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Abstract 

Corona Virus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) has impacted throughout all aspects of human life including 
education.  Despite the previously applied distance education or e-learning in the conventional 
education, nowadays this instructional model became a newly common approach in education. 
Therefore, students have to make some adjustments in their learning approach in order to reach out 
their learning goals. Self-regulated learning (SRL) is a process of monitoring and controlling learning 
behaviors to achieve learning goals. One of the key factors that contribute to SRL is achievement goal 
orientation. The aim of this study is to find out the role of types of goal orientation towards 
metacognitive self-regulation. A total of 320 undergraduate students participated in this study. The 
findings showed that performance approach and performance avoidance were the significant 
predictors of metacognitive self-regulation. Students’ preferences to performance goal-orientations 
were associated with the preliminary study findings that the new instructional model was related to 
decreased students’ efficacy in learning and feelings of uncertainty to their academic achievement. 
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1. Introduction  

 Since the COVID-19 pandemic in Indonesia in early March 2020, there have been 
drastic changes in various sectors of life, including the higher education sector (Adedoyin & 
Soykan, 2020; Fitriyani et al., 2020). During the handling of COVID-19, the Indonesian 
government, through the circular letter of the Ministry of Education and Culture number 15 of 
2020, stipulated education from home or learning from home and using distance learning 
methods through bold media (Dewi, 2020; Fitriyani et al., 2020; Yoga Purandina & Astra 
Winaya, 2020). Online media in learning has become a medium used globally in various 
countries. This fast change in learning media requires students to adjust various things 
related to their learning process (Maatuk et al., 2021; Permai et al., 2021; Yudiawan, 2020). 
Changes in the media from face-to-face to bold caused a change in the interaction pattern 
between lecturers and students, between students, and differences in the method of 
delivering material (Kuo et al., 2014). The current learning concept is not entirely similar to 
the distance learning concept, namely learning that allows students to have their study time 
arrangements at home (Neroni et al., 2018; Yoga Purandina & Astra Winaya, 2020). 

Various studies have found that students experience many challenges and obstacles 
during distance learning (Sadikin & Hamidah, 2020; Simanjuntak et al., 2020). A preliminary 
study conducted by researchers related to obstacles during lectures with PJJ to 144 students 
at one of the universities in Jakarta revealed several obstacles related to the learning 
process and technical obstacles such as learning devices and internet networks (Yudhistira 
et al., 2020). Some of the problems identified were unfavorable housing conditions, such as 
a crowded and noisy home environment. There is no precise time limit between lecture 
activities and rest time; more lecture assignments than during conventional learning. 
Students have difficulty prioritizing task completion, and boredom felt by students reduces 
learning motivation to take online classes. Students also perceive distance learning to be 
less effective in understanding lecture material, so that students worry about the final result 
of their academic achievement. With these various obstacles, students need to adjust to new 
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learning situations to overcome the problems they face and achieve the expected learning 
goals (Hamidaturrohmah & Mulyani, 2020; Hapsari & Fitria, 2020; Suriadi et al., 2021). In 
other words, students must re-regulate the approach in their learning activities. 

The active and constructive process within the individual, which personally and 
systematically monitors and controls his cognition, motivation, and behavior so that it is 
focused on achieving personal goals in learning, is known as the concept of self-regulated 
learning (J. Broadbent & Poon, 2015; Van Alten et al., 2020). Self-regulated learning (SRL) is 
related to internal processes and is also related to contextual characteristics or external 
factors in the environment (Ahmed, 2017; Reni & Kuswandi, 2018). To be successful in 
distance learning, students are expected to have a better SRL. It is necessary because when 
compared to conventional learning, distance learning is more learner-centered so that it 
demands more responsibility and independence, especially when learning takes place 
asynchronously. Studies on SRL have various theoretical models and have different 
discussions (Panadero, 2017; Winne, 2015). This study refers to the SRL model from 
discussing the four components of SRL, namely cognition, motivation, behavior, and context 
(Mawardi, 2020; Ranti et al., 2017). Compared to various theoretical models of SRL, 
Pintrich's model is more widely used in various studies (Panadero, 2017). The focus of SRL 
in this study is the cognitive component, namely the control of various cognitive strategies in 
learning, such as deep or superficial information processing, changes in learning strategies 
to suit the task's demands (Al-Harthy et al., 2010). 

Controlling this cognitive strategy is called metacognitive self-regulation (Dent & 
Koenka, 2016; Vrieling et al., 2012). Metacognitive processes are central to SRL, and 
metacognitive skills will be beneficial, especially in online learning environments that have 
flexible learning structures. The study found differences in the SRL of students who studied 
with different learning contexts, for example, between online, blended, and face-to-face 
learning (Jaclyn Broadbent, 2017; Sangsawang, 2020). It confirms that SRL is highly 
contextual and specific (Anthonysamy et al., 2020; Credé & Phillips, 2011).  To change the 
learning context during the COVID-19 pandemic from the conventional approach to PJJ, SRL 
adjustments are needed to achieve learning objectives optimally. In other words, a person's 
learning goals or objectives will direct his SRL, although the SRL process itself can change 
dynamically to affect the learning objectives. 

Learning goals or objectives are known as the concept of goal orientation (GO). 
There are various theoretical models of GO that use different terms but examine the same 
construct (Bittner, 2021; Hulleman et al., 2010). Two terms commonly used in GO theory will 
be used in this study, namely mastery goals and performance goals. Recent developments 
regarding the theoretical framework of GO distinguish two approaches to each of these 
goals, namely approach, and avoidance so that the combination forms four types of GO, 
namely mastery approach, mastery avoidance, performance-approach, and performance-
avoidance (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Lin, 2020). The thing that distinguishes mastery and 
performance is how competence is defined. The mastery goal is a goal that focuses on 
developing competence through mastery of material which is measured based on one's 
standards, while the performance goal focuses more on displaying competence compared to 
others (Minelli et al., 2021; Moning & Roelle, 2021). Approach and avoidance approach 
related to the positive or negative valence of competence. Positive valence if competence is 
defined as the probability that something desired will occur (e.g., success) or is considered to 
have negative valence if it is interpreted as the possibility of something undesirable 
happening (e.g., failure). Individuals with the GO mastery approach will focus on learning, 
overcoming challenges, or increasing competency levels, while the focus of mastery 
avoidance is to avoid appearing to have learned or mastered something less. Individuals with 
the GO performance approach strive to perform better than others and get positive 
evaluations from the environment. Meanwhile, performance avoidance tries not to appear 
incompetent or get a bad judgment from others (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Lin, 2020).   

Various studies have proven the relationship between GO and SRL, but there are still 
few that specifically examine the relationship between GO and metacognitive self-regulation 
(SR metacognitive) (Al-Harthy et al., 2010). Research on GO or SRL has been widely carried 
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out in conventional educational settings, while in PJJ settings, it is still limited (Broadbent & 
Poon, 2015; Neroni et al., 2018). This research will add to the study of GO and SRL in the 
context of PJJ, which is currently still a relatively new learning experience for students during 
the COVID-19 pandemic because previously, they were used to conventional or face-to-face 
learning. The distance learning method (PJJ) with online media requires students to be more 
independent in learning because the characteristics of online learning require students to be 
able to direct their learning (Serdyukov & Hill, 2013).  Therefore, differences in learning 
media will have implications for differences in SRL (Broadbent, 2017). This study aimed to 
determine the description of GO adopted by students and the metacognitive description of 
SR. Next, we specifically want to know which type of GO is the strongest predictor of SR 
metacognition in the context of PJJ. The results of this study are expected to provide 
information about the type of GO that students should adopt to carry out the most adaptive 
metacognitive strategies in their learning process. In addition, these results will have 
implications for how the structure of class goals or learning environments can stimulate GO 
types that are more adaptive to academic achievement. 

 

2. Method 
 This study uses a survey as a data collection method and uses a quantitative 

approach, namely multiple regression analysis for data processing. The sampling technique 
used is convenience, where subjects are selected based on practical criteria, namely ease of 
access due to subjects' availability and willingness to become research participants (Etikan 
et al., 2016). The questionnaire was compiled in a google form and distributed through social 
media. The subjects of this research are students of one of the faculties at University X in 
Jakarta, totaling 320 people. Male students were as many as 65 people (20.31%) and female 
students as many as 255 people (79.69%). The number of subjects that are not balanced 
between men and women is by the characteristics of the student population in certain 
faculties, which are more female students than male students. The age of the subjects was in 
the range of 18-22 years. 

The instrument used to measure SRL is the Motivated Strategies for Learning 
Questionnaire  (Pintrich dkk, 1991). The complete instrument consists of 81 statements 
which are divided into several sub-scales, namely intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal 
orientation, task values, control of learning beliefs, self-efficacy for learning and performance, 
test anxiety, rehearsal, elaboration, organization, critical thinking, metacognitive self-
regulation, time and study environment, effort regulation, peer learning, and help-seeking. 
The answer choices are in the form of a scale with a score range of 1 to 6 (strongly disagree 
to agree strongly). The MSLQ instrument has been used extensively on a sample of students 
in various countries and can be used as an overall instrument or using only separate 
subscales such as the SR Metacognitive subscale (Bartels & Magun-Jackson, 2009; Credé & 
Phillips, 2011; Dunn et al., 2012). This study uses only one sub-scale: metacognitive self-
regulation (SR metacognitive). This sub-scale is one of the essential components in self-
regulation in learning. This scale measures three activities, namely planning, monitoring, and 
regulation. Activities planning, for example, setting goals, analyzing tasks, and prior 
knowledge to organize and understand learning material more efficiently. Monitoring includes 
activities to keep attention while reading the material, making questions to help Regulatory 
understanding activities make continuous adjustments to their cognitive activities to stay 
connected with task y faced. In this study, the internal consistency value of the SR 
metacognitive scale with Cronbach's Alpha was 0.78. An example of an SR metacognitive 
item is, for example: "I try to change my way of learning to suit the teaching style of the 
lecturer." 

In identifying the type of GO used the Achievement Goal Questionnaire instrument 
(AGQ; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). This questionnaire consists of 12 statements divided into 
three, each measuring four types of GO: mastery approach, mastery avoidance, 
performance approach, and performance-avoidance. The range of answer choices ranges 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). During the construction of this measuring 
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instrument, the internal consistency of the four GO types ranged from 0.82 to 0.96 (Elliot & 
McGregor, 2001). In this study, the calculation of internal consistency with Cronbach's Alpha 
obtained for each type of GO is 0.73 (mastery approach), 0.82 (mastery avoidance), 0.84 
(performance approach), and 0.66 (performance-avoidance). This figure reflects instrument 
reliability ranging from moderate to high (Hinton, et al., 2004). Descriptive statistics analyzed 
data to determine the distribution of variable data, namely each type of GO and 
metacognitive SR. In addition, multiple regression analysis was used to see the effect of the 
four types of GO on SR metacognition. Next, we want to know which type of GO is the 
strongest predictor of SR metacognition. 

 

3. Result and Discussion 

Results 
To simplify data analysis, the raw data of each variable was processed descriptively 

with the help of SPSS (Statistical Product and Service Solution) version 25 to obtain the total 
mean and standard deviation scores. The descriptive statistical analysis resulted in the 
average total score of the four types of GO and metacognitive SR. The GO type of students 
with the highest total average score is performance-avoidance, while the performance 
approach and mastery avoidance have the same average value, and the mastery approach 
has the lowest average value. Meanwhile, the mean total score of SR metacognitive was 
52.89 (SD = 5.48). Further statistical analysis with inferential statistics, namely t-test and 
multiple regression analysis, also used the help of SPSS version 25. The test of mean 
differences on descriptive data based on sex on the metacognitive variable SR showed the 
mean total score = 53.26 (SD = 5.21) for female students and 51.45 (SD = 6.27) for male 
students. The t-test calculation results showed a significant difference between the two SR 
metacognitive total scores (t= -2.39, p<0.05). Prior to the multiple regression analysis, the 
assumptions of normality, linearity, and multicollinearity were tested. Normality test using 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov produces an Asymp.Sig (2-tailed) value of 0.200, or > 0.05, means the 
data is usually distributed. The linearity test on all types of GO on metacognitive SR showed 
different F values, but all of them with p-value < 0.001, which means they meet the 
assumption test. Meanwhile, the multicollinearity test on all GO types resulted in a tolerance 
value > 0.10 and a variance inflation factor (VIF) < 10.00, so it can be concluded that there is 
no multicollinearity. 

The multiple regression analysis tests to determine the effect of GO types together on 
SR metacognitive obtained a value of F = 26.134, p < 0.001. It shows that the four types of 
GO (Mastery Approach, Mastery Avoidance, Performance Approach, and Performance 
Avoidance) play a significant role in SR metacognition. The values of R = 0.499 and R 
Square = 0.249 indicate the contribution of the four types of GO together to the 
metacognitive SR of 24.9%. The type of GO that is a predictor of SR metacognitive is 
performance-approach and performance-avoidance, while mastery approach and mastery 
avoidance do not significantly affect SR metacognition. Furthermore, to determine the 
amount of effective contribution of each type of GO to SR metacognitive, the two types of GO 
that have a significant role, namely performance-approach and performance-avoidance, 
each show R Square values of 0.013 and 0.083, which means that they contribute 13% and 
8.3% of SR metacognitive. Meanwhile, the R Square mastery avoidance value is 0.025 and 
performance-avoidance is 0.011, or the contribution to SR metacognitive is 2.5% and 1.1% 
but not significant.  
 
Discussion  

In this study, the type of GO adopted by students was not categorized into one 
particular type of GO so that each subject had four types of GO at different levels. The GO 
approach with a multiple goal perspective is in the context of higher education, allowing 
individuals to have multiple goals. It refers to some GO studies that argue that individuals 
can have several types of GO at once, and these various types provide equally important 
information in providing feedback and regulating the learning process (Mädamürk et al., 
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2021; Magni et al., 2021). Having both types of GO mastery and performance simultaneously 
will provide a more optimal motivational impact because it can choose certain types of GO 
for specific learning contexts. 

Related to the data of this study, the type of GO that is a predictor for metacognitive 
SR are the type of GO performance, both approaches, and avoidance types. The adoption of 
GO performance is in line with the context of the learning environment in higher education, 
which is still oriented towards achieving grades/numbers, high competition, and lectures 
taking place in large class sizes (Hoffman et al., 2014; Stasielowicz, 2019). Thus, in this 
study's context of learning subjects, the GO adopted by the subject and has a role in 
metacognitive SR is performance. In order to achieve learning goals that demonstrate higher 
competence than others (performance approach) or avoid failure (performance-avoidance), 
students continue to plan, monitor, and regulate (Gul & Shehzad, 2012; Honicke et al., 
2020). The adoption of GO performance, both approach and avoidance in this research 
sample, seems to be influenced by the learning situation at hand. In line with the results of 
preliminary studies from this research, the condition of PJJ, which is still a new thing for 
students, has an impact on reducing self-confidence in their ability to understand lecture 
material and having anxiety about the final results of their academic achievements (Neroni et 
al., 2018; Yudhistira et al., 2020). Self-confidence and GO are motivational variables that 
play an essential role in SRL and academic achievement (Honicke et al., 2020). Various 
studies have found that individuals will adopt GO according to their perception of GO in the 
learning environment (Boden et al., 2020; Fadlelmula et al., 2015; Hofverberg & Winberg, 
2020). 

Thus, when students perform metacognitive SR in their learning process, GO 
performance predicts their metacognition, performance approach, and performance 
avoidance. The results of this study are different from previous studies, which found that GO 
mastery was a predictor of metacognitive skills, while performance-approach and 
performance-avoidance had no direct or indirect influence on SR metacognitive (Al-Harthy et 
al., 2010; Fadlelmula et al., 2015). Several studies have proven that each type of GO has a 
different effect on learning strategies and achievement through dynamic interactions with 
various other variables (such as the level of task difficulty, class goal structure) (Hofverberg 
& Winberg, 2020; Mouratidis et al., 2018). In the context of PJJ, the GO performance 
approach was a positive predictor of academic achievement, while GO mastery was not a 
predictor, and GO performance-avoidance was a negative predictor of academic 
achievement (Neroni et al., 2018). 

In this study, the academic achievement variable was not included. Therefore, the 
result of the study that GO performance-avoidance is a strong predictor of SR metacognitive 
needs to be studied further on its impact on achievement. Previous studies have consistently 
found adverse effects of this type of GO on maladaptive behavioral patterns and 
achievement (Darnon et al., 2007; Hulleman et al., 2010). However, they did not find a 
relationship between SR metacognition and achievement (Fadlelmula et al., 2015). In the 
context of online learning, various studies have found varying effects of SR metacognition on 
achievement (Broadbent & Poon, 2015). 

Related to the highest average GO performance-avoidance score in this study, it is 
necessary to examine whether the learning environment in the context of PJJ stimulates 
students to adopt GO performance-avoidance. A high level of task difficulty, low confidence 
in abilities, and fear of failure are identified to stimulate GO performance. This study found 
different types of GO from other studies as metacognitive predictors of SR. Previous 
research found that GO that acts as a metacognitive predictor of SR is the mastery and 
performance approaches. In this study that uses the context of the PJJ model, the type of 
GO performance-avoidance is also a metacognitive predictor of SR and the performance 
approach. However, this study cannot prove the effect of performance-avoidance on 
achievement mediated by metacognitive SR because it does not include achievement as a 
research variable. It is one of the limitations of this study. Regarding the implications of this 
research, teachers should make changes to the structure of class goals that stimulate the 
adoption of the mastery approach and performance approach as a type of GO that is more 
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adaptive to achieve more optimal learning achievement. Meanwhile, considering that various 
studies have found maladaptive effects of GO performance-avoidance, such as 
procrastination, decreased persistence in experiencing task difficulties, and achievement, the 
learning environment should not stimulate performance-avoidance adoption (Boden et al., 
2020). 

 

4. Conclusions and Suggestions  

The results of this study have not been able to explain why the type of GO mastery 
which in many studies GO is considered the most adaptive to SRL, but this study was not a 
significant predictor of metacognitive SR. It is related to the limitations of this study which did 
not use other sub-scales in the SRL (only metacognitive sub-scales) so that it was unable to 
explain how the dynamics of multiple goals on the SRL sub-scale as a whole were. 
Therefore, for further research, it is recommended to use the full SRL scale and add other 
variables such as academic achievement, task characteristics, or class structure so that 
other statistical analyzes can be used to describe the dynamics of the relationship between 
variables more comprehensively. 
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