Perspective offers a parsimonious way of examining a range of
motivational forces that influence student engagement in their studies and, therefore,
persistence with their studies. This research project is designed to contribute to a
better understanding of vital psychological processes that influence decision-making
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at an unconscious level by: (a) investigating students’ temporal orientations, that is
the degree to which they are future, present, or past orientated and (b) examining the
influence of temporal orientation on their decisions to adopt purposeful study
strategies and persist at university. The study contributes new knowledge to the field
by providing Australian-based empirical findings designed to enhance the quality of
the student experience.

The Importance of the First Year in Higher Education
The significance of the first year experience at university as a critical gateway
to student success in higher education has been widely recognised across the Western
world (McInnis, 2001a; Pargetter et al., 1998; Tinto, 1975, 1993, 1995; Upcraft,
Gardner, & Barefoot, 2005). It is also the period when students are most likely to
withdraw (Tinto, 1995; Yorke, 1999). Tinto (1988) found that the first 6-week period
of the first semester is the time of greatest vulnerability for students to feel
marginalised, which, in turn, triggers their withdrawal from university study.
Additionally, many of the students who withdrew in second and third year attributed it
to events that took place in first year (Tinto, 1995). This finding has highlighted the
importance of the first year experience for student continuation and as a point for
institutions to implement strategies for engaging and retaining students.
The growth in scholarly activity and research directed to the first year
experience attests to its importance. Several international conferences on the first year
experience are held annually. The University of South Carolina established the
National Centre for the Freshman Year Experience in 1986. In 1989, the Journal of
the Freshman Year Experience (a US term to describe first year students) was
established as a special journal dedicated to the first year experience. In 1998, the
names changed to the National Resource Centre for the First-year Experience and
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Students in Transition and the Journal of the First year Experience and Students in
Transition, respectively. The web search engine, Google, yielded 581,000,000 entries
in 2006 in response to the query “first year experience.” For the most part, these
entries represented efforts by universities in the USA, United Kingdom, and Australia
to ease the transition into university for first time students.
The first year in higher education represents a time of transition. The transition
to university, whether from school, workplace, or home, presents commencing
students with several challenges. Krause and Duchesne (2000) argued that, when
placed in a new social context such as the university environment, an individual is
faced with concomitant physical, emotional, and intellectual demands. Retention
studies have shown that students who withdrew and those who stayed experienced
very similar difficulties in adjusting to the experience of the first year in higher
education but that those who stayed demonstrated greater determination to overcome
the difficulties they experienced (May & Bousted, 2004). Tinto (1993) has argued
that, although all students need to solve the same set of problems in order to persist
until degree completion, “not all enter with the same sets of skills and dispositions,
nor experience higher education in the same manner” (p. 82). Although Tinto (1993)
found no agreed upon “personality of departure” (p. 83), individual differences were
clearly at play in the persistence puzzle. A better understanding of these individual
differences lies at the heart of this thesis.
Engagement with the university experience is a complex process, and the
decision to invest time and energy is an integral part of that process. Moreover, the
amount of time and energy invested by students in educationally meaningful activities
is the best predictor of both student learning and their personal development (Astin,
1993; Krause, McInnis, & Welle, 2002; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991). Time is not
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only important in terms of how much is invested in preparing, reading, and studying,
but is also important in the ways in which students perceive time. Moreover,
education is considered to be a future oriented investment (Phalet, Andriessen, &
Lens, 2004), requiring time and energy in the present in the belief that one will reap
the benefits of such investment at a future point in time.
Commencement of a first year in university represents both a reward for past
investment of time, energy, and planning and a point of new investment. The widened
access to higher education in the past three decades has encouraged many individuals
to consider attending university as a worthwhile future goal. However, Schneider and
Stevenson (1999) expressed concern that, while many US adolescents cherished
ambitions to attend university, fewer held clear goals beyond the admission process.
The situation is similar in Australia where McInnis, James, and Hartley (2000)
reported that increasing numbers of students were enrolling in higher education
without a clear sense of purpose. It would appear that many students have failed to
plan for a future beyond enrolment where they may enjoy the benefits of the new
investment of time and energy.
Retention of first year students has been an important issue for universities for
more than 70 years. The fact that the rate of voluntary withdrawal among first year
university students has remained virtually unchanged at around 30 percent across time
has continued to puzzle researchers (Braxton, 2000). The increasing complexity of a
diverse first year cohort and a dynamically changing university teaching environment
is likely to challenge researchers still further.

Background to the Research
A review of the international literature highlighted the fact that more than 70
years have been spent investigating first year university departure (Braxton, 2000).
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Most of the research into tertiary student retention has targeted the first year in higher
education as commencing students are regarded as most vulnerable to withdrawal at
this stage (Tinto, 1975, 1993: Yorke, 1999). In Australia, approximately one third of
all commencing students fail to graduate, with approximately half of the students who
withdraw from higher education study doing so in the first year (DEST, 2002;
DETYA, 2000).
Retention of first year students is an issue that concerns universities for two
important reasons. First, completion rates have served as a measure of a university’s
worth with specific implications for government funding and enrolment. Second, the
first year experience at university has been recognised as key to many student
experiences that either leads to success in higher education (McInnis, 2001b; Pargetter
et al., 1998; Tinto, 1975, 1993), or accounts for the majority of attrition (DEST 2002;
Tinto, 1975, 1995; Yorke, 1999). Of the students who leave during the first year in
higher education, many have done so voluntarily despite maintaining adequate levels
of academic performance. Indeed, although low grades are associated with
withdrawal, high grades do not guarantee persistence (Pantages & Creedon, 1978).
This voluntary withdrawal has perplexed researchers in higher education over the
years (Braxton, 2000).
Student persistence has most often been measured through re-enrolment
statistics that report student retention data but explain little about either the students
who have withdrawn or those who have been retained. Additionally, changes to
university policies world wide—to provide greater equity and access to higher
education—have led to changes in the nature and composition of the first year student
populations. Increasingly diverse contemporary first year student populations include,
in addition to school leavers, mature-age students, students from other non-traditional
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educational backgrounds such as first generation university attendees, and students
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The idealised life of undergraduate students
of earlier studies bears little resemblance to contemporary first year students’
demanding lives with their complex priorities and activities. Today’s students have
many competing identities (i.e. student, worker, partner, parent, and friend) that vie
for their energy and their time.
The present investigation calls into question the usefulness of the
retention/persistence variable as a measure of either student or university success.
Measurement of retention/persistence is binomial (viz., enrolled or not enrolled). On
the one hand, the persistence score gives little or no indication of the type of departure
in the case of students who have withdrawn from study (i.e., voluntary or enforced).
On the other hand, it does not give any insight into the level of commitment or
engagement of the students who have re-enrolled. Thus, in terms of a better
understanding of persistence/retention, current measures of persistence may not be
useful.
In line with current interventionist thinking in higher education, student
engagement is therefore proposed as a more reliable and meaningful approach to
measuring the students’ first year experience in higher education. McInnis et al.
(2000) described student engagement as a combination of intellectual application,
diligence, and participation in the learning community. As there is a logical link
between engagement in one’s studies and persistence in those studies, a greater
understanding of the personal characteristics that influence such engagement should
provide useful information for academic and support staff to support and enhance
such behaviours and attitudes in students in the early stages of their undergraduate
courses in order to improve their chances of persisting in their studies.
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Although a great deal of interest and energy has been focused on reasons why
students discontinue their studies, the literature revealed that variables that predict
persistence have received scant attention. This study examines the correlates of
engagement in first year university students, focusing on those variables that influence
persistence, completion, and future goal orientation, rather than on the factors that
lead students to drop out.
Explaining student behaviour is a complex enterprise in which many
competing theories of motivation vie for dominance. Numerous models of student
engagement have been proposed and various personal characteristics have been
identified as important influences of student engagement. The resulting models have
tended to be complex and cumbersome to operationalise for application in the field.
Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994) provided a framework that drew on
theoretical concepts such as self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and performance
goals to explain persistence. Bean and Eaton (2000) proposed a model of four main
theories to describe the factors and behaviours associated with student retention and
departure. Their model incorporated Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory of attitudebehaviour and normative beliefs, the approach-avoidance behavioural coping theory
(Lazarus, Averill & Opton, 1974), Bandura’s (1977, 1997) model of self-efficacy, and
Weiner’s (1986) causal model of attribution in their psychological model of college
student retention (all cited in Bean & Eaton). More recently, Yorke and his associates
have argued that several more psychological theories could be brought to bear on
retention and student success. They proposed the USEM model of student
engagement (Knight & Yorke, 2002; Yorke & Knight, 2004) that encompassed the
elements of deep learning approaches (U), the application of learning to real world
situations (S), the role of self and emotion (E), and cognitive strategies (M).
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An alternative and parsimonious method is needed to examine the influence of
these personal characteristics on student engagement and motivation to persist.
Although the above-mentioned methods may appear unrelated, they share a temporal
underpinning as they rely on some aspect of time to measure the personal
characteristics identified as important influences. Thus, the concept of orientation to
time may provide an alternative method to examine the role of these important
personal characteristics in student engagement and persistence in higher education.
Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) measure of time perspective organised three
broad time frames into five factors through a process of repeated factor analyses. The
five factors identified in this measure were Past-Negative, Past-Positive, PresentHedonistic, Present-Fatalistic, and Future. A balanced orientation among these time
frames is regarded as an ideal, but individuals tend to show a predominant focus
towards one time frame (i.e., their orientation to time). In brief, present-oriented
people tend to focus on the salient aspects of stimuli from their immediate setting as
the basis for decisions they make or actions that they take. Future-oriented people
tend to base their decisions and actions on anticipated consequences for future
situations; they work to ensure that decisions and actions taken in the present have a
positive impact on the anticipated future situations. Individuals who are past oriented
base their decisions and actions on their memories and reconstructed experiences of
past situations. The correspondence between these five factors and other personal
characteristics previously demonstrated to be associated with motivation and
persistence is discussed in detail in chapter 5.

Significance of the Research Project
The findings of this investigation are important not only to understand what
drives engagement but to direct interventions for improving retention of first year
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university students. The increasing number and diversity of students entering higher
education has made direct investigation more critical at this point in time. Universities
have begun to expend considerable resources and energy to reach disengaged
students.
This is the first time that the concept of orientations to time has been applied
to address the issues of student engagement and persistence in higher education.
Although future time perspective and past experiences have been examined, this
investigation is the first occasion that orientations to the past, present and future have
been considered in a unified way. The merit of using temporal orientation to address
and understand psychological and behavioural aspects of engagement lies in the fact
that these fundamental drivers are universal and apply to both mainstream and
minority students equally, which is relevant to increasingly diverse cohorts.
Furthermore, temporal orientations exert a powerful influence on behaviour including
decision-making and goals. To the extent that these orientations are learned, temporal
orientations can be modified with self-awareness and understanding, to better support
life choices, including persistence in higher education studies.
This investigation highlights the potential value to institutions of investing in
interventions that enhance all students’ awareness and understanding of their
orientations to time. Encouraging students to develop deeper understanding of their
personal orientations to time and to learn how best to harness these to support their
study efforts would require more than for students to simply attend workshops on
time management or career development. Tinto (1995) advised that strategies are best
integrated and embedded in students’ curricular experiences rather than bolted on to
the curriculum. Thus, the art of self-reflection and self-regulation needs to be elevated
and incorporated into the day-to-day business of individual and group study routines.
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Purpose of the Study and Key Research Questions
The purpose of this research project is to test the hypothesis that the
orientation to time construct offers a parsimonious way of examining a range of
motivational forces that influence student engagement in their studies and, therefore,
persistence with their studies. There are two phases in this research. Phase I is an
exploratory study, while Phase II is confirmatory. The rationale for the two phases is
explained in the next section that deals with the scope of this research.
Phase I was designed to answer several important research questions. The first
set of questions examines individual differences between the participants in terms of
their persistence, their age, and their gender. Are there differences in time perspective
between students who persist with their studies and those who do not? Are there
differences in time perspective between male and female students? Are there
differences in time perspective between students under the age of 25 and students
over the age of 25? Further, do these groups differ on measures of student
engagement? Are there differences in satisfaction with the higher education
experience among these groups?
The next set of question deals with the associations between the temporal
orientation variables and measures of student engagement and persistence. The final
set of questions of specific interest to this investigation, examines the predictive value
of students’ orientations to time for their engagement in study and persistence.
Phase II was designed to confirm the answers to the questions asked in Phase I
and to extend the understandings gained from those answers. It aimed to extend the
understanding of student engagement in terms of the influence of temporal orientation
on the attitudinal and behavioural aspects of student engagement.
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The larger data set in Phase II, made it possible to test the differences on mean
scores of the variables among students in three age groups: students under the age of
19 (school leavers), students aged between 20 and 24 (non-traditional students) and
students over the age of 25 (mature-age students). This extension of the Phase I
findings was important because the greater differences between groups were found
between school leavers and mature-age students (Krause, Hartley, James, & McInnis,
2005). Measuring these differences, therefore, would provide greater insight into the
differences on the temporal orientation and student engagement variables between
younger and older students. Furthermore, as these age categories were employed in
the large national study of Australian First Year students (Krause et al., 2005), it
would be possible to make comparisons between this study and the national study.
The larger sample size also allowed for the examination of mediating relationships
among the variables.
In each phase, two further questions were tested and compared.
(a)

Do students who withdraw from their studies in their first year do so
because of the competing roles of being either the primary income earner or
the primary caregiver or both?

(b)

Do students’ stated intentions to leave their studies and serious thoughts
about leaving their studies predict withdrawal from their studies?

Scope of this Research
This research project examined the influence of temporal orientation on
student engagement and persistence in first year university students at Griffith
University, in Queensland, Australia. The study was conducted in two distinct phases
in order to identify the relationships in the first phase and to confirm these
relationships in the second phase. This repeated correlational study method allowed
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for clarification of the influence of the variables and also tested the strength and
direction of the identified, significant variables quantitatively. With two distinctly
different first year cohorts, the 2003 commencing students and the 2005 commencing
students, it was possible to investigate the influence of and relationships between the
variables without risk that characteristics of a particular first year cohort would act as
a confounding variable. In this way, the relationships between the temporal
orientation variables and the student engagement variables, and the influence exerted
by the temporal orientation variables on the student engagement variables could be
tested, retested, and confirmed.
Results from the different phases were presented at conferences in Australia
and New Zealand (Horstmanshof & Zimitat, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2006), and this
investigation benefited not only from the rich discussions that were generated at the
conferences but also from the peer reviews of the related papers. Conference
presentations and peer reviewed conference submissions assisted the researcher to
refine the research design and to articulate the research process and its findings.
Findings from the first study were reported in a journal article that has been accepted
for publication by The British Journal of Educational Psychology.
First year students from Griffith University in Queensland, Australia were the
population chosen for this investigation, although the literature review covered both
international and national research into the first year experience in higher education.
National retention figures for Griffith University showed that 24 percent of first year
students discontinued their studies at the end of 2003 (Dunstan, Martin, &
Maclachlan, 2005), highlighting the importance and relevance of this research to
Griffith University. This investigation acknowledges the contributions of previous
international and national research that have been particularly valuable in identifying
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the major variables used in this investigation. In particular, this research has benefited
from the work by McInnis et al. (2000) and Krause et al. (2005) that looked at issues
for first year students across Australian universities and provided valuable
opportunities to compare Griffith University data with national data.
In addition, this research also investigates the role of student satisfaction, the
relationship of satisfaction to persistence and to student engagement and the influence
of temporal orientation on satisfaction. Lastly, differences between genders and
among age groups on the main variables are examined, reported, and discussed.

Overview of the Thesis
The thesis is divided into ten chapters. This chapter has provided an
introduction to the problem under investigation and a brief overview of the research
aims, scope, and method adopted to examine the influence of temporal orientation on
student engagement in higher education studies.
Chapter 2 describes the context of the first year experience in higher education
in Australia. It outlines the important social changes that have taken place in higher
education and discusses the ways in which these changes have altered the higher
education landscape. In particular, it traces the evolution in the provision of higher
education from an entitlement for the socially elite, through mass education, to
universal education. The widened access to higher education has resulted in greater
demographic diversity in first year cohorts. Advances in communication and
information technology have also provided a range of services previously restricted to
a limited number of on-campus students. Thus, physical attendance on campus with
face-to-face tuition is no longer the sole method of pursuing studies in higher
education, even for students who do not chose to study by distance. It has also
provided the increasing number of students who are in employment with increased
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opportunities to access information and communicate with lecturers and tutors. These
changes have brought increased complexity to student engagement and persistence.
Chapter 3 reviews the literature relevant to the first year experience, both
nationally and internationally, with particular focus on persistence and retention. The
chapter starts with a clarification of these terms and explains the ways in which these
terms are used in this research project. It explores a range of interventions suggested
and adopted over the past several decades. The seminal work by Tinto (1975; 1993) in
shaping research and intervention is discussed. Additionally, issues of student
expectations and student satisfaction in relation to persistence and retention are
considered.
Chapter 4 examines student engagement and its relationship to approaches to
study with a view to documenting what is known about how, when, and why students
persist and succeed in their higher education studies. Several views of student
engagement are considered. One set of themes considers the ways in which
institutions and academic staff contribute to student engagement. The second set of
themes revolves around the student and, in particular, the personal qualities of the
student. In this respect, consideration is given to aspects of the USEM model
proposed by Yorke (2004b, 2006a, 2006b), which has drawn on a large and complex
body of psychological theory and empirical evidence. This model is discussed in
relation to the psychological model proposed by Bean and Eaton (2000) and discussed
in chapter 3 with other theories of motivation. Finally, the suitability of these models
for measuring student engagement strategies is called in to question due to their
complexity.
Chapter 5 provides an overview of the theoretic underpinnings of temporal
orientation. This chapter starts with a discussion of the social construct of time and its
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influence on motivation in general and then narrows the focus to the aspect of
temporal orientation that is relevant to this study. It reviews the literature on the
temporal orientation and time perspectives. This review reveals that, although these
concepts have been applied to various aspects of mental and physical health
behaviour, only future perspective has been investigated in educational settings.
Additionally, much of the research into the influence of future time perspective in
education has been located in schools rather than in tertiary institutions. Thus, a gap in
the literature is identified as a basis for the present investigation.
Chapter 6 discusses and justifies the overall design of the research project. It
describes the scales used and the method and process of data collection. Additionally,
it provides details of the steps of the data analysis for both phases of this project.
Chapter 7 provides the results of Phase I, the 2003 survey. The 2003 phase of
the research establishes the importance of temporal orientation in a population of first
year students who had persisted with their studies for nearly one year. Importantly,
this phase of the study confirms the influence of temporal orientation as a significant
and strong predictor of both academic application and deep approaches to study.
While future orientation exerts the strongest influence on the engagement variables in
each case, the other temporal orientations serve to contribute to the overall
understanding of the influence of temporal orientation on student engagement for first
year university studies, for both traditional students and mature-age students.
Chapter 8 provides the results of Phase II, the 2005 survey. This phase of the
research confirms the importance of temporal orientation in a population of first year
students who have persisted with their studies for one semester. In addition to
confirming the influence of the temporal orientation variables on student engagement
variables, this phase of the study also measures students earlier in their first year, at a
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time where they are regarded as being most vulnerable to withdrawal. A larger sample
size collected for this phase of the research allows for more sophisticated analysis,
specifically hierarchical multiple regression, which provided the opportunity to test
both the direct and indirect influence of the temporal orientation variables on student
engagement and student satisfaction.
Chapter 9 discusses the results of Phase I and Phase II and looks at the
differences and similarities between the findings of the two surveys and synthesises
these findings. It reviews the aims of this research project and demonstrates how and
to what degree these have been fulfilled. The findings are discussed in terms of the
current literature in this field.
Chapter 10 outlines the contribution made by this project to an understanding
of underlying temporal orientation factors that influence student engagement and
persistence in the first year of higher education at Griffith University. It examines the
implications of the findings and makes recommendations for policy and practice.
Lastly, the limitations of this project are outlined, and directions for future research in
this area of study are suggested.
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CHAPTER 2: THE FIRST YEAR EXPERIENCE IN CONTEXT
This chapter provides a context within which to discuss the issues of the first year
student experience in higher education central to this study. In particular, it addresses
changes in the sector and increasing diversity of universities likely to affect student
engagement, especially in Australia. Examination of this diversity lends clarity to several
of the research questions posed in chapter one and provides guidance in framing the
related hypotheses. These hypotheses are presented at the end of this chapter.
The last four decades of the twentieth century have brought dramatic social and
political changes to the environments in which universities operate. It has also introduced
new technology with the potential to radically challenge the ways in which university
activities are carried out. The social changes that occurred as a result of the civil rights
movement of the 1960s and 1970s challenged universities to accept greater diversity in
the student body and to move away from providing education only for the socially elite,
who tended to hold shared values, attitudes, and backgrounds. On the one hand, these
changes have meant that universities have had to rethink fundamental aspects of the
institution, including social reality (the diverse nature of the students), its role (to either
educate or provide skills), and its changing relevance in society. On the other hand, new
generations of students, with raised expectations of what this new access to higher
education might mean, have tried to reconcile the promise of what was once regarded as
elite and unattainable with the reality of what higher education for the masses has come to
mean.
There are emerging issues of student diversity in contemporary first year
university cohorts are of concern to universities both nationally and internationally. The
increased size and diversity of the student body have brought new challenges to
universities in order to meet the promise of broader access and equity inherent in the new
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policies. While much of the diversity is visible in terms of student age, gender, ethnicity,
and economic status, it is the less visible diversity that poses the greater challenges to
student engagement in the first year of higher education. This less visible diversity is
expressed in terms of values, attitudes, and expectations. This chapter explores some of
these emerging issues but focuses on higher education in Australia as a context for
studying the influence of the less visible diversity on student engagement and persistence
in the first year. In addition, the expectations that students have of their university, and
the university has of its students, are important and deserve further consideration. A
discussion of this aspect of the first year experience is provided in the section on student
expectations and satisfaction in chapter 3.

Universal Access to Higher Education in Australia
Over the past 30 years, higher education in Western democracies has been
transformed from an elite system providing postsecondary preparation for the “ruling
classes” to a system providing more broadly, through mass education, the skills and
preparation for technical and economic roles. More recently, there has been a move
towards a concept of universal higher education. This broad movement from elite to open
access systems of higher education has affected universities internationally and in
Australia. The expansion of the concept of higher education has brought with it not only a
dramatic increase in the numbers of students attending the institutions but also greater
diversity in terms of the student body and the range of studies on offer (Trow, 2005).
In 1974, the Australian Federal Government abolished all student tuition fees at
universities and colleges of advanced education and assumed the full responsibility for
funding higher education (DEST, 2002). The result was an increase in the number of both
traditional first time university students and mature-age (over 25 years) students,
particularly women, attending university for the first time. Anderson (1990) argued that
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this trend towards mature-age study in Australia had started by 1961, if not earlier. The
Australian Government adopted a focus on access and equity in higher education as a
guiding principle, with measures such as rationalisation and reallocation of resources
directed at maintaining such equity objectives. Similarly, UK government initiatives were
aimed at widening participation to higher education from targeted equity groups focusing
on lower socioeconomic groups (Gorard et al., 2006; Trotter & Roberts, 2006), and
federal legislation in the USA has focused on including ethnic minority students (Gurin,
Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002; Hurtado et al., 2005).
This increased participation, compounded by the economic recession of the early
1980s, placed considerable financial strain on higher education institutions in Australia. A
major reform of higher education in the late 1980s attempted to address this increased
demand for resources by increasing opportunities for participation through greater
flexibility while, at the same time, attempting to demonstrate greater responsiveness to
the social, cultural, and economic requirements of the nation. An important aspect of this
reform was the amalgamation of other institutions of higher education (mostly providers
of vocational education) with universities into a “Unified National System” (DEST,
2002), which resulted in fewer higher education institutions overall. At the undergraduate
level, this amalgamation was more than merely a physical marriage of two systems of
higher education. It also brought together two different philosophies of higher education:
A broad general education came into direct contact with the specific acquisition of
employment-related skills.
These far reaching changes have been manifested in the first year experience.
Cohorts of commencing students have intermingled those who have come for the
traditional broad education and those who are searching for the tools to improve their
immediate employment prospects. Greater numbers of students arriving from diverse
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backgrounds and bringing varying levels of coping skills, preparedness, expectations, and
motivation have found themselves competing for university resources. Competition for
access to and attention from tutors and lecturers in large tutorials and crowded lecture
theatres has become a common phenomenon (Hartley, 2002, James, 2001). Student to
staff ratios increased by 27% between the years 1993 and 2000, from 15:1 to 19:1 (DEST,
2002). Sharing other resources, such as library books and computer access, with several
hundreds other first year students, in conjunction with other new and competing pressures
from employment, family, and community activities has often made it difficult to get
assignments completed in time. At the same time, advances in information and
communication technology have provided a range of alternative ways in which to access
many university resources.

Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
The information and communication technology revolution has provided
additional options for accessing material and interacting with other students and academic
staff. Many universities offer units with an online component. This increased flexibility
has increased options for student participation. Although most students have continued to
express a preference for face-to-face access to tutors (DEST, 2002), these online
developments by universities have provided additional opportunities for access to higher
education, and often removed the need for on-campus attendance. This mode of study has
made higher education more accessible not only to those students who live in rural or
remote areas but also to the increasing number of higher education students who are
“earner-learners”, seeking part-time study, and full-time students, “learner-earners”,
engaged in paid employment (Bell, Bush, Nicholson, O’Brien, & Tran, 2002, p. 4).
These changes have brought concomitant challenges in terms of competency
levels and ease of use with technology. Younger students have higher levels of expertise
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than their lecturers and tutors. Uneven levels of expertise and adoption of the technology
has introduced an additional level of diversity into the first year university environment.

The Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) and Consumerism
By 1989, increased participation in higher education and its consequent funding
implications had led to the introduction of the Higher Education Contribution Scheme
(HECS), a user pays scheme, in which the student’s contribution is contingent on future
earnings. In addition, a full fee-paying programme was introduced for overseas students
in 1990, thus increasing the cultural diversity of the first year in higher education cohort.
By 1998, universities were allowed to charge fees to local as well as overseas
undergraduate students, once all the places funded by the Commonwealth had been
allocated. There have since been further changes to the funding arrangements. In January
2005, the Higher Education Support Act 2003 came into effect and replaced the Higher
Education Funding Act 1988. As a consequence, Commonwealth supported places (CSP)
replaced the Higher Education Contribution Scheme (HECS) and the Student
Contribution Amount (SCA) replaced HECS for students commencing study in 2005.
These changes allowed individual universities to set their own fees within the ranges
recommended by the Australian Government.
A corollary of the user pays scheme in higher education was the consolidation of a
view of the “student as consumer.” The introduction of HECS has shifted some of
universities’ reliance for funding from the Commonwealth Government onto those who
directly benefit from the education, the students. As a result, universities have
experienced greater pressure to be more responsive to the communities they serve by
endeavouring to provide the services these communities demand and ensuring that such
services are efficiently delivered. On the one hand, universities have been prevailed upon
to become more student-focused; on the other hand, students have become more
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demanding. In addition, universities have started to actively and successfully sell their
services overseas to full fee paying students, thereby further increasing the diversity of
undergraduate cohorts.
The active marketing of higher education to students both locally and
internationally has introduced the notion of “students as consumers” and has brought with
it a sharp focus on the concept of “student satisfaction.” One effect of higher education
research has been a proliferation of surveys to measure most aspects of student life,
particularly their aspirations and expectations (McInnis, 2004). Universities have used
these data to target their programmes and structures to attract students. At the same time,
students have become more able to shape to the design and nature of their higher
education experience by providing such input about their preferences. Given the diversity
of the contemporary student body and the fickle nature of student preferences, however,
this approach is not without its pitfalls: Attracting and pleasing students does not
necessarily translate into student success. Thus, student satisfaction and its role in student
persistence (to be discussed in chapter 3) is a research construct with both theoretical and
practical implications for higher education as a field of study.

Internationalisation
The increased number of international students enrolling in Australian higher
education institutions has brought a concomitant institutional requirement not merely to
ensure that international students’ needs are addressed but also to provide an intercultural
dimension to their teaching, research, and service. This accommodation of cultural
diversity is one of several understandings of internationalisation commonly used in
Australian Higher Education Institutions (Manning, 2003; Yang, 2002). Annual
International Student Statistics for Australia in 2005 showed that close to 345,000
overseas students were enrolled as full-fee students in Australian higher education
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institutions, representing an increase of 7% from 2004. The majority of these students
came from India, China, and South Korea (DEST, 2005). The important role played by
Asian students bringing “different ideas about teaching and learning that are embedded in
their different cultures” (Frew, 2006, p. 27), has added to the complexity of an already
diverse first year student body.

Diversity of the Australian first year student population
The diversity of the first year student population is a key feature of higher
education in Australia. Contemporary first year students are likely not only to have
differing levels of computer expertise, work experience, family responsibilities, and work
commitments but also to commence higher education with different motives, interests,
and academic abilities. Diversity has been most commonly discussed in terms of age,
gender, residency, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. However, McInnis and James
(1995) argued that such diversity is accompanied by a less visible diversity that may have
an even greater impact on student engagement. This less visible diversity, which stems
from family and educational backgrounds, is expressed in differences in values, attitudes,
and expectations. Indeed, it is argued in this study that these students may also differ from
each other in terms of their orientations to time (i.e., the ways in which they experience
the past, present, and the future) and that these differences are important in terms of how
students engage in university study. Student engagement and temporal orientation will be
discussed in greater depth in chapters 4 and 5, respectively.
The diversity in patterns of paid employment among first year students has added
another dimension of complexity (McInnis & Hartley, 2002). Traditional notions of an
“ideal undergraduate student,” with its accompanying “romantic” idea of what the student
experience is, do not resemble to the reality of contemporary first year students’
demanding lives. Full or part-time employment combined with study has increased; the

23

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
financial realities of the present are addressed by working, while, at the same time,
preparing for a future by engaging with their studies.

Learner-Earners, Earner-Learners
The phenomenon of students as learner-earners or earner-learners has not been
confined to Australian students. Broadbridge and Swanson (2005) confirmed the need for
students in the UK to “combine the multiple roles of employment and university life” (p.
237). They also reported that the number of paid hours worked by UK students had
increased since the 1990s, with students now working between 16 and 20 hours per week.
In Australia, McInnis, James and Hartley (2000) indicated that more than half of all first
year students were involved in paid employment. Krause et al. (2005) confirmed this
finding.
Paid employment has become a normative part of contemporary student life
(Bradley, 2006). Students are working not only during the holiday periods, but also
during term time (Curtin & Shani, 2002). Not all students work to support themselves or
gain work experiences. Some of them work for reasons of independence or to provide for
a particular lifestyle. For many students, the university has been only a small part of their
lives, and they have spent the minimum time necessary on campus. Krause (2005)
expressed concern that, for some students, university study was at risk of being regarded
as merely “another appointment or engagement in the daily diary, along with paid work
and a range of other commitments beyond the campus” (p. 5). Moreau and Leathwood
(2006, p. 38) shared this concern, confirming that for many students in their UK study,
“university is only one aspect of their lives, and not necessarily a central one.”
Students have reported differing degrees of coping with competing pressures on
their time. Some students have rearranged their work commitments around their changing
study demands. Others have chosen to focus on assignments over wider reading and also
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to scale down their expectations, opting merely to pass courses rather than excel (McInnis
& Hartley, 2002). Many students have reported problems successfully coping with the
conflicting roles, but some self-managing students seem to benefit from their employment
in terms of life experience, increased confidence, skill development, and financial
rewards (Dundes & Marx, 2006-2007; McInnis & Hartley 2002, Moreau & Leathwood,
2006). It has been suggested that students in the USA who work an optimal number of
hours per week (10 to 19) demonstrate superior academic performance to other working
and non-working students, both in terms of time invested in study and higher grades
(Dundes & Marx, 2006-2007). It has been argued that students who succeed in combining
work and study take responsibility for their time management and structure their lives to
accommodate the demands made on them (Manthei & Gilmore, 2003; Moreau &
Leatherwood, 2006). Bradley’s (2006) study of final year Australian undergraduate
Psychology students also refuted claims that working students had inferior academic
grades compared to nonworkers, or that an increase in the number of hours worked was
associated with decreasing grades. Bradley reported that students who worked at least 20
hours per week performed well academically; although they worked long hours, skipped
more classes and spent less time on campus than nonworkers, they appeared to be more
highly organised.
Hence, working students may be better able to achieve a balance in their temporal
orientations so that they are able to both take care of the present day financial needs by
working while also build towards future needs by attending to their studies. Curtis and
Shani (2002) support the view that the development of skills, increased confidence and
enhanced understanding of the business world that students gain from their paid
employment is advantageous to their studies, both in the present time and also in the
future.
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Age Differences
Chronological age has been used as a marker of student diversity in higher
education for a number of important reasons. In terms of the widened participation in
higher education, age has provided a means of identifying the different points of entry for
students. Age has been used to distinguish between continuous students (i.e., school
leavers) and discontinuous students, those who have had broader after school life
experiences before enrolling in a first year at university.
In addition, age has been used as a generational marker. Coomes and DeBard
(2004) suggested that first year student cohorts may be comprised of members from four
distinct generations, each with its own unique biography, which in turn shapes the peer
personality of the cohort. Year of birth has distinguished these generations: (a) the
Silents, who were born between 1925 and 1942; (b) the Baby Boomers, who were born
between 1943 and 1960; (c) Generation X, born between 1961 and 1981; and (d) the
Millennials or Generation Y, born between 1982 and 2002 (Strauss & Howe, 1999). Baby
Boomers are most commonly considered to be the generation born between 1946 and
1961 (Salt, 2006). The exact year ranges for the generational groups are subject to much
debate, and different sources provide different start and end dates for the categories
(Coomes & DeBard, 2004; Hicks & Hicks, 1999; Krause, 2005; Salt, 2006; Strauss &
Howe, 1999). Nevertheless, there is an overall notion that some commonality exists
among peer cohorts as a result of having lived during a particular period of time.
A great deal has been written to describe the different historical, social, and
political climates that have been thought to influence the various peer cohort personalities
and the ways in which these generational persona may hold contrasting values and ideals
(Coomes, 2004; Krause, 2005; Mackay, 1997; Oblinger, 2003; Salt, 2006; Strauss &
Howe 1999). These terms are used variously in demography, marketing, and in popular
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culture. Coomes and DeBard (2004) have cautioned that a generational approach may
lead to stereotyping and overgeneralization. Nevertheless, generational differences
support the use of age as a marker which has multidimensional attributes and raises other
developmental and experiential issues beyond the scope of this study (see Dwyer,
Harwood, & Tyler, 1998; Wyn & Dwyer, 2000). Of interest to this project is the notion
that these generational differences may express themselves in terms of differences in
temporal orientation and, as a consequence, in engagement with study. Table 1 provides
an integrated picture of generational attributes.
In a national study of first year university students in Australia, Krause et al.
(2005) examined differences in attitudes to engagement with university study in three age
categories: students aged 19 years or younger (school-leavers or traditional students),
those aged 20 to 24 years (non-traditional students), and those aged 25 years and over
(mature-age students). These researchers argued that such age groupings were
demographic markers rather than simple positions on the school to adulthood transition.
Specifically, they maintained that the youngest group was more likely than other groups
to be of higher socioeconomic background, while the oldest group was more likely than
other groups to be first generation university students. The middle group were less easy to
label, as these students could fall into either group. Additionally, this group could be
either: (a) students who have taken a break from study after completing high school or (b)
students who have chosen to return to studies for other reasons such as improving their
employment opportunities.
.
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Table 1. An Integrated Picture of Generational Attributes
Generation

Silents Born
1925 to 1942
Aged 64 to 82

Baby Boomers
Born 1943/1946
to 1960/1964
Aged 46 to 63

Defining
Historical
Experiences

Depression
WWII
The Crash of
1929
The Depression

Cultural
Influences

Jazz, Big Band
Rosie the
Riveter

Technology

Telephones,
Automobiles,
Personal
Cameras,
Record Players,
Radio, Movies

Cold War, Space
Race, Moon
Landing,
Vietnam War,
Watergate
Scandal,
Feminism, Civil
Rights
Movement,
Whitlam
Government’s
Free Higher
Education Policy
(Aus).
Elvis Presley,
The Beatles,
Psychedelic
Rock, Hippie
Life Styles
TV – Black &
White & Colour,
Washing
machines,
Microwave
Ovens

University
Attendance

Mostly as
traditional
school leavers

Learning
Format and
Environment

Formal &
Structured
Classroom Style
Quiet
Atmosphere
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Generation X
Born
1961/1965 to
1978/1981
Aged 25 to 45
Fall of the
Berlin Wall
Emergency of
AIDS
World Wide
Web
Tiananmen
Square
Stock Market
Crash (1987)

ET, Star Wars,
Grunge, MTV,
INXS,
Madonna

Millennial/ Gen
Y Born 1982 to
2002
Aged 24 and
younger
9/11 (2001)
Princess Diana’s
death
Port Arthur
Massacre
Gulf War, Bali
Bombings
Thredbo
Disaster (1997)

Harry Potter,
Rap & Hip Hop,
Pay TV, Reality
TV Body
Piercing
Gameboy
Mobile Phones,
Handheld
Digital
Video Games,
Cameras,
CDs
DVDs, MP3s
IPODS, Instant
Messaging (IM),
Online Uni
Study
Represent the
Mature-age
Most diverse
largest group of
Return to Study generation to
students
attend
returning as adult
university.
learners
Formal &
Relaxed &
Spontaneous,
Structured
Interactive
Multi-Sensory
Classroom Style Round-Table
Café Style,
Quiet
Style, Relaxed Music and
Atmosphere
Ambience
Multi-Modal
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Krause et al. (2005) did not report on this middle group or “bridging group” in terms
of engagement. They highlighted the main areas of contrast in attitudes to engagement
between school-leavers (traditional students) and mature-age students (25 years +). However,
Krause (personal communication August 21, 2006) disclosed that, although the 20-24 year
age group was hardly mentioned in the report, there were aspects of their first year experience
that distinguished this group from their peers. This age group was significantly different from
the other two age groups in that they were: (a) less satisfied than other groups with several
aspects of their higher education experience; (b) more likely to say that they were
experiencing difficulties comprehending the material and that the standard of work required
of them was higher than they had expected; and (c) less likely to express a sense of belonging
to the university community.
In contrast with traditional students who found it difficult to get motivated to study,
mature-age students appeared to be “strategic students who often work independently
(Krause et al, 2005, p. 72). Older students have demonstrated more productive learning
strategies and greater engagement with their studies. Pappas and Loring (1985) classed
mature-age students as enrichment seekers and problem solvers, rather than necessarily
degree seekers. In his study of 759 undergraduate students aged 17 and 65 in the United
States of America (USA), Nunn (1994) identified differences between younger and older
students in approaches to study. Older students showed a preference for more formal learning
methods, while younger students seemed to prefer informal learning. Furthermore, older
students saw themselves as abstract thinkers, whereas younger students were more concrete
in their thinking. Overall, older students appeared to be more achievement-orientated than
younger students. Nunn (1994) found that older students tended to be more positive about
their academic abilities, more internally motivated to study, and less impulsive than the
younger students. This result was somewhat at odds with the Australian finding by McInnis
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and James (1995) that, although mature-age students appeared to be intellectually stimulated
by their studies, they were often more anxious about their abilities.
Yet, mature-age students have had a risk of discontinuing their higher education
studies before graduation that has appeared to be greater than for younger students. Grayson
and Grayson (2003) argued that some instances of early attrition in Canadian universities
were attributable to mature-age students’ intentions prior to commencement. Some of these
students never intended to acquire the credentials without interruption to the linear degree
trajectory and left satisfied that they had achieved what they had set out to achieve. Hence,
Grayson suggested that persistence and retention for older students could not be considered in
the same way as for traditional students. Richardson and Woodley (2003) cautioned that it
was problematic to “treat older students as a single homogeneous group [as there was no]
monotonic relationship between age and attainment” (p. 478).

Gender Differences
Differences have been reported between men and women in both application to study
and attainment in higher education. Women are attending university in growing numbers in
the UK (Richardson & Woodley, 2003), the USA (Choy, 2002) and Australia (Krause et al.,
2005). The number of female students commencing higher education study in Australia has
continued to increase, with the ratio of females to males now around 2:1. However, there are
gender imbalances across fields of study, with women preferring to enrol in Education,
Creative Arts, and the Health Sciences, while men tended to choose Management and
Commerce, Engineering, and Information Technology. These preferences are aligned with
the popular beliefs that women perform better on tests of verbal ability, whereas men tend to
perform better on tests of spatial ability and mathematics. Richardson and Woodley (2003)
have argued that, while such findings have been popularised in the media, these differences in
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abilities between genders have tended to be small and, thus, were unlikely to be important in
educational or occupational settings.
Some studies have suggested that there may be gender differences in ways of
engaging with study. Men and women also reported different experiences in arts programmes
(where women tended to be in the majority) and science programmes (where men tended to
be in the majority). Studies on learning style differences between the genders have concluded
that women tend to be relational learners, while men tend to be independent learners (Keri,
2002). In a study using Canfield’s Learning Style Inventory (Canfield & Cafferty, 1988),
Keri (2002) reported that men indicate a preference for applied learning styles (i.e., learning
that used life experiences as a basis for acquiring knowledge and understanding). Women, on
the other hand, tended to prefer abstract learning, with required reading assignments,
organised materials, and knowledgeable lecturers and tutors.
Studies in the UK and Australia have reported differences between the genders in
attitude and achievement. A recent study by Lawrence, Ashford and Dent (2006), confirmed
earlier findings by others in the UK (Nunn, 1994; Richardson & Woodley, 2003; Smith &
Naylor, 2001) that female students were significantly more achievement-orientated than their
male counterparts. Male students, on the other hand, exhibited higher self-esteem and a
greater ability to emotionally detach themselves from difficult situations than female
students, who tended to use emotion focused coping strategies. A recent study of the first
year experience in Australian universities (Krause et al., 2005) revealed that female students
reported that they enjoyed the academic challenges of their higher education experience and
were less likely than male students to report difficulties in motivation to study. Yet, female
students were more likely than male students to report that they were, at times, overwhelmed
by their studies. They may also be more willing than their male counterparts to self-disclose
their feelings of test anxiety or fear of failure.
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Krause and her colleagues also reported demographic differences between male and
female students, with male students tending to come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds
and female students from medium socioeconomic backgrounds. Overall, female students
tended to exhibit greater academic orientation and commitment to their studies than did male
students. They also appeared to be more satisfied with their studies than did their male
counterparts. While women were more likely than men to indicate that they were acquiring
training for specific occupations that were important to them, they also reported that they
were motivated to study specific subjects because of their intrinsic interest in those subjects.
Insofar as temporal orientations exert powerful influences on human behaviour in relations to
decision making, goal setting and achievement (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999), gender differences
in temporal orientation may influence engagement with study. Temporal orientation is
discussed in chapter 5.

Socioeconomic Status (SES)
Expectations about one’s future have played an important role in a student’s time
perspective and motivation. The term, cultural capital, is increasingly being used in the
literature to describe the symbolic resources that some individuals and groups inherently
appear better at accessing than others (Berger, 2000). These symbolic resources include
“understandings of what is expected behaviour” (Yorke & Longden, 2004, p. 80) in particular
circumstances. In her longitudinal study of student access and persistence in higher education
in the USA, Choy (2002) reported that having parents who had not attended university was a
significant risk factor for failing to complete a degree. This risk was attributed to the lower
educational aspirations shared by the family. Similarly, Walpole (2003) suggested that low
SES parents in the UK did not foster an expectation of university attendance for their
children. These parents were more likely than high SES parents to regard the securing of a
full-time job after completion of high school as a measure of success.
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However, Choy (2002) found that, although these students did start with a
disadvantage, those who attained a degree appeared to enjoy employment outcomes on a par
with their peers whose parents had attended university. In their study of Australian students,
Birrell, Carlderson, Dobson, and Smith (2000) also confirmed that once students from lower
SES backgrounds were enrolled in university study, they enjoyed outcomes similar to their
peers from higher SES backgrounds.
English data from The Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) for
2002 documented the relationship between lower socioeconomic groups and noncontinuation from the first year into the second at university (Yorke & Longden, 2004).
Among the reasons given for the lower rates of retention for students of lower SES was: (a)
the lack of cultural and social capital supportive of student success, (b) the lack of sources of
financial support, and (c) fear of debt.
Students from lower socioeconomic groups were less likely than students from other
groups to believe they were entitled to university education. Yorke and Longden (2004)
argued that these students found it difficult to successfully navigate through higher education
because they lacked the necessary familiarity with the cultural codes of the university. These
students were at risk of experiencing “disjunction between the culture of the home
environment and the culture of the university [making it] more difficult for them to integrate
and persist in higher education” (Yorke & Longden, 2004, p. 80). Reay (2001) explained that
working-class students not only felt isolated among middle-class students at universities but
also ran the risk of isolating themselves from their working-class roots by the very education
to which they were aspiring. In their study of first year students at a new university in the
English Midlands, Rhodes and Nevill (2004) found that students classified as an underrepresented group within the UK higher education system reported higher levels of self-doubt
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with regard to their academic abilities. These researchers argued that such self-doubt was
linked to surface approaches to study (see chapter 4 for a discussion on approaches to study).
James (2002) confirmed that students’ aspirations and intentions were strongly
influenced by their socioeconomic background. His study of over 7000 Australian students in
their final years of high school showed that students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds
expressed greater confidence in their chances of attending university, while lower
socioeconomic background students showed a stronger interest in earning an income once
they left school. He also reported gender differences with females more likely than males to
perceive encouragement to attend university from their friends and their teachers. This
difference was more distinct for males from lower socioeconomic backgrounds.
In their Australian study of the first year experience, Krause and her co-researchers
(Coates & Krause, 2005; Krause et al., 2005) acknowledged that, despite national equity
policies, Australians from lower socioeconomic backgrounds were less likely than
Australians from other socioeconomic backgrounds to participate in higher education.
However, similar to the findings in the USA by Choy (2002), these students, once enrolled,
demonstrated comparable rates of retention, success, and completion. Thus, although low
SES students started with a disadvantage, those who attained a degree appeared to enjoy
employment outcomes on a par with their more advantaged peers.
These findings have suggested differences in the ways that students from different
socioeconomic backgrounds think about their futures. Past experiences of education and
encouragement to advance themselves also seem to influence their plans and decisions about
their futures. This investigation is concerned with students’ temporal orientation and the
influence it exerts on their engagement with their studies. It is also concerned with
identifying opportunities to enhance and support positive influences.
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Indigenous and Minority Students
In recent years, universities in the western world have adopted policies of access and
equity to encourage under-represented groups into higher education. In the USA, concerted
effort has been made to attract and retain Hispanic, African American, and Native American
students in higher education institutions. In the UK, students from lower socioeconomic
groups and some ethnic minorities have been specifically targeted under the banner of
widened participation in higher education (Yorke & Longden, 2004). In Australia, one aim of
the reforms that started in the 1980s was to provide wider access to higher education,
specifically to disadvantaged and under-represented groups. In particular, the Australian
Government identified indigenous people as a special group for inclusion in higher education
(DEET, 1990). These students have been supported through a special Indigenous Support
Funding programme (Coates & Krause, 2005).
In a study of Caucasian and African-American students across six educational
institutions in the USA, Cubeta, Travers, and Sheckley (2001) found that race per se was not
a good predictor variable of students’ academic success. Instead, the experience of previous
positive educational experiences and age (i.e., not school leavers) served as more reliable
predictors of students’ academic success. Additionally, successful students were also more
likely than their less successful classmates to exhibit higher levels of self-efficacy, greater
motivation to succeed, and internal locus of control. This finding is an indication of the
powerful influence of positive past experiences on future academic engagement in higher
education.
Indigenous Australian students participating in higher education research have tended
to be first generation higher education students. Krause et al. (2005) reported few apparent
differences in attitude between the indigenous students and other students in their study.
These students were positive and optimistic about their studies. Additionally, indigenous
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students were “highly focused on developing their personal talents at university” (Krause et
al., 2005, p. 67). In another study, overall, indigenous students were found to be mature-age
and mostly motivated to study by a desire to contribute to improvements in their own
communities (DiGregorio, Farrington, & Page, 2000).

International Students
As discussed under the section on Internationalisation, the number of fee-paying
overseas students who study in the Australian higher education system has grown over the
past decade from 9% to 23% (Krause et al., 2005). In comparison to domestic students, these
international students appeared to be more proactive students to seek advice and assistance
from academic staff. Generally, international first year students reported lower levels of
social integration, and fewer were confident that a staff member either knew their names or
was interested in their progress. Although these students appeared to be goal-orientated and
focused on their studies, 46% of international students surveyed found the workload too
heavy compared to 40% of local students. In addition, almost half of the international
students surveyed reported that the university experience had not lived up to their
expectations. Managing the expectations of international students and preparing them for
study in Australian universities has become a national concern. The role of satisfaction and
expectations is discussed in chapter 3.

Summary
This chapter has provided a broad overview of the context of higher education in
contemporary Australia. In doing so, it presented a sketch of the nature and changes over the
past three decades in the higher education landscape with a primary focus on the Australian
setting. The growing complexity and diversity of the first year experience were highlighted as
areas of particular importance in the provision of an optimal experience for commencing
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students. The complexity and diversity were also discussed in terms of challenges in
engaging these students in productive study practices.
The research into student performance and diversity discussed in this chapter has
provided clarification of and guidance for the direction of several of the research questions
posed in Chapter 1 in respect of age and gender differences in student engagement. As a
result the following hypotheses3 can now be framed:
Mature-age students are more likely than younger students to work toward a deep
understanding of their university studies. The findings that mature students are more likely
than other students to be strategic, independent learners (Krause et al, 2005) and that they are
problem solvers (Pappas & Loring, 1985) provide support for this hypothesis.
Female students are likely to report greater academic orientation than male students.
The findings by Krause et al. (2005) that female students were more likely than male students
to report that they enjoyed the academic challenges of their studies and that they were less
likely than male students to report difficulties in motivation to study provides support for this
hypothesis.
Female students are likely to report greater academic application than male students.
The findings that female students tended to exhibit greater academic commitment to their
studies than male students (Krause et al., 2005) and that they were more likely than male
students to achieve good degrees (Richardson & Woodley, 2003) provides support for this
hypothesis.
Female students are likely to report greater adoption of deep learning approaches to
study than male students. The findings by Krause et al., (2005) that women were more likely
than men to report that hey were motivate to study specific subjects because of their intrinsic
interest in those subjects supports this hypothesis.
3

A full list of hypotheses, correctly numbered and ordered, appears in chapter 6, Method.
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Female students are more satisfied with their university experience than male
students. The finding by Krause et al. (2005) that women appeared to be more satisfied with
their studies than their male counterparts provides support for this hypothesis.
Positive past educational experiences are associated with an internal locus of control,
(i.e. personal agency). Cubeta, Travers, and Sheckley (2001) provide support for this
hypothesis with their finding that previous positive educational experiences served as a
reliable predictor of students’ academic success. Successful students were more likely than
their less successful classmates to exhibit higher levels of self-efficacy, greater motivation to
success, and an internal locus of control.
Chapter 3 provides an overview of the research of the past several decades into
student retention. It provides an examination of both the sociological and psychological
approaches that have been used to identify triggers in persistence/non-persistence decisionmaking processes. In respect of retention in the first year of university study, it considers the
nature of student success and discusses the role of student satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 3 RETENTION AND PERSISTENCE IN THE FIRST
YEAR IN HIGHER EDUCATION
This chapter provides an overview of the research canon on retention and
persistence and examines the utility of these two constructs as measures of tertiary
education success, both for the university and its students respectively. In this study,
retention is the historical term adopted to describe and measure institutional success in
retaining students, while persistence describes the measures adopted by students as
they persevere with their studies. Both measures are concerned with completion.
Retention remains a viable construct for institutional accounting and measurement as
it is easily translated into the statistical outcomes needed for budgets and reports. The
concept of persistence, however, is less useful in measuring university success.
Persistence is an open-ended process that builds on everyday effort and experience,
and its existing dichotomous measures—to persist or to withdraw—have not tapped
this experience. The measures have provided information about the persistence of the
student at the end of the process, rather than affording insight into student engagement
with their studies. When student success is measured only in terms of retention and
persistence, students risk “succeeding” without acquiring any lasting knowledge
(Romaineville, 1994). Chapter 4 discusses student engagement as an alternative
measure of university success.

Retention and Persistence in the First Year in Higher Education
Investigations into issues of student retention and persistence have dominated
research into the first year experience of university students for more than 70 years
(Pantages & Creedon, 1978). Retention is an issue that concerns all universities for
several important reasons. First, completion rates have been seen as a measure of a
university’s worth that represents, in several ways, the degree to which institutions
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have fulfilled their obligations to the students they enrol (Yorke & Longden, 2004).
Second, retention has implications for government funding in the United Kingdom
(Bennett, 2003; Yorke, 1998, 2000; Yorke & Longden, 2004) and also in Australia
(Dobson & Sharma, 1998). Third, the losses experienced by individuals and
institutions represent an “unacceptable and unnecessary waste of individual,
institutional, and national talent and resources” (Reason. Terenzini, & Domingo,
2006, p. 150). Although some academics argue that a voluntary decision to withdraw
from higher education studies does not necessarily imply failure, it may result in
lower

self-confidence

and

self-esteem

for

some

non-persisting

students

(Vivekananada, Ramsay, & Elphinstone, 2003). Finally, withdrawals place pressure
on the institution to find replacement students, often by lowering the entry level
criteria.
Yorke and Longden (2004) described the struggle by governments and
universities (in the UK, USA, continental Europe, Australia, and New Zealand) to
provide greater access to higher education for their citizens. The Western university
system has sought to increase the inclusion of underrepresented groups, on the one
hand, and to ensure optimal return on their investment in higher education by
maximising both retention and completion, on the other hand. This situation has
challenged universities in two main ways: (a) to be accountable and efficient at the
institutional level, and (b) to address and resolve the problems faced by students in the
earlier stages of their undergraduate courses at the level of academic and support staff.
Nevertheless, attrition rates have remained largely unchanged at 20-25 percent across
universities in Australia (DEST, 2002), the UK (Bennett, 2003), and the USA
(Braxton, 2000).
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Issues in Defining Retention and Persistence
Definitions of the terms “persistence” and “retention” as they have been used
in the literature provide the context for how they are applied in this study. Although
these terms express the positive side of the first year experience, most investigations
into the first year experience have demonstrated a negative bias. Indeed, much
research in the social sciences during the latter part of the twentieth century,
especially in relation to human behaviour, was expressed in negative terms, within a
deficit model (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).
However, the defining use of these contemporary negative terms in the
literature has remained confused. Noticeably, the terms “attrition, dropout,
discontinuance, withdrawal and non-completion have often been used interchangeably
in the literature” (McInnis, Hartley, Polesel, & Teese, 2000, p. 5). Tinto (1975) argued
that inadequate definition had rendered much of the extensive literature on student
“drop-out” misleading. In recent years, the terms student attrition, discontinuance,
withdrawal and noncompletion have replaced the value-laden term, student dropout.
Price, Harte, and Cole (1991) argued for a different set of withdrawal
categories to better describe the context in which students leave. They argued that
attrition could be described as a set of three categories: (a) internal (i.e., students who
change courses within the same institution); (b) within systems; and (c) institutional.
In contrast, Yorke (1999) suggested that these terms were part of a noncompletion
“portmanteau” that could be used in several ways. Yorke (1999, p. 86) defined three
levels of noncompletion: (a) the study unit, (b) the year or level of study, and (c) the
entire programme.
In Australia, the Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs
(DETYA, now The Department of Education, Science and Training, DEST) defined
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noncompletion as “non-achievement of outcomes generally considered the norm for
the sector concerned” (McInnis, Hartley, et al, 2000, p. 7). This definition of attrition
from the first year at Australian universities referred to students who failed to
complete the first year of study and did not progress into the second year of study at
the same university within normal completion time (i.e., an academic year for full
time students).
By contrast, the positive terms of persistence and retention have been defined
and measured in terms of “re-enrolment, goal and degree-credit hour progress, and
degree completion” (Tinto, 1993, p. 215). These terms have been used
interchangeably in the literature. For the purposes of this study, however, these terms
have been split into institutional and students aspects of success. Thus, retention is
used to refer to or imply institutional intervention to retain the student, whereas the
term persistence is focused on the individual student’s efforts to seek encouragement
and support to persevere in higher education studies despite the challenges being
faced.
This splitting of definitional emphasis of these terms highlighted two issues
recurring in the literature. First, this distinction between institutional and personal
effort to persist with studies has served to clarify sources of effort and agency in each
case. Second, the distinction has highlighted the importance of mutual responsibility
in a successful higher education relationship. In this relationship, students have
invested time and effort in their studies, and institutions have supplied human and
other resources to provide learning opportunities and services that encourage and
support these students to participate (Kuh, Kinzie, Schuh, & Whitt, 2005; Pargetter et
al., 1998).
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An Overview of the Research into Retention and Persistence
Research into student retention in higher education has evolved (Pargetter et
al., 1998). Early studies concentrated on traditional students, focusing on elements of
student selection and personal characteristics. More recent investigations have
examined ways in which universities can retain and support more diverse student
populations. Greater political pressure on universities to be financially accountable
and to provide greater equity and access has introduced elements of consumerism into
the equation (Strage et al., 2002). A great deal of the research into first year student
withdrawal has been focused on student satisfaction and on the ways in which the
university provides support for increasingly diverse first year student populations.
In broad terms, the focus of research into the first year experience moved from
examination of the nature of the students to investigation about nurturing them. In a
natural progression, recent research into the first year experience has embraced a more
holistic model that encompasses both the concepts of nature and nurture: i.e. the role
that universities and students jointly play in student engagement (to be discussed in
greater detail in chapter 4).
A substantial body of research has examined retention and persistence in the
first year of higher education. The theories and work of respected sociological
researchers in the field, such as William Spady (1970) and Vincent Tinto (1975), have
influenced the international research into first year university student retention (Bean
& Eaton, 2000). A great deal of research has drawn from the work by Tinto and has
built, in particular, upon his integration model of departure (Tinto, 1975, 1993).
The research into retention can be categorised into two main groups: (a)
research that has examined separate variables associated with retention and
persistence and (b) research that has proposed models of variables that predict
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retention and persistence. There have been two main subgroups of studies: studies that
are either (a) sociological in orientation and examine aspects of society and the
institutions and their affect on retention or (b) psychological in orientation and
examine those variables that relate to the individual’s personal characteristics and
persistence efforts.
Tinto (1993) was critical of these attempts to explain student departure in
psychological terms that inevitably seemed to negatively attribute the departure to
some specific inner weakness or failing on the part of the student. Despite all
attempts, no “departure-prone” personality was identified (Cope & Hannah, 1975;
Tinto, 1975, 1993). Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) explained that much of the
psychological research since World War II concentrated on “repairing damage within
a disease model of human functioning” (p. 5) and that, by paying such close attention
to pathology, neglected to discuss “the conditions that lead to high levels of happiness
or civic engagement” (Gable & Haidt, 2005, p. 103). Indeed, positive psychology “is
the study of the conditions and processes that contribute to the flourishing or optimal
functioning of people, groups, and institutions”, (Gable & Haidt, 2005, p. 103) which
seemed a fitting framework to apply to the study of student engagement (see chapter
four).
Tinto (1993, 1995) advanced a societal explanation for student retention in
higher education. He drew on the sociological work by Durkheim (1951) on
egotistical suicide arising from a failure to integrate into communities in society.
Tinto (1975) proposed that students enter higher education with a “history” of certain
characteristics, expectations, skills, goals, and commitments, which they re-evaluate
on the basis of their ability to integrate socially and academically into the institution.
For Tinto, it was the failure of integration that leads to departure.
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Figure 1 A simplified Tinto model of institutional departure (Tinto, 1993).
Tinto’s work has enjoyed “near –paradigmatic stature” (Braxton, 2000, p. 7)
and has continued—regardless of shortcomings—to be widely applied and cited in
both student retention research and dissertations. His influential sociological model of
student retention (Tinto, 1975) was originally formulated to explain the retention
behaviour of largely young, White, North American university students. This
somewhat ethnocentric bias of the 1970s research has limited the use in explaining
retention in other populations. Culturally specific assumptions about student
characteristics and behaviour have had limited application to institutions in the United
Kingdom (Ozga & Sukhnandan, 1998). An underlying criticism by contemporary
scholars has been that Tinto’s model pays “insufficient attention to the changing
context” of higher education (Ozga & Sukhnandan, 1998, p. 318). Because retention
among more diverse populations may require a different model, Tinto’s model may
also not be directly applicable to Australian universities.
Other scholars have criticised the weak treatment of the student perspective on
departure by Tinto. In particular, Yorke (1999) highlighted the fact that Tinto’s work
did not pay sufficient attention to students’ own perceptions of their experience,
which might be critically important in terms of decisions to stay or leave. Tinto’s
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original presentation of the model did consider the student’s point of view. However
subsequent research that followed the broad adoption of Tinto’s model lost sight of
this perspective. Tinto stated that
the model of dropout proposed here accepts, as central to the process, the notion
that perceptions of reality have real effects on the observer, and, for a variety of
reasons, persons of varying characteristics may hold differing perceptions of
apparently similar situations …. it is the perceptions of the individual that are
important (Tinto, 1975, p. 98).
Braxton (2000) echoed this sentiment. He asserted that the student perspective
lies at the heart of the student departure puzzle.
Much research in higher education continues to build on Tinto’s work. Indeed,
Tinto, himself, remains active in this field. Although his original model was designed
to explain student attrition, its relevance extends to other measures that affect higher
education. Many researchers have applied his model and components of this model to
a range of student outcomes (Gonyea, 2006).

Psychological Perspectives
Several researchers have applied Tinto’s work to investigate psychological
theories or processes believed to influence students’ decisions to either stay or
withdraw from study. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) argued for the inclusion of
psychological theories in the examination of student persistence. “Developmental
theories and the research based on them suggest that other important student traits
may be overlooked if the perspective is strictly sociological” (Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991, p. 58). In particular, academic goals (motivation), academic self-efficacy
(beliefs in ability), and self-regulation have emerged as important student traits related
to persistence. As mentioned previously, this psychological research falls into two
main categories: (a) research the has examined separate variables associated with
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retention and persistence, and (b) research that has proposed models of variables that
predict retention and persistence.

Role of student goals and intentions
Tinto (1987, 1993) updated his model to incorporate the concept of students’
intentions to persist, in response to consistent research findings that individual
intentions played an important role in student persistence (Astin, 1993; Bean, 1982;
Bers & Smith, 1991; Cabrera, Casteneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992). Tinto (1987)
claimed that student “intentions or goals and commitments or motivations” were the
two most important attributes associated with persistence (p. 32).
More recently, Conti (2000) argued that students who had set their own
university and career goals and who reflected regularly on these goals were more
successful in the first semester at university than students who did not do so. Students
who felt autonomous in their goal pursuits were found to be more intrinsically
motivated and less extrinsically motivated than those who did not report such
autonomous feelings. These autonomous students performed better academically and
were also better adjusted, both socially and emotionally, in the first months of their
university careers, than students with less self-determination. Furthermore, Conti
asserted that reflection on one’s goals was an important means of mobilizing one’s
physical and psychological energy toward academic engagement.

Academic preparedness
Readiness to commence higher education studies has been identified as a
factor in student retention, satisfaction, and achievement (Peel, 1999; Tinto, 1993)
Despite students enrolling in their first year in higher education with clear intentions
to succeed and graduate, many students have been unprepared for the academic
challenges they will face. Watson, Johnson and Billett (2002) argued that, despite
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students exhibiting heightened levels of enthusiasm about their studies at
commencement, these levels of enthusiasm are not matched by levels of preparedness
or knowledge about how to undertake the tasks necessary for their studies. Many
commencing students have little understanding of university culture, unless they have
come from homes where parents or siblings have attended university (McInnis &
James, 1995). Additionally, students often have enrolled with “unrealistic
expectations of the amount of work and time involved in university study” (McInnis,
James et al., 2000, p. xi).
Most Western universities have introduced orientation programmes to assist
commencing students with the transition to university study. These students have
needed an orientation to the university’s values and norms, in addition to
understanding how to negotiate the first year experience in terms of accessing
resources, managing workloads, and organising their time. McInnis et al. (2000)
called this process “academic orientation”. He used a six item scale to measure
students’ levels of integration. In terms of this investigation, academic orientation is
regarded as an important element of engagement that shows the degree to which
students are in harmony with the academic climate of the university. Tinto (1993)
termed this congruence between the individual and the institution, academic
integration.
In accordance with Tinto’s (1975) model of academic and social integration,
most university orientation programmes also provide opportunities for commencing
students to integrate socially. These opportunities for students to interact with fellow
travellers in the early stages of their first year experience helps to instil a shared sense
of belonging to a learning community (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998).
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A Psychological Model of Student Persistence
Bean and Eaton (2000) examined psychological theories related to student
retention and proposed a model incorporating four main theories to describe the
factors and behaviours associated with student retention and departure. They argued
that students were “psychological beings” (p. 58) and that the collective issues of
sociology played a secondary role” in the retention process, important only in the
individual’s perception of the social environment. Bean and Eaton proceeded on the
basis that action came before outcomes (Bandura, 1997). Their psychological model
of college student retention model brought together Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975)
theory of attitude-behaviour and normative beliefs, the approach-avoidance
behavioural coping theory (Lazarus, Averill & Opton, 1974), Bandura’s (1977, 1997)
model of self efficacy, and Weiner’s (1986) causal model of attribution. This eclectic
blending of psychological research programs gave recognition to the complementary
role of multifaceted, individual factors in the retention puzzle in place of earlier, more
simplistic, one-trait assumptions
This model suggested that past behaviours and personal and normative beliefs
influenced students’ interactions with the university environment. Additionally, the
ways in which students coped with situations and the degree of their personal agency
to deal with situations in the university environment affected their intentions to stay or
leave. Furthermore, the model proposed that the complex set of characteristics and
personal attributes with which students commenced university were not necessarily
fixed states. As a result of students’ interactions with the new environment, their
psychological states would undergo change. Where such change was positive,
students would experience increased confidence, greater self-efficacy, and a greater
sense of control. This positive change, through greater social and academic
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integration, would lead to a commitment to stay and, ultimately, to persistence. Where
such change did not occur, or was negative, the student was deemed to be at greater
risk of withdrawal from study.
Bean and Eaton’s (2000) psychological model of student departure presented a
valiant effort in terms of its scope and understanding of behaviour and motivation.
They proposed that their model was useful in any social context and could serve as a
rule of thumb to visualise the psychological processes involved in the decision to
persist with or withdraw from university studies. They argued that their model
countered Tinto’s criticism that psychological theory explained involuntary early
departure (i.e., psychological weakness or failure on the student’s part) but
contributed minimally to voluntary departure.
The complexity of the model, however, left it open to criticism. First, it failed
to account for some of the ways in which a changed and diverse student population
made lifestyle choices in a changed social and technological environment. From a
practical perspective, moreover, such a complex model would be difficult to
incorporate into useful retention strategies. Given the number of theories integrated
into their model, research might involve lengthy assessment surveys and thus,
increased potential for participation fatigue. Furthermore, this complex model was
designed to explain psychological behaviour associated with the process of student
departure, which would suggest surveying students at several junctures during the first
year to benefit from any insights gained.
Figure 2 illustrates the Bean and Eaton (2000) model that attempts to integrate
the four psychological theories they employed. This model may be too cumbersome
for widespread application to the issues of the first year experience. Yet, the
theoretical concepts continue to be applied to various aspects of the first year student
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Figure 2 Psychological model of college student retention (Bean & Eaton, 2000, p. 57)
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experience in higher education. These interrelated concepts—self-efficacy, planned
behaviour and attribution and coping—are described in brief to demonstrate how
these concepts enrich a positive approach to the first year experience of higher
education.

Self-Efficacy
Self-efficacy has been described as the “beliefs in one’s capabilities to
organise and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments”
(Bandura, 1997, p. 3). Individuals can judge themselves incapable of performing a
task without that lack of skill making them dislike themselves. This difference
between self-efficacy and self-esteem has been made explicit. “Perceived self-efficacy
is concerned with judgments of personal capability, whereas self-esteem is concerned
with judgments of self-worth” (Bandura, 1997, p. 11). In these terms, success in given
tasks would require more than healthy self-esteem. Self-efficacy beliefs assist
individuals to choose activities, determine the effort they are prepared to expend in
their pursuit, and persevere in the face of obstacles when pursuing their chosen
activities. Bandura (1997) argued that self-regulation was generated by self-efficacy
beliefs that emerged from past experiences, current evaluations, and considerations of
future possibilities. Thus, his self-efficacy theory forged a three-way temporal
influence on self-regulation.
Personal performance accomplishments have been considered the most
powerful source of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997). Once formed, efficacy beliefs
contribute to the calibre of human performance by “enlisting cognitive, motivational,
affective, and decisional processes through which accomplishments are realised”
(Bandura, 1997, p. 115). Self-efficacy beliefs about personal performance are
acquired from four principal sources of experience: (a) competent personal
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performance, (b) vicarious experience of the competence of others, (c) verbal
persuasion about one’s abilities by others, and (d) affective and physiological states.

Theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1985)
The theory of planned behaviour was adapted from an earlier theory, the
theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). These self-regulation theories
have most commonly been applied to research into health behaviour. Figure 3
provides a graphic description of the theory of planned behaviour, illustrating the
major dimensions of the theory.
The theory of reasoned action emphasises the role of an individual’s beliefs
about his or her social world (viz., the subjective norms). Beliefs about outcomes and
the individual’s evaluations of these outcomes influence the individual’s attitude
towards the behaviour. Additionally, two important facets of attitude and belief
influence behaviour: (a) the beliefs the individual holds about the importance
significant others (i.e., parents, siblings, friends, and teachers) place on these attitudes
to the behaviour, and (b) the degree to which the individual is motivated to comply
with others. Together, these two facets inform the subjective norm that exerts
influence over the behavioural intention.
Perceived behavioural control is another dimension of the theory of planned
behaviour. The individual believes he or she has control over the behaviour based on
a consideration of internal control factors (e.g., skills, abilities, and information) and
external control factors (e.g., obstacles, opportunities). The combination of these three
factors influences the behavioural intentions, which, in turn, influence the behaviour.

Attribution theory
The key issue in attribution theory for different theorists has been the degree
to which individuals believe they have control over behavioural outcomes.
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Figure 3 Basics of the theory of planned behaviour (Ogden, 1996, p. 29)
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Rotter (1966) used the term “locus of control.” He argued that individuals with an
internal locus of control accept that personal, internal attributes such as skill or
aptitude are responsible for outcomes; those with an external locus of control attribute
outcomes to external factors outside of their control. For Weiner (1986), retrospective
assessments of the bases for one’s performances provided motivational triggers.
Where success has been credited to own effort and personal capabilities, and failure to
insufficient effort, individuals were more likely to undertake difficult tasks and to
persevere in the face of failure. Thus, students with an internal locus of control, who
believe that effort delivers academic results, are more likely than those with an
external locus of control to engage with and put effort into their studies.

Coping behavioural theory
One major cognitive theory of stress and coping defined coping as “constantly
changing cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage specific external and/or internal
demands that are appraised as taxing or exceeding the person’s resources” (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984, p. 141). Coping behaviour was thought to encompass two distinct
forms of management: (a) problem management and (b) emotion management. Endler
and Parker (1990) identified a third strategy, avoidance coping.
Folkman (1984) argued that “stress is a particular relationship between the
person and the environment” (p. 840). Stress was neither a property of a person or the
environment, nor a property of either a stimulus or a response. Folkman’s distinction
was important in the applicability of this theory to student retention and persistence.
In terms of adjusting to a given environment (in this case, the university), first year
students needed to undertake three tasks: (a) self-assessment in the university
environment, (b) assessment of the university environment, and (c) adaptation to the
university environment. Lazarus, Averill, and Opton (1974) defined adaptation as the
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process of coping with a particular situation. In relation to Tinto’s integration model,
therefore, adaptation for the first year student is the process by which he or she
achieved integration in the new environment.
Bean and Eaton (2000) suggested that coping strategies played a role in
student retention and that students tended to use either approach or avoidance
behaviours as a means of integrating into the university environment. Approach
behaviours provided active means of dealing with stressful situations in order to
reduce the stress. Avoidance behaviours provided passive means employed to avert
the stressful situations. Academic avoidance behaviours included negative actions
such as avoiding courses or classes that cause stress, whereas academic approach
behaviours included positive actions such as seeking assistance from tutors and asking
questions in class. These approach or avoidance behaviours could also be applied to
social situations as a means of improving or avoiding social integration.

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT)
Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT), (Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1994)
provided another framework for considering persistence in university students.
Similar to the Bean and Eaton (2000) model, their theory drew on theoretical concepts
such as self-efficacy, outcome expectations, and performance goals to explain
persistence. SCCT suggested that persistence is influenced not only by a student’s
past performance (i.e., academic ability), but also by the student’s self-efficacy, the
anticipated consequences of persisting and graduating (i.e. outcome expectations), and
the student’s determination to persist and graduate (i.e., the performance goal). In a
study of first year university students in the USA, Kahn and Nauta (2001) found that
the strongest predictors of completion of the first semester were students’ beliefs
about the consequences of persisting in their studies and their determination to
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graduate. They found that outcome expectations and performance goals, rather than
self-efficacy, predicted persistence for this important early stage of their studies.

Other Psychological Perspectives
Yorke and Longden (2004) argued that several more psychological theories
could be brought to bear on retention and success. In particular, they identified
Dweck’s (1999) theory of self-theorizing, which distinguished between a “malleable”
belief about intelligence and learning that encouraged the adoption of learning goals
and a fixed belief that lead to the adoption of performance goals. This theory
explained coping behaviour in terms of academic study. (See further discussion
relevant to student engagement in chapter 4).

Student Expectations and Satisfaction
Noel (1987, p. xiv) argued that “the attrition problem has been vastly over
studied” and that successful institutions knew that retention is linked to student
learning and the development of basic life competencies. Noel (1987) suggested that
retention should not be seen as the goal for universities. Instead, retention was the
logical by-product of the programs and services offered by the universities that
contributed to student success. He took the position that students persisted and were
retained when “they are having an exciting, substantive learning and personal growth
experience that they can relate to their future development and success” (Noel, 1987,
p.2).
Horstmanshof and Zimitat (2003a, 2003b) found that first year students were
continually evaluating the costs and benefits associated with the demands made on
their time and energy by their competing roles, investing in those roles that were
relatively more rewarding, and disinvesting in those that were perceived as relatively
more costly. Clearly, students scrutinised their options and applied a cost-benefit
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theory (Noel, 1987, p. 9). Such behaviour has led universities to acknowledge the
importance of student satisfaction in terms of student retention.
A sharp focus on the concept of “student satisfaction” has arisen with the
active marketing of higher education to students both locally and internationally. The
notion of students as paying consumers of higher education highlights the competitive
nature of the higher education market, in which students make choices and decisions
about their commitment to universities and courses. University marketing and other
sources of information, such as media and word of mouth recommendations, has fed
into the expectations students have about their higher education experience.
The body of research into the relationship between student expectations and
student satisfaction has been growing. Students’ satisfaction with their educational
experience involves a complex set of factors. Nevertheless, the relationship between
students’ satisfaction with the experience and their expectations of that experience has
been identified as a significant factor; fulfilment of expectations strongly influences
satisfaction (Appleton-Knapp & Krentler; 2006; Bordia, 2006).
The expectancy-disconfirmation paradigm, from consumer psychology, has
served as a useful framework for understanding this relationship (Appleton-Knapp &
Krentler, 2006; Bordia, 2006; Bordia, Wales, Pittam, & Gallois, 2006). Researchers
informed

by the

expectancy/disconfirmation paradigm

have

proposed

that

dissatisfaction arises when expectations of goods or services are not met. Their
methods, especially the timing of surveying students, have appeared to affect the
usefulness of measuring student expectations. Appleton-Knapp and Krentler (2006)
found that student expectations were a good predictor of student satisfaction when
recalled expectations and current perceptions of satisfaction were measured together
at the end of semester. However, when expectations were measured at the
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commencement of the semester, the degree to which the expectations were fulfilled
did not appear to predict course satisfaction strongly.
Satisfaction with the university experience has received much attention and
has been seen as an important education outcome of itself (Lee, Jolly, Kench, &
Gelonesi, 2000). It has been argued that it is related to student performance (Bean &
Bradley, 1986; Pike, 1991) and that it predicts persistence in higher education
(Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977; Tinto, 1993). Donohue and Wong (1997) found
significant correlations between various dimensions of university satisfaction and
achievement motivation. As a result, there has been a proliferation of surveys, both
internationally and in Australia, to measure most aspects of student life, particularly
their aspirations and expectations (McInnis, 2004).
The UK government, through the Learning and Skills Council (LSC),
surveyed over 43,000 adult learners in 2003/04. A core question of the survey related
to the learners’ overall satisfaction with the learning experience. The findings showed
there were gender and age differences. Female learners were more likely than male
learners to report satisfaction with their overall learning. Older learners were more
likely than younger learners to be satisfied with their overall learning experience.
Quality of teaching emerged as the single most important influence on student
satisfaction. Although satisfaction was not directly linked to persistence in this study,
students cited unsatisfactory teaching quality and volume of work as the main reasons
for withdrawing from study (LSC, 2005).
The Australian Government has acknowledged the importance of student
satisfaction and has routinely surveyed graduate students as part of its quality
assurance practices. Since the early 1990s, all graduates from Australian universities
have been surveyed in regard to their overall satisfaction with their university
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experience. The Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) used for this purpose was
revised and expanded in 1999 in recognition of the growing diversity of the Australian
higher education system (McInnis, Griffin, James, & Coates, 2001).
Growing recognition of the importance of the first year experience in higher
education prompted, in 1994, a national survey of the trends in the perceptions and
behaviours of first year students in seven Australian universities (McInnis, James et
al., 2000). This exercise was repeated in 1999 and again in 2004. The 2004 study
(Krause et al., 2005) presented an understanding of the experiences of commencing
students at three points in time and has provided comparison data over the 1994-2004
decade.
Students in the most recent survey appeared to be more satisfied than previous
cohorts with their higher education experience (Krause et al., 2005). However, the
majority of students were unsatisfied with the levels of interest shown by academic
staff in their progress. Two-thirds of the students surveyed did not believe that they
received helpful feedback from academic staff. Across all three surveys, mature-age
students, overall, have been the most satisfied students. Krause et al. (2005) also
reported gender effects. On average, female students were more satisfied with their
experience than were male students. These finding reflect the UK findings (LSC,
2005). No links were made to student persistence.
If student satisfaction in and of itself was viewed as a predictor of success in
higher education, then problems in achieving successful learning experiences might
ensue. Nevertheless, student expectations and student satisfaction are important
factors that affect the overall student experience. Belanger, Mount, and Wilson (2002)
suggested that ensuring that close congruence between the actual experience of
students and components of the university’s image was “a strategic managerial
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activity that will pay dividends” (p. 228). However, some student expectations may be
unrealistic or even contradictory at times. Therefore, Bordia (2006) stressed the
importance of managing students’ expectations as an ongoing process.
The research into student persistence and success discussed in this chapter has
provided clarification of and guidance for the direction of several of the research
questions posed in chapter 1. Further hypotheses4 can now be framed:
Students’ intentions to persist with their studies are predictive of their
persistence. This hypothesis was strongly supported in the retention literature (Astin,
1993; Bean, 1982; Bers & Smith, 1991; Cabrera et al., 1992; Tinto, 1993).
Students who perceive that their study efforts are reflected in their study
outcomes are likely than students who do not to adopt deep learning approaches to
their studies. Conti (2000) provided support for this hypothesis with his argument that
more autonomous students perform better academically and are better socially and
emotionally adjusted than students with less self-determination.
Students who are more prepared for the university experience and who are
share the university’s values and norms are more likely than those who do not to
engage with their studies. Support for the role of readiness to commence higher
education studies as an important factor in retention, satisfaction, and achievement
was provided by Peel (1999) and Tinto (1993). The concept of academic orientation
used by McInnis et al. (2000) also provides support for this hypothesis.
Mature-age students were more likely than younger students to be satisfied
with their higher education experience. This hypothesis is supported by the survey
results from the Learning and Skills Council (LSC, 2005). The LSC survey also

4

A full list of hypotheses, correctly numbered and ordered, appears in chapter 6, Method
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provided additional support for the hypothesis (stated in chapter 2) that female
students were more satisfied with their university experience than male students.

Summary
The experiences of students in their first year in university have been key to
student success and are, therefore, an important issue for investigation. A considerable
body of research, both sociological and psychological in nature, has explored issues
related to retention and persistence in the first year experience. Furthemore, issues of
student expectations and student satisfaction in relation to persistence and retention
have been shown to be important. The richness and complexity of the research is in
sharp contrast to the simple retention statistic used by universities to express student
persistence with or withdrawal from higher education studies.
Essentially, retention research and modelling have relied on a dichotomous
dependent variable: Either students are enrolled, or they are not (Sanders & Burton,
1996). Retention rates, along with the other institutional measures of student success
(viz., graduation rates), have served as institutionally focussed measures that consider
success from the institution’s perspective. They have not provided any insight into the
process of the student experience.
The first year in higher education is an important and challenging time of
transition for all students and the early experiences that students have in the first year
are important in terms of their subsequent study success. The ways in which students
perceive and interpret these experiences influence their decisions about investing time
and energy in their studies. Noel (1987) argued that students are encouraged to persist
when they are given “the chance to think though their futures, to discover their talents,
to grow and develop” (p. 2). Thus, these psychological factors and the links between
these factors and temporal orientation warrant investigation.
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Chapter four provides an examination of student engagement and its
relationship to approaches to study. Student engagement is a measure of the time and
energy that students invest in their studies. Both philosophical and practical views of
the concept are outlined. Some of the ways in which institutions have attempted to
measure and benchmark what is currently considered best practice in engaging and
teaching students are discussed. Notions of student success and the current
educational focus of higher education are also discussed.
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CHAPTER 4: UNDERSTANDING STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
The concept of student engagement has been a matter of scholarly discussion
in higher education literature for some decades (Astin, 1984; Pace, 1980) and has
attracted both academic research effort and commercial interest over the past decade
(Krause, 2005; Kuh, 2003). Understanding how to encourage student success by
enhancing and supporting student engagement in the first year is a matter of
importance to universities, both internationally and in Australia. Student success has
been thought to be determined largely by students’ experiences in the first year of
university (McInnis, 2001a; McInnis & James, 1995; Pargetter et al., 1998; Tinto,
1995). Thus, the first year has been the focus of much research into student
engagement. This chapter reviews current thought on student engagement and success
in higher education with specific reference to the first year experience.
The relationship between student engagement and students’ approaches to
study has attracted particular attention. Knight and Yorke (2002) in their USEM
model of employability have provided a useful approach for both students and faculty
to consider student engagement and success. They have argued for the inclusion of
personal and emotional qualities in the equation. This addition has been regarded as a
leap forward in curricula design as these qualities have not traditionally been
considered to have a bearing on student success in tertiary education.
Student engagement in the USEM model, is a dynamic interactive system
involving the interplay between student psychological factors, approaches to learning,
and learning outcomes (See, also, Biggs, Kember, & Leung, 2001). Student learning
strategies, which reflect both the student’s motivation and intentions, would be
influenced by the student’s orientation to the future and perceptions of personal
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agency (Simons, Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Lacante, 2004). Student engagement,
therefore, can be seen as a total system in which an educational event is located.
Hence, approaches to learning and study may contribute to the way in which students
engage in their first year experience.

Student Engagement
In wide perspective, student engagement can be thought of as not only the
time and energy students commit to useful educational practices but also the degree to
which institutions induce such commitment. The terms “involvement” and
“engagement” have been used interchangeably in the literature, with earlier research
favouring “involvement”. In common use, however, the notion of engagement has
described a range of behaviours associated with students who demonstrate greater
involvement with their university activities than their less involved classmates. Dole
and Sinatra (1998) have conceptualised different levels of engagement: The “highest
level of engagement involves deep thinking and processing of the information and
reflection on one’s progression through the process” (pp. 124-125).
From the 1980s, the concept of student engagement provided a view of
students as active participants in their own learning. Furthermore, it was assumed that
all learning and development required an investment of time and effort (Pace, 1980).
According to Pace, in terms of engagement, time was considered a straightforward
measure of frequency while effort was a measure of quality. However, some types of
effort had the potential to be more educative than others.
An early theory of student involvement held that students who were more
invested in their university experiences were more likely to enjoy student success
(Astin, 1984). This involvement was loosely described as “the amount of physical and
psychological energy that the student devotes to the academic experience” (Astin,
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1984, p. 297). Efforts to characterise the concept of engagement have continued to the
present time. Frydenberg, Ainley, and Russell (2005) suggested that motivation and
engagement were the essential ingredients for effective learning in school-based
research. They distinguished between these concepts: “Motivation is about energy and
direction, the reasons for behaviour, why we do what we do. Engagement describes
energy in action, the connection between person and activity” (Frydenberg et al., 2005
p. 1). Furthermore, they suggested three forms of engagement: behavioural,
emotional, and cognitive.
Engagement has been described as more a complex phenomenon than some
theorising currently acknowledges. Csikszentmihalyi (1991) described a state of
optimal functioning or “flow” where a person becomes completely absorbed in an
activity. He listed eight dimensions of flow: (a) intense involvement, (b) clarity of
goals and feedback, (c) deep concentration, (d) transcendence of self, (e) lack of selfconsciousness, (f) loss of a sense of time, (g) intrinsically rewarding experience, and
(h) a balance between skill and challenge.
He argued that everyone experienced “flow” from time to time. Experiencing
this state involved some combination of confidence, thinking, and pleasure.
Csikszentmihalyi (1991) described flow as
a sense that one’s skills are adequate to cope with the challenges at hand in a
goal directed, rule bound action system that provides clear clues as to how one
is performing. Concentration is so intense that there is no attention left over to
think about anything irrelevant or to worry about problems. Selfconsciousness disappears, and the sense of time becomes distorted. An activity
that produces such experiences is so gratifying that people are willing to do it
for its own sake, with little concern for what they will get out of it, even it is
difficult or dangerous (p. 71).
Australian studies of student engagement have reflected this complexity.
Krause (2005) argued that “there are several nuances of meaning inherent in the word
‘engagement’ including the fact that at times engagement denotes a battle” (p. 2). In
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order to better understand engagement, therefore, it ought to be examined “through
multiple lenses.” Krause criticised the most common meaning of a positive and
unproblematic student involvement paradigm. Instead, she proposed several
alternative ways that first year students engage with their studies: engagement through
class contact and study, online, with the institution, and with peers. Although these
various means of engagement in various contexts and interactive settings broadened
the scope of the concept, all these methods demanded active student involvement.
Interpretation of engagement has required expression in action rather than in an
abstract idea.
Conflicting views have been expressed about the role of the institution and its
academics in fostering student engagement. Older ideas from the social and
behavioural sciences have emphasised the deficit model, mandating institutions to
identify and provide for those in need or at risk of failure. Newer ideas have promoted
the benefits of positive psychology by, for example, “making the lives of all people
better and nurturing genius” (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 6). Debate about
deficit and capacity models has continued in the current literature on student
engagement in higher education. Krause (2005) addressed the “engagement battle”
and the need for academics and support staff to be proactive in supporting students
from diverse backgrounds by providing the requisite “armour” to win. By contrast,
Upcraft, Gardner, and Barefoot (2005) found that first year students in the United
States of America regarded their university experiences as less challenging than
expected and, hence, were less engaged in academic pursuits than teaching faculty
had expected. This lack of engagement was manifested in “boredom, absenteeism,
and cheating” (Upcraft et al., 2005, p.5). These researchers saw the need for
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institutions to demand more of their students as a way of supporting them to become
more engaged in their education.

Measuring Student Engagement
There is a consensus that student engagement is key to student success
because it leads to persistence and ultimately to degree attainment. Yet, espousing and
adopting student engagement as a philosophical aim and a matter of policy are not
sufficient to guarantee success. In this respect, researchers in education have
attempted to measure student engagement at the institutional level and, to some
degree, at the student level. This chapter describes and discusses some of the attempts
to measure student engagement, both overseas and in Australia.
Edgerton and Shulman (2002) acknowledged that student engagement was a
complex issue when commending the work done by Kuh and the staff involved with
the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) in USA universities. They
argued that students could be “engaged in a range of effective practices and still not
be learning with understanding” (p. 3). Given this complexity, the underlying drivers
that promote or inhibit students’ ability to learn with understanding warrant
investigation. Attempts to nurture student engagement may be unproductive until
these elements are better understood. This investigation adopted the shortened form of
the Study Process Questionnaire (Fox, McManus, & Winder, 2001) as one measure of
examining the engagement of the participants in terms of their underlying motives and
study strategies.

Benchmarking Student Engagement
Benchmarking has provided one means by which higher education institutions
have examined the effectiveness of their contributions to student engagement.
Universities in the USA have adopted the annual NSSE to measure what students
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perceive they are “putting into and getting out of their” university experience (Kuh,
2001b, p. 2). Collection of these NSSE data on actual student learning and effective
educational practices from undergraduate students has been implemented annually
since 1999.
The five benchmarks of effective education practice, set out by NSSE and
informed by research into student success, are similar to earlier USA measures, the
“Seven Principles of Good Practice” (Chickering & Gamson, 1991). The NSSE
benchmarks have addressed “levels of academic challenge, active and collaborative
learning, student interactions with faculty members, enriching educational
experiences, and supportive campus environment” (Kuh, 2001a, p. 13). Table 2 shows
how the NSSE benchmarks can be mapped against good practice principles and the
rationales that underpin these measures.
These benchmarking surveys do not address student learning outcomes
directly. Yet, Kuh (2001a) has argued that they provide valuable information to
institutions about areas where student learning is effective and where it is not. Kuh
has taken the position that, although the NSSE instrument was designed to survey
students, the results made an integral contribution to assessing university quality.
Furthermore, he has claimed that these benchmark surveys are a more useful method
of assessment than the traditional methods that rated higher education institutions in
the USA on the basis of their resources and reputation (NSSE, 2001). The surveys
have opened up public discussion in the USA about quality in higher education
teaching and learning.
Similarly, the third national survey of Australian first year students in higher
education chronicled trends and changes in the first year experience over the past
decade (Krause et al., 2005). While improvements in student engagement,
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Table 2. An Integrated View of Assessing Student Engagement
Seven Principles of
Good Practice

NSSE Benchmarks

1. Encourage contact
Student interaction with
between students and faculty members
faculty
Supportive campus
environment

Rationale for principle/benchmark
Student interaction with faculty members inside and outside the classroom provides students with
opportunities to learn first-hand how experts deliberate about and solve practical problems. In this
way, continuous life-long learning is encouraged and academic staff act as role models and mentors
to their students.
Students, who perceive that their institutions are committed to their success, perform better and also
are more satisfied with their education experiences.

2. Develop reciprocity
and cooperation
among students
3. Encourage active
learning

Active and collaborative
learning

Students become more intensely involved with their education when they are encouraged to think
about and apply their learning in different settings. Working collaboratively with other students to
solve problems or master difficult material prepares students for dealing with the problems in the
real world.

4. Give prompt
feedback
5. Emphasise time on
task
6. Communicate high
expectations

Not measured

Students need appropriate feedback on performance to benefit from courses.

Not measured

7. Respect diverse
talents and ways of
learning

Enriching educational
experiences

Students often need help in learning effective time management, so that they allocate realistic
amounts of time for effective learning.
Providing challenging intellectual and creative work is essential to student learning and collegiate
quality. By setting high expectations for student performance, high levels of student achievement
are encouraged.
Students benefit from complementary learning experiences that augment their academic
programmes. Examples of such experiences include internships and community service where
opportunities are provided for students to integrate and apply knowledge from their courses in real
world settings.
Students bring different talents and styles of learning to their university experiences. They need
both opportunities to show their talents and challenges to help them learn in ways they may not
have experienced before, but which are relevant to their courses.

Level of academic
challenge
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success, and satisfaction were noted, the report also discussed strategic directions for policy
makers. This ongoing research programme into the first year experience in Australian higher
education serves as a benchmark, both for ongoing research into this area and as a measure of
best practice in teaching and student support.
Coates (2004) argued that student engagement in critical educational processes was an
important “indirect measure of educational outcomes” across the university. It was “relevant
to curricula and generalisable across different disciplinary and institutional contexts” (Coates,
2004, p. 2). Data on student engagement have provided information about both in-class and
beyond-class interactions. Thus, engagement has served as a measure of students’ “intrinsic
involvement with their learning” (Coates, 2004, p. 2) and university life that provides an
indicator of either their commitment to or apathy towards their higher education studies.

Student Success
The term “student success”—in general use in the higher education literature—has
been interpreted in many different ways. Student retention has been valued as a measure of
student success by higher education institutions. Graduate work outcomes have also been
valued as a measure of student success. Successful university graduates are expected to add
to the national social and economic capital and to be able to fulfil the expectations placed on
them by taking up their places in society (Yorke & Longden, 2004).
In the United Kingdom (UK), “employability” has been adopted as the term to
express the employment-related skills required by graduates. Acquisition of these qualities
has become a stated educational aim for all UK graduates. Employability has been described
as “a set of achievements—skills, understandings and personal attributes—that make
graduates more likely to gain employment and be successful in their chosen occupations,
which benefits themselves, the workforce, the community and the economy” (Yorke, 2004a,
p. 8). The successful acquisition of these attributes and skills has not guaranteed employment,
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but employability has implied the “capacity to adjust, over a working life, to a labour market”
(Yorke, 2004b, p. 410) that has been viewed as increasingly volatile.
In Australia, there has been a similar focus on the relationship between tertiary
education and the employment of graduates. Specifically, generic skills or graduate attributes
have been promulgated as a goal for all graduates, regardless of field or discipline. These
graduate attributes have developed into long lists: “critical thinking, intellectual curiosity,
problem-solving, logical and independent thought, communication and information
management skills, intellectual rigour, creativity and imagination, ethical practice, integrity
and tolerance” (Bath, Smith, Stein, & Swann, 2004, p. 313). The Australian University
Quality Agency (AUQA) has encouraged this view of student success and instituted
mandatory reporting on these outcome measures for students. The perceived importance of
students acquiring such graduate attributes has been strengthened by a growing acceptance in
Western society that education is a lifelong process. This view of success has also reflected
the “rapid and well documented changes in the world of work” (McMahon & Tatham, 2000,
p. 1) and increasing awareness that individuals need to take responsibility for their own
career development and economic destinies.
Students may view their success in higher education differently. They hold a more
personal idea of what they hope their experiences of higher education will yield. Several of
these notions of student success have been discussed in earlier chapters. For some students,
merely enrolling in university has represented success in that it rewards past investments of
time, energy, and planning. Some students may measure success in terms of the credentials
they receive; others measure success by the skills and knowledge they acquire. In an
environment in which students are considering more flexible ways of studying and in which
life-long learning is becoming an accepted notion of postsecondary study, student success is
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best measured in course by course terms and by the extent to which students benefit from
their studies.
The narrowest definition of student success in the first year of higher education has
been the successful completion of the first year and continuing enrollment in a second year.
Upcraft et al., (2005) have suggested that student success in the first year might include not
only acquiring the skills necessary for employment but also developing intellectual and
academic competence, establishing and maintaining interpersonal relationships, exploring
identity development, deciding on a career, maintaining health and wellness, considering the
spiritual dimensions of life, developing multicultural awareness and civic responsibility. This
view of student success suggests a heightened degree of self-awareness and a commensurate
degree of personal development.

The Role of Self in Engagement
Notions of self and emotion have been forced into the background in higher education
research (Yorke & Knight, 2004) although a substantial literature in psychology has
considered the role of self in everyday life. In recent studies, however, Knight and Yorke
(2002, p. 264) proposed a model of engagement that identified a “synergic blend of personal
qualities” and skills of various kinds considered vital to the process of developing
employability, the stated educational aim for all UK graduates. Thus, there appears to be a
renewed interest in research into the role of self and emotion in higher education.
A sense of self has been considered a crucial element of human functioning with
growth and development of one’s self-concept being regarded as necessary for one’s
wellbeing. Hattie (2003a) argued that self-concept is a dynamic process involving appraisals.
Our self-concepts or conceptions of our self are cognitive appraisals, expressed in
terms of descriptions, expectations and/or prescriptions, integrated across various
dimensions that we attribute to ourselves. The integration is conducted primarily
through self-testing or self–status quo tendencies. These attributes may be consistent
or inconsistent depending on the type or amount of confirmation or disconfirmation
our appraisals received from ourselves or from others (Hattie, 2003a, p. 128).
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Bandura (1977) proposed another perspective of self-concept that he has called selfefficacy. As discussed in chapter 3, self-efficacy has been defined as “beliefs in one’s
capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action required to produce given
attainments” (Bandura, 1977, p. 3).
Knight and Yorke (2002; Yorke, 2006a; Yorke & Knight, 2006) have taken a
diplomatic stance in attempting to reconcile the UK government’s economic dictate to higher
education to deliver “employability” in their graduates with the social goal of providing good
learning. Knight and Yorke (2002) warned that there was a risk that employability could be
interpreted as key skills and nothing more. As a remedy, self-theories and, by extension,
personal qualities were included as integral to their model of student engagement. They
argued that personal qualities “colour everything the student (and subsequently the graduate)
does” (Knight & Yorke, 2002, p. 265). They used the letters of the acronym, USEM, to
describe the four interlocking education aims of their model:
U = Understanding of subject discipline and broader situations
S = Skilful practices in subject, employment and life
E = Efficacy beliefs and personal qualities
M = Metacognition
The USEM model of student engagement (Knight & Yorke, 2002) encompassed the
elements of deep, conceptual learning approaches (U), the application of learning to real
world situations (S), the role of self and emotion (E), and cognitive strategies (M). Thus,
student engagement could be supported and enhanced in these four main ways. First, through
the provision of a teaching and learning environment that supports deep approaches to
student learning (discussed later in this chapter). Assignments, assessment, and feedback
would be aligned with deep learning, enabling students to recognise the benefits of adopting
deep approaches to their studies. Second, students would be able to recognise the ways in
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which their studies are relevant in terms of the subject, future employment, and their lives in
general. Third, students could be encouraged to reflect on their personal qualities (i.e., selftheories and emotional state). Students could be assisted to understand the ways in which
such personal qualities influence their engagement with their studies. Lastly, support for
metacognition could harness students’ personal qualities to enhance their engagement with
their studies.

Using the USEM Model to Examine Student Engagement
The USEM model has provided a workable framework to guide a review of the
literature that deals with supporting student engagement. Within this framework, discussion
of this literature can be organised into four main sections: approaches to learning, pedagogy
that supports engagement, the role of self in learning styles and engagement, and
metacognition and self-regulation. The central theme of this chapter is the role of the student
self in engagement with study. Insofar as these four areas of engagement are sensitive to
temporal orientation, specific directions for investigation will emerge.

Student Engagement and Approaches to Learning
Ramsden (1992) proposed that students adopt two particular orientations to learning
(viz., surface and deep approaches), which derive in part from their teaching and learning
environment. Surface learning does not require the intellectual challenge of engagement, but
deep learning involves a determined search for understanding of a discipline area. Further
work in this field introduced a third approach, the strategic approach, “characterised by
strong attention to study organization, time management, and a desire to excel in a course by
understanding what is expected and doing what is needed to achieve good marks” (Kreber,
2003, p. 57). Within this economical approach of strategic learning, the student seeks to
“achieve the maximum possible with the minimum effort” (Cassidy & Eachus, 2000, p. 311).
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Yorke (2006b) used the term “satisficing”5 to describe the adoption of the “strategic” or
“achieving” approach to learning. In this strategic approach, the student may use either deep
or surface learning as deemed either necessary or appropriate to achieve what the student
regards as an optimal outcome for the course: Effort is expended commensurate with
perceived gain. The concept of approaches to learning, therefore, has addressed not only what
students do when they are learning but also why they adopt a particular approach (Case &
Gunstone, 2002).
Approaches to learning have not been regarded as stable across courses but instead as
situation specific (Zeegers, 2001). Students’ perceptions of a course may influence the
approach to learning that they adopt. “Students adopt an approach determined by their
expectations of what is required of them” (Marton & Säljö, 1976). In her study of Canadian
undergraduate science students, Kreber (2003) found that the strongest predictor of a surface
approach to study was students’ perceptions of a heavy workload. In their correlational study
of undergraduate students in a faculty of health, care, and social work studies, Cassidy and
Eachus (2000) confirmed their previous findings that the adoption of deep or strategic
learning approaches were most likely to be associated with high academic self-efficacy,
internal academic locus of control, and high academic self-confidence. In contrast, low
academic self-efficacy, external academic locus of control beliefs, and low academic selfconfidence were associated with surface or apathetic learning approaches. Although
correlational findings cannot provide proof of cause-and-effect relationships, these findings
have provided evidence and expression of the degree to which these variables co-vary.
In an Australian longitudinal study of approaches to learning adopted by students
studying science, Zeegers (2001) found differences between younger and older first year
students. School leavers appeared to consider the first year science unit as a survival course

5

The term “satisficing” was coined by H.A. Simon (Simon, 1956, p. 136).
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and adopted the surface approach of memorisation of factual material to accomplish the task.
Mature-age students appeared to favour the deep learning approach as they sought to
understand the materials. These findings were consistent with earlier Australian work by
Biggs (1987) that reported higher use of deep approaches to learning and lower use of surface
approaches by mature-age students. Zeeger’s (2001) findings also supported findings from
other studies around the world that factors such as perceptions of a “heavy workload, time
commitments and assessment procedures” lead to the adoption by students of “less
demanding study strategies, irrespective of motivations, in order to ‘keep up’ with their
studies” (p. 126).

Engaging Students through Pedagogy
The teaching and learning environment influences students’ learning strategy
(Ramsden, 1992). Prensky (2005) suggested that this teaching and learning environment
extended beyond the classroom to include an environment rich in technology and varied
forms of communication. His research was focused on school children who spent their out of
school waking hours downloading music, playing video games, and engaging in multiple
forms of communication (i.e., email, text messaging, and internet messenger). These students
engaged with technology at many levels. They were challenged to make decisions about
multiple streams of incoming data and to engage with problems that were more complex than
their school algebra. He found that some were also reading above their grade levels. Thus, in
order to engage these students in their studies, Prensky argued that the curricula needed to be
presented in ways that engaged and challenged the students at similar levels.
Scott (2002) endorsed this view. He proposed that the easy access to the Internet had
resulted in a knowledge society in which all students needed to be researchers. They needed
to understand how to deal with the uncertainties and hazards generated by advances in
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technology and science. He suggested that engaging students as researchers was a studentcentred educational activity that worked on many levels.
Wisker (2006) has argued that developing undergraduate students as researchers
assists students to develop awareness about their own learning processes (i.e., their
metalearning). Metalearning implies awareness of one’s own abilities, needs, and learning
development. The process of developing as researchers means learning how to articulate
questions, processes, conceptual findings, and conclusions that arise from one’s own work.
Wisker proposed that metacognition and metalearning be viewed as essential elements of
student engagement. Additionally, through their development as researchers, students were
empowered to contribute to the construction of knowledge and meaning in their disciplines.
In this way, students were encouraged to engage in deep and active learning, as opposed to
passive, reproductive learning. Brew (2003) maintained that teaching approaches that
encouraged students to change their “conceptions of the phenomena of their study” (p. 10),
such as those suggested by Wisker, were associated with deep approaches to learning.

Self-Theories and Engagement
Yorke (2006b) proposed a link between deep, surface, and strategic approaches to
learning and Dweck’s (1998, 1999) approaches to learning, (i.e., performance goals and
learning goals). Dweck, in her social-cognitive models of motivation, maintained that the
difference in the ways in which individuals approached learning situations was related to the
implicit theories they held about their intelligence, as being fixed or incremental. Students
with entity or fixed self-theories subscribed to the traditional ideas of assessment that a
person’s intelligence quotient (IQ) was fixed and, therefore, resistant to development. These
students tended to demonstrate less adaptive, helpless patterns in their confrontations with
challenges, attempting to avoid the risk of effort or failure, blaming themselves and their lack
of ability, and showing impaired problem-solving and negative affect in the face of difficulty.
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Students with malleable self-theories on the other hand, held an incremental belief about IQ
that allowed for the possibility of development as learning occurred. Students with
incremental self-theories tended to apply adaptive mastery-oriented approaches to their
studies and to “confront challenge with relish, demonstrating intensified effort, sustained
optimism, and effective strategizing” (Dweck, 1998, p. 258).
Performance goals were thus linked to surface and strategic approaches to learning.
Students with performance goals worked either to demonstrate their superiority of
achievement or to hide their concerns about their weaknesses. In contrast, learning (mastery)
goals were linked to engagement with the subject. Thus, students with mastery goals were
more inclined than students with performance goals to go beyond the minimum curricular
requirement, searching for meaning and making connections with other concepts, evidence or
experiences.
This plausible link between mastery-oriented learning goals, feedback, and deep or
meaningful approaches to study demonstrates the influence of the role of self in student
engagement. Dweck argued that, while a person’s self-theories were deep seated, they could
nevertheless be changed. Elliott and Dweck (1988) illustrated the importance of the selftheory (mastery or performance) in their investigation of how 5th grade students selected their
study approach. The results of their study demonstrated that, even in a situation where the
value of a performance goal was highlighted, mastery-oriented students persisted in their
attempts to find solutions without expressing negative affect or making attributions for
failure. In a situation where the value of learning goals were highlighted, students, regardless
of their self-theories, responded to failure in a mastery-oriented fashion, demonstrating
greater sophistication in their problem-solving skills in the process.
Dweck’s work on children’s responses to criticism implied the role of feedback in
influencing students’ learning orientations. Dweck (1998) found that children who had been
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quite pleased with their flawed creations before these efforts were criticised by their teachers,
belittled their own efforts after criticism and showed signs of helplessness. Thus, both the
type of goal endorsed and the type of feedback provided may influence the approach to study
adopted.
There is synergy between Dweck’s work and some of the theories discuss in chapter
three. The importance of an internal locus of control in study success espoused in Attribution
Theory, supports Dweck’s notions of the motivational value of personal agency over fixed
and unchangeable beliefs about intelligence. Her work also shares elements of Coping
Behavioural Theory, in that students use either approach or avoidance behaviour to deal with
stressful situations.
The ways in which students make decisions about their abilities is directly linked to
their past experiences in educational settings and feedback about their study progress.
Dweck’s work on self theories and learning demonstrate the importance of these past
experiences. Either negative or positive orientations to the past can influence student
engagement in terms of both the behaviours and attitudes to study. Additionally, Dweck’s
work demonstrates the motivational value of personal agency. With respect to an orientation
to the present, students’ feelings of fatalism rather than personal agency about learning would
have an adverse influence on their engagement with study. (Temporal orientation is discussed
in chapter 5).

The Role of Feedback in Student Engagement
The link between study behaviour and type of feedback has long been acknowledged
in education. “Students adopt an approach determined by their expectations of what is
required of them” (Marton & Säljö, 1976, p. 125). One of the ways of generating
expectations is through feedback.
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Hattie (2003b) proposed that appropriate feedback is a powerful way to enhance
student self-regulation and achievement. However, not all feedback has been found to be
effective. He identified four levels of feedback: (a) about the self, (b) about the student’s selfregulation level, (c) about the performance of the task, and (d) about the task. His metaanalysis of feedback revealed that feedback about the self influenced achievement when the
feedback led to improvements in students’ self-regulation in terms of greater effort,
engagement, or efficacy.
However, feedback about the self was rarely effective. Most feedback was unrelated
to the students’ performance; instead, it expressed affect, positive or negative, about the
students themselves. Hattie (2003b) found that praise was not effective, unless it was directed
“to the effort, the self-regulation, the engagement, or the processes relating to the
task/performance” (p. 9). Process-oriented praise had the potential to enhance student selfefficacy. Hattie proposed that feedback about the process involved with the task influenced
deep learning, whereas feedback at the task level was likely to encourage surface learning.
Appropriate feedback, therefore, is considered as one way of encouraging and enhancing selfregulation and metacognition in students.
Australian first year students have reported an expectation that academic staff should
be available to discuss their work and provide helpful feedback on their progress. In the
recent survey of commencing Australian students, only around one third of the students
surveyed believed that teaching staff provided helpful feedback (Krause et al., 2005).
However, they were more satisfied with their perceptions of how available teaching staff
were to discuss their work (49%), including the effort made to understand the difficulties
students were experiencing with their studies (47%).

82

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement

Metacognition and Self-Regulation
Metacognition is closely related to the construct of self-regulation (or self-regulated
learning), the degree to which students are able to regulate aspects of their thinking, goals,
and learning strategies (Pintrich, 2000). This complex concept of self-regulation has been
characterised by active participation in learning. A list of self-regulation processes have
included eight components: goal setting; engaging in and concentrating on instruction;
adopting effective strategies to organise, code, and rehearse information; making effective
use of resources; time management; seeking assistance if needed; monitoring performance;
and believing in one’s abilities (Schunk & Ertmer, 2000). In relation to studies, selfregulation has developed when students are able to understand where and how they can
improve. Such understanding has demanded self-awareness and reflection: Students need to
be able to consider what they, themselves, are currently doing, where their actions are
productive, where they are not, and why they are not productive. In other words, student need
to consider their learning metacognitively.
Metacognition in its simplest form means thinking about thinking, specifically
thinking about one’s own mental processes (Wilkes & Krebs, 1998). Yorke (2006b) related
metacognition to general strategies for thinking, learning, and problem-solving (i.e., the
capacity to differentiate between tasks and the recognition that different cognitive strategies
may be needed for different tasks). In order to manage one’s cognitive strategies and to adapt
such strategies to one’s personal characteristics, a high level of self-awareness is needed. This
higher order thinking has involved active control over the cognitive processes engaged in
learning, including planning how to approach a learning task, monitoring comprehension, and
evaluating progress. Indeed Flavell (1979) held that monitoring cognitive enterprises called
for “actions and interactions among four classes of phenomena: (a) metacognitive knowledge,
(b) metacognitive experiences, (c) goals (or tasks), and (d) actions (or strategies)” (p.906).
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Case and Gunstone (2002) argued that metacognitive development represented a shift
in student approaches to learning from reproductive or information-based approaches to
conceptual approaches. Robins, Norem, and Cheek (1999) proposed that a complete
understanding of the processes that generate and regulate thoughts, feelings, and behaviours
is dependent on an understanding of the self. They argued that the self performed the
executive function that helped to control, regulate, and organise the mind and, in doing so,
guided one’s behaviours, emotions, thoughts, and goals.
Thus, the metacognitive component of engagement calls for an awareness of how to
tackle tasks, work in a team, and self-regulate information processes from goal setting to
beliefs in one’s ability to complete the task. The current study uses two measures from the
Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) to gauge students’ abilities
to self-regulate (Present Hedonistic scale) and their perceptions of personal agency (Present
Fatalistic). These measures are discussed in detail in chapter 6.
The research into student engagement and the role of self in approaches to study
discussed in this chapter has provided clarification of and guidance for the direction of
research questions and hypotheses6 about the associations between temporal orientation
variables and measures of student engagement.
Students who perceive that their study efforts are reflected in their study outcomes are
likely than students who do not to adopt deep learning approaches to their studies. Further
support for this hypothesis, previously formulated in chapter 3, is provided by Dweck and her
associates (Dweck, 1998; Elliot & Dweck, 1988) who showed that students with mastery
goals were more likely than students without mastery goals to go beyond the minimum
curricular requirements, searching for meaning and making connections with other concepts,
evidence or experiences.

6

A full list of hypotheses, correctly numbered and ordered, appears in chapter 6, Method
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Positive past educational experiences are associated with an internal locus of control
(i.e. personal agency). This hypothesis is supported by the work by Marton & Säljö (1976)
and Hattie (2003) that linked study behaviour and type of feedback and past learning
experience.

Summary
This chapter examined contemporary thought on student engagement through several
lenses. First, philosophical and practical views of the concept were obtained from several
descriptions of student engagement. Second, the ways in which institutions have attempted to
measure and benchmark what is currently considered best practice were reviewed. Lastly,
Yorke’s (2004a, 2006b) USEM model of employability showed the contribution of a
student’s personal qualities to their engagement and success. In this section, consideration of
the four interlocking educational aims, approaches to learning, pedagogy that supports
engagement, the role of self in approaches to study and engagement, and metacognition and
self-regulation suggested links with measures of temporal orientation.
In considering the ways in which student engagement has been conceptualised,
several views emerged. The first set of themes discussed the ways in which institutions and
academic staff contribute to student engagement. This institutional perspective highlighted
the importance of providing a supportive environment, where educational activities are
encouraged and deep approaches to learning are rewarded. This support included the
provision of (a) enriching education experiences that encourage active learning and (b)
sufficient challenge and feedback during and after learning. The student was placed at the
centre of the learning experience.
While learning in general may be open-ended, time constraints imposed by deadlines
for completion have set boundaries on most learning tasks. Time management, time duration
and, to some extent, intertemporal choice, have been widely acknowledged in the literature
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on student engagement. Time orientation as a personal characteristic, however, has received
scant direct attention. Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) have argued that time orientation exerts a
powerful influence on important aspects of self-regulation and engagement (viz., an
individual’s decision-making and behaviour). Several of the theories already discussed have
alluded to this important influence, which is examined in chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5: PUTTING TIME INTO UNDERSTANDING
APPROACHES TO STUDY AND STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
Fare forward, travellers! not escaping from the past
Into different lives, or into any future;
You are not the same people who left that station
Or who will arrive at any terminus
- T. S. Eliot Four Quartets: The dry salvages
The dynamic process of temporal orientation is an important but neglected
psychological individual difference variable that influences approaches to study and
student engagement in higher education studies and, by extension, student persistence. It
has been recognised that the social construct of time exerts an influence on motivation.
The Time Perspective Inventory (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) has provided a mechanism
for examining the influence of temporal orientation on motivation to study. The five
time factors in the inventory have provided separate but interlinked measures of past
experiences, current appraisals, and reflections on future options. These factors are
Future, Present Fatalistic, Present Hedonistic, Past Positive, and Past Negative.
Comparisons are drawn between these factors and related concepts or theories that have
been applied in previous research into student engagement and persistence in higher
education. This chapter discusses the construct of temporal orientation on which this
investigation is based.
A review of the literature on temporal orientation and time perspectives has
revealed that, while these concepts have been applied to various aspects of mental and
physical health behaviour, it is future perspective that has most often been investigated
in educational settings. In recent times, future time perspective has received a great deal
of interest. In 2004, the editors of the Educational Psychology Review devoted two
volumes to discussion and review of the research into future time perspective (see
Educational Psychology Review, 16[1] & 16[2]). However, much of this research has

87

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
been conducted in schools. Thus, there appears to be a gap in the research on the
influence of temporal orientation (i.e., bias towards past, present, or future) in education
in general and at tertiary level in particular. This investigation aims to address this gap
in the understanding of the influence of temporal orientation in respect of student
engagement in higher education by examining the influence of all five temporal
orientation factors on measures on student engagement in the first year of university
study.

Time and Student Engagement
Time is an extremely complex concept. Time, therefore, can be considered in
many different ways, and these perceptions of time can vary among individuals
(Saunders, Van Slyke, & Vogel, 2004). Vohs and Schmeichel (2003) have suggested
that several temporal processes are fundamental to an individual’s self-regulation (e.g.,
time duration, time orientation, and intertemporal choice). Time duration describes the
passage of time (e.g., How long has it been?). Time orientation is concerned with an
individual’s primary focus on the present, the past, or the future. Intertemporal choice is
the term used to describe choices between temporal zones (e.g., Shall I do it now, or
later?).
Effective time management is regarded as an important self-regulatory skill.
Educators and support staff regularly express concern about students’ abilities to
manage their time effectively (Chickering & Ehrmann, 1996; Chickering & Gamson,
1991; Kreber, 2003; Schunk & Ertmer, 2000). Bennett, Dunne and Carré (1999)
emphasised the importance of time management as a generic skill valued by employers.
Time on task and timely completion are important to success in higher education and
also in the real world.
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In terms of student engagement, time is also considered as a commodity;
something of value that can be spent. For example, Pace (1980) argued that all learning
required an investment of time and effort. Pace also considered time as a
straightforward measure of frequency. In other words, Pace was concerned with both
the regularity and extent of study effort and measured both in terms of time.
Given the increased acceptance of the relationship between educational
outcomes and students’ educational production processes,

Stinebrickner and

Stinebrickner (2004) have argued that little is known about the “relationship between
time inputs and higher education outcomes” (p. 243). They attributed this paucity of
research to the cost and difficulty of collecting accurate data about the average number
of hours students expend on study related activities during an academic semester or
year. Due to the cost and difficulties associated with collecting time-use data, most
time-use data are collected in once off surveys that collect retrospective information
about students’ study habits. Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner (2004) have suggested that
such data collection is notoriously inaccurate.
They examined 306 first year university students on their primary use of time
(both during the 24-hour period and the 7-day period that immediately preceded the
timing of the survey) at six different stages during the academic year. To address
problems of estimator bias, the researchers used the questions to generate Maximum
Likelihood Estimators (MLEs). The results showed a statistically significant and
quantitatively large non-linear relationship between students’ study time and their
cumulative grade point average. Additionally, they found that males spent less time per
day than females in study. Lastly, their findings suggested that students chose the
minimum study effort necessary to deliver the grades needed to remain in the course.
This investigation considers the number of hours students spend on class work outside
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of class time as an important measure of their engagement with their studies. However,
the focus of this investigation is the influence of temporal orientation on student
engagement, and not time per se.

Conceptualising Temporal Orientation
A perennial interest in the concept of time has continued from classical times to
the present. Philosophers and scientists have been unable to agree on the nature of time,
including its structure and its perception (Kincacon, 2002). Nevertheless, human bodies
responding to the circadian clock have been shown to track the daily cycles of light and
dark that affect the physiological processes of sleep and hunger. Humans have also
responded to the electromechanical clock that organises those cycles of light and dark
into measured days, hours, minutes, and seconds. Moreover, people have viewed time
as a resource of value and make decisions about how to use it in direct relation to the
benefit they believe they will receive from such investment. They also sense time
psychologically; divide time into past, present, and future; and express these
fundamental distinctions in language. Individuals experience psychological time
personally and differently. Consequently, psychological time influences people’s lives
in different ways (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999).

Psychological Time
Time perspective and temporal orientation are often used interchangeably to
describe individuals’ perceptions of time. There is also consensus among some
researchers about the difference between there two terms. The ability to anticipate
future events and reflect on the past is considered to be a person’s time perspective
(Lennings, Burns, & Cooney, 1998; Nuttin, 1964; Nuttin & Lens, 1985). However, a
person’s predominant focus on one of the three time zones (i.e., past, present, or future)
is considered one’s temporal orientation (Nuttin, 1964; Nuttin & Lens, 1985).
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There is also consensus that psychological time is not only an individual
difference but also that it is inextricably bound up with one’s sense of self. Temporal
orientation may be considered a facet of a person’s self-concept. Robins et al. (1999)
argued that an understanding of the self is essential to a complete understanding of the
processes that generate and regulate thoughts, feelings, and behaviours. Furthermore,
the self is understood to have continuous existence through time so that the experience
of life events is dependent on an ability to sense time (Fraisse, 1981). Life events appear
positioned along a continuum from distant to proximate so that an individual’s present
life space is not limited to the here and now, but extends back into the past and forward
into the future (Lewin, 1951). Neisser (1994) proposed that people are “‘temporally
extended’ in both directions: into the past via memory and into the future via
anticipation” (p. 16). In other words, “our sense of self, who we are, is intricately
interwoven with our sense of who we have been and who we will be in the future”
(Fivush, 2001, p.35).

Developmental Aspects of Time Perspective
An individual’s time perspective has a developmental aspect, such that a child’s
time perspective enlarges over time (Lewin, 1951, 1997). Clark (1971) reported
linguistic evidence of the developmental acquisition of the concept of time. Full
understanding of the conjunction before occurred earlier than that of the conjunction
after. Young children who live in the present have shown a developing understanding of
the immediate past and the immediate future that continues to develop over time.
Moreover, children have acquired a growing understanding of the more distant past and
future. These more distant time perspectives may exert an influence on the child’s
behaviour in the present. Furthermore, increased differentiation between the realityirreality dimensions of the child’s life space, as the child matures, has allowed greater
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understanding of the differences between facts and wishes and between hopes and
expectations. Wishful thinking has also been found amongst adults.
Lens and his associates (Lens, Simons, & Dewitte, 2002; Simons, Vansteenkiste,
& Lens, 2003) have emphasised the importance of a realistic, structured, and detailed
future time perspective in guaranteeing the enactment of action plans to achieve future
goals. The influence of time orientation on future goals such as university study is
important to the current investigation. The developmental nature of time orientation, in
particular, gives an indication that time perspective is not a fixed trait, but one that can
be developed to enhance the enactment of action plans necessary for student success.
Thus, adjustments to time perspective may assist students to fine-tune their strategies in
terms of engagement with study.
Although there are shared cultural and family similarities among groups, an
individual’s temporal orientation is unique and personal. Ancona, Okhuysen, and
Perlow (2001) have argued that an individual’s time perspective is like a “fingerprint”
that is unique to that person (p. 519). Nevertheless, “all human behaviour is conditioned
by the time perspectives of the individual and of his [sic] culture” (Frank, 1939, p. 294).

Cultural Differences
Early cross-cultural work on time perspective held that temporal patterns were
culture specific. For example, Chinese orientation to the past was thought to
predominate their culture, resulting in a high value being placed on tradition
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Ting-Toomey, 1999). In contrast, a future orientation
was regarded as a cultural pattern that predominated in the USA (Hall, 1959; Kluckhohn
& Strodtbeck, 1961; Ting-Toomey, 1999), resulting in high value being placed on
change with the idea of the future as generally better and more prosperous. An
orientation towards the present was attributed to people who placed little importance on

92

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
either the past or the future, accepting the here and now of the present as the only reality
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Ting-Toomey, 1999).
More recently, Ting-Toomey (1999) suggested that combinations and variations
of temporal orientations exist in groups so that, African-Americans, for example, hold a
past-present temporal orientation while European-Americans demonstrate a greater
concern for an immediate future. In a multicultural country such as Australia with
individuals from diverse cultural backgrounds, such artificial distinctions might be
somewhat outmoded and simplistic. Indeed, few nations can be assumed to be
“culturally homogeneous and stable” as a result of “global demographic, political, and
economic changes and massive immigration” (Cooper & Denner, 1998, p. 559).
While Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) conceived Time Perception (TP) as
situationally determined and relatively stable, learned factors that are associated with
cultural, educational, socioeconomic, and religious influences could contribute to an
over-reliance on a particular temporal frame. However, the multiply determined and
pervasive operation of TP limits individuals’ awareness of its influence or biasing
powers while providing a foundation upon which other more noticeable constructs such
as achievement, goal setting, and risk taking have been built (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999).
The current investigation is concerned with the ways in which these various operations
of time orientation affect university study.

The Influence of Socioeconomic Status on Temporal Orientation
Educational expectations have differed among groups of different social and
economic status. Nurmi (1991) emphasised the role of family life and educational
training in finding optimal future occupations suggesting that socioeconomic status
(SES) and family life created the circumstances for the development of the less visible
diversity in first year university students alluded to by McInnis and James (1995).
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Inheritance of a future time perspective has been a by-product of the upbringing
and environment of students from higher SES backgrounds. These students have had
opportunities to discuss their educational aspirations and possibilities more frequently
and with significantly more people than have students from lower SES backgrounds.
They also had less need to search for information about educational opportunities
outside of the home, because their home environments provided rich information about
such opportunities. These students also had role models in terms of educated parents,
successful neighbours, and family friends.
Students from medium SES backgrounds developed future time perspective
through personal effort and encouragement. Lens, Herrera and Lacante (2004) found in
their studies of Peruvian and Flemish students that students from the medium SES
group were most active in searching for information about opportunities for postsecondary education. Because these students were able to engage in self-directed, goal
oriented activities, when encouraged to do so, they were well equipped to succeed in
higher education.
In contrast, Walpole (2003) suggested that low SES parents did not foster an
expectation of university attendance for their children. Students from lower SES
backgrounds therefore needed more support from educators in “developing personal,
realistic, long, and structured future time perspective” (Lens et al., 2004, p. 178) to help
bridge the gap between planning and action in creating satisfying futures as this support
was not provided in their home environments. Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) have
suggested that an imbalance or discordance in an individual’s temporal orientation,
rather than deficits in intelligence or intellectual abilities, was more likely to account for
the high levels of dropout among low SES students in all levels of schooling.
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The increased diversity in the first year cohort has meant that increasing
numbers of students who enrol in university study come from families where they are
the first generation to attempt higher education. It is important to the current
investigation to understand the role of personal temporal orientation for all students and
the influence of such orientation on their success. Understanding these differences
among groups and the ways in which temporal orientation has been enhanced to support
the groups holds the promise that interventions to support all first year students may be
possible.

The Influence of Cognitive and Emotional Appraisals
Cognitive and emotional appraisals of life events have been found affect
temporal orientation. Carstensen, Isaacowitz, and Charles (1999) proposed a lifespan
theory of social motivation in which the assessment of time plays a vital role in the
ordering and selection of behaviours that are aimed at specific goals. The cardinal tenet
of their Socioemotional Selectivity Theory (SST) is that the selection and pursuit of
social goals is inextricably linked to the perception of time. They argued that it was the
cognitive appraisal of time that assisted individuals in balancing both long- and shortterm goals in order to suit their particular understanding of their circumstances. This
may be relevant to first year students who appear to be juggling their studies with
several other demands on their time and energy.
Carstensen et al. (1999) made a distinction between two classes of social goals:
One class was associated with preparedness and the other with immediate satisfaction.
In other words, one class of social goals was primarily geared to preparing for the future
while the other was oriented to satisfying present emotional needs. Although the
monitoring of time happens mostly at an unconscious level, events such as a friend’s
wedding or a family member’s death can trigger conscious awareness of the passage of
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time. In addition, individuals hold diffuse expectations about how much time the future
has in store for them. According to this theory, when time is perceived as being openended, individuals pursue knowledge-related goals that prepare for the future. By
contrast, when there is a perception that time is limited individuals prioritise
emotionally satisfying goals. Temporal orientation also appeared to alter with advancing
years. While Thomae (1981) confirmed that for older European adults there was a
positive relationship between future orientation and life satisfaction, a general
restriction of the depth of future time perspective after the age of 65 has also been
reported (Lens & Gailly, 1980). Thus, a person’s temporal orientation evolves
developmentally; it is also mutable, affected by cognitions, emotions, and experiences.

The Impact of Technology on Temporal Orientation
The Information Technology Revolution has influenced the ways in which time
is experienced. The Industrial Revolution harnessed perceptions of time previously
influenced by seasons, tides, and religious observances (cyclical time) and repackaged it
into measured, metered linear time, devoid of the influences of seasonal change or
social-cultural events. The Information Technology Revolution has replaced clock time
with the atomic clock and the notion of “real time.” Industrial technologies conquered
space (steam engine and the telegraph), but information technologies have not only
compressed space further through enhanced forms of communication but also
compressed time (Hassan, 2003). The ubiquity and interconnectivity of computing has
brought the instantaneity of real-time into everyday life, replacing the “older, slower,
temporal duration of clock time” (p. 40) with a constant temporal duration, the “here
and now.”
These technological developments have shaped the millennial generation
(Strange, 2004) and may have affected the ways in which some students experience
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time. (See Table 3). Prensky (2001) used the term “digital natives” to describe these
millennial generation students, many of whom have currently commenced their first
year in higher education. These students have grown up with the “‘twitch-speed’ of
video games and MTV” and are completely at home with the “instantaneity of
hypertext, downloaded music, phones in their pockets, a library on their laptops,
beamed messages and instant messaging” (Prensky, 2001, p. 3). These students will
think about and experience the past, present and future differently from other, older
students, who are less comfortable with these technological advances. Immediate access
to so much may not have prepared this generation for some of the time consuming tasks
involved in deep learning and necessary for success in higher education.

The Construct of Time Perspective
The Time Perspective (TP) construct is a basic dimension of human functioning
that is mostly independent of one’s awareness. It is a nonconscious or instinctive
process that gives order and coherence to events by being consigning them to different
temporal categories or time frames. These cognitive frames are used to encode, store,
and recall past experiences and are also used in the formation of expectations and goals.
Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) argued that one’s temporal orientations “exert a dynamic
influence on many important judgments, decisions, and actions” (p. 1272).
Conceptually, temporal orientation influences decision-making by situating the
primary set of psychological drivers in one of the three temporal timeframes (i.e., past,
present, or future). Temporal orientations are learned and can be influenced by a range
of personal, social, and institutional factors. While the boundaries, importance, and
utilization of these temporal timeframes may vary, there is a tendency for the
timeframes to stabilise into a preferred functional cognitive style. This style reflects not
only social and cultural factors, but also task demands. Present-oriented people tend to
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focus on the salient aspects of stimuli from their immediate setting as the basis for
decisions they make or actions that they take. Future-oriented people tend to base their
decisions and actions on anticipated consequences of future situations; they work to
ensure that decisions and actions taken in the present have a positive impact on the
anticipated future situations. Individuals who are past-orientated base their decisions
and actions on their memories and reconstructed experiences of past situations.
Zimbardo and his associates (Boniwell, & Zimbardo, 2004; Zimbardo & Boyd,
1999) have argued for a balanced time perspective (i.e., the ability to be able to switch
between temporal foci according to the demands of the current situation). Lens (2006b)
supports the Zimbardo and Boyd view on the importance of a balanced time
perspective. He has proposed that the ability to integrate one’s past, present, and future
provides for optimal adaptive functioning in most circumstances. While time
perspective factors are discussed separately, it is clear that they are strongly interlinked.
Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) concept of Time Perspective resonates with
aspects of other psychological theories of motivation and persistence in discussed in
previous chapters. Table 3 links the factors of Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time
Perspective Inventory to psychological theories of motivation and engagement.

Orientations to the Past
Students’ past experiences of learning and their beliefs about their competencies
influence their approaches to study (Pearson & Beasley, 2000). The notion that past
events influence future behaviour can be traced back to the operant theories of
motivation, also described as reinforcement theories (Skinner, 1974). Two categories of
past events differentiated situations that were enjoyed and should be repeated and
situations that were unpleasant and should be avoided.
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Table 3. Linking Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time Perspective to Psychological Theories of Motivation and Engagement
Measures/
Theories
Self-Efficacy
SelfRegulation
Locus of
Control
Theory of
Planned
Behaviour
“Malleable”
SelfTheorising
Social
Cognitive
Career Theory
(SCCT)
Sensation
Seeking
Delayed
Gratification
Learned
Helplessness
SelfDetermination
Theory
Flow

Brief Definition
The degree to which students believe in their abilities to perform tasks
The self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actions that are planned and
cyclically adapted to the attainment of personal goals
The degree to which students feel they have control over their own
academic success
Beliefs and evaluations about outcomes lead to behavioural intentions.
Beliefs and evaluations about the importance of the behaviour to
significant others lead to behavioural intentions. Beliefs of internal or
external control exert influence over action.
A “malleable” belief about intelligence and learning encourages
learning goals; a fixed belief leads to performance goals
Past performance (i.e., academic ability), and student’s self-efficacy,
the anticipated consequences of persisting and graduating (i.e.
outcome expectations) can affect the student’s determination to persist
and graduate (i.e. the performance goal).
An emotional-motivational state facilitating the search for stimulation
occasioned by novelty, complexity, uncertainty, or conflict,
irrespective of specific questions or problems
Voluntary postponement of immediate gratification for the sake of
more distant long-term gains
Learned helplessness is the giving-up reaction that follows from the
belief that whatever one does will have no effect.
An organismic motivation theory with autonomy, competence, and
relatedness as basic needs; Conditions that support autonomy satisfy
these needs, promoting internal behavioural regulation
A state of optimal functioning or “flow” where one is absorbed in an
intrinsically rewarding activity combining confidence, thinking, and
pleasure; Challenge matching skill.

Rotter (1975)

Related Temporal
Orientation
Past, Present, & Future
Present Fatalistic/Hedonistic,
Future
Present Fatalistic

Fishbein and Ajzen
(1975); Ajzen (1985)

Past Negative, Past Positive,
Present Fatalistic

Dweck (1999)

Past Negative, Past Positive,
Present Fatalistic
Past, Present, & Future

Theorist/s
Bandura (1997)
Zimmerman (2000)

Lent, Brown, & Hackett
(1994)

Zuckerman (1994)

Present Hedonistic

Mischel, Ebbesen, &
Zeiss (1972); Mischel &
Grusec (1967)
Abramson, Seligman, &
Teasdale (1978)
Deci & Ryan (1985)

Present Hedonistic,
Future

Csikszentimihalyi (1991)

Present

Present Fatalistic
Present & Future
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The influence of the past is prominent in studies that have examined the impact
of memories of negative past events. Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) expressed concern for
individuals who scored high on this factor. In general, these individuals, as opposed to
those who scored low on this factor, reported fewer interpersonal relationship and
greater dissatisfaction with their lives. Negative past orientations may prompt either
fatalistic or hedonistic behaviour in the present (i.e. consistent with the different views
of human functioning). A positive past temporal orientation contributed to an
individual’s sense of continuity and nourished a more elaborated future perspective
(Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). Fingerman and Perlmutter (1995), in their study of temporal
orientation across the lifespan, found that, for both younger and older USA adults,
positive events in the immediate past generated thoughts about the more distant future.
Previous research by Thomae (1981) with European samples also suggested a positive
relationship between life satisfaction and future time perspective.

Orientations to the Present
Whereas Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) considered the past in terms of negative
and positive past orientations, they classified orientation to the present as two factors:
(a) present hedonistic, and (b) present fatalistic. As both factors were couched in
negative terms, the opposite attributes of these factors also warranted consideration.
These factors link strongly to other theories and concepts that embody the attributes of
these factors, both positively and negatively (see Table 3 above).

Present Hedonistic
The ability to self-regulate is important for first year students who need to take
responsibility for their time management and for balancing study time with social time.
Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) characterised the present hedonistic factor as “an orientation
toward present enjoyment, pleasure, and excitement without [making] sacrifices today
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for rewards tomorrow”. Individuals who scored highly on this scale tended to show a
preference for novelty and sensation seeking, rather than consistency. Earlier research
examined individuals’ ability to delay immediate gratification (Metcalfe & Mischel,
1999; Mischel et al., 1972) in favour of later, more valuable rewards. The ability to
delay was regarded as an important element of the socialization process (Stumphauzer,
1972).
It is possible that this factor taps into engagement in some way rather than
merely reflecting pleasure or novelty seeking activities unrelated to student engagement
with study. A high score on the present hedonistic factor strongly suggested an
orientation towards present pleasure with little concern for future consequences, yet the
concept of becoming lost in the moment (i.e. “when listening to my favourite music, I
often lose all track of time”) and being engrossed in an activity in the present has also
been embodied in this concept. This phenomenon resonates with Csikszentmihalyi’s
(1991) concept of flow where “concentration is so intense that there is no attention left
over to think about anything irrelevant or to worry about problems” (p. 71). This view
of hedonism in student engagement may be important when considering temporal
orientation in younger first year students in the light of current thought about the
influence of technology on temporal frames (Hassan, 2003; Prensky, 2001; Strange,
2004).
The importance of students’ enjoyment of academic tasks in the present was the
focus of Deci and Ryan’s Theory of Self Determination (STD) (Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Ryan & Deci, 2000). They argued that students were most adaptive when they focussed
on the feelings of pleasure that were the by-product of gaining competence and control
in the moment. These notions of students enjoying the process of learning rather than
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the product foster the natural curiosity of students, which in turn supports and develops
their intrinsic motivation to learn.

Present Fatalistic
The present fatalistic factor is an inverse measure of the degree of personal
agency or autonomy students perceive they exert in their study success. It is closely
associated with the attribution theory discussed in chapter 3. This factor is concerned
with the degree to which individuals believe they have control over the situation. Rotter
(1966) used the term “locus of control” to describe such beliefs of agency. Students
with low scores on the present fatalistic factor are more likely that those with high
scores to have an internal locus of control. Students with high present fatalistic scores
failed to perceive a reliable causal link between their study behaviours and their results.
These students viewed the rewards and punishments they received as the result of
capricious, unstable forces such as luck, or the actions of powerful others (Estrada,
Dupoux, & Wolman, 2006). A related concept, “learned helplessness” proposed by
Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale (1978) is described as the giving-up reaction that
follows from the belief that whatever one does will have no effect. Individuals with
learned helplessness tend to adopt a pessimistic explanatory style of accounting for
negative events that occur in their lives. As with the theory of mastery and performance
goals (Dweck, 1998, 1999), individuals who exercise greater personal agency are able
to explain events to themselves in terms of their own strengths and abilities and who
work towards mastery rather than adopting helplessness. Thus, it is the choice of
explanatory style that is the most important modulator of learned helplessness. This
study is concerned with the influence that the present fatalistic factor exerts on students’
engagement with their studies.
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Orientation to the Future
The ability to contemplate the future involves (a) positioning plans, projects, and
motivational goals and (b) organizing present behaviour towards those future goals.
Nuttin and Lens (1985) proposed that, in order for a person’s future time perspective
(FTP) to influence behaviour, there needed to be a belief in the future as having an
active continuity with the present and the past. There also needed to be recognition of
the individual’s ability and personal effort in contributing to achievement of goals. The
ability to form mental representations of the distant future is seen as a distinctive feature
of human thinking. Suddendorf and Corballis (1997) talked of this ability as “mental
time travelling.” Osvath and Gärdenfors (2005) referred to this capacity to plan for
future needs as “anticipatory cognition” (p. 1).
People differ in the degree to which they think about the future as distinct from
the present or the past. Even those who think about the future, differ in the extent to
which they project, so that some habitually think about a deep future while others only
penetrate the future shallowly. Carstensen, Isaacowitz, and Charles (1999) have
suggested that patterns of future orientation could alter with age.
Toffler (1970) has maintained that people who develop a habit of anticipation, or
looking and thinking ahead, appear to adapt better to circumstances and cope more
successfully with change. Prenda and Lachman (2001) found that more future-oriented
respondents also reported greater life satisfaction. In his study comparing life
satisfaction amongst three age groups (young = 25-39 years, middle = 40-59 years, and
old = 60-75 years), he found that older participants displayed a more pronounced
relationship between future planning and life satisfaction. However, despite the positive
relationship between future planning and life satisfaction for older adults, older adults
compared to younger adults reported less future planning overall.
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Phalet, Andriessen, and Lens (2004) have argued that education is a futureoriented investment. Individuals who have longer future time perspectives see their
present behaviour as more important in achieving a range of both immediate and future
goals than those without or with shorter future time perspectives. Furthermore, the
length of future time perspective is positively associated with the perceived usefulness
and importance of the task at hand. Conversely, a shorter FTP has been associated with
a lower ability to express future goals, which, in turn, reduces the value attributed to the
task as it seems disconnected from any real world experience (McInerney, 2004).
When the longer term goal is regarded as an important investment in terms of
time and effort (viz., engagement towards goals) and when the task at hand is deemed to
be relevant to achieving that goal, then students are more likely to persist in higher
education (Frymier & Shulman, 1995; Sanbonmatsu, Shavitt, & Sherman, 1999).
Peterson and Delmas (2001) found that students who believed that higher education
would provide employment opportunities and better careers were more likely to persist
with their studies. Perceptions of the personal relevance of the course work were
associated with information processing (Sanbonmatsu et al., 1991) and with state-based
motivations to study (Frymier & Shulman, 1995).

Future Selves – Possible Selves
Times of transition, such as commencing the first year at university foster
complex “self-descriptions of their past, present and possible future roles and identities”
(Lizzio & Wilson, 2004, p. 110). These identities included ideas of who they were, who
they believed they are now, and who they anticipated becoming. These constructed
future identities (possible selves) shaped students’ understanding of the importance and
relevance of different skills and knowledge. Lizzio and Wilson (2004) found that
students’ perceptions of the relevance of such skills and knowledge to their future selves
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was the strongest predictor of their motivation for further learning. This research at an
Australian university confirmed the USA findings by Kahn and Nauta (2001) that the
consequences of persisting with studies in terms of a student’s future was a powerful
predictor of their study efforts.
In seminal research from the USA, Markus and Nurius (1986) introduced the
term “possible selves” to describe future representations of self that individuals
construct for themselves. These possible selves can be seen as the elements of the self
that represents what individuals could become, would like to become, or are afraid of
becoming. These possible selves are derived from representations of the self from the
past as well as representations of the self in the future. Although they are different and
separate from the current or now selves, they are intimately connected to them. Possible
future selves therefore are not merely a set of imagined roles or states of being. They
represent specific and individually significant hopes, fears, and visions: the ideas and
thoughts that individuals have about their potential and their future. See Hoyle and
Sherrill (2006) for status of this construct in published research.
Possible selves can be seen as providing a strong link between cognition and
motivation. In other words, possible selves are the “cognitive components of hopes,
fears, goals, and threats … [that give the] … specific self relevant form, meaning,
organization, and direction to these dynamics” (Markus & Nurius, 1986, p. 954).
Possible selves function as incentives to current behaviour in that they identify selves to
be worked towards and selves to be avoided. They are also separate and different from
the current selves, although intimately connected to them (Markus & Nurius, 1986).
Possible selves are not merely imagined future roles or states; they symbolise
individually meaningful aspirations, fears and dreams. These possible selves are not
only personal but also social.
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Some possible selves may be vestiges of past selves that remain as a possible
self within an individual’s self-concept and that may define the individual again at a
point in the future. These past selves that remain and that are carried forward as possible
selves represent enduring concerns and the behaviours that gave rise to those concerns.
In this way a successful future self may have as its foundation in a successful past self.
In the same way, a socially anxious or unwanted self may be linked to an embarrassing
or painful past social experience (Markus & Nurius, 1986). Furthermore, these
structures of self seem to influence the perceiver’s expectations to the degree that they
determine the stimuli selected for attention and retention in memory, even the
inferences made in response to the stimuli and by extension the ways in which an
individual organises personal interpretations of the world.

Time Perspective Approaches to Study and Engagement
A large body of research has suggested that an orientation to the future has
potential as a powerful motivator of current behaviour (Andriessen, Phalet, & Lens,
2006; Greene & DeBacker, 2004; Keough, Zimbardo, & Boyd, 1999; Lens & Tsuzuki,
2005; Markus & Nurius, 1986; McInerney, 2004; Nurmi, Poole, & Seginer, 1995;
Nuttin, 1964; Nuttin & Lens, 1985; Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999; Zimbardo, Keough, &
Boyd, 1997). In particular, there is a long and distinguished European tradition of
examining future time perspective in educational settings (Andriessen et al., 2006;
Gjesme, 1979; Lens, 1996; Lens & Gailly, 1980; Lens et al., 2002; Nuttin & Lens,
1985; Phalet et al., 2004; Simons et al., 2003). In particular, the work by Lens and his
associates stretches from the 1980s to the present day. The importance of a future time
perspective has been acknowledged in Australian educational psychology in relation to
desired educational outcomes, specifically among school-aged students (McInerney,
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2004). However, the links between present and past temporal orientation to study and
engagement have not been examined as thoroughly.
Contemporary students are faced with an increasing “number of activities and
priorities that compete with the demands of university” which put them at risk of
“disengagement” (McInnis, James et al., 2000, p. 4). Additionally, the influence of
information and communication technology (ICT) on daily living has brought with it a
focus on the here and now. This influence has created a dominance of present-oriented
activities in the daily lives of contemporary students. Not only, as Horstmanshof and
Zimitat (2003b) proposed, were students continually evaluating the costs and benefits
associated with the demands made on their time and energy by their competing roles,
they also made decisions about investing in those roles that were perceived to be more
rewarding and disinvested in those that appeared relatively more costly.
There is evidence to suggest that students, who regarded higher education as an
important investment in terms of time and effort that was likely to provide employment
opportunities and better careers, were more likely to than those who did not, to persist
with their studies (Peterson & Delmas, 2001). Students were more likely to persist in
higher education studies when the task at hand was deemed to be relevant to achieving
that goal (Frymier & Shulman, 1995). Eccles and Wigfield (2002) used the term “utility
value” to describe the degree to which a task relates to current and future goals.
In their studies with business students in the UK, Chaplain and Gray (2000)
measured the impact on students’ perception of themselves and their futures by
examining the links between education business faculties and business partners in
industry. The results showed that well developed links tended to influence students’
perceived vocational insight and vocational concerns. Additionally, well-developed
links to industry enhanced students’ locus of control, self-efficacy, and work-based
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learning. Their findings suggested that male students appeared to benefit more than
female students from these attempts to link the present learning tasks to relevant future
industry activities.
Measures of present orientation have mainly been applied in studies in the areas
of health and personal risk. For example, high scores on the present time perspective
factor were found to be predictive of risky driving behaviours (Zimbardo et al., 1997)
and of substance use (Keough at al., 1999). More recently, Henson, Carey, Carey, and
Maisto (2006) used the Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) to examine the
effect of time perspective on health behaviour for undergraduate psychology students in
a college in the USA. Multiple regression analysis showed that future time perspective
predicted more protective and fewer risky health behaviours for all participants. Present
hedonism, on the other hand, demonstrated the reverse: fewer protective and more risky
health behaviours. Present fatalism was strongly related to destructive health
behaviours. Furthermore, present hedonism was a stronger predictor of risky health
behaviours for females.
Although most studies of temporal orientation in university settings have not
been aimed directly toward academic studies, one study did examine an element of
student engagement in terms of intention. In this study, Zimbardo and Boyd (1999)
found that present-oriented students were three times more likely than future-oriented
students to fail to turn up for interviews in which they had agreed to participate.
Lens, Simons and Dewitte (2002) have argued that “the total motivation to study
is a combination of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation” (p. 222). When students are
motivated by the learning or task, itself, they are intrinsically motivated. When the study
activities are performed for the sake of other rewards that are not directly related to the
learning, they are extrinsically motivated. Thus, students who are engaged in their
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studies in a deep, conceptual way could be deemed to be enjoying their studies in the
present. This suggests that while future-orientation may exert a powerful influence on
study for students who are working towards future possible career selves, present
orientation may also play a role in student engagement for those who enjoy studying for
its own sake. This investigation explored the role of all temporal orientation factors in
respect of student engagement behaviours and attitudes.
The importance of feedback and reflection in encouraging deep learning and
engagement in study has been acknowledged. For Weiner (1986), retrospective
assessments of one’s performances provided the bases for motivational triggers. Where
success had been credited to own effort and personal capabilities, and failure to
insufficient effort, individuals were more likely to undertake difficult tasks and to
persevere in the face of failure. Hattie (2003b) provided evidence from his metaanalysis of feedback that feedback about the self influenced achievement when the
feedback led to improvements in students’ self-regulation in terms of greater effort,
engagement, or efficacy. Such feedback provided positive experiences that related to
past efforts that encouraged students to develop attitudes of mastery rather than
performance (Dweck, 1999) towards their studies.
Bandura’s (1997) self-efficacy theory acknowledged the role of self-regulation
and argued that self regulation was generated by self-efficacy beliefs that emerged from
past experiences, current evaluations, and considerations of future possibilities. In their
study of Caucasian and African-American students, Cubeta, Travers, and Sheckley
(2001) found that successful students tended to report positive previous experiences in
educational settings. There is thus support for the influence of a past orientation on
student motivation and engagement with their studies.
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Future Temporal Orientation and Disadvantage
Research in the USA has demonstrated the effectiveness of interventions that
have used the concepts of future orientation and possible selves to motivate students
from disadvantaged or ethnically diverse backgrounds to engage with their studies and
work towards positive future goals. Researchers agreed on the important role of
educational institutions as gatekeepers in this process, especially for students from
lower socioeconomic groups where family educational expectations were low regardless
of the students’ abilities (Bamber, 2005; Brown & Jones, 2004; Yowell, 2000).
In her work with early adolescent Latino boys, Yowell (2000) found that
although these students from lower socioeconomic but hard working families were
optimistic that their occupational futures would be superior to those of their parents, few
were able to articulate goals that extended beyond attending and graduating from
university. She emphasised the importance of assisting such young people to extend
their future orientation by developing future selves that built on their strengths and
which extended their career horizons.
Similarly, research with rural African-American female adolescents and their
mothers (Kerpelman, Shoffner, & Ross-Griffin, 2002) showed that mother-daughter
discussions of future selves and plans for support and assistance could mitigate against
some of the barriers to educational and career goals experienced by young AfricanAmerican women. The study showed that most daughters welcomed their mothers’
involvement and regarded it as important to their success. Mothers with higher levels of
education gave more detailed explanations of the assistance they provided their
daughters.
While both gender and SES continued to be significant correlates of students’
grades, Brown and Jones (2004) claimed that a strong future orientation was an
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important resilience factor that protected against developmental risk and enhanced
students’ chances of academic achievement. In their correlational, cross-sectional study
of African- American high school students, Brown and Jones (2004) found that future
time orientation was associated with perceptions of the value and usefulness of
education. These researchers have argued that temporal orientation deserves attention
because of its role as an important influence in “academic engagement and performance
of both minority and non-minority students across the sociocultural landscape” of
society (p. 266).
The concept of possible selves was effective in predicting women’s entry into,
and persistence in, mathematical and scientific programmes in a USA college (Lips,
2004). The findings showed that when women held consistent and specific cognitions of
self as either mathematician or scientist, such self-cognitions both mediated and
predicted the students’ decisions to persist with their studies. Similarly, in a study of
non-traditional students enrolled in a work-related course, Bamber (2005) found that
new possible selves could emerge when students were encouraged to experiment with
differing identities through their experiences with action or experiential learning. The
deep learning that had been encouraged by the curriculum had led not only to
engagement with their studies, but also to an engagement with potentially more
attractive possible selves. Bamber (2005) argued that a “future orientated and realistic
self-concept can be a motivating and organising factor in transformational learning” (p.
36).

FTP between Groups and across Different Cultural Settings
There has been continued research interest in differences in future time
perspective (FTP) between students from different ethnic or cultural groups. These
studies have highlighted differences in future time perspective between groups.
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However, there has also been a constant theme that the effectiveness of future time
perspective is a positive motivational influence on achievement. An early correlational
study of Dutch and Belgium high school boys (11th grade) found that students who
placed a high value on future goals and who believed that their study efforts would be
instrumental in their achieving such goals, as opposed to peers who did not, were more
persistent in their daily study. These students also achieved better academic results (De
Volder & Lens, 1982).
Poole and Cooney (1987) investigated future orientations of Australian and
Singaporean adolescents in terms of their perceived personal and societal futures, rather
than their academic behaviour or career aspirations. They found that Singaporean
students demonstrated greater concern with education and work than did their
Australian counterparts, who were more focussed on environmental, lifestyle, and
psychological parameters. Poole and Cooney concluded that students’ general patterns
of future orientation were influenced by demographic and social constructs.
In a more recent study, Nurmi, Poole, and Seginer (1995) compared the future
orientations of Finnish, Australian, and Israeli adolescents. While students expressed
educational aspirations, this study did not focus on future orientation in relation to study
behaviour. Students’ general patterns of future orientation were shown to be influenced
by demographic and social constructs. For example, military service commitments
influenced the educational and career related goals for Israeli students by placing these
goals into a more distant future than was the case for either the Australian or Finnish
students.
In a study of both high school and first year university students in Australia,
Lennings (1993) found that students’ attitudes toward the future were more important in
terms of predicting future career behaviour than whether their future orientations were

112

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
proximal or extended. This finding reflected several of the propositions of the SCCT
(Lent et al., 1994); that career choice involved notions of time perspective and was an
outcome of both self-efficacy and consequential thinking. Additionally, older
participants were found to be more sensitive than younger participants to the effects of
temporal extension. No explanation was given why this might be the case.

More Recent Thoughts about Temporal Orientation
More recently, Simons, Vansteenkiste, Lens, and Lacante (2004) demonstrated
that a deep future time perspective (with increased instrumentality of one’s present
behaviour) was associated with “enhanced motivation, deep conceptual learning, better
performance and more intensive persistence” (p. 121). In reviewing the ways in which
the future time perspective theory had developed over the past 20 years or more, the
researchers defended their view that positive outcomes were likely when individuals
were able to consider the consequences of their actions by themselves and when they
were in contexts in which they were oriented toward those future consequences.
Based on recent correlational and experimental research across different cultural
settings, Lens (2006b) has argued that students could use future time perspective to
strive for important goals in the future, while also enjoying the present. From his
decades of research into the role of future time perspective in educational settings, Lens
stressed the importance of developing long, well-structured, and realistic future goals.
He also recommended the formulation of interrelated motivational goals for the
immediate, near and more distant future. In recent time, Lens (2006b) has joined
Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) in advocating a balanced time perspective that integrates the
past and the future with the present. Thus, it seems that future time perspective has
proved to be incapable of explaining educational success fully on its own.
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Gap in the Literature
Research into time perspective in higher education in Australia is sparse. The
studies that have examined future orientations of Australian students have concentrated
on secondary school students and examined aspects other than student engagement or
even academic or career aspirations, as is shown by the studies by Poole and her
associates (Nurmi et al., 1995; Poole & Coonery, 1987). Additionally, these studies
demonstrated an interest in cultural differences between Australian students and
students of other nationalities. Lennings and his associates did include undergraduate
university students in their samples, but examined time perspective either in terms of
personality and developmental concerns (Lennings et al., 1998) or in relation to career
maturity (Lennings, 1993), but not in terms of student engagement.
McInerney (2004) recently provided an interesting discussion paper on future
time perspective published in volume 16(2) of Educational Psychology Review
dedicated to the topic. His own research in this area was among school populations. His
discussion paper covered research into future time perspective conducted by European
and USA researchers among school populations. There is thus a gap in the literature
dealing with time perspective and time orientation in terms of student engagement and
persistence in higher education in Australia in particular, and to some extent in other
parts of the world as well. The finding from this project will go some way to addressing
this gap in the time orientation literature.
The research into temporal orientation and its influence on motivation to study
discussed in this chapter has provided clarification of and guidance for the direction of
research questions and hypotheses7 about the associations between temporal orientation
variables and measure of student engagement.

7

A full list of hypotheses, correctly numbered and ordered, appears in chapter 6, Method
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Positive past experiences in education are associated with greater student
engagement (i.e. deep learning approaches and academic application). This hypothesis
is supported by the findings of Cubeta, Travers, and Sheckley (2001) who found that
successful students tended to report positive previous experiences in educational
settings.
Negative past experience in education are associated with fatalistic approaches
to study (i.e. Present Fatalistic orientation). Support for this hypothesis is provided by
Pearson and Beasley (2000) who argued that students’ past experience of learning and
their beliefs about their competencies influenced their approaches to study.
A present hedonistic orientation is associated with low student engagement. This
hypothesis is supported by Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) who characterised this factor as
an orientation to present enjoyment, pleasure, and excitement, with little thought about
tomorrow.
A present fatalistic orientation is not associated with deep learning approaches.
This hypothesis is supported by Estrada, Dupoux and Wolman (2006) who found
students with high fatalistic scores were unable to perceive a reliable causal link
between their study behaviours and their results. Instead, these students viewed success
and failure as a result of luck or the actions of power others.
An orientation to the future is associated with life satisfaction. This hypothesis is
supported by Prenda and Lachman (2001) who found that more future-oriented
respondents also reported greater life satisfaction. Thomae (1981) reported that a
positive relationship between future time perspective and life satisfaction.
An orientation to the future is associated with deep learning approaches and
persistence. Support for this hypothesis comes from Simons, Vansteenkiste, Lens, and
Lacante (2004) who demonstrated that a deep future time perspective was associated
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with enhanced motivation, deep approaches to study, and persistence. Further support
for this hypothesis comes from Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) who found that presentoriented students were three times more likely than future-oriented students to fail to
turn up for interviews in which they had agreed to participate

Summary
This chapter discussed the nature and importance of time perspective in relation
to higher education studies. While the five factors, future, present hedonistic, present
fatalistic, past positive, and past negative, were discussed separately, it was
demonstrated how these factors were interlinked and exerted influence across temporal
frames. The Time Perspective construct was examined in terms of its utility as a
measure of student motivation and as an influence in student engagement. Relationships
to other concepts and personal characteristics that have been demonstrated to influence
student engagement were highlighted and discussed. In particular, it was shown how the
personal qualities that Yorke (2004, 2006) proposed in the “E” of his USEM acronym
were embodied in the Time Perspective model (see chapter 4). Additionally, it was
demonstrated how psychological elements of the Bean and Eaton (2000) psychological
model discussed in chapter 3 related to the Time Perspective model. In essence, these
personal qualities addressed academic goals (motivation), academic self-efficacy
(beliefs in ability), and self-regulation. Unlike both the Bean and Eaton model and the
“E” in Yorke’s acronym, the Time Perspective model provides a practical approach for
examining student engagement strategies in educational settings through the Zimbardo
Time Perspective Inventory which is describe in detail in chapter 6 which provides the
methodology for this research project.
Finally, while the Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) Time Perception Inventory
provide for the psychological theories and processes suggested by both Bean and Eaton
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(2000), and Yorke (2004b, 2006b), it also acknowledges an important personal
characteristic, temporal orientation, that underpins psychological behaviour and exerts a
pervasive and powerful influence on human behaviour. The current investigation builds
on the work by Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) and extends their ideas by examining its
usefulness in understanding first year student engagement and persistence in their
studies. It seeks to provide a parsimonious and effective method of measuring student
engagement and likely persistence. It also seeks to uncover useful ways in which
educators may encourage student engagement and persistence by building bridges to
possible futures and enhancing daily life by teaching the language of balanced time
perspective. Chapter 6 describes the methodology adopted for this study.

117

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement

CHAPTER 6: METHOD
Introduction
The previous chapters have described and explained the conceptual and
theoretical underpinnings of the study. In particular, the preceding chapters discussed
the role played by students’ personal characteristics in the departure puzzle. The
substantial body of research into student engagement in and persistence with their
higher education studies suggested several psychological theories of motivation played
a role in student success. This study examines the role of orientation to time in student
engagement and persistence with aim of providing a useful and parsimonious alternative
to the employment of the many related psychological theories. This chapter provides
information on the overall design of the study and on the recruitment of participants,
ethical clearances, data collection, and analytical methods employed.

Overview of the design
This study took the form of a repeated correlational design, which collected data
from first year students on a multicampus university, first in 2003 and again in 2005.
Data were collected by means of on-line questionnaires using SurveyMaker, an
educational online survey service that was owned and operated by the university at the
time of this investigation. This method of data collection was adopted for two reasons.
First, on-line surveys, via e-mail delivery, proved to be the most cost effective and
efficient method of reaching the target audience. Email had high penetration in the
cohort, because email is the official means of communication between the university
and students. Second, the questions specific to this research project were incorporated in
a larger annual university wide survey. This was done to reduce duplication of effort
and to avoid exhausting the target audience with repeated demands for similar
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information within their first year at university. The over-surveying of particular
segments of a population or survey fatigue has been cited as a cause of poor response
rates in on-line surveys (Seddon, Holloway, Green, & Elliot, 2004).

Electronic web survey
Web-based methods of data collection have grown in popularity alongside the
increased access to and adoption of Internet communication. Carini, Hayek, Kuh,
Kennedy, and Ouimet (2003) argued that electronic technology can no longer be
regarded as the exclusive domain of the “highly educated elite” (p.1). Presently, most
Australian university campuses use various forms of computing and information
technology, and more than half of all undergraduate courses on offer in Australian
universities in 2001 contained online content (Bell et al., 2002). A comparison of webbased and traditional paper-and-pencil methods has shown that web-based methods are
not inferior to the traditional methods (Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & John, 2004). In
fact, there are several benefits for researchers in using web-based surveys.
In designing this research project, the effectiveness of using an electronic web
survey was tested by comparing the responses to such a survey against invitations to
first year students to come to a designated classroom to complete a paper and pencil
survey. Three occasions, over a period of three weeks, were offered to students to
complete the survey manually. Invitations were issued at the start of lectures run for
first year psychology and management students. At the end of this trial, the paper and
pencil option was abandoned as the response was very low. Instead, students were
invited to complete the survey on-line in their own time and at a computer venue of
their own choice. The results show that the response rate for the on-line surveys was
better than 30% for both surveys. A return of 30% is regarded as an average rate of
response for postal surveys (Shaughnessy & Zechmeister, 1985).
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Dillman (2000) recommended adoption of the principles of social exchange,
which increases the perceived rewards of participating in surveys and decreases the
perceived costs, as a method of increasing the response rate for surveys. Small
inducements were offered to the participants of the 2003 and 2005 university wide
surveys from which the data for this research project has been distilled. The
inducements included a range of small electronic devices donated by a national retailer,
small cash prizes, luncheon vouchers and a weekend donated by a local resort. Students
who completed the surveys were invited to be included in the draw for the prizes.
There are economies both of time and effort to be had in using web-based
methods of data collection. A mass email invitation to valid email addresses for first
year students to go to a specific web site to access the survey is quick, easy, and cost
effective. By contrast, preparation of surveys for mailing is time consuming and costly.
Email follow-up reminders are equally quick and easy. In addition, follow up reminders
by email are more likely than the previously used mail-out reminder postcards to reach
their intended targets.
Data entry errors were mostly eliminated because answers were recorded
directly into the SurveyMaker database. The data, after screening for duplication, were
seamlessly imported into SPSS Version 12, the statistical package for the social
sciences. This technique proved to be a most efficient method in terms of both use of
time and cost effectiveness.
Opponents of on-line surveys have noted several concerns, including restricted
demographic diversity. They suggested that the samples surveyed might not be
representative of the target population. More specifically, they raised concerns that the
dominant group of respondents may reflect a narrow segment of society such as young
males from upper middle class backgrounds, a stereotype of computer users. While
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Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, and John (2004) argued that no standard method delivers a
truly representative sample, Lerner Gonzales, Small and Fischhoff (2003) advised that
the best chance of generalisability and representativeness arises from choosing the best
method for surveying a target population and then obtaining data from samples of the
population to which generalisations of findings are to be directed. The surveys used in
this investigation were carefully targeted to gather information from the population of
interest, (the commencing students at a specific multicampus university in Australia)
and the samples matched the university undergraduate profile. Table 67 provides a
comparison of the participant profile with the university undergraduate profile.

Choice of design
There is considerable discussion in the higher education literature about the
relative strengths of longitudinal design over cross-sectional design. Astin and Lee
(2003) warned of the dangers of using cross-sectional assessments of undergraduate
students to make judgments about the quality of educational programs. These warnings
were directed at the nature and purpose of such assessments, particularly when the
results were used to compare the quality or effectiveness of different institutions or
programmes. Where incoming students are measured on a “one-shot” or cross-sectional
rather than a longitudinal basis, an important variable, that of the characteristics of the
students themselves, may be overlooked. This may result in misleading outcomes that
have more to do with the characteristics of the students than with quality or
effectiveness of any of the educational programmes under review.
Although the data for each of the two studies that make up this research project
were each collected at one point in time, as is the practice for a cross-sectional design,
compared to data being collected over a period of time as in a longitudinal design, it is
not a typical cross-sectional study. This study is a repeated correlational study as it is
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concerned with the relationships between individual difference variables (temporal
orientation) and student engagement variables. The aim of this project was not to pass
judgment on any programmes run by the university or students in any cohort, but to
understand the relationships between those sets of variables and, in particular, the
influence that the temporal orientation variables exerts on the student engagement
variables. In order to ensure that the relationships and influences that were identified
were not merely characteristics of a particular first year cohort, this research project ran
two separate studies, one in 2003 and the other in 2005. In this way, the relationships
between the temporal orientation variables and the student engagement variables, and
the influence exerted by the temporal orientation variables on the student engagement
variables could be tested, retested, and confirmed.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
This investigation was designed to answer several specific research questions.
These were stated in chapter 1. From the review of the literature, sufficient clarity was
gained to frame hypotheses that were listed at the end of each chapter, where relevant.
Table 4 lists these research questions and hypotheses in the order they will be addressed
with reference to the relevant chapter.
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Table 4. Research Questions (RQ) and Hypotheses Tested in This Investigation
No
HO 1
HO 2
HO 3

HO 4
HO 5
HO 6
HO 7
HO 8
HO 9
HO 10
HO 11
HO 12
HO 13
HO 14

HO 15

HO 16

HO 17
HO 18
HO 19
HO 20
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Hypothesis
Students who persist with their studies are significantly more engaged
with their studies than students who withdraw from study
Persisting and non-persisting students differ significantly in terms of
temporal orientation as measured by the five ZPTI factors
Students with competing primary selves in the categories of work and
family are more likely than those without to withdraw from their higher
education studies
Students’ intentions to persist with their studies are predictive of their
persistence.
The five temporal orientation factors are significantly associated with
Academic Orientation, Academic Application, and Deep Learning
There are significant differences between male and female students on
temporal orientation measures
There are significant differences among age groups on temporal
orientation measures.
Female students are likely to report greater academic orientation than
are male students
Female students are likely to report greater academic application than
are male students
Female students are likely to report greater adoption of deep learning
approaches to study than are male students
Female students are more satisfied with their university experience than
are male students
Mature-age students are more likely than younger students to be satisfied
with their higher education experience
Mature-age students are more likely than younger students to work
toward a deep understanding of their university studies
Students who are more prepared for the university experience and who
share the university’s values and norms are more likely than those who
do not to engage with their studies
Students who perceive that their study efforts are reflected in their study
outcomes are more likely than those who do not to adopt deep learning
approaches to their studies.
Positive past experiences in education are associated with greater
student engagement (i.e. deep learning approaches and academic
application)
An orientation to the future is associated with satisfaction
An orientation to the future is associated with student engagement (i.e.
deep learning approaches, academic application)
An orientation to the future is associated with academic orientation
A Present Hedonistic orientation is associated with low student
engagement

Chapter
RQ
Ch 1
RQ
Ch 1
RQ
Ch1
Hypothesis
Ch 3
RQ Ch 1
RQ Ch 1
RQ Ch 1
Hypothesis
Ch 2
Hypothesis
Ch 2
Hypothesis
Ch 2
Hypothesis
Ch 2
Hypothesis
Chs 3 & 4
Hypothesis
Ch 2
Hypothesis
Ch 3
Hypothesis
Chs 3 & 4
Hypothesis
Ch 5
Hypothesis
Ch 5
Hypothesis
Ch 5
Hypothesis
Ch 5
Hypothesis
Ch 5
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Participants
The participants in this study were first year commencing students at Griffith
University, a multicampus university in South Eastern Queensland, Australia. There were two
cohorts for this study: first year students commencing university study in 2003 and first year
students commencing university study in 2005. In both cases, participation was voluntary and
open to all students in the target group, regardless of age, gender, ethnicity, prior learning, or
enrolment status. Permission to conduct a suite of surveys, including the two surveys in this
project, was granted by the Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee. Both of
these on-line surveys were created and supported by SurveyMaker. The surveys were
confidential in each case rather than anonymous, allowing integration with institutional data
before the datasets were de-identified.

Phase I (2003)
The participants in this phase of the study were 358 of 2,100 first year students who
were invited to respond to two on-line questionnaires in 2003. The first survey was a general
survey of student experiences at university conducted in first semester; the second survey,
conducted in second semester was entitled “Student Perspectives of the Future”, and the
invitation to participate in the second survey was issued to respondents to the first survey.
The general survey included the questions that provided insight into student engagement,
both in terms of the study behaviours that students adopted and in terms of their attitudes and
commitment to study. The second survey focused on students’ temporal orientations.

Phase II (2005)
For the second phase of this study in 2005, the temporal orientations measures were
incorporated into the general survey of student experiences to contain costs, avoid duplication
of effort and participant exhaustion. The participants in this phase of the study were 3,020
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(40%) of the 7,580 commencing first year students who were invited to participate in the
annual survey of first year students conducted university wide in first semester of 2005.

Measures
The annual general survey of first year students is a multipurpose survey designed to
assess and monitor a wide range of issues considered important to the first year student
experience, including experiences on campus, use of technology, perceptions of quality of
teaching, attendance at orientation sessions, and intentions to continue studying at the
university. In addition, the survey canvassed information about work and family
responsibilities and customary demographic details such as age and gender. From this
multipurpose survey, responses to the questions relevant to the concerns of this study were
extracted for analyses and examination.
The six measures selected to examine the concerns of this thesis were the Zimbardo
Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI, Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999); Satisfaction with the
University Experience (McInnis, James et al., 2000); Academic Application and Academic
Orientation (McInnis, James et al., 2000); Approaches to Study (SPQ, Fox et al., 2001) which
is a shortened version of the Study Process Questionnaire, and a measure of engaged activity
(i.e., number of hours spent preparing for class). The selection of information from the
multipurpose survey included questions about students’ intentions to continue with their
studies in higher education and demographic details such as age and gender. Other
information about re-enrolment and academic performance in terms of GPA was retrieved
from university administration. The measures specific to this research project are contained in
the Appendices and the surveys are available on SurveyMaker 8.

8

The URL addresses for the 2003 surveys are:
http://www.surveymaker.com.au/sm/survey.cfm?survey=666 and
http://www.surveymaker.com.au/sm/survey.cfm?survey=377 and
http://www.surveymaker.com.au/sm/survey.cfm?survey=1295 for the 2005 survey
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Variables in this research project
The variables used in the research project are listed in Table 4 with an explanation of
the likely behaviours and attitudes connected with the variables and reason for inclusion in
survey. (See also Table 3 Linking Zimbardo and Boyd’s Time Perspective to Psychological
Theories of Motivation and Engagement in chapter five). The dependent variables (DVs)
employed in research project are Academic Application, Academic Orientation, Satisfaction,
Deep Approaches to study, Surface Approaches to study, hours spent preparing for classes
(Hours) and re-enrollment (Persistence). The independent variables (IVs) employed in this
are Future, Present-Hedonistic, Present-Fatalistic, Past-Positive and Past-Negative.

Temporal Orientation
The Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) was chosen to measure
participants’ temporal orientation as it provides a quantifiable measure of multiple time
frames. The complexity of the construct of temporal orientation, or time perspective (TP) as
Zimbardo and his colleagues refer to it, has few reliable measures that capture the multiple
timeframes in a single instrument. Most other measures of time orientation have tended to
focus on a single dimension excluding the complicating influences of other temporal
dimensions. Examples of this are the Considerations of Future Consequences scale
(Strathman, Gleicher, Boniger, & Edwards, 1994) and Zuckerman’s (1994) sensation-seeking
scale that focuses on present-oriented functioning.
The ZTPI has gains its stability from more than a decade of empirical testing and
refinement (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999). The 56-item inventory consists of five factors: PastNegative, Present-Hedonistic, Future, Past-Positive, and Present-Fatalistic. The test-retest
reliability of the five subscales ranged between .70 and .80 (viz., .80 for the Future, .76 for
the Present-Fatalistic, .76 for the Past-Positive, .72 for the Present –Hedonistic and .70 for the
Past-Negative.
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Table 5. Breakdown of Measures, Concepts, Behaviours, and Rationale for Inclusion
Measure

Variables and concepts

Behaviours and/or attitudes shown

Reason for inclusion

Zimbardo Time Perspective
Inventory (ZTPI)

Future orientation
(Independent Variable)

Planning for and achieving future goals,
through planning & work

Goal focus consistent with engagement and
achievement. Links to Self-Regulation, Self-Efficacy,
SDT, SCCT

Present Hedonistic
(Independent Variable)

Orientation towards present enjoyment,
excitement, without sacrifices today for
rewards tomorrow
Lack of goal focus. Belief in fate, unable
to link own action to outcomes

Seeks enjoyment and novelty. Easily distracted from
engagement with study. Links to Self-Regulation

Present Fatalistic
(Independent Variable)

Student Satisfaction (SS)
Academic Application
(AA)
Academic Orientation (AO)

Study Process
Questionnaire (SPQ)

Hours
Persistence
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Past Positive
(Independent Variable)
Past Negative
(Independent Variable)
Satisfaction with the university
experience
Academic Application
A conscientious approach to
study
Academic Orientation -Valuing
of cognitive and intellectual
endeavours
Deep approaches to study

Positive construction of past events

Surface approaches to study

Work to know enough to pass assessment

Hours spent in preparing for
classes
Re-enrolled in subsequent
semester

Hour student spends in study out of class
time
Re-enrolled in the following semester

Negative view of the past. Pessimistic
attitude to life
Expressions enjoyment of university
experience, classes, lectures & social
Conscientious application to systematic
continuous work throughout semester
Student values academic pursuit

Engaged in search for understanding

Lack of personal agency normal in student
engagement. Links to Locus of control, SelfTheories, Learned Helplessness
High self-esteem, able to accept academic challenge.
Links to coping skills, Self Theories, Self-Efficacy
Low self-esteem, unlikely to be able to deal with
academic challenge. Links to Self-Theories
Strong predictor of persistence
Terenzini & Pascarella (1977) Tinto (1993)
Strong indicator of students’ engagement with their
studies
Strong indicator of students’ alignment with
university values therefore a measure of engagement
attitude
Engages in study out of class time, a sign of
engagement
Lack of engagement in study. Focused on assessment
only
Strong indication of engagement
Evidence of persistence
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Participants were asked to rate their agreement across a five-point Likert scale
indicating the degree to which respondents strongly disagree (1) or strongly agree (5). The
five factors were calculated by summing the relevant items and dividing by the number of
items that comprise each factor. In some cases, the relevant items were reverse coded to show
high scores as an indication of a strong cognitive temporal inclination to the relevant time
orientation.
The first factor, Past-Negative, describes a negative view of the past that includes
items such as “I think about the bad things that have happened to me in the past” and “I often
think of what I should have done differently in my life.” Individuals who score highly on this
factor tend not to be motivated to work towards future rewards and are less likely to have
satisfying interpersonal relationships. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this factor was
reported as 0.82. For this study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for Past-Negative was 0.84
for Phase I and 0.80 for Phase II.
The second factor, Present-Hedonistic, describes a risk-taking, hedonistic attitude to
life that includes items such as “I do things impulsively” and “I often follow my heart more
than my head.” Individuals who score highly on this measure tend to have unclear future
goals and are more likely than others to indulge more heavily in alcohol. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient was reported at 0.79. For this study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for PresentHedonistic was 0.77 for Phase I and 0.79 for Phase II.
The third factor, Future, describes a general orientation towards the future that
includes positive items such as “I complete projects on time to make progress” and negatively
oriented items such as “I take each day as it is rather than try to plan it out.”. The second item
was reversed scored so that higher scores on this factor correspond with higher levels of
future orientation. Individuals who score highly on this factor are likely to demonstrate high
levels of organisational planning and efficiency and also have more clearly defined future
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goals. Significant gender differences were found on this factor that suggests behaviour
dominated by future rewards, with women tending to score more highly than men. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was reported as 0.77. For this study, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for Future was 0.80 for Phase I and .77 for Phase II.
The fourth factor, Past-Positive, describes a positive attitude to the past, that includes
items such as “I get nostalgic about my childhood” and “I like family rituals and traditions
that are regularly repeated.” High scorers on this factor tend to be somewhat introverted,
although they do get involved in relationships with friends. High scorers also tend to score
highly on measures of self-esteem and happiness and low on measures of depression and
anxiety. Their more cautious behavioural style contrasts sharply with that of individuals who
score highly on the Present-Hedonistic scale. Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) found that women
scored significantly higher on this measure. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was reported as
0.80. For this study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for Past-Positive was 0.80 for Phase I
and 0.72 for Phase II.
The final factor, Present-Fatalistic, reveals a hopeless, helpless attitude towards the
future that includes items such as “Often luck pays off better than hard work” and “My life
path is controlled by forces I cannot influence.” Individuals who score highly on this factor
tend to be dissatisfied with their present life, even when living in generally optimistic
environments that encourage personal efficacy. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was reported as
0.74. For this study, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for Present-Fatalistic was 0.84 for
Phase I and 0.75 for Phase II

Student Satisfaction
The determinants of satisfaction are multifactorial, are likely to vary from person to
person and from institution to institution (Lee et al., 2000) and indeed, are likely to vary over
time. Nevertheless, student satisfaction has been regarded not only as a predictor of
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persistence in higher education (Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977) but as an important education
outcome of itself (Lee at al., 2000). The measure of student satisfaction adopted for this study
gains its validity from use in previous, national research into the first year experience of
Australian university students (Krause et al., 2005; McInnis, James et al., 2000). The
variable, student satisfaction, is a measure of overall satisfaction with the university
experience in general (e.g., Overall, I am very satisfied with my university experience so far)
and with the experience at the university in particular. The student satisfaction scale is
comprised of three items, rated on a five point Likert scale indicating the degree to which the
respondents agree or disagree with each item statement. In this study, the internal reliability
coefficient for the scale showed Cronbach’s alpha at 0.85 for Phase I and 0.88 for Phase II.
Cronbach’s alpha for the most recent Australian national study of the first year experience
(Krause et al., 2005) was 0.81.

Academic Orientation
Academic orientation is a measure of the degree to which a student shares the values
and norms of academic life. These scales have been used in research into higher education in
Australia for more than ten years (McInnis, James et al., 2000). The adoption of this measure
of academic orientation for the current study allows for comparison of findings between this
study and the recent Australian national study into the first year experience (Krause et al.,
2005). The six items examine the level of enjoyment experienced in relation to the
intellectual challenge of the students’ studies and are rated on a five point Likert scale
indicating the degree to which the respondents agree or disagree with each item statement
(e.g., “I enjoy the intellectual challenge of my subjects). The internal reliability coefficient
for the scale showed Cronbach’s alpha at 0.83 in Phase I and 0.82 in Phase II. The most
recent Australian national study of the first year experience only used three of the six items
from this scale, with Cronbach’s alpha at 0.78 (Krause et al., 2005).
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Academic Application
Academic application is a measure of the conscientiousness of student approaches to
study. These scales gain their validity from use in research into higher education in Australia
for more than ten years (McInnis, James et al., 2000). The four items measure application to
productive educational practices (e.g., I worked consistently throughout first semester) and is
rated on a five point Likert scale indicating the degree to which the respondents agree or
disagree with each item statement. The internal reliability coefficient for the scale showed
Cronbach’s alpha at 0.65 for Phase I and 0.58 for Phase II. The recent Australian national
study of the first year experience (Krause et al., 2005) only used two items from this scale,
(e.g. I find it difficult to get myself motivated to study, and I regularly seek the advice and
assistance of the teaching staff). Cronbach’s alpha was not provided for this scale for the
national study.

The Shortened Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ)
The adoption of deep or strategic learning approaches has been associated with high
academic self-efficacy, internal academic locus of control, and high academic selfconfidence. Conversely, surface or apathetic learning approaches have been associated with
low academic self-efficacy, external academic locus of control beliefs, and low academic
self-confidence (Cassidy & Eachus, 2000). Given that students’ learning strategies reflect
both their motivation and their intentions, it was important to include a measure of learning
approaches in the current study.
The Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ) (Fox et al., 2001) short form was used for the
university wide survey as it was found to be appropriate for longitudinal studies (Tze, Ginns,
& Prosser, 2005). The shortened 18-item SPQ has six subscales, three second-order shared
factors (surface, deep, and achieving), and a deep-achieving factor. In this study, the subscale
scores were combined to compute two variables: Reproducing and Meaning by replicating
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the method adopted in Model 7R (Fox et al., 2001, p. 519). The reproducing approach takes
into account both surface motive and surface strategy together with the achieving approach
factors, while the meaning approach includes the deep motive and deep strategy together with
the achieving approach factors. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability was 0.63 in Phase I, and
0.65 in Phase II for the factor, Reproducing, and 0.80 in Phase I and 0.77 in Phase II for the
factor, Meaning. As these two concepts of learning are more commonly thought of as deep
and surface learning (Biggs et al., 2001; Watkins & Hattie, 1985), these terms have been
adopted for Meaning and Reproducing approaches respectively in both phases of this
research project.

Intention to persist
There is consensus that students’ intentions play an important role in their persistence
(Astin, 1993; Bean, 1982; Bers & Smith, 1991; Cabrera et al., 1992). Bean (1982) argued that
the intention to leave or stay was the strongest predictor of persistence in higher education.
Because retention of first year students remains an important issue for all universities,
questions about students’ study intentions are routinely included in surveys of first year
students. The university wide survey included two questions to measure students’ intentions
to persist. The first question asked whether or not the student had seriously considered
leaving his or her studies at the university. The second questions asked about the student’s
intentions for the following year. Five options available under this question were Stay at this
university, Go part-time at this university, Take a break and return to this university, Apply to
another university and Leave study altogether. Finally, persistence, itself, was measured by
re-enrolment in the following semester.

Quantitative Data Screening and Preparation
The data screening included an examination of the data set for errors in data entry,
identification of duplicate data, a check for systematic missing data, and inspection of the
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distributional properties of the data. Data sets for participants where more than 90% of the
data points were available were included in the studies. Missing data points were substituted
with mean values during the analysis with SPSS (Version 12). Analyses were run with and
without the inclusion of the data sets with substituted means. As no significant differences
were apparent, data sets with substituted mean values were included in the analyses.

Response Bias
Response bias, or the effect that non-responses may have on survey data deserves
attention. Two popular methods for gauging response bias are wave analysis and
respondent/non-respondent response checks (Creswell, 1994). Wave analysis takes into
account the ways in which surveys are completed. It has been argued that there may be
differences in responses between those who completed the survey and those who chose not to
do so and that the surveys that are completed and returned in the final days of the response
period are likely to be more similar to those that non-respondents might have completed.
Respondent/non-respondent response checks involves comparison of answers given by
respondents to answers given by non-respondents who are contacted, typically by telephone,
and asked for their responses. As the kind of data to be gathered in the present study did not
involve these issues, this method was not deemed appropriate for this project.
In terms of this research project, the target population was the students who had
persisted with their first year studies. In other words, a purposive sample of persisting
students was targeted. Such students would be most likely to be engaged students, who were
interested in the activities of their university. Thus, these students are the most likely to take
the time to complete a survey that explored their experiences as first year students. The
attrition rate for commencing students for the university as a whole was 18% for 2003 and
13% for 2005. The attrition rate for the responding 2003 participants was 9%, and 8% for
2005. Thus, on balance, it would appear that the data was unaffected by any response bias.
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Statistical analysis
The data were analysed along the follow lines for both phases of this research project,
with two important exceptions:
In Phase I, the differences between age groups were explored in terms of students
over the age of 25 and students under the age of 25. In Phase II, the differences between age
groups were explored as in Phase I, but to facilitate comparison with the national study the
sample was also divided into three groups in terms of students: (a), mature-age students (over
the age of 25), school leavers (students aged 19 and under), and non-traditional students
(aged 20 to 24).
In Phase I, the predictor variables were examined by means of standard multiple
regression analysis. In Phase II, the predictor variables were examined by means of
hierarchical multiple regression analysis. This afforded the opportunity to exploring the
mediating relationships among the IVs.

Step One
Descriptive statistics are given for both phases of this research project. In this step the
demographic make up of the dataset is described. These details are outlined at the beginning
of chapter 7 for Phase I and at the beginning of chapter 8 for Phase II. Included in this data
are details of the responses received for each of the two phases.

Step Two
Independent t-tests were performed to test for differences in mean scores between
gender and age groups on all the variables. Levene’s test of equality of error variances were
run to test for significant variances between groups on the dependent and independent
variables. In cases where significant error variances between groups were noted, the statistics
calculated for instances where equal variance is not assumed, were used.
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Step Three
In order to assess the associations among the independent variables (IVs) and
dependent variables (DVs), Pearson Product-Moment correlations were calculated for all the
variables. Inter-correlations among the variables were assessed with statistical significance
indicated by p =.05. To ensure that effect size issues were taken into account, only significant
correlations greater than or equal to 0.30 were considered important for discussion (Cohen,
1977). Examining intercorrelations or associations among variables is an important
preliminary step to investigating predictor variables. Predictor variables are examined
through regression analysis.
Care was taken to ensure that there was no multicollinearity (high correlations, i.e.,
near to 1) or singularity (perfect correlations, i.e., equal to 1) among the IVs and importantly,
that the DVs were significantly associated with the predictor variables or IVs, indicating that
the variables were suitable for inclusion in the regression analyses. In all cases, the cases-toIV ratio satisfied the requirement for regression analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).

Step Four
This step built on the information gained from the correlation analysis about the
nature and direction of the association between the DVs and the IVs. The purpose of multiple
regression analysis is to predict and explain a single DV from the knowledge of more than
one IV (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). The IVs are considered for their collective
prediction of the DV and also for their individual contributions to the variate and its
predictions.

Phase I Study
In Phase I, standard multiple regression analyses were utilised to test the predictor
variables of student engagement. The DVs in these analyses were Satisfaction, Academic
Application, Academic Orientation, and Deep Learning.
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Phase II Study
In Phase II, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were utilised not only to test the
predictor variables of student engagement, but also to investigate the direct and indirect
influences these predictor variables were able to exert on the DVs. This was achieved through
a mechanism called mediation which tests the degree to which an independent variable
influences a dependent variable through its effect on a third variable (the mediating variable)
that has a significant effect on the dependent variable(Baron & Kenny, 1986). Hierarchical
multiple regression analyses were undertaken in Phase II to establish the strength of the
temporal orientation variables which were also the IVs in this study. This method allowed for
the examination of the beta weights of the IVs at each step to test the mediating relationships
among the variables. A partial mediation is seen to have occurred if there is a substantial
reduction to the beta weight or if a beta weight changes from being significant to being nonsignificant at the entry of another variable or variables in a subsequent step. Full mediation
occurs when the beta weight of such variable is reduced to zero by the entry of another
variable or variables in a subsequent step (see Jimmieson, Terry, & Callan, 2004). In this way
both the direct and the indirect influences exerted on the DV can be examined.

Summary
In this chapter, the overall design for this research project was outlined and discussed.
Important methodological issues such as design choice, method of data collection, and
response bias were considered and explained. All steps in the data analysis were outlined and
discussed. The next two chapters present the results for Phase I and Phase II respectively.
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CHAPTER 7: RESULTS OF PHASE I – EXPLORATORY PHASE
Introduction
This chapter reports on the findings from the first phase of the study. It describes the
demographic characteristics of the respondents. The differences on student engagement and
temporal orientation variables between students who persisted with their studies and those
who withdrew at the end of second semester of their first year are reported. The chapter also
reports on the differences on these variables among students on the basis of gender and by
age group: Under the age of 25 and over the age of 25 (mature-age). Relationships among the
student engagement and temporal orientation variables are reported next, first for the group as
a whole, then for younger students and older students. The results of standard multiple
regression analyses used to test for the strongest predictor variables of the four dependent
variables, Satisfaction, Deep Learning, Academic Application, and Academic Orientation, are
reported. These results are considered for the group as a whole and for each of the age groups
separately. A discussion of the reported results, limitations of this phase of the study and
direction of the next phase conclude this chapter.

Characteristics of the Participants
A total of 430 responses to this survey were received. Acceptable data were obtained
from 347 participants (see Table 6). The majority of respondents were females (n = 231,
67%) and aged under 20 years (n = 208, 60%). The median age of the sample was 19 years of
age, with the range stretching from 18 to 57 year of age. Eighty percent of the sample was
aged younger than 25 years of age. Of the 347 students who participated in this phase of the
study, 317 (92%) persisted in their studies. This was demonstrated by the fact that they had
re-enrolled in first semester 2004, the first semester of their second year in higher education.
The figures in parenthesis represent the numbers of students who persisted with their studies
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into first semester of their second year in higher education. The demographics for this study
are shown in Table 6.
Table 6. Demographics (Enrolled for Semester 1, 2004)
Age Group

Females

Males

Total

19
20-24
Over 25

148 (133)
42 (39)
41 (39)

60 (50)
29 (29)
27 (27)

208 (183)
71 (68)
68 (66)

Total

231 (211)

116 (106)

347 (317)

Examination of differences
Persisters and Non-persisters
The first analysis was to test for differences between students who persisted into first
semester of their second year, and those who did not persist. Levene’s tests showed that the
assumption of equal variance of all variables, with the exception of hours spent preparing for
class (Hours) had been met. Therefore, in the case of the variable, Hours, the statistics
calculated for instances when equal variance is not assumed were used. The only significant
difference between the mean scores of those who persisted and those who withdrew on the
variables measured was on the measure of Satisfaction, showing that those who persisted
were significantly more satisfied with their overall experience at university than those who
did not persist (F(1, 345) = 9.33, p < .01). Table 7 shows the summary data for all the
variables and t-statistics for the differences between persisters and non-persisters.
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Table 7. Summary Data for all Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Persisters (n = 317) and Non-Persisters (n = 30)
Total

Variables

Persisters

Non-Persisters

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.31

0.66

3.32

0.64

3.22

0.81

.85

Academic Orientation

3.63

0.66

3.65

0.65

3.49

0.80

1.23

Satisfaction

11.30

2.25

11.40

2.20

10.11

2.48

3.05**

Hours spent preparing

3.54

1.49

3.59

1.51

3.07

1.17

2.26

Deep Learning

40.01

7.74

40.05

7.77

39.63

7.49

0.28

Surface Learning

36.17

6.20

36.13

6.27

36.57

5.32

Present Hedonistic

3.43

0.42

3.42

0.42

3.47

0.49

-0.53

Present Fatalistic

2.58

0.55

2.58

0.55

2.56

0.58

0.15

Future

3.40

0.49

3.40

0.50

3.38

0.47

0.21

Past Negative

3.27

0.63

3.26

0.63

3.31

0.61

-0.37

Past Positive

3.53

0.55

3.53

0.55

3.45

0.55

0.79

-0.37

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Competing selves
In terms of competing selves, none of the students who withdrew described
themselves as the primary income earner, and only one of the students who withdrew was
described as a primary caregiver.

Intention to leave studies
Of the students who admitted to seriously considering discontinuing their studies,
19% who had such thoughts nevertheless persisted. Of the 30 students who did not persist
with their studies, 57% had not had such thoughts. Of the students who withdrew, 60% said
that they had had no thoughts of leaving their university studies, and only two students
admitted to having had daily thoughts of leaving. One of the students who persisted also
admitted to having daily thoughts of leaving.

Persisters only
Persisting students were the focus of this study. In order to characterise persisters,
data for the students who had not persisted with their university studies were, therefore,
removed from the dataset at this point. The following results report on the findings for the
students who have persisted into first semester of their second year at university. There were
differences between the genders and among the age groups on the variables selected to
understand temporal orientation and student engagement.

Differences between Male and Female Students
There were significant gender differences on several of the variables. Levene’s tests
showed that the assumption of equal variance of all variables had been met. In terms of
temporal orientation, females recorded significantly higher scores than males on Future
orientation, (F(1, 315) = 7.65, p < .01), were also inclined to perceive their pasts significantly
more positively (Past Positive) than did males (F(1, 315) = 4.68, p < .01) and were
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significantly less hedonistic (Present Hedonistic) than males (F(1, 315) =6.81, p < .01).
Female students showed significantly higher levels of both Academic Orientation (F(1, 315)
= 4.29, p < .05) and Academic Application (F(1, 315) = 6.46, p < .05), showed significantly
greater use of both Deep Learning strategies (F(1, 315) = 10.78, p < .001) and Surface
Learning strategies (F(1, 315) = 9.43, p < .01) in their approaches to study. Female students
also reported higher levels of satisfaction with their university studies (F(1, 315) = 4.76, p <
.05) than males. Table 8 shows the summary data for all the variables and t-statistics for the
differences between males and females.

Differences by Age
The first examination of data by age looked at differences on mean scores for students
in three age categories: (1) students under the age of nineteen who are the school leavers and
are considered traditional students; (2) students aged between 20 and 24 years of age who are
considered non-traditional students; and (3) students aged 25 and over who are considered
mature-age students. Table 9 gives the summary data for all the variables and F statistic for
differences among these three age groups. The Brown-Forsythe asymptotically distributed F
statistic was used to ensure that the necessary equality of means had been met, as the sample
sizes varied across the groups.
There were no significant differences on mean scores for Satisfaction amongst the
three groups. There were significant differences on means scores between mature-age and
other students on Academic Orientation (F(2, 314) = 12.65, p < .001) with mature students
scoring higher on this measure. Traditional students scored significantly lower on Academic
Application than other students (F(2, 314) = 12.29, p < .001). Mature-age students invested
significantly more hours in preparation than traditional students (Hours) (F(1, 314) = 8.75, p
< .001) with the non-traditional students’ mean scores for Hours not differing significantly
from either of the other two groups. Mature-age students had significantly higher mean scores
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on Deep Learning (F(1, 314) = 7.71, p < .001) compared to either of the other two age
groups. On the temporal orientation variables, there were no significant differences on mean
scores among the groups on Future, Present Fatalistic, or Past Negative. Mature-age students
were significantly more positive than traditional students about their pasts (F(1, 314) = 3.66,
p < .03) and also significantly less hedonistic than the other two groups (F(1, 314) = 9.12, p <
001).
As the sample size for the non-traditional students was small, and as this group only
differed significantly from the traditional students on the variable Academic Application,
there was support for categorising the sample in terms of age group as being either under or
over the age of 25 for further analysis for this phase of the research project.

Differences between Mature-age and Younger Students
There were significant differences in mean scores between students aged under 25
years of age and those aged over 25 years of age. Mature-age students scored significantly
higher on Academic Application (F(1, 315) = 17.16, p < .001), Academic Orientation (F(1,
315) = 22.32, p < .001) and Satisfaction (F(1, 315) = 5.01, p < .03) compared with younger
students. In addition, mature-age students invested significantly more hours on average
preparing for class (Hours) (F(1, 315) = 14.96, p < .001), were significantly more likely to
adopt Deep Learning strategies (F(1, 315) = 15.45, p < .001) and significantly less likely to
adopt Surface Learning strategies (F(1, 315) = 4.21, p < .04) than were younger students.
In terms of temporal orientations, mature-age students recorded significantly higher
mean scores on orientation to the Future (F(1, 315) = 4.73, p < .03), were significantly more
likely to have positive feelings about their pasts (Past Positive) (F(1, 315) = 6.91, p < .01), to
be less hedonistic (Present Hedonistic) (F(1, 315) = 18.23, p < .001) and also less fatalistic

144

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
Table 8. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Males (n = 106) and Females (n = 211).
Total N = 317
Total

Variables

Female

Male

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.32

0.64

3.39

0.63

3.20

0.65

2.54*

Academic Orientation

3.65

0.65

3.70

0.63

3.54

0.67

2.07*

Satisfaction

11.40

2.20

11.59

2.11

11.03

2.33

2.18*

Hours spent preparing

3.59

1.51

3.67

1.59

3.42

1.33

1.44

Deep Learning

40.05

7.77

41.05

7.81

38.06

7.31

3.28***

Surface Learning

36.13

6.27

36.89

6.03

34.62

6.50

Present Hedonistic

3.42

0.42

3.38

0.41

3.51

0.41

-2.61**

Present Fatalistic

2.58

0.55

2.55

0.54

2.62

0.55

-1.00

Future

3.40

0.49

3.45

0.50

3.29

0.45

2.76**

Past Negative

3.26

0.63

3.24

0.64

3.32

0.59

-1.08

Past Positive

3.53

0.55

3.58

0.54

3.44

0.56

2.16*

GPA

4.95

1.02

5.10

0.93

4.66

1.14

8.36***

3.07**

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Table 9. Summary Data for All Variables and F-Statistic for Differences among Age Groups 19 and Under (n = 183); 20-24 (n = 68) and
Over 25s (n = 66). Total N = 317.

Total

Variables

19 and Under

20 – 24

Over 25s

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Fa

Academic Application

3.32

0.64

3.19

0.62

3.42

0.60

3.61

.64

12.29***

Academic Orientation

3.65

0.65

3.52

0.60

3.67

0.62

3.97

.70

11.77***

Satisfaction

11.40

2.20

11.16

2.08

11.54

2.08

11.94

2.53

2.98

Hours spent preparing

3.59

1.51

3.33

1.42

3.66

1.40

4.21

1.69

8.18***

Deep Learning

40.05

7.77

39.15

7.93

39.29

7.05

43.32

7.25

8.33***

Surface Learning

36.13

6.27

36.82

6.14

35.63

5.90

34.73

6.80

2.92

Present Hedonistic

3.42

0.42

3.48

0.39

3.46

0.44

3.23

.42

8.46***

Present Fatalistic

2.58

0.55

2.61

0.54

2.63

0.57

2.43

.52

3.14*

Future

3.40

0.49

3.38

0.49

3.32

0.45

3.51

.54

2.77

Past Negative

3.26

0.63

3.27

0.61

3.30

0.65

3.22

.67

.25

Past Positive

3.53

0.55

3.59

0.54

3.53

0.49

3.37

.62

3.56*

GPA

4.95

1.02

4.90

0.89

4.80

1.19

5.24

1.02

3.50*

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001 Fa = Asymptotically F distributed
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Table 10. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Under 25s (n = 251) and Over 25s (n = 66). Total N =
317
Total

Variables

Under 25s

Over 25s

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.32

0.64

3.25

0.62

3.61

0.64

-4.14***

Academic Orientation

3.65

0.65

3.56

0.61

3.97

0.70

-4.73***

Satisfaction

11.40

2.20

11.26

2.08

11.94

2.53

-2.24*

Hours spent preparing

3.59

1.51

3.42

1.42

4.21

1.69

-3.87***

Deep Learning

40.05

7.77

39.19

7.69

43.32

7.25

-3.93***

Surface Learning

36.13

6.27

36.50

6.1

34.73

6.80

2.05*

Present Hedonistic

3.42

0.42

3.47

0.40

3.23

0.42

4.27***

Present Fatalistic

2.58

0.55

2.62

0.55

2.43

0.52

2.51*

Future

3.40

0.49

3.36

0.48

3.51

0.54

-2.17*

Past Negative

3.26

0.63

3.28

0.62

3.22

0.67

0.60

Past Positive

3.53

0.55

3.57

0.53

3.37

0.62

2.63**

GPA

4.95

1.02

4.88

0.98

5.24

1.13

-2.55**

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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(Present Fatalistic) (F(1, 315) = 6,28, p < .01) than younger students. There were no
significant differences on means scores on Past Negative.

Differences between Younger Males and Females (under the age of 25)
In terms of the student engagement variables, there were differences on mean scores
between younger male and female students on Deep Learning approaches only (F(1, 249) =
4.79, p < .05), with females reporting higher mean scores than males. On the temporal
orientation variables, young female students showed lower mean scores than young male
students on Present Hedonistic (F(1, 249) = 6.25, p < .01) and higher mean scores than young
male students on Future (F(1, 64) = 5.092, p < .05). Table 11 shows the summary data for all
the variables and t-statistics for the differences between males and females under the age of
25.

Differences between Mature-age Males and Females (over the age of 25)
There were significant differences on mean scores between mature-age male and
female students. The summary data for all variables and t-statistic for differences between
males and females over the age of 25 is presented on Table 12. While mature-age males and
females spent the same number of hours on average preparing for their classes, mature-age
females had significantly higher mean scores than mature-age males on Academic
Application (F(1, 64) = 11.87, p < .001), Academic Orientation (F(1, 64) = 18.59, p < .001)
and Deep Learning (F(1, 64) = 17.68, p < .001). Mature-age females were also more satisfied
than mature-age males with their university experience (F(1, 64) = 16.95, p < .001). In terms
of temporal orientation variables, mature-age women had significantly higher mean scores
than mature-age male students on Future (F(1, 64) = 3.99, p < .05), and significantly lower
mean scores than mature-age male students on Present Fatalistic (F(1, 64) = 3.99, p < .001).
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Table 11. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Males (n = 79) and Females (n = 172) Under the Age
of 25. Total N = 251.

Total

Variables

Female

Male

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.25

0.62

3.29

0.61

3.16

0.63

1.58

Academic Orientation

3.56

0.61

3.57

0.59

3.53

0.64

.57

Satisfaction

11.26

2.08

12.30

2.05

11.19

2.17

.39

Hours spent preparing

3.42

1.42

3.49

1.49

3.28

1.25

1.09

Deep Learning

39.19

7.69

39.90

7.72

37.63

7.41

2.19*

Surface Learning

36.50

6.1

36.94

6.20

35.53

5.75

1.71

Present Hedonistic

3.47

0.40

3.43

0.40

3.57

0.40

-2.50*

Present Fatalistic

2.62

0.55

2.61

0.54

2.63

0.56

-.23

Future

3.36

0.48

3.41

0.50

3.27

0.41

2.26*

Past Negative

3.28

0.62

3.25

0.63

3.33

0.58

-.98

Past Positive

3.57

0.53

3.61

0.55

3.50

0.47

1.53

GPA

4.88

0.98

5.02

0.90

4.57

1.08

3.23**

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Table 12. Summary Data for all Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Males (n = 27) and Females (n = 39) Over the Age of
25. Total N = 66.

Total

Variables

Female

Male

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.61

0.64

3.81

0.51

3.31

0.69

3.45***

Academic Orientation

3.97

0.70

4.24

0.50

3.57

0.76

4.31***

Satisfaction

11.94

2.53

12.90

1.89

10.56

2.73

4.12***

Hours spent preparing

4.21

1.69

4.49

1.78

3.81

1.50

1.61

Deep Learning

43.32

7.25

46.10

6.06

39.30

7.02

4.21***

Surface Learning

34.73

6.27

36.64

5.30

31.96

7.84

2.90**

Present Hedonistic

3.23

0.42

3.16

0.41

3.34

0.41

-1.77

Present Fatalistic

2.43

0.52

2.31

0.48

2.60

0.53

-2.23*

Future

3.51

0.54

3.62

0.51

3.36

0.51

2.00*

Past Negative

3.22

0.67

3.18

0.69

3.28

0.64

-0.56

Past Positive

3.37

0.67

3.45

0.51

3.26

0.75

1.26

GPA

5.24

1.13

5.45

0.99

4.93

1.27

1.87

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Associations Among Variables
Pearson Product-Moment correlations were calculated for all the variables to
investigate the associations among the variables as an important preliminary step to
investigating predictor variables through regression analysis. Statistical significance
was indicated by p = .05. Only significant correlations greater than or equal to .30
were considered important for discussion to ensure that effect size issues were taken
into account (Cohen, 1977).
Several of the temporal orientation measures that are regarded as IVs for this
study were highly and significantly associated with each other. As these measures
form part of the Zimbardo Time Perspective Inventory, which is a stable measure of
temporal orientation, this is not surprising. DVs that relate to elements of student
engagement were also highly and significantly associated with each other. This is also
an expected outcome.
Future was significantly associated with Academic Application (r = .46, p <
.01), Academic Orientation (r = .36, p < .01), Deep Learning (r = .50, p < .01),
Surface Learning (r = .31, p < .01) and Hours (r = .30, p < .01). Future was
significantly but negatively associated with both Present Hedonistic (r = -.32, p < .01)
and Present Fatalistic (r = - 33, p < .01), indicating that an orientation to the future
was associated with the ability to delay gratification (Present Hedonistic) and also
with a belief in personal agency (Present Fatalistic). This finding suggested that
Future might be an important predictive variable of the engagement-related variables.
Hours was associated with Academic Application (r = .45, p < .01) and Deep
Learning (r = .41, p < .01). Deep Learning was also associated with Academic
Application (r = .63, p < .01), Academic Orientation (r = .54, p < .01) and Surface
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Table. 13 Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables: N = 317
Variables

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.09

-.26**

-.03

-.06

.30**

.23**

.45**

.27**

.41**

.13**

1

2. Surface Learning

.05

.03

.11*

.07

.31**

.11

.30**

.12

.59**

1

3. Deep Learning

-.16**

-.10

.05

.01

.50**

.37**

.63*

.54**

1

4.Academic Orientation

-.23**

-.15**

-.01

.04

.36**

.47**

.56**

1

5. Academic Application

-.12*

-.17**

-.07

-.01

.46**

.40**

1

6. Satisfaction

-.35**

-.10

-.17**

.16**

.40**

1.

7. Future

-.33**

-.32**

-.03

.15**

1

8. Past Positive

-.10

.25**

-.31**

1

9. Past Negative

.38**

.07

1

10.Present Hedonistic

.38**

1

11. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Learning (r = .59, p < .01). Academic Application was associated with Academic
Orientation (r = .56, p < .01).
The significant differences in the levels of mean scores between mature-age
and younger students suggested that such differences might extend to the predictor
variables. The sample was therefore split into two groups: over 25 year olds and under
25 year olds. Table 14 shows the associations for all study variables for under 25 year
olds, while Table 15 shows the associations for all study variables for over 25 year
olds.

Associations for younger students
For students under 25 years of age, Hours was significantly and positively
associated with Academic Application (r = .41, p < .01) and Deep Learning (r = .42, p
< .01). Deep Learning was significantly and positively associated with Academic
Orientation (r = .49, p < .01) and Academic Application (r = .60, p < .01). In terms of
temporal orientation, Future was significantly associated with Hours (r = .32, p < .01),
Deep Learning (r = .50, p < .01), Surface Learning (r = .31, p < .01), Academic
Orientation (r = .30, p < .01), Academic Application (r = .46, p < .01) and Satisfaction
(r = .35, p < .01).

Associations for mature-age students
For students over 25 years of age, Deep Learning was significantly and
positively associated with Academic Application (r = .69, p < .01), Academic
Orientation, (r = .60, p < .01) and Satisfaction (r = .59, p < .01). In terms of temporal
orientation, Future was significantly and positively associated with Academic
Orientation (r = .47, p < .01), Academic Application (r = .42, p < .01), Deep Learning
(r = .47, p < .01) and Satisfaction (r = .53, p < .01). Present Hedonistic was
significantly and negatively associated with Hours (r = -.37, p < .01), and Academic
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Application (r = -.33, p < .01),. Present Fatalistic was significantly and negatively
associated with Academic Orientation (r = -.48, p < .01), Academic Application (r = .30, p < .01), and Satisfaction (r = -.51, p < .01).

Important Associations for Future and Satisfaction
For students under 25, Satisfaction was significantly associated with
Academic Orientation (r = .38, p < .01) and Academic Application (r = .31, p < .01)
indicating that students who valued higher education and who applied themselves to
their studies were more satisfied with the experience than others. For mature-age
students, Satisfaction was significantly associated with Hours (r = .37, p < .01), Deep
Learning (r = .59, p < .01), Academic Orientation (r = .68, p < .01), and Academic
Application (r = .64, p < .01).
Importantly, Future was significantly associated with Satisfaction for both
groups, indicating that an orientation to the future plays an important role not only in
satisfaction with the university experience, but also by extension with persistence with
higher education studies. This study found that students who persisted with their
studies into the first semester of their second year in higher education scored
significantly higher on satisfaction than those who did not (see section on differences
above). This relationship between future and satisfaction is an important finding as it
provides insight into satisfaction that may support interventions to increase
satisfaction.
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Table 14. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables for Students Under 25 years of Age: N = 251
Variables

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.01

-.17**

.03

-.01

.32**

.15*

.41**

.22**

.42**

.18**

1

2. Surface Learning

.01

.00

.12

.08

.31**

.07

.30**

.13

.64**

1

3. Deep Learning

-.11

-.01

.10

.05

.50**

.29**

.60**

.49**

1

4. Academic Orientation

-.12

-.05

.09

.05

.30**

.38**

.50**

1

5. Academic Application

-.04

-.06

-.02

.03

.46**

.31**

1

6. Satisfaction

-.28*

.00

-.11

.17*

.35**

1.

7. Future

-.29**

-.27**

.00

.16**

1

8. Past Positive

-.12

.23**

-.34**

1

9. Past Negative

.39**

.05

1

10. Present Hedonistic

.33**

1

11. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01

1
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Table 15. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables for Students Over 25 years of Age: N = 66
Variables

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

-.25*

-.37**

-.17

-.10

.20

.37**

.48**

.26*

.29*

.07

1

.10

.03

.07

-.02

.38**

.28*

.45**

.20

.64**

1

3. Deep Learning

-.27*

-.11

-.10

.00

.47**

.59**

.69**

.60**

1

4.Academic Orientation

-.48**

-.21

-.26*

.16

.47**

.68**

.64**

1

5. Academic Application

-.30*

-.33**

-.21

-.01

.42**

.64**

1

6. Satisfaction

-.51**

-.27*

-.35**

.21

.53**

1

7. Future

-.42**

-.42**

-.09

.17

1

8. Past Positive

-.14

.18

-.22

1

9. Past Negative

.34**

.11

1

10. Present Hedonistic

.49**

1

1.Hours
2.Surface Learning

11. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Inferential Statistics
Predicting student engagement
Standard multiple regression analyses were utilised to test the predictors of
student engagement for the full sample. The DVs in these analyses were Satisfaction,
Academic Application, Academic Orientation, and Deep Learning.
Tables 13, 14 and 15 demonstrated that there was no multicollinearity (high
correlations, i.e. near to 1, among the IVs) or singularity (perfect correlations, i.e. 1,
among the IVs) among the variables and, importantly, that the DVs were significantly
associated with the predictor variables, indicating that the variables were suitable for
inclusion in the regression analyses. As the DVs were significantly associated with each
other, each DV was also used as an IV in the analyses.
There were differences between the levels of association among the variables for
the over 25 year olds (cases-to-IV ratio = 13.20) and the under 25 year olds (cases-to-IV
ratio = 50.20); therefore regression analyses were run for each group. In each case the
cases-to-IV ratio exceeded the minimum requirement of five cases per IV for analysis
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989, p. 128).

Satisfaction
In determining factors that predict Satisfaction for the total sample, the temporal
orientation variables Future and Present Fatalistic were used as they were significantly
associated with Satisfaction. For the same reason, the student engagement variables,
Academic Orientation, Academic Application and Deep Learning were included.
For the total sample, the results indicate that together the variables accounted for
a significant 33% of the variance in Satisfaction (F(5, 311) = 30.70, p < .001). The most
important predictors in order of importance were Academic Orientation ( = .28, p <
.001, making a significant individual contribution of 4.84% of the variance) with
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Present Fatalistic ( = - .21; 4.0%, p < .001), Future ( = .16; 1.69%, p < .01) and
Academic Application making a small but significant contribution ( = .13; 0.81%, p <
.05). Although Deep Learning contributed to the overall variance of Satisfaction, it did
not make a significant individual contribution in its own right.
For the under 25 year olds, Academic Orientation, Present Fatalistic and Future
together accounted for 24%, (F(5, 245) = 15.49, p < .001) of the variance in
Satisfaction. Once again, Academic Orientation emerged as the most important
predictor ( =.26, p < .001) making a significant individual contribution of 4.41% to the
variance, with Present Fatalistic ( = -.20; 3.61%, p < .001) and Future ( =.16; 1.69%,
p < .01) also making small but significant individual contributions to the variance.
Although not making a significant individual contribution, Academic Application and
Deep Learning contributed to the overall variance of Satisfaction.
For the over 25 year olds, the variables taken together explained 60% (F(5, 60) =
18.21, p < .001) of the variance of Satisfaction. Academic Orientation emerged as the
most important predictor ( =.27, p < .05) making a significant individual contribution
of 3.24% to the variance of Satisfaction. Academic Application ( =.26; 2.89%, p < .05)
and Present Fatalistic (

=-.21; 3.24%, p < .05) made significant individual

contributions to the variance. However, while Future and Deep Learning contributed to
the overall variance of Satisfaction, neither variable made a significant individual
contribution to the variance ( =.21, p < .05). Table 16 provides the summary data for
standard multiple regression analysis predicting Satisfaction.

Academic Application
In determining the predictor variables for Academic Application, the variables
associated with Academic Application for the total sample, Future, Academic
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Table 16. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction; Under 25s (n = 251), Over 25s (n =
66). Total N = 317.

Total Group

Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s

Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s

Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

.73

.26

.16**

.13

.72

.30

.16*

.13

.75

.47

.16

.13

Academic
Orientation

.95

.20

.28***

.22

.88

.23

.26***

.21

.96

.44

.27*

.18

Present
Fatalistic

-.85

.20

-.21***

-.20

-.77

.22

-.20***

-.19

-1.02

.47

-.21*

-.18

Academic
Application

.45

.22

.13*

.09

.31

.25

.09

.07

1.02

.48

.26*

.17

Deep
Learning

.01

.02

.02

.02

.00

.02

.01

.01

.04

.04

.12

.08

Note: For total group R2 = .33, Adjusted R2 = .32, for under 25s, R2 = .24, Adjusted R2 =.23, for over 25s, R2 = .60, Adjusted R2 =.57
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Orientation, Deep Learning, Hours and Satisfaction were employed. For the total
sample, the variables employed were able to explain 52% of the total variance of
Academic Application (F(5, 311) = 68.50, p < .001). Deep Learning emerged as the
strongest predictor variable ( =.33, p < .001) making an individual contribution of
6.25% of the variance of Academic Application. Academic Orientation ( =.26; 4.00%,
p < .001), Hours ( =.20; 3.24%, p < .001) and Future ( =.12; 1.0%, p < .001) also
made significant individual contributions to the variance of Academic Application for
all students. Although Satisfaction contributed to the overall variance, it did not make a
significant individual contribution of its own.
For the under 25 year olds, Deep Learning (

=.31, p < .001) once again

emerged as the strongest predictor variable, contributing 5.76% of the variance of
Academic Application. Other predictor variables, in order of strength of contribution,
were Academic Orientation ( =.25, 4.41%, p < .001), Hours ( =.17, 2.25%, p < .001)
and Future ( =.17, 1.96%, p < .001). In total, the variables were able to explain 47%
(F(5, 250) = 43.16, p < .001) of the total variance of the dependent variable, Academic
Application, for this age group. Although contributing to the overall variance,
Satisfaction did not make a significant contribution of its own.
Deep Learning emerged as the strongest predictor variable of Academic
Application for the over 25 year olds ( =.37, p < .001) contributing 7.84% of the total
variance, with Hours (

=.25; 5.29%, p < .01) and Academic Orientation (

=.25;

2.89%, p < .05) also making significant individual contributions to the total variance of
Academic Application for the mature-age students. Taken together the variables were
able to explain 64% of the variance of Academic Application (F(5, 60) = 20.86, p <
.001). Although contributing to the overall variance, Satisfaction did not make a
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Table 17. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application; Under 25s (n = 251); Over
25s (n = 66). Total N = 317.

Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

.16

.06

.12**

.10

.22

.07

.17***

.14

-.01

.11

-.01

-.01

Academic
Orientation

.25

.05

.26***

.20

.25

.06

.25***

.21

.22

.10

.25*

.17

Deep
Learning

.03

.00

.33***

.25

.03

.01

.31***

.24

.03

.01

.37***

.28

Satisfaction

.02

.01

.07

.06

.01

.02

.04

.04

.04

.03

.16

.11

Hours

.08

.02

.20***

.18

.07

02

.17***

.15

.09

.03

.25**

.23

Note: For total group R2 = .52, Adjusted R2 =.52, for under 25s, R2 = .47, Adjusted R2 =.46, for over 25s, R2 = .64, Adjusted R2 =.60
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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significant contribution of its own. Table 17 provides the summary data for standard
multiple regression analysis predicting Academic Application.

Deep Learning
In determining the predictor variables for Deep Learning, the variables
associated with Deep Learning for all the students, Future, Academic Orientation,
Academic Application, Hours and Satisfaction were employed. Together these variables
were able to explain 51% of the variance of Deep Learning (F (5,311 = 63.78, p < .001).
Academic Application emerged as the strongest predictor variable of Deep Learning for
the total sample ( =.34; 6.25%, p < .001), with Academic Orientation ( =.23; 3.24%, p
< .001), Future ( =.22; 3.24%, p < .001) and Hours ( =.13; 1.21%, p < .01) making
significant individual contributions to the variance. Satisfaction did not make a
significant individual contribution to the variance.
For under 25 year olds, the results indicate that together the variables accounted
for a significant 48% of the variance in Deep Learning, (F(5, 245) = 45.51, p < .001).
The most important predictors of Deep Learning, in order of importance were Academic
Application ( =.31; 5.29%, p < .001), Future ( =.23; 4.00%, p < .001) Academic
Orientation ( =.23; 3.61%, p < .001) and Hours ( =.17; 2.89%, p < .001). Satisfaction
did not make a significant individual contribution to the variance for this age group.
For over 25 year olds, only Academic Application made a significant individual
contribution to Deep Learning, accounting for 47.0% of the total variance (F(1, 64) =
56.51, p < .001). While the other variables contributed to explaining 54% of the overall
variance, they were not significant individual predictors of Deep Learning (F(5, 60) =
14.25, p < .001). Table 18 provides the summary data for standard multiple regression
analysis predicting Deep Learning.
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Table 18. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning: Under 25s (n = 251); Over 25s (n =
66). Total N = 317.

Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

3.40

.74

.22***

.18

3.73

.87

.23***

.20

1.92

1.41

.14

.12

Academic
Orientation

2.80

.61

.23***

.18

2.93

.70

.23***

.19

1.80

1.35

.17

.12

Satisfaction

.03

.17

.01

.01

.01

.19

.00

.00

.33

.38

.12

.08

Academic
Application

4.15

.66

.34***

.25

3.78

.74

.31***

.23

5.30

1.49

.47***

.31

Hours

.66

.23

.13**

.11

.90

.28

.17***

.15

-.24

.43

-.06

-.05

Note: For total group R2 = .51, Adjusted R2 = .50, for under 25s, R2 = .48, Adjusted R2 =. 47, for over 25s, R2 = .54, Adjusted R2 =.51
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Academic Orientation
In determining the predictor variables for Academic Orientation, the variables
associated with Academic Orientation for the total sample, Future, Academic
Application, Deep Learning and Satisfaction were employed. Together these variables
were able to explain a significant 43% of the variance of Academic Orientation, (F(4,
312 = 58.32, p < .001). Academic Application emerged as the strongest predictor
variable of Academic Orientation for the total sample ( =.39; 4.84%, p < .001), with
Satisfaction ( =.26; 5.29%, p < .001), and Deep Learning ( =.26; 3.61%, p < .001)
making significant individual contributions to the variance. Future did not make a
significant individual contribution, although it contributed to the overall variance.
For under 25 year olds, the results indicate that together the variables accounted
for a significant 35% of the variance (F(4, 246) = 33.75, p < .001). Academic
Application emerged as the strongest predictor variable of Academic Orientation for the
total sample ( = .29; 4.84%, p < .001), with Deep Learning ( =.28; 4.41%, p < .001)
and Satisfaction ( =.23; 4.41%, p < .001) making significant individual contributions to
the variance. Future did not make a significant individual contribution, although it
contributed to the overall variance for this age group.
For over 25 year olds, Satisfaction ( =.38; 6.76%, p < .001) emerged as the
strongest predictor of Academic Orientation, with Academic Application making a
significant individual contribution ( =.26; 2.89%, p < .001). Together the variables
explained 56% of the variance of Academic Orientation (F(4, 61) = 19.10, p < .001),
although the remaining variables, Future and Deep Learning, did not make significant
individual contributions to the variance. Table 19 provides the summary data for
standard regression analysis predicting Academic Orientation.
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Table 19. Summary Data for Standard Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation: Under 25s (n = 251); Over 25s (n = 66).
Total N = 317.

Total Group

Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s

Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s

Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

-.02

.07

-.01

-.01

-.05

.08

-.05

-.04

.11

.13

.08

.07

Deep
Learning

.02

.01

.26***

.19

.02

.01

.28***

.21

.02

.01

.18

.12

Satisfaction

.08

.01

.26***

.23

.07

.02

23***

.21

.10

.03

.38**

.26

Academic
Application

.30

.06

.39***

.22

.28

.07

.29***

.22

.28

.14

.26**

.17

Note: For total group R2 = .43, Adjusted R2 = .42, for under 25s, R2 = .35, Adjusted R2 =.34, for over 25s, R2 = .56, Adjusted R2 =.53
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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The Influence of Temporal Orientation
To examine the influence of temporal orientation on the four dependent variables of
student engagement, Satisfaction, Deep Learning, Academic Orientation and Academic
Application, four standard multiple regressions were calculated. In each case all five of the
temporal orientation factors were employed as IVs.

Influence on Satisfaction
In the case of Satisfaction, the results showed that taken together the variables were
able to explain 23% of the total variance of the DV, Satisfaction (F(5, 311) = 18.84, p <
.001). Future emerged as the strongest individual contributor (β = .35, p <.001), making a
significant, individual contribution of 9.61%. Present Fatalistic made a significant individual
contribution of 4% (β = .24, p <.001). Past Positive, Past Negative and Present Hedonistic did
not make significant individual contributions, but contributed to the overall variance.

Under 25 year olds
In the case of the younger students, the temporal orientation variables were able to
explain 18% of variance of Satisfaction (F(5, 245) = 10.84, p < .001) with Future (β = .31, p
<.001) and Present Fatalistic (β = -.23, p <.001) making significant, individual contributions
of 7.84% and 4%, respectively. Past Positive, Past Negative and Present Hedonistic did not
make significant individual contributions, but contributed to the overall variance.

Over 25 year olds
Taken together, the temporal orientation variables were able to explain 43% of the
variable Satisfaction for mature-age students (F (5, 60) = 9.20, p < .001). Once again Future
emerged as the strongest predictor of Satisfaction (β = .41, p <.001), making a significant
individual contribution of 12.25%. Present Fatalistic (β = -.29; 4.84%, p <.001) and Past
Negative (β = -.21; 3.61%, p <.001) made significant individual contributions, while Past
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Positive and Present Hedonistic contributed to the overall variance but did not make
significant individual contributions to the understanding of Satisfaction for this group.
Table 20 provides the summary data for standard multiple regression analysis
predicting Satisfaction by temporal orientation variables.

Influence on Academic Application
In the case of Academic Application, the temporal variables taken together explained
23% of the total variance of the dependent variable, Academic Application (F(5, 311) =
19.02, p <.001). Future emerged as the strongest predictor (β = .50, p <.001), making a
significant individual contribution of 20.25%. While Past Positive and Past Negative made
small significant individual contributions to the overall variance of the DV Academic
Application, neither Present Hedonistic nor Present Fatalistic made significant individual
contributions.

Under 25 year olds
Future emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic Application ( β = .53, p
<.001), making the only significant individual contribution of 23.04% for students under the
age of 25. While contributing to the overall variance, Past Positive, Past Negative, Present
Hedonistic and Present Fatalistic did not made significant individual contributions to the
variance for this age group. Overall, the variables were able to explain 24% of the variance
(F(5, 245) = 15.02, p < .001).

Over 25 year olds
Future once again emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic Application ( β =
.35, p <.01) making the only significant individual contribution of 9% for student
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Table 20. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction by Temporal Orientation Variables: Under
25s (n = 251); Over 25s (n = 66). Total N = 317.

Total Group

Variables

B

SEB

Future

1.57

.25

Past Positive

.14

.22

Past Negative

-.23

.20

Present
Hedonistic

.56

Present
Fatalistic

-.98

Under 25s

Semi
Parti
al
.35***

B

SEB

Over 25s

Semi
Partial

B

Semi
Partial

SEB

.31

1.35

.28

.31***

.28

1.93

.54

.41***

.35

.03

.21

.26

.05

.05

.16

.44

.04

.04

-.07

-.06

-.02

.23

-.01

.00

-.80

.40

-.21*

-.19

.31

.11

.09

.75

.34

.15

.13

.40

.75

.07

.05

.24

-.24***

-.20

-.89

.26

-.23*** -.20

1.44

.61

-.29*

-.22

.03

Note: For total group R2 = .23, Adjusted R2 = .22, for under 25s, R2 = .18, Adjusted R2 =.16 , for over 25s, R2 = .43, Adjusted R2 =.39
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 21. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application by Temporal Orientation
Variables: Under 25s (n = 251); Over 25s (n = 66). Total N = 317.
Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

.65

.07

.50***

.45

.69

.08

.53***

.48

.41

.16

.35**

.30

Past Positive

-.13

.07

-.12*

-.10

-.11

.08

-.09

-.08

-.09

.13

-.09

-.08

Past Negative

-.12

.06

-.12*

-.11

-.10

.07

-.10

-.09

-.16

.12

-.17

-.15

Present
Hedonistic

.00

.09

.00

.00

.10

.10

.07

.06

-.19

.22

-.12

-.10

Present
.09
.07
.08
.07
.14
.08
.12
.10
-.06
.18
-.05
-.04
Fatalistic
Note: For total group R2 = .23, Adjusted R2 = .22, for under 25s, R2 = .24, Adjusted R2 =.22, for over 25s, R2 = .24, Adjusted R2 =.17
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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over the age of 25. While contributing to the overall variance, explaining a total of 24% of
the variance, (F(5, 60) = 3.74, p < .001), none of the other temporal orientation variables
employed in this analysis made significant individual contributions to the variance of
Academic Application for this group. Table 21 provides summary data for standard multiple
regression analysis predicting Academic Application.

Influence on Deep Learning
In terms of Deep Learning, the temporal orientation variables were able to explain
27% of the overall variance, (F (5, 311) = 23.04, p < .001). Future emerged as the strongest
predictor (β = .53, p <.001), making an impressive significant individual contribution of
23.04% to the overall variance of Deep Learning. Of the remaining temporal orientation
variables, only Present Hedonistic made a significant individual contribution of 1.44% to the
variance (β = .14, p <.05).

For under 25 year olds
Future emerged as the strongest predictor for this age group with a significant
individual contribution of 23.04% (β = .53, p <. 001). Present Hedonistic made a small, but
significant individual contribution of 1.69% ( β = .15, p < .05). None of the other temporal
orientation variables made significant individual contributions, but all contributed to the
overall variance of Deep Learning for this age group. Taken together the variables accounted
for 27% of the variance (F(5, 245) = 18.38, p <.001).

For over 25 year olds
Future was the only temporal orientation variable to made a significant individual
contribution to the variance of Deep Learning for over 25 year olds ( β = .52, p <.001)
accounting for 19.36% of the variance. Taken together the variables accounted for 27% of the
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variance (F(5, 60) = 4.43, p <.001). Table 22 provides summary data for standard multiple
regression analysis predicting Deep Learning by temporal orientation variables.

Influence on Academic Orientation
Taken together, the temporal orientation variables were able to explain 15% of the
variance of Academic Orientation for all participating students (F(5, 311) = 10.72, p < .001).
Future emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic Orientation ( β = .32, p <.001),
making a significant individual contribution of 8.41% to the variance. While the remaining
temporal orientation variables contributed to the overall variance, only Present Fatalistic
made a significant but small individual contribution to the variance ( β = -.15, p <.05) of
1.44%.

For under 25 year olds
The temporal orientation variables explained a mere 11% of the total variance (F(5,
245) = 5.93, p <.001), with Future not only emerging as the strongest predictor of Academic
Orientation (β = .28, p <.001) but also as the only variable to make a significant individual
contribution (6.25%).

For over 25 year olds
Taken together the temporal orientation variables explained 34% of the total variance
(F(5, 60) = 6.25, p <.001), with Future (β = .37, p <.001) and Present Fatalistic (β = -.35, p
<.001) making significant individual contributions to the overall variance of 9.61% and
7.84% respectively. The remaining temporal orientation variables contributed to the overall
variance, but did not make significant individual contributions to the variance of Academic
Orientation. Table 23 provides summary data fro standard regression analysis predicting
Academic Orientation by temporal orientation variables
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Table 22. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning by Temporal Orientation Variables:
Under 25s (n = 251); Over 25s (n = 66). Total N = 317.
Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

8.49

.86

.54***

.48

8.60

.97

.53***

.48

6.93

1.74

.52***

.44

Past Positive

-1.38

.77

-.10

-.09

-.68

.91

-.05

-.04

-1.89

1.42

-.16

-.15

Past Negative

.58

.69

.05

.04

1.14

.79

.09

.08

-.63

1.30

-.06

-.05

Present
Hedonistic

2.59

1.07

.14*

.12

2.90

1.20

.15*

.13

3.91

2.44

.22

.17

Present
Fatalistic

-.96

.83

-.07

-.06

-.61

.91

-.04

-.04

-2.38

1.97

-.17

-.13

Note: For total group R2 = .27, Adjusted R2 = .26, for under 25s, R2 = .27, Adjusted R2 =.26, for over 25s, R2 = .27, Adjusted R2 =.21
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 23. Summary Data for Standard Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation by Temporal Orientation Variables:
Under 25s (n = 251); Over 25s (n = 66). Total N = 317.

Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future

.43

.07

.32***

.29

.36

.09

.28***

.25

.48

.16

.37**

.31

Past Positive

-.01

.07

-.01

-.01

.04

.08

.03

.03

-.01

.13

-.01

-.01

Past Negative

.06

.06

.05

.05

.13

.07

.13

.12

-.13

.12

-.12

-.11

Present
Hedonistic

.02

.10

.01

.01

.06

.10

.04

.04

.23

.22

.14

.11

Present
-.18
.08
-.15*
-.12
-.11
.08
-.10
-.09
-.48
.18
-.35**
-.28
Fatalistic
Note: For total group R2 = .15, Adjusted R2 = .13, for under 25s, R2 = .11 Adjusted R2 =.09, for over 25s, R2 = .34, Adjusted R2 =.29
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Discussion
The primary aim of this phase of the study was to investigate the influence of
temporal orientation on student engagement as measured by Satisfaction, Deep Learning,
Academic Orientation and Academic Application. A secondary aim of the study was to
examine differences on both temporal orientation and student engagement measures between
persisters and non-persisters, younger and older students, and male and female students in
order to gain a better understanding of the underlying attitudes and behaviours of students
who are engaged with their first year university studies. This phase of the study also
examined the notion that students with additional roles such as prime income earner and/or
prime caregiver were more likely than those without additional roles to withdraw from study
and whether or not students’ stated intentions to persist with their studies were indicative of
their actual persistence.
This phase of the study confirmed the strength of the relationships between the
student engagement variables and the student engagement behaviour variables, such that
students who applied themselves to their studies, were also more likely to adopt deep learning
approaches to their studies, working towards deeper understanding of their study discipline
areas rather than merely satisfying the requirements of assessments or examinations.
Importantly, this phase of the study confirmed the influence of temporal orientation as
a significant predictor of the four variables adopted to measure student engagement in this
research project. While future orientation exerted the strongest influence on the engagement
variables in each case, the other temporal orientations served to contribute to the overall
understanding of the influence of temporal orientation on student engagement for first year
university studies, for both students under the age of 25 and mature-age students. Present
Fatalistic exerted a significant and negative influence on Satisfaction, highlighting the fact
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that all students valued personal agency in terms of their studies and were more satisfied
when they believed that their own efforts were directly related to study outcomes.
These finding holds significant potential for supporting and enhancing student
engagement. If, as Upcraft et al. (2005) contend, the role of academic staff is to challenge and
support first year students in order to get the best out of them, then understanding more about
the temporal orientations of the first year students has the potential to better equip academic
teaching and support staff to enhance student engagement and by extension, enhance student
success.
As an intervention, working with students to understand the influence of their
temporal orientations has merit because as it is a measure that plays an important role in
influencing “academic engagement and performance in both minority and non-minority
students” (Brown & Jones, 2004, p. 266). This is important in the light of the increased
diversity of student populations in higher education institutions in Australia and overseas.

Summary
This chapter reported on the findings of the first phase of the investigation.
Table 24 provides a summary of the significant temporal orientation predictors of student
engagement variables found in Phase I. It also provides data on the influence of the temporal
orientation predictors for the two age groups, highlighting the differences between these two
age groups. Table 25 provides a summary of the significant non-temporal predictors of
student engagement variables found in Phase I. Differences between the two age groups in
terms of the influence of these predictors are shown. The tables provide an overview of the
findings that Phase II has been designed to confirm. Additionally, Phase II has been designed
to confirm differences between persisting and non-persisting students, and to examine the
influence of competing roles and intentions on student persistence.
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Table 24. Summary of Significant Temporal Orientation Predictors of Student Engagement Variables

Orientation Variable

Influence of Temporal Orientation Variables

Variation in Influence by Age Group

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Satisfaction for
all students
.
Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students.

Strongest significant predictor of Satisfaction
for both samples

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Application for all students.

Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Application for both samples

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Deep Learning
for all students

Strongest significant predictor of Deep
Learning for both samples

Present Fatalistic (as a negative value)

Strong and significant predictor of Satisfaction for
all students.

Strong and significant predictor of Satisfaction
for both samples

Present Fatalistic (as a negative value)

Significant but moderate predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students

Present Hedonistic

Significant but moderate predictor of Deep
Learning for all students

Past Positive

Significant but moderate predictor of Academic
Application for all students

Strong and significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for mature-age students
Not significant for students under 25 years
Significant but moderate predictor of Deep
learning for students under 25 years but not
for mature-age students
Not significant for split sample

Past Negative

Significant but moderate predictor of Academic
Application for all students

Future
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Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for both samples

Not significant for split sample
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Table 25. Summary of Significant (Non Temporal Orientation) Predictors of Student Engagement Variables
Variable

Influence of Variable

Variation in Influence by Age Group

Academic Orientation

Strongest significant predictor of Satisfaction for
all students.
Strong significant predictor of Academic
Application for all students
Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Application for all students
Strong significant predictor of Academic
Application for all students
Strongest significant predictor of Deep Learning
for all students
Strong significant predictor of Deep Learning for
all students
Significant but moderate predictor of Deep
Learning for all students
Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students.

Stronger influence for students under 25
than for mature-age students
Strong and significant for both groups

Deep learning

Strong significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students

Satisfaction

Strong significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students

Strong significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for students under 25 year olds
only
Stronger influence for mature-age students
than for students under 25

Academic Orientation
Deep Learning
Hours spent on course work out of
class time
Academic Application
Academic Orientation
Hours
Academic Application

Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Application for both samples
Strong and significant for both groups
Strongest significant predictor of Deep
Learning for both samples
Strong significant predictor of Deep Learning
for students under 25 year olds only
Significant but moderate predictor of Deep
Learning for students under 25 years only
Stronger influence for students under 25
than for students over 25
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Limitations of This Phase of the Study
The sample size of this study might be considered a limitation for Phase I. While a
sample of 317 participants was large enough to support both the correlation and regression
analyses important to this investigation for the group as a whole, the lower numbers of
mature-age students in relation to the number of variables did not support regression analyses
for the mature-age group by gender. Significant differences on mean scores for several of the
student engagement and temporal orientation variables were found, showing mature-age
males less satisfied, less engaged, more fatalistic and less future orientated than their female
counterparts. These differences are explored in the Phase II of this study.
The finding that most of the students surveyed for this phase of the study persisted,
with only 8.65% of the students surveyed not continuing into their second year in higher
education, might be regarded as a limitation. The method of gathering the retention data may
provide insight into this limitation concern. Many retention studies gather their data from
administration records with follow up surveys or interviews completed after the students have
already withdrawn from their courses. Such studies are thus able to give statistics for all
students, both those who have continued with their studies and those who have withdrawn
from their studies, whereas this study surveyed students while all participants were still
enrolled. Thus, it could be argued such retention studies that gather data after students have
withdrawn may be more concerned with institutional retention than with student retention.
This phase of the study surveyed students in the second semester of their first year and only
used administration records to check on the students’ enrolment status at the beginning of
their second year. Additionally, this survey was voluntary and thus may have attracted
students who were already engaged with their studies, rather than those who were seriously
considering leaving and who were therefore already emotionally disengaged from the
university and its activities. The focus of this study was to gain a better understanding of
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persistence in the first year of university study; therefore studying persisters seemed to be an
appropriate method to gain this understanding.
This study was focussed on student engagement behaviours and therefore did not
address the importance of the effort university academic and support staff bring to the issue.
While the importance of such effort is both acknowledged and applauded, the main aim of
this study was to understand engagement from the perspective of the persisting students, so
that better understanding of the nature of their characteristics and issues may lead to
appropriate recommendations for the encouragement and enhancement of student
engagement. Chapter 8 reports on the findings of Phase II of this investigation.
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CHAPTER 8: RESULTS OF CONFIRMATORY PHASE (PHASE II)

Introduction
Phase II was designed primarily to confirm the influence of temporal orientation
on student engagement found in Phase I for students in their first year of university
study. First year students were surveyed in first semester so that persistence from
semester one into semester two could be examined at a point more likely to coincide
with decisions to leave or continue with study. Phase II also addressed the issue of
sample size by surveying a larger sample of students across the multiple campus
university. In this way, the role of temporal orientation in relation to persistence/attrition
could be more fully explored. As Phase II examined a larger sample, this phase allowed
for more sophisticated analysis, specifically hierarchical multiple regression, which
provided the opportunity to test both the direct and indirect influence of temporal
orientation variables on student engagement and student satisfaction. Additionally, the
larger sample allowed for closer examination of differences by age and gender. The
sample was examined in two ways. First, the sample was divided into two, as in Phase I,
to examine the differences between younger and mature students: students under the age
of 25 and students over the age of 25. Second, the sample was divided into three to
facilitate comparison with the national study by Krause et al (2005) examining school
leavers, non-traditional students and mature-age students9.
This chapter reports the findings from the Phase II of the study. It describes the
demographic characteristics of the respondents and then reports on the differences
between the students who persisted with their studies and those who withdrew at the end
of first semester. Thereafter, the chapter reports on the findings for persisting students
9

Students aged 19 years or younger are considered to be school-leavers or traditional students; Nontraditional students (20 to 24 years); mature-age students (25 years and over).
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only as the main aim of this research project was to shed light on the role that temporal
orientation plays in student engagement and satisfaction for first year students in higher
education. As there were significant differences between male and female students on
mean scores for both the temporal orientation variables and the student engagement
variables, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were run by gender to examine
differences in predictor variables for both groups.
First, the differences between participants by gender on the variables selected to
understand student engagement and the influence of temporal orientation are reported,
followed by the differences between participants by age group and lastly, the differences
between participants by gender, and age group. Second, relationships among the student
engagement and temporal orientation variables are reported, first for the groups as a
whole, then by age.
Third, the results of hierarchical multiple regression analyses used to test for the
strongest predictor variables of student engagement among the four dependent variables,
Satisfaction, Deep Learning, Academic Application, and Academic Orientation are
reported. Once again, these results are considered for the group as a whole, and by age,
and gender. The most significant results for Phase II are summarised in tabular form at
the end of the chapter.

Characteristics of the Participants
A total of 3,020 responses (40%) to this survey were received. The dataset was
cleaned by excluding cases where there were responses to less than 90% of the
questions, yielding a working dataset of 2,289 (30%) cases. The majority of respondents
were females (n = 1,521, 66.45%) and aged under 20 years (n = 1,267, 55.35%). The
median age of the sample was 19 years of age, with the range stretching from 18 to 69
years. Fifty five percent of the sample was aged under 19 years of age. Of the 2,289
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students who participated in this phase 2,111 (92.2%) persisted in their studies. This
was demonstrated by the fact that they had re-enrolled in second semester 2005, the
second semester of their first year in higher education. University-wide, 86.6% of this
first year cohort persisted into second semester (Business Systems Support Group,
Griffith University, personal communication, December 12, 2005). Ninety-four percent
of the persisting participants were full time students.

Examination of differences
Persisters and Non-persisters
The first analysis was to test for differences between students who had persisted
into second semester of their first year at university and those who did not persist.
Levene’s tests showed that the assumption of equal variance of all variables, with the
exception of Deep Learning and Satisfaction, had been met. Therefore, the t-statistics
calculated for instances when equal variance is not assumed were used for Deep
Learning and Satisfaction. There were significant differences on mean scores for those
who persisted and those who did not on the measure of Satisfaction (F(1, 2,287) =
53.28, p < .001). There were also significant differences on mean scores on Academic
Orientation (F(1, 2,287) = 20.85, p < .001), the variable that emerged as the strongest
predictor of Satisfaction in the previous phase of this study. Significant differences on
mean scores were also found on the engagement behaviour variables, Deep Learning
(F(1, 2,287) = 18.48, p <.001), Hours (F(1, 2,287) = 8.75, p < .001), and Academic
Application (F(1, 2,287) = 4.80, p <.05), indicating that students who persisted with
their studies were more likely than those who withdrew from study to apply themselves
to their studies by adopting deep learning study strategies and investing time outside of
class time on study preparing for classes.
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With the exception of the variable, Present Hedonistic, there were significant
differences on mean scores between persisters and non-persisters on the temporal
orientation variables such that students who persisted with their studies had stronger
orientations to the future (Future, F(1, 2,287) = 8.03, p < .01) than did students who
withdrew from study. Students who persisted also regarded the past (Past Positive, F(1,
2,287) = 4.31, p < .05); (Past Negative, F(1, 2,287) = 7.79, p < .01) in a more positive
light and has stronger belief in their personal agency (Present Fatalistic, F(1, 2,287) =
8.62, p < .01) in respect of their studies than did those who did not persist with their
studies. Table 26 shows the summary data for all variables and the t-statistics for the
differences between persisters and non-persisters.

Competing Selves
In terms of competing selves, 15% (26) of the students who withdrew described
themselves as the primary income earner, and 17% (30) of the students who withdrew
described themselves as primary caregivers. Of the 341 students who reported working
more than 20 hours per week, only 12% (41) did not persist with their studies. In the
case of students who spent more than 20 hours per week caring for family members,
only 6.7% (21) did not continue with their university studies. Of the participating
students who withdrew from study at the end of first semester, 84% had no extra
responsibilities, i.e., were neither primary income earners nor primary caregivers.

Intention to Leave Studies
Of the 341 students who admitted to seriously considering leaving their studies
at Griffith, 12% who had such thoughts nevertheless persisted. Of the 178 students who
did not persist with their studies, 56% had not had such thoughts.
At this point, data for the students who had not persisted with their studies were
removed from the data set. The following results report on the findings for the students
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Table 26. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Persisters (n = 2,111) and Non-Persisters (n =
178). Total N = 2,289.

Total

Variables

Persisters

Non-Persisters

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.42

0.44

3.43

0.44

3.35

0.45

2.19*

Academic Orientation

4.19

0.80

4.21

0.79

3.92

0.88

4.57***

Satisfaction

3.84

0.70

3.87

0.69

3.47

0.79

6.50***

Hours spent preparing

3.54

1.55

3.57

1.55

3.20

1.55

2.96**

Deep Learning Strategy

3.51

0.50

3.53

0.50

3.36

0.56

3.90***

Surface Learning Strategy

3.25

0.46

3.25

0.46

3.21

0.46

1.24

Present Hedonistic

3.40

0.48

3.39

0.48

3.44

0.50

-1.18

Present Fatalistic

2.55

0.60

2.54

0.60

2.68

0.58

-2.76**

Future

3.51

0.50

3.52

0.49

3.39

0.50

3.38***

Past Negative

3.14

0.63

3.13

0.63

3.27

0.65

-2.79**

Past Positive

3.51

0.54

3.51

0.54

3.43

0.54

2.08*

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001

185

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
who have persisted into second semester of their first year at university. These
students are the focus of this study.

Persisters Only
Table 27. Demographics of Persisting Students (Enrolled for Semester 2, 2005)
Age Group

Males

Females

Total

Under 19

388

772

1,160 (55%)

20-24 yrs

206

381

587 (27.8%)

Over 25

125

239

364 (17.2%)

719 (34.1%)

1,392 (65.9%)

2,111

Total

Differences between Male and Female Students
The next analysis was to test for differences between the genders on the
variables selected to understand student engagement. Levene’s tests showed that the
assumption of equal variables of all variables, with the exception of Surface Learning,
Academic Application, Future, and Past Positive, had been met. Therefore, the tstatistics calculated for instances where equal variance is not assumed were used for
the exceptions.
There were no significant differences on mean scores between male and
female students on levels of satisfaction with their university experience. However,
there were significant differences between male and female students on the
engagement behaviour variables. Female students showed significantly greater
Academic Application (F(1, 2,109) = 23.26, p <.001), invested more time in
preparing for classes (Hours, F(1, 2,109) = 13.02, p <.001), and were also more likely
to use a deep learning approach to their studies (Deep Learning, F(1, 2,109) = 25.11,
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p < .001) than males. Female students reported significantly higher means scores on
Academic Orientation (F (1, 2,109) = 6.29, p <.05) compared with male peers.
There were significant differences in mean scores between male and female
students on all the temporal orientation variables. Female students showed a stronger
orientation to the future (F(1, 2,109) = 75.83, p < .001) than did male students. Male
students were more hedonistic than female students (Present Hedonistic, F(1, 2,109) =
8.24, p < .01), but recorded lower mean scores on Present Fatalism (F(1, 2,109) =
6.61. p < .01) than did female students. Female students demonstrated a more positive
orientation to the past than did male students with higher past positive scores and
lower past negative scores (Past Positive, F(1, 2,109) = 76.66, p < .001; Past
Negative, F(1, 2,109) = 8.24, p < .01). Table 28 shows the summary data for all
variables and the t-statistics for the differences between male and female students.

Differences between Mature and Younger Students
There were significant differences in mean scores between students aged
under 25 years of age and those aged over 25 years of age. The latter group is
regarded as mature-age students. This grouping allowed direct comparison with the
Phase I data. The mature-age students scored significantly higher on Academic
Application (F(1, 2,109) = 9.31 p < .01), Academic Orientation (F(1, 2,109) = 127.21,
p < .001) and Satisfaction (F(1, 2,109) = 48.46, p < .001). The mature-age students
invested more hours on average preparing for class (F(1, 2,109) = 156.80, p < .001),
were more likely to adopt deep learning strategies (F(1, 2,109) = 24.71, p < .001) and
less likely to adopt surface learning strategies (F(1, 2,109) = 46.63, p < .001) than
were younger students.
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Table 28. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Males (n = 719) and Females (n = 1392). Total
N = 2,111.

Total

Variables

Males

Females

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.43

0.44

3.36

0.46

3.46

0.43

-4.70***

Academic Orientation

4.21

0.79

4.15

0.80

4.24

0.79

-2.51*

Satisfaction

3.87

0.69

3.83

0.70

3.89

0.68

-1.84

Hours spent preparing

3.57

1.55

3.40

1.50

3.65

1.57

-3.61***

Deep Learning Strategy

3.53

0.50

3.45

0.51

3.57

0.49

-5.01***

Surface Learning Strategy

3.26

0.45

3.22

0.49

3.27

0.43

-1.60

Present Hedonistic

3.40

0.48

3.44

0.49

3.37

0.48

2.87**

Present Fatalistic

2.54

0.60

2.59

0.64

2.52

0.57

2.48**

Future

3.52

0.49

3.39

0.52

3.58

0.46

-8.38***

Past Negative

3.13

0.63

3.19

0.61

3.11

0.63

2.87**

Past Positive

3.51

0.54

3.38

0.54

3.58

0.53

-8.76***

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Table 29. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Age Groups: Under 25 (n = 1747); Over 25 (n=
364). Total N = 2,111.

Total

Variables

Under 25

Over 25

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.43

0.44

3.41

0.44

3.49

0.41

-3.20***

Academic Orientation

4.21

0.79

4.12

0.78

4.62

0.68

-12.36***

Satisfaction

3.87

0.69

3.82

0.68

4.09

0.65

-6.96***

Hours spent preparing

3.57

1.55

3.38

1.46

4.46

1.64

-11.62***

Deep Learning Strategy

3.53

0.50

3.50

0.50

3.64

0.49

-4.97***

Surface Learning Strategy

3.26

0.45

3.29

0.45

3.11

0.45

6.82***

Present Hedonistic

3.40

0.48

3.44

0.47

3.19

0.47

9.32***

Present Fatalistic

2.54

0.60

2.58

0.60

2.38

0.54

6.19***

Future

3.52

0.49

3.47

0.49

3.74

0.40

-9.62***

Past Negative

3.13

0.63

3.16

0.62

3.00

0.63

4.24***

Past Positive

3.51

0.54

3.52

0.54

3.51

0.55

0.21

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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In terms of temporal orientations, the mature-age students scored higher mean
scores on orientation to the Future (F(1, 2,109) = 92.58, p < .001), were less likely to
have negative feelings about their Past (F(1, 2,109) = 18.23 p < .001), be less
Hedonistic (F(1, 2,109) = 86.84, p < .001) and also less Fatalistic (F(1, 2,109) =
33.55, p < .001) than younger students. Table 29 provides summary data for all
variables and t-statistic for differences between younger and mature-age students.

School Leavers, Non-Traditional and Mature-age Students
Krause et al. (2005) examined differences between students in three age
groups – school leavers (students aged 19 years and younger), non-traditional students
(those aged 20 to 24) and mature-age students (those 25 years and over). As the
sample size for this phase of the study was large enough, the sample was divided in
the same way to allow comparisons with this sample against the larger national
sample. Table 30 gives the comparison of mean ages by groups for the national study
by Krause and associates and for Phase II of this research project.
Table 30. Comparison of Mean Ages by Groups
Age Group

Mean Age for National
Study (Krause et al.,
2005)

Mean Age for Phase II,
2005

School Leavers

18.5 years

18.4 years

Non-Traditional Students

20.9 years

21.4 years

Mature-age Students

36.2 years

33.6 years

Post hoc Bonferroni’s and Dunnett T3 tests confirmed that there were
significant differences on mean scores among the three age groups. The Brown-
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Table 31. Summary Data for All Variables and F-Statistic for Differences Among Age Groups: School Leavers (n = 1160); NonTraditional Students (n = 587); Mature-age Students (n = 364). Total N = 2,111

Total

Variables

19 and under

20-24

25 & over

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Fa

Academic Application

3.43

0.44

3.41

0.44

3.42

0.46

3.49

0.41

4.84**

Academic Orientation

4.21

0.79

4.08

0.80

4.22

0.74

4.62

0.68

76.95***

Satisfaction

3.87

0.69

3.80

0.68

3.85

0.68

4.09

0.65

25.79***

Hours spent preparing

3.57

1.55

3.24

1.41

3.67

1.53

4.46

1.64

87.84***

Deep Learning Strategy

3.53

0.50

3.49

0.51

3.53

0.47

3.64

0.49

14.80***

Surface Learning Strategy

3.26

0.45

3.30

0.45

3.26

0.45

3.11

0.45

24.50***

Present Hedonistic

3.40

0.48

3.46

0.47

3.40

0.47

3.19

0.47

46.12***

Present Fatalistic

2.54

0.60

2.59

0.59

2.56

0.62

2.38

0.54

17.50***

Future

3.52

0.49

3.44

0.50

3.53

0.45

3.74

0.46

57.17***

Past Negative

3.13

0.63

3.17

0.63

3.14

0.62

3.00

0.63

9.68***

Past Positive

3.51

0.54

3.51

0.54

3.53

0.53

3.51

0.55

0.56

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001 Fa= Asymptotically F distributed
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Forsythe test was applied to ensure robust equality of means on the scores. Table 31
gives the summary data for all variables and the Brown-Forsythe Asymptotically
distributed F values.
Mature-age students had significantly higher mean scores on Satisfaction than
either the school leavers or the non-traditional students (F(2, 2,108) = 25.20, p <
.001). They also had significantly higher mean scores on measures of Academic
Application (F(2, 2,108) = 4.75, p< .01), and Deep Learning (F(2, 2,108) = 14.20, p <
.001), but lower mean scores on Surface Learning (F(2, 2,108) = 24.67, p < .001) than
the other two groups. Mature-age students had the highest mean scores on Hours (F(2,
2,108) = 95.85, p < .001) with the school leavers reporting the lowest number of hours
per week spent on preparation for classes. Finally, mature-age students reported the
highest mean scores on Academic Orientation (F(2, 2,108) = 70.42, p < .001) while
the school leavers reported the lowest mean scores.
On the temporal orientation measures, mature-age students had significantly
lower mean scores on Present Hedonistic (F(2, 2,108) = 46.05, p < .001), Present
Fatalistic (F(2, 2,108) = 17.02, p < .001) and Past Negative (F(2, 2,108) = 9.70, p <
.001) than the other two groups. There were no significant differences on mean scores
for these measures between school leavers and non-traditional students. There were,
however, significant differences among the three groups on mean scores of Future
(F(2, 2,108) = 53.35, p < .001) with school leavers showing the lowest mean scores
on Future and the mature-age students showing the highest means scores on Future.
There were no significant differences on mean scores among the three groups on Past
Positive.
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Differences between Genders
Differences between genders for school leavers
There were significant differences on mean scores between male and female
students in terms of the attitudinal and behavioural engagement variables. In all cases,
female students performed significantly stronger on these measures than male
students: Academic Application (F,(1, 1,158) = 17.31, p < .001), Academic
Orientation (F(1, 1,158) = 5.18, p < .05), Hours (F(1, 1,158) = 8.69, p < .01) and
Deep Learning (F(1, 1,158) = 15.01, p < .001).
There were also significant differences on mean scores on the temporal
orientation variables. Female students were less fatalistic than male students (Present
Fatalistic, F(1, 1,158) = 8.04, p < .01), had stronger orientation to the future (Future,
F(1, 1,158) = 50.91, p < .001) and were more positive about past experiences (Past
Negative, F(1, 1,158) = 7.12, p < .01; Past Positive, F(1, 1,158) = 71.36, p < .001).
The Levene’s test for equality of variances showed that variances for Present
Fatalistic and Hours were not equal, therefore the t-statistic for cases in which equal
variances are not assumed was used. No significant differences between genders were
found in levels of Satisfaction or Present Hedonistic. Table 33 provides summary data
for all variables and t-statistic for gender differences among school leavers.

Difference between genders for non-traditional students.
There were significant differences on mean scores between non-traditional
male and female students on Academic Application (F(1, 585) = 9.18, p < .01), Hours
(F(1, 585) = 6.30, p < .01) and Deep Learning (F(1, 585) = 4.65, p < .05). Female
students scored significantly higher than male students on these behaviour
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engagement variables. There were also significant differences on mean scores on the
temporal orientation variables, with female students reporting significantly higher
scores than male students for Future (F(1, 585) = 16.20, p < .001) and Past Positive
(F(1, 585) = 15.54, p < .001). The Levene’s test for equality of variance showed that
the variances for Future were not equal; therefore the t-statistic for cases in which
equal variances are not assumed was used. No significant differences were found in
levels of Satisfaction, Academic Orientation, Present Hedonistic, or Present Fatalistic.
Table 34 provides summary data for all variables and t-statistic for gender differences
among non-traditional students.
Table 32 provides the summary data for all variables and t-statistic for gender
differences among students under the age of 25, considered the younger students. This
table has been produced to facilitate comparison between the findings of statistical
differences between mean scores for male and female students of this age group for
Phase I and Phase II. The preceding sections of this chapter report the findings for the
two age groups that together make up the younger. Discussion about comparison
between the findings from Phase I and Phase II will be provided in Chapter 9.

Differences between genders for mature-age students
The only significant difference between the genders on any of the attitudinal
or behaviour variables among mature-age students was found on Deep Learning (F(1,
362) = 6.61, p < .05). In terms of the temporal orientation variables, mature-age
female students scored significantly higher than male peers on Future (F(1, 362) =
14.61, p < .001) and significantly lower on Present Hedonistic (F(1, 362) = 6.15, p <
.001). Table 35 provides the summary data for all variables and t-statistic for gender
differences among mature-age students.
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Table 32. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Differences between Males (n = 594) and Females (n =1,153) Under
the Age of 25. Total N = 1,747.

Total

Variables

Males

Females

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.41

0.44

3.34

0.47

3.45

0.42

-4.97***

Academic Orientation

4.12

0.78

4.06

0.79

4.15

0.78

-2.27*

Satisfaction

3.82

0.68

3.78

0.71

4.84

0.67

-1.77

Hours spent preparing

3.38

1.46

3.20

1.38

3.47

1.49

-3.82***

Deep Learning Strategy

3.50

0.50

3.43

0.52

3.54

0.48

-4.39***

Surface Learning Strategy

3.29

0.45

3.26

0.49

3.30

0.43

-1.64

Present Hedonistic

3.44

0.47

3.47

0.49

3.42

0.46

2.12*

Present Fatalistic

2.58

0.60

2.62

0.65

2.56

0.57

2.06*

Future

3.47

0.49

3.34

0.52

3.54

0.46

-7.78***

Past Negative

3.16

0.62

3.22

0.61

3.13

0.63

2.89**

Past Positive

3.52

0.54

3.36

0.54

3.60

0.52

-9. 31***

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Table 33. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Gender Differences among School Leavers: Males (n = 388);
Females (n = 772). Total N = 1,160.

Total

Variables

Males

Females

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.41

0.44

3.33

0.47

3.45

0.42

-4.16***

Academic Orientation

4.08

0.80

4.00

0.83

4.11

0.78

-2.28*

Satisfaction

3.80

0.68

3.76

0.73

3.83

0.66

1.63

Hours spent preparing

3.24

1.41

3.06

1.31

3.32

1.45

-3.05**

Deep Learning Strategy

3.49

0.51

3.40

0.52

3.53

0.50

-3.88***

Surface Learning Strategy

3.30

0.45

3.26

0.49

3.32

0.42

-1.83

Present Hedonistic

3.46

0.47

3.48

0.48

3.45

0.47

1.33

Present Fatalistic

2.59

0.59

2.67

0.64

2.55

0.56

2.71**

Future

3.44

0.50

3.30

0.52

3.51

0.48

-7.14***

Past Negative

3.17

0.63

3.24

0.60

3.14

0.63

2.67**

Past Positive

3.51

0.54

3.32

0.54

3.60

0.52

-8.45***

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Table 34. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Gender Differences among Non-Traditional Students: Males (n =
206); Females (n = 381). Total N = 587.

Total

Variables

Males

Females

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.42

0.46

3.34

0.49

3.46

0.44

-3.03**

Academic Orientation

4.22

0.74

4.18

0.71

4.23

0.76

-0.80

Satisfaction

3.85

0.68

3.82

0.67

3.87

0.69

-0.73

Hours spent preparing

3.67

1.53

3.45

1.49

3.78

1.54

-2.51**

Deep Learning Strategy

3.53

0.47

3.47

0.50

3.56

0.45

-2.16**

Surface Learning Strategy

3.26

0.45

3.25

0.48

3.27

0.43

-0.22

Present Hedonistic

3.40

0.47

3.45

0.52

3.38

0.45

1.85

Present Fatalistic

2.56

0.62

2.56

0.66

2.57

0.60

-0.16

Future

3.53

0.45

3.43

0.51

3.59

0.41

-7.14***

Past Negative

3.14

0.62

3.18

0.62

3.11

0.62

2.67

Past Positive

3.53

0.53

3.42

0.53

3.60

0.52

-3.94***

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Table 35. Summary Data for All Variables and t-Statistic for Gender Differences among Mature-age Students: Males (n = 125);
Females (n = 239). Total N = 364.

Total

Variables

Males

Females

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

t

Academic Application

3.49

0.41

3.48

0.37

3.49

0.43

-0.30

Academic Orientation

4.62

0.68

4.56

0.68

4.66

0.68

-1.36

Satisfaction

4.09

0.65

4.06

0.59

4.11

0.68

-0.65

Hours spent preparing

4.46

1.64

4.34

1.68

4.53

1.62

-1.06

Deep Learning Strategy

3.64

0.49

3.55

0.48

3.69

0.48

-2.57*

Surface Learning Strategy

3.11

0.45

3.10

0.49

3.12

0.44

-0.28

Present Hedonistic

3.19

0.47

3.27

0.46

3.14

0.47

1.33

Present Fatalistic

2.38

0.54

2.44

0.57

2.35

0.53

2.48*

Future

3.74

0.46

3.62

0.50

3.80

0.42

-3.61***

Past Negative

3.00

0.63

3.03

0.60

3.00

0.65

0.65

Past Positive

3.51

0.55

3.49

0.54

3.52

0.56

-0.415

Note: * = p <.05, ** = p <.01, ***= p <.001
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Associations Among Variables
Several of the temporal orientation measures that are regarded as Independent
Variables (IVs) for this study were highly and significantly associated with each
other. As these measures taken together form the Zimbardo Time Perspective
Inventory, a stable measure of temporal orientation, this is not surprising. Dependent
Variables (DVs) that relate to elements of student engagement were also highly and
significantly associated with each other. This is also an expected outcome.
Significant associations were found between several of the DVs and also
between the IVs. Future was significantly associated with Academic Application (r =
.32, p <.01), Academic Orientation (r = .39, p < .01), Deep Learning Strategy (r = .58,
p < .01), and Hours (r = .35, p < .01).
Orientation to the future (Future) was significantly but negatively associated
with Present Fatalistic (r = - 38, p < .01), indicating that Future was associated with a
belief in personal agency. Although the association between Future and Present
Hedonistic for this sample was weaker than .30 (r = -.27, p < .01), Present Hedonistic
was strongly and significantly associated with Present Fatalistic (r = .31, p < .01).
Hours was significantly associated with Deep Learning (r = .30. p < .001), and also
with Future (r = .35, p < .001). Importantly, Satisfaction was significantly associated
with Deep Learning (r = .45, p < .001) and Academic Orientation (r = .60, p < .001),
once again linking student engagement to student satisfaction. Table 36 provides the
bivariate correlations among all the study variables for all persisting students.
In order to test the findings reported in Phase I of the study in respect of
differences between younger students (aged under 25 years) and mature-age students
(aged over 25 years), the sample was split into these age groups. Additionally, as
explained, the data set was also divided into three groups to facilitate comparison with
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the national survey data. Due to the significant differences on mean scores between
the mature-age students and the school leavers (those 19 years and younger), the data
was analysed using these two age groups to examine differences between mature-age
students and the youngest students. There were no significant differences on mean
scores between school leavers and non-traditional students. Examining the differences
between the youngest students and the mature students, therefore, provided greater
sensitivity to these differences in order to better understand the first year engagement
experience for these two distinctly different groups of students. Table 37 shows the
associations for all study variables for the school leavers, while Table 40 shows the
associations for all study variables for the mature-age students. The non-traditional
students were not ignored. Table 38 shows the associations for all study variables for
the non-traditional students. The significant differences on mean scores found
between the genders in all age groups provided an argument for considering these
groups separately for the hierarchical multiple regression analyses that follows.
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Table 36. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables: Persisters (N = 2,111)
10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.18**

-.13**

-.07**

.08**

.36**

17**

19**

.22**

.30**

1

2. Deep Learning

-.22**

.00

-.03

.23**

.58**

.45**

.36**

.52**

1

3.Academic Orientation

-.19**

.01

-.08**

.23**

.39**

.60**

.27**

1

4. Academic Application

.01

.09**

.07**

.12**

.31**

.22**

1

5. Satisfaction

-.22**

.05*

-.15**

.22**

.27**

1.

6. Future

-.38**

-.29**

-.08

.20**

1

7. Past Positive

-.14**

.17**

-.26**

1

8. Past Negative

.38**

.17**

1

9.Present Hedonistic

.30**

1

10. Present Fatalistic

1

Variables

Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Table 37. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables for Persisting School Leavers (N = 1,160)
Variables

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.16**

-.09**

-.03**

.09**

.32**

13**

17**

.18**

.28**

1

2. Deep Learning

-.22**

.03

-.04

.27**

.57**

.45**

.34**

.54**

1

3.Academic Orientation

-.17**

.06

-.04*

.25**

.37**

.60**

.26**

1

4. Academic Application

.03

.09**

.07**

.14**

.30**

.20**

1

5. Satisfaction

-.20**

.08**

-.13**

.23**

.26**

1.

6. Future

-.38**

-.28**

-.06

.22**

1

7. Past Positive

-.15**

.18**

-.25**

1

8. Past Negative

.37**

.16**

1

9.Present Hedonistic

.28**

1

10. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Table 38. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables for Persisting Non-Traditional Students (N = 587)
Variables

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.12**

-.07

-.08

.05

.31**

14**

17**

.15**

.29**

1

2. Deep Learning

-.17**

.03

-.00

.18**

.59**

.41**

.38**

.47**

1

3.Academic Orientation

-.10*

.08

-.08

.20**

.29**

.57**

.27**

1

4. Academic Application

.05

.11**

.07

.06

.36**

.22**

1

5. Satisfaction

-.19**

.10*

-.18**

.18**

.22**

1.

6. Future

-.30**

-.24**

-.07

.18**

1

7. Past Positive

-.10**

.19**

-.26**

1

8. Past Negative

.40**

.12**

1

9.Present Hedonistic

.29**

1

10. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01

1
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Table 39. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables for Persisting Younger Students (under 25s) (N = 1747)
Variables

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.15**

-.08**

-.05*

.08**

.32**

14**

17**

.18**

.29**

1

2. Deep Learning

-.20**

.03

-.03

.25**

.58**

.44**

.35**

.52**

1

3.Academic Orientation

-.15*

.06*

-.05*

.24**

.35**

.59**

.26**

1

4. Academic Application

.04

.10**

.07**

.11**

.32**

.20**

1

5. Satisfaction

-.19**

.09*

-.14**

.21**

.25**

1.

6. Future

-.35**

-.27**

-.06**

.21**

1

7. Past Positive

-.13**

.18**

-.25**

1

8. Past Negative

.38**

.15**

1

9.Present Hedonistic

.28**

1

10. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Table 40. Bivariate Correlations Among All Study Variables for Persisting Mature-age Students (N = 364)
10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1.Hours

-.16**

-.06

-.06

.10

.30**

16**

20**

.15**

.27**

1

2. Deep Learning

-.26**

-.03

.03

.20**

.60**

.44**

.37**

.45**

1

3.Academic Orientation

-.24**

-.03

-.09

.22**

.36**

.60**

.30**

1

4. Academic Application

-.12*

.12*

.12*

.19**

.25**

.26**

1

5. Satisfaction

-.27**

.10

-.14**

.27**

.26**

1.

6. Future

-.43**

-.19**

.02

.16**

1

7. Past Positive

-.21**

.16**

-.31**

1

8. Past Negative

.35**

.20**

1

9.Present Hedonistic

.30**

1

Variables

10. Present Fatalistic
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01

1
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Inferential Statistics
Predicting Student Engagement
To better understand the differences in student engagement between school
leavers and mature-age students, the predictor variables were examined for the group
as a whole and also for the two groups separately. Additionally, due to the significant
differences in mean scores for traditional male and female students, the predictor
variables for these two groups were also examined separately. The DVs considered
for these analyses were the student engagement variables, Satisfaction, Deep
Learning, Academic Orientation, and Academic Application. The temporal variables
were considered the main IVs and were therefore entered in Step 1. The student
engagement variables were entered in Step 2; thus the student engagement variables
were employed as both dependent and independent variables. The mediating
relationships among the variables were also tested by examining the beta weights
from one step to the next.

Predicting Satisfaction with the University Experience
Taken together the variables were able to explain 41% of the DV Satisfaction
F(7,2103) = 210.02, p < .001) in all persisting students. In Step 1, the temporal
orientation variables explained 14% of Satisfaction with all five of the variables
making significant contributions to the understanding of Satisfaction: Future ( = .25,
sr2 = 4.41%), Present Hedonistic ( = .16, sr2 = 1.96%), Present Fatalistic ( = -.13,
sr2 = 1.22%), Past Positive ( = .10, sr2 = 0.81%) and Past Negative ( = -.09, sr2 =
0.64%). In Step 2, Academic Orientation made the largest significant contribution (
= .49, sr2 = 17.64%) with Deep Learning adding a further significant contribution ( =
.19, sr2 = 1.96%). Future, Past Negative, Present Fatalistic, and Present Hedonistic
continued to contribute significantly, mediating the relationship between Academic
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Orientation and Deep Learning on Satisfaction. Neither Academic Application nor
Hours contributed significantly to the variance of Satisfaction. Consequently, both
variables were dropped from further hierarchical regression analyses. Table 42
provides the summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting
Satisfaction for all students.
There were differences in the degree of prediction of Satisfaction between the
school leavers and mature-age students, with the temporal orientation variables
accounting for 13% of the variance of Satisfaction in the case of the school leavers
and 16% of the variance in the case of the mature-age students. All five of the
temporal variables contributed significantly in Step 1 in the case of the school leavers,
while for the mature-age students, Past Negative did not contribute significantly. In
Step 2, Future no longer contributed to the variance of Satisfaction for school leavers
but continued to do so for the mature-age students, although its influence was greatly
reduced ( = -.11, sr2 = 0.64% compared to

= .19, sr2 = 2.56% at Step 1). Past

Negative continued to contribute to the variance of Satisfaction for the school leavers
at Step 2 but no longer did so for mature-age students. Past Positive no longer exerted
any significant influence on Satisfaction for either group in Step 2. Academic
Orientation emerged the strongest predictor of Satisfaction for both groups (TS:
.49, sr2 = 16.56%; MS:

=

= .47, sr2 = 17.14%). While Deep Learning contributed

significantly for both groups at Step 2, its influence was stronger for the mature-age
students ( = .26, sr2 = 3.72%) than for the school leavers ( = .18, sr2 = 1.74%).
Academic Orientation and Deep Learning mediated the relationship between Present
Fatalistic and Present Hedonistic and Satisfaction, Present Fatalistic and Present
Hedonistic showed both a direct and an indirect mediating effect on Satisfaction for
both groups. For school leavers, Academic Orientation and Deep Learning mediated
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the relationship between Past Negative and Satisfaction; for mature-age students
Academic Orientation and Deep Learning mediated the relationship between Future
and Satisfaction. Thus Past Negative had both a direct and an indirect mediating effect
(via Academic Orientation and Deep Learning) on Satisfaction for school leavers,
while Future had both a direct and an indirect mediating effect (via Academic
Orientation and Deep Learning) on Satisfaction for the mature-age students. Table 43
provides summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting
Satisfaction for school leavers and mature-age students.
For female school leavers, the variables taken together explained 42% (F(7,
764) = 77.69, p < .001) of the variance for Satisfaction, with the temporal orientation
variables accounting for 12% (F(5, 766) = 21.53, p < .001) of the variance. For male
school leavers, the variables taken together explained 38% (F(7, 380) = 32.62, p <
.001) of the variance for Satisfaction, with the temporal orientation variables
accounting for 15% (F(5, 382) = 13.18, p < .001 of the variance. Future was the
strongest predictor for both groups at Step 1 (Males:

= .24, sr2 = 4.41%; Females:

= .25, sr2 = 4.41%), although all the temporal orientation variables made significant
contributions to the variable. At Step 2, Past Negative (Males:
Females:

= -.11, sr2 = 0.1%;

= -.08, sr2 = 0.49%) continued to make significant contributions to the

variance for both groups, with Present Hedonistic making a significant individual
contribution in the case of female school leavers ( = .07, sr2 = 0.36%) and Present
Fatalistic ( = -.13, sr2 = 1.21%) making a significant individual contribution in the
case of male school leavers. Academic Orientation (Males:

= .42, sr2 = 12.96%;

Females:

= .53, sr2 = 19.36%) and Deep Learning (Males:

= .22, sr2 = 2.89%;

Females:

= .16, sr2 = 1.21%) made significant individual contributions to the

variance of Satisfaction in Step 2, and mediated the relationship between Future, Past
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Positive and Satisfaction (DV) for both groups, and Present Hedonistic and
Satisfaction for male school leavers and Present Fatalistic and Satisfaction for female
school leavers. Thus Past Negative exerted both a direct and an indirect effect on
Satisfaction (via Academic Orientation and Deep Learning) for both groups, while
Present Hedonistic exerted both a direct and an indirect effect on Satisfaction (via
Academic Orientation and Deep Learning) for female school leavers and Present
Fatalistic exerted both a direct and an indirect effect on Satisfaction (via Academic
Orientation and Deep Learning) for male school leavers. Table 44 provides summary
data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Satisfaction for male and
female school leavers.
For mature female students, the variables taken together explained 49% (F(7,
231) = 31.43, p < .001) of the variance for Satisfaction, with the temporal orientation
variables accounting for 18% (F(5, 233) = 9.88, p < .001) of the variance. For mature
male students, the variables taken together explained 40% (F(7, 117) = 11.24, p <
.001) of the variance for Satisfaction, with the temporal orientation variables
accounting for 20% (F(5, 119) = 5.87, p < .001) of the variance.
For mature female students, Future ( = .22, sr2 = 4.0%) and Past Positive ( =
.20, sr2 = 3.24%) emerged as the strongest predictors of Satisfaction. Present
Hedonistic ( = .14, sr2 = 1.69%) and Present Fatalistic ( = -.15, sr2 = 1.69%) also
made small but significant contributions to the variable. For mature male students
Present Hedonist ( = .32, sr2 = 7.84%) and Present Fatalistic ( = -.33, sr2 = 6.25%)
emerged as the strongest predictors of Satisfaction. At Step 2, Academic Orientation
(Males:

= .41, sr2 = 12.96%; Females:

= .51, sr2 = 19.36%) and Deep Learning

(Males:

= .25, sr2 = 3.24%; Females:

= .25, sr2 = 3.61%) both made strong

contributions to the variable. Neither Future nor Past Positive continued to contribute
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significantly for mature female students, with Academic Orientation and Deep
Learning having fully mediated the relationship between Future and Past Positive and
Satisfaction. Present Hedonistic continued to make a small but significant
contribution to Satisfaction, with Past Negative showing a small significant
contribution that was not present in Step 1. Present Hedonistic thus exerted both a
direct and an indirect influence on Satisfaction via Academic Orientation and Deep
Learning for mature female students, while Present Negative exerted an indirect
influence on Satisfaction via Academic Orientation and Deep Learning for this group.
Both Present Hedonistic and Present Fatalistic continued to contribute
significantly to Satisfaction for mature male students. Thus, for mature male students
Present Hedonistic and Present Fatalistic exerted both a direct and an indirect
influence on Satisfaction via Academic Orientation and Deep Learning. This indicates
that for mature male students Satisfaction with their study is strongly influenced by
both their enjoyment of their studies and the degree of agency they perceive
themselves exercising in pursuit of their studies. Table 45 provides summary data for
hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Satisfaction for male and female
mature-age students.
For non-traditional male students Present Hedonistic emerged as the strongest
predictor of Satisfaction, exerting both a direct and an indirect influence on
Satisfaction via Academic Orientation and Deep Learning. Present Fatalistic did not
make a significant individual contribution to the variance of Satisfaction for nontraditional males. For non-traditional female students Present Fatalistic emerged as an
important predictor of Satisfaction, exerting both a direct and an indirect influence on
Satisfaction via Academic Orientation and Deep Learning. Future made a significant
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individual contribution to Satisfaction for both non-traditional male and female
students but was mediated by Academic Orientation and Deep Learning.
For non-traditional female students, satisfaction with their studies is strongly
influenced by perceptions of exercising personal agency in their studies. Taken
together the variables were able to explain 32% of the variance of Satisfaction for
non-traditional male students (F(7, 198) = 13.36, p < .001) and 43% of the variance of
Satisfaction for non-traditional female students (F(7, 373) = 40.58, p < .001). Table
46 provides summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting
Satisfaction for non-traditional students.

Predicting a Deep Learning Approach to Study
Orientation to the future (Future) emerged as the strongest predictor of Deep
Learning ( = .60, sr2 = 27.04%) for the group as a whole. At Step 1, the temporal
orientation variables accounted for 38% of the variance (F(5, 2,100) = 254.74, p <
.001), with Present Hedonistic ( = .16, sr2 = 2.56%) and Past Positive ( = .09, sr2 =
0.64%) also making significant unique contributions to the variable. At Step 2,
Academic Orientation ( = .21, sr2 = 2.56%), Satisfaction ( = .16, sr2 = 1.44%),
Academic Application (

= .10, sr2 = 0.81%) and Hours (

= .07, sr2 = 0.36%)

contributed another 11%. Taken together, the temporal orientation variables, the
attitudinal variables (Academic Orientation and Satisfaction) and behavioural
variables (Academic Application and Hours) accounted for 49% of the dependent
variable Deep Learning (F(9, 2,096) = 224.84, p < .001).
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Table 41. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction: Younger Students (n =1,747),
Mature-age Students (n = 364). Total N = 2,111.

Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Future

-.09

.03

Academic
Orientation

.43

Present Fatalistic

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

-.07**

-.05

-.09

.04

.02

.50***

.42

.42

-.15

.02

-.13***

-.12

Academic
Application

.05

.03

.03

Present Hedonistic

.11

.03

.08***

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

-.06*

-.05

-.17

.08

-.12*

-.09

.02

.49***

.41

.46

.04

.48***

.42

-.15

.02

-.13***

-.12

-.21

.06

-.18***

-.15

.03

.05

.03

.03

.03

.02

.07

.01

.01

.07

.10

.03

.07***

.06

.20

.06

.15***

.14

.26
.03
.19***
.14
.25
.04
.18***
.13
.34
Deep Learning
Strategy
Note: R2 = .40, Adjusted R2 = .40; for under 25s R2 = .39, Adjusted R2 = .38; for over 25s R2 = .43, Adjusted R2 = .42
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

.07

.25***

.19
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Table 42. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction for All Students: N = 2,111

Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.34

.03

Past Negative

-.10

Present Hedonistic

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

.25***

.21

-.07

.03

-.05*

-.04

.03

-.09***

-.08

-.09

.02

-.09***

-.08

.23

.03

.16***

.14

.11

.03

.08***

.07

Past Positive

.13

.03

.10***

.09

.03

.02

.02

.02

Present Fatalistic

-.15

.03

-.13***

-.11

-.11

.02

-.09***

-.08

Academic Orientation

.43

.02

.49***

.42

Deep Learning Strategy

.27

.03

.19***

.14

Note: R2 = .41, Adjusted R2 = .41 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 43. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction: School Leavers (n = 1,160),
Mature-Age Students (n = 364). Total N = 1,524
Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
School leavers
.32
.04
.24***
.21
-.06
.04
-.05
-.03
Mature-age students
.27
.08
.19***
.16
-.15
.08
-.11*
-.08
Past Negative
School leavers
-.08
.03
-.07*
-.06
-.09
.03
-.08**
-.07
Mature-age students
-.06
.06
-.05
-.05
-.07
.05
-.07
-.06
Present Hedonistic
School leavers
.24
.04
.17***
.15
.09
.04
.06*
.05
Mature-age students
.24
.07
.17***
.16
.20
.06
.14***
.13
Past Positive
School leavers
.14
.04
.11***
.10
.03
.03
.03
.02
Mature-age students
.18
.06
.15**
.14
.07
.05
.06
.05
Present Fatalistic
School leavers
-.13
.04
-.11***
-.09
-.09
.03
-.08**
-.06
Mature-age students
-.23
.07
-.18**
-.15
-.17
.06
-.14**
-.11
Academic Orientation
School leavers
.42
.02
.49***
.41
Mature-age students
.45
.04
.47***
.41
Deep Learning Strategy
School leavers
.24
.04
.18***
.13
Mature-age students
.34
.07
.26***
.19
Note: For school leavers R2 = .40, Adjusted R2 = .39; for mature-age students R2 = .44, Adjusted R2 = .43. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <
.001
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Table 44. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction for School Leavers: Males (n =
388), Females (n = 772). Total N = 1,160
Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Future
Males
.33
.08
.24***
.21
-.05
.08
-.04
Females
.34
.05
.25***
.21
-.04
.05
-.03
Past Negative
Males
-.13
.06
-.11*
-.10
-.13
.05
-.11*
Females
-.06
.04
-.06
-.05
-.08
.03
-.08*
Present Hedonistic
Males
.20
.08
.13*
.12
.08
.08
.05
Females
.26
.05
.19***
.16
.09
.05
.07*
Past Positive
Males
.19
.07
.14**
.13
.06
.06
.05
Females
.13
.05
.10**
.09
.01
.04
.01
Present Fatalistic
Males
-.13
.06
-.12*
-.10
-.15
.05
-.13**
Females
-.11
.05
-.10*
-.08
-.04
.04
-.03
Academic Orientation
Males
.37
.04
.42***
Females
.45
.03
.53***
Deep Learning Strategy
Males
.30
.07
.22***
Females
.21
.05
.16***
Note: For Males, R2 = .38, Adjusted R2 = .36; for Females R2 = .42, Adjusted R2 = .41. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Semi
Partial
-.03
-.02
-.10
-.07
.05
.06
.04
.01
-.11
-.02
.36
.44
.17
.11
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Table 45. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction for Mature Students: Males (n =
125), Females (n = 239). Total N = 364.
Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Future
Males
.14
.12
.12
.10
-.16
.13
-.13
Females
.36
.11
.22***
.20
-.14
.10
-.08
Past Negative
Males
.02
.09
02
.02
.04
.08
.04
Females
-.08
.07
-.08
-.07
-.12
.06
-.11*
Present Hedonistic
Males
.42
.12
.32***
.28
.36
.11
.28***
Females
.20
.09
.14*
.13
.16
.07
.11*
Past Positive
Males
-.02
.11
-.02
-.02
-.10
.10
-.09
Females
.25
.08
.20**
.18
.11
.06
.09
Present Fatalistic
Males
-.34
.11
-.33**
-.25
-.29
.10
-.28**
Females
-.20
.09
-.15*
-.13
-.13
.07
-.10
Academic Orientation
Males
.35
.07
.41***
Females
.51
.06
.51***
Deep Learning Strategy
Males
.30
.12
.25**
Females
.35
.09
.25***
Note: For Males, R2 = .40, Adjusted R2 = .37; for Females R2 = .49, Adjusted R2 = .47. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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-.09
-.06
.04
-.10
.24
.10
-.07
.08
-.21
-.08
.36
.44
.18
.19
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Table 46. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Satisfaction for Non-Traditional Students:
Males (n = 206), Females (n = 381). Total N = 587
Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Future
Males
.25
.10
.19**
.18
-.11
.10
-.08
Females
.34
.09
.21***
.19
-.06
.09
-.04
Past Negative
Males
-.10
.08
-.09
-.08
-.16
.07
-.14*
Females
-.15
.06
-.13*
-.12
-.10
.05
-.09*
Present Hedonistic
Males
.33
.10
.25***
.23
.22
.09
.17*
Females
.23
.08
.15***
.14
.06
.07
.04
Past Positive
Males
.14
.09
.11
.10
-.01
.08
-.01
Females
.06
.07
.04
.04
.02
.06
.01
Present Fatalistic
Males
-.08
.07
-.08
-.07
-.07
.08
-.07
Females
-.18
.06
-.16***
-.14
-.14
.05
-.13**
Academic Orientation
Males
.34
.07
.35***
Females
.47
.04
.53***
Deep Learning Strategy
Males
.39
.11
.29***
Females
.22
.08
.14**
Note: For Males, R2 = .32, Adjusted R2 = .30; for Females R2 = .43, Adjusted R2 = .42. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Semi
Partial
-.06
-.03
-.13
-.08
.16
.04
-.01
.01
-.06
-.11
.30
.46
.21
.11
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At Step 2, Future ( = .42, sr2 = 10.89%) and Present Hedonistic ( = .10, sr2 =
0.81%) continued to make significant contributions, although mediated by the
relationships between Deep Learning (DV) and Academic Orientation, Satisfaction,
Academic Application and Hours. Thus Future and Present Hedonistic have both a
direct and an indirect effect (via Academic Orientation, Satisfaction, Academic
Application and Hours) on Deep Learning. Although significant, the continued
contribution by Past Positive ( = .04, sr2 = 0.14%) and Past Negative ( = .04, sr2 =
0.14%) was very small. Table 48 provides summary data for hierarchical multiple
regression analysis predicting Deep Learning for all students.
The results for school leavers were similar to those for the group, Future ( =
.58, sr2 = 25%) and Present Hedonistic ( = .19, sr2 = 2.89%) emerged as the strongest
predictors of Deep Learning in Step 1. Taken together the temporal variables were
able to explain 37% of the variance of Deep Learning (F(5, 1,152) = 135.28, p < .001)
at Step 1. In Step 2, Future ( = .40, sr2 = 9.61%) and Present Hedonistic ( = .11, sr2
= 1.00%) continued to contribute to the Deep Learning, although mediated by the
relationships between Deep Learning (DV) and Academic Orientation, Satisfaction,
Academic Application and Hours. Future and Present Hedonistic thus have both a
direct and an indirect effect on Deep Learning for school leavers. Academic
Orientation ( = .24, sr2 = 3.24%), Satisfaction ( = .15, sr2 = 1.44%), Academic
Application ( = .09, sr2 = 0.81%) and Hours ( = .07, sr2 = 0.49%) together added
12%, bringing the total for all variables to 49% for the variable Deep Learning for
school leavers.
For mature-age students, Future emerged the strongest predictor ( = .58, sr2 =
26.01%) of Deep Learning, with the temporal variables contributing 38% at Step 1
(F(5, 356) = .43.79, p < .001). Future continued to make a significant contribution to
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Deep Learning at Step 2 (

= .46, sr2 = 14,44%), although mediated by the

relationships of Satisfaction ( = .22, sr2 = 2.89%), Academic Application ( = .14, sr2
= 1.69%), and Academic Orientation ( = .11, sr2 = 0.64%) with Deep Learning.
Hours did not make a significant individual contribution to Deep Learning although it
contributed to the total understanding of Deep Learning at 49% for the mature-age
group (F(9, 352) = 37.74, p < .001). Table 49 provides summary data for hierarchical
multiple regression analysis predicting Deep Learning for school leavers and matureage students.
For female school leavers, the variables taken together accounted for 53%
(F(9, 762) = 96.10, p < .001) of the variance of Deep Learning, but accounted for
43% (F (9, 376) = 30.93, p < .001) for male school leavers. At Step 1, the temporal
orientation variables accounted for 40% (F(5, 766) = 102.90, p < .001) of the variable
Deep Learning for female school leavers, but only for 31% (F(5, 380) = 33.70, p <
.001) for male school leavers. Future emerged as the strongest predictor of Deep
Learning for both groups (Males:

= .53, sr2 = 22.09%; Females:

= .60, sr2 =

27.04%) making a significant individual contribution at Step 1 and also at Step 2.
Present Hedonistic (Males:
Past Positive (Males:

= .16, sr2 = 1.96%; Females:

= .11, sr2 = 1.00%; Females:

= .21, sr2 = 3.24%) and

= .12, sr2 = 1.21%) also made

significant individual contributions to Deep Learning for both groups, but Present
Fatalistic ( = -.09, sr2 = 0.49%) made a significant individual contribution only in the
case female school leavers. At Step 2, Academic Orientation (Males:
2.89%; Females:
Females:

= .26, sr2 = 3.61%) and Satisfaction (Males:

= .21, sr2 =

= .20, sr2 = 2.56%;

= .12, sr2 = 1.00%) made significant individual contributions to Deep

Learning, while Hours ( = .09, sr2 = 0.81%) and Academic Application ( = .11, sr2
= 1.00%), only contributed in the case of female school leavers. Table 50 provides
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summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Deep Learning
for male and female school leavers.
For mature female students, the variables taken together accounted for 48%
(F(9, 227) 23.22, p < .001) of the variance of Deep Learning, while accounting for
49% (F(9, 124) = 12.46, p < .001) for mature male students. At Step 1, the temporal
orientation variables accounted for 35% (F(5, 231) = 24.77, p < .001) of the variable
Deep Learning for mature female students, but for 42% (F(5, 119) = 17.21, p < .001)
for mature male students. Future emerged as the strongest predictor of Deep Learning
for both groups (Males:

= .62, sr2 = 25%; Females:

= .55, sr2 = 26.01%) making a

significant individual contribution at Step 1 and also at Step 2. Past Positive make a
small but significant individual contribution to the variable for mature female students
( = 12, sr2 = 1.21%) at Step 1, but was fully mediated by the engagement variables at
Step 2. For mature male students, Satisfaction made a significant contribution to the
variance ( = .20, sr2 = 2.56%), whereas Satisfaction ( = .24, sr2 = 3.24%) and
Academic Application ( = .15, sr2 = 1.69%) made significant contribution to the
variance of Deep Learning for mature female students. Future exerted both a direct
and an indirect effect on Deep Learning for both groups. Table 51 provides the
summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Deep Learning
for mature-age students.
The results for the non-traditional students were similar to those for school
leavers with Future emerging as the strongest significant predictor of Deep Learning
for both male ( = .59, sr2 = 29.2%) and female students ( = .60, sr2 = 29.2%). Future
exerted both a direct and an indirect on Deep Learning for non-traditional male and
female students. Present Hedonistic made a significant individual contribution to the
variance of Deep Learning for both non-traditional male ( = .19, sr2 = 2.89%) and
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female ( = .17, sr2 = 2.25%) students. Academic Orientation and Satisfaction made
significant individual contributions to the variance of Deep Learning for all nontraditional students, with Hours and Academic Application making significant
individual contributions for the female non-traditional students but not for nontraditional male students. Taken together, the variables were able to explain 52% of
the variance of Deep Learning for non-traditional male students, and 47% for nontraditional female students. Of this, the temporal orientation variables contributed
41% for non-traditional male students, and 35% for non-traditional female students.
Table 52 provides summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis
prediction Deep Learning for non-traditional students.

Predicting Academic Application
Future emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic Application ( = .39,
sr2 = 11.56 %), with Present Hedonistic ( = .15, sr2 = 1.96%), Present Fatalistic ( =
.10, sr2 = 0.64%), Past Negative ( = .05, sr2 = 0.16%) and Past Positive ( = .05, sr2 =
0.16%) making smaller but still significant individual contributions to the variance of
Academic Application. At Step 1, the temporal orientation variables explained 14% of
the variance (F(5, 2,105) = 70.83, p < .001). At Step 2, Future ( = .23, sr2 = 2.56%),
Present Fatalistic ( = .12, sr2 = 1.00 %), and Present Hedonistic ( = .11, sr2 = 1.00
%) continued to contribute significantly to the variance, with Deep Learning ( = .16,
sr2 = 1.44 %), Academic Orientation ( = .08, sr2 = 0.36%), and Hours ( = .07, sr2 =
0.36%) making significant individual contribution to the variance of Academic
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Table 47. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning: Younger Students (n=1,747), Matureage Students (n = 364). Total N = 2,111.
Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.40

.02

Satisfaction

.12

Academic
Application
Academic
Orientation
Hours
2

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.39***

.34

.39

.02

.01

.17***

.14

.12

.14

.02

.13***

.12

.14

.01

.21***

.16

.02

.01

.06***

.05

2

.

2

2

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.38***

.34

.49

.05

.45***

.41

.02

.16***

.13

.16

.04

.21***

.17

.13

.02

.12***

.11

.18

.05

.15***

.14

.15

.01

.24***

.19

.07

.04

.10*

.08

.03

.01

.07***

.07

.02

.01

.06

.05

2

2

.

Note: R = .48, Adjusted R = 48; for under 25s R = .48, Adjusted R = .48; for over 25s R = .49, Adjusted R = 48
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 48. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning for All Students: N = 2,111
Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.60

.02

Past Negative

.02

Present Hedonistic

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.60***

.52

.43

.02

.42***

.33

.02

.03

.03

.03

.01

.04*

.04

.17

.02

.16***

.14

.11

.02

.10***

.09

Past Positive

.08

.02

.09***

.08

.04

.02

.04*

.04

Present Fatalistic

-.04

.02

-.04

-.04

-.02

.02

-.02

-.02

Academic Orientation

.13

.01

.21***

.16

Satisfaction

.12

.02

.16***

.12

Hours

.02

.01

.07***

.06

.12

.02

.10***

.09

Academic Application
2

2

Semi
Partial

.

Note: R = .49, Adjusted R = 49 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 49. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning: School Leavers (n = 1,160),
Mature-age Students (n = 364). Total N = 1,524
Step 1
Variables
Future
School leavers
Mature-age students

Past Negative
School leavers
Mature-age students

Present Hedonistic
School leavers
Mature-age students

Past Positive
School leavers
Mature-age students

Present Fatalistic
School leavers
Mature-age students

Academic Orientation
School leavers
Mature-age students

Satisfaction
School leavers
Mature-age students

Hours
School leavers
Mature-age students

Academic Application
School leavers
Mature-age students

B

SEB

.59
.62

.03
.05

.01
.05

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

.58***
.58***

.50
.51

.40
.50

.03
.05

.40***
.46***

.31
.38

.02
.04

.01
.07

.01
.06

.01
.05

.02
.03

.02
.06

.01
.05

.20
.06

.03
.05

.19***
.05

.17
.05

.12
-01

.03
.04

.11***
-.01

.10
.00

.10
.10

.03
.04

.10***
.11*

.10
.10

.04
.03

.02
.04

.05*
.04

.04
.03

-.03
-.03

.02
.05

-.04
-.03

-.03
-.02

-.02
.03

.02
.04

-.02
.04

-.02
.03

.16
.08

.02
.04

.24***
.11*

.18
.08

.11
.17

.02
.04

.15***
.22***

.12
.17

.03
.02

.01
.01

.07**
.06

.07
.06

.11
.16

.03
.05

.09***
.14***

.09
.13

Note: For school leavers R2 = .49, Adjusted R2 = ..49; for mature-age students R2 = .49, Adjusted R2 = .48 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 50. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning for School Leavers: Males (n =
388), Females (n = 772). Total N = 1,160.
Step 2
Variables
Future
Males
Females

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

.54
.62

.05
.03

.53***
.60***

.47
.52

.38
.42

.05
.03

.38***
.41***

.30
.31

.00
.03

.04
.03

.00
.03

.00
.03

.01
.03

.04
.02

.01
.03

.01
.03

.17
.22

.05
.03

.16***
.21***

.14
.18

.10
.13

.05
.03

.09*
.12***

.09
.11

.04
.03

.04
.08*

.03
.06

.04
.03

.05
-.06*

.04
-.05

.03
.02

.21***
.26***

.17
.19

.04
.02

.20***
.12***

.16
.10

.02
.01

.02
.09***

.02
.09

.05
.03

.08
.11***

.07
.10

.10
.05
.11*
.10
.04
Males
.12
.03
.12***
.11
.07
Females
Present Fatalistic
Males
.03
.04
.03
.03
.04
Females
-.08
.03
-.09**
-.07
-.06
Academic Orientation
Males
.13
Females
.17
Satisfaction
Males
.14
Females
.09
Hours
Males
.01
Females
.03
Academic Application
Males
.09
Females
.13
Note: For Males R2 = .43, Adjusted R2 = .41; for Females R2 = .53, Adjusted R2 =..53 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 51. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning for Mature Students: Males (n =
125), Females (n = 239). Total N = 364.
Step 1
Variables
Future
Males
Females

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive

B

SEB

.60
.64

.08
.07

.03
.07
.12
.03

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.62***
.55***

.50
.51

.51
.48

.09
.07

.52***
.42***

.39
.36

.06
.05

.04
.09

.04
.08

.04
.05

.06
.04

.05
.07

.04
.05

.09
.06

.12
.03

.10
.03

.02
-.02

.09
.05

.02
-02

.02
-.02

.07
.05

.07
.02

.05
.02

.08
.05

.08
.01

.06
.01

.06
.05

.10
.11

.08
.08

.07
.05

.20*
.24**

.16
.18

.02
.07

.08
.04

.07
.04

.10
.06

.13
.15**

.12
.13

.08
.08
.09
.08
.06
Males
.10
.05
.12*
.11
.02
Females
Present Fatalistic
Males
-.01
.08
-.01
-.01
.07
Females
-.04
.06
-.05
-.04
.01
Academic Orientation
Males
.07
Females
.08
Satisfaction
Males
.16
Females
.17
Hours
Males
.02
Females
.01
Academic Application
Males
.16
Females
.17
Note: For Males R2 = .49, Adjusted R2 = ...45; for Females R2 = .48, Adjusted R2 =..56 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 52. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Deep Learning for Non-Traditional Students:
Males (n = 206), Females (n = 381). Total N = 587
Step 1
Variables
Future
Males
Females

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive

B

SEB

.57
.66

.06
.05

.09
.01
.19
.16

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.59***
.60***

.54
.54

.41
.48

.06
.05

.42***
.44***

.33
.36

.05
.03

.11
.01

.10
.01

.10
.03

.05
.03

.13*
.04

.11
.04

.06
.05

.19***
.16***

.17
.15

.09
.09

.06
.04

.10
.09*

.08
.08

.05
.04

.04
.01

.04
.01

.04
.03

-.03
-.04

-.03
-.03

.04
.03

.18***
.22***

.15
.17

.04
.03

.20***
.12**

.17
.098

.02
.01

.08
.11**

.07
.11

.06
.04

.11
.11**

.09
.10

.10
.05
.10
.10
.04
Males
.01
.04
.01
.01
.01
Females
Present Fatalistic
Males
-.03
.05
-.04
-.04
-.02
Females
-.04
.04
-.06
-.05
-.03
Academic Orientation
Males
.12
Females
.13
Satisfaction
Males
.15
Females
.08
Hours
Males
.03
Females
.03
Academic Application
Males
.11
Females
.11
Note: For Males R2 = .52, Adjusted R2 = ...50; for Females R2 = .47, Adjusted R2 =..46 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Partial
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Application. Satisfaction did not make a significant individual contribution to
Academic Application. Taken together the variables were able to explain 19% of the
variance, with Future, Present Fatalistic, and Present Hedonistic exerting both a direct
and an indirect effect (via Academic Orientation, Deep Learning and Hours) on
Academic Application. Table 54 provides summary data for hierarchical multiple
regression analysis predicting Academic Application for all students.
For school leavers, the temporal orientation variables were able to explain
14% of the variance of Academic Application (F(5, 1,152) = 37.95, p < .001), with
Future ( = .38, sr2 = 10.89%) emerging as the strongest predictor. Present Hedonistic
( = .15, sr2 = 1.69 %), and Present Fatalistic ( = .13, sr2 = 1.21 %) also made
significant individual contributions. Past Negative and Past Positive contributed to the
overall understanding of Academic Application but did not make significant
individual contributions.
At Step 2, only Deep Learning ( = .15, sr2 = 1.21%) and Hours ( = .07, sr2 =
0.36%) of the attitudinal and behaviour variables made significant individual
contributions to the total variance of 18%. Future continued to make a significant
individual contribution ( = .248, sr2 = 2.89 %) with Present Fatalistic ( = .15, sr2 =
1.69 %) and Present Hedonistic ( = .10, sr2 = 0.81%). However, Deep Learning and
Hours did mediate the relationship between Future, Present Fatalistic and Present
Hedonistic, so that these temporal variables exerted both a direct and an indirect
influence on Academic Application via Deep Learning and Hours. Taken together the
variables explained 18% of Academic Application (F(9, 1,148) = 27.66, p < .001) for
school leavers.
For mature-age students, Future emerged as the strongest predictor of
Academic Application (
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2.56%), Past Positive ( = .17, sr2 = 2.25%), and Present Hedonistic ( = .13, sr2 =
1.21%) in Step 1. Taken together the temporal orientation variables explained 13% of
the variance of Academic Application, (F(5, 356) = 10.70, p < .001). In Step 2, the
Future was fully mediated by Deep Learning (

= .22, sr2 = 2.56%), Academic

Orientation ( = .15, sr2 = 1.21%) and Hours ( = .11, sr2 = 1.21%) and no longer
contributed significantly to the variable. Past Negative ( = .18, sr2 = 2.56%) and Past
Positive (

= .12, sr2 = 1.0%) continued to contribute to Academic Application

although the relationship was mediated by Deep Learning, Academic Orientation, and
Hours. Taken together all the variables explained 21% of the variance of Academic
Application, (F(9, 352) = 10.67, p < .001). Table 55 provides summary data for
hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Academic Application for school
leavers and mature-age students.
Taken together the variables were able to account for 17% (F(9, 376) = 8.68, p
< .001) of the variance of Academic Application for male school leavers and 18%
(F(9, 762) = 18.33, p < .001) for female school leavers. At Step 1, Future ( = .33, sr2
= 8.41%) and Present Hedonistic ( = .15, sr2 = 1.96%) contributed significantly to
Academic Application (F(5, 380) = 10.72, p < .001) for male school leavers while
Future ( = .40, sr2 = 11.56%, Present Hedonistic ( = .15, sr2 = 1.69% and Present
Fatalistic ( = .17, sr2 = 1.96% contributed to Academic Application (F(5, 766) =
24.75, p < .001) for female school leavers.
At Step 2, Future continued to make a significant individual contribution to
the variance of Academic Application for both traditional age male ( = .19, sr2 =
1.96% and females ( = .24, sr2 = 2.89%), as did Present Hedonistic (Males:
sr2 = 1.00%; Females:

= .11,

= .10, sr2 = 0.64%). Present Fatalistic ( = .20, sr2 = 2.89%)
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made a significant individual contribution to the variance of Academic Application at
Step 2 for the female school leavers only.
Of the attitudinal and behavioural student engagement variables entered in
Step 2, only Satisfaction (

= .12, sr2 = 0.81%) made a significant individual

contribution to the variance of Academic Application, mediating the effect of Future
and Present Hedonistic, for male school leavers. However, for female school leavers,
Deep Learning (

= .19, sr2 = 1.69%) and Hours (

= .07, sr2 = 0.49%) made

significant individual contributions to the variance of Academic Application,
mediating the effect of Future, Present Fatalistic, and Present Hedonistic. Table 56
provides the summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting
Academic Application for male and female school leavers.
Taken together the variables were able to account for 17% (F(9, 115) = 3.07, p
< .01) of the variance of Academic Application for mature male students and 29%
(F(9, 227) = 10.49, p < .001) for mature female students. At Step 1, Present
Hedonistic (

= .22, sr2 = 3.61%) and Present Fatalistic (

= -.23, sr2 = 1.69%)

contributed significantly to Academic Application (F(5, 119) = 4.37, p < .001) for
mature male students while Future ( = .25, sr2 = 5.29%, Past Negative ( = .24, sr2 =
4.41% and Past Positive ( = .19, sr2 = 2.89% contributed to Academic Application
(F(5,231) = 7.88, p < .001) for mature female students.
At Step 2, none of the variables made a significant individual contribution to
the variance of Academic Application for mature male students with Present
Hedonistic and Present Fatalistic fully mediated by the behaviour and attitudinal
variables. For mature female students, Past Negative ( = .27, sr2 = 3.61) continued to
make a significant individual contribution to Academic Application in Step 2, with
Hours ( = .21, sr2 = 3.61%) and Deep Learning ( = .21, sr2 = 2.25) mediating the
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relationship between Past Negative and Academic Application. Table 57 provides
summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Academic
Application for mature-age male and female students.
Future emerged as the strongest significant predictor of Academic Application
for both male ( = .49, sr2 = 20.3%) and female students ( = .39, sr2 = 12.96%) and
exerted both a direct and an indirect on Academic Application for non-traditional
male and female students. Present Hedonistic made a significant individual
contribution to the variance of Academic Application for both male ( = .28, sr2 =
5.76%) and female ( = .15, sr2 = 1.96%) non-traditional students. However, in the
case of male non-traditional students, Present Hedonistic exerted both a direct and an
indirect influence on Academic Application. For non-traditional female students,
Present Fatalistic emerged as a significant predictor of Academic Application ( =
.15, sr2 = 1.69%) and exerted both a direct and an indirect influence on Academic
Application via Deep Learning. Present Fatalistic did not make a significant
individual contribution to Academic Application for non-traditional male students.
Taken together the variables explained 28% of Academic Application for nontraditional male students and 20% of Academic Application for non-traditional female
students. Table 58 provides the summary data for hierarchical multiple regression
analysis predicting Academic Application for non-traditional male and female
students.

Predicting Academic Orientation
Taken together the variables were able to explain 45% of the variable
Academic Orientation (F(9, 2,096) = 193.71, p < .001). In Step 1, Future ( = .37, sr2
= 10.24%) emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic Orientation, with Present
Hedonistic ( = .10, sr2 = 0.81%) and Past Positive ( = .13, sr2 = 1.21%) making
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Table 53. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application: Younger Students (n =
1,747), Mature Students (n = 364). Total N = 2,111.

Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.17

.02

Deep Learning

.15

Academic
Orientation

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.20***

.15

.20

.03

.02

.17***

.13

.14

.05

.01

.09***

.08

Present Hedonistic

.14

.02

.15***

Hours

.02

.01

.06**

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.22***

.18

.03

.06

.04

.03

.03

.16***

.12

.21

.05

.24***

.18

.05

.02

.08**

.07

.10

.03

.16**

.14

.14

.14

.02

.15***

.14

.13

.04

.15**

.14

.06

.02

.01

.05*

.05

.03

.01

.11*

.11

Note: R2 = .17, Adjusted R2 = ..17; for younger students R2 = .17, Adjusted R2 = .17; for mature students R2 = .19, Adjusted R2 = .18
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 54. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application for All Students: N =
2,111

Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.35

.02

Past Negative

.03

Present Hedonistic

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

.39***

.34

.20

.03

.23***

.16

.02

.05*

.04

.04

.02

.05*

.05

.14

.02

.15***

.14

.10

.02

.11***

.10

Past Positive

.04

.02

.05*

.04

.02

.02

.02

.02

Present Fatalistic

.07

.02

.10***

.08

.09

.02

.12***

.10

Academic Orientation

.04

.02

.08**

.06

Satisfaction

.03

.02

.05

.04

Hours

.02

.01

.07***

.06

Deep Learning

.15

.02

.16***

.12

Note: R2 = .19, Adjusted R2 = .19 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 55. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application: School Leavers (n =
1,160), mature-age students (n = 364). Total N = 1,524.
Variables

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
School leavers
Mature-age students

.33
.19

.03
.05

.38***
.21***

.33
.18

.21
.00

.03
.06

.24***
.00

.17
.00

.02
.12

.02
.04

.03
.19***

.03
.16

.02
.12

.02
.04

.03
.18***

.03
.16

.14
.11

.03
.05

.15***
.13*

.13
.12

.09
.09

.03
.05

.10***
.10*

.09
.09

.05
.13

.03
.04

.06
17**

.05
.15

.02
.09

.02
.04

.03
.12*

.02
.10

.10
-.07

.02
.05

13***
-.10

.11
.08

.11
-.05

.02
.05

.15***
-.07

.13
-.06

.04
.09

.02
.04

.07
.15*

.05
.11

.02
.02

.02
.04

.04
.02

.03
.02

.02
03

.01
.01

.07*
.11*

.06
.11

Past Negative
School leavers
Mature-age students

Present Hedonistic
School leavers
Mature-age students

Past Positive
School leavers
Mature-age students

Present Fatalistic
School leavers
Mature-age students

Academic Orientation
School leavers
Mature-age students

Satisfaction
School leavers
Mature-age students

Hours
School leavers
Mature-age students

Deep Learning
.13
.03
.15***
School leavers
.18
.06
.22***
Mature-age students
Note: For school leavers R2 = .18, Adjusted R2 = .17; for mature-age students R2 = .21, Adjusted R2 = .19 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 56. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application for School Leavers:
Males (n = 388), Females (n = 772). Total N = 1,160.
Variables

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
Males
Females

.29
.34

.05
.03

.33***
.40***

.29
.34

.17
.21

.06
.04

.19**
.24***

.14
.17

.04
.01

.04
.03

.06
.02

.05
.02

.05
.01

.04
.03

.07
.01

.06
.01

.14
.13

.05
.03

.15**
.15***

.14
.13

.10
.09

.05
.03

.11*
.10*

.10
.08

.04
.03

.05
.03

.04
.04

.04
.04

.00
.01

.05
.03

.00
.01

.00
.01

.06
.13

.04
.03

.08
.17***

.08
.14

.06
.15

.04
.03

.09
.20***

.07
.17

.04
.04

.03
.03

.08
.08

.06
.05

.08
-.01

.04
.03

.12*
-.02

.09
-.01

.02
.02

.02
.01

.06
.07*

.06
.07

.06
.04

.11
.19***

.09
.13

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive
Males
Females

Present Fatalistic
Males
Females

Academic Orientation
Males
Females

Satisfaction
Males
Females

Hours
Males
Females

Deep Learning
.10
Males
.16
Females
Note: For Males R2 = .17, Adjusted R2 = .15; for Females R2 = .18, Adjusted R2 = .17 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 57. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application for Mature-age
Students: Males (n = 125), Females (n = 239). Total N = 364.
Variables

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
Males
Females

.08
.26

.08
.07

.10
.25***

.09
.23

.02
.06

.10
.08

.03
.01

.02
.00

.05
.16

.06
.05

.08
.24***

.07
.21

.03
.13

.06
.05

.05
.20**

.04
.17

.18
.08

.08
.06

.22*
.08

.19
.08

.14
.07

.08
.06

.17
.08

.14
.07

.08
.15

.07
.05

.12
.19**

.10
.17

.08
.09

.07
.05

.12
.12

.10
.11

-.15
-.05

.07
.06

-.23*
-.06

-.17
-.05

-.12
.00

.08
.06

-.18
-01

-.13
.00

-.06
.17

.06
.05

-.11
.27***

-.09
.19

.06
-.03

.07
.05

.10
-.05

.07
-.04

-.02
.06

.02
.02

-.09
.21***

-.08
.19

.09
.07

.20
.21**

.15
.15

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive
Males
Females

Present Fatalistic
Males
Females

Academic Orientation
Males
Females

Satisfaction
Males
Females

Hours
Males
Females

Deep Learning
.16
Males
.19
Females
Note: For Males R2 = .19, Adjusted R2 = .13; for Females R2 = .29, Adjusted R2 = .27 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 58. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Application for Non-Traditional
Students: Males (n = 206), Females (n = 381). Total N = 587.
Variables

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
Males
Females

.47
.42

.06
.06

.49***
.39***

.45
.36

.35
.25

.08
.07

.36***
.24***

.27
.18

.00
.02

.05
.04

.00
.02

.00
.02

-.01
.03

.06
.04

-.01
.04

-.01
.04

.26
.15

.07
.05

.28***
.15***

.24
.14

.22
.09

.07
.05

.23***
.10

.20
.09

-.03
-.05

.06
.04

-.03
-.06

-.03
-.05

-.06
-.05

.06
.04

-.07
-.06

-.06
.-06

.03
.11

.05
.04

.04
.15**

.04
.13

.04
.13

.05
.04

.05
.18***

.04
.15

.04
.06

.05
.04

.05
.10

.04
.08

.02
.06

.05
.04

.03
.09

.02
.07

.01
.01

.02
.01

.03
.03

.02
.03

.09
.06

.16
.16**

.11
.12

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive
Males
Females

Present Fatalistic
Males
Females

Academic Orientation
Males
Females

Satisfaction
Males
Females

Hours
Males
Females

Deep Learning
.16
Males
.116
Females
Note: For Males R2 = .28, Adjusted R2 = .25; for Females R2 = .20, Adjusted R2 = .18 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

237

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
significant individual contributions to understanding of Academic Orientation. Taken
together the temporal orientation variables accounted for 18% of the total variance of
Academic Orientation (F(5, 2,100) = 92.34, p < .001). At Step 2, Future ( = .10, sr2 =
0.49%) and Past Positive ( = .06, sr2 = 0.25%) continued to exert an influence on the
variable, with Satisfaction ( = .46, sr2 = 16%) and Deep Learning ( = .22, sr2 =
2.56%) emerging as the strongest predictors in Step 2. Academic Application made a
small significant individual contribution (

= .05, sr2 = 0.25%), with Hours

contributing to the overall variance explained, while not making a significant
individual contribution. Future and Past Positive exerted both a direct and an indirect
effect on Academic Orientation mediated by the relationships of Satisfaction and
Deep Learning with Academic Orientation. Table 60 provides the summary data for
hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Academic Orientation for all
students.
For the school leavers students, the temporal orientation variables explained
19% of the variance of Academic Orientation (F(5, 1,152) = 52.96, p < .001). Future
( = .36, sr2 = 10.24%), Present Hedonistic ( = .15, sr2 = 1.69%) and Past Positive (
= .10, sr2 = 1.54%) made significant individual contributions to the understanding of
the variable. In Step 2, Future ( = .09, sr2 = 0.36%) and Past Positive ( = .06, sr2 =
0.25%) continued to contribute significantly to the variance, so that although
mediated by the relationships of Satisfaction (

= .44, sr2 = 14.44 %) and Deep

Learning ( = .26, sr2 = 3.61%) with Academic Orientation exerted both a direct and
an indirect effect on Academic Orientation. Taken together the variables were able to
explain 46% of the variance of Academic Orientation (F(9, 1,148) = 109.00, p <
.001).
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For the mature-age students, the temporal orientation variables were able to
explain 16% of the variance of the variable Academic Orientation (F(5, 356) = 13.69,
p < .001), with Future ( = .30, sr2 = 7.29 %) and Past Positive ( = .15, sr2 = 1.69%)
making significant individual contributions to the understanding of the variance. At
Step 2, Future ( = .13, sr2 = 0.81 %) continued to exert an influence on the variance,
although mediated by the relationships of Satisfaction ( = .49, sr2 = 17.64 %), Deep
Learning ( = .12, sr2 = 0.81 %) and Academic Application ( = .11, sr2 = 0.81 %)
with Academic Orientation, thus exerting both a direct and an indirect effect on
Academic Orientation for mature students. Table 61 provides the summary data for
hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting Academic Orientation for school
leavers and mature-age students.
Taken together the variables were able to account for 42% (F(9, 376) = 30.15
p < .001) of the variance of Academic Orientation for traditional male school leavers
and 49% (F(9, 762) = 81.66 p < .001) of the variance of Academic Orientation for
female school leavers. At Step 1, Future emerged as the strongest predictor of
Academic Orientation for both groups (Males

= .37, sr2 = 10.89%; Females

= .35,

sr2 = 9.00%), but only continued to exert an effect on Academic Orientation into Step
2 for traditional male students (
(Males:

= .13, sr2 = 0.81%). While Present Hedonistic

= .11, sr2 = 1.00%; Females:

= .17, sr2 = 2.56%; Females:

= .17, sr2 = 2.25%) and Past Positive (Males:

= .13, sr2 = 1.44%) made significant individual

contributions to the variance of Academic Orientation in Step 1 for both groups,
neither variable exerted an influence in Step 2. Present Fatalistic made a small but
significant contribution to Academic Orientation for the traditional female students in
Step 1 ( = -.10, sr2 = 0.81%), but although this variable contributed to the overall
variance for traditional male students, it did not make a significant individual
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difference in Step 1. In Step 1, the temporal orientation variables accounted for 20%
of the variance of Academic Orientation for male school leavers (F(5, 380) = 18.40 p
< .001) and 18% (F(5, 766) = 34.40 p < .001) for female school leavers.
At Step 2, Satisfaction (Males:
16.85%) and Deep Learning (Males:

= .39, sr2 = 11.56%; Females:

= .46, sr2 =

= .21, sr2 = 2.89%; Females:

= .28, sr2 =

4.00%) emerged as the strongest predictors of Academic Orientation. While
Academic Application and Hours contributed to the overall variance of the DV,
neither of these behavioural variables made significant individual contributions to the
understanding of Academic Orientation. Future continued to contribute to Academic
Orientation ( = .13, sr2 = 0.81) for traditional male students, thus exerting both a
direct and an indirect effect on Academic Orientation (via Satisfaction and Deep
Learning) for this group. The temporal variables were fully mediated for female
school leavers so that they no longer exerted an influence on Academic Orientation
for this group. Table 62 provides summary data for hierarchical multiple regression
analysis predicting Academic Orientation for male and female school leavers.
Taken together the variables were able to account for 35% (F(9, 115) = 6.82 p
< .001) of the variance of Academic Orientation for mature male students and 49%
(F(9, 227) = 24.59 p < .001) of the variance of Academic Orientation for traditional
female students. At Step 1, Future emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic
Orientation for both groups (Males:

= .24, sr2 = 4%; Females:

= .32, sr2 = 9.00%),

with Past Positive ( = .17, sr2 = 2.56%) making a small but significant individual
contribution to Academic Orientation for mature female students. In Step 2, the
temporal orientation variables were fully mediated by Satisfaction ( = .45, sr2 =
14.44%) for mature male students and by Satisfaction ( = .52, sr2 = 18.49%) and
Academic Application ( = .19, sr2 = 2.56%) for mature female students. In Step 2,
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the temporal orientation variables were fully mediated by Satisfaction ( = .45, sr2 =
14.44) for mature male students and by Satisfaction (

= .52, sr2 = 18.49) and

Academic Application ( = .19, sr2 = 2.56) for mature female students. Table 63
provides the summary data for hierarchical multiple regression analysis predicting
Academic Orientation for mature-age students.
For non-traditional students the variables were able to explain 36% (F(9, 196)
= 12.02 p < .001) of the variance of Academic Orientation for males and 45% (F(9,
370) = 33.47 p < .001) of the variance of Academic Orientation for females. Future
emerged as the strongest predictor of Academic Orientation for both male ( = .28, sr2
= 6.76%) and female ( = .29, sr2 = 7.29%) non-traditional students, but was mediated
by Satisfaction and Deep Learning in Step 2 for both groups. For non-traditional male
students, Past Positive made a significant contribution to the variance of Academic
Orientation ( = .25, sr2 = 5.29%) and exerted both a direct and an indirect influence
on Academic Orientation via Satisfaction and Deep Learning. For non-traditional
female students, Present Hedonistic made a significant individual contribution to the
variance of Academic Orientation ( = .17, sr2 = 2.25%) but was mediated in Step 2
by Satisfaction and Deep Learning. Table 64 provides summary data for hierarchical
multiple regression analysis predicting Academic Orientation for non-traditional male
and female students.
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Table 59. Summary Data for Standard Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation: Younger Students (n
=1,747), Mature-age Students (n = 364). Total N = 2,111.

Total Group
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.18

.03

Deep Learning

.36

Satisfaction
Academic
Application

Under 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.11***

.09

.12

.04

.03

.23***

.17

.42

.53

.02

.46***

.41

.11

.03

.06***

.05

Over 25s
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

Semi
Partial

.08***

.06

.22

.08

.15**

.12

.04

.26***

.20

.15

.08

.11

.08

.51

.02

.44***

.40

.51

.05

.49***

.43

.10

.03

.05**

.05

.17

.07

.10*

.09

Note: R2 = .45, Adjusted R2 = ..45; for younger students R2 = .44, Adjusted R2 = .44; for mature-age students R2 = .42, Adjusted R2 = .41
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 60. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation for All Students: N = 2,111

Step 1
Variables

B

SEB

Future

.59

.04

Past Negative

-.02

Present Hedonistic

Step 2
Semi
Partial

B

SEB

.37***

.32

.15

.04

.10***

.07

.03

-.02

-.01

.02

.02

.02

.02

.16

.04

.10***

.09

-.03

.03

-.02

-.01

Past Positive

.18

.03

.13***

.11

.08

.03

.06**

.05

Present Fatalistic

-.07

.03

-.05*

-.04

.02

.03

.01

.01

Satisfaction

.53

.02

.46***

.40

Hours

.02

.01

.03

.03

Deep Learning

.35

.04

.22***

.16

.09

.03

.05**

.05

Academic Application
2

2

Semi
Partial

.

Note: R = .45, Adjusted R = 45 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 61. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation: School Leavers (n =
1,160), Mature-age Students (n = 364). Total N = 1,524.
Variables
Future
School leavers
Mature-age students

Past Negative
School leavers
Mature-age students

Present Hedonistic
School leavers
Mature-age students

Past Positive
School leavers
Mature-age students

Present Fatalistic
School leavers
Mature-age students

Satisfaction
School leavers
Mature-age students

Hours
School leavers
Mature-age students

Deep Learning
School leavers
Mature-age students

Academic Application

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

.58
.45

.05
.08

.36***
.30***

.32
.27

.14
.19

.05
.08

.09**
.13*

.06
.09

.02
-.01

.04
.06

.01
-.01

.01
-.01

.05
-.01

.03
.05

.04
-.01

.04
-.01

.25
.05

.05
.08

.15***
.04

.13
.03

.04
-.10

.04
.07

.02
-.07

.02
-.05

.21
.18

.04
.07

.14***
.15**

.13
.13

.09
.05

.04
.06

.06*
.04

.05
.04

-.07
-.11

.04
.07

-.05
-.09

-.05
-.07

.00
,02

.04
.06

.00
.01

.00
.01

.51
.51

.03
.05

.44***
.49***

.38
.42

.01
-.01

.01
.02

.01
-.03

.01
-.03

.41
.17

.05
.08

.26***
.12*

.19
.09

.08
.04
.04
School leavers
.17
.08
.11*
Mature-age students
Note: For school leaversR2 = .46, Adjusted R2 = .46 for mature-age students R2 = .43 Adjusted R2 = ..41 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 62. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation for School Leavers: Males
(n = 388), Females (n = 772). Total N = 1,160.
Variables
Future
Males

Females
Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive
Males
Females

Present Fatalistic
Males
Females

Satisfaction
Males
Females

Hours
Males
Females

Deep Learning
Males
Females

Academic Application

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

.59
.57

.08
.06

.37***
.35***

.33
.30

.20
.09

.09
.06

.13*
.06

.09
.04

.01
.02

.07
.05

.01
.02

.01
.02

.07
.04

.06
.04

.05
.04

.04
.03

.20
.28

.09
.06

.11*
.17***

.10
.15

.04
.03

.08
.05

.02
.02

.02
.02

.26
.10

.08
.06

.17***
.13***

.16
.12

.13
.08

.07
.05

.08
.05

.07
.05

.02
-.14

.07
.06

.02
-.10*

.01
-.09

.06
-.06

.06
.05

.05
-.04

.04
-.03

.45
.55

.03
.04

.39***
.46***

.34
.41

.04
-.01

.03
.02

.06
-.02

.06
-.02

.34
.44

.08
.06

.21***
.28***

.17
.20

.08
.05

.05
.05

.05
.04

.10
Males
.09
Females
2
2 .
2
2 .
Note: For Males R = .42, Adjusted R = .41; for Females R = .49 Adjusted R = .49 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 63. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation for Mature Students:
Males (n = 125), Females (n = 239). Total N = 364.

Variables

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
Males

Females

.33
.53

.14
.11

.24*
.32***

.20
.30

.19
.19

.16
.10

.14
.12

.09
.09

-.08
.04

.10
.08

-.07
.03

-.07
.03

-10
.02

.10
.06

-.09
.02

-.08
.02

.06
.05

.15
.09

.04
.04

.03
.03

-.15
-.08

.14
.08

-.10
-.05

-.08
-.05

.14
.21

.13
.08

.11
.17**

.09
.16

.15
.02

.12
.07

.12
.02

.10
.02

-.15
-.11

.13
.09

-.13
-.09*

-.10
-.07

.02
.00

.13
.07

.01
.00

.01
00

.51
.52

.10
.06

.45***
.52***

.38
.43

-.02
-.02

.03
.02

-.05
-.05

-.04
-.05

.18
.15

.15
.09

.13
.10

.09
.08

.15
.09

-.09
.19***

-.08
.16

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive
Males
Females

Present Fatalistic
Males
Females

Satisfaction
Males
Females

Hours
Males
Females

Deep Learning
Males
Females

Academic Application
-.16
Males
.30
Females
2
2
2
2
Note: For Males R = .35, Adjusted R = .30; for Females R = .49 Adjusted R = .47 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 64. Summary Data for Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Academic Orientation for Non-Traditional
Students: Males (n = 206), Females (n = 381). Total N = 587.

Variables

B

Step 1
SEB

Semi
Partial

B

Step 2
SEB

Semi
Partial

Future
Males

Females

.40
.55

.10
.10

.28***
.29***

.26
.27

.08
.05

.11
.10

.06
.03

.04
.02

.07
-.10

.08
.07

.06
-.08

.06
-.07

.08
-.02

.08
.06

.07
-.01

.06
-.01

.10
.28

.10
.09

.07
.17***

.06
.15

-.10
.07

.10
.07

-.07
.04

-.06
.04

.33
.07

.09
.08

.25***
.05

.23
.05

.25
.04

.09
.06

.19***
.03

.17
.03

.01
-.07

.08
.07

.01
-.05

.01
-.04

.05
.04

.07
.06

.04
.03

.04
03

.35
.57

.07
.05

.33***
.51***

.29
.44

.00
-.01

.03
.02

.01
-.02

.00
-.02

.34
.39

.12
.09

.24***
.23***

.17
.17

.10
.08

.05
.07

.04
.06

Past Negative
Males
Females

Present Hedonistic
Males
Females

Past Positive
Males
Females

Present Fatalistic
Males
Females

Satisfaction
Males
Females

Hours
Males
Females

Deep Learning
Males
Females

Academic Application
.07
Males
.12
Females
2
2
2
2
Note: For Males R = .36, Adjusted R = .33; for Females R = .45 Adjusted R = .44 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Discussion
The primary aim of this phase of the study was to confirm the influence of
temporal orientation as a significant and strong predictor of student engagement as
measured by Satisfaction, Deep Learning, Academic Orientation, and Academic
Application. This phase of the investigation extended the understanding of the
influence of the temporal orientation factors on student engagement. All five temporal
orientation factors were shown to have significant predictive power in terms of the
student engagement variables selected. Because of the larger sample size, this study
was also able to establish that the groups differed in the degree to which they were
influenced by the five temporal orientation factors, both by age groups and by gender.
These findings suggest that different interventions may be needed to support and
encourage the different groups to engage in their studies.
These findings confirmed those of the first phase that students who persisted
with their studies were more satisfied than those who withdrew from study.
Furthermore, persisting students showed that they were more engaged in their studies
than those who withdrew by adopting deep learning study strategies and spending
more time out of class in preparing for classes. Similar to the findings of the first
phase, having extra responsibilities as either primary income earners or primary
caregivers did not appear to influence students’ decisions to withdraw from study.
Additionally, students’ intentions to leave their studies did not appear to predict their
withdrawal from study.
The most significant findings of Phase II have been summarised and presented
in tabular form. Table 65 provides a summary of the significant temporal orientation
predictors of student engagement, while Table 66 provides a summary of the
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Table 65. Summary of Significant Temporal Orientation Predictors of Student Engagement Variables

Orientation Variable

Influence of Temporal Orientation Variables

Variation in Influence by Group

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Satisfaction
for all students
.
Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students.

Strongest significant predictor of
Satisfaction for all school leavers

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Application for all students.

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Deep
Learning for all students

Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Application for all non-traditional
students
Strongest significant predictor of Deep
Learning regardless of group

Present Fatalistic (as a negative
value)

Significant predictor of Satisfaction for all
students.

Significant predictor of Satisfaction for
mature males

Present Fatalistic (as a positive
value)

Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students

Present Hedonistic

Significant predictor of Satisfaction for all
students

Present Hedonistic

Significant predictor of Deep Learning for all
students

Significant predictor of Academic
Application for female school leavers and
female non-traditional students.
Significant predictor of Satisfaction for
female school leavers, non-traditional male
students and mature-age male students
Significant predictor of Deep Learning for
school leavers and non-traditional
students but not for mature students

Future

Strongest significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all school leavers
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Variable

Influence of Temporal Orientation Variable

Variation in Influence by Age Group

Present Hedonistic

Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students
Significant predictor of Academic Orientation
for all students

Significant predictor of Academic
Application for all non-traditional students
Significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for male school leavers and
female non-traditional students
Significant predictor of Satisfaction for
mature-age female students
Significant predictor for female school
leavers
Significant predictor for mature-age female
students
Significant predictor for non-traditional
male students
Significant predictor for non-traditional
male students
Significant predictor for mature-age female
students

Present Hedonistic

Past Positive
Past Positive
Past Positive
Past Positive
Past Negative (as a negative value)
Past Negative (as a positive value)
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Significant predictor of Satisfaction for all
students
Significant predictor of Deep Learning for all
students
Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students
Significant predictor of Academic Orientation
for all students
Significant predictor of Satisfaction for all
students
Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students
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Table 66. Summary of Significant Non-Temporal Predictors of Student Engagement Variables
Variable
Satisfaction
Satisfaction

Influence of Variable
Significant predictor of Deep Learning for all
students
Strong significant predictor of Academic
Orientation for all students

Academic Orientation

Strongest significant predictor of Satisfaction for
all students.

Academic Orientation

Significant predictor of Deep Learning for all
students

Academic Orientation

Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students
Significant predictor of Satisfaction for all
students

Deep Learning
Deep Learning
Deep learning
Academic Application

Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students
Significant predictor of Academic Orientation
for all students
Significant predictor of Academic Orientation
for all students.

Hours spent on course work out of
class time

Significant predictor of Deep Learning for all
students

Hours spent on course work out of
class time

Significant predictor of Academic Application
for all students

Variation in Influence by Age Group
Strongest influence for all male students
and for mature-age female students
Strongest influence for mature-age
students and for female school leavers
and female non-traditional students
Strongest influence all students
Strongest influence for female school
leavers and female non-traditional
students
Strongest influence for mature-age female
students
Significant influence for male school
leavers, non-traditional males and all
mature-age students
Significant influence for all female
students
Significant influence for all school leavers
and non-traditional students.
Significant influence for mature female
students
Significant influence for female school
leavers and non-traditional female
students
Significant influence for mature-age
female students
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significant non-temporal predictors of student engagement for Phase II. In each case,
the tables provide an overview of the variables that exerted greatest influence on the
student engagement variables, and also present the student group that experienced the
influence of these variables most strongly.

Limitations of This Phase of the Study
This phase of the investigation was able to explore the differences between
age groups and gender to a greater degree due to the improved sample size. However,
the fact that the additional sample size was not used to investigate diversity to a
greater degree beyond the scope of Phase I (i.e. SES, International or Indigenous
students) could be regarded as a limitation of the study. Additionally, as with Phase I
of this investigation, Phase II did not investigate non-persisting students to any great
degree, as this was not considered the focus of this investigation. This wider
examination was not included as this phase was designed to confirm or disconfirm the
findings of Phase I and not to initiate any new investigation.

Summary
This chapter provided the results of Phase II that was designed to retest and
confirm the influence of temporal orientation on student engagement found in Phase I
of the study (Chapter 7) using a larger sample of commencing first year students. The
larger dataset allowed for more sophisticated analysis, specifically hierarchical
multiple regression analysis. This technique was used to explore the mediating
relationship among the variables by examining the beta weights from one step to the
next. Additionally, the larger dataset facilitated the examination of differences
between the genders in three age groups: school leavers, non-traditional students, and
mature-age students.
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Chapter 9 provides an in-depth discussion of the results of both phases of this
research project. In doing so, the results of both phases are compared and contrasted
with each other. These findings are discussed in the context of the higher education
literature as well as the national and international student engagement research
initiatives. Chapter 9 presents an examination of the degree to which the research
questions and hypotheses have been answered.
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CHAPTER 9: DISCUSSION
This chapter provides discussion of the findings of Phases I and II of this
investigation and explores the degree to which the research questions have been
answered. The primary aim of this research was to examine the influence of temporal
orientation on student engagement for first year university students. In doing so, the study
also reported gender and age differences in temporal orientation and levels of student
engagement. Also of interest was the influence of students’ competing roles and their
intention to persist on their engagement with their studies. Although the main focus of
this research project was the temporal orientation and engagement behaviours of
persisting students, the differences between persisting and non-persisting students on
these measures were also considered.
After the characteristics of participants across both phases of the investigation are
discussed and evidence on the research questions is considered and the main hypothesis
that temporal orientation influences student engagement is examined. The findings are
grouped under categories that correspond with the research questions.
Table 4 lists the research questions and hypotheses that have been tested in this
investigation.

Characteristics of the Participants
In both Phase I and Phase II, the surveys focused on the characteristics of
persisting students. The purposive samples of persisters mainly comprised female
students younger than 20 years of age. In both phases, female students made up more
than 60% of the sample, with 80% of the sample aged younger than 25 years of age. The
median age of each sample was 19 years of age, with the range of ages stretching from 18
to 57 for Phase I and 18 to 69 for Phase II. Of the students who participated in the
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surveys, 92% persisted with their studies. Persistence was measured by re-enrolment in a
subsequent semester in each phase (e.g., into first semester of a second year for Phase I,
and into second semester of the first year for Phase II). Phase II surveyed students at an
earlier point in the first year, regarded as more likely to coincide with decisions to leave
or continue with study (Tinto, 1988).

Representativeness of the sample
The demographic details of the participants were compared to the university first
year profile to test the degree to which the sample was representative of all first year,
commencing students enrolled in the university for the corresponding periods. Table 67
presents the profile data for the participants and the university intake for second semester
2003 and first semester 2005. The demographic subgroups of the survey sample reflected
not only the host university’s populations for the corresponding years but also the sample
of students from nine Australian universities who responded to the 2004 national survey
of first year students (Krause et al., 2005). Consistently, students aged 19 years and
younger, who are mostly school-leavers, comprised more than half the commencing first
year population. Both phases of the current research project have reflected this
proportionate distribution. Females were over-represented (66%) in both surveys of the
current investigation, consistent with the Australian national survey of first year students
(Krause et al., 2005).
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Table 67. Comparison of Survey Participants and Corresponding First Year University Populations

Category

2003 Semester Two

Students

%

Phase I
Participants
Students

%

347

2005 Semester One

Students

%

7,872

Phase II
Participants
Students

%

Number of students enrolled in the first year as
first time students

6,502

2,289

Number of students who persisted from one
semester to the next

5,345

82.2%

317

91%

6,828

86.7%

2111

92.2%

Number of male students

2,736

42.1%

116

33%

3,180

40.4%

768

33.55%

Number of female students

3,766

57.9%

231

67%

4,692

59.6%

1,521

66.45%

Number of students who were under 19 years
of age

3,779

58.1%

208

60%

4,891

62.1%

1,267

55.35%

Number of students in the 20 to 24 year old age
bracket

1,616

24.9%

71

20.5%

1,945

24.7%

635

27.74%

Number of students aged 25 and over

1,107

17.0%

68

19.5%

1,036

13.2%

387

16.91%
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Examination of Differences
Several research questions addressed differences between participants in terms
of their student engagement behaviours and temporal orientation. A preliminary
question addressed possible differences between persisters and non-persisters. It was
hypothesised that there would be significant differences between students who
persisted with their studies and those who withdrew from study, in terms of their
levels of student engagement and temporal orientation.

Differences between Persisters and Non-persisters
More than 90% of the students surveyed in both phases of this research project
persisted. Overall, students who persisted reported that they were more satisfied with
their university studies than those who withdrew. As student satisfaction has long
been considered an important variable in student persistence (Bean & Bradley, 1986),
this finding was consistent with expectations. The larger sample in Phase II, however,
showed that persisting students also applied themselves to their studies to a greater
degree than those who withdrew. These students reported that they spent more hours
preparing for classes than those who withdrew and also adopted deep learning
approaches to their studies to a greater degree. Thus, persisting students in Phase II
reported being significantly more deeply engaged in their university studies than those
who withdrew from study. This finding supports HO 1: Students who persist with
their studies are significantly more engaged with their studies than students who
withdraw from study.
In Phase II, persisting students showed significantly stronger orientation to the
future than those who withdrew from study. This result is consistent with findings by
Phalet et al. (2004) that education is a future oriented investment. As Choy (2002)
explained, although students enrol in higher education studies for a multitude of
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reasons, most students expect that their studies will improve their chances of
employment and their financial futures, both in the near future and in the longer term.
Persisting students also appeared to regard the past in a more positive light and
showed greater belief in their personal agency in respect of their studies than those
who did not persist with their studies. Bandura (1977) maintained that self-efficacy,
used in this instance as belief in personal agency, emerged from past experiences and
the capacity to organise and carry out plans of action to produce desired outcomes,
such as completing a university degree. This finding suggests that persisting students
are better able than non-persisters to accept academic challenge rather than dwell on
past failures. These students would be more likely than non-persisters to hold
malleable self-theories about their abilities to learn (Dweck, 1998, 1999) and, as a
result, were likely to use feedback in a constructive way. These findings confirmed
H02: Persisting and non-persisting students differ significantly in terms of temporal
orientation as measured by the five ZPTI factors. It is possible to qualify this
hypothesis as follows. Persisting and non-persisting students differ significantly in
terms of their temporal orientation on three of the five ZPTI factors used in this
research project: Past-Positive, Present-Fatalistic, and Future.

Competing Selves
In addition to the demands of education and adjusting to university life, many
students are faced with the demands of part-time or full time employment, family
responsibilities, a social life and perhaps, an investment in an intimate relationship. In
other words, they face competing demands made by their roles as student, worker,
parent/child, friend, and partner. McInnis et al. (2000) noted that students’ lives
appeared to be occupied by an “increasing number of activities and priorities that
compete with the demands of university” (p. 4). One of the aims of this study was to
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examine whether students with competing roles in two main categories, work and
family, were more likely to discontinue their higher education studies than students
without competing roles. Hence, students were asked to disclose whether they
considered themselves to be the primary income earners or primary caregivers for
their families, or both.
The findings show that, despite an increasing number of reports about the
competing demands of work and family responsibilities on commencing students in
terms of their time and energy (Broadbridge & Swanson, 2005; Krause, 2005;
McInnis & Hartley, 2002; Moreau & Leathwood, 2006), these competing demands
did not appear to adversely affect persistence with their studies for these primary
earners and primary caregivers. The numbers that withdrew from study due to these
specific competing roles were relatively low.
In Phase I, none of the students who withdrew described themselves as the
primary income earner, and only one primary caregiver withdrew. In Phase II, only
15% of those who withdrew described themselves as primary income earners and only
17% of those who withdrew described themselves as primary caregivers. Clearly, for
the students who did not persist, the competing selves considered in the main two
categories, work and family, did not play a major role in their decisions not to persist
in their higher education studies.
Growing numbers of students, facing conflicting demands of work, family and
university study appear to be able to manage their many roles competently (Dundes &
Marx, 2006-2007; McInnis & Hartley, 2002; Moreau & Leathwood, 2006). This
finding lends support to the findings by McInnis and Hartley (2002) that levels of
conflict between study and work may not be as great as previously expected based on
earlier work (McInnis, James, et al., 2000). This finding is also consistent with those
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of Graham and Gisi (2000) that time spent on work or care of family appears to have
almost no effect on the intellectual and academic outcomes of adult undergraduate
students. Those who cope well with studying while working long hours are flexible,
but organised. They seem able to juggle commitments and concentrate on specific
core tasks, manipulating employment commitments where possible to accommodate
changes in study demands. Because this study focussed on academic engagement by
persisting students, there are no data to explain the nature of the competing roles for
the students who withdrew from study but did not regard themselves as either primary
income earners or primary caregivers. The findings of this study do not support the
hypothesis that students with competing primary selves (roles) in the categories of
work and family are more likely than those without to withdraw from their higher
education studies. HO3: Students with competing primary selves in the categories of
work and family are more likely than those without to withdraw from their higher
education studies

Intention to Leave Studies
Earlier research into student retention has suggested that students’ intentions
to leave or stay were the strongest predictors of persistence in higher education (Astin,
1993; Bean, 1982; Bers & Smith, 1991; Cabrera et al., 1992; Tinto, 1993). However,
the findings of this investigation did not support that proposition. In both phases, a
proportion of students reported seriously considering leaving their studies, but they
nevertheless persisted. Of the students who did leave, 60% of the Phase I students,
and 56% of the Phase II students reported no serious thoughts about withdrawing
from study.
Clearly, there are other important factors, over and above intention, that
influence these decisions to persist or withdraw. Bean (1982) regarded the intention to
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leave as an empty variable as it sheds no light on the underlying reasons for such an
intention. Attending university is only one aspect of contemporary students’ lives, and
students adopt many strategies to combine work and studies, changing and
renegotiating their strategies on a regular basis (Moreau & Leathwood, 2006).
Additionally, students are continually evaluating the cost and benefits associated with
the demands made on their time and energy by their competing roles. They invest in
those roles that are relatively more rewarding and disinvest in those that are perceived
as relatively more costly (Horstmanshof & Zimitat, 2003). It is therefore likely that
some students review their higher education intentions on a day-by day basis.
Given the dynamic and ill-defined nature of the “intention to leave” variable, it
would appear that it is at best a point for discussion with students at risk of
withdrawal rather than a predictor of withdrawal from study for all students. The
findings of this study do not support the hypothesis that students who seriously
consider leaving their studies are more likely to withdraw from their higher education
studies than those who do not have such thoughts. HO 4: Students’ intentions to
persist with their studies are predictive of their persistence.

Examination of Difference by Gender and Age Group for Persisters
In Phase I, the data were examined by gender and in terms of two age groups,
students aged under 25 years (younger students) and students aged 25 years and older
(mature-age students). In Phase II, the data were examined according to these
categories, but the larger sample size also allowed the data from the younger age
group to be examined according to two further age categories: (a) school leavers (19
and under) and (b) non-traditional students (20-24 years). As previously stated, this
further categorisation allowed for comparison with findings from the Australian
national survey (Krause et al., 2005). Separation of school leavers from non-
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traditional students also facilitated closer examination of the differences among the
age groups. Except for the cases where there were significant differences between
school leavers and non-traditional students, differences are discussed in terms of
younger and mature-age students.
The findings revealed significant differences in student engagement not only
between male and female students but also among the age groups. All participants
were commencing students in a first year at university, but their experiences were
different, both in terms of engagement with their studies and, more subtly, in their
temporal orientations. All these students were persisting students, demonstrating that
they had been able to navigate their paths through an important life transition period.
Female students in both phases of this research project demonstrated
significantly higher levels of engagement with their studies than male students.
Female students showed greater use of deep learning approaches and greater overall
application to their studies. Additionally, female students reported higher levels of
academic orientation than male students. These findings are consistent with the
findings from other Australian studies (Krause et al., 2005; Pitkerthly & Prosser,
2001).
These differences in levels of engagement between male and female students
were not consistent across the two phases of this research project. In Phase I, matureage female students were significantly more engaged in their studies than mature-age
male students, but there were no significant differences in levels of engagement
between younger male and female students. In Phase II, the situation was reversed.
Younger female students reported significantly higher levels of engagement than
younger male students, while no significant differences on levels of engagement were
found between mature-age students. It is not clear why these differences between the
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findings of the two phases occurred. One could speculate that the reason may lie in
the difference in the timing of the surveys (e.g., differences between early engagement
levels and later more sustained engagement levels), but there is no evidence to support
this explanation. Nevertheless, these findings provide support for the following
hypotheses: HO 8: Female students are likely to report greater academic orientation
than are male students; HO 9: Female students are likely to report greater academic
application than are male students; and HO 10: Female students are likely to report
greater adoption of deep learning approaches to study than are male students.
Female students in both phases reported higher levels of future orientation,
indicating that female students were better able than male students to organise present
behaviour in order to achieve future goals. Male students in both phases reported
higher levels of hedonism than female students, suggesting that enjoyment in the
present was important for male students. On the surface, this finding could suggest
that male students were more likely than female students to be distracted from their
studies by social activities or other immediate pleasures. However, further
examination showed that enjoyment in the present as measured by Present Hedonistic
was a motivating factor for male students to engage with their studies.
In Phase II, male students also scored higher on measures of Present Fatalistic,
showing that female students held stronger views about the value of their own agency
than did male students. Female students in both phases were shown to be more
positive about their past experiences than male students. In terms of the work by
Dweck (1999) on mastery, this result suggested that female students may be better
able than male students to reconcile the positive and negative events of their past
learning experiences in order to learn from them. In Phase I, only the difference on
Present Hedonistic was statistically significant for all male and female students. In
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Phase II, the differences on Present Hedonistic, Present Fatalistic, and Past Negative
were statistically significant for all male and female students. Thus, the hypothesis
that there were significant differences between male and female students on temporal
orientation measures was supported. Specifically, female students were more future
orientated than male students, were more positive about their past experiences than
male students, were less fatalistic and less hedonistic than male students was
supported. HO 6: There are significant differences between male and female students
on temporal orientation measures
There were differences in temporal orientation between younger and matureage students. In Phase I, mature-age students were significantly more future orientated
than younger students. They were also significantly more positive about their pasts
and also less hedonistic and less fatalistic than younger students. In Phase II, matureage students were again found to be more orientated to the future than younger
students. This was the only temporal orientation factor on which there were
differences between school leavers and non-traditional students. School leavers
reported the lowest mean scores on future orientation out of the three groups. Matureage students were significantly less hedonistic, fatalistic, and negative about their
pasts than younger students. These findings support HO 7: There are significant
differences among age groups on temporal orientation measures.
Mature-age students were found to be significantly more satisfied than
younger students in both Phase I and Phase II. This finding is consistent with the
findings from the Australian national survey (Krause et al., 2005) that, over the
decade from 1994 to 2004 and across the three surveys, mature-age students reported
being the most satisfied age group overall. In line with research into satisfaction with
university experience in the UK (LSC, 2005) and in Australia (Krause et al., 2005),
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female students in Phase I reported significantly higher levels of satisfaction than
male students with their university experience. There were no significant differences
in levels of satisfaction between male and female students in Phase II.
Thus, HO 11: Female students are more satisfied with their university
experience than are male students was only partially supported by the findings of this
investigation. However, HO 12: Mature-age students are more likely than younger
students to be satisfied with their higher education experience was supported.

Predicting Satisfaction
Student satisfaction is considered an important measure of the first year
experience both in terms of measuring student sentiment and in benchmarking
university standards across several domains (Beltyukova & Fox, 2002). This section
discusses the degree to which student engagement and temporal orientation are
associated with student satisfaction and are able to predict satisfaction. In each case,
differences between genders and among age groups are also considered.
Academic Orientation emerged as the strongest significant predictor of
satisfaction for all students in both phases of this study. Satisfaction was closely
associated with Academic Orientation (both phases) and also with Deep Learning
Approaches (Phase II). Satisfaction with the university experience, therefore, is a
matter of sharing the academic values and norms of the institution. Studies are not
merely a means to an end (i.e., the degree), but a journey of discovery into deeper
understanding of the discipline area and an understanding of how this knowledge may
be applied to other areas of one’s study and, perhaps, one’s life.
Students, then, are more likely to be satisfied with their university experience
if they are academically oriented. Students who arrive at university prepared to take
up the intellectual challenge of study and who value the opportunities for study
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afforded by the university are more likely to be satisfied with their first year
experience than those who are less certain of what to expect and, therefore, less
prepared for what is offered. Academically oriented students are more likely than
other students to engage with their studies by adopting deep learning approaches.
Furthermore, these students are also more likely than other students to believe in their
own agency. They will be confident that their study efforts will translate into the
educational outcomes they desire. These findings support HO 14: Students who are
more prepared for the university experience and who share the university’s values
and norms are more likely than those who do not to engage with their studies.
Closer examination of the temporal variables associated with Satisfaction
indicated that students showed distinct differences in what constituted satisfaction
with the university experience. While an orientation to the future was associated with
Satisfaction for all other students, it did not play a role in satisfaction for mature male
students. Mature-age male students experienced satisfaction with their university
experience when they were enjoying what they were doing (Present Hedonistic) and
when they felt that they were exercising personal agency (negative Present Fatalistic)
in relation to their studies. Overall, these two present time related variables exerted
influence over satisfaction for all students. The influence of negative Present Fatalistic
was stronger in Phase I and that of Present Hedonistic was stronger in Phase II. Thus,
it appears that satisfaction with university study and enjoyment of the process are
present oriented experiences. Overall, these findings support HO17 An orientation to
the future is associated with satisfaction.

Predicting Student Engagement
Academic Orientation, Academic Application, and Deep Learning Approaches
were the three scales adopted to measure student engagement. The significant
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relationship between Academic Orientation and Satisfaction was confirmed for all
students across both phases of this research project. Academic Orientation was found
to play a pivotal role in the adoption of Deep Learning and Academic Application for
all students across both phases of this research project. In Phase I, Academic
Orientation was a significant predictor of Academic Application for all students. It
was also a significant predictor of Deep Learning for all students, especially for
younger students. In Phase II, Academic Orientation was a significant predictor of
Academic Application for all students, especially for mature-age female students; it
was also a significant predictor of Deep Learning for all students, but especially for
younger students.
Thus, having an academic orientation appears to be the best preparation for
commencing students. It not only predicts that these students are more likely than
others to engage with their studies by applying themselves and by adopting
approaches to their studies that are productive and meaningful. It also predicts that
they are more likely than other students to be satisfied with their university
experiences.
Given the importance of Academic Orientation in relation to both student
satisfaction and student engagement, the influence of temporal orientation on
students’ levels of academic orientation is significant. Temporal orientation
contributes not only to better understanding these important variables identified in this
study, but also in recognising the importance of developing strategies to enhance them
in commencing student cohorts. In both phases, an orientation to the future was the
strongest temporal orientation predictor of Academic Orientation for all students. In
Phase II, this influence was particularly evident for younger students and particularly
for male school leavers. Future orientation had less influence on mature students,
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suggesting that they are less concerned about the future benefits of their studies and
more committed to enjoying the process of study for its own sake (i.e the choice of
study was theirs). Nevertheless, these findings support HO 18: An orientation to the
future is associated with student engagement (i.e. deep learning approaches,
academic application) and HO 19: An orientation to the future is associated with
academic orientation.
Additionally, for mature female students and non-traditional male students,
Past Positive exerted a significant influence on Academic Orientation. In the case of
non-traditional male students, the influence of Past Positive on Academic Orientation
was both direct and indirect after mediation by Satisfaction and Deep Learning. Thus,
positive past experiences appeared to have played a role in the development of
academic values and desire for knowledge for these students. It may be that they are
now pursuing areas of study for which they either hold positive perceptions of their
competency, or have “developed a taste” in an earlier part of their lives. These
findings support HO 16: Positive past experiences in education are associated with
greater student engagement (i.e. deep learning approaches and academic
application).
For younger female students, Present Hedonistic was significantly associated
with Academic Orientation. These students appeared to derive enjoyment from
studying at university. One reason for this significant link between enjoyment and
academic orientation could lie in the fact that these students were content that their
expectations of what university life would deliver were being met.
Higher scores in Academic Application identified student engagement
behaviours that included working consistently throughout the semester, being
motivated, having a strong desire to succeed, and seeking advice and assistance from
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teaching staff. It is understandable, therefore, that such behaviours would be
significantly associated with the adoption of a Deep Learning approach. Future
orientation was the strongest significant predictor of Deep Learning for all students in
both phases.
In Phase II, Present Hedonistic was significantly associated with Deep
Learning for younger students, particularly for younger female students. Present
Hedonistic exerted both a direct and an indirect influence on their Deep Learning.
Students might adopt a deep learning approach to their studies because of a
fascination with the area of study, but previous studies have suggested that relevance
of their studies to their personal futures provides the strongest motivation to do so.
That is, students who were able to link elements from their current studies to
applications in their future hoped-for occupations, were more inclined to adopt deep
rather than surface learning approaches to their studies (Andriessen et al., 2006,
Simons, Vansteenkiste, et al., 2004). Thus, the student engagement behaviours
associated with Deep Learning are indicative of Academic Application.
Future orientation was the strongest predictor of Academic Application for all
students for both phases. There were, however, two notable exceptions to this pattern
for male students when the groups were examined separately. For mature male
students in Phase II, an orientation to the future failed to make a significant individual
contribution to Academic Application. Instead, being able to exercise personal agency
(low Present Fatalistic) in terms of their study and an enjoyment of these studies
(Present Hedonistic) emerged as significant individual predictors of academic
application for mature male students.
For non-traditional male students (in Phase II), orientation to the future
exerted significantly strong influence on academic application (almost twice the
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influence, for this group). One explanation for the strong influence of future
orientation for this group may be the fact that these young male students did not enrol
in higher education straight out of school. It is likely that these students had taken a
break from study and were now more prepared for the academic application required
for success in higher education. Alternatively, these students may have taken up
employment and then realised that further study would enhance their career and
financial prospects. This finding resonates with the findings of the national study:
Krause et al. (2005) reported that female students were more likely to find motivation
through an intrinsic interest in a subject area, while male students indicated that they
were motivated to acquire specific job training. It also provides some support for the
study by Birrell et al. (2000) that suggested there were cultural imperatives in blue
collar Australian families to value employment over education for their sons. These
non-traditional male students also showed a direct and an indirect influence from
Present Hedonistic on Academic Application. This findings provided further evidence
that these students were enjoying their studies and that this enjoyment was influencing
them to working consistently throughout the semester (i.e., to apply themselves).
Thus, it can be argued that male students in the 20 to 24 year age group had
gained an insight, during the period between completing high school and enrolling for
a university degree, into (a) specific jobs that were of interest to them and also (b) the
skills and knowledge necessary to acquire and succeed in those jobs. They appear to
have enrolled as motivated, engaged students. This finding deserves more
investigation. One implication for policy and practice may lie in the relative benefit to
this group of gaining more maturity before attempting university studies.
Additionally, these findings provide support for HO15: Students who perceive that
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their study efforts are reflected in their study outcomes are more likely than those who
do not to adopt deep learning approaches to their studies.
An orientation to the future did not serve as a predictor of Academic
application for the mature-age males. Yet, it was strongly predictive of Academic
Application for the younger male students and for all female students in both phases
of this study. For these groups, Present Hedonistic and negative Present Fatalistic
were significantly associated with Academic Application. For these mature-age male
students, therefore, the student engagement behaviours associated with Academic
Application may be related to present enjoyment of the process and a perceived
personal agency in pursuit of studies.
Present Hedonistic also exerted a significant influence, both directly and
indirectly, on Academic Application for male and female school leavers and for nontraditional male students. For non-traditional female students, Present Hedonistic
exerted a significant direct influence only.
For younger female students, Present Fatalistic exerted both a direct and an
indirect influence on Academic Application. A more extrinsic locus of control may
discourage engagement in self-directed study and increase the need for more support
from academic staff and other support staff. Finally, Past Negative and Past Positive
were significantly associated with Academic Application for mature-age female
students. Past Negative exerted both a direct and an indirect influence on Academic
Application, while Past Positive exerted a direct influence on Academic Application
for this group. Hence, mature-age female students appear to be motivated to apply
themselves to their studies as a result of past experiences, both positive and happy
ones and also negative ones. One interpretation of these findings might be that these
students are working towards mastery of their discipline areas. Dweck (1998; Dweck
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& Sorich, 1999) has shown how students who work towards mastery are better able to
use constructive feedback to improve their study habits and, therefore, their results.
Mastery often grows out of past experiences, both positive experiences and
experiences of failure. Mastery goals enable students to learn from past experiences
and to accept failure as a stepping-stone to future success. These findings provide
further support for HO 16: Positive past experiences in education are associated with
greater student engagement (i.e,. deep learning approaches and academic
application).

Time spent in preparation outside of class (Hours)
Time spent in preparing for classes by reading, reflecting and researching
demonstrates the students’ engagement with their studies as it reflects the intention to
do more than the minimum required and indicates a determination to engage in a
deeper understanding of the subject matter. This variable (Hours) was examined to
establish the role it played in student engagement. Hours was found to be significantly
associated with Academic Application for all students in both phases. Hours was also
significantly associated with Deep Learning for younger students, but not for matureage students in both phases of the research project. Perhaps mature-age students are
more likely to be studying in areas that are more directly associated with the work in
which they are already engaged, while younger students may not yet be employed in
the areas of their studies. Lastly, Hours was significantly associated with Future for
younger students in both phases and for all students in Phase II. Hence, investing time
in study outside of class time may be regarded as an investment in the future.

Summary
This chapter discussed the findings of both phases of this research project and
examined the degree to which the findings of Phase I were confirmed in Phase II. The
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primary aim of this research project was to test the influence of temporal orientation
on student engagement. The findings showed that the five temporal orientation
factors, Future, Present Hedonistic, Present Fatalistic, Past Positive, and Past Negative
were significantly and differently associated with students’ satisfaction with their
university experience. These factors were also associated with Academic Orientation,
Academic Application, and Deep Learning. Thus HO 5: The five temporal orientation
factors

are

significantly

associated

with Academic

Orientation,

Academic

Application, and Deep Learning was supported.
One of the unexpected findings of this investigation was that Present
Hedonistic was significantly associated with student engagement. Contrary to
expectations, HO20 A Present Hedonistic orientation is associated with low student
engagement was not supported. The Present Hedonistic factor was characterised as
“an orientation toward present enjoyment, pleasure, and excitement without [making]
sacrifices today for rewards tomorrow” (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999, p. 1278). This
suggested that individuals who scored highly on the Present Hedonistic factor were
likely to show a preference for novelty and sensation seeking rather than for
consistency. Hence, students scoring highly on Present Hedonistic would be more
likely to enjoy the social life provided by the university experience and less likely to
spend time in productive study activities. Yet, Present Hedonistic was significantly
associated with Academic Orientation for younger female students, with Deep
Learning for all younger students, and with Academic Application for non-traditional
and mature-age male students. These findings suggest that students are discovering
novelty and enjoyment in their studies. Moreover, this temporal orientation factor may
be tapping into engagement in ways that are unrelated to mere pleasure or novelty
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seeking of the kind suggested by Zimbardo and Boyd (1999). Hedonism needs to be
better understood in relation to student engagement.
As expected, students who persisted with their studies were more satisfied
with their university experience than those who withdrew. Persisting students also
showed greater engagement with their studies and were more future orientated.
Consistent with other studies, female students were more engaged with their studies
and also more satisfied with their university experience than male students. Matureage students were also more satisfied with their university experience than younger
students. Yet, several other factors did not contribute to persistence as expected. The
competing roles of primary caregiver, primary income earner or both, did not appear
to affect on students’ persistence with their studies. Moreover, in both phases of this
research project, students’ intentions to persist did not serve as a useful predictor of
their persistence.
Lastly, Academic Orientation was found to be the strongest predictor of
satisfaction with the university experience. Thus, students who arrive at university
prepared for the experience—not only in terms of learning skills but also in terms of
understanding the norms, values and expectations of university life—stand the best
chance of engaging with their studies and being satisfied with the experience.
Chapter 10 examined the implications of these findings for university policy
and practice and makes some recommendations for practice. The chapter considers
the contribution this present investigation has made to the body of knowledge in this
area of study. Lastly, the limitations of this research project are outlined and
directions for future research in this area of study are suggested.
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CHAPTER 10: CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
Over recent decades, several psychological theories have been thought to
influence students’ engagement with their studies and their approaches to study (Bean
& Eaton, 2000; Yorke, 2006b). This study proposed that the five factors of Zimbardo
and Boyd’s (1999) Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) would provide a quick and
efficient means of assessing psychological concepts that have been considered
instrumental in promoting student engagement. More than merely being associated
with student engagement behaviours and attitudes, these five factors have been found
to be useful predictors of students’ adoption of a deep learning approach to study,
their academic application, academic orientation, and their satisfaction with their first
year university experience. A deeper understanding of the factors that lead to student
engagement and those which may be enhanced through curriculum strategies and
teaching interventions may provide university academic staff and policy makers with
innovative ways of engaging increasingly diverse first year cohorts.
This chapter outlines the contribution made by this research study to an
understanding of the temporal orientation factors underlying student engagement and
persistence in the first year of higher education. The implications of these findings are
discussed in terms of higher education, and recommendations for practice are
proposed. Finally, the limitations of this project are outlined and directions for future
research are suggested.
Noteable patterns of influences contributed to student engagement attitudes
and behaviours. These patterns varied in terms of the student groups that comprised
the two first year cohorts who participated in this project. It was expected that there
would be different patterns of temporal orientation between persisting and non-
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persisting students, but differences found between groups of persisting students raise
important questions about the ways in which a first year cohort expresses its diversity
in productive student attitudes and behaviours. These differences among persisting
students occurred between genders and also among generations. The differences
occurred in two distinct ways. First, there were significant differences in reported
levels of engagement as measured by the variables discussed in chapter 9. Second,
there were significant differences not only in reported levels of temporal orientation
among the groups but also in the strength of the influence exerted by the temporal
orientation variables in (a) predicting engagement and (b) explaining the engagement
variables among the groups. In this chapter, these variations are discussed in terms of
group differences and the impact of such differences on student engagement.

The Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
Given that student engagement is a complex phenomenon, it is important to
remember that several related aspects work together to produce student engagement.
As discussed in chapter 9, there were significant associations among the engagement
variables and, while each of the variables used was distinguishable as a separate
concept, there was nevertheless evidence that they influenced each other. For
example, students who were conscientious about their studies and demonstrated high
levels of academic application were more likely than other students to adopt deep
learning approaches to their studies because they were more likely than other students
to have a desire to gain a deep understanding of their discipline area. Reciprocally, by
expending time and energy on their studies, they could develop a deeper interest in
their studies and begin to work at a deeper, more meaningful level. The association
between satisfaction and academic orientation similarly demonstrated that students
were more likely to be satisfied with the higher education experience if they were
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closely aligned with the norms and values of the institution and had enrolled prepared
to take responsibility for their studies and make the most of what was on offer.
Likewise, the temporal orientation factors functioned in an orchestrated
manner and were strongly interlinked. Although the time orientation factors are
discussed individually, it is evident that they are strongly interlinked. Furthermore,
there is consensus about the benefits of a balanced temporal orientation (Lens, 2006b;
Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999) such that one’s ability to integrate one’s past, present, and
future allows for optimal adaptive functioning in most circumstances. As with selfefficacy beliefs that emerge from past experiences, current evaluations, and
considerations of future possibilities (Bandura, 1997) interactions among temporal
orientations may enhance student engagement. However, while self-efficacy beliefs
appear to emerge in a chronological way, from the past into the future, it is possible
that any of the time orientation zones may stimulate student engagement. This
possibility allows for bridges to be built to other time zones to provide support for and
enhancement of the engagement behaviour or attitude. Better understanding of the
degree to which the different temporal orientation zones influence the various student
engagement behaviours (i.e., deep learning and academic application) and attitudes,
(i.e., academic orientation and satisfaction) may lead to more research informed
interventions in higher education. For example, positive past experiences significantly
predict academic orientation for non-traditional male students in the first year and
future orientation predicts satisfaction with the experience for all students. The
malleability and adaptability of temporal orientation is addressed more closely in the
section on implications for practice discussed in this chapter.
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The Influence of the Past
The notion that past experiences, both positive and negative, exert an influence
on both human behaviour and attitude is accepted across disciplines and fields of
thought. In education, past behaviour is used as a marker for future behaviour, as in
the adoption of students’ grades as an indicator of their future academic success.
Acceptance of the influence of past experience is evident in several of the
psychological theories of motivation discussed in earlier chapters of this thesis. There
is theoretical support for this notion from several quarters. The theories of Bandura
(1997) and Lent, Brown, and Hackett (1994) have been consistent with the concept
that early educational experiences exert influence on present day study behaviour.
Markus (1977) proposed that individuals organised past experience into cognitive
generalisations about themselves, termed self-schemas, which served to mediate and
regulate behaviour (Markus & Wurf, 1987).
There is also anecdotal evidence of the importance of past experiences in
choosing fields of study, whether in choosing to pursue courses that are satisfying or
in avoiding subject areas that are problematic. The findings of this investigation have
suggested that past educational experiences influence students’ decisions not only in
study choices but also in the ways in which they choose to engage with their studies.
It appears that the emotional content of these experiences serves as a fundamental
motivational driver. The feelings of self-efficacy that students attach to their studies
enhance their persistence with their studies.
The influence of the past did not emerge as a significant predictor for all
student engagement measures for all students in this investigation. However, both the
past positive and the past negative orientation did contribute to the overall
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understanding of student engagement behaviours and attitudes. These past
experiences made significant individual contributions for some groups.

Past Positive
Past Positive appeared to exert a significant influence on Academic
Orientation for all younger male students and for female school leavers. It also
exerted an influence on deep learning and satisfaction for all school leavers. For
mature female students, positive past experiences were associated with higher levels
of satisfaction and higher levels of academic application. Early positive learning
experiences (generated in the home, at school, or in the community at large) may have
instilled an appreciation for learning and fostered the values of higher education.
Acceptance of wider access to higher education for all Australians and for Australian
school leavers, in particular, may have provided these school leavers with more
opportunities to envisage higher education, which may have in turn, assisted them in
the development of productive study attitudes as measured by Academic Orientation.
Given the relationship between academic orientation and deep learning, these positive
past experiences may have encouraged more productive study approaches for these
students.
This finding provides support for the importance of providing multiple
opportunities for appropriate, helpful feedback to students that focuses on those study
behaviours and attitudes that contribute to the development and enhancement of
productive study habits. The association between Past Positive and Academic
Application provides support for Hattie’s (2003b) claim about the importance of
appropriate feedback, particularly for students making the transition to new forms and
contexts of learning in the first year of higher education. Positive experiences of
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appropriate feedback provide a means of encouraging and enhancing the selfregulation and metacognition, which, in turn may lead to productive study behaviours.

Past Negative
A negative past orientation exerted a significant influence on Academic
Application for mature female students. It also appeared to contribute significantly to
satisfaction for traditional male students and non-traditional female students.
Although not clear why this should be so, the degree of influence was significant but
small. This indicates that it may be sufficient to be aware that past experiences, both
positive and negative, influence present behaviours and attitudes.
As measures of temporal orientation, Past Positive and Past Negative provide
useful information about aspects of students’ experiences. If students became more
aware of the impact of these experiences on engagement with their university studies,
then they could build on positive experiences and feelings and review and reconstruct
negative experiences and feelings. Harnessing these positive and negative
motivational forces from the past may help achieve their academic goals.

Influence of the Present
The influence of the present on student engagement was examined in two
ways: first, from the perspective of hedonism and, second, from the perspective of
fatalism. On the surface, these temporal orientation factors appeared to be two
negative indicators of the present experience or, at least, indicators of unsupportive
influences in terms of student engagement. On closer examination, the influence of
both hedonism and fatalism were more complex. While fatalism appeared to have
both a positive and a negative influence on student engagement variables, hedonism
appeared to play an important and positive role in student engagement.
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The Paradoxical Influence of Present Hedonism
Present hedonism was characterised by Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) as an
orientation towards “enjoyment, pleasure, and excitement” (p. 1278) without
consideration of any consequences for the future. Individuals high on hedonism were
described as being low on self-regulation and impulse control and high on novelty and
sensation seeking. However, investigation of the influence of hedonism on student
attitude and behaviour variables suggested a more positive role for hedonism.
Hedonism contributed as a positive rather than a negative value to measures of student
engagement. An element of enjoyment, pleasure, and excitement was associated with
student engagement and contributed significantly to encouraging productive student
engagement behaviours.
Hedonism appeared to be an important predictor of student engagement
behaviours for younger rather than mature students. The influence of hedonism as a
positive force in student engagement was particularly noticeable in younger students
in both cohorts. Hedonism played a role in the adoption of deep learning approaches
for both younger male and female students in Phase I and for both male and female
school leavers in Phase II. The results from Phase II showed that hedonism exerted
both a direct and an indirect influence on Deep Learning for this group. In other
words, even after the influence of Academic Orientation, Academic Application and
Satisfaction were taken into account, hedonism continued to make a significant
individual contribution to Deep Learning.
It was intriguing that hedonism’s input into deep learning was the case for
younger students only in both phases. Csikzentimihalyi’s (1991) work on optimal
functioning, or what he calls “flow” may offer some insight into this paradoxical
finding. His concept of flow was discussed in detail in chapter four. In short, he
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proposed a state in which an individual might get absorbed into an activity to the
degree that he or she became lost in it. However, Csikzentimihalyi circumscribed this
experience by proposing that it was, at the same time, goal directed and rules bound
with clear clues about performance and that skills were adequate to cope with the
challenges presented by the activity. This concept appears to be the ideal recipe for
student engagement. However, it is not clear why this state of hedonism as heightened
engagement is only evident in younger students.
One possible explanation may lie in differences in values and attitudes towards
enjoyment held by the different age groups. Coomes and DeBard (2004) suggested
that different generations were shaped by their own unique biographies, which, in turn
shaped the peer personality of the cohort. While the younger generation may feel
entitled to be happy and to enjoy whatever they do (and are, therefore, be more
willing to admit to this emotion), older students may be more reticent about
describing themselves as pleasure-seekers who could get carried away by the
enjoyment of their music, entertainment, or even studies. That is, the difference may
arise from self-disclosure on self-reporting data; the mature students are discrete.
However, there is growing evidence that the youngest group, the Y generation, ‘work
to live’ rather than ‘live to work’ (Huntley, 2006; Sheahan, 2005). Unlike the previous
generations, this generation values leisure and lifestyle. They are prepared to work to
secure their leisure and the lifestyles they prefer.
This youngest group, (Gen Y or the Millennials), has grown up in a world of
instant access to almost everything, from instant coffee and microwaved meals to
entertainment on demand. An almost constant array of readily available
entertainment, via home computers and television, has been normal experience.
Communication with friends has become instantaneous via personal mobile phones
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and instant messaging. This generation has rarely needed to exercise the patience
needed to cope with the delays of a postal service as they have grown up sending text
messages and emails. In other words, their world has encouraged instant gratification.
By contrast, older students may entertain a preference for delayed pleasure
that echoes the realities of their early years. Pappas and Loring (1985) classed matureage students as enrichment seekers and problem solvers. Nunn (1994) found that older
students tended to be more internally motivated to study and less impulsive than the
younger students. However, the potential for bias from social desirability in the selfreport nature of the survey questionnaire may be particularly applicable with
hedonism in older students.
Hedonism also emerged as an important individual predictor of satisfaction for
mature male students. Yet again, the exact nature of this role of hedonism in student
engagement was not clear. Edgerton and Shulman (2002) warned that not all
engagement translated into learning with understanding. However, the evidence that
hedonism was significantly associated with Deep Learning for younger students
suggests that the students are gaining understanding and not merely deriving pleasure.
Nevertheless, it is clear that this finding deserves more attention and that hedonism
and its role in student engagement deserve closer investigation.
The finding suggests that younger students may be experiencing levels of
heightened excitement from their studies. In terms of practice and policy, this finding
points to the importance of ensuring that curriculum and teaching practice – in
coursework, assignments and other related study activities - provide opportunity for
“enjoyment, pleasure and excitement” (Zimbardo & Boyd, 1999, p. 1278) in
coursework, assignments, and other related study activities. Prensky (2005, 2006)
observed this level of engagement in his studies of school aged students using IT out
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of school time. They were able to become engrossed in multiple forms of information
and communication technology, acquiring the sophisticated skills and understanding
they required for the tasks through engagement and experimentation. He argued that
curricula could be designed to challenge and engage students in similar ways. This
principle has merit for all students and significant implications for academic staff
responsible for designing and delivering curricula..

Present Fatalistic versus Striving for Personal Agency
The influence of fatalism appeared mostly as a negative force, such that less
fatalism appeared to be more productive in terms of student engagement. In both
cohorts, students who perceived greater personal agency in their studies were also
more satisfied with their higher education experience and also more strongly aligned
with the norms and values of the university as measured by Academic Orientation.
This trend was strongest among mature-age students in Phase I and for mature-age
female students and female school leavers in the Phase II.
In terms of Academic Application, negative fatalism exerted the strongest
influences on mature male students in Phase II. This finding demonstrates that mature
male students enjoyed exercising personal agency in their studies. By contrast,
positive fatalism exerted the strongest influence among younger female students in
Phase II making both a direct and an indirect contribution to the engagement
behaviour variable. These effects indicated younger female students had a preference
for stronger direction rather than a desire to exercise personal agency in their studies.
Negative fatalism also exerted a significant influence on Deep Learning for
female school leavers in Phase II. This finding drew attention to important differences
between Academic Application and Deep Learning. Whereas Academic Application
is indicative of conscientiousness (e.g., staying on track with systematic, continuous
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work throughout the semester), Deep Learning speaks to the efforts of self-directed
learners who take responsibility for their studies and who are, therefore, more
concerned to exercise their personal agency. Deep learning, with its significant
association to enjoyment, appears to measure intrinsic motivation to learn. Academic
application, by contrast, demonstrates extrinsic motivation to be organised, keep up
with the work and get assignments handed in on time.
A combination of both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is considered
necessary for total motivation to learn (Lens et al., 2002). Some researchers have
argued that extrinsic motivation that promises rewards that are external to the nature
of learning may undermine existing intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
However, existing and ongoing correlational studies have shown that being motivated
by future goals does not necessarily undermine present intrinsic motivation or taskorientation (Lens et al., 2004; Lens et al., 2002; Simons, DeWitte, & Lens, 2004;
Simons, Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Lens (2006) has argued that an achievement task
(such as gaining good marks in an examination) can be both task-orientated and
future-orientated. Further, such extrinsic motivations that emanate from intrinsically
motivated future activities and anticipated future goals may even enhance intrinsic
motivation leading to greater engagement with study. Thus, both deep learning and
academic application are important to achievement, confirming the important roles of
both present and future orientation. Several psychological theories of motivation have
linked the belief in the ability to exercise control over one’s learning to self-regulation
and academic achievement (Bandura, 1986; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Rotter, 1975;
Weinger, 1986; Zimmerman, 2000). The influence of personal agency on student
engagement factors for female school leavers and mature-age male students did not
extend to younger male students. Increased opportunities and encouragement,
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afforded to traditional female students as a result of social change, may have produced
a generation of assertive and confident female students who are more like mature
male students in attitude and behaviour than are traditional male students. In light of
the fact that the number of male students who attend university is around one third of
the student population, this finding deserves further research effort.
Yet, the findings of the present study run contrary to a recent finding that there
were fewer differences in academic achievement between the genders among
traditional students (Richardson & Woodley 2003). Gender differences in Present
Fatalistic may not necessarily equate to lesser academic success for male school
leavers. Perceptions of own agency may not be as relevant to younger male students
in their studies. Another possibility is that younger male students have less faith in
their own agency and, as a consequence, are less likely to be self-directed learners. In
this case, younger male students may be in need of greater direction and support.
The role of own agency — as measured by negative values of Present
Fatalistic in Satisfaction for all students and especially for mature-age male students
— highlights the importance of providing study settings and tasks in which students
feel empowered. For mature-age male students, enjoyment of their studies and
feelings of personal agency were the strongest significant predictors of Satisfaction in
Phase II. While an orientation to the future was a significant predictor of Satisfaction
for all younger students and for mature-age female students, it did not make a
significant individual contribution for mature-age male students. This suggests that,
for mature-age male students, satisfaction was a present oriented experience. This
finding has noteworthy implications for practice as it demonstrates the importance of
the present experience in terms of student engagement and success.
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Influence of the Future
Persisting students’ orientation to the future emerged as the most significant
predictor of their student engagement behaviours and attitudes. This finding was not
surprising insofar as higher education is seen as an investment in the future (Phalet et
al., 2004). The association between future orientation and deep learning supports
previous studies that have suggested that, when students were are able to link
elements from their current studies to applications in their future hoped-for
occupations, they are more inclined to adopt deep rather than surface learning
approaches to their studies (Andriessen et al., 2006; Shell & Husman, 2001; Simons,
Vansteenkiste et al., 2004).
The implication for higher education practice is that universities need to assist
students to build bridges between elements of their studies and their application of
their studies to real world situations. It is “the degree of specificity provided by a
future goal, the content of the future goal, and the context in which the instrumentality
of the present behaviour is made clear” that elicits engagement and persistence
(Kauffman & Husman, 2004, p. 5). When students have a better idea of how a
particular unit of study relates to the course as a whole and how it may be relevant to
their future aspiration, they may be more easily convinced to invest the time, effort,
and psychological effort necessary to acquire a sound understanding of the work in a
time of competing interests (Ruvolo & Markus, 1992). Nonetheless, the influence of
an orientation to the future was not uniform across the student engagement variables,
nor among all the groups.
While there was little difference in levels of orientation to the future between
mature-age male and female students, male school leavers showed the lowest levels of
future orientation in terms of deep learning. This finding provides support for early
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work by Nunn (1994) who found that female students in the US were more
achievement orientated than male students, indicating that female students were more
strongly motivated by the future benefits of their studies. This finding again identified
male school leavers as a group who might benefit from interventions designed to link
units of study to real world situations. Keri (2002) found that men preferred learning
that uses life experiences as a basis for acquiring knowledge and understanding.
Keri’s work also provides research evidence that linking units of study to real world
situations would appeal to this target group. These interventions would be most
effective if students were assisted to make links that were of personal relevance to
their future aspirations.
Optimal interventions would not only provide opportunities to link units of
study to real world situations, but would assist students to deconstruct real world
situations in order to consider the skills and knowledge that might be needed in those
situations. These interventions are consistent with recommendations by Yorke and
Knight (2006; Yorke & Knight, 2004) to consider both personal qualities in terms of
student attributes and also ways in which curricula might be designed to develop
employability.
The important role of an orientation to the future was anticipated, yet there
were instances where the influence of an orientation to future was surpassed by the
influence of other temporal zones. These instances demonstrate the importance of
considering the influence of all temporal zones on student engagement behaviours and
attitudes.
Phase II confirmed the influence of agency for mature male students but
showed that enjoyment of the process was more important than an orientation to the
future. An orientation to the future failed to make a significant individual contribution
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to satisfaction for this group. This is an interesting and important finding in light of
current enrolment trends, where fewer males than females are enrolling, and where
female students, overall, appear to be enjoying greater success in higher education.
The current study has provided new insights into the nature of student
satisfaction with their university studies. It was clear from Phase II that satisfaction is
a present oriented phenomenon, although an orientation to the future played a role in
satisfaction for younger students in both cohorts. The strong relationship between
academic orientation and satisfaction that emerged for all age groups in both surveys
highlighted the fact that students who are academically orientated are more likely to
be satisfied with their higher education experience. These students commenced their
studies with expectations about academic life that were being met. Understanding
student expectations is important in the management of such expectations. As
satisfaction is present oriented, there is a need for on-going and dynamic management
of students’ expectations.
The evidence highlights the need for academic and student support staff to
provide orientation-type activities as an on-going process throughout the first year.
For some students, academic orientation is gained incrementally and appears to be a
developmental process. It has become increasingly important for universities to
provide assistance to commencing students to become acquainted with the services
and facilities provided and the campus, itself. However, it is the acquisition of
academic values and beliefs that lead to greater satisfaction with the experience.
Kember (2001) maintained that it is the knowledge about learning and teaching that
determines how well students with cope with and benefit from higher education.
The link between student satisfaction and student persistence has been well
established in the literature (Bean & Bradley, 1986; Lee et al., 2000; Terenzini &
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Pascarella, 1977; Tinto, 1993). Effort continues to be expended by governments and
universities in surveying and measuring levels of student satisfaction. The findings of
this research suggest that heightening students’ awareness of their own attitudes to
study can enhance their satisfaction and increase their understanding of how unhelpful
attitudes may hinder their engagement with their studies. A method of testing
students’ temporal orientations can provide academic and support staff with helpful
and appropriate means to increase awareness and understanding of the underlying
influences that affect their engagement and success. Once the temporal orientations
are understood, appropriate interventions in student engagement can be brought into
play.
Students with lower levels of future orientation might benefit from an
awareness of the personal relevance of their current studies to future aspirations and
from interventions that focus on career aspirations and career development. However,
in the emerging employment environment where the opportunities for work and skills
requirements for work are more fluid than in previous eras (McMahon & Tatham,
2000), personal agency may become critical as the foundation for lifelong learning. In
particular, self-directed study and enjoyment of study are attributes that deserve to be
both nurtured and encouraged as foundations for lifelong learning. In order to benefit
from these attributes and from self-directed study, students also need to develop a
capacity to adjust to the labour market and to understand the ways in which the
graduate attributes of “critical thinking, intellectual curiosity, problem-solving, logical
and independent thought” and others espoused by Bath et al. (2004, p. 313) translate
into satisfying and economically sustaining destinies.
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Implications for Practice
While the focus of this research has been on student engagement from the
perspective of persisting students, the other side of the student engagement equation
comprises what universities do to induce, encourage, and support students to engage
and persist with their studies. As discussed in chapter four, universities need to
consider the ways in which curricula, teaching practice, and university culture support
attitudes and behaviours most strongly associated with student success. This research
has demonstrated that temporal orientation as measured by Zimbardo and Boyd’s
(1999) ZTPI is significantly associated with and strongly influences student
engagement attitudes and behaviours that enhance students’ chances of enjoying
academic success in the first year of higher education. The challenge to higher
educational practitioners lies in first identifying which student engagement attitudes
or behaviours are in need of strengthening or support and then facilitating such
strengthening or support by enhancing the relevant temporal orientation factor.

Enhancing Future Orientation to Improve Student Engagement
The current study has shown that, in terms of student engagement behaviours,
a future orientation is a strong and significant predictor of deep learning for all
students and of academic application for traditional students. In terms of student
engagement attitudes, future orientation is a strong and significant predictor of
academic orientation for all students. Additionally, future orientation is a strong and
significant predictor of satisfaction with the education experience. Although the recent
national study reported that more students were enrolling in higher education with a
sense of purpose (Krause et al., 2005), previous studies showed that many students
enrolled in higher education without a clear sense of purpose (McInnis, James et al.,
2000). These students may have failed to plan for a future beyond enrolment and,
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therefore, may not be making the link between the potential future benefits they will
gain and the necessary investment of time and energy required in the present. Some
may have decided on a course because of previous success in that area of study,
because of encouragement from parents or teachers, or even because others from their
peer groups have enrolled in the course.
While it cannot be denied that better support to make appropriate degree
choices contributes to academic success for students, there are at least three other
ways in which the university can assist students to strengthen their orientation to the
future. First, it may be worthwhile to consider the ways in which programs and
courses might be designed to allow students to more easily discern the relevance of
the programs and courses to possible future occupations. This linking of programs and
courses to occupations could assist students to have a better understanding of the
relevance of the study units in terms of both their current and future values and thus
be better able to make informed choices about investing their time and energy in
becoming more actively engaged with the study units.
Second, there may be value in considering the ways in which class exercises
and assignments could more closely resemble real world situations so that students are
encouraged to build richer pictures of how they might be able to use the skills and
knowledge in future occupations. Third, by assisting students to better understand the
future uses for the skills and knowledge and guiding them to imagine future roles in
which these newly acquired skills and knowledge may be used, students may
strengthening their orientation to the future, allowing the vision of an attractive
possible future to exert an influence on their engagement behaviours and attitudes.
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Creating Positive Past Experiences to Support Student Engagement
This research has demonstrated that a positive orientation to the past exerts a
significant influence on deep learning, especially for traditional students, and on
academic application for mature students, especially for mature female students. A
positive orientation to the past was shown to exert significant influence on academic
orientation especially for traditional students. It also exerted a strong influence on
academic orientation for non-traditional male students (aged 20 to 24). A positive
orientation to the past exerted significant influence on satisfaction for traditional
students, and also for mature female students.
There is a natural tendency to allow past experiences to affect one’s decisions
and choices. If one has had a bad experience, it is natural to attempt to avoid any
repetition of such experience. If one has enjoyed a good experience, there is a
tendency to attempt to recreate the circumstances that allow for more such
experiences. In terms of higher education, students are often guided in their choices
by their past experiences and by the feedback they have received about past
achievements from parents or teachers. Appropriate and useful feedback that focuses
on productive student engagement behaviours and attitudes is one way of providing
constructive learning experiences for students. Students may reflect on such
constructive feedback experiences as opportunities to develop positive orientations to
these past experiences of study. By creating opportunities through curriculum design
and course assessment, academic staff can provide a variety of opportunities in which
students may receive the sort of feedback that reinforces productive student
behaviours and encourages positive feelings toward themselves and their progress,
thus assisting students to work towards a sense of mastery over their academic
challenges. These recommendations from the findings of this research also build on
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the work by Dweck (1998) on motivation and mastery and by Hattie (2003b) on link
between achievement and constructive feedback, discussed in chapter four.
These

recommendations

address

the

importance

of

recognising,

acknowledging, and effectively responding to the diversity of the contemporary first
year cohort in higher education. In particular, equity groups such as first generation
students, students from lower SES families, indigenous, and international students
need to have their past experiences validated. Furthermore, it is important for
universities to endeavour to provide an inclusive climate that nurtures the potential of
all students.

Positive Experiences in the Present that Result in Productive Study
Enjoyment of studies and personal agency are important for students’
satisfaction with their higher education experience. Enjoyment of studies also
predicted academic application for mature male students and academic orientation for
all female students. Personal agency was an important predictor of student
engagement factors for traditional female students and for mature male students.
It is important to understand what contributes to positive and enjoyable class
experiences in order to provide for this, where possible, through course design and
delivery. One method of obtaining and managing this data might be to canvass student
participation (class discussion, on-line forums, and surveys). Prensky (2005, 2006)
observed the level of engagement attained and maintained by school age students
when they are actively developing the skills to deal with new technologies. The
students derived enjoyment and opportunities for mastery from these out of class
activities. Table 68 provides a summary of the major findings and recommendations
for practice.
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Enhancing Student Engagement
The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) has been measuring
student engagement in USA universities since 2000 (Klein, Kuh, Chun, Hamilton, &
Shavelson, 2005). The NSSE survey asks students about their university experience,
including their perceptions of their institution’s learning environment and their own
progress. An Australian version of the NSSE survey, the AUSSE, has recently been
introduced into the Australian sector. In chapter four, the NSSE benchmarks were
compared to the Chickering and Gamson’s (1991) seven principles of good practice.
The rational for each principle was also listed Table 2.
A comparison between this table and the recommendations from the current
research shows a small degree of agreement. In particular, the current research
emphases the importance of positive educational experiences and appropriate
formative feedback. The Chickering and Gamson (1999) principles include the
importance of prompt feedback, but the NSSE benchmarks do not include any
reference to feedback. In a general way, the recommendations from these US
measures of student engagement for academic challenge, active and collaborative
learning, and a supportive campus environment with interaction between students and
faculty members concur with the recommendations from this study. Overall, however,
this research appears to shed new light on the ways in which student engagement
behaviours may be encouraged and enhanced.
The recommendations from this research fit more neatly with the four
interlocking educational aims of the USEM model (Yorke, 2006b; Yorke & Knight,
2004). Specifically, the recommendations harmonise with Yorke and his associates’
aims to better understand the efficacy beliefs and personal qualities of the first year
cohort in order to support the students appropriately. The metacognition element of
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the USEM model is closely related to this study’s recommendations to encourage selfdirected learning and personal agency.
There is also a synergy between these recommendations and the USEM
model’s aim of encouraging students to understand their subject disciples and be able
to apply their understanding to broader situations. This aim resonates with the
recommendation to assist students to build bridges between elements of their studies
and application of their studies to real world situations. In common with the USEM
model, this study’s recommendations are aimed at extending student learning
behaviour to lifelong learning and adaptability in the employment environment.
The five factors of the Zimbardo and Boyd (1999) Time Perspective Inventory
may provide an efficient method for these UK researchers and others to measure the
efficacy beliefs and personal qualities, and metacognition aims of the USEM model.
While Yorke (2006b) has expressed the view that the personal qualities were
important elements of student engagement, he also felt that the E component was too
large to be easily unpacked.
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Table 68. Summary of Major Findings and Recommendations for Practice
Findings
Future orientation has a strong and
significant influence on adoption of a
deep learning approach to study

Temporal Orientation Influence on
Engagement and Diversity Variables
Future Orientation and Deep Learning

Male students aged 19 and under
showed significantly lower levels of
future orientation compared to all
other groups.

Differences in levels of Future
Orientation by Gender and Age

Mature male students showed that
being able to exercise personal
agency in terms of their study was a
significant individual predictor of
academic application.

Low Present Fatalism and Academic
Application by Gender and Age

Mature male students showed that an
enjoyment of their studies was a
significant individual predictor of
academic application.

Present Hedonism and Academic
Application by Gender and Age

Recommendations
Assist students to build bridges between the elements
of their studies and their application of these studies to
real world situations.
Emphasise personal relevance of studies to future
aspirations. Optimal interventions would provide
opportunities to link units of study to real world
situations and assist students to deconstruct real world
situations in order to consider the skills and
knowledge that might be needed in those situations.
Allow male students aged 19 and under to gain more
maturity before attempting university studies. This
group could be targeted for specific interventions to
assist with developing future aspirations and linking
these to current study and other types of career
development.
Understand the importance of personal agency for
mature male students. Provide opportunities for
mature male students to feel valued for their previous
experiences and assist them to work towards an
attitude of mastery with regard to their studies,
especially through appropriate feedback.
Gain an understanding of what contributes to the
enjoyment of their studies for mature male students so
that this can be maximised in course design and
delivery where possible. This understanding would
emerge through class discussion.
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Findings
Positive past experiences exerted a
significant influence on academic
orientation for all younger male
students and also for traditional
female students.
Enjoyment of their studies was a
significant individual predictor of
academic orientation for all female
students.

Future Orientation exerted a
significant individual influence on
satisfaction with the university
experience
Personal agency in their own studies
joined with an orientation to the
future to explain a substantial
proportion of satisfaction for mature
male students.
Personal agency exerted a significant
influence on student engagement
factors for traditional female students
and mature male students, but not
traditional male students.
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Temporal Orientation Influence on
Engagement and Diversity Variables
Past Positive and Academic Orientation
by Gender and Age

Present Hedonism and Academic
Orientation by Gender

Future Orientation and Satisfaction

Recommendations
Build on positive past educational experiences where
possible and provide positive educational experience
through appropriate formative feedback.

Gain an understanding of what contributes to the
enjoyment of their studies for mature male students so
that this can be maximised in course design and
delivery where possible.
This understanding would emerge through class
discussion.
Manage expectation of students as an on-going
process. Emphasise on personal relevance of studies to
future aspirations.

Present Fatalism, Future and
Satisfaction

Be mindful of the importance of personal agency for
mature male students. Support self-directed learning
as a method of validating and enhancing personal
agency.

Present Fatalism, Future and
Satisfaction

Provide opportunities for traditional male students to
develop mastery approaches to their study. Assist
them to see the link between their effort and academic
outcomes.
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Implications for Theory
This study has extended the application of Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time
Perspective Inventory from investigations of risky behaviours, mostly in relation to substance
abuse (Keough et al., 1999) and reckless driving (Zimbardo et al., 1997) to student
engagement behaviours in the first year of university study. Previous applications of their
inventory to studies of university students were limited to testing the strength of students’
intentions to honour time obligations to participate in research (Harber, Zimbardo, & Boyd,
2003). In that study, future orientated students initiated and completed their research
participation sooner than present oriented students and female students signing up earlier than
male students.
The potential benefit of this extension of Zimbardo and Boyd’s inventory and for the
time perspective concept, itself, lies in the application of appropriate strategies and
interventions that enhance student engagement. Desired educational outcomes may be
enhanced by building awareness of the influence that is exerted by temporal orientation and
by learning how to harness and direct that influence. The current research also opens the way
for examining the role of temporal orientation, not only in tertiary education, but also in
primary and secondary education.
Some specific aspects of temporal orientation factors can be pinpointed for further
investigation. The finding that present hedonism exerts a positive influence on student
engagement requires further investigation of this temporal orientation factor in the light of
these findings. Additionally, knowledge about the future factor, while effectively predicting
student engagement behaviours and attitudes, could be augmented. Both shorter and longer
term orientations to the future might provide better insight into students’ orientations to the
future in terms of the horizons to which students are directing their efforts (i.e., this semester,
this degree, the next 5 years).
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Lastly, this investigation advances the standing of Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time
Perspective construct. Zimbardo (personal communication, April 2, 2007) explained that TP
was a construct that required additional work and application in the field in order to
determine the assumptions, principles, and derivations necessary for conversion to a formal
theory. Bandura (1997) maintained that “a comprehensive theory of human functioning must
encompass the factors that govern human thought, affect, and action” (p. 342). Thus, the
successful application of the TP construct to student engagement in higher education
demonstrated in this investigation has contributed to the broader application needed to
promote the value of these ideas of temporal phenomena.

Limitations of the study
This research project was conducted at a single, multicampus university in South
Eastern Queensland. This context specificity could be seen as a limitation on generalisation to
other university cohorts. However, McInnis advised that each university has its own distinct
culture and prevailing conditions. It is important, therefore, to understand the culture and
conditions of one’s own university. The design of the research allowed for clarification of the
influence of the temporal orientation variables and also tested the strength and direction of
these variables. The aim of the research project was to investigate the influence of and
relationship between the variables without risk that the characteristics of any particular group
of students could act as a confounding variable. The distinct culture and prevailing conditions
of the host university may therefore not have a strong influence on these findings.
Additionally, by ensuring that the samples for both studies closely matched not only
the student populations for the relevant cohorts surveyed, but also the national sample, the
findings of this research project offer reasonable grounds for national generalisation to
persisting first year students. However, despite the improved sample size surveyed in Phase
II, the additional sample size was not used to investigate diversity beyond the scope of Phase
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I. The investigation of the diversity in the two samples was restricted to demographic
comparison of age groups and gender so that Phase II confirmed the findings of Phase I. This
limitation was identified and explained in chapter 8. Thus, generalisation to other first year
cohorts, such as international or indigenous student cohorts, is less certain.
Furthermore, as this research examined the influence of temporal orientation on
student engagement for persisting students, the influence of temporal orientation on student
withdrawal is also not addressed. Participation in the surveys for this investigation was
voluntary. Thus, these surveys attracted students who were already engaged with their
studies, rather than those who were seriously considering withdrawing from study.
Nevertheless, despite there being a greater number of participants in Phase II who withdrew
after a first semester, non-persisting students were not investigated beyond the scope of Phase
I. This was because Phase II was intended to confirm or disconfirm the findings of Phase I
and not to initiate any new investigation.

Implications for Further Research
The influence of temporal orientation on a more diverse sample that included, for
example, indigenous and international students, may extend our understanding of how
temporal orientation affects student engagement. Research with minority groups in the U.S.
has shown that interventions that extended future orientation and provided career
development were fruitful. Although early temporal orientation research by anthropologists
suggested that there were culturally specific temporal orientations, the impact of globalisation
and increased opportunities for international travel may have tempered these differences.
Nevertheless, these variables remain avenues for further investigation and extension of the
use of temporal orientation in higher education.
There is scope for further research not only upwards beyond the first year cohorts and
downwards to primary and secondary levels of education. Future research in higher education

303

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement
could continue to investigate the influence of temporal orientation on students beyond the
first year. Some current research is directed at the factors associated with withdrawal from
study by students who have completed or who are completing a second year of university
study. This phenomenon has been termed the sophomore syndrome (Wetzel, O’Toole, &
Peterson, 1999). Zimbardo and Boyd’s (1999) Time Perspective Inventory has not been
applied to studies of these second year cohorts. Indeed, the influence of temporal orientation
has not been examined on the full range of university cohorts, from second year to doctoral
students.
Considerable research examining the influence of future orientation has already been
done with school populations. In addition to work that assists younger students to build
bridges to future possible selves, further research into the influence of the past and present
factors may offer ways of engaging with younger students to enhance their study behaviours.

Concluding Comments
In summary, this research has confirmed the influence of temporal orientation in
enhancing student engagement and has demonstrated how the five factors of Zimbardo and
Boyd’s (1999) Time Perspective Inventory (ZTPI) have shown some efficiency in addressing
the psychological concepts previously shown to be instrumental in promoting student
engagement behaviours and attitude in other contexts. Specifically, the ZTPI was able to
reveal the ways in which students’ perceptions of their personal present, past, and future
motivated their engagement with their studies.
The importance of future orientation in student engagement as a mechanism for selfregulation, goal orientation, and linkage to future possible selves has been verified.
Furthermore, this investigation has identified male school leavers as a group that would
benefit from interventions that enhance and build future orientation through linkages to future
selves and that demonstrate the relevance of present studies to real world situations.
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The findings have identified a role for hedonism in student engagement,
demonstrating the importance of enjoying study. The Present Hedonistic factor has tapped
into elements of enjoyment that are not merely impulsive pleasure seeking but also
opportunities for students to become engaged in a state of optimal functioning or “flow”
where their skills match the challenge and where they are engaged in productive learning.
The role of personal agency in student engagement and student satisfaction has
highlighted the importance of acknowledging a student’s prior learning and real world
experience, especially in the case of mature-age male students. This finding has verified the
importance of encouraging autonomy and self-directed learning through curriculum and
teaching methods. There are implications for lifelong learning and the development of the
skills necessary for success in a volatile job market.
The study has confirmed the importance of past experience and has highlighted a need
to provide ongoing opportunities for students to experience positive learning experiences that
building self-efficacy and belief in personal agency.
The challenge of providing quality higher education to an increasingly diverse student
population is a daunting one. Better understanding of student engagement dynamics plays an
important role in high-quality teaching and learning. The findings of this research have
highlighted the important role of students’ underlying temporal orientations and have
suggested several avenues to assist students to develop into self-directed, autonomous
learners through better understanding of the mechanisms that influence their engagement
with their studies.
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APPENDIX A
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements
Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree
ACADEMIC APPLICATION
1.

I work consistently throughout the semester

SDA D

N

A

SA

2.

I find it difficult to get myself motivated for study

SDA D

N

A

SA

(Reverse Scored)
3.

I regularly seek the advice and assistance of teaching staff

SDA D

N

A

SA

4.

I have a strong desire to do well in all of my courses

SDA D

N

A

SA

ACADEMIC ORIENTATION
1.

I enjoy the intellectual challenge of my courses.

SDA D

N

A

SA

2.

I enjoy the theoretical content of my courses.

SDA D

N

A

SA

3.

Lectures and presentations stimulate my interest in the

SDA D

N

A

SA

course.
4.

I have found most of my courses really interesting.

SDA D

N

A

SA

5.

Lectures are a valuable learning experience for me.

SDA D

N

A

SA

6.

I get a lot of satisfaction from studying.

SDA D

N

A

SA

McInnis, C., James, R., & Hartley, R. (2000). Trends in the first year experience. Canberra,
ACT: DETYA Higher Education Division.

329

Influence of Temporal Orientation on Student Engagement

APPENDIX B
PERCEPTIONS OF THE COURSE OVERALL
(SATISFACTION)

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements
Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

SDA D
1.

I am finding my courses intellectually stimulating.

2.

Overall, I am really enjoying my courses.

3.

Overall, I am very satisfied with my university experience

N

A

SA

so far.

McInnis, C., James, R., & Hartley, R. (2000). Trends in the first year experience. Canberra,
ACT: DETYA Higher Education Division.
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APPENDIX C
ZIMBARDO TIME PERSPECTIVE INVENTORY (ZTPI)
Please read each item and, as honestly as they can, answer the following question:
"How characteristic or true is this of you?"
(1 = very uncharacteristic, 2 = uncharacteristic, 3 = neutral, 4 = characteristic, 5
= very characteristic).
1

I believe that getting together with one's friends to party is one of life's important
pleasures.

2

Familiar childhood sights, sounds, smells often bring back a flood of
wonderful memories.

3

Fate determines much in my life.

4

I often think of what I should have done differently in my life.

5

My decisions are mostly influenced by people and things around me.

6

I believe that a person's day should be planned ahead each morning.

7

It gives me pleasure to think about my past.

8

I do things impulsively.

9

If things don't get done on time, I don't worry about it.

10

When I want to achieve something, I set goals and consider specific means for
reaching those goals.

11

On balance, there is much more good to recall than bad in my past.

12

When listening to my favourite music, I often lose all track of time.

13

Meeting tomorrow's deadlines and doing other necessary work comes before tonight's
play.

14

Since whatever will be will be, it doesn't really matter what I do.

15

I enjoy stories about how things used to be in the "good old times.
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16

Painful past experiences keep being replayed in my mind.

17

I try to live my life as fully as possible, one day at a time.

18

It upsets me to be late for appointments.

19

Ideally, I would live each day as if it were my last.

20

Happy memories of good times spring readily to mind.

21

I meet my obligations to friends and authorities on time.

22

I've taken my share of abuse and rejection in the past.

23

I make decisions on the spur of the moment.

24

I take each day as it is rather than try to plan it out.

25

The past has too many unpleasant memories that I prefer not to think about.

26

It is important to put excitement in my life.

27

I've made mistakes in the past that I wish I could undo.

28

I feel that it's more important to enjoy what you're doing than to get work
done on time.

29

I get nostalgic about my childhood.

30

Before making a decision, I weigh the costs against the benefits.

31

Taking risks keeps my life from becoming boring.

32

It is more important for me to enjoy life's journey than to focus only on
the destination.

33

Things rarely work out as I expected.

34

It's hard for me to forget unpleasant images of my youth.

35

It takes joy out of the process and flow of my activities, if I have to
think about goals, outcomes, and products.

36

Even when I am enjoying the present, I am drawn back to comparisons with
similar past experiences.

37

You can't really plan for the future because things change so much.
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38

My life path is controlled by forces I cannot influence.

39

It doesn't make sense to worry about the future, since there is nothing that I can do
about it anyway.

40

I complete projects on time by making steady progress.

41

I find myself tuning out when family members talk about the way things used to be.

42

I take risks to put excitement in my life.

43

I make lists of things to do.

44

I often follow my heart more than my head.

45

I am able to resist temptations when I know that there is work to be done.

46

I find myself getting swept up in the excitement of the moment.

47

Life today is too complicated; I would prefer the simpler life of the past.

48

I prefer friends who are spontaneous rather than predictable.

49

I like family rituals and traditions that are regularly repeated.

50

I think about the bad things that have happened to me in the past.

51

I keep working at difficult, uninteresting tasks if they will help me get ahead.

52

Spending what I earn on pleasures today is better than saving for tomorrow's security.

53

Often luck pays off better than hard work.

54

I think about the good things that I have missed out on in my life.

55

I like my close relationships to be passionate.

56

There will always be time to catch up on my work.

Zimbardo, P. G., & Boyd, J. N. (1999). Putting time in perspective: A valid, reliable
individual-differences metric. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(6),
1271-1288.
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APPENDIX D
The Shortened Study Process Questionnaire (SPQ)
Please indicate the extent to which the following statements are true of you.
Rarely true of me/ Sometimes true of me/ True of me half the time/ Often true of me/
Usually true of me

1.

I almost resent having to do further years of studying after leaving school, but I feel
that the end results make it all worthwhile.

2.

I chose my present degree program largely with a view to the job situation when I
graduate rather than its intrinsic interest to me.

3.

I find it best to accept the statements and ideas of my lecturers and question them
only in special circumstances.

4.

I find that at times studying gives me a feeling of deep personal satisfaction.

5.

I find that do go enough work on a topic, I have to form my own opinion before I am
satisfied.

6.

I find that studying academic topics can at times be as exciting as a good novel or
movie.

7.

I generally restrict my study to what is specifically set as I think it is unnecessary to
do anything extra.

8.

I keep neat, well-organised notes for most subjects.

9.

I see getting high marks as a kind of competitive game, and I play it to win.

10.

I seem myself basically as an ambitious person and want to get to the top, whatever I
do.

11.

I think browsing around is a waste of time, so I only study seriously what’s given out
in class or in course outlines.

12.

I try to do all of my assignments as soon as possible after they have been set.

13.

I try to relate new material, as I am reading it, to what I already know on the topic.

14.

I try to work consistently throughout the semester and review regularly when the
exams are close.

15.

I usually become increasingly absorbed in my work the more I do.
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16.

I want top grades in most or all of my courses so that I will be able tos elect from
among the best positions available when I graduate.

17.

Whether I like it or not, I can see that further education is for me a good way to get a
well paid or secure job.

18.

While I am studying, I often think of real life situations to which the material that I
am learning would be useful.

Fox, R.A., McManus, E.C. & Winder, B.C. (2001). The shortened study process
questionnaire: An investigation of its structure and longitudinal stability using
confirmatory factor analysis. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 71,
511-530.
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