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ABSTRACT
Students in United States higher education increasingly demonstrate
nontraditional characteristics. These characteristics include being married, having
dependents in the household, maintaining full-time employment, enrolling as a parttime student, and delaying entry into higher education from secondary education.
Determining the impact of motivational tendencies of students on these nontraditional
characteristics was the focus of this study.
Surveys of undergraduate students from three universities in the southern
region of the United States provided data for demographic and nontraditional
characteristics in conjunction with the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) to
determine motivational tendencies. A discriminant function analysis was performed to
measure whether motivational tendencies could classify students into risk categories
(minimum risk being zero to one characteristic, moderate risk with two or three
characteristics, and high risk exhibiting four or more characteristics) based on
nontraditional attributes. The findings of the analysis resulted in the rejection of the
hypothesis in that motivation tendencies did not classify students into risk
classifications based on nontraditional characteristics. However, the two functions of
the discriminant analysis uncovered distinct behavioral patterns for moderate risk
students and high risk students. Moderate risk students portrayed fewer tendencies to
accept educational regulations while high risk students were less likely to have a
freedom of choice to participate in educational processes.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Traditional thinking about undergraduate campus life often recalls the
energetic and highly intelligent 18-year-old freshman mingling with those who,
although only a few years older, seem wise beyond their years. Prior to the 1940’s
this would have been an accurate portrayal. However, with the passage of the G.I. Bill
following World War II, members of the armed services were given the benefit of
monies for housing, businesses, unemployment, or to attend college (U.S. Department
of Veteran Affairs, 2008). This single enactment of legislation marked the start of the
adult education movement, which from 1944 to 1947 accounted for 49% of
undergraduate admissions. By the summer of 1956, over $7.8 million of the $16
million of the G.I. Bill funding for World War II veterans was expended on education
(U.S. Department of Veteran Affairs, 2008), and initiated a new stream of research in
higher education.
With this increased interest in education, Houle (1961) conducted research on
the continuing educational pursuits (e.g., continuing education or experiential credit)
and classified the adult learner into one of three categories: goal-oriented, activityoriented, or learning-oriented. These findings became generalized to the
nontraditional learning population and thus form the foundation for study of
nontraditional students and education. With Houle’s research as the cornerstone for
nontraditional student motivation and educational participation, further research shed
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light on tendencies and characteristics of students toward post-secondary education.
Morstain and Smart’s (1974) research was based on the actual characteristics of
students in relationship to motivation type. Wolfgang and Dowling (1981) suggested
further research on the different facets of the adult learner, in particular the
identification of nontraditional characteristics as the adult population became a
growing classification of learners within higher education. The research of Klein
(1990) reinforced the findings of Wolfgang and Dowling, who suggested that
institutions should become familiar with the behaviors and characteristics of students
for successful instruction and student motivation. Conclusions of other researchers
aligned with Klein’s findings, positing that higher education should adjust to
nontraditional student motivation types and learning processes in order to support
student persistence (Eppler & Marju, 1997; Justice & Dornan, 2001; Nunn, 1994;
Shields, 1993).
Development of advanced theories to measure the motivational differences in
students has evolved through classification of types and levels of motivation, as well
as determining motivational factors (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Vallerand & Bissonnette,
1992). Vallerand and Bissonnette (1992) called for further research to determine
causal effects of motivation styles on behavior. In essence, they stated that further
research was needed to determine how motivation type affects the characteristics of
the students. Bye, Pushkar, and Conway (2007) determined that students who were
characterized as more nontraditional exhibited greater intrinsic motivation. However,
research was limited in regard to the characteristics of nontraditional learners and
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motivation types, inhibiting findings related to the exact source or characteristic
(causal effect) of motivation type.
Guiffrida (2009) addressed the issue of risk for those students who have
motivational tendencies that are more amotivational and less self-determined.
Threatening environments – either a perceived or actual controlled behavior from
faculty including surveillance, threats of punitive grading, or imposed goals – were
proven to undermine a student’s development of more intrinsic behaviors. Thus,
higher rates of attrition from institutions occurred among students who were identified
as having lower levels of self-determination.
For the purpose of this study, “nontraditional students” are those students who
have delayed enrollment in postsecondary education beyond the first year after high
school graduation, attend college on a part-time basis, are financially independent
from parents, have full-time employment, have dependents (other than a spouse), or
are a single parent (Horn, 1996). Therefore, the age ranges of typical “traditional” and
“nontraditional” student will not be noted in this study. Rather, the characteristics
indicated by the participants will assist in the classification as a “traditional” or
“nontraditional” student.
Statement of the Problem
As adult education evolved in the United States, research concerning the
participation of nontraditional students in the post-secondary environment increased.
Some motivational studies focused on characteristics of the adult learner (Pusser,
Reneman, Gansneder, Kohl, Levin, Milam, et al., 2007) and Houle’s typology of the
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adult learner (Houle, 1961); these have been generalized to the adult population,
despite the fact that the original research focused on the study of continuing education.
Houle (1961) identified continuing education as the opportunities that were often
provided through agricultural extension offices and continuing education credits, not
higher education instruction.
National and state initiatives called for increased participation of the adult
learner in higher education (The National Center for Public Policy and Higher
Education, 2008). In order for higher education institutions to accomplish these
initiatives, they must employ a greater understanding of the motivational factors of
adult learners. Further research is needed to determine if there are specific
nontraditional characteristics that are based on distinct motivational typologies.
Determination of these typological attributes may support further research related to
the retention of students who demonstrate more nontraditional characteristics than the
general higher education student population.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship of nontraditional
student characteristics and the type of motivation exhibited by undergraduate students.
Specifically, information concerning student nontraditional characteristics and
motivation type (as measured by the Academic Motivation Scale) was collected to
investigate the utility of motivation type as a predictor of student group membership.
Given the current and historical increases in the number of nontraditional
students enrolled in U.S. higher education, this research is important to inform higher
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education institutions as they serve undergraduate needs based on nontraditional
characteristics and motivational tendencies. Furthermore, information collected from
this study may assist institutions in the development of recruitment and retention
strategies for students with nontraditional characteristics in meeting state and national
initiatives.
Significance of the Study
Stokes (2006) and Pusser, et al. (2007) indicated that the characteristics of
traditional higher education students are becoming more nontraditional and that the
traditional university should more readily adapt to these changes. With this
conclusion, the correlation between nontraditional characteristics and the traditional
student motivation may be linked to similar motivation characteristics identified by
research on older adult students. According to trends discovered by Westat and
Creighton (1999) using National Center for Education Statistics data, participation of
adult learners in U.S. higher education has increased by 36% over the 30-year period
from 1969 to 1999, which yields a larger population for examination of motivational
tendencies in undergraduate nontraditional students. Motivation was influenced by the
psychological needs of competence, autonomy and relatedness (Deci, Vallerand,
Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991). These psychological needs are related to the nontraditional
characteristics of students in higher education, as defined by Horn (1996) in the
creation of the National Center for Educational Statistics’ nontraditional student
characteristic classification. The seven characteristics included: delayed enrollment in
postsecondary education beyond the first year after high school graduation, part-time
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attendance, financial independence from parents, full-time employment, having
dependents (other than a spouse), being a single parent, or no high school diploma or
General Education Diploma (GED) (Horn, 1996).
Research Question
This study was guided by the following research question:
RQ1: Can a student’s nontraditional risk classification be predicted by the
student’s motivational tendencies?
Null Hypothesis
H01:

The motivational tendencies of students are not a predictor of the
student’s nontraditional risk classification.

Conceptual Framework
The research design was a quasi-experimental model using the Academic
Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) developed by Vallerand, Blais, Briere, and Pelletier
(1989) and student demographic information. Data collected included nontraditional
student characteristics and motivational tendency as determined by the AMS-C28. The
AMS-C28 measures seven different levels of motivation using twenty-eight questions,
four questions per motivational level, to identify specific areas of motivation based on
Ryan and Deci’s (1985) self-determination theory and Vallerand, et al. (1989)
classifications of intrinsic motivation. Because no treatment was administered and
students were grouped based on their existing characteristics, the design was quasiexperimental and results do not indicate causal relationships (Creswell, 2008; Kirk,
1995).
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The conceptual framework of the study involves the basis of motivation, as
outlined in self-determination theory, that behavior can be measured in terms of
intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation. The concept developed by
Deci and Ryan (1985) has become a standard for measuring motivation within the
realm of education. Self-determination theory is viewed as a continuum in which a
person moves between categories of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and
amotivation based on a situation. Further research by Vallerand, et al. (1989) and
Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, and Vallieres (1992) extended the levels of
intrinsic motivation into three classifications: to know, to accomplish things, and to
experience stimulation. The differing classifications are not viewed in the same
concept of a continuum as self-determination theory. The Academic Motivation Scale
is used to measure the motivational classifications outlined by Vallerand, et al. and has
been determined to provide valid findings related to educational motivation
(Vallerand, et al., 1992; Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, & Vallieres,
1993).
Assumptions
The use of large, public, four-year institutions from three different states
produced a sample that allows the finding to become generalizable to the
undergraduate student population in the United States. It was assumed that all
students who completed the survey provided accurate information. All data fields
completed by participants were reviewed to determine any anomalies in reporting.
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Limitations
The greatest limitation of the study was an adequate sample of older adult
learners from each of the participating institutions. The use of large, public, four-year
institutions for the study proved to be more difficult in securing undergraduate
students who may have nontraditional characteristics.
Student age was collected for the study, however, not used in the analysis of
data. Rather, the characteristics indicated by the participants assisted in the
classification of risk in three groups: minimum risk (zero or one characteristic),
moderate risk (two or three characteristics), or high risk (four or more characteristics).
The time frame for launch of the instrument to the participants at each
institution may have limited the response rates. It was critical that the instrument be
administered as close to the start of the academic term as possible to assure an
adequate return rate. Administrations towards the end of a term may have been
viewed by students as a nuisance due to the stress of end of term assignments.
The quasi-experimental design of the study does not imply causality. Students
were grouped based on their existing characteristics indicative of a quasi-experimental
design (Creswell, 2008; Kirk, 1995). In order for causality to exist, it would be
necessary for one or more independent variables to have received treatment (Kirk,
1995).
Lastly, the possibility of low return rate or sample size may have hindered
representation of the population, thus hindering the generalizability of the study.
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Delimitations
Although the instrument was administered to a convenience sample of students
at three institutions, this study was limited to examination of nontraditional students
who were actively enrolled in undergraduate programs. Therefore, any responses
indicating certificate programs, graduate education, concurrent or dual credit
enrollments, or continuing education were not included in the study.
Definition of Terms
Amotivation: Complete absence of motivation and is classified as nonselfdetermined (Deci & Moller, 2005; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vallerand & Bissonnette,
1992).
External regulation: The most extrinsic motivation regulation. External regulation
is controlled by an external locus of causality (Deci & Moller, 2005; Ryan & Deci,
2000; Vallerand, et al., 1992).
Extrinsic motivation: Participation as a consequence of external influence with
minimal self-motivation (Deci, et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vansteenkiste,
Lens, & Deci, 2006).
Identified regulation: The third level of extrinsic motivation according to selfdetermination theory, which is more internalized yet influenced by external forces
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). A characteristic of this regulation is a request for more
behavioral autonomy (Deci & Moller, 2005).
Integrated regulation: The highest regulation of extrinsic motivation. Integrated
regulation is often confused with intrinsic motivation due to its internal locus of
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causality and containing more self-determination (Deci, et al., 1991; Vallerand, et
al., 1992). However, integrated regulation is still partially influenced by an
external force (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Intrinsic motivation: Participation for self-fulfillment and growth without external
rewards (Deci & Moller, 2005; Deci, et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Intrinsic motivation - to know: Founded on personal motivation to find facts and
obtain knowledge out of pleasure or for personal satisfaction (Vallerand, 1997;
Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
Intrinsic motivation - to accomplishment: Similar to the mastery motivation in the
educational research. Intrinsic motivation to accomplish is participating in an
activity for the satisfaction of completing the activity or the creation of something
to experience competence (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
Intrinsic motivation - to experience stimulation: The engagement in an activity in
order to heighten personal senses or the thrill of engagement (Vallerand, 1997;
Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
Introjected regulation: A level of extrinsic motivation characterized by less
external locus of causality. Often, behavior is sanctioned by more internal forces
than external and contains the involvement of a person’s ego as well as
consciousness of what others might think (Deci & Moller, 2005; Ryan & Deci,
2000).
Nontraditional learner: For the purpose of this study, “nontraditional students” are
those students who have delayed enrollment in postsecondary education beyond
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the first year after high school graduation, attend college on a part-time basis, are
financially independent from parents, have full-time employment, have dependents
(other than a spouse), or are a single parent (Horn, 1996). Therefore, the age
ranges of typical “traditional” and “nontraditional” student will not be noted in this
study. Rather, the characteristics indicated by the participants will assist in the
classification as a “traditional” or “nontraditional” student.
Traditional learner: Classification of learner who is often of the young adult age
with minimal life experience in the higher education environment.
Organization of the Study
The organization of the study consists of five chapters. Chapter I states the
purpose of the study along with the research hypothesis and question, assumptions,
limitations, delimitations, and definition of terms. Chapter II provides a review of the
literature that supports the purpose, research question, and null hypothesis. Chapter III
outlines the methodology used in the study, along with a description of the instrument,
population, and sample used. Chapter IV examines the results of the study and
Chapter V provides a discussion and summary of the findings, and recommends
further research.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

Theories that propose the measurement of motivational differences in students
have evolved to include classification of types and levels of motivation as well as
motivational factors (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992). The
development of motivational theories can be traced to the infusion of adult learners in
higher education. This review of the literature reveals the historical foundation of
adult education research and influence related to this study. The areas of research in
the literature review included historical development from the turn of the twentieth
century and the insurgence of studies following the inception of the G.I. Bill following
World War II. The researcher investigated the influence of Houle’s typology of adult
learner classification on the development of Knowles’ theory of andragogy to discern
the differing instructional needs of the adult learner. Evaluation of Cross’s “Chain of
Response Model” and Ryan and Deci’s self-determination theory resulted in the
researcher discovering a further explanation of why adult learners respond to
educational processes found in Cross’s model. The literature review also included
Vallerand’s, et al. (1992) expansion of self-determination theory into multiple levels
of intrinsic motivation.
Differing characteristics of adult learners were recognized by different authors.
Ultimately, the seven characteristics of adult learners provided through the research of
the U.S. Department of Education (Horn, 1996) would be foundational for describing

12

Texas Tech University, Stanley L. DeMerritt, May 2011

adult learners (Horn, 1996). The research of Pusser, et al. (2007) classified the seven
characteristics into risk groups, which became a focus of this research project.
The goal of the literature review was to identify the foundational evidence that
provides the context for this further research study. Specifically, information
concerning student nontraditional characteristics and motivation types (as measured by
the Academic Motivation Scale) was collected to investigate the ability of motivation
type to predict student group membership.
Historical Development of Adult Education
Knowles (1978) authored a concise history of early research on the adult
learner. Research in the field of the adult learner is marked with the development of
the American Association for Adult Education in 1926, funded by the Carnegie
Corporation of New York (Knowles, 1978). In the early development of adult
education, two streams of research emerged – scientific and artistic. With the
publication of Adult Learning in 1928, the research by Thorndike provided the first
scientific evidence that adults had the ability to learn (Knowles, 1978). Prior thought
was that a person was no longer able to learn beyond the childhood years (Knowles,
1978). Further research, which enhanced Thorndike’s initial research, resulted in his
1935 text Adult Interests and was followed by Sorenson’s Adult Abilities in 1938
(Knowles, 1978). Founded on the research of Dewey, adult education research began
with Lindeman’s 1926 book entitled The Meaning of Adult Education, which focused
on how adults learn (Knowles, 1978). The Journal of Adult Education started
publication in 1929 and was considered the primary source of adult education until
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October 1941 (Knowles, 1978). Due to the fact that a majority of research on adult
education occurred just prior to World War II, the findings would shape the movement
of adults participating in educational opportunities immediately following the war
(Knowles, 1978).
Although the early research was founded on empirical evidence, it was
Kirchner who began the movement to tie empirical data to psychological aspects of
adults (Brunner, Wilder, Kirchner, & Newberry, 1959). According to Kirchner, the
motivational theories of Thurstone and Maller, which linked physical forces to
learning, was the foundation of adult goal definition studies of Kuhlen and Johnson
(Brunner, et al., 1959). It was the belief of Kirchner that, when paired with the
empirical evidence of Thorndike, Sorenson, and Lindeman, these psychological
studies allowed the research to become more generalizable to the adult population, and
thus would spur further research (Brunner, et al., 1959).
Houle’s Typology
Research conducted by Houle (1961) shaped the direction of educational
research in adult motivation. Houle (1961) conducted a qualitative study of adult lifelong learners enrolled in continuing education courses and concluded that adults could
be classified into three different types of learners: goal-oriented, activity-oriented, and
learning-oriented. Further research performed by Boshier in the late 1960s indicated
that Houle’s typology, although foundational, was simplistic and elementary (Boshier,
1971). Development of an instrument known as the Education Participation Scale
(EPS), based on the measurement of the adult learner motivation for attendance,
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allowed Boshier to modify Houle’s typology into seven categories: improvement of
communication skills; social contact; remedial and developmental education;
professional development; family inclusiveness; social stimulation; and cognitive
interests (Boshier, 1991; Merriam, Cafferella, & Baumgartner, 2007). Further research
by Morstain and Smart (1974) used Boshier’s instrument and supported the accuracy
of his conclusion of expanding Houle’s typology. Boshier’s continued use of the EPS
and foundational use of Houle’s typology created an acceptance of the adult life-long
learning characteristics as it applied to the general adult learner population (Morstain
& Smart, 1974).
Development of Andragogy
At the conclusion of the Vietnam War, higher education institutions
experienced an increase in adult learners as the federal government increased military
education benefits (Morstain & Smart, 1974). By the mid-1970s, understanding the
needs of the adult learner became a priority. Knowles (1978) recognized the differing
instructional needs, developed in the 1928 findings of Lindeman, and staked claim to
the fact that adults do not learn in the same manner as children. Knowles’ (1978)
research concluded that a distinction was evident in the differences between the
learning processes of children and adults, as the approach to learning differed based on
educational and life experiences. Adults had the need to be seen as capable of selfdirection and had the ability to handle situations effectively (Wlodkowski, 1999).
These differences led Knowles to develop changes to the pedagogy of teaching and
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create the instructional theory of andragogy (Knowles, 1978). Knowles’ summarized
the foundation of andragogy in five points:
1. Adults are motivated to learn as they experience needs and interests that
learning will satisfy; therefore, these are the appropriate starting points for
organizing adult learning activities.
2. Adults' orientation to learning is life-centered; therefore, the appropriate
units for organizing adult learning are life situations, not subjects.
3. Experience is the richest resource for adults' learning; therefore, the core
methodology of adult education is the analysis of experience.
4. Adults have a deep need to be self-directing; therefore, the role of the
teacher is to engage in a process of mutual inquiry with them rather than to
transmit his or her knowledge to them and then evaluate their conformity to it.
5. Individual differences among people increase with age; therefore, adult
education must make optimal provision for differences in style, time, place,
and pace of learning. (Knowles, 1978, p. 31)
The first point of Knowles’ andragogy theory centered on motivational aspects as the
foundation for andragogy. Wlodkowski (1999) indicated that adults had a selfconcept of responsibility for the outcomes of their lives, which initiates motivational
interest. Treatment of the self-concept of responsibility in an environment that
nurtures this intrinsic motivation, the motivation to succeed and internalize the
concept would be greater than if the situation was more extrinsically oriented
(Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Soenens, Matos, & Lacante, 2004).
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Chain of Response Model
Following the introduction of the Knowles’ andragagy theory, Cross (1981)
developed the “Chain of Response Model” (COR) of adult participation in higher
education. Research conducted by Cross determined that adults who internalized
personal goals often continued in their educational pursuits, which aligned with
Knowles’ conclusions. Research from the 1970s indicated that adults entered the
educational process based on life situations; however, this reason declined for those
over 50 years old (Cross, 1981; Wolfgang & Dowling, 1981). Other conclusions
include the fact that one-third of all adult participants indicated personal satisfaction as
the primary reason for participation and over 50% indicated personal satisfaction as
one of multiple main reasons for participation (Cross, 1981). Although personal
satisfaction was highly ranked by adult students, the research did not conclude that
degree completion was of primary importance to adults in the 1970s.
Figure 2.1 (p. 18) is a representation of Cross’ (COR) model. Cross asserted
that an adult would have to bring into balance a self-evaluation (A) about the
preparedness of education as well as the attitudes toward education (B). Often the
evaluation of self and attitudes toward education are sparked by a change in perception
of current situations (Ross, 1988). With A and B in alignment, the adult was able to
determine for him/herself the importance and expectation of participation in the
educational process (C). Often life transitions (D) assisted with the decisions of C. In
the assessment of opportunities and barriers (E), the learner was influenced by the
information (F) obtained. Common barriers to education for the adult learner were
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classifed as dispositional (internal) and situational (external). Types of barriers
included personal problems, lack of confidence, educational costs, lack of interest in
education generally, and the lack of interest in available courses (Merriam, et al.,
2007). Adults typically transfered from E to C based on E or F. If the student
returned to C based on E or F investigation, the student may have moved back to A
and B, which could have stopped the educational pursuit process. After the student
determined the best solutions for opportunities and how to overcome educational
barriers, participation occured (G). As the figure indicates, participation could be met
with the review of self-evaluation and attitudes toward education. Cross designed the
model as a continuous loop of evaluation and participation (Cross, 1981).

Figure 2.1: Cross’s (1981) chain of response model.
Self-Determination Theory
Influenced by the psychological motivational work of Maslow and Freud,
deCharms and Festinger contributed to the development of motivational theory into its
current form (Deci, 1971). The foundation for self-determination theory is attributed
to deCharms’ research (Deci, 1971). deCharms’ findings proposed that humans
manifested an internal motivation representing a sense of personal causation
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(deCharms, 1968), the foundation of intrinsic motivation (Vansteenkiste, et al., 2006).
Focused on the results of external rewards on motivation, deCharms discovered that
motivation centered on a reward structure which characterized motivation (deCharms,
1968; Deci, 1971). deCharms believed that the individual’s locus of causality
determined motivation. If a locus of causality were internal, then the tendency would
be intrinsic motivation. With an external locus of causality, the person would
experience extrinsic motivational behaviors (Benware & Deci, 1984; Deci, 1971; Deci
& Moller, 2005; Vansteenkiste, et al., 2006). When the locus of causality was based
on a tangible reward, deCharms noted that the person would experience a decrease in
intrinsic motivation. However, this was discounted by the research of Deci (1971)
who found that the decrease in intrinsic motivation was not substantially related to the
reward or that the motivation was not intrinsic from the start. Deci and Ryan (1985)
developed deCharms findings into a theory of self-determination which was focused
on motivation rather than cognition. Previous researchers determined that cognitive
variables determined motivation, however, the theory of self-determination turned the
direction of the equation to state that cognition and other behavioral variables were the
result of motivation.
Deci and Ryan’s (1985) self-determination theory was based on research that
focused on the external environment influence on intrinsic motivation, Deci and Ryan
were able to construct a broader-based motivational theory of personality, which was
subsequently labeled “self-determination theory” (SDT). SDT was categorized into
three different types of motivation: amotivation, extrinsic motivation, and intrinsic
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motivation. Figure 2.2 demonstrates how the three motivational types were plotted on
a continuum with amotivation being the lowest form of motivation with the least
amount of self-determination and intrinsic being the highest in motivation and greatest
amount of self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Figure 2.2: The self-determination continuum (Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Locus of Causality
On the SDT continuum, the locus of causality moved from impersonal on the
amotivation side to internal on the intrinsic motivation side of the continuum. Deci
and Moller (2005) noted that self-determination was an active process. In the process,
the more self-determined a person, the more likely the person is to exhibit
intrapersonal locus of causality in order to become socially engaged (Deci, et al.,
1991). Psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness influence
social engagement. Competence is the ability to perform required actions in different
external or internal situations with respective outcomes. Relatedness is the ability to
make social connections, which were secure and satisfying. Autonomy involves the
self-regulation and self-initiation in any situation (Deci, et al., 1991). Each of the
psychological needs interact with each other or apart from each other in the different
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levels of the self-determination continuum (Deci & Moller, 2005). On the amotivation
side of the continuum, a person is more impersonal, less motivated and less socially
engaged due to the fact that the psychological needs are not met. In progression
through the SDT continuum and as more psychological needs are met, internal
motivation increases and the locus of control becomes more centered on intrapersonal
issues as the movement is from extrinsic regulations into intrinsic motivation.
However, it must be noted that the progress through the continuum is by choice. The
greater the personal choice, the more self-determined a person is. Individuals
controlled through external factors are often more compliant and experienced a lesser
sense of self-determination (Deci, et al., 1991).
Amotivation
The least discussed motivation of self-determination theory due to the lack of
intentionality is amotivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Figure 2.2 (p. 20) indicates that
there is no regulation associated and the locus of causality is impersonal. The
psychological needs of competence, relatedness, and autonomy are not present, thus
the lack of social interaction and motivation (Deci & Moller, 2005). Lack of purpose
or expectation of reward is found to have a correlation that is strongly negative in
relation to educational outcomes (Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992). Studies have
focused on the extrinsic and intrinsic components of the SDT continuum.
Extrinsic Motivation
Extrinsic motivation is characterized by the regulation of a person’s behavior
based on external contingencies (Deci, et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000;
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Vansteenkiste, et al., 2006). Four different types of regulation are included in
extrinsic motivation: external, introjected, identified, and integrated (Deci & Moller,
2005; Vansteenkiste, et al., 2006). As Figure 2.2 (p. 20) depicts, the least selfdetermined behavior is external regulated and, within the extrinsic motivation
category, the most self-determined is integrated regulation. The locus of causality is
relative to the different aspect of regulation, and runs from an external causality with
the external regulation to an internal causality with the integrated regulation based on
the level of internalization of the behavior. Also, each becomes more self-determined
as regulations moved from external to integrated regulation.
External regulation is the state of extrinsic motivation when the person’s
behavior is under external locus of control. This regulation is often compared to a
reward or punishment causality. In the study of external regulation, the true action
based on reward or punishment fully undermines the self-determined qualities of
intrinsic motivation, thus the lowest ranking of all extrinsic motivation regulations,
just above the amotivation non-regulation (Deci & Moller, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
External regulation is the most generalized point on the self-determination continuum
when the literature referred to extrinsic motivation (Vallerand, et al., 1992).
Introjected regulation is somewhat controlled by an external locus of causality;
however, introjected regulation receives less external influenced than external
regulation. Often, behavior of introjected regulation is sanctioned by more internal
forces than external and contained the involvement of a person’s ego, as well as
consciousness of what others might think in order to avoid guilt or anxiety. Ego
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involvement is found in this regulation as the gain or maintaining of feelings of worth
and self-esteem becomes important (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Typically, characterization
of introjected regulation included the movement from nonself-determined into a more
self-determined behavior (Deci & Moller, 2005).
Identified regulation is defined when a person identified with the value of the
behavior. The locus of causality for identified regulations became somewhat internal,
and a more self-determined behavior (Ryan & Deci, 2000). A characteristic of this
regulation is a request for more behavioral autonomy. However, the outcomes from
identified regulation remain extrinsically motivated due to the lack of participation for
the purest sense of interest and enjoyment (Deci & Moller, 2005).
Integrated regulation is considered the highest level of external motivation and
often is classified as a level of intrinsic motivation (Deci, et al., 1991; Vallerand, et al.,
1992). Some of the characteristics of integration are the behaviors integrating and
identifying with the concept of self-determination as seen in adulthood (Deci, et al.,
1991). Although the locus of causality is internal, external factors still cause the
action to be more extrinsically motivated and at the same time more autonomous
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Some researchers do not consider integrated regulation a part of
the self-determination continuum within extrinsic motivation, rather as an integral
classification as part of different levels of intrinsic motivation (Vallerand, et al., 1992;
Vallerand, 1997).
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Intrinsic Motivation
The study of pure intrinsic motivation was the foundation of the selfdetermination theory. From the empirical research point of view, intrinsic motivation
is referred to as the non-drive-based motivation and was a normal part of the human
psyche (Deci & Moller, 2005). When people are not influenced by the external
environment and rely on intrapersonal locus of control, it is more likely that physical
and social interaction occurred within the environment on a more interpersonal level.
Interaction occurs as the intrinsically motivated person participated in an activity that
was found interesting (Deci & Moller, 2005; Deci, et al., 1991; Ryan & Deci, 2000), is
influenced by the culture and emotions of the person, and connects the person to what
was to be learned (Wlodkowski, 1999). Based on the psychological needs within the
locus of control, intrinsic motivation is composed of competence and autonomy or
being self-determined (Deci & Moller, 2005; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Wlodkowski, 1999).
Research of intrinsic motivation indicates that, over time, people take on more
intrinsic characteristics with increased knowledge and skills (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
However, adults experience daily external factors in which intrinsic motivation is
undermined by external controls, and movement from the internal autonomous locus
of control resulted in an extrinsically motivated activity (Benware & Deci, 1984; Deci
& Moller, 2005).
Research conducted by Vallerand, et al. (1992) concluded that intrinsic
motivation consists of multiple levels classified as intrinsic motivation to know,
intrinsic motivation toward accomplishment, and intrinsic motivation to experience
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stimulation. Intrinsic motivation to know is founded on personal motivation to find
facts and obtain knowledge out of pleasure or for personal satisfaction. Intrinsic
motivation toward accomplishment is similar to the mastery motivation in the
educational research. Participating in an activity for the satisfaction of completing the
activity or the creation of something to experience competence defines intrinsic
motivation to accomplish. Intrinsic motivation to experience stimulation engages the
individual in an activity in order to heighten personal senses or the thrill of
engagement (Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
Chain of Response Model and Self-Determination Theory
The chain of response model that Cross introduced (Figure 2.1, p. 18), for the
most part, interacts with self-determination theory (Figure 2.2, p. 20). Within extrinsic
motivation, as defined by the self-determination theory, external and introjected
regulation is characterized by the fact that a decision to participate is based on the
external locus of control. Processes A through F in the Cross model are all areas which
have a different locus of causality. Steps A (self-evaluation) and B (attitudes about
education) can be seen as more internal in causality, while steps C (importance of
goals and expectations that participation will meet goals), D (life transitions), E
(opportunities and barriers) and F (information) tend to have more external causality
in order to proceed to the stage of participation (G). At G, the student may perceive a
growing internal locus of causality. Several passes through the chain of response
model are required in order for the learner to gain confidence and to increase in
internal locus of causality. However, it is important to note that changes in any of the
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steps of the chain of response model may cause the learner to retract to a more
external locus of causality and into varying levels of regulation.
Characteristics of Adult Students
Early research in adult education indicated that adults enrolled in higher
education based on life situations. In 1970, more than one-third of adults enrolled in
higher education reported that personal satisfaction was the reason for enrollment
(intrinsically motivated), while over 50% noted that personal satisfaction was only one
of the many reasons for entering higher education (possible internal and external locus
of causality) (Cross, 1981). Apps’s (1981) research indicated that there were six
primary motivators or reasons for adults to return to college: occupation was the
largest motivator as education was often mandated for increased skill, certificates or
licensure; social acceptability as the adult student became accepted into the classroom;
life enhancement as the relevant improvement of life quality and was intrinsically
motivated; life situations, such as divorce and moving; education attainment as viewed
by society; and school recruitment as institutions look for means of attracting the adult
learner through scheduling and different delivery methods. Often the reason for
returning to college was influenced by more than one factor, thus affecting the
motivational characteristics of the adult student. These six motivational factors
addressed by Apps were distilled into four categories: attention of the student must be
kept by the instructor, and the input supplied must be taken as viable by the instructor;
students must find relevance in the course of study in order for more intrinsic
motivation to be present; confidence in one’s self related back to the success of the
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course and to the locus of control for the student as well as influence of future
motivation in the educational process; and satisfaction of the instructional setting was
important to motivation in that the lack of satisfaction for the delivery method or other
instructional attributes will negatively influence the student’s motivation (Cross, 1981;
Houle, 1961; Justice & Dornan, 2001; Klein, 1990; Knowles, 1978).
In these studies, knowledge obtained in college was viewed by nontraditional
students as more immediately useful, thus making degree attainment less important
with age (Cross, 1981; Donaldson, 1999; Eduventures, Inc., 2008; Issac, Guy, &
Valentine, 2001; Matus-Grossman, Gooden, Wavelet, Diaz, & Seupersad, 2002;
Wlodkowski, 1999). However, this lack of interest in degree attainment created a
negative view in the student’s ability to benefit from higher education, which led to a
lack of self-confidence that the educational process may be completed (Apps, 1981;
Klein, 1990; Nunn, 1994; Richardson & King, 1998; Wlodkowski, 1999). Apps
(1981) indicated four major distinctions between the nontraditional and the more
traditional learner: life experiences, motivation, academic behavior, and other issues.
The nontraditional learner tended to apply life experiences to all areas in life,
especially in the classroom of higher education. Nontraditional students had a more
clear understanding and made application of the concept easier than the traditional
student. In the realm of motivation, the nontraditional student had a clear goal for the
future, and that motivation carried them through the learning process. The motivation
of the nontraditional student may appear to be more intrinsically inclined, yet may
consist of extrinsic influence based on the task. Due to the immediate application of
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life experiences to the academic content, nontraditional students tended to appreciate
the more informal settings of classrooms such as seminars, allowing for the more
immediate dissemination of information or interpretation and application of
knowledge. Other issues that were identified as affecting the nontraditional student
included: the establishment of unrealistic goals, poor self-image, social-familial
problems, and excessive practical orientation toward academic content. Students may
view these issues as barriers to education, halting the educational process (Merriam, et
al., 2007; Wlodkowski, 1999).
The literature reviewed in this chapter identified numerous barriers to higher
education for nontraditional learners. Nontraditional learners have to determine how
best to use time to accomplish the important things in life (Donaldson, 1999; Kazis,
Calahan, Davidson, et al., 2007; Matus-Grossman, et al., 2002) and make a
determination about the importance of education. Age was another one of the most
studied barriers for nontraditional students; research indicated that a majority of the
population within higher education was below the age of 45 and continued to increase
(Long, 1983). Studies on older adults aged 55-79 indicated that the likelihood of
participation from this group to attend was dependent upon self-knowledge as well as
social interaction (Lakin, Mullane, & Robinson, 2007).
Limited educational level was also seen by the nontraditional learner as a
barrier. Research indicated that completion of high school credentials often led to lifelong learning and the potential for earning higher degrees or certificates as adults
(Long, 1983). However, the lack of required credentials or need for remediation was
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often a barrier for entrance to post-secondary institutions (Matus-Grossman, et al.,
2002).
Family relationships were identified as a critical barrier to access to higher
education (Donaldson, 1999; Kazis, et al., 2007; Long, 1983; Matus-Grossman, et al.,
2002). How the student was perceived by the spouse, children, and other immediate
family members was important. Attention to family was important for role
understanding; however, the understanding of obtaining higher education was
important for future success of the children and the family unit (Berker, Horn, &
Carroll, 2003; Justice & Dornan, 2001; Long, 1983).
Financial resources were another barrier to education. The income barrier
often enhanced other variables such as previous educational attainment, social class,
and occupational status. This barrier had tremendous influence on other barriers.
With employment being one of the highest priorities for the family (Berker, et al.,
2003), financial resources spent on education did not take precedence over family
(Kazis, et al., 2007; Long, 1983). Traditional learners often made choices concerning
financial issues that were not detrimental to others, whereas the work of the
nontraditional student often sustained the family unit (Donaldson, 1999; MatusGrossman, et al., 2002).
Location of residence in relation to the institution, as well as the scheduling of
courses, was seen as an immediate barrier for the nontraditional learner (Donaldson,
1999; Kazis, et al., 2007). Due to limits of personal time to devote to educational
opportunities, the student required a campus location within the neighborhood, thus
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taking less travel time and reducing fuel costs without compromising on quality
(Eduventures, Inc., 2008). Students from 25-34 and over 54 sought face-to-face
contact, making location and scheduling important, whereas students who were 35-54
found satisfaction with asynchronous programs (Eduventures, Inc., 2008).
Other factors seen as access barriers included ethnic and racial issues (Long,
1983). Education was viewed as important by many ethnic sub-groups and was seen
as a positive motivator for success. However, due to high influence of other barriers
to education, Issac, et al. (2001) found that students of color did not view higher
education as an option.
The nontraditional view of education and self, assisted to underscore the
findings of Horn (1996) in the creation of the National Center for Educational
Statistics’ seven nontraditional student characteristics. In this research, seven
characteristics were identified: delayed enrollment in postsecondary education beyond
the first year after high school graduation, part-time attendance, financial
independence from parents, full-time employment, having dependents (other than a
spouse), being a single parent, or no high school diploma (or GED) (Horn, 1996;
Kazis, et al., 2007). Levin (Pusser, et al., 2007) classified different levels of risk for
participating in higher education based on the number of characteristics exhibited: a
student manifested minimum risk if only maintaining one nontraditional characteristic;
two or three nontraditional characteristics determined moderate risk designation;
students with four or more characteristics denoted high-risk students. Ultra-high risk
students displayed many of these characteristics along with participation in programs
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outside of the mainstream of higher education including continuing education,
employment training, and for-credit continuing education courses which led to full
entry into higher education programs (Pusser, et al., 2007).
No matter the risk level assigned by Levin, nontraditional learners were
viewed as resilient and motivated toward higher education. Wlodkowsi (1999)
indicated that the nontraditional learner wanted the responsibility created by the
motivation to learn. Typically, nontraditional students were successful learners,
whether influenced by external factors or internal motivation, and continue in higher
education.
Statistical Information on Higher Education Adult Participation in the United States
Data from the National Postsecondary Student Aid Report of 2003-04
(American Council on Education, 2005) indicated that post-secondary undergraduates
within the United States consisted of over 87% of students enrolled in higher
education. Included in the undergraduate percentage, 39% were age 25 and older,
34% were married (of which 15% of undergraduates were married with children), 11%
were single parents, and 8% were married with no children.
The characteristics (American Council on Education, 2005) of the
undergraduates aged 25 and older included the fact that 62% were women, 42% were
minorities and of those 13% were Hispanic, 69% were married and/or had children of
which 33% were married with children, 21% were single parents, and 14% were
married with no children. Enrollment status indicated that 80% attended on less than a
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full-time, full-year basis, of which 32% attended part-time for part of the year and
13% attended full-time for part of the year (American Council on Education, 2005).
Low-income undergraduates comprised 40% of the study, where 58% were
women, 48% were minorities (of which 17% were Hispanic) (American Council on
Education, 2005). Thirty-nine percent of the low-income population were 25 or older,
and 38% were married and/or having children (American Council on Education,
2005). Enrollment trends for the low-income undergraduates revealed that 61%
attended less than full-time on a full-year basis, with 24% attending part-time for the
full year and 21% attending part-time for part of the year. Only 16% attended fulltime for part of the year (American Council on Education, 2005).
The trends from this data followed the trends outlined by previous studies
(Apps, 1981; Cross, 1981; Horn, Cataldi, Sikora, & Carroll, 2005; Merriam, et al.,
2007). In a study conducted in 2000, Berker, et al. (2003) discovered that work tended
to take precedence over education in that those students who worked full-time
attended part-time, and those who worked part-time attended full-time. Only one-fifth
of all students who worked full-time enrolled full-time, which was consistent with the
National Postsecondary Student Aid Report of 2003-04. As previous research
indicated, students who enrolled in postsecondary institutions revealed multiple
reasons for doing so (Apps, 1981; Cross, 1981; Horn, Cataldi, Sikora, & Carroll,
2005; Merriam, et al., 2007). According to the Berker’s, et al. (2003) report, adults
reported skill and career advancement (85%), personal enrichment (89%), degree
attainment (80%), or job requirements (36%) as the primary reasons for attending
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postsecondary institutions. However, research by Eduventures (2008) indicated
approximately 63% of students attending for career or job advancement, which
statistically was in line with the 39% who earned an associate’s degree or higher.
Merriam and Caffarella (1999) stated that there was not a single theory that has
been developed to predict adult participation in the educational process and the models
developed tended to reflect on the formal learning activities rather than the selfdirected aspects found in adult learning. Based on this lack of a model for prediction,
descriptive statistical information remained the principle source to explain adult
participation. The National Center for Educational Statistics (2008) reported in
Measuring up 2008: The National Report Card on Higher Education that the
percentage of adults in the 25-34 age group held steady since 2006, but lagged behind
at 10th in the world with 39% adult student attainment of the associate or higher
degree. For the age group from 35-64, the United States continued at second place in
the world for 39% students holding an associate’s degree or higher.
Studies on Post-Secondary Motivation
Houle (1961) is recognized as some of the earliest educational human subject
survey research conducted on nontraditional post-secondary learners. In order to
obtain large representative samples of the adult population, a majority of the
motivational research in higher education was conducted at large institutions, both
community college and university levels, in urban areas allowing for a more
generalizable outcome (Bye, et al., 2007; Morstain & Smart, 1974; Shields, 1993;
Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992; Wolfgang & Dowling, 1981). The research often
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reached similar findings, yet differs based on the instrument utilized or the perspective
selected (i.e., educational or psychological).
Analysis of the literature revealed that the motivation of the younger adult (1824) was more social in interaction (Bye, et al., 2007; Morstain & Smart, 1974; Nunn,
1994; Wolfgang & Dowling, 1981). Pursuit of goals based on social interaction was
extrinsic motivation, and classified as external or introjected regulation in the SDT
model.
Motivation of older adult student’s (25 and older) differed across research
studies. Educational research indicated that the older adult student was more inwardly
motivated based on the Education Participation Scale and Cross’ Chain of Response
model (Bye, et al., 2007; Carney-Crompton & Tan, 2002; Eppler & Marju, 1997;
Horn, et al., 2005; Kasworm, 1990; Morstain & Smart, 1974; Nunn, 1994; Wolfgang
& Dowling, 1981), and the older the student, the more intrinsically motivated the
student became (Horn, et al., 2005). Other studies that utilized mixed methods, found
that the adult student perceived him/herself as intrinsically motivated. However,
studies indicated a greater extrinsic motivation for older students than younger
students (Apps, 1981; Carney-Crompton & Tan, 2002; Cross, 1980; Justice & Dornan,
2001) due to the motivational interests and personal drive dictated by personal and
career concerns (Apps, 1981; Justice & Dornan, 2001; Shields, 1993).
This review of literature also found that changes in motivation occurred within
both younger and older adult groups as educational level increased. Students enrolled
in certificate or degree programs were often more motivated than students enrolled
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only for informational purposes. Greater levels of internal locus of causality were
present as students enrolled in courses specific to a trade or major field of study, even
when the student may have been extrinsically motivated (Deci, et al., 1991; Vallerand
& Bissonnette, 1992). Figure 2.2 (p. 20) depicts the finding that students who
identified with or integrated knowledge became more internally driven, and thus
potentially more successful in goal attainment.
External rewards, such as the emphasis on deadlines, evaluation of work
through grades, goals imposed upon the course, and requirements to think in
prescribed ways drove the motivation for nontraditional student learning, no matter
how intrinsically motivated (Deci & Flaste, 1995; Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999;
Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 2001; Deci, et al., 1991; Eppler & Marju, 1997; Wlodkowski,
1999). Although these rewards existed around the external locus of causality, the
more applicable the information for practice, the more internalized the information
became, allowing for intrinsic motivation to increase (Benware & Deci, 1984; Deci &
Flaste, 1995; Eppler & Marju, 1997). Even with differences in educational and
psychology research, each non-traditional student determined his/her own level of
motivation somewhere within the self-determination continuum.
Morstain and Smart (1974) called for further research of student motivation
based on Houle’s findings on the actual characteristics of students in relationship to
motivation type. Wolfgang and Dowling (1981) suggested further research of the
different facets of the adult learner, in particular the nontraditional characteristics, as
the adult population became a growing classification of learners within higher
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education. Klein (1990) reinforced this suggestion, indicating that institutions should
become familiar with the behaviors and characteristics of students for successful
instruction and student motivation. Conclusions of other researchers concurred with
Klein’s findings, in that higher education must adjust to nontraditional student
motivation types and learning processes in order to maintain student persistence
(Eppler & Marju, 1997; Justice & Dornan, 2001; Nunn, 1994; Shields, 1993).
Vallerand and Bissonnette (1992) called for further research to determine
causal effects of motivation styles on behavior. Bye, et al. (2007) determined that
students who were characterized as more nontraditional exhibited more intrinsic
motivation. However, the research was limited, in that the characteristics of the
nontraditional learner were not correlated to the motivation type, which did not allow
for finding a more exact source or characteristic (causal effect) of the motivation type.
In conclusion, while this review of literature clearly establishes that
nontraditional learners are more self-determined, the specific classification of
motivation often changes based on the student’s situation as dictated by his/her
nontraditional characteristics. The review of literature informed the development of
the research question and sets the context for the study. In the next chapter, the
methodology is described in depth, including linkage to Cross’s “Chain of Response
Model” (Figure 2.1, p. 18), the self-determination continuum (Figure 2.2, p. 20), and
Vallerand, et al.’s three levels of intrinsic motivation. After the review of literature
and analysis of findings, this study was designed to fill the gaps in relation to the
undergraduate student nontraditional characteristics and type of motivation exhibited,
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and to determine how they affect matriculation and attrition into institutions of higher
education.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Purpose
The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between
nontraditional student characteristics and the type of motivation exhibited by
undergraduate students. Specifically, information concerning student nontraditional
characteristics and motivation type (as measured by the Academic Motivation Scale)
was collected to investigate the ability of motivation type to predict student group
membership.
Research Question
This study was guided by the following research question:
RQ1: Can a student’s nontraditional risk classification be predicated by the
student’s motivational tendencies?
Null Hypothesis
H01:

The motivational tendencies of students are not a predictor of the
student’s nontraditional risk classification.

For the purpose of this study, “nontraditional students” are those students who
have delayed enrollment in postsecondary education beyond the first year after high
school graduation, attend college on a part-time basis, are financially independent
from parents, have full-time employment, have dependents (other than a spouse), or
are a single parent (Horn, 1996). Therefore, the age ranges of typical “traditional” and
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“nontraditional” student will not be noted in this study. Rather, the characteristics
indicated by the participants assisted in the placement of students into risk
classifications (i.e., minimum, moderate, or high).
Research Design
The research design was a quasi-experimental model, using the Academic
Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) developed by Vallerand, et al. (1989) and student
demographic information. Data collected included nontraditional student
characteristics and motivational tendency as determined by the AMS-C28. The AMSC28 measures seven different levels of motivation using twenty-eight questions, four
questions per motivational level, to identify specific areas of motivation based on
Ryan and Deci’s (1981) self-determination theory and Vallerand, et al.’s (1989)
classifications of intrinsic motivation. Because no treatment was administered and
students were grouped based on their existing characteristics, the design was quasiexperimental and results cannot be utilized to indicate causal relationships (Creswell,
2008; Kirk, 1995).
Nontraditional typology of the adult learner, as identified by Pusser, et al.
(2007), is now found in subjects of all ages. However, there is a lack of research
relating to the role of nontraditional student motivation in attracting or retaining adult
learners. Vallerand (1997), Vallerand, et al. (1992), and Cockley, Bernard,
Cunningham, and Motoike (2001), concluded that further research was needed to
determine other stimulants that may lead to specific types of motivation. In this study,
five of the seven non-traditional student characteristics (Horn, 1996) were analyzed to
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investigate their association with student motivation. However, one of the
characteristics, the number of course hours that the student was enrolled in, was
inadvertently omitted from the survey instrument utilized at two of the institutions.
Another characteristic, that of educational pursuits without a high school diploma or
equivalency, was not a part of the study, as most post-secondary institutions require
the high school diploma or equivalent prior to enrollment.
Source of Data
The study consisted of a convenience sample of undergraduate students from
three, public universities across the southern region of the United States. Each
institution was asked to supply a random sample of 25% of undergraduate students.
Table 3.1 indicates the institution undergradute population, sample size and response
rates. The cumulative undergraduate student population of the three institutions,
based on fall 2010 enrollment figures, was 55,334 of which 28,454 (51.42%) were
male and 26,837 (48.5%) were female. The age range for all undergraduates was 1176. Enrollment hours ranged from 1-30. Further demographic information including
ethnicity and classification can be found in Table 3.2 (p. 41).
Table 3.1: Population and respondent totals by institution
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Table 3.2: Undergraduate population and respondent demographics
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Demograpic information for Instituion A is found in Table 3.3 (p. 44). The
institution is part of a university system that includes another four-year university,
health science center, and law school, as well as several satellite locations. The
undergraduate enrollment was 25,031 students. Institution A consists of ten colleges
with 146 baccalaureate degree programs. A vibrant graduate program was also
present at the institution. Of the 25,031 undergraduate students, 13,868 (55.4%) were
male, 11,120 (44.4%) were female, and 43 (.2%) did not report gender. Students
ranged in age from 12 to 74 with a mean age of 21.09 and a median age of 20. The
ethnic diversity of the students enrolled at the university consisted of 17,535 (70.1%)
White and 4,048 (16.2%) Hispanic students. All other ethnic groups made up the
remainder of the population with only 69 (.3%) individuals who did not report their
ethnicity. Student enrollment classification (freshman, sophomore, etc.) ranged from a
low of 20.95% in the junior class to a high of 29.2% in the senior class. The number
of course hours enrolled in ranged from 1 hour to 24 hours, with a mean of 13.52
hours and a median enrollment of 14 hours.
Institution B undergraduate demographics are found in Table 3.4 (p. 45). The
university is a single campus institution with several satellite locations. The
undergraduate enrollment was 17,510 students. Institution B consists of ten colleges
with 120 baccalaureate degree programs and a large graduate program. Of the 17,510
undergraduate students, 6,759 (38.6%) were male and 10,751 (61.4%) were female.
Students ranged in age from 11 to 82 with a mean age of 24.1 and a median age of 23.
The ethnic diversity of the undergraduate students enrolled at the university consisted
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of 8,736 (49.89%) White and 6,990 (39.92%) Black/African American students. All
other ethnic groups made up the remainder of the population with 820 (4.68%)
unreported ethnicity. Student classification was evenly distributed across the
population with slightly larger numbers of seniors. Course hour enrollments ranged
from 1 hour to 24 hours with a mean of 12.1 hours and a median enrollment of 13
hours.
Institution C demographics can be found on Table 3.5 (p. 46). The university
is a single campus institution with several satellite locations. Institutional information
on undergraduate enrollment was only made available for students 18 years or older.
Therefore, the undergraduate enrollment of students 18 years or older was 12,793.
Institution C includes six colleges with 56 baccalaureate degree programs and 20
graduate degree programs. Of the 12,793 undergraduate students, 7,827 (61.18%)
were male and 4,966 (38.82%) were female. Students ranged in age from 18 to 73
with a mean age of 22.4 and a median age of 21. The ethnic diversity of the
undergraduate students at institution C consisted of 9,653 (75.46%) White and 2,218
(17.34%) Black/African American students. All other ethnic groups made up the
remainder of the population with 263 (2.06%) unreported ethnicity. Student
classification included a freshman population of 31.49% and a senior class of 30.21%.
Sophomore and junior classifications were similar at approximately 19% each.
Course hour enrollments ranged from 1 hour to 24 hours with a mean of 13.5 hours
and a median enrollment of 15 hours.
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Table 3.3: Institution A undergraduate population and respondent demographics
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Table 3.4: Institution B undergraduate population and respondent demographics
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Table 3.5: Institution C undergraduate population and respondent demographics
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Instruments
Demographic Information
The survey instrument utilized in this study included demographic questions
and the AMS-C28. Questions regarding demographic information were not part of the
AMC-C28 instrument. However, in previous studies, similar demographic questions
were asked to determine the general characteristics of the population such as gender,
ethnicity, and age (Vallerand, et al., 1993). Demographic questions that were added to
the survey gathered information about five of the seven qualities of non-traditional
students as defined by Horn (1996) in the creation of the National Center for
Educational Statistics nontraditional student characteristics. Demographics and risk
classification of students continually evolve. Therefore, responses to the instrument
should be viewed as a snapshot of nontraditional characteristics at a particular time in
the respondent’s life.
Academic Motivation Scale
Data were collected using the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) for adult
learners developed by Vallerand, et al. (1989) (see Appendix A). The AMS-C28 was
developed by Vallerand and colleagues using a similar format to that of the Academic
Self-Regulation Questionnaire (ASRQ) developed by Ryan and Connell (Deci, et al.,
1991). While the ASRQ was developed for measuring motivation within a particular
course, the AMS-C28 was developed to determine the overall motivation of the student
in a post-secondary experience. Due to the lack of an instrument to measure
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motivation toward post-secondary studies in general, Vallerand, et al. first developed
the l’Échelle de Motivation en Éducation (EME) (Vallerand, et al., 1989). The
instrument represented seven different motivation sub-scales with four questions per
scale. Sub-scales assessed:
1) Three types of intrinsic motivation:
To know – founded on personal motivation to find facts and obtain
knowledge out of pleasure or for personal satisfaction (Vallerand,
1997; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
Toward accomplishment – similar to the mastery motivation in the
educational research. Intrinsic motivation to accomplish is
participating in an activity for the satisfaction of completing the
activity or the creation of something to experience competence
(Vallerand, 1997; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
To experience stimulation – the engagement in an activity in order
to heighten personal senses or the thrill of engagement (Vallerand,
1997; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
2) Three levels of extrinsic motivation:
External regulation – the most extrinsic motivation regulation.
External regulation is controlled by an external locus of causality
(Deci & Moller, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Vallerand, et al., 1992).
Introjected regulation – a level of extrinsic motivation characterized
by less external locus of causality. Often, behavior is sanctioned by
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more internal forces than external and contains the involvement of a
person’s ego as well as consciousness of what others might think
(Deci & Moller, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Identified regulation –level of extrinsic motivation which is more
internalized yet influenced by external forces (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
A characteristic of this regulation is a request for more behavioral
autonomy (Deci & Moller, 2005).
3) Amotivation – complete absence of motivation and is classified as nonselfdetermined (Deci & Moller, 2005; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vallerand &
Bissonnette, 1992).
The EME model was associated with valid scores in a study of more than 3,000
subjects that resulted also in an internal consistency mean alpha score of .80 and a
high level of temporal stability using a mean test-retest (r = .75). Investigation of the
construct validity of the EME revealed positive correlations among other
psychological constructs used within education (e.g., Gottfried’s intrinsic motivation
measure, Nicholl’s Task Orientation and Work Avoidance scales) (Vallerand, et al.,
1993).
The EME was subsequently translated into the English language and resulted
in an instrument named the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C 28). Vallerand, et al.
(1992) translated the EME into English and back into French through a process known
as parallel back-translation. The instructions and scales were translated in the same
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manner. A group of students were asked to evaluate the AMS-C28 to identify areas
that had lost clarity due to translation (Vallerand, et al., 1992).
Correlation coefficients among the AMS-C28’s seven motivational tendency
predictor variables are exhibited in Table 4.2 (p. 63). Of the 21 correlations, most
show a moderate to strong relationship (r >.60). Of the correlations, five show
statistical significance (p<.05), of which three are correlations between the intrinsic
motivation predictors. The literature indicates that a high correlation should exist
between the three types of intrinsic motivation, especially the correlation with intrinsic
motivation type – to know (Vallerand, et al., 1993).
Each of the intrinsic motivation classifications measure similar constructs.
Identical results were reported with the development of the EME and were reproduced
in the investigation of construct validity of the AMS-C28 (Vallerand, et al., 1993).
Intrinsic motivation – to know correlation with intrinsic motivation – to accomplish
was .80 and with intrinsic motivation – to experience stimulation was .70. The
correlation between intrinsic motivation – to accomplish and intrinsic motivation – to
experience stimulation was .68. The present study produced higher correlations than
the original construct validation (i.e., .58, .59, and .62) (Vallerand, et al., 1993).
Table 3.6 (p. 51) compares the Cronbach’s alpha scores of the current study
and that of Vallerand, et al. (1993). The alpha on the current study ranged from .71 to
.86 while the Vallerand, et al. study ranged from .60 to .86. The studies do not show
significant differences on reliability.
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Table 3.6: Cronbach’s alpha comparison of current study and Vallerand, et al. (1993)
study.

The AMS-C28 was used as prescribed by Vallerand, et al. without
modification. As with the demographic questions, information gathered in the AMSC28 is self-reported by the respondent and only as reliable as the perspective of the
respondents at the time of administration of the instrument. However, with validity of
the study mirroring previous administrations of the AMS-C28, it is anticipated that
similar results would be obtained for any administration of the instrument.
Procedures
Application for a claim for exemption was approved by the Protection of
Human Subjects Committee of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the
researcher’s institution, Texas Tech University (TTU) on August 3, 2010. Approval
was obtained from Institution A based on the Texas Tech IRB approval letter on
September 3, 2010. Letters and communication of approval are found in Attachment
B. The survey was created in SurveyMonkey using secure-socket encryption (SSL).
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To provide anonymity, the institution created and administered a list-serve of emails
from the convenience sample. The researcher provided the text for the email to the
student with a URL to the SurveyMonkey link embedded in the text of the email. The
survey was launched on September 17, 2010, and closed on October 18, 2010.
Reminder notifications were sent to the students on September 24, October 6, and
October 13, 2010. At the close of the survey, 562 students attempted the survey and
488 completed the entire survey.
Institution B’s IRB approved the project on August 11, 2010 based on the TTU
approval. The IRB director at institution B approved participation without the use of a
gatekeeper. Email addresses for the sample were provided to the researcher by the
institution. SurveyMonkey was used to send emails to the students using secure-socket
encryption (SSL). The survey was made available to the students on September 21,
2010, and closed on October 18, 2010. Due to the email regulations of Institution B,
only one reminder notice was allowed to be sent to the sample on October 11, 2010.
At the close of the survey, 214 students attempted and 192 completed the entire
survey.
Institution C required the submission of an institutional claim for exemption
through the IRB process, which was approved on August 31, 2010, via email
confirmation located in Appendix B. Email addresses for the sample were provided to
the researcher by the institution. SurveyMonkey was used to send emails to the
students using secure-socket encryption. The survey was open to the students on
October 22, 2010, and closed on November 18, 2010. Three reminder notifications
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were sent to the students requesting participation on October 29, November 5, and
November 12, 2010. At the close of the survey, 509 students attempted and 460
completed the entire survey.
Data Analysis
Upon the closing of the surveys, data were reviewed and classified based on
the criteria used for the analysis. Missing data were minimized by requiring all
questions to be completed in order for SurveyMonkey to count the respondent as
completed. Data were downloaded from SurveyMonkey by institution, and then
aggregated in Excel. All analysis originated in Excel and then was imported into
PASW 18 statistical software for further analysis.
Population demographics and institutional demographics were computed using
Excel based on information supplied from each institution, as well as demographic
information supplied by the respondents.
Analysis of the AMS-C28 responses was conducted in Excel before importing
the data file into PASW 18. Responses to the individual AMS-C28 questions were
classified together according to the AMS-C28 key then the average for each motivation
category was calculated.
In PASW 18, each of the demographic questions was analyzed to determine if
the response was a risk factor. All risk factors were then summarized into a
continuous total risk variable, then classified by risk level into a categorical variable
(i.e., zero-1 risks = minimum risk; 2-3 risks=moderate risk; >=4 risks=high risk).
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Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated, as well as distributions
evaluated through PASW 18. Discriminant function analysis was used to investigate
the ability of motivation type to predict membership in one of the three groups
describing student risk (i.e., minimum risk, moderate risk, high risk). Findings of the
analysis are found in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER IV
ANAYLYSIS OF DATA
Introduction
The purpose of the study was to determine the relationship between
nontraditional student characteristics and the type of motivation exhibited by
undergraduate students. Specifically, information describing student nontraditional
characteristics and motivation type (as measured by the Academic Motivation Scale)
was gathered to investigate how well students’ motivation could predict their level of
risk based on nontraditional characteristics. The following research question and
research hypothesis guided this study.
Research Question
The study was guided by the following research question:
Can a student’s nontraditional risk classification be predicted by

RQ1:

motivational tendencies?
Null Hypothesis
H01:

The motivational tendencies of students are not a predictor of the
nontraditional risk classification.

The demographic characteristics collected and analyzed included marital
status, employment status, race, point of entry into higher education, classification by
total semester hours completed, current enrollment, dependency of parents, and
number of dependents in the household.
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Analysis of Results
Three public universities participated in the survey resulting in a response of
1,140 students or 8.52% of sample size. There were no missing data from any case as
each question of the survey required an answer for the respondent to move to the next
question and complete the entire survey. Each case was analyzed to determine the
level of nontraditional student risk, average score for each motivation classification
found in the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS), and calculation of the selfdetermination index (SDI). The SDI is a calculation that weights the different levels
of the AMS resulting in an index to indicate how self-determined the respondent may
be. The index ranges from -18.0 to 18.0 (A. St. Louis, personal communication,
January 6, 2009).
Analysis of multivariate outliers was conducted using Mahalanobis distance,
which determines outliers from the common central tendency of other cases in the data
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Tabachnick & Fidell (2007) warn that Mahalanobis
distance may create false-positive or false-negative results and should be used with
caution; therefore, the statistic was only considered in case removal. Analysis of
Mahalanobis distance resulted in 29 possible outliers. Upon review, each of the 29
cases was determined to be acceptable as the AMS individual motivation category
averages were within the normal range of other non-outlier respondents. Even so, the
discriminant function analysis was conducted both with these cases included and
without for comparison resulting in insignificant differences. Thus, the outliers were
retained for this study.
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Normality was satisfactory. Multicollinearity and singularity were not
identified in the analysis. Linearity was not investigated due to the nature of the study.
Box’s M Test was not used to determine homogeneity of variance as the test tends to
be overly sensitive to large samples (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Instead, scatterplots
of the scores on the two discriminant functions produced separately for each risk
group were evaluated for their rough equality in overall size, as this is also evidence of
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A review
of the scatterplots revealed the overall size of the scatterplots for each dependent
variable was similar, suggesting homogeneity.
In order to predict group membership, a direct discriminant analysis was
performed using the seven levels of motivation as outlined by Vallerand et al. (1989):
intrinsic motivation – to know
intrinsic motivation – toward accomplishment
intrinsic motivation – to experience stimulation
extrinsic motivation – identified regulation
extrinsic motivation – introjected regulation
extrinsic motivation – external regulation
amotivation
Group membership was classified as minimum risk (one or fewer
nontraditional student characteristics), moderate risk (two or three nontraditional
student characteristics), and high risk (four or more nontraditional student
characteristics) (Pusser, et al., 2007).
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Two discriminant functions were calculated, with a combined χ2 (14) = 56.18,
p < .001. After removal of the first function, there was still a strong association
between groups and predictors, χ2 (6) = 16.24, p = .013. The two discriminant
functions accounted for 71.3% and 28.7%, respectively, of the between-group
variability. As indicated in Figure 4.1, the canonical functions scatterplot indicates
that the first discriminant function maximally separates moderate risk (-.351, -.001)
from high risk (.108, -.595) and minimum risk (.101, .032) groupings. The second
discriminant function maximally separates high risk from minimum and moderate risk
groupings.

Figure 4.1: Canonical function scatterplot
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The structure matrix of correlations between predictors and discriminant
functions indicates that the best predictors for discriminating between students at
moderate risk and the other two risk groups (i.e., the first function) are extrinsic
motivation – identified regulation, extrinsic motivation – external regulation, and
intrinsic motivation – to experience stimulation. As Table 4.1 (p. 60) indicates,
students at moderate risk tended to have lower levels of extrinsic motivation –
identified regulation (M = 5.46, SD = 1.33) than those at minimum risk (M = 5.85, SD
= 1.12) or high risk (M = 5.88, SD = 1.45). Additionally, students at moderate risk
had lower levels of extrinsic motivation – external regulation (M = 5.39, SD = 1.53)
than those at minimum risk (M = 5.76, SD = 1.24) or high risk (M = 5.54, SD = 1.70)
and lower levels of intrinsic motivation to stimulate (M = 3.31, SD = 1.65) than those
at minimum risk (M = 3.55, SD = 1.59) or high risk (M = 3.70, SD = 1.95).
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Table 4.1: Group means

The best predictors for distinguishing between students with high risk from the
other two groups (i.e., the second function) included extrinsic motivation – introjected
regulation, intrinsic motivation – to know, and amotivation. That is, students with
high risk characteristics had higher levels of extrinsic motivation – introjected
regulation (M = 5.36, SD = 1.37) than those at moderate (M = 4.73, SD = 1.71) or low
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risk (M = 4.87, SD = 1.62), and higher levels of intrinsic motivation – to know (M =
5.52, SD = 1.30) than those at moderate (M = 4.98, SD = 1.50) or low risk (M = 5.19,
SD = 1.39), but lower levels of amotivation (M = 1.26, SD = .66) than those at
moderate (M = 1.47, SD = .97)) or low risk (M = 1.48, SD = 1.00).
Based on the characteristics of each motivational category, function one was
determined to be the acceptance of educational regulations and function two as the
freedom of choice to participate in education.
Pooled within-group correlations among the seven predictor variables are
displayed in Table 4.2 (p. 64). Of the 21 correlations, five show statistical
significance (correlations greater than .60), of which three are correlations between the
intrinsic motivation predictors. The review of literature indicated that a high
correlation should exist between the three types of intrinsic motivation, especially the
correlation with intrinsic motivation – to know (Vallerand, et al., 1993). Each of the
intrinsic motivation classifications measure similar constructs. Identical results were
produced with the development of the French version of the Academic Motivation
Scale and were reproduced in the construct validity of the English version of the scale
(Vallerand, et al., 1993). Intrinsic motivation – to know correlation to intrinsic
motivation – to accomplish was .80 and intrinsic motivation – to experience
stimulation was .70. The correlation between intrinsic motivation – to accomplish and
intrinsic motivation – to experience stimulation was .68. This study produced higher
correlations than the original construct validation (i.e., .58, .59, and .62) (Vallerand, et
al., 1993). The strong correlation between extrinsic motivation – introjected
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regulation with an intrinsic motivation classification is predictable based on the
previous use of the instrument. Vallerand, et al. (1993) discovered correlation (.59)
between extrinsic motivation – introjected regulation and intrinsic motivation – to
experience stimulation. A correlation of .71 occurred in this study between extrinsic
motivation – introjected regulation and intrinsic motivation – to accomplish indicating
that intrinsic motivation – to accomplish behaves differently from the other intrinsic
motivation classifications. Correlation between extrinsic motivation – external
regulation and extrinsic motivation – identified regulation can be accounted for from
the group means.
Upon review of the individual average motivation category responses to the
Academic Motivation Scale, it was discovered that a high percentage of respondents
indicated both extrinsic motivation – external regulation and extrinsic motivation –
identified regulation as highest or equal motivational classifications. Group statistics
indicated that extrinsic motivation – external regulation and extrinsic motivation –
identified regulation have the closest means in the total of the classifications: extrinsic
motivation – external regulation (M = 5.66, SD = 1.33) and extrinsic motivation –
identified regulation (M = 5.76, SD = 1.19) differed by .10 on mean average with the
next closest mean being from intrinsic motivation – to know (M = 5.15, SD = 1.41).
Across all of the risk classifications, the total group mean trend held true between the
three types of motivation. In the minimum risk classification, extrinsic motivation –
external regulation (M = 5.76, SD = 1.23) and extrinsic motivation – identified
regulation (M = 5.84, SD = 1.11) differed by .08 on mean average with the next closest
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mean being from intrinsic motivation – to know (M = 5.19, SD = 1.39). Extrinsic
motivation – external regulation (M = 5.39, SD = 1.52) and extrinsic motivation –
identified regulation (M = 5.46, SD = 1.33) differed by .07 in the moderate risk
classification with the next closest mean also being from intrinsic motivation – to
know (M = 4.98, SD = 1.50). For the high risk classification, extrinsic motivation –
external regulation (M = 5.54, SD = 1.70) and extrinsic motivation – identified
regulation (M = 5.88, SD = 1.45) differed by .34 on mean average with the next closest
mean being from intrinsic motivation – to know (M = 5.51, SD = 1.30).
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In the determination of risk classification, 74.5% were classified accurately
from the original cases in the sample. Of cross-validated grouped cases, 74.2% were
correctly classified. In order to take into account chance agreement, a kappa
coefficient was computed resulting in a value of .047, indicating a greater-thanchance-level prediction as the result is close to and greater than 0. In the original risk
classification results, of the 840 minimum risk students, 834 (99.3%) were classified
correctly, while only 15 (5.9%) of the 256 moderate risk students and 0 of 44 high risk
students were classified correctly. Results were similar with the cross-validation
classification results with 74.2% classified correctly with minimum variance into
predicted group membership. This pattern indicates that students with minimum
nontraditional characteristics (low number of risks) are more likely to be classified
into a motivational pattern than those with higher nontraditional characteristics
(greater number of risks).
Further investigation of the differences in the minimum risk category and the
moderate and high risk categories was conducted. The researcher ran the group
classification based on total number of nontraditional risks of each respondent (i.e., 1,
2, 3, 4, or 5) rather than in risk classification groupings (i.e., minimum, moderate, or
high). It was determined that students with no nontraditional characteristics were
classified correctly, thus verifying the source for the classification minimum risk. Of
the 572 students (50.2% of the 1140 total sample) with no nontraditional risks, 568
(99.3%) were classified correctly. The classification of the cumulative nontraditional
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risks (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) was not found to be significant and was consistent with the
classification of moderate and high risk groups.
Conclusion
Studies have been limited in exploring the relationship of nontraditional
student characteristics and the type of motivation exhibited by undergraduate students.
Chapter IV presented the statistical analysis of data obtained from the complete
responses of 1140 undergraduate students at three public universities in the southern
region of the U.S. From the demographic risk factors provided by the students, each
respondent was classified into one of three risk categories: minimum risk (one or less
factors), moderate risk (two or three factors), and high risk (four or more factors). A
direct discriminate analysis was conducted to determine if students could be classified
into a risk group based on motivational tendencies. Discriminant analysis revealed
two significant test functions. It was concluded that the risk groups were influenced
first by the acceptance of educational regulations and then by the freedom to choose to
participate. However, the study was determined to classify cases more readily (over
99%) into the minimum nontraditional risk group rather than into moderate or high
groups. Over 25% of the sample was classified into moderate or high risk categories
based on demographic responses. Chapter V includes a summary of the findings in
relation to the research question and null hypothesis, as well as recommendations for
further research.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction
Chapter V provides a discussion of the findings of the demographic and
Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) survey, a brief description of the study, as
well as recommendations from the findings in Chapter IV. This chapter consists of six
sections: 1) a summary of the research, 2) interpretation of the results, 3) limitations of
the study, 4) observations, 5) recommendations for future research, 6) implications for
higher education, and 6) conclusion.
Summary of the Research
Chapter II provided a review of literature pertaining to the classifications of
motivations and the characteristics of nontraditional and adult students including
barriers and factors that lead to an undergraduate student’s risk to participate in higher
education. The review of literature indicated that further research was needed to
investigate how motivation type affects the characteristic or behaviors of the students
(Bye, et al., 2007; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992). In this study, this finding from the
review of the literature supported the development of the research question with the
focus on investigating whether motivational tendencies are predictors of nontraditional
risk classification.
This study utilized a survey with a sample of undergraduate students enrolled
in the fall 2010 term from three public U.S. institutions. Specific student demographic
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characteristics were gathered for classification into nontraditional risk categories,
including marital status, employment status, point of entry into higher education,
current enrollment, dependency on parents, and number of dependents in the
household. Based on responses to the demographic questions, the number of
nontraditional risks was summed, and each respondent was classified into one of the
following classifications: minimum – one or no risks, moderate – two or three risks,
and high – four or more risks.
Interpretation of Results
The following research question and null-hypothesis guided the study:
RQ1: Can a student’s nontraditional risk classification be predicted by
motivational tendencies?
H0 1 :

The motivational tendencies of students are not a predictor of

the nontraditional risk classification.
The Academic Motivation Scale (AMS-C28) was developed to determine the
motivation of students attending higher education. AMS-C28 is a 28 question survey
categorizing the seven motivational tendencies identified by Vallerand, et al. (1992).
Validity of the instrument was supported when the original instrument validity data
was compared to the data collected in this study. Comparison of correlation
coefficients among the seven motivation types resulted in high correlations among
intrinsic motivation types, which was consistent with the original findings and resulted
in stronger correlations than the original study.
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Reliability of the instrument was supported in the Cronbach’s alpha
comparison across the two studies. The alpha value ranged from .71 to .86 on the
current study while the original study resulted in alpha ranges of .60 to .86.
The generalizability of the motivation tendencies of students in college with
nontraditional characteristics from this study may be limited to the responses from the
undergraduate university students located in the geographical region of the southern
United States; however, due to the large sample size, the finding may be more
generalizable to the undergraduate university student population in the United States
based on motivational tendencies. Nontraditional characteristics may limit the
predictability of risk classification due to differences in geographic regions or
composition of the institution student population.
The results of this study indicated that motivational tendencies of students do
not predict nontraditional risk classification and thus the acceptance of the null
hypothesis. Although the analysis of the predicted group membership resulted in a
74.5% classification, the significant classification existed only in the minimum risk
category (i.e., one or no risks). Of the 840 students (73.7% of the 1140 total sample)
classified as minimum risk, 834 (99.3%) were classified correctly. The moderate risk
category (i.e., two or three risks) consisted of 256 students, of which only 15 (5.9%)
were classified correctly. For the high risk group (i.e., four or more risks), no students
of the 44 were classified correctly. The researcher calculated the group classification
a second time based upon the total number of nontraditional risks of each respondent
(i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) rather than risk classification groupings (i.e., minimum, moderate,
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or high) and discovered that students with no nontraditional characteristics were
classified correctly, thus verifying the source for the classification minimum risk. Of
the 572 students (50.2% of the 1140 total sample) with no nontraditional risks
indicated from the survey, 568 (99.3%) were classified correctly. The classification of
the cumulative nontraditional risks (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5) was not found to be significant
and was consistent with the moderate and high risk classification findings.
However, closer analysis of the data revealed that there is a function of
motivation that separates demographic risk classifications. For those with a high risk
classification, it appears that the most influential motivational tendencies include
extrinsic motivation – introjected regulation and intrinsic motivation – to know while
the least influential is amotivation. Students with a higher nontraditional risk category
can be said to have a higher self-determination or more internalized motivation. These
students attend college, for the most part, out of a choice. However, it may be that the
choice is often driven by the number of nontraditional characteristics. The higher the
risk classification, the lower the actual choice a student may have to participate in
higher education, as each risk factor consumes time from the student to perform well
at any task.
In this study, the nontraditional student is driven by external rewards often
centered on the nontraditional characteristics, thus making them more extrinsic in
initial motivation (extrinsic motivation – introjected regulation). Extrinsic motivation
– introjected regulation has more internal locus of causality and self-esteem and
feelings of worth become more important to the student (Deci & Ryan, 2000) resulting
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in higher levels of self-determination. Along with the extrinsic motivation –
introjected regulation is a tendency to become more intrinsic when application of the
knowledge is evident (intrinsic motivation – to know).
The second function of the discriminant analysis resulted in the distinction of
moderate risk students from the minimum or high risk students. Moderate risk
students possessed the lowest levels of all motivation types, excluding amotivation.
Based on this finding, the student in the moderate risk classification could be said to
be more amotivational toward higher education and thus not accepting the regulations
or knowledge imparted.
Limitations
Limitations of this study included:
1. Nontraditional characteristic of a student’s enrollment at less than full time
was omitted from two of the three institutions. Lack of this characteristic
did not allow for a complete risk classification. It is believed that the
enrollment characteristic may have significantly changed the number of
respondents in each risk classification. Information gathered from
Institution C on enrollment indicated that 67 (14.6%) of the 460
respondents were enrolled in less than 12 hours for the term. Using this
percentage across the entire respondent sample, it would be possible that
166 students may be classified in a higher nontraditional risk classification
than initially anticipated. However, because of the outcome of the
predictive classification of motivation type into risk level, any change in
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risk classification may not result in a significant difference due to the
tendency of the classification toward minimum risk or no nontraditional
risk.
2. Demographic information concerning the educational program was not
asked on the survey. Information regarding the student’s enrollment
outcome (e.g., self-improvement, degree seeking, dual enrollment, etc.)
may have allowed the data for those who were seeking a degree to be
segregated from those who may have been participating in education for
the purpose of experiencing stimulation, to gain knowledge or to feel a
sense of accomplishment.
3. Age was requested in the demographic portion of the survey but, by design,
was not used in the analysis. Institution C withheld students who were less
than 18 years of age from the study. It is not known if these students
would have been enrolled for purposes of high school credit or actually
degree seeking students. Institutions A and B used all undergraduate
students regardless of age. Inclusion of age in in the risk classification may
have revealed greater characteristics of each risk group and accounted for
limitations to the predictability of motivational types into risk
classifications.
4. Analysis was conducted based on grouping of nontraditional risks into a
risk classification (i.e., minimum, moderate, and high risk) rather than total
number of nontraditional risks respondents indicated. Use of total number
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of nontraditional risks may have allowed for a clearer interpretation of how
each cumulative number of risks was acted upon by the different
motivational types.
5. Each nontraditional characteristic was not analyzed individually against the
motivational types. Use of individual characteristics may have allowed for
a clearer understanding of each motivational type on the characteristic.
6. A large percentage of respondents were classified as minimum risk. Even
with larger numbers, assignment of respondent characteristics into risk
classifications might not result in different findings.
7. Understanding of causality in relationships between the risk classification
and motivation tendencies was taken into account due to the quasiexperimental design of this study.
Observations
Results from the discriminant analysis that evaluated the prediction of the
classification of a student’s risk classification based on motivation type were found to
be statistically non-significant in the classification process. Other observations from
this study may have significance in determining the effects of motivation on
nontraditional risk classification.
Correlation of motivation types used in this study differed slightly from other
studies using the AMS-C28. Vallerand et al. (1993) reported a correlation between
extrinsic motivation – introjected regulation and intrinsic motivation – to experience
stimulation. The current study found a correlation between extrinsic motivation –
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introjected regulation and intrinsic motivation – to accomplish. Although the
correlation exists within a realm of intrinsic motivation, the two intrinsic motivation
types are different. Intrinsic motivation – to accomplish is to complete a task or
activity in order to experience competence, similar to the mastery motivation in
educational research. Intrinsic motivation – to experience stimulation is more about
the thrill of engagement. By correlating two different intrinsic motivation typologies,
it can be assumed that the respondents in this study were more interested in
accomplishing a task through the educational process rather than engaging in higher
education for the means satisfying a need for stimulation. This change in intrinsic
motivation may be attributed to a shift in views of the value of a baccalaureate
education in the work place or a more intense and competitive employment
environment.
Further Research
The following recommendations for future research are offered in an attempt to
develop further understanding of the intricacies of nontraditional student
characteristics and motivational tendencies.
1. Based on age classification, analysis should be conducted to determine if
age level relates to different motivational tendencies.
2. The demographic questions in the instrument utilized in this study should
be modified to include a question about the number of hours of student
enrollment, as well as requesting information on other types of training in
which the participant may be currently involved. Inclusion of both
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variables would allow for a full scope of six of the seven nontraditional
characteristics identified by Horn (1996) as well as allowing for an
additional risk classification of ultra-high based on additional training or
educational opportunities mentioned by Leven (Kazis, et al., 2007) .
3. Analysis of each individual nontraditional characteristic as related to each
motivational type should be conducted. This analysis may reveal influence
of one characteristic on specific motivational typologies.
4. Use of the actual number of nontraditional characteristics in place of
grouping into risk classifications may reveal a better predictor of risk
tendencies.
5. Ethnicity was collected from the respondents. Further research may
determine that ethnic groups relate to differing motivational tendencies or
patterns of nontraditional characteristics. A similar analysis of household
or personal income may also prove to be meaningful.
6. Although the study was conducted at three public universities located in the
southern United States and the response was large, administration in other
geographic regions of the U.S. may result in a change in the findings.
Implications for Higher Education
Deci, et al. (1991) determined that the greater the personal choice the more
self-determined an individual might be. The literature also indicated that individuals,
controlled through external factors, were more often more compliant and experienced
a lesser sense of self-determination (Deci, et al., 1991). Figure 5.1 (p. 77) depicts this
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theory through the use of empirical evidence from this study. Data collected indicated
those students with higher nontraditional risk classification were more likely to have
less freedom of choice to participate and were more likely to be compliant to external
regulations. The research modified Figure 4.1 (p. 58) into four quadrants (Figure 5.1,
p. 76) in order to classify the nontraditional student risk groups into intervention
categories. Students who fit the description denoted by Deci, et al. are characteristic
of the intrusive intervention category where the acceptance of educational regulations
are high, similar to the minimum risk classification, and the freedom of choice to
participate is less than the other risk classifications. The researcher’s integration of
Cross’s “Chain of Response Model” (CRM) and self-determination theory revealed
that the adult leaner lacks confidence and may have a greater external locus of
causality. Multiple passes through the CRM may be required in order for adult
learners to obtain a more internal locus of causality, similar to the findings of Deci, et
al (1991).
For higher education, intervention classification based on risk level assists
institutions in prescribing the correct amount of intervention to assure retention and
reduce attrition. In order for functionality of intervention classifications, disclosure of
all nontraditional characteristics would assist in application of accurate intervention
strategies (i.e., married students with dependents at home would have different
intervention needs than someone who is married with no dependents).
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Figure 5.1: Enrollment intervention possibilities based on risk classification
Conclusion
As characteristics of students in United States higher education diversifies, it is
important to discover the motivation students have to attend college and the barriers to
entrance and retention. Published research indicates that there are motivational
tendencies of traditional and nontraditional learners and each group experiences
barriers to higher education. However, the research is limited in the examination of
nontraditional student characteristics, motivation types and risk factors.
Data collected from the AMS-C28 were used in determining the ability to align
motivation type into a nontraditional risk classification. Significance was found in the
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relationship of each of the three risk classifications when acted upon by motivation.
The high risk group was different in the motivational tendencies than the moderate or
minimum risk groups. Also, the moderate classification was determined to behave
differently than the minimum and high risk classification. When nontraditional high
risk students commit to education, they have a lesser freedom to participate than those
in the other nontraditional risk classification. For those in the moderate risk
classification, they are less likely to accept educational regulations.
Testing of the research question resulted in the acceptance of the nullhypothesis. It was discovered that only students with one or no risk characteristic
could actually be included in the correct nontraditional risk classification. Additional
analysis revealed that students with no nontraditional risk characteristics were the only
cases classified correctly.
Even with the lack of findings based on the research question, the addition of
characterizing how motivation types acted upon nontraditional risk classifications is
important in revealing more insight into the motivational characteristics of the
nontraditional learner. Further research is needed to determine if motivation type has
any influence over specific nontraditional risk characteristics. Further analysis of the
data using demographic information may assist in discovering patterns of motivation
not uncovered in this study, such as motivational tendencies based on age, ethnicity,
income or even grade classification. The findings of this study align with the review
of literature, which also indicated the need for further research to determine how
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motivation type affects the characteristics or behaviors of the undergraduate
nontraditional students (Bye, et al., 2007; Vallerand & Bissonnette, 1992).
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APPENDIX A
INSTRUMENT
Undergraduate Demographic Information
1. Age – please enter your age as of today
(two-character open numeric field value)
2. Gender:
- Male
- Female
3. Race/Ethnicity – Please choose the ethnicity that best describes you:
- Non-resident alien
- Race and ethnicity unknown
- Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin including: Mexican, Mexican American, Chicano,
Puerto Rican, Cuban, or of another Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin
- American Indian or Alaska Native
- Asian Indian, Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, Vietnamese, or other Asian
- Black, African American, or Negro
- Native Hawaiian, Guamanian or Chamorro, Samoan, or other Pacific Islander
- White
- Two or more races
4. Current school classification – choose from one of the following:
(if any undergraduate classification chosen, survey continues to question 5)
- Freshman (0-29 semester hours completed)
- Sophomore (30-59 semester hours completed)
- Junior (60-89 semester hours completed)
- Senior (90 or more semester hours completed)
- Graduate student (master’s level or post-bachelor’s certifications)
o Response – Thank you for your time. The focus of this survey is to collect
information on students classified as undergraduates. We appreciate your
time.
5. Marital status:
(Non-traditional characteristic of determining single parent status)
- Single
- Divorced
- Separated
- Widowed
- Married/permanent partner
6. Are you a dependent of your parents (claimed on the federal or state tax return for
2009)?
(Non-traditional characteristic of financial independence from parents)
- Yes
- No
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7. Do you have individuals under the age of 18 living in your home who rely on your
financial support?
(Non-traditional characteristic of having dependents and being a single parent)
- Yes
(if Yes, proceed to questions 8 – having dependents is established)
- No
(if No, proceed to question 9)
8. List the number of dependents under the age of 18 living in your home who rely on
your financial support.
(Open numeric character field)
9. Do you have individuals in your home, other than individuals under the age of 18 or
a spouse, who rely on your financial support?
(Non-traditional characteristic of having dependents)
- Yes
- No
10. Upon completion of your high school diploma or GED did you enroll in a
community college, trade school, or university the next semester/term?
(Non-traditional characteristic of delayed enrollment after completion of diploma or GED)
- Yes
- No
11. How many hours are you enrolled in for this semester?
(Non-traditional characteristics of part time enrollment)
(Open numeric character field)
12. Are you currently employed?
(Non-traditional characteristic of part-time enrollment)
- Yes
(if yes, proceed to question 12)
- No
(if no, proceed to question 13)
13. If you are currently employed, provide the number of hours worked in an average
week:
(Open numeric data field)
14. Current Employment:
(Non-traditional characteristic of full-time employment)
- Not currently employed
- Part-time employment (less than 35 hours per week)
- Full-time employment (35 hours or more per week)
- Other (contractor, self-employed, etc.)
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WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE?
Using the scale below, indicate to what extent each of the following items presently
corresponds to one of the reasons why you go to college.
Does not
correspond
at all

1

Corresponds
a little

2

Corresponds
moderately

3

4

Corresponds
a lot

5

Corresponds
exactly

6

7

WHY DO YOU GO TO COLLEGE ?

1. Because with only a high-school degree I would not
find a high-paying job later on.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. Because I experience pleasure and satisfaction
while learning new things.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Because I think that a college education will help me
better prepare for the career I have chosen.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. For the intense feelings I experience when I am
communicating my own ideas to others.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. Honestly, I don't know; I really feel that I am wasting
my time in school.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. For the pleasure I experience while surpassing
myself in my studies.

2

3

4

5

6

7

7. To prove to myself that I am capable of completing my
college degree.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8. In order to obtain a more prestigious job later on.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9. For the pleasure I experience when I discover
new things never seen before.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

10. Because eventually it will enable me to enter the
job market in a field that I like.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

11. For the pleasure that I experience when I read
interesting authors.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

12. I once had good reasons for going to college;
however, now I wonder whether I should continue. 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

13. For the pleasure that I experience while I am surpassing
myself in one of my personal accomplishments. 1
2

3

4

5

6

7
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14. Because of the fact that when I succeed in college
I feel important.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

15. Because I want to have "the good life" later on.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

16. For the pleasure that I experience in broadening my
knowledge about subjects which appeal to me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

17. Because this will help me make a better choice
regarding my career orientation.

2

3

4

5

6

7

18. For the pleasure that I experience when I feel completely
absorbed by what certain authors have written.
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

19. I can't see why I go to college and frankly,
I couldn't care less.

2

3

4

5

6

7

20. For the satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of
accomplishing difficult academic activities.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

21. To show myself that I am an intelligent person.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

22. In order to have a better salary later on.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

23. Because my studies allow me to continue to learn about
many things that interest me.
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

2

3

4

5

6

7

25. For the "high" feeling that I experience while reading
about various interesting subjects.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

26. I don't know; I can't understand what I am
doing in school.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

27. Because college allows me to experience a
personal satisfaction in my quest for excellence
in my studies.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

28. Because I want to show myself that I can succeed
in my studies.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

1

24. Because I believe that a few additional years of 1
education will improve my competence as a worker.
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ACADEMIC MOTIVATION SCALE (AMS-C 28)
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COLLEGE VERSION
Robert J. Vallerand, Luc G. Pelletier, Marc R. Blais, Nathalie M. Brière,
Caroline B. Senécal, Évelyne F. Vallières, 1992-1993
Educational and Psychological Measurement, vols. 52 and 53
KEY FOR AMS-28
# 2, 9, 16, 23
# 6, 13, 20, 27
# 4, 11, 18, 25
# 3, 10, 17, 24
# 7, 14, 21, 28
# 1, 8, 15, 22
# 5, 12, 19, 26

Intrinsic motivation - to know
Intrinsic motivation - toward accomplishment
Intrinsic motivation - to experience stimulation
Extrinsic motivation - identified
Extrinsic motivation - introjected
Extrinsic motivation - external regulation
Amotivation
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APPENDIX B
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD LETTERS
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