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For example, students can plan to record self-talk
in a thought journal and relaxation techniques by
marking each time they practice them onto a
weekly calendar.

Following goal setting and strategic planning,
the strategy-implementation and monitoring occurs as
students try to execute the strategy and monitor
its effectiveness. Students attempt to answer the
question: Am I reaching my goals through the strat-
egies I created? Most importantly, the students are
required to use documentation to support the
answer to this question. At this point in the pro-
cess, students with high anxiety should be able to
provide evidence of their attempted behavior
change. According to the plan, they should record
the nature of their negative self-talk as well as the
content of the countering positive self-talk in a
thought journal. Also, the students’ weekly calen-
dar should indicate each time they practiced a
certain relaxation technique.

In the final stage, strategicoutcome monitoring,
students must look at their performance and an-
swer the following questions: Did I attain each of
the goals I set for myself? How do I know? The
students need to review every document, chart,
journal, tally sheet, and/or checklist they used
throughout the self-study and describe what each
piece of evidence tells them about how successful
they were at reducing their anxiety. The students
should also assess their academic performance:
Did they attain a B average for the current semes-
ter? Of specific importance at this stage is deter-
mining which strategies were the most and least
effective in helping them reduce this problem. This
information helps determine whether there are
any changes they need to make to improve their
academic performance in the future.

An important aspect of this project is that
each student determines his or her own selfstudy,
and, as a result, appears to be less defensive about
changing his or her behavior. Most importantly,
students are required to identify and practice the
learning strategies most relevant to deal with their
own academic problems.

Zimmerman, Bonner, and Kovach (1996)
believe that one of the major advantages of using
this self-regulatory process is that it can improve
not only the students’ learning, but it can enhance
their perception of self-confidence and control
over the learning process. By learning to self-ob-
serve one’s current learning and study behavior
and by determining for oneself what methods are
effective and ineffective, students can begin replac-
ing ineffective methods with better ones and can
become more aware of the improved effectiveness
of these new strategies.

Evaluative Data

In order to assess the effectiveness of the
learning to learn course overall and the self-man-

8

agement study, specifically, we conducted two self-
report surveys during the Fall 2003 semester. The
first survey was administered after two-thirds of
the course was completed. It asked the students to
identify whether they had or had not changed their
academic behavior at that point in the course. Ad-
ditionally, we asked each student who did not
change their behavior to identify one of the four
reasons discussed in this paper as the reason for
their lack of change. The following is the informal
assessment we used:
The purpose of this course is to help you make
any necessary changes in your academic learn-
ing and motivation to become a more success-
ful student. Check one of the following as it
relates to you:
__1.Iidentified some behaviors that [ needed
to change and made attempts to change my
behavior. Explain how you have changed.
__2. Basically, I didn’t change my behavior
very much. For the most part, I presently use
the same strategies that [ used in high school.

Explain how you are able to change or why you

The students’ open-ended
comments validated each
of the four stages in the
study as important in
bringing about behavior
change.

can'tseem to change. If you didn’t change, iden-
tify which one of the following explanations
most closely pertains to you and explain why.

__l. I can’t change.

2. Idon’t want to change.

. 3.Tdon't know how to change.
4. I don’t know what to change.

We found that of the 169 students enrolled
in the course, 49 students (20%) indicated that they
had not changed their behavior. Of the 49 students
who had not changed, 33 (67%) indicated that they
did not want to change, 3 (6%) stated that they
could not change, 9 (18%) said that they did not
know how to change, and 4 (8%) expressed that
they did not know what to change.

The following demographic information may
be helpful in understanding why 33 of the 169 stu-
dents indicated that they did not want to change.
The entering SAT scores for all freshmen at the
university during Fall 2003 were 1341. Students
who were required to take our learning to learn
course had an average SAT score of 1050, with
the student athletes averaging 1000. Our conver-
sations with many of the 33 students indicated that
they believed they could be successful in college
without taking our course, and they were prob-
ably correct. However, the scores on some of the
students’ Learning and Study Skills Inventory, their

high school grade-point averages, as well as their
academic progress during their first semester in-
dicated they nceded help in improving their learn-
ing and study strategies. Thus, it appears that the
students in our learning to learn course do not
comprise a2 homogenous subgroup but rather fall
under several categories when it comes to reasons
for lack of change.

Two options are offered as a final paper for
the course: One is to conduct the self-management
study as described in this paper; the other is to
conduct a career assessment study wherein the stu-
dents are required to conduct interviews with a
professional in their field of interest and an aca-
demic advisor, as well as to assess the appropri-
ateness of their current coursework in relationship
to their long-term career goals. Of the 49 students
who, according to the first survey, had not
changed, 19 students {39%) conducted the self-
management study as opposed to the career as-
sessment study. In order to assess the effectiveness
of the four-process self-management study, we con-
ducted a survey that included two questions spe-
cifically targeting the area of changing one’s be-
havior. Those questions were: 1. Before doing the
self-management study, to what degree did you
believe you could change the specific aspect of your
behavior? 2. To what degree did the self-manage-
ment study help you change your behavior? The
students responded on a 1 {very little) to 5 (very
much) Likert scale. For the sample of 19 students,
we found a significant difference between the
means of the first (M = 2.74) and second question
(M =3.42), t (18) =-2.387, p < .05. This difference
indicated that the self-management study contrib-
uted significantly to the students’ ability to change
their behavior. However, one must be cautious in
interpreting this finding. It may be that the stu-
dents in this subgroup who selected the self-man-
agement project were more amenable to chang-
ing their behavior as compared to the subgroup
who selected the career assessment paper. Never-
theless, a group of students who stated that they
had not changed their behavior during the course
provided evidence that the project helped them
change their behavior.

Additionally, the students’ open-ended com-
ments validated each of the four stages in the study
as important in bringing about behavior change.
For example, self-monitoring and evaluation was
reported as valuable since it helped the students
1o actually “see the amount of distractions in ...
everyday life.” Another student stated, “The most
effective part of the study was identifying the root
of my problem because once I knew where the
problem stemmed from I was able to know what
strategies to use to fix it.” Goal setting and strate-
gic planning were effective since setting a goal,
for one student, “forced ... [her] to stick to it” and,
for another student, “it [setting a goal] made me
sit down and think about my problem rather than

continued on page 10
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just accept it.” Comments about strategic imple-
mentation and monitoring highlighted the impor-
tance of documenting one’s progress. As one stu-
dent indicated, “I am in a constant battle with my
self-talk so keeping track of it with a thought jour-
nal helped me see how and when I think nega-
tively.” Another student mentioned that using spe-
cific strategies, such as planning one’s use of time
for two weeks in trying to combat procrastination,
gave her a sense that she can actually do some-
thing about her problem. In addition, strategic
monitoring highlighted “the consequences of ...
procrastination” for one student. The overall im-
pact of the assigned paper is summed up by a state-
ment from a student who in the first survey indi-
cated that he did not want to change his academic
behavior. According to him, the most effective part
of the self-management study was “just the fact that
... [he] was forced to initiate a plan and implement
it for this paper—otherwise, little action would have
been taken.”

Future Research

Although the literature explaining the char-
acteristics and processes of academic self-regula-
tion has grown extensively in recent years, research
still reveals little about why certain students are
more likely or willing than others to change their
learning and study skills and become more self-
regulated learners. Hofer, Yu, and Pintrich (1998)
point out this problem: “There is a clear need for
more process-oriented studies, which will probably
involve more qualitative and ethnographic obser-
vations and interviews of students as they are en-
rolled in a learning to learn course as well as when
they leave it” (p. 81). More specifically, they point
out that there is little research on how different
entry beliefs and strategies constrain or facilitate
the learning of self-regulatory strategies.

We concur with Hofer, Yu, and Pintrich (1998)
and believe that we need to include qualitative
assessments in our evaluation designs. Recently,
Spradling and Dembo (2002) completed such an
evaluation whereby they interviewed four students
each week during a 14-week semester. The study
provided interesting insights into the students’
perceptions of their behavior. One of the emer-
gent themes in the investigation was the dichotomy
between knowing what to do and actually doing
it. The students indicated that self-motivation was
a determining factor in the amount of behavioral
change in the course. It will be important to con-
duct further qualitative investigations to better
understand what motivational factors inhibit stu-
dents from changing ineffective behaviors.

Conclusions

This study has identified a number of rea-
sons why students have difficulty changing their
behavior and linked these reasons with major
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learning and motivational variables and processes:
automaticity of behavior, level of self-efficacy (both
too low and too high), nature of attributions, type
of goal orientation, problems in self-observation
and evaluation, negative self-talk, and problems
in the transfer of learning. It is clear that these
problems are related to what has been called the
skill and the will: (the knowledge or strategies re-
garding how to learn (the skills) and the motiva-
tional processes that support or impede learning
(the will). Problems related to automaticity of be-
havior and the transfer of strategies from one
course to another are related to issues in learning,
whereas the level of self-efficacy; nature of attri-
butions; type of goal orientation; and problems
of self-observation, evaluation, and negative self-
talk relate to motivation. If educators only focus
on one dimension—skill or will—-it is unlikely that
they will be able to help students change their aca-
demic behavior.

We also provided an outline and specific ex-
amples for what we believe to be an effective way
of facilitating behavior change: the four-process

One of the emergent
themes in the
investigation was the
dichotomy between
knowing what to do and
actually doing it.

self-management study assignment. Our data dem-
onstrate that this approach has benefited even stu-
dents who up to the last one-third of the course
indicated that they had not changed their behav-
ior despite their participation in the learning-to-
learn course.

In summary, educators must be prepared to
teach students who are not eager to benefit from
their instruction. When faced with resistance to
change, developing strategies for teaching students
how to change becomes imperative. This change
strategy involves more than providing information
about how to learn, such as note-taking and exam
preparation strategies; it involves helping students
use this information so they can learn to control
their own behavior and actually benefit from the
knowledge of the strategies. For this reason, in-
structors can best help students by teaching self-
regulatory skills through projects such as the self-
management assignment described in this paper
in courses that provide academic support services
to students. In addition, it is important to under-
stand the reasons why students resist change to
ensure that these issues can be appropriately ad-
dressed in learning strategy courses.
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