
Copyright is owned by the Author of the thesis.  Permission is given for 
a copy to be downloaded by an individual for the purpose of research and 
private study only.  The thesis may not be reproduced elsewhere without 
the permission of the Author. 
 



Approaches to Learning: The Selection and Use of Lea rning 

Strategies 

A thesis presented in partial fulfilment of the requirements 

for the degree 

of PhD. 

in Human Resource Management 

at Massey University 

Lynn Maud Hunt 

1995 





iii 

Abstract 

This study examines two relationships. First, the influence of study management 

skills, forms of task representation and learner characteristics on learning strategy 

selection. Secondly, the subsequent effect of those learning strategies, in 

conjunction with prior knowledge and study management skills, on learning 

outcome in the context of specific learning tasks. 

The approach students use to learning is measured by a self report questionnaire 

which also obtains biographical information (N=479). Principal component 

analysis, standard multiple regression and logistical regression were used on the 

data. 

The results indicated that the main influence on learning strategy selection was the 

form of task representation the student used. Other influences included: the nature 

of the task, planning, a deep motive, age and gender. Learning strategy selection 

suggested that students exhibit complex patterns of strategy use in response to 

perceived task demands. This finding challenges the underlying assumption of 

other studies which submit that student learning can be characterised simply as 

either deep or surface. 

When learning outcome is examined in a generic context, prior knowledge has the 

strongest effect. Prior knowledge seems to be most important at more advanced 

stages of learning. Smaller contributions are made by study management skills. 

When the same outcome is examined in a specific task context, other variables also 

emerge as making important contributions. Learning strategies which may be 

beneficial in  one task context may be detrimental in  another. In some contexts 

planning can be important to a successful learning outcome. Procrastination and an 

obsession with neat, organised study notes may translate into a poor learning 

outcome. 
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Several recommendations for the practical application of the findings are 

suggested and avenues for further research are proposed. 
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