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Introduction

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of self-regulated learning strategies

training and the effects of gender on college students’ academic self-regulation development. In

part, this study attempts to replicate Schmitz and Wiese’s (2006) research on the academic self-

regulation of Japanese college students. This intervention includes metacognitive strategies such

as goal setting, time-management, and self-control. In addition, a practical aim of this study is to

provide college teaching staff with a research-based rationale for including metacognitive

elements into their teaching.

Background of the Study

Based on the social cognitive perspective, Zimmerman & Schmitz (2011) defined self-

regulation of learning as self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actions planned and cyclically

adapted in order to attain personal goals. It requires students to be active in their personal,

behavioral, motivational, and cognitive learning tasks. Also, learners use self-regulation to

transform their mental abilities into academic skills. However, self-regulation is a complex and

multidimensional construct. Additionally, metacognitions are critical processes that guide self-

regulation (Azevedo, Johnson, & D’Mello, 2011). Chapter Two of this dissertation presents an



examination of the history and different interpretations of these constructs.

To be successful, it is necessary for students to develop the ability to engage in effective
self-regulated learning (Winne & Hadwin, 2008). Pintrich (2000) delineated effective self-
regulated learning as an active and constructive process. Learners should set goals for their
learning and attempt to monitor, regulate, and control their cognition. Motivation, behavior, and
the contextual features of their environment guide and constrain this process. In a cyclical
fashion, monitoring and control are fundamental processes that guide self-regulation; effective
control is contingent upon monitoring (Azevedo et al., 2011). Numerous studies (Abar & Loken,
2010; Cho & Shen, 2013; Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1988) have shown that
skillful self-regulated students use metacognitive learning strategies, such as planning,
monitoring, and evaluating, more often than less skillful self-regulated students.

Self-regulation involves not only metacognition, but also motivational and behavioral
elements. These elements are crucial when individual are adjusting their actions and goals to
achieve a desired outcome. Schunk and Zimmerman (2008) showed that students increased their
motivation and achievement when they received self-regulation instruction. Schmitz and Wiese
(2006) demonstrated that the training program enhanced self-efficacy and self-regulated learning

for college students. Self-regulated learners focus on mastering goals, or they have a tendency to



seek to develop competencies by mastering skills or tasks. They are also self-confident about

their ability to learn, and highly value learning tasks (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011).

Research studies (Bandura, 1986; Mullen, 2007, 2009; Orange, 1999; Schunk, Pintrich,

& Meece, 2008) have indicated there is a positive relationship between the development of

college students’ academic self-regulatory skills and interactions with peers and faculty. Faculty

and staff, as well as college students, have always been aware of the important relationship

between academic motivational issues and environmental factors (Bandura, 1986; Kitsantas,

Zimmerman, & Cleary, 2000; Schunk et al., 2008). Learners often need to control various

environmental resources (Pintrich, 2003; Zimmerman, 2008), such as time, study atmosphere,

and students’ use of peers and faculty members to access help (Pintrich and De Groot, 1990).

With regard to the college setting, there are a variety of studies that examine the role of

self-regulated learning strategy training (Azevedo & Cromley, 2004; Ching, 2002; Hofer & Yu,

2003; Jacobson and Harris, 2008; Purdie & Hattie, 2002; Zimmerman, 1999, 2004). Researchers

have stated that college students could have learned academic self-regulatory strategies or

learning skills via interventions (Jacobson & Harris, 2008; Purdie & Hattie, 2002). Providing

comprehensive training on self-regulated strategies to students in classroom settings improved

their task performance (Hofer & Yu, 2003), their metacognitive understandings (Ching, 2002),



their positive motivation (Ching 2002), and their use of strategies (Hofer & Yu, 2003).

Azevedo and Cromley (2004) conducted a study to provide students with a 30-minute

hyper media training on self-regulated learning in order to facilitate their understanding about the

circulatory system. Azevedo and Cromley found that self-regulated learning training fostered a

more sophisticated conceptual understanding and led to the use of learning strategies.

By developing self-regulated learning skills, students can become more proficient in self-

regulatory processes through personal experiences that require them to be an engaged and

informed participant (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011). However, the self-regulatory approach is

complex; it neither assumes that one strategy is effective for all students, nor does it assume that

a certain implementation process will be effective for students.

Gender difference within students’ self-regulatory processes has involved complex

factors too. Unfortunately, research examining this factor has not been consistent (Pintrich &

Zusho, 2002). According to Pintrich and Zusho gender may have moderated the relations

between motivational and self-regulatory processes and various outcome measures. There have

been a number of studies (Bussey & Bandura, 1999; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Usher & Pajares,

2008) that have tested social influences that promote students’ development of self-regulated

learning and self-efficacy beliefs. These studies have shown that one of the major ways in which



gender influences learning and performance is through the differing self-efficacy beliefs held by

males and females for academic tasks and self-regulated learning. However, more research is

necessary before definitive conclusions can be drawn on gender differences within college

students’ complex self-regulatory processes. Furthermore, the complexity has deepened because

some students have used their life experiences to learn strategies. Therefore, the focus of this

study was to investigate the effects of self-regulated learning strategies training and the effects of

gender on college students’ academic self-regulation development.

Significance of the Study

Academic self-regulation has been a significant element in higher education in terms of

college students’ motivation, learning, and development into becoming independent beings. One

goal of higher education is to nurture independent, motivated, and self-regulated students who

will become experts in a given field (Bembenutty, 2011). Both students and educators should

endeavor to find mechanisms of academic self-regulation and factors to facilitate becoming

academic self-regulators.

McKeachie & Svinicki (2010) and other researchers (Schunk, Pintrich & Meece, 2008;

Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011) have shown concern that educators lack models, strategies, and

methods for teaching self-regulation. As a result, an application of self-regulation such as



teaching self-regulatory processes has not emerged as a necessary element in educational fields.

This has been especially true for the field of higher education in Japan.

School entrance exam processes have often been rigorous and competitive when entering

high schools and universities in Japan. For some students it has even begun when entering

elementary and junior high schools. Those who have made it into selective schools have already

developed study skills and strategies in order to obtain higher scores on standardized tests.

Acquiring study skills and metacognitive strategies has been something students have

needed to obtain on their own in the process of the test-taking process. This has been an

assumption held by many educators, parents, and students. Learning skills and strategies are

considered essential elements for good students, yet these skills have not been taught in school

settings systematically. This expectation has confused those who are working in educational

fields due to the fact that Japanese society has been facing the issue of free college admission

and the problems of the decrease in scholastic ability in addition to social immaturity among

college students. Yamada (2009) found that 72% of Japanese university students spent 10 hours

or fewer per week on outside-of-class study. In addition, according to a survey with 48,233

university students, one out of four university students believed that everything necessary to

learn should be taught in class - they should not have to learn independently outside of class



(Center for Research on University Management and Policy, 2007).

In light of the above-mentioned complexities, it was important to investigate the effects

of self-regulated learning and the effects of gender on college students’ academic self-regulation

development. This study will contribute to a body of knowledge that currently includes few

studies exploring academic self-regulation among college students in Japan.

Research Hypotheses

The following research hypotheses were examined:

1. There is a significant group (two levels: treatment group and comparison group) effect on

college students’ academic self-regulation as measured by the MSLQ subscale scores

“motivation” and “metacognition.”

2. There is a significant effect for gender on college students’ academic self-regulation as

measured on the MSLQ using the subscale scores “motivation” and “metacognition.”

3. There is a significant group by gender interaction effect on college students’ academic self-

regulation as measured by the MSLQ subscale scores “motivation” and “metacognition.”
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Chapter Two

Review of the Literature

Chapter Two focuses on theories and empirical studies related to academic self-regulation

and metacognition. Of importance are motivational theories that include drive theory,

conditioning theory with subsets of balance and dissonance theories, and cognitive consistency

theory. Equally important is the social cognitive perspective to academic self-regulation. Three

views include self-regulation development, observational learning through modeling, and

academic self-regulation. Then, a fourth view concerning gender in academic self-regulation is

analyzed. The second section of Chapter Two focuses on empirical studies that support three

theories: (a) academic self-regulation, (b) gender differences in self-regulated learning, and (c)

teaching self-regulation.

Motivation Theories

Motivation has been a crucial topic because it explains why people behave as they do.

Motivation has played an important educational role in learning and human behavior.

Behaviorists have defined motivation in terms of responses elicited by stimuli or emitted in the

presence of stimuli. From a cognitive perspective, motivation has been defined as the process of

instigating and sustaining goal-directed behavior (Schunk, 2012). Three historical perspectives
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on motivation have included the following: (a) drive theory, (b) conditioning theory, and (c)

cognitive consistency theory.

Drive theory. Drive theory originated as a physiological theory. Woodworth (1918)

defined “drives” as internal forces that sought to maintain homeostatic body balance. When an

organism was deprived of an essential element, a drive was activated that caused the organism to

respond; the drive subsided when the element was obtained. Hull (1943) broadened the concept

of drive by postulating that physiological deficits were primary needs that instigated drives in

order to reduce needs. Drive was the motivational force that energized and prompted organisms

into action. Behavior that obtained reinforcement to satisfy a need resulted in drive reduction.

This process started from need to drive, then, drive to behavior. Hull believed that innate

behaviors satisfied primary needs, and learning occurred only when innate behaviors proved

ineffective. Learning represented the organism’s adaptation to the environment to ensure

survival. Despite this explanation, drive theory was not an ideal explanation for much of human

motivation (Schunk, 2012). Needs have not always triggered drives oriented toward need

reduction. Drive theory may have explained some behaviors directed toward immediate goals;

however, many human behaviors have required long-term goals because people have not always

been in a continuous high drive-state while pursuing long-term goals.
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Conditioning theory. Another motivation theory is conditioning theory that describes

motivation in terms of responses elicited by stimuli (Pavlov, 1928) or emitted in the presence of

stimuli (Skinner, 1938). In the classical conditioning model, the motivational properties of an

unconditioned stimulus (UCS) were transmitted to the conditioned stimulus (CS) through

repeated pairing. Conditioning occurred when the CS elicited a conditioned response (CR) in the

absence of the UCS. According to Schunk (2012), this was a passive view of motivation because

it purported that once conditioning occurred, the CR would be elicited in the presence of the CS.

Conditioning has not been viewed as an automatic process; instead, it has depended on

information conveyed to the individual about the likelihood of the UCS occurring when the CS

has been presented.

In operant conditioning, motivated behavior has been identified as an increased rate of

responding. Skinner (1953) argued that internal processes that accompanied responses were not

necessary to explain behavior. Individuals’ immediate environment and their history needed to

be examined for the causes of behavior. The concept of reinforcement was significant to

understand people’s actions, but it did not explain the effect of human belief. Bandura (1986)

challenged this notion, stating that people engaged in activities because they believed they would

be reinforced and valued that reinforcement. Without examining cognitive elements,
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conditioning theory has offered an incomplete account of human motivation.

Cognitive consistency theory. The third historical perspective on motivation is the

cognitive consistency theory that has posited motivation results from interactions of cognitions

and behavior. Homeostatic is a key concept in this tradition. Cognitions and behaviors

consistent have made problems solvable when tension has occurred among elements.

Two prominent subsets of cognitive consistency theory perspectives have included

balance theory and dissonance theory. Heider’s (1958) balance theory rationalized that a

tendency existed to balance cognitively the relations among individuals, situations, and events.

Any basic situation involved these three elements—individuals, situations, and events—and

relations were either positive or negative. Festinger’s (1954) cognitive dissonance claimed that

individuals tried to maintain consistent relations among their beliefs, attitudes, opinions, and

behaviors; however, relations of cognitions were consonant, irrelevant, or dissonant. Two

cognitions were consonant if one followed from or fit with the other, yet many beliefs were

deemed irrelevant to one another. Dissonant cognitions existed when one followed from the

opposite of the other, yet dissonance theory has been weak because its notion has been vague and

difficult to verify experimentally (Schunk, 2012).

The nature of motives has varied from theory to theory. However, motivation has been
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explained as a source of human conduct. Self-regulation has been connected to one’s present

conduct based on motives related to a subsequent goal. In this sense, motivation has been

intimately linked with self-regulation. People motivated to attain a goal have engaged in self-

regulatory activities they believe will help them. As a result, self-regulation promotes learning,

and the perception of greater competence sustains motivation and self-regulation to attain new

goals (Schunk, 2012; Zimmerman, 2008).

Metacognition

Metacognitive monitoring emerged as a construct in the 1970s, stemming from writings

on metaprocesses such as metamemory (Flavell, 1979). Flavell’s writings on metacognitive

monitoring set the stage for this construct by describing the developmental aspects of how one

monitors or thinks about one’s own cognition. Flavell forwarded the conceptual definition of

metacognition as “thinking about thinking.” He operationalized metacognition into four key

areas: (a) metacognitive knowledge, (b) metacognitive experience, (c) goals, and (d) the

activation of strategies. According to Flavell, the developmental process of metacognitive skills

began to grow or decline via the interaction of these four components, particularly metacognitive

experiences. At a broader level, the foundation of metacognition was in the mind of the

individual. According to Flavell, metacognition dealt primarily with reflective abstraction of
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new or existing cognitive structures. In this sense, metacognition emphasized learner

development over leaner-environment interactions.

After Flavell (1971) laid the contemporary foundations for conceptualizing

metacognition, Baker and Brown (1984) separated metacognition into two distinct elements:

knowledge about cognition (monitoring) and self-regulatory mechanisms that contain monitoring

as a central focus. Baker and Brown found that the self-regulatory mechanisms included

checking the outcome, planning, monitoring effectiveness, testing, revising, and evaluating

strategies. The focus on strategic control processes was further developed into what some have

called metacognitive control processes (Nelson, Leonesio, & Eagle, 1992). With the

incorporation of self-regulatory metacognitive mechanisms, metacognition began to diverge

gradually and to expand from Flavell’s original conceptualizaion.

Social Cognitive Perspective

Bandura’s (1986) book, Social Foundations of Thought and Action, heavily influenced

contemporary self-regulation beliefs. Bandura’s work helped shape the direction and

development of self-regulation. Compared to the clearly cognitive orientation in metacognition,

self-regulation initially emphasized behavioral and emotional regulation (Bandura, 1986, 1993).

With Bandura’s later writings on self-efficacy, motivation emerged as an additional regulatory
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area.

As an overview, in Social Learning Theory Bandura (1977) discussed human learning

and self-regulation using a triadic perspective. Although willpower theories were dominant in

the history of education, Bandura suggested a triadic model of causation that posited a complex

interplay between personal (cognitive-affective), behavioral, and environmental determinants.

Through thoughts and actions, people were able to exert self-regulatory control over their level

of functioning and the events in their lives. The act of self-regulation did not occur without the

interaction of the person with the environment. Although these contextual factors may have

played a smaller role than the personal processes, these interactions were critical to the self-

regulation process. Bandura (1986) recommended teaching students how to self-regulate

personal, behavioral, and environmental aspects of their lives through three essential self-

management processes: (a) self-observation, (b) judgmental process, and (c) self-reactive

influence rooted in personal standards. Self-observation referred to deliberate thinking and

attention to aspects of one’s behavior. Judgmental process referred to examining current

performance level in terms of one’s goal. Self-reactions included thinking about behavioral,

cognitive, and affective responses to self-judgments. These three processes comprised self-

regulation from the social cognitive perspective (Zimmerman, 2004). Educational programs that
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addressed these three sub-functions of self-regulation have been highly effective in improving

students’ motivation and use of strategies for academic achievement (Schunk & Zimmerman,

1998).

The theoretical focus of social cognitive perspective diggers from metacognition,

involving a type of exogenous constructivism (Moshman, 1982). Specifically, in Social

Learning Theory, the emphasis was on the derivation of knowledge from the environment.

Moreover, while the cognitive orientation of predecessor influenced Flavell and metacognitive

researchers, Bandura (1986) and other self-regulation researchers, neo-behaviorists, took cues

from more empiricist frameworks (Byrnes, 1992).

Since the publication of Bandura’s (1986) classic volume, self-regulation theory has

continued to develop. The emergence of self-regulation research in academic domains by

Zimmerman and Schunk (2003; 2011) was one of the cases. Graham and Harris (1991) have

provided a detailed analysis of self-regulation in their examination of self-regulated strategies in

academic domains such as writing.

Development of the concept of self-regulation. Self-regulation has been a highly

relevant topic to the science of the mind and human behavior. Researchers in social and

personality psychology began publishing about the concept of self-regulation in the 1980s
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(Bandura, 1986; Dweck, 1988). In the 1990s, it was expanded to various aspects and
applications: (a) self-regulated learning, (b) self-control, and (c) self-management (Schunk &
Zimmerman, 1994, 1996, 2008).

Theorists in different areas of psychology defined self-regulation according to its
principal components and interrelated processes. In health behavior psychology, self-regulation
was defined as a sequence of actions and steering processes to attain personal goals (Maes &
Gebhardt, 2000). Within personal psychology, researchers conceptualized self-regulation as a
generic umbrella term for the set of processes and behaviors that supported the pursuit of
personal goals within a changing external environment (Matthews, Schwean, Campbell,
Saklofske, & Mohamed, 2000).

On the other hand, Orange (1999) postulated the complexity of self-regulation as a
multidimensional construct. Therefore, measuring and teaching self-regulation posed problems.
In addition, Zusho and Edwards (2011) suggested a similar definition of self-regulated learning
as an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their learning and then
attempted to monitor, regulate, and control their cognition, motivation, and behavior. Learners’
goals and the various contextual features in their environment guided and contained self-

regulated strategies. Although self-regulation research has been addressed in different areas of
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psychology, there has not been an established coherent understanding of self-regulation

(Zimmerman, 2008).

In light of various perspectives, the articles studied in this literature review supported the

view of “self-regulation as a systematic process of human behavior that involves setting personal

goals and steering behavior toward the achievement of established goals” (Zeidner, Boekaerts, &

Pintrich, 2000, p. 751). From a social-cognitive perspective, self-regulation has been

conceptualized in terms of a multi-phase process in which self-generated thoughts, affects, and

actions are planned and adapted to attain personal goals (Zimmerman, 2008).

More specifically, Bandura (1986) postulated a certain concept regarding the three sub-

functions of self-regulation in a triadic model: the interaction of personal, behavioral, and

environmental factors. This is a cyclical process; therefore, these factors typically change

during learning and have to be monitored (Bandura, 1986; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994). Such

monitoring has led to changes in an individual’s strategies, cognitions, affects, and behaviors.

Learning, therefore, has been viewed as an open-ended process that requires cyclical activity on

the part of the learner.

Zimmerman and Schunk (2011) encapsulated this cyclical nature using the three-phase

self-regulation model: (a) forethought, (b) performance or volitional control, and (c) self-
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reflections. First, the forethought phase referred to influential processes and beliefs that

preceded efforts to learn and set the stage for such learning. Five types of forethought processes

and beliefs have been studied in research on academic self-regulation: (a) goal setting (Locke &

Latham, 1990), (b) strategic planning (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1992), (c) self-efficacy

(Bandura, 1986), (d) goal orientation (Ames, 1992), and (e) intrinsic interest (Deci, 1975).

Social cognitive theorists postulated that students entered learning situations with goals and

varying degrees of self-efficacy for attaining them.

Second, the performance or volitional control phase involved processes that occurred

during learning efforts and affected concentration and performance. During performance control,

students implemented learning strategies that affected motivation and learning. Three types of

performance or volitional control processes have been studied in research on academic self-

regulation: (a) attention focusing (Corno, 1993), (b) self-instruction (Schunk, 1982), and (c) self-

monitoring (Winne, 1995).

The final phase of the self-regulation model, the self-reflection phase, involved processes

that occurred after a learning encounter and influenced a learner’s reaction to that experience.

Thereafter, these self-reflections influenced forethought regarding subsequent learning efforts.

Four types of self-reflection processes have been studied in research on academic self-regulation:
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(a) self-evaluation (Festinger, 1954), (b) attributions (Weiner, 1979), (c) self-reactions

(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1997), and (d) adaptation processes (Dweck, 1988; Zimmerman &

Kitsantas, 1997).

Reflecting a cyclical nature of self-regulated learning from a social cognitive perspective,

Pintrich and Zusho (2002) suggested a model of student academic motivation and self-regulation

in the college classroom. In this model, they assumed that the motivational and self-regulatory

processes mediated the effects of personal and contextual factors on student outcomes. This

model focused on comprehending the psychological mediators of motivation, cognition, and self-

regulation and how they were connected to personal characteristics and outcomes.

There have been four different areas of regulation that learners have attempted to monitor,

control, and regulate and that have enabled them to adjust actions and goals to achieve desired

results in light of changing environmental conditions (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002). The common

elements in self-regulation studies have been cognitive, motivational, behavioral, and contextual

components. The first three elements of cognition, motivation/affect, and behavior have

demonstrated the traditional three divisions of different areas of psychological functioning (Snow,

Corno, & Jackson, 1996). While an individual may have tried to regulate these three areas, other

individuals or contextual features have potentially influenced an individual’s attempts to self-
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regulate his or her learning (Pintrich & Zusho). These attempts to control were self-regulated in

that the individual focused on trying to control or to regulate his or her own cognition,

motivation, or behaviors. At the same time, the individual may have found direction pertaining

to what, how, and when to perform a task.

The cognitive component included the different cognitive and metacognitive strategies

that individuals used to learn and perform a task or to control and regulate their cognition. While

learners could regulate their cognition, they also regulated their motivation and affect. The

second component of motivation and affect concerned the activation and control of various

motivational beliefs such as self-efficacy beliefs, goal orientation, and values for the task.

The third component of behavior referred to individual effort on a task as well as

persistence, help-seeking, and choice behaviors. In the triadic model of social cognition

(Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 2008), behavior was an aspect of the person because individuals

could observe their own behavior, monitor it, and attempt to control and regulate it. These

activities were considered self-regulatory for the individual.

Although some models of self-regulation (Sweller, van Merrienboer, & Paas, 1998;

Winne & Hadwin, 1998) excluded the contextual component because it did not reflect aspects of

the individual, in the social cognitive model, monitoring and controlling the environment was a
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significant aspect of self-regulated learning. It was important because the focus was on the

personal self engaged in these activities. It was the active and personal self who attempted to

monitor, control, and regulate the context (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002).

Pintrich and Zusho (2002) suggested a social cognitive conceptual framework,

emphasizing the importance of motivational processes to self-regulation. Motivational variables

interacted with cognitive, behavioral, and contextual factors to influence self-regulation.

Researchers (Bandura, 1995; Corno, 1993; Weiner, 1979; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1986)

revealed that good and poor self-regulators differed in several motivational processes: (a)

motivational planning and activation, (b) motivational monitoring, (c) motivational control and

regulation, and (d) motivational reaction and reflection (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002).

Self-regulated students were also more self-efficacious learners. They believed they were

capable of using their self-regulatory skills in learning situations (Zimmerman & Kitsantas,

2005). When self-regulated learners compared progress against goals, they self-evaluated.

These self-evaluative judgments supported their self-efficacy for learning and motivated them to

keep going. Self-regulators attributed success to ability and effort, whereas they attributed

difficulty to the use of inappropriate strategies. This was the way self-regulators used

attributions through self-regulated processes (Pintrich, 2000). Research has identified self-
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regulatory benefits of mastery-approach goals. Students with a mastery orientation showed

better cognitive monitoring and use of learning strategies (Pintrich).

Research has also shown that interest and value relate to self-regulation. Adaptive self-

regulatory strategies were in use when students had greater personal interest in a topic and

viewed the activity as valuable (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002). The Pintrich (2000) model and

research supported the hypothesized links among learning, motivation, and self-regulation. It is

reasonable to suggest that students who utilized more adaptive self-regulatory strategies

demonstrated better learning and higher motivation for learning.

Observational learning through modeling. Social cognitive theory has distinguished

learning from performance of previously learned behaviors in that modeling has referred to

cognitive, affective, and behavioral changes derived from observing models. By observing

models, individuals acquired knowledge that they may not have been able to demonstrate at the

time of learning (Schunk, 2012). Bandura (1986) stated that modeling served different functions:

(a) observational learning, which was the acquisition of new behaviors; (b)

inhibition/disinhibition, which was the strengthening or weakening of behavioral inhibition; and

(c) response facilitation, which was the performance of previously learned behaviors due to

prompting.
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Observational learning through modeling occurred when observers displayed new

behaviors that prior to modeling had zero probability of occurrence. Inhibition/disinhibition

occurred when observing a model strengthened or weakened inhibitions. Response facilitation

occurred when modeled actions served as social prompts for observers to behave accordingly.

Modeling did not occur automatically when observers and models were paired. Observers had to

attend to models and be motivated to learn from them.

Certain model characteristics that were influential on modeling were competence,

perceived similarity, credibility, and enthusiasm (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). First, competence

was crucial to observational learning because students tended to follow models who performed

successfully rather than those who performed less competently. The second characteristic was

perceived similarity. According to Bandura (1986) an observer’s perceived similarity to a model

constituted an important source of motivation. Some studies (Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 1987)

showed that when observers and models had similarities, observers were likely to take actions

socially appropriate and produce comparable results. The third characteristic, model credibility,

affected the observers’ motivation to intimate actions. Models who demonstrated consistency

between their behaviors and words were more likely to be judged by observers as credible and to

be emulated. On the other hand, observers did not follow models who exhibited inconsistency,
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displaying one action but behaving differently (Bandura, 1986). The last characteristic was

model enthusiasm. Models with enthusiasm were more likely to affect observers’ learning and

motivational processes than less enthusiastic models (Perry & Penner, 1990).

One particular aspect of modeling showed the importance of copying models who

gradually overcame difficulties through perseverant effort (Kitsantas et al., 2000). These models

had more impact on peers than mastery models who had smooth performance. Peer modeling by

knowledgeable classmates was more effective than teacher modeling because students built

higher efficacy and cognitive competencies (Schunk, 1987). Zimmerman and Schunk (2003)

challenged researchers of instruction to study how, when, and where to structure these

interactions. This was one of the significant areas that the researcher in this study addressed.

Academic self-regulation. The increased focus on self-regulation in academic settings

appears to have directly contributed to the emergence of a new term: self-regulated learning.

Self-regulated learning emerged in the 1980s and gained prominence in the 1990s, just as the

work on hypermedia became a growing presence in the educational literature. The

developmental path of self-regulated learning has been different from the trajectories of

metacognition and self-regulation. Specifically, while metacognition and self-regulation

developed in parallel with little observable cross-fertilization, most models of self-regulated
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learning incorporate aspects of both metacognition and self-regulation to shape the lens on
learner monitoring. Theorists initially posited self-regulated learning as an integrated theory of
learning (Corno and Mandinach, 1983) and deliberately attempted to address the interaction of
cognitive, motivational, and contextual factors rather than their isolated contributions. Unlike
the beginnings of metacognition and self-regulation, the regulatory focus was relatively broad.
Zimmerman and Schunk (2011) defined academic self-regulation as the self-directive
process through which learners transform their mental abilities into academic skills. It referred
to the degree that individuals were metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally active
participants in their own learning process (Zimmerman). It was not a mental ability
(intelligence) or an academic skill (reading proficiency). Supporting Zimmerman, Orange
(1999) summarized various definitions of academic self-regulation as the willingness and ability
to manage or to direct one’s learning with the use of appropriate strategies and attitudes. Those
efforts helped students to sustain goal-directed behaviors and seek assistance when necessary.
How do personal, social, and environmental factors interact to lead students to become
skillful rather than naive self-regulators of their academic learning? Zimmerman (2011)
suggested a social cognitive model of self-regulatory development with four levels: (a)

observational level, (b) emulation level, (c) self-control level, and (d) self-regulatory level. A
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cyclical nature of personal, behavioral, and environmental factors worked at all levels of self-

regulatory development (Schunk & Zimmerman, 2008). The researchers clarified that this was

not a stage model, and learners did not always develop their academic self-regulatory skills

following this model, especially those self-regulated learners who did not have opportunities to

encounter good models but still put forth effort to learn.

When developing an academic skill at an observational level, learners needed to watch

carefully a social model learn or perform. This led learners to differentiate the correct form of

the skill from a model’s performance and descriptions. Repeated observation across task

variations was necessary at this level (Rosenthal & Zimmerman, 1976). Perceptions of personal

similarity to a model increased the impact of consequences (Brown & Inouye, 1978). As

mentioned earlier, studies by Bandura (1986) and Schunk (1987) supported the importance of

model similarity.

When a learner duplicated the general form of a model’s response on a correspondent

task, the second level called emulation was reached. Learners needed to actually perform the

skill so it became a behavioral reality. Individualized modeling and social support facilitated the

improvement of emulation (Bandura, 1986). Both observational and emulation levels were

social in nature since learners needed contact with their models.
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Automaticity has been the salient behavioral sign of third level attainment: a self-

controlled level of self-regulatory skill (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1999). Even though regulation

of a skill became internalized at this level, learners were still dependent on a representation of an

external model’s standard. At the fourth level, a self-regulated level of task skill, learners

improved their abilities to make adjustments in their skills in unstructured settings involving

personal and contextual conditions. Since the skill had become automatized at the third level,

their attentions were then focused toward performance outcomes. Although social support was

systematically reduced as learners developed their own distinctive ways of performing, they still

needed social resources on a self-initiated basis (Murray, 1991).

Steinberg (1996) has examined out-of-school influences on academic learning. His

research concluded that parents of high-achieving students had strong expectations regarding

high grades and monitored their children closely. Newman (1990) has shown that high-

achieving students also sought help from teachers and peers more often and more effectively

than low achievers. Despite the misconception that high-achieving students were socially

isolated, they self-regulated and relied on others when they needed information and support

(Newman, 1994). In addition, Ruban (2006) and others (Risemberg & Zimmerman, 1992;

Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990) found that differences existed in academic self-regulation
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and motivation, such as the use of self-regulatory strategies and the possession of self-regulatory

deficiencies among low- and high-achieving students. According to Zimmerman (1998a) not

only students, but also professionals, including writers, musicians, and athletes, engaged in time

management activities in order to attain their goals. These individuals regulated their own overt

behavior. In a triadic social cognitive model, individuals observed their behavior, monitored it,

and attempted to control and regulate it; therefore, it was self-regulatory for the individual.

These studies showed that there was a strong relationship between low- and high-achievers’ use

of study skills, learning strategies, and their academic achievement (Schunk & Zimmerman,

1998). Students motivated to attain a goal engaged in self-regulatory activities. In succession,

self-regulation promoted learning, and the perception of greater competence sustained

motivation and self-regulation to attain goals (Schunk, 2012; Zimmerman, 2008).

Gender. In addition to the discussion of cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational

features of self-regulated learners, Pintrich and Zusho (2002) mentioned gender difference in the

context of academic self-regulation. Social cognitive theory asserted a learner’s success or

failure was due to an underpinning interaction between oneself and his or her behaviors based on

his or her perception of teacher and peer receptivity (Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman & Schunk,

2011). It also asserted that one’s academic goals changed through self-reflection by undertaking
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tasks to improve one’s achievement. Therefore, environment intermixed with students’ self-

perceptions played a noteworthy function in productive pursuit of and determination in academic

accomplishment.

In addition self-efficacy was related to a multitude of motivational, cognitive, and

behavioral learning hypotheses, which in turn were related to academic achievement

(DiBenedetto & Bembenutty, 2011; Dibenedetto & Zimmerman, 2010). The major ways in

which gender influenced learning and performance were through the differing self-efficacy

beliefs held by males and females for academic tasks and self-regulated learning (Bussey &

Bandura, 1999; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002; Usher & Pajares, 2008).

To summarize, few studies exist with conclusive evidence regarding gender differences in

college students’ self-regulated learning. Research on younger pre-collegiate students has found

mixed results. Though Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990) reported that female students

showed higher levels of self-regulated learning, males were also likely to self-regulate their

learning (Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006). More research is needed before definitive

conclusions can be drawn about gender differences in the self-regulation process for college

students.

The following section presents and critiques empirical research related to academic self-
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regulation in the context of higher education. The first section focuses on empirical studies
relating to academic self-regulation. The second section focuses on gender differences, and the
final section focuses on research that evaluates the teaching of self-regulated learning. The
empirical evidence in the section includes numerous quantitative international studies and a few
qualitative studies.

Empirical Studies Related to Academic Self-Regulation

Self-regulated learning has been an emerging area of research on student performance
and achievement in classroom settings as well as in students’ future direction and professional
success. Research in this area has included academic self-regulation, self-regulated learning
strategies, and motivation of college students. Academic self-regulation has become a key
variable in explaining academic and professional success (Bandura, 1995).

The study of Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Sheldon, and Deci (2004) revealed that a key
self-determination concept regarding students’ self-regulation is autonomous self-regulation.
The results of the study showed that students initiate and persist because they can select learning
tasks that are appealing or personally important to them. Students who had been induced to
adopt an intrinsic goal displayed greater persistence and deeper learning than students who

adopted an extrinsic goal. These measures of autonomous learning are linked causally to
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students’ intrinsic motives.

Michou, Vansteenkiste, Mouratidis, and Lens (2014) extended the previous study

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2004) and tested 35 male and 400 female university students at a large

Greek university of education on the mediating role of autonomous and controlling reasons

underlying the separate achievement goals: dominant achievement goal, underlying reasons of

achievement goals, motivated learning strategies, and cheating. It was a correlational design and

the hypotheses were tested via path modeling. Michou et al. examined the learners by dividing

them according to their dominant goal choice to see if there was substantial variation in the

autonomous and controlling reasons underlying learners’ dominant achievement goals and

whether these reasons accounted for the relation between the distal achievement motives,

learning strategies, and cheating.

Participants completed the questionnaires during a regular class hour. The researchers

used the short Achievement Motivation Scale (AMS; Lang & Fries, 2006) to assess achievement

motivation. The revised Achievement Goal Questionnaire (Elliot & Murayama, 2008) was the

instrument used to assess achievement goals. The researchers also asked participants to indicate

to what extent they pursued each of the nine achievement goals based on these underlying

reasons to access achievement goals: (a) intrinsic reasons, (b) identified reasons, (c) introjected
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reasons, and (d) external reasons to assess underlying reasons of achievement goals. In order to

evaluate cheating behaviors and cheating beliefs, students completed Anderman, Griesinger, and

Westerfiels’s (1998) scale. Finally, the students completed one part of the Motivated Strategies

for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ); Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991) in order to

assess three aspects of students’ learning strategies: (a) critical thinking, (b) metacognitive self-

regulation, and (c) effort regulation.

The analyses conducted included a path analysis with EQS 6.1 software to test the

mediating role of autonomous and controlling reasons underlying the pursuit of the dominant

goal between the distal achievement motives and study-related outcomes. The results showed a

positive relationship between need for achievement and autonomous reasons. In turn,

autonomous reasons were positively associated with metacognitive self-regulation and effort

regulation but not with critical thinking. Additionally, a direct positive relation was observed

between need for achievement, critical thinking, and metacognitive self-regulation. In contrast,

fear of failure was unrelated with autonomous reasons and positively correlated with controlling

reasons for pursing dominant goals which were associated negatively to effort regulation.

Finally, a direct positive path was found between fear of failure and cheating, whereas a direct

negative path linked fear of failure to critical thinking. A test of indirect effects showed that need
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for achievement was indirectly positively associated with effort regulation (B = .05,z =-3.08, p

<.01) and metacognitive self-regulation (B = .05, z = 3.15, p < .01) but negatively associated

with cheating (B = - .06, z =-3.29, p < .01) by means of underlying autonomous reasons. In

contrast, fear of failure was indirectly negatively associated, although marginally, with effort

regulation (B = -.02, z =-1.96, p = .05) by means of underlying controlling reasons.

Autonomous and controlling reasons underlying the pursuit of achievement goals

mediated, respectively, the relation of need for achievement and fear of failure to aspects of

learning outcomes. In conclusion, autonomous and controlling reasons underlying achievement

goals could further explain learners’ functioning in achievement settings.

There was a strong relationship between low and high achievers’ use of study skills and

learning strategies and their academic achievement (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994). Gifted

students or high-achieving students often possessed adaptive self-regulatory methods in

abundance that helped them succeed in academic settings (Risemberg & Zimmerman, 1992;

Zimmerman, 1998b). Researchers also showed that an influential reason for students’ academic

learning difficulties was their insufficient ability to self-regulate learning and academic behaviors

effectively (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1994, 1998). Specifically, in terms of college students,

Ruban (2006) examined patterns of self-regulated learning strategy use and the possibilities of
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distinguishing identifiable patterns of self-regulatory strategy use by low achievers and high

achievers. Extending the work of Dweck (1988) and Pintrich and Maehr (2002), Ruban found

strategies representing both deep processing and surface processing. In general, strategy

categories reported by the students in this study were similar to those reported by Zimmerman

and Martinez-Pons (1988). This study also found several differences in self-regulatory strategy

use among low-achieving and high-achieving students. High achievers appeared to exhibit an

enhancement model of learning, whereas low achievers tended to demonstrate a survival model

of learning. This meant a pattern of differences existed in the level of complexity of learning

strategies used by low-achieving and high-achieving students. The results from this study

indicated the importance of teaching college students effective study methods and learning

strategies to help them succeed academically.

Koestner, Taylor, Losier, and Fichman (2010) conducted a longitudinal study examining

the relation between academic self-regulation and French-Canadian female college students’

adaptation to graduation. Self-regulation concerns the integration of social values and guidelines

into personal values. One hundred and four women were recruited through the students’

newspaper. Participants completed a package of questionnaires concerning students’ college

experiences, as well as scales to assess intrinsic motivation, self-regulation, career exploration,
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optimism, and depression. Results showed that self-regulation in the academic domain was

significantly related to lower levels of depressive symptoms over a year and that this relation was

equally strong regardless of whether students continued in college or had graduated. Self-

regulation figures more prominently in predicting positive adjustment outcomes than intrinsic

motivation.

Although academic procrastination has been an indicator of identified motivation,

academic delay of gratification has been associated with students’ use of volitional strategies,

expected grade, self-efficacy beliefs, and academic performance (Bembenutty, 2011).

Bembenutty (2007) studied the relationship between Korean students’ motivation for learning,

the use of self-regulation of learning strategies, and the delay of gratification at a large rural

Korean university. Participants (61 males and 74 females) completed three instruments:

Academic Delay of Gratification Scale, the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire

(MSLQ), and Academic \olitional Strategy Inventory (AVSI). The researcher also used final

course grade as a dependent variable. The results suggested there was a solid association

between academic delay of gratification and students’ use of volitional strategies, expected grade,

self-efficacy beliefs, and academic performance.

Extending the previous study Bembenutty (2009) studied the associations between 250
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American college students’ use of self-regulatory strategies, expectancy-value, and delay of

gratification. An analysis of covariance was conducted to examine the effects of motivational

determinants and students’ use of self-regulatory strategies on delay of gratification after

controlling for gender. Then, hierarchical regression analysis were performed to examine the

unique role of gender, motivational determinants, and students’ use of self-regulatory strategies

as predictor of delay of gratification. Results showed that perception of effort and the perceived

importance of the delay of gratification exhibited main effects on students’ reported willingness

to delay gratification. An interaction effect was found between gender and stress-reducing

strategies on delay of gratification. This study supported Mischel’s (1996) self-regulatory view

of delay of gratification and the perspective that links motivational and strategic factors in self-

regulation.

The metacognitive concept as a subordinate component to self-regulated learning (Muis

& Franco, 2010; Veenman, Van Hout-Wolters, & Afflerbach, 2006) is critical in constructivist

views of learning. Numerous studies showed a positive relationship between students’ academic

performances and metacognition (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Veenman et al., 2006; Winne &

Hadwin, 2008). Moreover, many researchers reported that metacognitive and motivational

variables were positively related (Pintrich, 2003). Motivated students were likely to use a variety
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of cognitive and metacogntive strategies and were more effective in their effort regulation.

Berger and Karabenick (2011) found proof for the relatedness between students’

motivation and use of learning strategies. There were no reciprocal effects, but rather

unidirectional effects between the two constructs; motivation predicted the use of learning

strategies, but the use of learning strategies did not predict motivation. Vrieling, Bastiaens, and

Stijnen (2012) extended the finding of Berger and Karabenick, and measured dynamics of

student teachers’ use of metacognitive learning skills and motivation for learning in learning

environments with increased self-regulated learning opportunities. The results showed that

student teachers’ use of metacognitive skills increased significantly in learning environments

with increased self-regulated learning opportunities for two of the three participating teacher

educators.

Empirical Studies Related to Gender Difference in Self-Regulated Learning

Self-regulatory skills do not develop and mature in a vacuum. Children are more likely

to acquire skills valued by society and those they believe they are able to master. Socially valued

pursuits in the academic domain are heavily influenced by a student’s gender (Zimmerman &

Schunk, 2011). Britner and Pajares (2006) studied the impact of children’s gender stereotypic

conceptions and self-beliefs on performance. Social influences that promote children’s
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development of self-regulated learning and self-efficacy beliefs abound. Many of these social

influences covary with students’ gender.

Despite voluminous research on the development of academic self-regulation and gender

for children, few studies have examined psychological aspects of gender differences in self-

regulated learning of college students. Some studies (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998; Bembenutty,

2009; Bouffard, Boisvert & Laraouche, 1995; Meece et al., 2006; Vogt, 2005) included gender

differences with respect to academic self-regulation. These studies were developed based on

social cognitive theory.

An early study on elementary students’ self-regulated learning and gender by Zimmerman

and Martinez-Pons (1990) examined gender and elementary students’ self-regulated learning

utilizing the Self-Regulated Learning Interview Schedule (SRLIS; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons,

1986) with 14 self-regulated learning strategies. They examined gender difference among gifted

students (N = 90) from grades 5, 8, and 11 and their feelings of self-efficacy. In this study girls

reported better use of self-regulated learning strategies than boys. This study found three

specific features regarding self-regulated learning strategies. First of all, girls displayed more

goal setting and planning strategies than boys; the means were 1.88 and 1.56, respectively.

Second, girls kept records and monitored their progress more frequently than boys; the means
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were 2.04 and 1.50, respectively. Third, girls used environmental structuring strategies more

heavily than boys; the means were 0.74 and 0.55, respectively. The researchers concluded that

their data demonstrated that girls were greater users of strategies but less self-efficacious than

boys.

Ablard and Lipshultz (1998) also studied a pre-collegiate group (N = 222) of seventh

grade high-achieving students with the use of the SRLIS. Their focus was the relationship

between self-regulated learning, achievement goals, and gender. They concluded that gender

was significantly related to achievement goals.

One particular study on college students’ self-regulated learning and gender by Bouffard,

Boisvert, Vezeau, and Larouche (1995) investigated the impact of achievement goal orientations

on self-regulated learning strategy use and academic performance among Canadian college

students (N = 702). The results showed that female students showed a strong mastery goal

orientation and used more self-regulated learning strategies than male students, regardless of

goal orientation. Mastery goal orientation, cognitive strategy use, metacognitive strategy use,

motivation, and academic performance were positively related for males and females. For

females the performance goal orientation was only related to academic performance, and for

males the performance goal orientation was positively related to metacognitive strategy use,
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motivation, and overall academic performance.

Jakubowski and Dembo (2002) examined the relationships among academic achievement,

academic self-regulation, and four social cognitive characteristics: (a) self-efficacy, (b) anxiety,

(c) identity style, and (d) stage of change. Participants were 210 college students enrolled in a

learning and study strategies course at a private research university. Analyses of variance were

conducted to determine if either of the categorical demographic variables, gender or ethnicity,

were significantly related to self-regulation or the measures of achievement. Gender was

significantly related to the grade earned in the course with females earning significantly more

points than males, having significantly higher GPAs than males, and having higher self-

regulation scores than males. Ethnicity was not significantly related to self-regulation, to the

grade in the course, or to the grade point average.

In another study Vogt, Hocevar, and Hagedorn (2007) hypothesized that environment

coupled with a woman’s self-perception had a noteworthy role in her successful quest and

persistence in engineering. The framework for this study followed Bandura’s triadic model of

the effect of one’s environment on self and behavioral variables; this was studied in the context

of gender within the academic progress of students in engineering programs. The researchers

had two hypotheses: (a) discrimination would have a negative effect on a student’s perception of
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self and related achievement behaviors, and (b) academic integration would have a positive

relationship with self-variables and achievement behavioral variables. Research questions

focused on which variables were accountable for females’ performance in engineering and were

measured using GPA. Also, the study explored to what extent any findings for males differed

from females.

The participants (N = 713, males = 409; females = 304), who were enrolled in similar

academic institutions labeled as highly ranked West Coast research universities, were invited to

participate in a voluntary survey. Various statistical procedures were conducted in order to test

social cognitive constructs, similar to the ones used in this study. Data validated the claim of

Bandura (1986) that focused on the significance of augmenting students’ academic self-efficacy.

With regard to self-regulation and gender, women in this study showed greater application of

academic self-regulation behaviors related to school achievement. Specifically, women

exercised more effort in their studies in engineering because they sought help if needed.

Regarding academic integration, the results showed there was no gender difference. Concerning

gender gap in engineering achievement and self-regulation, the results were positive.

Another element of self-regulated learning includes academic delay of gratification where

students must decide whether to focus their effort on a learning activity or opt out for more
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attractive options (Pintrich, 2000). Using a correlational study, Bembenutty (2007) examined

individual difference such as gender and ethnicity among college students. The researcher

studied the relationships between academic performance, self-regulation, motivation, and delay

of gratification. This study also used multivariate and univariate analyses of variance in order to

investigate whether students from diverse gender and ethnic groups differed with regard to their

use of self-regulation, motivation, delay of gratification, and academic performance. The sample

included 364 college students who enrolled in introductory psychology courses in a public

university. There was a positive correlation for Caucasian students, but not for minority students

regarding the association between final course grades and academic delay of gratification. It was

notable that the reported self-efficacy beliefs of all groups of students (Caucasian males,

minority males, Caucasian females, minority females) moderately to highly correlated with

grades. The results also suggested that, independent of gender or ethnicity, a student’s evaluation

of the importance and usefulness of the course task was related to his or her achievement in the

class.

As cited in the previous section, Bembenutty (2009) extended a 2007 study and focused

on delay of gratification from the perspective of motivation and self-regulation. Results

indicated that perception of effort and the perceived value of the delay of gratification revealed
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main effects regarding students’ reported willingness to delay gratification. Additionally, an

interaction effect was observed between stress-reducing strategies and gender on delay of

gratification. Also, hierarchical regression analyses were performed to evaluate the unique

contribution of each independent variable while controlling for other independent variables. In

Step 1 and Step 2, the significant predictor of delay of gratification was gender (8 = .20, 8

=.17); in Step 3 gender no longer was a significant predictor of delay of gratification (5 = .11);

however, a significant positive predictor of delayed gratification continued (8 = .36), whereas a

significant negative predictor of delayed gratification was effort (8 = - .15).

DiBenedetto and Bembenutty (2011) studied the association between science

achievement and self-regulated learning. The participants from an urban college in New York

included 57 undergraduate college students (24 males; 33 females) in biology courses. Gender

was the focus of two research questions, one of which investigated whether gender moderated

the effects of self-regulation, self-efficacy, and delay of gratification on students’ academic

performance. The focus of the study was to measure the main effects and interactions between

gender and other variables. The results from an ANOVA showed only a significant main effect

for self-efficacy, F = 4.66, p = .36, with larger effect for females. No significant main effects or

interactions with other variables were found.
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The second question examined whether each of the variables—gender, self-regulation,
self-efficacy, and delay of gratification—accounted uniquely for the variance in the students’
final course grades after controlling for the effect of the other variables. The results of a
regression analysis showed that gender (8 = .04, p = .755) and self-regulation (5 =.10, p
= .575) were not predictors of final course grade in the initial model. In the final model, however,

when self-efficacy was entered in Step 1, it was a significant predictor of final course grade (5

.28, p = .030). When delay of gratification was added in Step 2, self-efficacy (5 =.23, p

.071) and delay of gratification (5 = .25, p = .051) were marginal predictors of final course

grades.

In summary, Pintrich and Zusho (2002) observed that the relationship between gender

differences and self-regulation is inconclusive. However, differing self-efficacy beliefs in males

and females regarding academic tasks and self-regulated learning has shown gender differences

affect learning and performance (Bussey, 2011).

Empirical Studies Related to Teaching Self-Regulation in Learning

Self-regulated learning in the academic context is a significant concern for educators in

higher education since learning occurs effectively if students are academically self-regulated.

Furthermore, self-regulation in learning can offer a useful conceptual framework for both
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students and educators toward the educational goal of students becoming lifelong learners. Self-

regulated learners become independent in their learning and thus control their own learning.

Self-regulation entails students who plan their actions, set goals, manage time, and use a variety

of strategies in accomplishing a task.

Can educators teach self-regulation for learning? Zimmerman and Schunk (2003, 2011)

showed when self-regulation was taught to students, it increased their motivation and

achievement. Self-regulation can be taught through modeling by parents, teachers, coaches, and

peers; however, many researches tend to focus on its conceptualization and factors. Therefore,

there is a need for research to propose effective strategies on how to teach students to self-

regulate. The following studies support the argument of this study and demonstrate how to

translate self-regulation into actual teaching practice. The next section summarizes the work of

Azevedo and Cromley (2004), Dembo (2002, 2004), Pintrich (2000, 2003), Kitsantas and

Zimmerman (2009).

The study by Azevedo and Cromley (2004) examined the effectiveness of self-regulated

learning (SRL) training in facilitating college students’ learning with hypermedia. Training

included planning, monitoring, strategies, task difficulty and demands, and interest. One

hundred thirty-one undergraduate students (96 women and 35 men) were randomly assigned to
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either a training condition or a control condition where they used a hypermedia environment to

learn about the circulatory system. While the control group received no training, the researchers

spent 30 minutes training each student in the self-regulation group on the use of specific,

empirically based self-regulation variables designed to foster their conceptual understanding.

Pretest, posttest, and verbal protocol data were collected from both groups.

The results showed that training students to self-regulate their learning led to a significant

increase in their understanding of the circulatory system with a significant main effect of time

and a significant interaction between condition and time. Chi-square revealed that verbal

protocols provided evidence that learners who received SRL training effectively deployed the

key SRL processes and mechanisms that led to significant shifts in their mental models. This

study confirmed that scaffolding practices improved college students’ use of valuable self-

regulated learning skills during hypermedia activities. The study also revealed that the adaptive

scaffolding condition produced greater understanding of the circulatory system.

Azevedo et al. (2011) extended the previous study and researched the effect of learning

independently and externally aided learning on the mental model shifts of college students,

including using self-regulation within the learning process during the teaching sessions. The

focus was mainly on how a human tutor influenced the self-regulatory processes in certain
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classes.

Seventy-four undergraduate students from the University of Maryland took part in this

study during the fall semester of 2003 and the spring semester of 2004. The design included a

pretest and posttest with the goal of measuring learning gains. All participants had low prior

knowledge of the circulatory system according to a pretest that was given. During the learning

sessions on hypermedia, concurrent think-aloud data were gathered based on the study of

Azevedo (2005). The results showed there were differences between externally assisted learning

and independent learning in self-regulated learning processes. This was true within time

intervals across a session. Also, it was valid for class transitions during a session on self-

regulated learning processes. This study aided in the understanding of how learners can optimize

open learning environments.

The study by Jakubowski and Dembo (2002) described an educational intervention based

on a social cognitive approach to help students become self-regulated learners. As the social

cognitive perspective views self-regulation as an interaction of personal, behavioral, and

environmental triadic processes (Bandura, 1986), the “learning to learn” course at the University

of Southern California was composed of six components of self-regulatory skills identified by

Zimmerman and Risemberg (1997). These self-regulatory skills included motives methods of
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learning, use of time, control of physical and social environment, and evaluation of one’s
performance. The course included four-semester credit hours with two hours of lecture and two
hours in a laboratory. In lectures professors taught principles, concepts, and research findings in
cognitive psychology and motivation. In the laboratory, groups of 20-25 students met with
graduate teaching assistants. The laboratory session was designed to integrate theory and
practice.

This course started with the Learning and Study Skills Inventory (LASSI) (Weinstein,
Palmer, & Schulte, 1987) and included two exams, 12 quizzes, homework assignments, and a
journal to describe their successes and failures in applying the strategies. At the end of the
semester, the students wrote a self-management paper evaluating the effectiveness of the strategy
they learned. A pretest and posttest questionnaire assessed students’ self-efficacy, anxiety, and
self-regulation. Self-efficacy was measured by the Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991) and anxiety was measured
by the 8-item subscale from the LASSI (Weinstein et al., 1987). Self-regulation was measured
using 24 items from the Dynamic and Active Learning Inventory (DALI) (Iran-Nejad & Chissom,
1992).

The results were unexpected because there was a significant decrease in self-regulation
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and self-efficacy scores and a significant increase in anxiety scores. The letter grade in the

course was not related to any of these changes. During the course females demonstrated a

significant increase in self-efficacy scores while males decreased their self-efficacy. Ethnicity

was not related to any of the changes.

Researchers looked at the data carefully and found there were considerable differences in

the evaluation of the two professors teaching the course. There was a difference between the

students taught by the tenured faculty member and the part-time faculty member. The students in

the class with a tenured faculty member showed increases in self-regulation and self-efficacy

scores, whereas students in the section taught by the part-time faculty member demonstrated

decreases in the two scores. Students in both sections increased in their anxiety scores.

These results are possibly explained by the problem of transfer of training, which has

been identified as a major problem in teaching learning strategies (Hattie, Biggs, & Purdie, 1996;

Hofer, Yu, & Pintrich, 1998). Zimmerman’s (2000) cyclical phases and sub-processes of self-

regulation are the second possible explanation of problems in self-regulation and the increase in

anxiety for the students.

Dembo & Seli’s study (2004) identified several reasons why students had difficulty

changing their behavior. Dembo used the framework of Prochaska and Prochaska (1999) to
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identify the reasons: (a) They believed they could not change, (b) They did not want to change,

(c) They did not know what to change, or (d) They did not know how to change. Dembo linked

these reasons with major learning and motivational variables and processes such as automaticity

of behavior, level of self-efficacy, nature of attributions, type of goal orientation, problems in

self-observation and evaluation, negative self-talk, and problems in the transfer of learning.

These problems have been related to what has been called the skill and the will by

VanderStoep & Pintrich (2008) and Dembo and Seli (2004, 2008). Problems such as

automaticity of behavior and the transfer of strategies from one course to another may have been

related to issues in learning. On the other hand, the level of self-efficacy; nature of attributions;

type of goal orientation; and problems of self-observation, evaluation, and negative self-talk

were related to issues in motivation. Educators need to focus on these two dimensions if they

want to be able to help students change their academic behavior.

VanderStoep & Pintrich (2008) developed the Learning to Learn intervention for college

students. Learning to Learn was an undergraduate course designed to teach students basic

concepts of cognition and motivation. The intention was to acquire a repertoire of learning

strategies and to apply these to improve students’ self-regulated learning. Students attended

lectures and participated in laboratories. Topics of study included principles of information
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processing, note taking, test preparation and taking, goal setting, and time management.

Evidence suggested the course decreased test anxiety and increased students’ mastery goals, self-

efficacy, interest and value for the course, and self-regulatory strategy use. Students’

motivational beliefs related positively to their use of learning strategies (Hofer et al., 1998).

A fourth study by Kitsantas and Zimmerman (2009) further tested the generality of their

former study’s findings using a college sample. In the earlier study, they found that the girls’

homework practices directly predicted their self-efficacy for learning beliefs and perceived

responsibility beliefs. Their intention in conducting the study came from the lack of research on

the impact of homework experiences on college students’ acquisition of self-regulated learning

skills. Most of the research on homework has focused on its positive impact on achievement

(Keith et al., 2004; Trautwein & Koller, 2003).

Kitsantas and Zimmerman (2009) studied the influence of homework experiences on

students’ academic grades with 223 college students. The results revealed that the students’

homework influenced their achievement both indirectly and directly via the two self-regulatory

beliefs. They hypothesized that quality and quantity of college students’ homework would

predict their academic grade in an educational psychology class. The effect of homework

experiences on students’ grades was expected to be mediated by two key self-regulatory beliefs:
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self-efficacy and perceived responsibility beliefs. Homework completed outside of classroom

facilitated growth in students’ sense of efficacy about learning on their own.

Bembenutty’s (2003, 2007, 2011) and Bembenutty and Zimmerman’s (2003) studies

focused on college students’ academic self-regulation in the context of individual differences.

Bembenutty and Zimmerman (2003) examined individual differences in the way students

responded to a self-regulation learning training. They predicted that students’ motivational

beliefs would be associated with at-risk college students’ use of self-regulated learning strategies,

homework completion, and academic performance. A 15-week intervention program was

designed to enhance the self-regulatory learning skills and the motivation of at-risk urban

minority college students. The participants included 58 college students in an introductory

mathematics course.

The variables measured in this study included students’ delay of gratification, self-

efficacy, outcome expectancy, intrinsic interest, self-regulation, mid-term course grade, final

course grade, and frequency of homework completion. The path analysis revealed that (a)

motivational beliefs played a significant causal role in college students’ homework completion,

self-regulatory processes, and academic success; (b) these associations were mediated by

students’ use of self-regulation, delay of gratification, and homework completion; and (c)
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students who engaged in self-regulation were better able to delay personal rewards and complete

their homework more frequently.

Lastly, Schmitz and Wiese (2006) developed an intervention, based on a process-focused

adaptation of Zimmerman’s (2000) cyclical model of self-regulated learning, to increase self-

regulated learning. In this study, diaries were used to investigate the process of self-regulated

learning with time-series analysis methods. Schmitz and Wiese organized the intervention as

four weekly 2-hour training sessions that focused on key self-regulatory processes such as goal

setting, time management, planning, behavioral self-motivation, cognitive self-motivation, and

concentration. The diaries were collected at the end of each week during the study.

There were three types of analyses that researchers conducted. First of all, pretest and

posttest measurements were used to compare the experimental and the control group. Students

in the experimental group with self-regulatory training showed significant improvements in the

questionnaire measures. The improvements included intrinsic studying motivation, self-efficacy,

effort, attention, self-motivation, handling distractions, and procrastination. Secondly, linear

trends in self-regulation were reported in the diaries during the course of the 5-week intervention.

These trend analyses demonstrated significant increases in self-efficacy, positive affect, personal

understanding, and satisfaction. The third analysis involved interrupted time-series analyses.
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They compared changes from the week before an intervention to two weeks after training. The

diaries of students in the training group revealed that there were significant improvements in

time management, planning, concentration, and a significant decrease in procrastination during

the week following training to use those specific self-regulatory processes.

The results of Schmitz and Wiese’s (2006) study, especially the pretest and posttest

design, suggested that college students who were trained in self-regulated learning processes

were effective in reaching their own study goals. Analyses of the correlations between training

related and outcome variables show that learning time and learning outcome variables are

predicted using intervention variables, especially procrastination and concentration. Comparison

of pre-post measurements for the experimental and the control groups showed that students in the

experimental group improved on the variables of self-efficacy, effort, and handling distractions

compared to students in the control group. Though the training seems to be effective with regard

to metacognitive and learning strategies, the weakness of this study was a failure to incorporate

an alternative training to control for general training and the Hawthorne effect; however, since

the main aim of the study was methodological, demonstrating the usefulness of diaries combined

with time-series analysis, the results were satisfactory.

In closing, the intervention sessions used in this study were drawn mainly from Schmitz
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and Wiese’s (2006) study. The use of training sessions on metacognitive and learning strategies

regarding self-regulation was of interest in determining their effectiveness within a college

setting.

Summary

The ability to self-regulate is important for students at any level, especially for those in

college, as they need to process a large volume of information and material in a short span of

time as they study. Competent self-regulated learners have the knowledge and strategies needed

to learn and remember information along with the ability to apply the skills to specific learning

tasks (Bembenutty, 2009, 2011; Ruban, 2006; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2011).

Intervention that include self-regulatory constructs such as metacognition, goal setting

and self-monitoring have been found to improve academic self-regulatory ability (Azevedo &

Cromley, 2011; Dembo & Seli, 2004, 2008; Kitsantas & Zimmerman 2009; Schmitz & Wiese,

2006; VanderStoep & Pintrich, 2008). Additionally, current research suggests the effectiveness

of self-regulated learning training as triadic processes (Bandura, 1986) for college students’

learning.

More than a decade has passed since academic self-regulation has been a focus in the

field of educational psychology in Japan. The focus on self-regulation has concentrated on
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middle school to junior high school students in the area of mathematical learning (Ichikawa, Seo,

& Uesaka, 2007; Uesaka, Manalo, & Ichikawa, 2007). The study of Ito (1996) was one of the

early research-based examinations of Japanese college students on academic self-regulation. Ito

studied an exploratory examination on self-regulation process of motivation using the experience

sampling methods with six junior college students. Fujita (2010) examined the relationship

between self-regulated learning strategy and academic help-seeking types with 193 university

students. Kitazawa, Nagai, and Ueno (2008) studied how the use of e-learning system under

blended learning (Khine and Lourdusamy, 2003) affected Japanese college students’ motivation

and self-regulated learning strategies. The MSLQ was the instrument used to analyze the results.

Yamada, Hori, Kunita, and Chujo (2010) conducted a correlational study to test the relationships

among achievement motive, self-efficacy, and learning strategy use in Japanese university

students. They divided 159 university students into high achievement motive and low

achievement motive groups and analyzed the difference of the frequency in the use of self-

regulated learning strategies.

Though educational researchers have begun to study academic self-regulation using

various hypotheses and perspectives, few studies have confined the effectiveness of

metacognitive training among Japanese college students. The present study will focus on a
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Chapter Three

Methodology

Participants and Sampling Procedure

This study used a convenience sample (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2010) for the following

reasons: (a) Japanese college students, a special population, were needed for the purpose of this

study, (b) The administrators at each of the universities were interested in the results of the data

collection, and (c) Four training sessions were needed, so it was most practical to have the

sample located near the researcher. Therefore, participants were college students (N = 35) from

two private Japanese Christian universities located in the Tokyo area.

The participants drawn from Tokyo Christian University (TCU) were the treatment group.

TCU has a single Department of Theology with three majors: (a) Theological Studies, (b)

International Christian Studies, and (c) Christian Social Welfare Studies. The total enrollment of

undergraduate TCU students at the time of the study was 154 (36% female, 64% male).

Participants were recruited from the freshman and sophomore classes in the spring term of 2012

in the following manner. The researcher’s colleague professor from TCU who was teaching a

required course for freshmen and sophomores offered the researcher time during her course hour

for the intervention since it fit the content of the course entitled, “Theological Practicum.”
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Students were required to sit through the intervention since it was programmed as a part of their

prerequisite class. However, students had a choice of taking the three tests.

The researcher also obtained an agreement from Ibaraki Christian University (ICU) to

collect data from its student population. Because of the similarities between colleges, these

students served as the comparison group. ICU is a Christian college founded by a Church of

Christ missionary in 1947. This university has four departments: (a) Literature, (b) Life Sciences,

(c) Economics, and (d) Nursing. The total enrollment of undergraduate students at ICU at the

time of the study was 2,308 (76% female, 24% male) and is considered a mid-sized university in

Japan. Participants at ICU were recruited from an all-freshmen introductory Bible class.

Participants’ ages at both colleges ranged from 18-25, and a training program in academic self-

regulation was offered to the students at both universities. Table 1 provides the descriptive

statistics, summarizing participant demographic characteristics.
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Table 1

Distribution of Participants by Class and Gender

Class n TCU ICU

Freshman

Female 20 9 11

Male 10 10 0
Junior

Female 1 1 0

Male 4 4 0
Total 35 24 11

The researcher had difficulty finding another comparison group since small Christian

universities are few in Japan. Because TCU is the only theological university found in Japan, it

was not possible to find similar universities in course offerings or religious backgrounds.

However, there are commonalities. Both TCU and ICU are liberal arts universities founded on a

Christian mission statement. Both universities also offer chapel services on campus: four times a

week for TCU and twice a week for ICU, as well as college student service in developmental and

religious areas supported by a Christian center. The Christian center at ICU, called Kiara Hall,

helped the researcher recruit participants. All subjects for the comparison group were volunteers



63

from a required course entitled the Introduction to Biblical Literature. All subjects belonged to
the Literature department (1,176 students, 74% female, 26% male). The researcher visited the
first class of the Introduction to Biblical Literature and gave a small presentation of the
intervention, explaining some possible merits of the intervention. The professor of the course
also encouraged students to participate in the intervention.

It should be noted that the researcher conducted an a priori power analysis using a web-
based program called G-Power (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) to determine the appropriate
sample size for this study. Input included effect size set at either .03 or .05, alpha was set at .05,
and power (1- S err prob) ranged from .8 to .5. The output included a summary of various
sample sizes needed depending on how the effect size, alpha, and power were set. In light of
running this analysis, the anticipated sample size goal was N = 80. However, due to problems
with attracting willing participants from ICU, the actual sample size was 35. Thus, the statistical
power was severely limited.

Research Design

A nonequivalent comparison-group design with repeated-measures (Gall et al., 2010) was

employed in this study. The design included three independent variables: a) Group (treatment

and comparison), b) Gender (male and female), and c) Testing (pretest, posttest, and posttest 2).
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Exposure to self-regulated learning development was manipulated by the researcher. The
dependent variable was the self-regulation scores derived from two subscales, Motivation and
Metacognition, of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ); Pintrich et al.,
1991).

More specifically, the study utilized a counterbalanced quasi-experimental design with
repeated-measures (Gall et al., 2010; Vogt, 2005). This approach was selected as a way to
control for various threats to internal validity, such as differential selection of participants, testing,
and ethical concerns related to withholding intervention benefits from one participant group.
Since the same instrument was administered three times to measure student levels of academic
self-regulation, there was potential for gains in students’ scores across testing due to exposure to
the instrument. The counterbalanced design attempted to minimize this potential differential
testing effect between the treatment and comparison groups because both the groups received
equivalent exposure to the measure (Vogt, 2005). The differences in the dependent variable
scores became a combination of treatment and practice effects.

As suggested above, the counterbalanced design allowed for participant assessment on
the dependent measure over multiple occasions. Both groups can receive the intervention in an

asynchronous fashion. Table 2 more clearly shows that both groups were pretested and then the
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treatment group received the intervention while the comparison group served as the control.

Following the first intervention given to the treatment group, both groups were posttested. In the

second phase, the comparison group received the intervention while the treatment group served

as the control. Participants in each group were re-administered posttest 2.

Table 2

Experimental Quasi-experiment Design

College student sample

Group Pretest Intervention Posttest Pretest Intervention Posttest2
Treatment @) X O N/A )
Comparison O O N/A X 0]

Moreover, this design attempted to minimize the threat of pretest sensitization (Gall et al., 2010).

It is possible that the pretest might have enhanced how the participants responded to the

experimental treatment. Pretest sensitization could have occurred because the pretest was a self-

report measure of attitude (Gall et al.). Therefore, there is a possibility that if the experimental

condition was implemented without use of the pretest, results may have differed from those

obtained in this study. In short, by using this methodological approach, where all participants

ultimately received the intervention, the design strengthened internal validity as well as made it
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feasible and ethical.
Instrumentation

The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) was used to collect data
for this study (Pintrich et al., 1991). The MSLQ is a self-report inventory that consists of six
motivation scales and nine learning strategy scales. The six motivation scales include Intrinsic
Goal Orientation; Extrinsic Goal Orientation; Task Value; Control of Learning Beliefs; Self-
Efficacy for Learning and Performance; and Test Anxiety. The nine learning strategies include
Rehearsal, Elaboration, Organization, Critical Thinking, Metacognitive Self-Regulation, Time
and Study Environment, Effort Regulation, Peer Learning, and Help Seeking.

According to its authors (Pintrich et al., 1991) the MSLQ was designed to assess college
students’ motivational orientations and their use of different learning strategies for a college
course. It included motivational and self-regulated learning sections. The motivation section
consisted of 31 items that include students’ goals and value beliefs for a course, their beliefs
about their ability to succeed in a course, and their anxiety about tests in a course. The strategies
for the learning section included 31 items regarding students’ use of different cognitive and
metacognitive strategies. In addition, the strategies for the learning section consisted of 19 items

concerning student management of different resources. There were 81 items on the 1991 version
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of the MSLQ (Pintrich et al.). On the Likert scale instrument, student rated themselves

accordingly: a) a 6-7 (high scores) as highly regulated student, b) a 3-5 score as a moderately

self-regulated student, and c) a 1-2 as a naively regulated student.

The authors of the MSLQ (Pintrich et al., 1991) stated that this instrument was a self-

report instrument and was subject to questions regarding reliability and validity. However,

statistical and psychometric analyses provided evidence that the MSLQ is a psychometrically

sound instrument. Validation of the MSLQ and the subscale correlations with final grades were

significant, albeit moderate and demonstrated predictive validity (Pintrich et al., 1991). The

Cronbach’s alphas were generally adequate, ranging from .52 to .93. For the design of the

MSLQ two confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were computed. These analyses tested how

closely the input correlations could be reproduced given the constraints that specific items fall on,

or tap into one specific factor. The results showed that while the goodness of fit indices were not

stellar, they were reasonable values (Pintrich et al., 1991).

The MSLQ (Pintrich et al., 1991) uses a seven-point Likert scale from not at all true of

me to very true of me. The individual scales were created by taking the means of the items that

make up that scale. For example, if a subscale had five items, an individual’s score for the

subscale was calculated by adding the five items and taking the average. Some items were
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reverse coded items and needed to be reflected before scale construction. The authors of the

MSLQ have not provided norms for the MSLQ since it is designed to be used at the course level.

The researcher can develop local norms for the different courses if it is necessary.

Kitazawa et al. (2008) and Mori (2004) used the MSLQ with Japanese college students in

their studies. Though Kitazawa et al. did not report internal consistency reliability estimates,

Mori calculated a Cronbach alpha of .93 for the MSLQ’s (Japanese version) self-efficacy

subscale. Using the MSLQ with Japanese junior high school students, Ito (1996) reported the

Cronbach alphas of the motivational scales as .90 and .87 and of the cognitive scales from .57

to .77.

The two MSLQ subscales Motivation and Metacognition used in this study were

considered trait measures that were expected to indicate positive intervention effects from the

pretest to posttest. These variables corresponded to the topics contained in the intervention.

Table 3 has identified the trait variables by category, their specific variables, and their

corresponding item numbers on the MSLQ.

Motivation. Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were measured by six subscales in the

Motivation section of the MSLQ. The subscales that assessed value components included

Intrinsic Goal Orientation (4 items), Extrinsic Goal Orientation (4 items), and Task Value (5
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Self-efficacy. For assessing self-efficacy, subscales that measured expectancy

components included Control Belief (4 items) and Self-efficacy for Learning and Performance (7

items).

Table 3

List of Trait Variables

Category Variable Number of items
Motivation Intrinsic goal orientation 4
Extrinsic goal orientation 4
Task Value 5
Self-efficacy Control belief 4
S.E. for learning & performance 7
Learning strategies Self-regulation 12
Metacognitive Time & study environment 8
Internal resources Effort regulation 4

Learning Strategies. Students’ use of self-regulated learning strategies was examined

using subscales that measured cognition and metacognition as well as internal and external

resource management strategies. The three subscales that measured metacognitive strategies

included Self-regulation (12 items), and two other subscales within Management of Internal
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Resources called Time and Study Environment (8 items) and Effort Regulation (4 items). In
summary, the researcher used 24 items with five subscales from the Motivation category of the
MSLQ while 24 items were used from the Learning Strategy category of the MSLQ.

Back Translation

In order to ensure equivalency between the English and Japanese versions of the MSLQ,
the researcher utilized back translation that involved three stages.

Stage I—initial translation. The first stage involved the initial translation of the
MSLQ from English to Japanese. The back translator is bilingual whose mother tongue is the
targeted language (Japanese) who also had the advantage of emphasizing which phrases were
challenging and where there may have been uncertainties regarding ambiguous meanings in the
MSLQ.

Stage I1—synthesis of the translation. After the back translator submitted the MSLQ to
the researcher in the target language, the researcher synthesized the forward translation and the
back translation to produce a common translation. Included with this was documentation of the
process so that future researchers have knowledge of the resolution of issues.

Stage Il11—back translation. Using the common translation, the researcher translated

that version back to the original language English. This process of back translation was a means
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of checking the content validity by comparing the content of the translated version with the

content of the original version. In doing so, the researcher investigated any conceptual errors or

inconsistencies. Beaton, Bombardier, Guillemin, and Ferraz (2000) demonstrate the importance

of doing so: “An example might be in an item worded: Do you have difficulty eating with a fork?

When that was not the utensil used for eating in the target country” (p. 3188).

In closing, the MSLQ was back translated mainly because it was developed in an

English-speaking country and needed to be used at a private university where the native language

is Japanese. The process of back-translation encompassed a cross-cultural adaptation that

addressed the use of two languages and cultural issues. It gave the researcher increase

confidence in the equivalency of the English and Japanese versions of the MSLQ.

Procedures and Description of Intervention

Participants in each group received four 70-minute self-regulation instructional and

practice sessions over a period of one month. Students from TCU received the intervention in

June 2012, while the intervention at ICU was implemented in July 2012. The main goal of the

intervention was to enhance self-regulated learning of college students as measured by the

MSLQ (Pintrich et al., 1991). In this study, the college students first received a short lecture

with a PowerPoint presentation along with one or two activities. Students spent the last 10



72

minutes of each session doing reflective writing. The independent variable was an academic
self-regulation training given in four weekly 70-minute sessions. The intervention included short
presentations from the researcher, discussions, and meta-plan-techniques (See Appendix A).
Overview of the four sessions. The first session presented the importance of goal setting.
After the presentation, students applied the criteria of goal setting with respect to their individual
learning settings. In the second session students were introduced to motivational goal theories
and practices. The PowerPoint presentation included the profile of a motivated person, how to
assess one’s motivation, and how to cope with failure and disappointments. This activity
identified a behavior or performance in four areas of students’ lives: academic, performance (art,
sports, music) social; and service (volunteering, church). The third session focused on strategies
for time-management, including managing one’s study environment. Time-management was
introduced as an important strategy to reach one’s goals. Students learned about the advantages
and disadvantages of time planning, and then they learned some methods of planning. The final
session concentrated on learning internal tools. A brief lecture focused on three internal tools:
healthy living, virtues, and self-control. In this final session, students were administered two
self-report surveys addressing well-being and optimism. The following section describes each

session specifically.
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Session 1. The researcher introduced self-regulated learning using Learning to Learn

“Chapter 2: Goal Setting” (VanderStoep & Pintrich, 2008). The importance of goal setting was

presented, such as functions of goals, types of goal, and orientations of goals. After the short

lecture, the students were asked to apply the criteria of goal setting with respect to their

individual learning experiences. They listed the top three important study-related goals. Then,

the group rated these goals with respect to the criteria. This session corresponded with Intrinsic

Goal Orientation and Extrinsic Goal Orientation of the MSLQ.

Session 2. For this session Learning to Learn (VanderStoep & Pintrich, 2008), “Chapter

3: Motivation-Preparing to Use Your Will Component” was used. A PowerPoint presentation

included the profile of a motivated person, assessing one’s motivation, and coping with failure

and disappointments. The activity in this session identified a behavior or performance in four

areas of students’ lives: academic, performance (art, sports, music), social, and service

(volunteering, church). This session corresponded with the MSLQ Motivation and the variables

of Task Value, Control Belief, and Self-efficacy for Learning and Performance.

Session 3. The main topics of the third session were strategies for time-management as

described in Learning to Learn (VanderStoep & Pintrich, 2008), “Chapter 4: Managing Your

Resources | — External Tools.” In addition, the researcher presented tips on managing one’s
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study environment. Time-management was introduced as an important strategy to reach one’s
goals. The researcher expounded on the advantages and disadvantages of time management, and
then students exercised various methods of planning. Students monitored their use of time
during the following week. This session correlated with the MSLQ Learning Strategies and its
variables of Time and Study Environment.

Session 4. The last session consisted of learning internal tools. Students received
instruction on strategies for improving self-control using the materials from Learning to Learn
(VanderStoep & Pintrich, 2008), “Chapter 5: Managing Your Resources II — Internal Tools.” The
succinct lecture focused on three internal tools: healthy living, virtues, and self-control. Students
explored their own sense of well-being and optimism in this session. This session correlated
with the MSLQ Learning Strategies and its variables of Metacognitive Self-regulation and Effort

Regulation. Table 4 has shown how intervention sessions paralleled the MSLQ.

Table 4

List of MSLQ subscales and intervention sessions
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Category Variable MSLQ Subscales Intervention
Motivation Intrinsic goal I. 1. a. (4 items) Session 1
orientation
Extrinsic goal I. 1. b. (4 items) Session 1
orientation
Task value I. 1. c. (5 items) Session 3
Self-efficacy Control belief I. 2. a. (4 items) Session 3
Learning & I. 2. b. (7 items) Session 3
performance
Learning strategies
Metacognitive Self-regulation Il. 1. e. (12 items) Session 4
Internal resources Time & study I1.2. a. (8 items) Session 2
environment
Effort regulation Il. 2. b. (4 items) Session 4

Statistical Analyses

Descriptive and inferential statistics were computed to address the research questions.

The data were analyzed to verify suitability for use with parametric procedures. Inferential

analysis was accomplished using two-way repeated-measures ANOVA. A factorial analysis was

chosen because the researcher sought to examine main and interaction effects of two independent
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variables: group with two levels and testing with two levels. The ANOVA produces an F ratio of

between-group differences and within-group differences. The output of the two-way repeated

measures ANOVA includes tests of main effects for the two factors as well as their interaction

(Green & Salkind, 2003).

The two-way repeated-measures ANOVA was performed using SPSS’s (version 19)

general linear model (GLM). A single within-subjects factor, termed Testing, included three

levels, quantitative data from the Pretest, Posttest, and Posttest 2 were assigned to the levels,

respectively. Group was defined as between-subjects factors with two levels: Treatment Group

and Comparison Group. Tests of statistical significance were analyzed at the .05 level.

In summary, students from Tokyo Christian University and Ibaraki Christian University

participated in this study. The researcher presented various self-regulated learning strategies in

four 70-minute sessions, using a counter-balanced quasi-experimental design. The following

chapter details the results of conducting various statistical analyses.

Chapter Four

Results

The results of this study are presented in order of the key questions. The purpose of this
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study was to analyze the effects of academic self-regulation training and gender on the MSLQ. A

counterbalanced design was used to control for order effects. Descriptive statistics for all

relevant variables are provided. Measures of central tendency, variability, and characteristics

pertaining to the normality of each distribution are included. A review of the assumptions

underlying the statistical procedures utilized in this study is provided, followed by a discussion

of suitability with respect to the obtained data. Lastly, inferential statistics are presented and

summarized in terms of their significance for each of the research hypotheses.

Research question 1 attempted to determine if there was a significant difference between

the groups Treatment and Comparison on the MSLQ scores of Japanese college students who

participated in the academic self-regulation training. Research question 2 attempted to determine

if there was a significant difference in the MSLQ scores of Japanese college students by gender

for those who participated in the academic self-regulation training. Lastly, research question 3

attempted to determine if there was a significant effect for group by gender on the MSLQ testing.

Research questions were tested using the two-way mixed ANOVA. The ANOVA

produces an F ratio of between-group differences and within-group differences. The output of

the two-way mixed ANOVA included tests of main effects for the two factors as well as their

interaction (Gall et al., 2010).
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The two-way mixed ANOVA was performed using SPSS’s (version 19) general linear

model (GLM). A single within-subjects factor, termed Testing was defined. Three levels were

allocated to this factor, and quantitative data from the pretest, posttest, and posttest 2 were

assigned to the levels, respectively. Group and gender were defined as between-subjects factors,

and both were allocated two levels: the two Group levels were Treatment and Comparison. The

effects of group and gender on each of the three quantitative measures were examined singly.

Interaction effects should have been examined thereafter; however, this was not possible since all

male students dropped out of the comparison group. Tests of statistical significance were

analyzed at the .05 level.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics for the pretest, posttest, and posttest 2 with the

pretest administered prior to the intervention. The data constituted the aggregated scores for the

combined groups Treatment and Comparison; however, each of these variables represented a

separate administration of the same instrument, the Motivated Strategies for Learning

Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Appendix B). The possible range of scores on the MSLQ was 48 to

336.

Table 5
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Descriptive Statistics for Pretest, Posttest, Posttest 2

Pretest Posttest Posttest 2

Motivation Metacog. Motivation Metacog. Motivation Metacog.

N 35 35 35 35 35 35
M 114.97 104.23 116.74 104.14 115.97 106.23
St. Error of 2.51 2.78 2.71 2.48 2.85 2.44
Mean

SD 14.83 16.44 16.04 14.65 16.84 14.43
Skewness 672 124 314 -.170 .606 -.001
Std. Error .398 .398 .398 .398 .398 .398

of Skewness

Kurtosis .618 -.761 .620 297 -.178 1.046
Std. Error 778 778 778 778 778 778
of Kurtosis

Table 5 showed these pretest scores: a) for MSLQ Motivation (M = 114.97, SD = 14.83)
and b) for MSLQ Metacognition (M = 104.22, SD = 16.44). The skewness and the kurtosis

statistics for the pretest distribution fall within plus or minus one.

Tables 6, 7, and 8 present the data disaggregated by group assignment and by gender for

all three variables. The pretest was administered prior to the intervention. Table 5 details the
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pretest scores.

Table 6

Pretest Data by Group and Gender

Motivation Metacognition

Group Gender M SD M SD n
Treatment Male 114.46 15.71 104.62 20.05 13
Female 115.09 14.86 104.82 15.70 11

Total 114.75 15.00 104.71 17.80 24

Comparison  Female 115.45 15.15 103.18 13.70 11
Total Male 114.46 15.71 104.62 20.05 13
Female 115.27 14.65 104.00 14.40 22

Total 114.97 14.83 104.23 16.44 35

The posttest was administered at the completion of the intervention for the group

Treatment while the group Comparison group had not received the intervention yet. According

to the data presented in Table 7, posttest scores for MSLQ motivation (M = 116.74, SD = 16.04)

and for MSLQ Metacognition (M = 104.14, SD = 14.65) indicate that while MSLQ Motivation

mean scores improved, MSLQ Metacognition mean scores reduced slightly. Both the skewness
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and the kurtosis statistics for the posttest distribution fall within plus or minus one.

Table 7

Posttest Data by Group and Gender

Motivation Metacognition

Group Gender M SD M SD n
Treatment Male 113.92 17.05 103.15 18.25 13
Female 117.36 13.41 105.91 13.69 11

Total 115.50 15.26 104.42 16.04 24

Comparison  Female 119.45 18.07 103.55 11.72 11
Total Male 113.92 17.05 103.15 18.25 13
Female 118.41 15.57 104.73 12.50 22

Total 116.74 16.04 104.14 14.65 35

Posttest 2 was administered three months after the posttest. According to the data

presented in Table 8, posttest 2 scores for MSLQ Motivation (M = 115.97, SD = 16.84) and for

MSLQ Metacognition (M = 106.23, SD = 14.43) showed that the MSLQ Motivation mean score

dropped slightly while the MSLQ Metacognition mean score improved by two points.

Table 8

Posttest 2 Data by Group and Gender



Motivation Metacognition

Group Gender M SD M SD n
Treatment Male 115.15 17.47 102.77 14.83 13
Female 118.73 18.77 110.18 18.32 11

Total 116.79 17.77 106.17 16.58 24

Comparison ~ Female 114.18 15.26 106.36 8.66 11
Total Male 115.15 17.47 102.77 14.83 13
Female 116.45 16.85 108.27 14.12 22

Total 115.97 16.84 106.23 14.43 35

Inferential Statistics

There are several statistical assumptions for using a two-way mixed ANOVA: (a) The

individuals represent a random sample from the population, and the scores associated with

different variables are not related, (b) The dependent variable is normally distributed in the
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population for each combination of levels of the within-subjects factors, and (c) The population

variance of the different variables are equal (Sprinthall, 2003).

The major assumption that was violated was the fact that a random sample was not used

in this study; instead, a convenience sample was used. According to Gall et al. (2010), inferential
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statistics can be used with data collected from a convenience sample with careful
conceptualization to represent a particular population. Also, when a convenience sample is used,
the researchers and readers of their report must infer a population to which the results might
generalize. A careful description of the sample used in this study was provided in Chapter Three.
Inferential statistics: Research question one. A two-way mixed ANOVA (Table 9,
Table 10) was performed to determine whether a significant difference existed in the academic
self-regulation development of Japanese college students who participated in the group

Treatment and those who participated in the group Comparison.

Table 9

Two-Way Mixed Analysis of Variance for Group and Testing Measured by MSLQ Motivation

Source SS df MS F p

Between-subject

Group 10.56 1 10.56 017 .896
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Error 19017.96 33 603.57

Within-subject

Testing 98.06 2 49.03 561 573
Group x Testing 162.52 2 81.26 931 .399
Error 5763.59 66 87.33

According to the ANOVA results, the main effect for group on MSLQ Motivation scores
was not significant, F(1, 33) =.017, p >.05. The main effect for testing was not significant, F(Z1,
33) =.561, p > .05. Overall, students did not improve the MSLQ Motivation scores in either
condition. The interaction effect on the MSLQ Motivation scores by group and testing was not
significant, F(1, 33) =.931, p > .05.

The Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances supported the assumption of
homogeneity for the MSLQ motivation pretest (F = .393, p = .535), posttest (F = .555, p =.462),
posttest 2 (F =.778, p = .384); and MSLQ Metacognition pretest (F = 1.52, p =.225), posttest (F
=.411, p = .526), and posttest 2 (F = 2.985, p =.093).

Table 10

Two-Way Mixed Analysis of Variance for Group and Testing Measured by MSLQ Metacognition

Source SS df MS F p

Between-subject
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Group 12.18 1 12.18 .020 .888
Error 19855.96 33 601.70

Within-subject

Testing 106.02 1.50 70.96 957 .368
Group X Testing 11.42 1.50 7.60 102 847
Error 3677.08 49.58 74.16

According to the ANOVA results, the main effect for group on MSLQ Metacognition
scores was not significant, F(1, 33) =.020, p > .05. The main effect for testing was not
significant, F(1, 33) =.957, p >.05. Overall, students did not improve the MSLQ
Metacognition scores in either condition. The interaction effect on the MSLQ Metacognition
scores by group and testing was not significant, F(1, 33) =.102, p > .05.

Inferential statistics: Research question two. A two-way mixed ANOVA should have
been performed to determine whether a significant difference existed in the MSLQ scores of
Japanese college students by gender for those who participated in the academic self-regulation
training. However, it was not possible to compare group difference by gender since all male
students in the comparison group dropped out of the intervention.

Table 11

Pretest, Posttest, and Posttest2 Data by Gender
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Motivation Metacognition
Testing Gender M SD M SD n
Pretest Male 114.46 15.71 104.62 20.05 13

Female 115.27 14.65 104.00 14.40 22

Total 114.97 14.83 104.23 16.44 35

Posttest Male 113.92 17.05 103.15 18.25 13
Female 118.41 15.57 104.73 12.50 22

Total 116.74 16.04 104.14 14.65 35

Posttest? Male 115.15 17.47 102.77 14.83 13
Female 116.45 16.85 108.27 14.12 22

Total 115.97 16.84 106.23 14.43 35

Descriptive statistics described earlier in chapter three the basic features of the data in

this study. They showed simple summaries about the sample and the measures in the form of

distribution, central tendency and dispersion. They furnished a powerful summary that enables

comparisons across units (Gall et al., 2010). Descriptive statistics of Testing by Gender (Table

11) showed a clear tendency toward female students’ MSLQ subscale scores. First, standard

deviations of MSLQ subscales by female students are smaller than male students’ standard

deviation on three tests. Second, female students scored higher by one or more points in the

average mean of MSLQ subscales on three tests except the MSLQ Metacognition on the pretest.
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Inferential statistics: Research question three. A three-way mixed ANOVA should
have been performed to determine whether a significant effect existed for gender on the MSLQ
scores of Japanese college students who enrolled in the group Treatment and the group
Comparison by testing. However, since all males in the group Comparison dropped out of the
intervention, it was not possible to compare group differences by gender.

Student’s reflections. Despite the lack of finding statistical significance in this study,
the students’ reflections written after each intervention session offered insight into the possible
effectiveness of teaching self-regulated learning to Japanese students in college (See Appendix
C). The first session focused on the importance of setting goals, and students rated their top
three study-related goals. Some of the comments from students showed that setting up goals
concretely could give them the energy needed to learn. Also, one student wrote that it was
important to set up short-term goals to accomplish long-term goals, and another student reflected
that she was used to setting up goal strategies.

The second session concentrated on assessing one’s motivation in three areas: a)
academic, b) performance (art, sports, and music), and c) service (volunteering and church).
Students reflected that they generally understood the content of this session, yet still thought it

was interesting and useful. Their comments showed they understood the importance of
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reflecting on their motivation and learning how to know themselves. They felt they could now

accurately evaluate themselves and take steps to improve.

During the third session students learned about the importance of managing their study

environment focusing on time management. They were asked to monitor their use of time for

one week. Their responses showed the importance of time management and helped them

visualize and concretely plan their weekly schedules. One student admitted to have been taking

time management too lightly and was cognizant of its importance.

The final session centered on learning internal tools to improve self-control, including

healthy living and having virtues. Students reflected that life issues matter to college learning

and appreciated the researcher’s training session. They revealed that academics are important,

but it was important to look at one’s health, values, and human relations. One student desired to

learning more because life habits matter in one’s college life, and another student revealed that

she lacked in managing herself.

Overall, the students’ reflections provided written insight into the idea that self-regulated

learning strategies and metacognitive learning provided students with a means to develop

academic self-regulation. Even though statistical significance was not found for this study, the

reflections offered the researcher another perspective of self-regulation because it is a complex
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and multidimentional construct.

Summary

The two-way mixed ANOVA was computed in order to test the research hypotheses:

There is a significant effect for Group (two levels: treatment and comparison) on Japanese

college student development as measured by their scores on the MSLQ testing at three levels: a)

pretest, b) posttest, and c) posttest 2.

Prior to performing the parametric procedure, the data were analyzed to check for major

violations of parametric assumptions. Descriptive statistics were computed for all groups and

reported in Tables 5-8. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances was performed to test the

assumption of homogeneity of variance. The Levene’s Test of Equality of Error variances was

not significant for all cases.

The obtained data failed to support the first research hypothesis as determined by the

mixed ANOVA. The effect of Group on Testing was not statistically significant. The obtained

data failed to support the second research hypothesis. Due to all males dropping from the group

Comparison, the researcher was not able to test for statistical significance of the effect of Group

by Gender was not able to test statistically.

The following chapter provides a summary of the purpose of this study and the
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methodology employed. The practical significance of the research findings is examined within
the context of prior studies. A discussion of the limitations of this study is included along with

suggestions for future research.

Chapter Five
Discussion of Results and Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of self-regulated learning
strategies training on Japanese college students’ academic self-regulation development. Building
on previous research, the investigator desired specifically to study Japanese students. A second
goal was to determine whether specific gender differences existed in terms of student

responsiveness to the self-regulated learning strategies interventions. Participants in the study



consisted of a convenience sample from a population of freshmen and sophomore college

students in private Christian colleges located in Chiba and Ibaraki prefecture in Japan.

The practical significance of the research findings is examined in this chapter. A

discussion of the limitations of this study is also included along with suggestions for future

research.

Review and Discussion of Results

The findings of this study are reviewed in order of the research questions posted in

Chapter One. A presentation of the results, with relevant tables and figures, can be found in

Chapter Four. The following is a summary of main findings.

First Research Question

The first research question focused on whether or not there is a significant difference

between groups on college students’ academic self-regulation as measured by the Motivated

Strategies for Learning (MSLQ) subscales scores that were labeled Motivation and

Metacognition. The researcher used a counterbalanced quasi-experimental design (Gall et al.,

2010) to answer the research questions of this study. Two independent implementations of the

intervention were conducted to enhance external validity as well as internal validity. Both the

treated and comparison groups received initial pretests. Then the treatment group received the
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intervention while the comparison group served as the control. Afterwards, both groups took a

posttest. In the second phase the comparison group received the intervention while the treatment

group served as the control.

The intervention consisted of four sessions. The first session presented the importance of

goal setting in the context of academic self-regulation. Motivational theories and practices were

introduced in the second session. The third session focused on strategies for time-management

including managing one’s study environment. The last session was devoted to the learning of

internal tools.

A two-way mixed ANOVA was performed to determine whether a significant difference

existed between groups on Japanese college students’ academic self-regulation as measured by

the MSLQ subscales scores that were labeled Motivation and Metacognition. The ANOVA

procedure revealed that the main effect for group on MSLQ Motivation scores was not

significant, F(1, 33) =.017, p > .05. The main effect for testing was not significant, F(1, 33)

=.561, p >.05. The interaction effect Group x Testing did not yield a statistically significant F

ratio (F =.931, p =.399) for the MSLQ Motivation.

According to the ANOVA results, the main effect for group on MSLQ Metacognition

scores was not significant, F(1, 33) =.020, p > .05. The main effect for testing was not
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significant, F(1, 33) =.957, p>.05. The interaction effect Group x Testing did not yield a

statistically significant F ratio (F = .102, p = .847) for the MSLQ Metacognition.

Despite the results indicating there was not a statistically significant effect for Group,

treatment group average scores on both MSLQ Motivation and MSLQ Metacognition improved

slightly. In addition, between the first and second posttests, comparison group average scores on

MSLQ Metacognition improved while scores on MSLQ Motivation decreased by five points.

Three possible explanations are proposed, yet all are tentative. First, there may have been a

ceiling effect for the comparison group on the posttest that may have contributed to more

substantial regression towards the mean. These participants who had scores fall at either extreme

on a measure tended to have scores nearer the mean when the variable was measured for a

second time (Gall et al., 2010). Second, the non-equivalent group design may have caused a

difference in score regression even though the pretest was administered to compensate for the

design, and the comparison group may have held some advantage based on their MSLQ

Motivation scores that were then reflected in their posttest 2. Lastly, students in the comparison

group were majoring in elementary education and were taking a cognitive psychology course at

the same time as they were participating in the intervention; this may have affected their scores.

Second Research Question
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The second research question focused on whether or not there is a significant difference
in the MSLQ subscale scores that were labeled Motivation and Metacognition for Japanese
college students who participated in the academic self-regulation training by gender. Because all
male students in the group Comparison dropped out of the intervention, it was not possible to
compare group difference on gender, and the researcher eliminated this question from the study.
However, the following paragraphs explain the statistics and an explanation for the lack of
statistical significance.

Descriptive statistics of Testing by Gender (Table 11) show a clear tendency of female
students: a) Standard deviations of MSLQ subscales by female students are smaller than male
students’ standard deviation on three tests, and b) Female students scored higher by one or more
points in the average mean of MSLQ subscales on three tests except the MSLQ Metacognition
pretest.

A possible explanation for this result can be found in research that indicates self-efficacy
by gender is related to age or grade level (Schunk & Pajares, 2002) with differences begin to
surfacing in the middle school years (Wigfield, Eccles, & Pintrich, 1996). Whitley (1997) found
in a meta-analysis of computer self-efficacy that the mean effect sizes for gender differences

fluctuated depending on the age of the sample: (a) 0.09 for elementary and middle school, (b)
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0.66 for high school, (c) 0.32 for college, and (d) 0.49 for adult samples.

Another possible explanation comes from other empirical research models that focused

on gender differences related to self-regulated learning that are derived from social cognitive

theory (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 2002; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990).

When academic functioning among middle school and high school students has been examined

for gender differences across various domains, the data suggest that female students used self-

regulated learning strategies to a greater extent than males.

Descriptive statistics describe the basic features of the data and are not used to reach

conclusions that extend beyond the immediate data. They provide simple summaries about the

sample and the measures in the form of distribution, central tendency and dispersion.

However, female students improved their average scores on both MSLQ Motivation and MSLQ

Metacognition from pretest to posttest and then again from posttest to posttest 2. This suggests

that female may have been more responsive to and may have benefitted more from the academic

self-regulation intervention. The true source of this gender difference is unclear and cannot be

inferred from the findings of this study.

Third Research Question

The third research question focused on whether or not there was a significant effect for
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group by gender on the MSLQ scores of Japanese college students who participated in the

academic self-regulation training. As mentioned in Chapter Three, because all male subjects

dropped out of the comparison group, this research question could not be answered.

A plausible explanation for the resarecher’s inability to answer the third research question

stems from a sampling issue. The convenience sample employed in this study became its

greatest limitation. Participants were not randomly selected; therefore, when the results of

inferential statistics may be questioned and interpretations should be cautiously made.

Additionally, external validity issues arise when a convenience sample is used. Specifically, the

accessible population for this study is not necessarily reflective of the target population. Finally,

when inferential statistics are used with convenience sample data, that sample must be carefully

conceptualized (Gall et al., 2010).

Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations to the present study that stem from varied threats to internal

and external validity. These limitations are presented in this section. The categories of

limitations are research design concerns, sampling concerns, methodological weakness, and data

issues.

Design
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Regarding the research design, the quasi-experimental nature of the present study brings

several concerns related to differential selection. Participants were not randomly assigned to

groups. The threat to internal validity raised by differential selection was significant. According

to Gall et al. (2010) the main threat to the internal validity of a nonequivalent control-group

experiment is the possibility that group differences on the posttest are due to preexisting group

differences rather than to a treatment effect. A pretest was used to decrease this threat. However,

statistical control of such differences is inferior to random assignment.

Sampling

Regarding sampling, the most concerned limitation is the use of convenience sampling in

this study. Because the participants did not consist of a group of randomly selected individuals,

the use of inferential statistics is controversial. Gall et al. (2010) stated that some researchers

believe that inferential statistics for these samples cannot be interpreted meaningfully.

The use of a convenience sample raises external validity issues. Population validity is a

specific concern, as the experimentally accessible population is not necessarily reflective of a

broad target population. The researcher should have investigated an avenue in which to increase

the random sample. Furthermore, Gall et al. (2010) stated that some researchers believe that

inferential statistics for these samples cannot be interpreted meaningfully.
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The use of a convenience sample raises external validity issues. Population validity is a

specific concern, as the experimentally accessible population is not necessarily reflective of a

broad target population. Gall et al. (2010) maintained that inferential statistics can be used with

convenience samples if certain conditions are met. They recommend the use of inferential

statistics with the data collection from a convenience sample only if the sample is carefully

conceptualized to represent a particular population. Any attempts of generalization from this

study’s findings will require the identification of a population that is similar to this study.

Chapter Three describes several characteristics of the sample.

The actual sample size and constitution of the comparison group became small. More

participants dropped out of the study for the group Comparison. The few male participants from

the beginning of the study did not complete the scheduled session. An important consideration in

judging the credibility of research is the size of the sample (McMillan, 2012). Although the

anticipated sample size goal was N = 80, due to problems with attracting willing participants for

the comparison group, the actual sample size was 35. Thus, the statistical power was severely

limited. In hindsight, the researcher might have contacted larger public universities that could

have been used for this study.

Methodology
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Regarding the methodology, several points of weakness must be mentioned. First, the

researcher’s position as a professor to the study participants raises that threat of experimenter

bias. Having an assistant to both the treatment and comparison groups reduces a potential

confounding variable, but when the professor is also the researcher, experimenter bias has the

potential to affect the study’s outcome.

A second concern regarding the methodology is that differential treatment mortality

occurred over the course of the intervention. More students were lost from the group

Comparison than the group Treatment. The researcher excluded the participants who dropped

from the statistical analyses instead of performing a confirmatory mean-substitution ANOVA.

This is one of the reasons to decrease the sample size.

A third concern regarding the methodology is repeated use of the same criterion

instrument. This causes threats to the internal validity and external validity of the intervention.

Regarding internal validity, statistical regression is a threat associated with any test-retest

procedure (Gall et al., 2010). Also, it is possible that repeated exposure to the instrument caused

the participants to become test-wise. However, if this did occur, it should have occurred to the

same degree between the two groups. Regarding external validity, it is possible that pretest and

posttest sensitization occurred. It is certainly possible that exposure to the pretest served as a
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learning opportunity, and that this learning experience had a meaningful impact on the
intervention. A similar argument can be made concerning the posttest. In both case, any
potential interaction of testing with the treatment hinders the ability to generalize from this
study’s findings.

A fourth methodological concern is the time of instruction may have functioned as an
extraneous variable. Intervention took place in the late afternoon for both groups. There is
research to suggest that a class scheduled for the late afternoon may have been a disadvantage
due to convergence upon fatigue and sleepiness (Taylor, Vatthauer, Bramoweth, Ruggero, &
Roane, 2013).

There is also the possibility that the researcher should have considered a longer period of
time for this research study instead of concentrating on a four-week period of time. Studies (Hu
& Driscoll, 2013; Pintrich, 1995) have suggested that the time requirement for effective learning
strategy training is fourteen weeks. A research timeline of one semester might have given
students, especially the males, the message that their investment of time in this research study
would be very beneficial.

Implications of the Findings

The findings of this study do not offer evidence that academic self-regulated learning
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strategies training improves Japanese college students’ self-regulated learning skills. Further

studies are needed to provide greater clarity on the magnitude of this effect. The study’s

limitations might serve as the explanation for this result.

Suggestions for Future Research

Methodologically, this study has weak generalizability because there was a lack of

random selection and assignment. Future research is required to determine whether or not the

results of this study would hold true for other populations. This could be accomplished with a

larger sample size, which is imperative for obtaining and interpreting statistical data.

Theoretical advances that contextualize Asian college students’ self- and externally

regulated processes are needed. The literature lacks original theoretical works that specifically

focus on Asian students.

On a practical level there is growing evidence that supports the advantages of learners

having self-regulatory abilities and metacognition (Cleary & Zimmerman, 2012; Miller &

Geraci, 2011; Zimmerman & Labuhn, 2012). Implementation of learning to learn courses among

Japanese universities should be encouraged with evidence-based research.
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Appendix B

The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ)

The Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ)

Japanese-English version
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TERIEDS A H—FRT—IEHDTRKD7 FIDERIICEX TS Sy,

Bl BT B 7XTIE. BADFLLWEZFEREZOPHLODOEMA L,
In a class like this, | prefer course material that really challenges me so | can learn new  things.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BR2 @A ETHRINE, ERETOABTEREII LN TEDLLS D,
If I study in appropriate ways, then | will be able learn the material in this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B3 : TAMERITAF. BOMMOFEELY ENFZIFTERVWHLEEZ B,
When | take a test | think about how poorly | am doing compared with other students.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 : HAHIRETFALI LT, MORETERI AN TEELEED,
I believe | will be able to use what | learn in this course in other courses.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B5 (AILEEBTE IR TRULVABIELENS LfEL0TW 5,
I believe | will receive an excellent grade in this class.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRH6  RETEI—FBHLVWEMZLIIER TSI LHEL TV,

I’m certain I can understand the most difficult material presented in the readings for this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BR7 77X TRVAIBEBZMS DHNWSDERICE > T—HFBENEOND Z &7,
Getting a good grade in this class is the most satisfying thing for me right now.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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BREI8 ! TAMEXITTWAK, METZEAL»>TZBRIOZEZEZATLE D,
When I take a test I think about items on other parts of the test I can’t answer.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B9 RETERIEMZENGTWE LTH, TNIFRBEEDEE,

It is my own fault if I don’t learn the material in this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BM10:EELTWEY 7RT, BEDHEMEFRI LRFICE>TEERI LT,
It is important for me to learn the course material in this class.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BR11 Bl >TE5—FBAULZEIZ. GPAZHITRZ DT, BELTWL

507 ATO—EFBDOELEITSIVEERZID Z &7,

The most important thing for me right now is improving my overall grade point average, so my
main concern in this class is getting a good grade.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B 12 BECHAONIERNAHSIBB TS 28ENH D,
I’m confident I can learn the basic concepts taught in this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRI 3 ALl 77 RATIEBOFELY LRVLBHIEZEY 720,
If | can, | want to get better grades in this class than most of the other students.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bfll4 TR 2RT5F, RELIcoE2m5heEZXTLE D,
When | take tests | think of the consequences of failing.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRLL RETHEBICLI > TN EINZ —FHELBMLEBR TZ28ELH 5,
I’m confident I can understand the most complex material presented by the instructor in  this
course.
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EH2

EH2
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In a class like this, | prefer course material that arouses my curiosity, even if it is difficult to

learn.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 ZORFOFRETIRIDEFICAITE THLHEEADH S,
I am very interested in the content area of this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8:H LB AHITNIL 77 RTHRSIANBELIZERTE B,
If | try hard enough, then | will understand the course material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9:! TR aRITHFF, BLENRDAALIBTFTHICH S,
I have an uneasy, upset feeling when | take an exam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

0 : BEOBEECT A& LoD L7755 BENSD 5,
I’m confident I can do an excellent job on the assignments and tests in this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 EBLTWARETRULVAEZNSO 2D Y THS,
| expect to do well in this class.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 1 EELTLWAERETIY—EREREZBONDDIE. (RFE) WAEZHREL
BRUBREL LS EEHLLEET,

The most satisfying thing for me in this course is trying to understand the content

thoroughly as possible.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

as
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Bf23 77 ADHEMIEIFET S EAIHFERIEEE S,
I think the course material in this class is useful for me to learn.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B2 4 BERISEREDH 258, LEARVEBENENG L THRUDNRED
ERE & A TR,

When | have the opportunity in this class, | choose course assignments that | can learn  from
even if they don’t guarantee a good grade.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bffl25 b LEXEOABIVERTEAVWE Leb, ZNERDEBANELTLA BT,

If I don’t understand the course material, it is because I didn’t try hard enough.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B2 6 BETIROIBBOEREIZFICE > TETHRUIL,
Understanding the subject matter of this course is very important to me.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRE27 17X b 22T 58, GEARFFNFXFTEL5ICE %,
| feel my heart beating fast when | take an exam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B2 8 [ IBETHZIONDIAFTILAZNE CEDLHEELTWS,

I’'m certain I can master the skills being taught in this class.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B2 9 BRDENZRIK. KA. BEUEHFICRIDIIEZELRDO T, FAFIZ 7 X T L WA
BEUIND -,

I want to do well in this class because it is important to show my ability to my family, friends,
employers, or others.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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B30 i BEDLDY—T 4 7R T, BODEZABES L-HIZHMD
T oA EED,

When | study the readings for this course, | outline the material to help me organize my
thoughts.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B3] Oz EAEEZTWT, KUABERA Vb2 LK RKT ZEIRERICH D,

During class time I often miss important points because I’'m thinking of other things.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRI32 EBELTWEY 7 RDMEE L TWAK, 77X XA— M CRACHEMOREA & 8%
(DAIEA) 12T B L5 I0D T TWS,
When studying for this course, | often try to explain the material to a classmate or friend.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B33 AIEKIE (W TW), BEO-OMET ZRFILEFTE 25T CHET 5,
I usually study in a place where | can concentrate on my course work.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B34 REOHEMEBCHEMZHLR (FHIC) ERTI7-DICEREDL 5,
When reading for this course, | make up questions to help focus my reading.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B35 /72088 EL TCOTLIELIERIBICARS7-YEETLESRY LT,
AEL-CEPBRDOBEICPHTLES 2B 2,

I often feel so lazy or bored when I study for this class that | quit before | finish what |
planned to do.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRI3 6 RETHWLEPHRALSIMLERICE > TIFA WA LCBRBET %,
I often find myself questioning things | hear or read in this course to decide if | find them
convincing.
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BRM37 o TWLWAEREDOWBE T B, BMERICHL TL>THS,
When | study for this class, | practice saying the material to myself over and over.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B3 8 i #MEFEIDHNEHLTH, HOBITLZUITICBEDBEETYAD £T 5,
Even if | have trouble learning the material in this class, I try to do the work on my own, without
help from anyone.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B39 i EMETATLWTRALER, 75— EXIICHE-TEBRBTESL5IC8NT 5,
When | become confuse about something I’'m reading for this class, I go back and try to  figure it
out.

B4 0 REOHEZTZE., BEDND) HATLEIHLDODOARPRED / — b

ICEZBLIRVEERTATA TR 28Hh%d 5,

When | study for this course, | go through the readings and my class notes and try to find the
most important ideas.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 1 BEOT-DHICEDOMERFMEZBNNICE-> TS,
I make good use of my study time for this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 2 b LEEOEMEZTATLWTOEREDIEL TNITBMOFTAFZEET 5,
If course readings are difficult to understand, | change the way | read the material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 3 I REOEEEZCVRITA7-HDICAIL I 7 AZEEL TLWBHOFE & —HEIC #hE L
£ LT TWB,
I try to work with other students from this class to complete the course assignments.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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B4 4 R % T 5K, RETHR-7/ - MPHEEOY —T 4 VI 2AELHRAET,
When studying for this course, | read my class notes and the course readings over and over
again.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 5 BRCIRETCER. BR BEmr/RRINK, thozYR—-+bF3
Lo Ve lLicsmilndpshEdn e RB028Hh%2d %,

When a theory, interpretation or conclusion is presented in class or in the readings, | try to
decide if there is good supporting evidence.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 6 1o TWEENFETHRLTH, 77 ATRVLWBIEZ O 7= IZ1L185K %,
I work hard to do well in this class even if I don’t like what we are doing.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 7 BEOEMEEIEBT /-0, fEAFY—F K. RZ2EFo720 T 5,
I make simple charts, diagrams, or tables to help me organize course material.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 8 i REDLHICMIBT 2, WEZR - TWLWEIFEELRENTZELAEOFHEZ L
IXLITE S,

When studying for this course, | often set aside time to discuss course material with group
of students from the class.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

B4 9 (| BEOEMEAZ—FRAY MELTRA, BARYICZOHEBICET 27T 1 T 4
TERILFTWCERZ LTV,
| treat the course material as a starting point and try to develop my own ideas about it.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BREI50 T E > TRBDETE,/ AT Y 2a—ILZaZDBYIZITH D DIFEL L,
| find it hard to stick to a study schedule.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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BfI51: 77 2070IC@d 2. #&F BRE. T4 XhyaryECFERALEL KA R
ERlz&EH 2,
When | study for this class, | pull together information from different sources, suchas  lectures,
readings, and discussions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRS 2 i HLWEREOHEMZ L-> K YR T ZHIIC. £TENODEMAESERT LT L

2O Y EBEBET,
Before | study new course material thoroughly, | often skim it to see how it is organized.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bff153 1 V7 RATREARBEMEZEDDERL TLWILENOZT-HICED TERICERMZ Y

Do
I ask myself questions to make sure | understand the material | have been studying in this
class.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRL 4 i RETLALTRABLDAEVWI LR, HEDHZFICHHE THRAEIIER 5 & D
ICLTWa,

I try to change the way | study in order to fit the course requirements and the instructor’s
teaching style.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRIBE 1 VT7RADI=HICY —T 472 L TWTH, oY bhoa0nT EATAC 1T & <

5
I often find that I have been reading for this class but don’t know what it was all about.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bf5 6 N ERTERVWIRIEHRE ICTBERD 5,

I ask the instructor to clarify concepts I don’t understand well.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BMb57 7 7ATRERIKRYLBERZRAZ27-HICF—T7— FNOIELZT %,
I memorize key words to remind me of important concepts in this class.
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BEHL 8 i WEDODABHAEH LW ELOH T LE-7Y, BEAELZATZIFZLTLE D,
When course work is difficult, I either give up or only study the easy parts.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BR59 %% AK, IBEICHRUIT TR My /e EzE R, A2 BRI
ZIDDORRINELONYITEL5ICLTWD,
I try to think through a topic and decide what | am supposed to learn from it rather than  just
reading it over when studying for this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bfi6 0 : AIRELRY HHRE TCEANLEZMD I Z R EEEDIFHLIICLTWS,
I try to relate ideas in this subject to those in other courses whenever possible.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRE6 1 BxoMazd 2k BR/ M 2EELEEZLBSEZT VN IA VT 5,
When | study for this course, | go over my class notes and make an outline of  important
concepts.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BR62: V720V —T4 v %328, BAaNVBICH->TWEZLELDEEDITE § 2 &
2L TW5,
When reading for this class, | try to relate the material to what I already know.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRI6 3 @ bz LICIHMET 2R E - BHH'H 5,
I have a regular place set aside for studying.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRI6 4 BETEZIEMRICEEL TH->TVWIEHDEXZLIT28H% LT 5,
I try to play around with ideas of my own related to what | am learning in this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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BEf65  REDIHICHBET HE, MALEMDOODIELT AT 47X, EEDL 0O
REmECEED D,

When | study for this course, | write brief summaries of the main ideas from the readings  and
my class notes.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bfif16 6 RETHEMZERTERVKIE AL 7 XDMOFEICEITTH 5D,

When I can’t understand the material in this course, I ask another student in this class for help.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRI67 : 07 ADEMZEMRT H7-DIC, BRECHERTRALI L ZHED
T8 7% LTW53

I try to understand the material in this class by making connections between the readings  and
the concepts from the lectures.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRH68 REOEBADY —T 4 VI/RBEENENZT EOBRVELIREDIT TS,
I make sure that | keep up with the weekly readings and assignments for this course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bf69 77X TERCEREHALYBE WY T 2EICMHOAIRELRERCEREE S,

Whenever | read or hear an assertion or conclusion in this class, | think about possible
alternatives.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BEM70  REOCEERABOVRMEEY ZOY X M EEERLT 5,
I make lists of important items for this course and memorize the lists.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BREI7 1 FIIREICETHbACHFELTWS,
| attend this class regularly.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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BT 2 e ABREOHEMMRETCHBL B THEERDY £ TRA LAY ZEIT 5,
Even when course materials are dull and uninteresting, | mange to keep working until I ~ finish.
1 2 3 4 ) 6 7

BM7 3 . RETHIIDPLERREICI JRADHEICFLTE-THHHIZTINER D,
I try to identify students in this class whom | can ask for help if necessary.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BT 4 #8%9 5K, COMRzEDIEEREL TLWRLO IR L &S LA S,

When studying for this course I try to determine which concepts I don’t understand well.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BRT75 O FEBHIEBERTREO/LOTDICHRZE T AW &AL <H 2,

I often find that I don’t spend very much time on this course because of other ~ activities.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

BM7 6 BEOT-OMET 2R, SMAKETEIO TSI LICHAMEEZL TS T —
W BPTHRET %,

When | study for this class, | set goals for myself in order to direct my activities in each  study
period.

BET77:H5L07AT/ — b TWCRELLZOMTHRTENEEET S,
If | get confused taking notes in class, | make sure | sort it out afterwards.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Bf178 ! TRMRICEDD/ — b OHALLDZEB T 2FHMANITEA LT,
I rarely find time to review my notes or readings before an exam.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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BRT 9 REOY—TA Y INDBETATATER 77 ADMOFHPIZIEHE © T 1
ARy aVITEETELDNEA TN D,

| try to apply ideas from course readings in other class activities such as lecture and
discussion.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Appendix C
Translation into English of Japanese Students’ Reflections

Session 1

Student’s Reflections: Content of Training

-Well summarized.

-Meaningful learning.

-Reminded one of a Japanese animated character; also commented that “planning” time log
works.

-Explanation was very concrete.

Students’ Reflections: About Goals

-Good to learn the background of the importance of setting goals.

-Learned setting up goals concretely can become the energy to learning.

-Good to learn practically about setting goals since | never considered it.

-A section of training dealing with three effects of goals will be useful.

-Learned that goals affect my progress.

-Personally, setting up short-term goals is more important than setting up long-term goals.
-Understood how important setting up short-term goals was in order to attain long-term goals.
-Understood the importance of evaluating situations that I’'m in order to set up goals.
-Training went fast for me.

-1t seems that you need to be serious to become self-regulated.

-I’ve already practiced and used setting up goal strategies concretely in my studies so this is
nothing new to me.
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Session 2

Students’ Reflections: Content of Training

-The content of training was something | often think and use.
-1 generally understood the content.

-I’ve learned this type of information a bit before. Interesting.

Students’ Reflections: Knowing Myself

-Learned that it is more important to know your own abilities and difficulties of a task than
considering test results.

-Considered how my thinking and attitude ought to be is significant.

-Concept of self-efficacy is significant in order to reflect myself.

-Learned the importance of evaluating my ability.

-Learned the importance of knowing myself.

-Important to know my ability, to know the purpose, to know the reason why of the purpose, to
know where | stand.

-Like to evaluate myself accurately and to take steady steps.

-Like to understand my capability and to put in more study hours.

-Self-efficacy is new to me; maybe I don’t understand what I am exactly capable of or not.
-Today’s session was a time for me to know what | should seek and improve.

-1 feel I learned what my motivation is.

-Like to find out where | precisely stand and clarify the reasons why | study.

-Like to find out my self-efficacy.

-Pace was fast for me; need more time to think deeper.

-Terminology was a bit difficult.

-Some sections I’d like to learn more.

-My own efforts must improve; | have no future.

-For me to be motivated was equal to my effort.

-I’ve realized that I always put difficult subjects and hard work at the end/last.
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Session 3

Students’ Reflections: Content of Training
-Very practical content and easy to apply.
-Explanation was good.

-Explanation was good.

-Explanation was good.

Students’ Reflections: Time, Environment, & People

-1 worked full-time before and know the importance of time management, but it is also important
in my studies.

-I’ve been thinking my time management is not under control. Good to learn the importance of it.
-Time management is very important. I’ve taken it too lightly.

-Finding “gap hour” should help me to study effectively.

-1 sometimes receive peer support, but never from any instruction outside classroom.

-1 need to learn how to write a report outside of the classroom.

-Support is important, but not co-dependently.

-Time, environment, support—need to handle well.

-My schedule is really tight.

-1t was helpful to write down my weekly schedule.

-Like to reorganize my daily life.

-Like to plan a schedule, to organize environment, to have good friends and profs in order to
progress.

-Like to visualize my free time weekly

-Eating and sleeping is important.

-Like to have all information in PowerPoint.

-I’m lazy by nature so today’s topic was painful.

-1 put in lots of hours of studying, but my life seems to be dull.
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Session 4

Students’ Reflections: Content of Training

-1t was good to learn practical issues.

-I learned for academics. It’s not only for learning, but also important to look at health, values,
and human relations.

-Training session has motivated me to do well in school, but I’'m not sure if this motivation is
genuine.

-Thank you for the opportunity to learn that life issues matter to college learning.

-Training session gave me a time to rethink my study habits.

Students’ Reflections: Communication and Managing Myself

-Good information regarding learning and communication.

-Learned that it is crucial to know my communication ability.

-1 thought active listening is very important in communication. Just telling what | think is not
good communication.

-Learned life habits matter in my college life. Want to know more.

-We must sleep at night.

-My life is balanced.

-Eating is the base of our life. I’ve been careful with it. Good to confirm what I practice.
-1 didn’t know that managing and taking care of my health is that important.

-I’d like to have rhythm in everyday life.

-1 learned what I lack in managing myself.

-Like to learn more about delay of gratification.

-Delay of gratification was interesting.

-Delay of gratification is important. I’d like to learn more.

-I’d like to develop balanced inner tool and external tool.
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Appendix D
Student Recruit Poster for Comparison Group

in Japanese with English Translation
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STUDY SKILL TRAINIG SESSION

4 sessions for Freshmen & Sophomores

PARTICIPANTS NEEDED!

PURPOSE OF SESSIONS:
To develop study skill & motivation for learning

SCHEDULE OF SESSIONS:

One hour session, once a week, 4 week-long
*Need students who can participate all sessions

CONTENT
6/20(Wed) 1 Introduction of academ‘ic self-regulation
Importance of goal setting
6/27(Wed) 2 Intrinsic motivation & Extrinsic motivation
7/4 (Wed) 3 Importance of time management
7/11(Wed) 4 Strategies for improving self-control

INSTRUCTOR: Prof. Noyurisugitani

LOCATION: Kiara Hall, Upper Room, 4t & 5™ period
40 STUDENTS NEEDED

CALL or E-mail: Christian Center Office, Kiara@icc.ac.jp

PROFILE OF INSTRUCTOR:

Noyuri Sugitani, Tokyo Christian University

B. A. in Church Music from Northwest Nazarene Univiersity
M. A. in Ed. Psych from Missouri University

M.R.E. in Religious Ed. from Nazarene Theological Seminary
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Appendix E

Informed Consent Form

INFORMED CONSENT
FEE
The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ)
[FEDODE—T 14X arAKICET 2EME] (MSLQ)

Investigators:
Noyuri Sugitani, M.Ed., Principal Investigator, Certificated Teacher, and Doctoral
Candidate

Dr. Christopher A. Sink, Dissertation Chair
Principal Investigator: (phone) +81 0476 46 1131 (email) sugithn@spu.edu
Dissertation Chair: (phone) 206 281 2453 (email) csink@spu.edu

PURPOSE
EL:Y
You are invited to take part in a research study. The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of
self-regulated learning strategies training and the effects of gender on college students’ academic self-
regulation development. Participants will complete a questionnaire called the Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). There will be approximately 80 college students who will participate.

BISAIEHRDSMABMIMTET ., CORROEMIE. BCABEZTAKROD b
L—ZV 0 NBAROKRELEDECRABZEDREICHRZRIE TN, £, TDOL—
ZUTICBITAMELNHEINERHET S LTT, SMEICIIBECHABEZTARO ML
——JIZsmLTWEE, TEEOE—T 423 VAKRICET S2EME] (The
Motivated Strategies for Learning

Questionnaire ; MSLQ)&EME[EN S 7 V77— MZEBEAZTIEEET, CORETIL. #8
OBDRKEEDEMEFELTLET,

PROCEDURES
JotXx
First, you will be invited to participate in the research study:.
Next, you will be contacted to determine a time to take the questionnaire.
Finally, you will be invited to hear the results of the study.

COMEADSMTOLRIE., 1) AESHNADOEUMNT, 2) 75— EADOBE
NIEE. 3) ZBOMEHERKE., LGV FET,

RISKS and DISCOMFORTS
) R &R
There are no foreseeable risks beyond those found in everyday life.
DT r—hE ABIADHBEFICEITHI R ONREIZEAZEA,
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BENEFITS
MR
The study could benefit you by enhancing your understanding of your learning strategies. This study will
also help others evaluate the questionnaire.

COMEIZ, ESADFEREZEBBET AT LARY D 2MmrHY£d, £/, 2D
MEICELY [FEOE—T 4 X a3 v AHKICEET 2EME] (The Motivated Strategies for
Learning Questionnaire) M\ & (Ml S N B BT ICH A Y £9,

PARTICIPATION AND ALTERNATIVES TO PARTICIPATION
Zm/ASmIEALT
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If you decide
to participate, you may withdraw from the study at anytime without penalty and without loss of benefits
to which you are otherwise entitled. If you withdraw from the study before data collection has been
completed, your data will be returned to you or destroyed. Likewise, the Principal Investigator may
terminate your participation in the study at any time.

COWE~DSIEEBETT, DY, SNEBCEATEET, SMERDLEED.
BHETREMERLL THLEEONE LB Y EA, 77— FDRARRTRS
MAEHLT BEDT V7 — bEIBELET, BEIC. FEENSMEICHEESEVT
BEALHY T,

CONFIDENTIALITY
SPRBTE
The information in the study will be kept confidential. Data will be stored in a locked file cabinet and will
be made available only to persons conducting the study unless you specifically give permission in writing
to do otherwise. No reference will be made in oral or written reports that could link you to the study. Your
de-identified data may be used in future research, presentations, or for teaching purposes by the Principal
Investigator listed above.

COMETHLONEFERE, KYIHEONFET ., CORRICEADLIELEDHZIFHRIE
FRENh, 7o7— FEROMDDXFYERY MIRESIhFET ., COHETIEX, OHE
THEEATLESADBEABRRIIERSLFEA, TERRE (D) HNIOHRE.
BESADEANEREENETT Ur—rDT—2ZFAT HHREMHEIEHY £,

SUBJECT RIGHTS
ZINE DHEF

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, (or you experience adverse effects as
a result of participating in this study,) you may contact the Principal Investigator, Noyuri Sugitani, by
phone 0476 (46) 1131 or email sugitn@spu.edu. If you have questions about your rights as a participant,
you may contact the SPU Institutional Review Board Chair at 206-281-2174 or IRB@spu.edu.

HL. COMEICEALT, F-ZFOTO0LRIZEALTOER (FE. COMEIZSM
BRICHRELETHELESR) WHLHHE. TEMRE (8) IZEEE (0476-46-
1131) XIZEA—)L (sugitn@spu.eud) TaAA2 9 FLEEWL, £ L, SMEELT
DEFICEAL TERMLAHSHEZEEIE. SPUIRBIEZS
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(FBEE : 206-281 2174, A*—JL : IRB@spu.edu) [Ca>BF 0 L TfZ2&0y,
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CONSENT

— =
RlEE

Your signature on this form indicates that you have understood to your satisfaction the information
regarding participation in this research project and agree to participate in this study. In no way
does this waive your legal rights or release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from
their legal and professional responsibilities.

CORMBEIZYAvA2TRLICLY, COMBTOBEZEE L., ZOWETIZSNT 3
CEEREBELIZCEICRY FT, COREBEIZ. SNEDEMEN ORELZBEKE T,
/- FRE. HBEE. FBEKEOENAE DEFARE L TOEEEERIZLEHA,

I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study. | have received a copy of
this form.

AEZOREEZSEA. COMEIISMT S EICREBLET, COT74+—LOOE
—%2THMYELT,

Participant's Name (print) Researcher’s Name (print)

smEL (HBH) MEEL S
Eahae

Participant’s Signature Researcher’s Signature

SmEY A~ MEEDTA >

Date Date

=k0) =k0)

Copies to: Participant, Principal Investigator
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