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Adaptability: Does Students’ Adjustment to University Predict Their Mid-Course 

Academic Achievement and Satisfaction? 

 

Abstract 

Individual differences in ‘adaptability’ – cognitive, behavioral, and emotional adjustment in 

the face of change, novelty, and uncertainty – are theorized to influence students’ academic 

achievement and course satisfaction; although the literature examining these relations in 

tertiary education is sparse. In the present study, first-year undergraduate students were 

surveyed for their adaptability, academic buoyancy, and academic motivation (predictor 

variables) along with their mid-course academic achievement and course satisfaction 

(outcome variables). Correlation analyses revealed that adaptability was significantly 

associated with all other variables in this study. Multiple regression analyses revealed that 

after controlling for individual differences in academic buoyancy and academic motivation, 

adaptability explained unique variance in both academic achievement and course satisfaction. 

These findings have important implications for researchers and educators seeking to 

understand first-year students’ adjustment to university and the influence this may have on 

their educational outcomes.  
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Adaptability: Does Students’ Adjustment to University Predict Their Mid-Course 

Academic Achievement and Satisfaction? 

 

Introduction 

The commencement of university marks a period of great change, uncertainty, 

transition, and novelty for students (Collie and Martin 2016). It involves navigating a 

significantly less familiar learning environment, with increased independence and personal 

responsibility, a change in social networks, and demands for more autonomous, rather than 

dependent, learning (Lourenco and Casey 2013). The extent to which students are able to 

adjust to successfully navigate this change may play a role in their educational outcomes 

(Martin et al. 2012, 2013, 2015). A developing literature has begun to focus on the 

psychological construct of ‘adaptability’; that is, cognitive, behavioral, and emotional 

adjustment in the face of change, novelty, and uncertainty (Martin et al. 2012, 2013). 

Findings have thus far shown that students’ adaptability is positively predictive of academic 

achievement (Burns, Martin, and Collie 2017) and other educational outcomes, such as 

classroom participation, academic intentions, and school enjoyment (Martin et al. 2013). 

However, research has focused predominantly on primary and secondary education levels 

with only a minority of studies examining adaptability in higher education. This is 

problematic given that going to university can be considered a ‘major transition milestone’ 

(Martin and Burns 2014) where appropriate adjustment to the new environment may be of 

particular importance. Furthermore, no study to date has examined whether adaptability is 

predictive of first-year undergraduate university course satisfaction.  

To fill the gap, in the present study, we examine the extent to which first-year 

university students’ adaptability predicts their mid-course academic achievement and course 

satisfaction. The two outcome variables in this study are of paramount importance for 
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universities and students alike. Specifically, academic achievement (and degree 

classification) is an important determinant of graduates’ first destination outcome, 

employment opportunities, and further educational opportunities (Di Pietro 2017). Student 

satisfaction is linked to student recruitment (Childers, Williams, and Kemp 2014), retention 

(Crosling, Heagney, and Thomas 2009; Schreiner and Nelson 2013), and academic 

achievement (Taylor et al. 2008). 

In addition, given the importance of disentangling adaptability from other cognate 

psycho-educational factors (Martin et al. 2013), we specifically explored the relations among 

adaptability, academic achievement and course satisfaction after controlling for the effects of 

other constructs. This is so variance unique to adaptability can be estimated – beyond the 

effects of aligned variables that are correlated with it. Two such factors are academic 

buoyancy and academic motivation. Academic buoyancy refers to students’ ability to 

successfully navigate ‘everyday’ or low-level academic setbacks, challenges, adversities, and 

pressures (Martin and Marsh 2008). Academic motivation is defined under a self-

determination theory perspective and refers to the extent to which students’ behavior 

regulation is perceived to be non-self-determined (controlled) or self-determined 

(autonomous) (Ryan and Deci 2007).  

Conceptualizing the Construct of Adaptability  

Adaptability focuses on the extent to which students are able to make the appropriate 

cognitive, behavioral, and emotional adjustments required to successfully navigate changing, 

novel, and uncertain circumstances or situations (Martin et al. 2012, 2013). Thus, adaptability 

is defined in terms of a ‘tripartite’ framework that involves the management, adjustment, and 

modification of one’s cognitions (thoughts), behaviors (actions), and emotions (affect). 

Adaptability is grounded in a self-regulation framework whereby students monitor, control, 

and direct their own cognitions, behaviors and emotions, altering them in accordance with the 



5 

 

demands of the situation (Zimmerman 2002). Adaptability resonates most closely with Winne 

and Hadwin’s (2008) fourth phase of self-regulation – termed ‘adaptation’ – whereby 

students, for example, evaluate their own performance to determine how best to modify their 

cognitive and behavioral, and more recently emotional, strategies in order to improve future 

performance. Finally, adaptability is also grounded in lifespan theory of control approaches 

(Heckhausen, Wrosch, and Schulz 2010) whereby students make cognitive and behavioral 

modifications in order to achieve more positive outcomes in their environment. Further, the 

notion of adapting one’s cognitive, behavioral and emotional strategies in order to better 

negotiate demands in the environment resonates with individual functioning approaches 

(Buss and Cantor 1989). Such approaches contend that personal characteristics, conceivably, 

one’s adaptability, influence the adoption and application of appropriate strategies in one’s 

environment in order to produce more positive outcomes for the individual. Taken together, 

these different theoretical approaches and traditions provide a conceptual basis for the 

adaptability construct and provide reason to anticipate connections between students’ 

adaptability and their educational outcomes at university. 

Adaptability as a Predictor of Educational Outcomes 

Predicting Academic Achievement 

Students’ academic achievement at university, and their final degree classification in 

particular, has important consequences for their career prospects. A converging international 

literature has shown that a graduate’s first destination outcome comprising the type of 

employment or further study students were engaged in six months after qualifying from their 

course, their employment opportunities, and their further educational opportunities, are all 

significantly influenced by their degree classification (Di Pietro 2017). For example, in a 

Graduate Recruitment Survey (Association of Graduate Recruiters, AGR, 2013) it was 

reported that 82.1% of AGR employers used degree classification as a screening tool and that 
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81.3% of them used a 2:1 classification as a cut off; that is, a British classification of ‘Upper 

Second-Class Honors’ reflecting an average mark of 60-70% on the assessed work the 

student has completed. Given that these outcomes (i.e., the average salary six months after 

the course, the percentage of those who go on to work and/or study, and employment six 

months after the course) are made publicly available and influence university league tables, 

academic achievement is of great importance for both universities and students alike. 

A developing literature, mostly with students in primary or secondary education, has 

shown that adaptability is associated with academic engagement (Burns et al. 2017; Collie, 

Holliman, and Martin 2017; Martin et al. 2012, 2013, 2015). Academic engagement, in turn, 

has been consistently linked with academic achievement at secondary (Burns et al., 2017; 

Collie, Martin, and Curwood 2016; Martin et al. 2012, 2015) and tertiary education levels 

(Collie et al. 2017; Johnson et al. 2015; Hart 2012). Other studies with secondary school 

students (Burns et al. 2017) have also found that students’ adaptability positively predicts 

both behavioral engagement and academic achievement. Due to its ‘enabling capacity’ 

(Martin et al. 2013), students higher in adaptability are more likely to monitor, control, direct, 

and adjust and adapt their cognitions, behaviors, and emotions to more effectively deal with 

the task/activity at hand (Martin et al. 2012, 2013) and attain higher academic performance as 

a result (Mega, Ronconi, and De Beni 2014). In the present study, we focus solely on the 

direct relation between adaptability and students’ academic achievement to add to the sparse 

literature investigating the link between adaptability and university achievement.  

Predicting Course Satisfaction  

Alongside academic achievement, universities are increasingly focused on the student 

experience and satisfaction with and through their studies (Douglas et al. 2015) not least 

because of the increase in university tuition fees and greater expectations placed on graduate 

employability which is considered to have a significant impact on overall student satisfaction 
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scores (Bates and Kaye 2014; Kaye and Bates 2017). Introduced in 2005 in the UK, the most 

commonly used metric for student satisfaction is the National Student Survey (NSS). This 

comprises questions relating to different aspects of students’ learning experience, with a final 

question that is often cited in rankings of university performance (Lenton 2015) and tends to 

be incorporated in most higher education analyses (viz. ‘Overall, I am satisfied with the 

quality of the course’).  Universities are therefore placing a greater emphasis on student 

satisfaction scores not least because higher student satisfaction also leads to greater retention 

(Schreiner and Nelson 2013) and higher academic success and completion rates (Taylor et al. 

2008). Indeed, student satisfaction is also bound up with student engagement and academic 

achievement (Pike, 1991) and consistent links have been reported between academic 

achievement and university satisfaction (Green, Hood, and Neumann 2015).  

The above commentary signifies the importance of student/course satisfaction for 

universities and underscores the importance of understanding the antecedents of student 

satisfaction in further detail (Wach et al. 2016). Accordingly, there have been efforts to 

identify factors that might influence course satisfaction. Some studies have focused on 

characteristics at higher education system levels (e.g., access, selectivity, financial support, 

opportunities for movement in the system), institutional levels (e.g., university culture, 

services, facilities, image, composition of the student body), teaching levels (e.g., teaching 

quality, style, expertise, affection, and assessment), and/or individual student levels (e.g., 

attitudes, and motivational characteristics) (Green et al. 2015; Vossensteyn et al. 2015). 

However, to date no research has investigated the link between adaptability and course 

satisfaction at university. In the present study, we focus on individual student-level 

characteristics (Green et al. 2015), to examine the impact of adaptability on university 

students’ course satisfaction. 

Aims, Rationale and Research Questions 
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In line with the above commentary, the present study sought to better understand the 

unique associations between adaptability and the outcome variables of academic achievement 

and course satisfaction, by controlling for two cognate constructs: academic buoyancy and 

academic motivation.  

In doing so, the present study addressed two research questions:  

1. What is the relationship between university students’ adaptability, academic buoyancy, 

academic motivation, and their academic outcomes (mid-course academic achievement 

and satisfaction)? 

2. Is university students’ adaptability uniquely associated with their academic outcomes 

(mid-course academic achievement and satisfaction) beyond the influences of academic 

buoyancy and academic motivation? 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

All participants in this study (N = 90, representing approximately one-third of the 

total number of students eligible for this study) were opportunity sampled from a single 

higher education institution (university) in the West Midlands, UK. Students were first-year 

undergraduates enrolled in either a single honours psychology degree (BSc Psychology, n = 

77) or a combined honours degree (BSc Sport Psychology, n = 7; BSc Psychology & 

Criminology, n = 6). Four-fifths (80%) of the sample were female (n = 72), students were 

aged between 18 and 48 years (M = 19.84, SD = 3.68), and were studying full-time. The 

selection criteria were not limited to any particular demographic or ability group; all students 

who attended a mandatory Level 1 psychology course were invited to participate in this 

research. All students completed a paper questionnaire to ascertain demographic details and 

to measure the core constructs in this study (i.e., adaptability, buoyancy, motivation, 

academic achievement, and course satisfaction), as detailed below. 
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Measures 

Adaptability 

Adaptability was measured using the Adaptability Scale (Martin et al., 2013). The 

scale consisted of nine items to assess cognitive (e.g., ‘I am able to adjust my thinking or 

expectations to assist me in a new situation’), behavioral (e.g., ‘In uncertain situations, I am 

able to develop new ways of going about things [e.g. a different way of asking questions or 

finding information] to help me through’), and emotional (e.g., ‘I am able to reduce negative 

emotions [e.g., fear] to help me deal with uncertain situations’) adaptability. For each item, a 

Likert scale response format was used with respondents rating themselves on a scale of 1 

(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In this study, the three types of adaptability 

(tripartite approach) were combined and averaged to provide a single estimate of adaptability: 

prior measurement work (e.g., Martin et al. 2012, 2013) has demonstrated that this approach 

(forming a global estimate) functions well due to the inter-relations between cognitive, 

behavioral, and emotional dimensions. Prior research has also demonstrated the validity of 

the scale via confirmatory factor analysis and adequate reliability (e.g., Collie et al. 2017; 

Martin et al. 2012, 2013, 2015). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was .86.   

Academic Buoyancy  

Academic buoyancy was measured using the Academic Buoyancy Scale (Martin and 

Marsh 2008). This scale consists of four items designed to assess students’ ability to deal 

effectively with ‘everyday’ academic setbacks, challenges, adversities, and pressures (e.g., ‘I 

think I’m good at dealing with schoolwork pressures’). For each item, a Likert scale response 

format was used with respondents rating themselves on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). Prior measurement work has demonstrated the psychometric properties of 

this scale, such as factor structure, invariance, and reliability (e.g., Martin and Marsh 2008). 
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As such, the four items were combined and averaged to provide a single estimate of 

buoyancy. In this study, Cronbach’s alpha was .85.   

Academic Motivation 

Academic motivation was measured using the Academic Motivation Scale, AMS-C 

28 – College CEGEP version (Vallerand et al., 1993). The scale consisted of 28 items and 

seven subscales to assess three types of internal (intrinsic) motivation (– to know; – toward 

accomplishment; – to experience stimulation), three types of external (extrinsic) motivation 

(– identified; – introjected; – external regulation), and amotivation. For each item, a Likert 

scale response format was used with respondents rating themselves on a scale of 1 (does not 

correspond at all) to 7 (corresponds exactly). Prior measurement work has demonstrated the 

validity of the constructs in this scale (e.g., Vallerand et al. 1989). In this study, Cronbach’s 

alpha for each internal (intrinsic) motivation subscale was .86 (– to know); .78 (– toward 

accomplishment); .82 (– to experience stimulation); for external (extrinsic) motivation was: 

.71 (– identified); .81 (– introjected); .72 (– external regulation); and amotivation was .84. In 

order to obtain a Relative Autonomy Index (RAI; Ryan and Connell 1989), also known as the 

Self-Determination Index (Vallerand, 2007) – essentially a single estimate of the extent to 

which a student’s behavior regulation is perceived to be non-self-determined (controlled) or 

self-determined (autonomous) (Ryan and Deci 2007) – we adopted the RAI BREQ scoring 

protocol (Ryan, and Connell, 1989) and its accompanying formula: ∑([External x -2] + 

[Introjected x -1] + [Identified x 1] + [Intrinsic x2]). Here, RAI scores with a larger positive 

weight indicate a greater autonomous regulatory style (i.e., self-determined motivation); RAI 

scores with a larger negative weight indicate a greater controlled regulatory style (i.e., non-

self-determined motivation). 

Academic achievement 
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Academic achievement was measured using a single scaled item to represent students’ 

approximate grade point average after the first semester of study. For this item (‘Which score 

range best reflects the grades you have been awarded so far on the course’), respondents rated 

themselves as either: 1 = <42; 2 = 42-48 (third class); 3 = 52-58 (lower second class); 4 = 62-

68 (upper second class); or 5 = >72 (first class). We purposely elicited ‘approximate’ grade 

point averages to reduce the likelihood of mathematical error (although we acknowledge 

some of the limitations of this approach in the Discussion section). We also purposely 

focused on degree classification boundaries as graduates are ultimately awarded a degree 

classification (rather than percentage), which is the most important and meaningful academic 

achievement metric (outcome) for universities and students alike.  

Course satisfaction 

Course satisfaction was measured using the global item from the National Student 

Survey 2017 (NSS, http://www.thestudentsurvey.com/) – a survey completed by students at all 

publicly funded higher education institutions in the UK to gain insight from undergraduate 

students about their learning and teaching experience at university. For this item (‘Overall, I 

am satisfied with the quality of the course’) – the most influential item on the scale that is often 

cited in rankings of university performance (Lenton 2015) – a Likert scale response format was 

used with respondents rating themselves on a scale of 1 (definitely disagree) to 5 (definitely 

agree). We purposely selected this survey item as it is the item of course quality enabling 

comparison of an institution’s provision with other institutions in the sector at both a discipline 

and institution level. 

Results 

Measures of central tendency and dispersion are reported for all core measures. This 

is followed by a correlation matrix between all core measures so that the associations can be 

observed. Findings from multiple regression analyses are then presented to assess the extent 
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to which students’ adaptability (independent of academic buoyancy and motivation), can 

make a significant independent contribution to students’ perceived academic achievement 

and their course satisfaction. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 1 shows the mean and standard deviation scores (and other distributional data) on 

all core assessments in this study. 

<TABLE 1 NEAR HERE> 

For the measure of academic achievement equated performance was in the high 2:2 

(52-58%, lower second class) to 2:1 (62-68%, upper second class) range, which was 

generally expected at this stage of study. With regard to course satisfaction, the figure shows 

that students were generally happy with the overall quality in the delivery of their 

undergraduate course; although universities typically aim for 4+. The mean adaptability 

scores were generally in the upper range (4.83 out of 7, SD = .79) indicating that students felt 

somewhat in agreement that they were able to adapt in the face of novel or uncertain events. 

The mean buoyancy scores were in the middle to upper middle range. The mean motivation 

scores indicate that students were somewhat between autonomous (self-determined 

motivation) and controlled (non-self-determined motivation) regulatory styles (marginally 

more towards the latter), with a moderate standard deviation indicating was some variation. 

Correlations 

To investigate the relationships between all core variables in this study, correlation 

analyses (Pearson) were performed to ascertain the strength of relations among variables (see 

Table 2).  

<TABLE 2 NEAR HERE> 

It can be seen from Table 2 that while age did not correlate with any other variable, 

gender did correlate with buoyancy suggesting that females felt they were less able to cope 
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with academic setbacks and challenges than males. It can be seen that both the criterion 

variables (university academic achievement and course satisfaction) were positively 

correlated. Adaptability and motivation were significantly positively correlated with 

academic achievement and also positively correlated with course satisfaction. Buoyancy was 

also positively correlated with course satisfaction. Table 2 also shows that adaptability was 

significantly positively correlated with both buoyancy and motivation. 

Predictors of Academic Achievement and Course Satisfaction at University 

We then examined which predictor variables (university students’ adaptability, 

buoyancy, motivation) are best at predicting, and are uniquely related to, academic 

achievement and course satisfaction. Two multiple regression analyses were conducted: the 

first explored predictors of students’ academic achievement – grade point average (Table 3) 

and the second model explored predictors of students’ course satisfaction (Table 4). For each, 

collinearity statistics were run and the variance inflation factor and tolerance statistics 

confirmed that multicollinearity was not an issue. Adaptability and its cognate covariates 

(buoyancy, and motivation) were entered in separate steps as predictors of academic 

achievement and course satisfaction to assess whether adaptability could explain a unique 

amount of variance after the effects of the other two variables had been controlled. Given the 

weak correlations in Table 2, neither age nor gender were entered into the regression analyses 

as predictors.  

<TABLE 3 NEAR HERE> 

<TABLE 4 NEAR HERE> 

The first regression model (Table 3), which accounted for 14% of the overall 

variance, showed that only adaptability was a significant unique predictor of students’ 

university academic achievement, such that beyond the effects of buoyancy and motivation, 

adaptability was a unique predictor of academic achievement. In the second model (Table 4), 
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which predicted students’ course satisfaction, both buoyancy and motivation were found to 

be significant predictors, suggesting a small but important impact on overall course 

satisfaction. Adaptability scores, when entered separately, were found to account for an 

additional 4% of unique variance, suggesting that beyond the effects of buoyancy and 

academic motivation, adaptability significantly predicted higher course satisfaction. 

Discussion 

Adaptability and Academic Outcomes  

In line with our expectations concerning the importance of adaptability for students’ 

academic achievement (Burns et al. 2017; Collie et al. 2017; Martin et al. 2012, 2013, 2015), 

university students’ adaptability was found to positively predict academic achievement, 

beyond the effects of academic buoyancy and academic motivation (cognate covariates). 

Further, in line with the literature offering tentative links between students’ adaptability and 

satisfaction (Martin et al. 2013), adaptability was found to predict students’ course 

satisfaction, beyond the effects of cognate covariates (academic buoyancy and academic 

motivation). Academic motivation and buoyancy were found to make a weaker, but 

significant, contribution to their overall course satisfaction. 

These findings might indicate that students who can more ably regulate their thoughts, 

behaviors, and emotions (i.e., adapt) to effectively deal with change, uncertainty, and novelty 

in academic tasks, activities, and situations at university (Martin et al. 2012, 2013), tend to 

attain higher levels of perceived academic grade performance. These students may also be 

more likely to show greater course satisfaction (Martin et al. 2013) and feel more optimistic 

about their course of study. As noted above, the significant role of adaptability occurred over 

and above the roles played by academic buoyancy and motivation, suggesting something 

unique about adaptability in relation to undergraduate student’s perceived academic 

outcomes. This aligns with prior research about the significance of adaptability (Burns et al. 
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2017; Collie et al. 2017; Martin et al. 2012, 2013, 2015), while also augmenting it to show 

the significant role of adaptability in achievement and course satisfaction at first-year 

undergraduate degree level.  

Practical Implications 

The results have several important implications for researchers and educators 

(administrators and faculty) who may wish to improve students’ academic achievement and 

course satisfaction. Unlike some constructs such as age, gender, and to some extent socio-

economic status and intelligence, adaptability is an alterable construct (van Rooij, Jansen and 

van de Grift 2017). The findings in the present study indicate that there might be value in 

giving greater consideration to university students’ adaptability, particularly in the first year 

of study. The findings from this study may similarly have important implications for 

researchers and educators seeking to understand first-year university students’ adjustment and 

its potential influence on educational outcomes at university. Students’ adaptability might be 

measured at the start of the course in order to identify those who may be at risk of struggling 

to adjust (cognitively, behaviorally, and emotionally) to the change, novelty, and uncertainty 

that university typically brings. Intervention work might then seek to enhance levels of 

adaptability in order to potentially improve academic engagement and achievement, and also 

students’ academic achievement and course satisfaction.  

Crossling and colleagues (2009) identify the course induction as a key opportunity for 

institutions to engage their students in a dialogue to help them understand all that university 

life brings (with a view to supporting the adjustment and to ease the transition). It may be 

useful to adopt Martin and colleagues (2015) suggestions to (a) help students first identify 

and recognize situations of change, uncertainty, and novelty that might require an appropriate 

regulatory response, (b) show students how to adjust their cognition, behavior, and emotions 

to the demands of the situation, and (c) help students to recognize the importance of these 
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regulatory responses with a view to sustaining them for future occasions when adaptability is 

required. According to Martin et al (2013), these intervention efforts might ultimately enable 

the student to respond more positively and constructively to a variety of diverse and 

unforeseen academic circumstance, and by implication, improve their educational outcomes. 

This, in turn, may have important implications for understanding student transition into future 

employment and how students’ adaptability might assist them to adjust to novel, uncertain 

and relatively unfamiliar work environments (Koen et al. 2012). 

Limitations and Future Directions 

There are some limitations that are important to recognise when interpreting the 

present findings and which have potential implications for future research. First, as this 

research utilized quantitative methodology, the levels of ‘understanding’ are somewhat 

limited. Future research might incorporate qualitative approaches to gain a richer, more 

insightful understanding of how and when adaptability, academic buoyancy, and academic 

motivation may operate, for example, in a higher-education context. Relatedly, not unlike 

other work in this area (Sears et al. 2017), the outcome variables were assessed using self-

reports on single-item measures. Although self-reported achievement is highly correlated 

with actual achievement (Hattie 2009) and the single-item course satisfaction measure has 

often been cited in rankings of university performance (Lenton 2015), future work might 

consider alternative constructs to incorporate a more multi-dimensional focus (e.g., Collie et 

al. 2017; Martin et al. 2012, 2013; Respondek et al. 2017).  

Moreover, in the present study, academic achievement and satisfaction were measured 

mid-course as first-year university has been identified as a time in which adaptability might 

be of greatest importance (Crossling et al. 2009). However, ultimate achievement and course 

satisfaction are not entirely known until the end of the course, so the associations in the 

present study may be subject to change over time. Future research might thus use longitudinal 
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designs with multiple assessments at different time points (see Collie et al. 2017; Pekrun et 

al. 2017). Another recognition is the relatively small sample size which meant some 

parameters attained marginal significance when in fact their absolute value would be 

considered meaningful. For example, using Keith’s (2006) benchmarks for standardized 

betas, the effect of academic buoyancy to course satisfaction (β = .22) may be considered a 

moderate effect size (bordering a large effect size), when significant at p < .10.   

Finally, although the focus of this study was restricted to individual characteristics 

connected to self-regulatory processes, it is important to note that other variables were not 

included in this study including nationality, ethnicity and work status. Also, macro factors at 

the teaching and institution level including course structure and course size (Green et al. 

2015; Vossensteyn et al. 2015) were not considered. For instance, in the current work, while 

an educationally-meaningful portion of variance in students’ academic achievement (14%) 

and course satisfaction (28%) was explained, considerable variability was left unaccounted 

for. Future research might include a more comprehensive assortment of predictor variables to 

help account for some of this unexplained variance.  

Conclusion 

The present study showed that, beyond the effects of academic buoyancy and 

academic motivation, adaptability had unique positive associations with both academic 

achievement and course satisfaction. Greater understanding of the factors (e.g., adaptability) 

that influence academic outcomes at university will allow universities to better direct their 

resources to realize and maximize the benefits (to universities and students alike) that higher 

education promises. Taken together, these findings hold important implications for 

researchers and educators who may seek to understand how students manage the transition to 

university and the potential influence this may have on their academic outcomes.  
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Substantive Variables 

Variables Mean Skewness Kurtosis Std. Dev. 

Adaptability 4.83 -0.01 0.308 0.79 

Buoyancy 4.01 -0.11 -0.679 1.36 

Motivation -0.89 0.08 0.689 3.00 

Achievement 3.41 -1.17 -0.81 0.73 

Satisfaction 3.78 -0.26 1.114 1.01 
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Table 2: Correlations (Pearson) Between Variables 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Age       

2. Gender -.052      

3. Adaptability .161 -.041     

4. Buoyancy -.083 -.242* .563**    

5. Motivation .201 -.139 .324** .343**   

6. Achievement .116 -.099 .347** .175 .236*  

7. Satisfaction -.063 .001 .435** .428** .361** .306** 

* p < .05; ** p < .01 
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Table 3: Predictors of Academic Achievement  

 B SE B β Tolerance VIF 

Step 1     

   Buoyancy  .574 .595 .106 .882 1.133 

   Motivation .486 .269 .199 .882 1.133 

Step 2 

   Buoyancy  -.352 .667 -.065 .654 1.528 

   Motivation .365 .263 -.150 .857 1.167 

   Adaptability 3.095 1.133 .335** .664 1.507 

Note: SE B = standard error for the regression coefficient. * p < .05 ** p < .01. 

Step 1 R2 change = .066, Step 2 R2 change = .075 
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Table 4: Predictors of Course Satisfaction  

 B SE B β Tolerance VIF 

Step 1    

   Buoyancy  .258 .075 .345** .882 1.133 

   Motivation .082 .034 .242* .882 1.133 

Step 2 

   Buoyancy  .164 .085 .220 .654 1.528 

   Motivation .070 .033 .206* .857 1.167 

   Adaptability .311 .144 .244* .664 1.507 

Note: SE B = standard error for the regression coefficient. * p < .05 ** p < .01. 

Step 1 R2 change = .235, Step 2 R2 change = .039 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


