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ABSTRACT
This investigation analyzed the use of an individualized learning program to
improve academic performance. College freshmen student athletes were matched on
standardized test scores and randomly assigned to two groups. One group participated in
the Individualized Learning Program, and a second group served as a comparison group
who participated in a traditional study hall program. All students were pre-tested using
the Nelson Denny Reading Test, the Mather-Woodcock Group Writing Test, and the
teaming and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI).
Students in the Individualized Learning Program received an academic plan that
was based on the student's strengths and weaknesses. Based on their individualized
assessment from the pre-test, each student received metacognitive strategy instruction in
reading, writing, time management, note taking, study strategies, and/or test taking
strategies. The students who participated in the traditional study hall program completed
six hours of supervised study and had access to content tutoring.
A post-test was conducted and gain scores were analyzed using a multivariate
analysis of covariance. Controlling for differences of a covariate (motivation) between
the two groups, no significant differences were found. Some qualitative differences were
found in that the students in the Individualized Learning Program improved in targeted
areas of strategy instruction, but not at a statistically significant level. A secondary
analysis examined the effects of a decline in motivation and determined that motivation
was significantly related to some of the different sub-tests of the LASSI.

II

Several factors may have impacted the resuhs in this investigation, specifically,
limited statistical power due to substantial student attrition, the use of a matched pairs
design, and the use of self-report tests. Additional confounding factors included student
participation in (a) freshmen study skills seminar, (b) English composition courses, (c)
required study halls, and (d) available tutoring services. Finally, this investigation
excluded students who scored below the ZS"" percentile on the SAT, even though this
group may have benefited the most from an individualized program. Future research
needs to address these factors.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The role of student athletes in intercollegiate athletics has drawn negative
attention from many different entities over the past several decades. Some of the primary
issues involved in the criticism of student athletes and athletics in higher education
include graduation rates, grade point averages, admissions policies, academic and
cognitive characteristics, recruiting policies, professional sports, fmancial aid and
scholarships, NCAA rules, and specialized treatment. While academic performance is a
critical aspect of success in college, many factors influence if a student will be successful
or not in college. Those factors include graduation rates for student athletes, high school
preparation, time commitments of athletics, and participation in high profile sports
(Carodine, Almond, & Gratto, 2001). While these issues affecting college sports have
been present since the 1930s, a renewed interest to maintain academic integrity in higher
education has hyper-focused on the academic performance of student athletes (Bailey &
Littleton, 1991; Hill, Burch-Ragan, & Yates, 2001; Thelin & Wiseman, 1989; Watt &
Moore, 2001). The purpose of this research is to present the different factors (athletic
and non-athletic) that affect academic performance and illustrate a possible solution to
improving academic performance; an individualized education program for student
athletes.
Unique Issues Affecting Student Athletes
The recent issues affecting student athletes have emanated from the publication of
the Knight Commission Report and have primarily focused on improving graduation
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rates (Knight Foundation, 2001). The role of athletics in post-secondary education has
also been questioned as to how it affects the development of intellectual life in college.
One potential concern warns that as athletics becomes more commercial, the alliance
with an educational institution becomes more blurred (Frey, 1985; Goodchild,
Arredondo, & Glaser, 1994; Watt & Moore, 2001). Although the debate on this topic is
far from concluded, the popularity of college sports has increased steadily since 1930
(Watt & Moore, 2001).
The NCAA governing body has passed a variety of rules and regulations, such as
Proposition 48, Proposition 42, and Proposition 16, in an effort to increase academic
performance, specifically graduation rates, particularly for student athletes in the high
profile or revenue producing sports such as football and men's basketball (Coakley,
1998; Watt

Moore, 2001). Numerous academic programs have been created for

providing support for student athletes, focusing on career planning, advising, and tutoring
to assist with both eligibility and graduation rates (Carodine et al., 2001; Etzel, Ferrante,
& Pinkney, 1996; Figler & Figler, 1984; Gunn & Eddy, 1989). However, some question
whether increasing the standards and monitoring of the system will provide the answer to
improving academic success for student athletes.
One question that needs to be asked is: Are graduation rates the best indicator of
academic success? Many student athletes dream of playing professionally and often
abandon their academic careers in pursuit of their athletic careers. Often those who do
compete professionally do not graduate within the NCAA six-year window of
opportunity. These athletic factors do not even begin to address the numerous other
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reasons why students in general do not graduate from college. Moreover, these
graduation rates are sometimes used to evaluate the success or failure of an academic
support program.

Division I Athletics
Colleges and universities that participate in NCAA Division I athletics are
different from those schools that compete in Division II or III. Big-time or Division I
programs are defined by the status of either football or men's basketball as money
producing programs (Coakley, 1998). Division II and III programs usually do not have
revenue producing football and men's basketball programs and have different regulations
regarding scholarships. The balance between academics and athletics is normally more
closely aligned in schools that do not have big time football and basketball programs
(Coakley, 1998). The perception and sometimes the reality is that academics interfere
with national ratings and profits in big-time athletics. Characteristically, decisions
usually are made by individuals, such as athletic directors, who have nothing to do with
higher education. Big-time athletics in many instances works against the balance
between academics and athletics.
Athletics and academics often coexist in an environment that places them in
diametric opposition. Coaches are constantly pressured to win. Student athletes feel this
pressure from their coaches, as well as alumni and even the student body (Funk, 1991;
Gerdy, 1994; Goodchild et al., 1994). Coaches recruit the best athletes in order to win
games. Often, however, these athletes are not always the best students (Coakley, 1998;
Nyquist, 1985). Coaches and other student athletes communicate the commercialized
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nature of athletics to new student athletes with an emphasis on winning (Adier & Adier,
1991). Obviously, the interplay between academics and athletics varies by college, and
not all coaches are the same. However, the message student athletes hear, and sometimes
see and feel, is often very clear - athletics is more important. This change in emphasis
from education to athletic demands occurs due to external and internal pressures, time
demands, fatigue, coaches' expectations, and isolation (Adier & Adier, 1991; Ferrante,
Etzel, & Lantz, 1996).

Graduation Rates
In general, student athletes tend to graduate at the same or higher levels than the
general students population (Coakley, 1998; Watt & Moore, 2001). However, in the
sports of men's basketball and football, the numbers are lower than any other student
athlete population, as well as student rates generally (Coakley, 1998; Watt & Moore,
2001). Since many institutions tend to view graduation rates of student athletes as a
measure of success or failure, how these rates are calculated becomes critical (Watt &
Moore, 2001).
The difference between graduation rates of student athletes and general students
emphasizes the fragility of the statistical instruments. At The University of Arizona
where the current research took place, the graduation rates for both the student body and
the student athlete population were 54% in 2001 (NCAA Graduation Report, 2001).
Often an athletics department is criticized for their low graduation rate, while the
university's student rate is largely ignored. Additionally, comparisons are made across
universities and colleges, such as all the schools in the Pacific 10 Conference.
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Comparisons of this type are equal to comparing apples and oranges, since each school
develops its own standards in regard to academic policies and how graduation rates are
calculated (Coakley, 1998; Funk, 1991). To complicate this issue, individual sports are
isolated and compared. The problem with these comparisons rests in that the number of
student athletes in each category is very small and the addition or deletion of a single
student can have a dramatic impact on the overall percentage.

Grade Point Averages
Grade point averages (GPAs) from high school and college are often used as a
barometer to judge how well students are performing. Grade point averages are routinely
discussed and used as a reliable measure of performance. However, at best, GPAs can
only measure progress at a given point in time for a particular school (Funk, 1991).
Based on the high school performance of many recruited student athletes, their college
performance exceeds expectations but still remains below the university average
(Coakley, 1998). The specific needs of these at-risk student athletes should be addressed
and recommendations regarding academic assistance should be made, but they are often
lumped into the same support program that all student athletes receive (Masiello, 1987).
College GPAs can also fluctuate due to the academic reputation of the institution.
Grade inflation has been widely discussed in the media and is becoming a significant
academic problem at both the high school and college level. GPAs will also vary
depending on the difficulty of the classes taken in any given semester. Subsequently
using GPA as an indicator of academic success also has many limitations.
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Admissions and Recruiting Policies
In regard to admissions and recruiting policies, each university determines
entrance requirements, while the athletics department and the NCAA determine
recruiting policies. Many times university admission requirements are much higher than
the academic level of student athletes being recruited, and recruiting policies do not
conform to university standards. Balancing the differences between recruiting policies
and admissions policies can be challenging for both the university and the athletics
department. If the university administration has an issue with the academic profile of the
student athletes being recruited and admitted, those individuals in control need to make
the appropriate decisions and change policy. Many universities have provisions or
exceptions to admissions policies for pockets of students (non-traditional, fine arts
majors, and student athletes, for example). Traditionally, the president does not get
involved and the faculty is non-existent in policymaking regarding athletics (Bailey &
Littleton, 1991; Goodchild et al, 1994; Scott, 1982; Thelin & Wiseman, 1989). The issue
of admissions standards and qualifications of student athletes tends to correlate in a
negative direction. As long as coaches are hired and fired for their win-loss records, they
will recruit the best athlete first and the better student second. If universities are willing
to admit these marginal students, then some accommodations need to be made.
Unfortunately, this often places the student athlete at a significant disadvantage in the
classroom with other students who are academically stronger and more prepared for
college.
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Academic Characteristics
Academic characteristics of student athletes often include camouflaging academic
difficulties, being overwhehned by test questions, difficulty reading, and concern about
other's perceptions (Funk, 1991; Whitner & Myers, 1986). Additionally, student athletes
report difficulty with time management, adjustment to college, new athletic and academic
tasks, isolation from non-athlete peers, and interpersonal pressures (Carodine et al., 2001;
Morrissey & Helfnch, 1996). Several researchers have found that some groups of
student athletes enter college less prepared. This preparedness is characterized by lower
GPAs, high school rank, and SAT or ACT scores than the general college student
(Carodine et al., 2001; Coakley, 1998; Gumey & Johnston, 1986; Purdy, Eitzen, &
Hufhagel, 1985). Additionally, student athletes exist in an environment that focuses on
GPAs and graduation rates that are then published and criticized by the media (Sullivan
& Jackson, 2001). None of these characteristics addresses the difficulties experienced by
student athletes who are at-risk or who have learning disabilities.
Whitner (1987) found that student athletes were under-prepared, unlikely to
graduate, had skewed priorities, and were manipulated by the demands of athletics.
However, other research indicates that student athletes graduate at either the same or at
slightly higher rates than non-athletes, and no significant differences were found in GPA
between student athletes and non-athletes (Gumey & Johnston, 1986: Pascarella &
Smart, 1991; Purdy et al., 1985). However, groups of some student athletes, primarily
men's basketball and football, actually declined in cognitive skills such as reading
comprehension and mathematic skills whereas other student athletes demonstrated gains
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in these areas after their freshmen year (Astin, 1993; Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini,
199S). Additionally, Pascarella et al. (1995) found that participation in athletics had a
negative cognitive impact for women although not as significant as the cognitive skill
decline for student athletes in men's basketball and football. These cognitive skill
declines continued for men's basketball and football players into the second and third
years of college enrollment in additional areas of writing, critical thinking, and reading
comprehension. Female student athletes did not demonstrate similar declines in cognitive
skills development after the freshmen year (Pascarella, Truckenmiller, Nora, Terenzini,
Edison, & Hagedom, 1999).
Lewis and Marcopulos (1989) examined the academic characteristics of student
athletes at San Joaquin Delta College, a community college in California. Data on 1063
student athletes from 18 different sports were collected. Overall, student athletes
performed at similar levels to the general students. The student athletes also completed
more academic courses than their peers statewide. Although a positive sign, some of
these improvements may reflect NCAA rules regarding satisfactory progress and transfer
requirements.
Coleman and Barker (1992) reported that minority student athletes experienced
low self-esteem, unrealistic attitudes, communication problems, low self-confidence, fear
of failure, poor adjustment to college, and inadequate educational preparation. All
student athletes experience extreme time demands from school and athletics. Although
rules exist to regulate the amount of time spent in athletics, often many student athletes

20

voluntarily participate in extra athletically related activities. These time demands
increase the likelihood of academic problems (Bradley, 1992; Sparent, 1989).
Although many spectators and often the media focus on the "dumb jock" aspects
of student athletes in regard to academics, most of these individuals see strong
characteristics when the student athlete is on the playing field (Sullivan & Jackson,
2001). hi the athletic arena, student athletes are viewed very differently than in the
classroom. Specifically, student athletes demonstrate high levels of self-confidence and
leadership skills. Consequently, the academic self-confidence of student athletes in
general is low compared to the athletic self-confidence. However, the skills student
athletes demonstrate in athletics could easily be applied to academic settings but do not
readily transfer (Goldberg, 1991; Titlebaum et al., 2000).
Many of the weak academic and social characteristics of student athletes mirror
characteristics of students with leaming disabilities or other academically at-risk students.
Similar to student athletes, students with leaming disabilities report difficulty in reading,
math, spelling, and written expression. They also take longer to graduate than students
without leaming disabilities. Other issues that students with leaming disabilities report
that are similar to student athletes are difficulty with note taking, low self-esteem,
difficulty with time management, and poor concentration (Gajar, 1992; Hughes & Smith,
1990; Ohler, Levinson, & Sanders, 1995). Rarely is the possibility of a leaming
disability investigated when a student athlete is involved. Again like student athletes, the
academic performance of students with leaming disabilities is excused as poor
motivation, limited effort, or laziness (Hoy & Gregg, 1986). Being an athlete can mask
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or serve as an excuse by some professionals for poor academic achievement, rather than
truly determining what the cause of the academic difHcuIty is.
Academic assessment of student athletes needs to be completed early to
proactively address potential diflHculties or discover undiagnosed learning disabilities.
The nature of athletics and student athletes is to hide academic problems rather than
addressing ways to help. Sometimes, students with learning disabilities attempt to hide
their academic difficulties as well (Hoy & Gregg, 1986). These similarities may assist
practioners with additional options to assist student athletes who may be academically atrisk.

Professional Sports
In some cases, student athletes perceive universities and colleges as a steppingstone to professional careers. The facts surrounding the participation in professional
sports support a different conclusion about the opportunities after college. While there
are approximately eight of the eighteen teams at the University of Arizona who have
professional options (baseball, basketball-M&W, football, golf-M&W, and tennisM«feW), the likelihood of successfully reaching the professional level remains remote.
Although most student athletes see athletics as an opportunity for education, there are
some others who believe their career goal is to reach the pros (Gerdy, 1994, Goodchild et
al., 1994). Statistically, the percentage of athletes who reach the professional football
league from college equals between 1% and 3% (Funk, 1991; Muzcko & Thompson,
1994; Sailes, 1996). The percentage of student athletes in high school reaching the
professional level in football is 0.13% (Coakley, 1998). The percentages adjust up or
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down in correlation to the success of a particular university athletics program. Many
student athletes, particularly in men's basketball and football, put all their energies into
becoming a professional at the expense of academics. Unfortunately, these dreams are
often not realized and the academic carnage is too extensive to repair.

Financial Aid
Many myths exist in regard to scholarships and financial aid. The common
perception on most campuses is that all student athletes are on full scholarship. However,
less than 25% of all student athletes receive a fiill scholarship (Coakley, 1998). The
restrictions of time and practice limit student athletes in regard to utilizing outside
resources such as jobs, campus tutoring, library hours, and campus computer resources.
In addition, a student athlete receiving a full scholarship is not permitted, according to
NCAA rules, to hold a job during their freshmen year (NCAA Manual, 2001). In January
of 1997, the NCAA ruled that student athletes on scholarship can hold jobs during the
school year after their freshmen year. However, the overall effect of this legislation has
not been determined.

NCAA Rules
The NCAA rules sometimes apply fhistrating, cumbersome, and inequitable
restrictions on student athletes. Many rules have been created as a response to a problem
and are convoluted in their application. Helping student athletes navigate through the
myriad of rules is a required component of the athletics department. Often special
resources such as tutoring and computers are provided for student athletes by athletics
departments to compensate these students for the efforts on the athletic field and the
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restrictions they endure. Since student athletes are recruited to schools, athletics
departments feel obligated and are NCAA mandated to provide support services to assist
student athletes with their education. The labyrinth of rules and regulations of the
NCAA, the Pacific 10 Conference, and The University of Arizona, if followed,
practically guarantee that student athletes will graduate. Student athletes may develop
their academic skills differently then the general student. Typically, student athletes tend
to be visual learners whereas the typical college classroom is an auditory learning
environment. When student athletes are forced into competition in the classroom with
the general student, they may struggle. The excessive time demands on student athletes
limit their ability to focus on academics, attend class study sessions, or participate in
extra credit projects. Therefore, academic performance problems should not be
unexpected (Bailey & Littleton, 1991).

Specialized Treatment
Student athletes have been accused of receiving special treatment and of having
extra benefits not available to the general student population. However, the goals of the
academic offices within athletics departments are structured to support these student
athletes. As athletes, these student are providing a service to the athletics department,
specifically, and the university, generally. Also, the services provided by academics
offices with the athletics departments are not different fi-om the services available in the
university, but are offered at more convenient times and with more structure for student
athletes. NCAA rules prohibit providing services to student athletes that are not available
to all students (NCAA Manual, 2001). The financial reality of Division I schools and
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athletics is a mixture of competing entities, and the pressure for excellence, equity, and
competition expand budgets exponentially. Often, academics are lost in the maze, but
those services are available to help the student athletes work through that maze.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Two theories are helpful in explaining how student athletes make decisions and
the role confusion or engulfinent that is often experienced by student athletes. These
theories are Marcia's theory of identity foreclosure and Adler and Adler's theory of role
engulfment. Additionally, research by Astin provides insight on the relationship between
involvement versus isolation in college and whether or not a student may be successful in
college.
Marcia's Theory
Marcia developed a theory of identity development based on Erikson's work on
the eight stages of psychosocial growth (Marcia, 1993). Specifically, Erikson's fifth
stage of identity and identity diffusion, which occurs in late adolescence, was the primary
focal point in Marcia's theory. Marcia's four categories of identity development are
achievement, moratorium, foreclosure, and diffusion (Marcia, 1993; Schwartz, Mullis,
Waterman, & Dunham, 2000). These categories focus on career exploration or
exploration of alternatives and commitment in adolescent and college aged students.
Each category includes an exploratory behavior and a level of commitment (Marcia,
1993). A student in the achievement category has engaged in exploratory behavior and
has made a commitment to an identity, whereas a student in moratorium has explored but
is not committed. Students in diffusion have not explored nor have they made a
commitment. Finally, foreclosed students have committed to an identity, but did not
engage in exploratory behaviors (Marcia, 1993; Schwartz et al., 2000)
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Petitpas (1978) was the first to apply Marcia's work on identity development and
foreclosure to a student athlete population. Petitpas (1978) found that foreclosed student
athletes were rigidly committed to their athletic identity and have not explored alternative
identities or career paths. Usually, college students explore and define their identity
options while in college. College students were a primary focus for Marcia during the
development phases of this theory. Petitpas (1978) found that many student athletes enter
college in a state of foreclosure and do not explore alternate identities until their athletic
career ends.
A further investigation examined differences between intercollegiate athletes,
intramural athletes, and non-athletes (Good, Brewer, Petitpas, Van Raalte, & Mahar,
1993). As the level of athletic participation increased, so did the level of foreclosure.
Additionally, the more involved a student athlete is in his or her sport in regard to
participation and environment, the stronger the state of foreclosure. Generally, revenueproducing sports tend to have more student athletes who are in a state of identity
foreclosure. Interestingly, Good et al. (1993) did not find any gender differences between
male and female student athletes in regard to foreclosure. This identity state of
foreclosure is similar to other theories regarding student athlete development.
Adler and Adler's theory
Adler and Adler (1991) developed and researched the concept of role engulfinent
during and after conducting research within a Division I basketball program for five years
as participant observers. Specifically, role engulfment dictates that student athletes
overwhelmingly accept their athletic role at the expense of their academic and social
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roles due to the demands and rewards of that role. Often, the only area for which student
athletes receive attention is through their sport. Simply, they are reinforced immediately
when they are successful athletically. Rarely or on a long-term basis are student athletes
reinforced when they are successful academically.
According to Adier and Adler (1991), student-athletes do not realize the "lip
service" paid to academics until after their freshmen year. In this study, student athletes
discovered that coaches cared about academics, but not enough to follow through with
actions. Eventually, student athletes realize that their coaches were experiencing conflict
between academics and athletics as well. Often this is described as "talking the talk, but
not walking the walk."
Marcia's research on identity foreclosure and Adler and Adler's (1991) research
on role engulfment address how student athletes become isolated and uninvolved in
college activities. Mixed messages are often perceived by student athletes that encourage
them to focus more on their athletic skills than their academic skills. Student athletes are
influenced through mixed messages and reinforcement very early in their careers to
emphasize athletics. Marcia's concept of identity foreclosure and Adler and Adler's
(1991) role engulfment both preclude student athletes from engaging in their academic
role. Often, coaches state that school is important, adding that it is okay if a student
needs to miss practice for class. However, the student athlete also hears that if you miss
practice, you do not play. Even the word "student-athlete" demonstrates this mixed
message framework. While many argue that student is first in student-athlete,
semantically the emphasis rests in the second word, student-athlete.
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Isolation and Involvement
Student athletes are faced with many of the same challenges faced by college
students such as developing competencies, developing identity, establishing relationships,
developing their own belief system, setting goals, and choosing a career (Carodine et al.,
2001; Ferrante, Etzel, & Lantz, 1996; Parham, 1993). Student athletes also are faced
with issues including balancing athletics and academics, isolation from the mainstream,
managing success and failure, dealing with health issues and injuries, travel to
competitions, multiple relationships, and career termination (Parham, 1993). Proper
commitment regarding the amount of time spent on athletics and academics precludes the
social self (Adler & Adler, I99I; Parham, 1993). Lack of involvement in campus and
other social activities results in isolation and loneliness, as well as decreasing enjoyment
and success opportunities in the greater university environment.
Although athletic participation often increases self-esteem for participants, Astin
(1993) found that cognitive development for student athletes was reduced, especially for
men in the sports of football and basketball. Based on a student affairs model, student
athletes need to be more integrated into the campus community as a means to increase
involvement, leading hopefully to a more successful college experience (HowardHamilton & Sina, 2001).
Academic Assistance for Student Athletes

Support Programs
The NCAA has created a "Life Skills" program to address some of the issues
relating to assisting the "whole" student athlete. Life skills programs usually address
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social or personal development, academics, career development, and community service
issues. However, most of these programs have been created and implemented with scant
or no research on their effectiveness.
Titlebaum, Stankovich, and Meeker (2000) proposed a program called The
Success Model. The program components included self-management, note taking, test
taking, and career resources. The purpose of the program is to provide a proactive model
to help student athletes be successful academically. Carodine et al. (2001) also proposed
an effective student athlete support program, which included advising, eligibility, tutorial,
study hall, and career counseling. Several other researchers have suggested similar
models. One critical piece that appears to be missing is evaluation and effectiveness
research. Everyone has ideas, but very few engage in evaluation of how good those ideas
are. At best, research on program evaluation focus on exit interview data (Carodine et
al., 2001). Exit interviews are mandated by NCAA rules. Student athletes who have
completed their athletic eligibility usually complete paper and pencil evaluations and
have interviews with athletics department personnel. Can a 21-23 year old provide a
reflective and critical analysis of a support program during what is usually viewed as
significant transitional period in his or her life? Many factors can bias these interviews
and often do not reflect actual practices within academic support programs. These factors
can range from amount of playing time to the coach-athlete relationship. Simply, more
empirical research is needed.
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Factors Related to Academic Support Programs
Several key factors have been ignored in the efforts to create support programs
and improve graduation rates for student athletes. One factor relates to learning. The
relationship between academic preparedness and success in college cannot be ignored. If
students do not possess the skills needed to succeed in college, they will be less likely to
graduate (James, 1998). Also, some student athletes need assistance in identifying their
strengths and weaknesses (Lock & Layton, 2000). Additionally, athletics department
support programs sometimes disregard research regarding college retention, since it does
not directly evaluate student athlete success. Specifically, Tinto's (1993) research and
theory of retention and Astin's (1993) theory concerning involvement have been
underutilized (James, 1998; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991; Terenzini, Rendon, Upcraft,
Millar, Allison, Gregg, & Jalomo, 1994). Many student athletes feel isolated from the
campus and focus the majority of their time on athletics. Some athletics departments
have attempted to integrate their student athlete population into the general campus
population. However, more effort is needed. According to Tinto (1993) and Astin
(1993), lack of involvement decreases a student's chances of both retention and
graduation. Finally, many concepts regarding academic programs for student athletes
have been proposed and many have been implemented. But few support programs have
been empirically tested and evaluated.
Establishing strong academic skills and eliminating the mixed messages that
student athletes often receive is essential to establishing a strong academic support
program that emphasizes excelling over simply maintaining eligibility. Obviously, if
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students excel academically then they will be more likely to graduate. Addressing
coaches' support for the program is critical to the program's and the student's success.
Preventing or minimizing the effects of role engulfment and identity foreclosure is
another factor that needs to be addressed. Also, the myth of the "dumb jock" stereotype
needs to be overcome. If student athletes value academic success, then actions that lead
to achievement will follow.

Components For A Successful Model
Titlebaum et al. (2000) identified several components for a successful model to
increase academic performance that included self-management, note taking, test taking,
and career resources. Intuitively, these components seem like they are important factors
to enhance academic success, and are seen in academic support programs across the
country. But, no scientific data on there effectiveness has been completed to date. Lock
and Layton (2000) found that many students are unaware of their academic strengths and
weaknesses and emphasis should focus on identifying metacognitive processing skills.
Poor or inadequate academic preparation increases the demands on the student
athlete (Parham, 1993). Time is critical to student athletes. Academic support programs
need to be effective in their implementation to assist students where they need help the
most. Many researchers have identified six academic skills that are essential to success
in college. These skills include time management, note taking, written expression, study
strategies, test taking skills, and reading comprehension (Cashen, 1983; Chalfant,
Umbreit, and Pysh, 1997; Gabbard & Halischak, 1993; Levin & Levin, 1991; Moreno,

32

1997; Stracher, 1993). All students at the college level need to master these skills to
succeed.
A Possible Solution; The Freshman Seminar
Retention and attrition are vital topics across college campuses today and focus on
all students not just student athletes. The question central to this discussion is how can
colleges and universities better retain students after their freshman year and help them
graduate? Alarming statistics demonstrate that large numbers of students dropped out of
college after their first year for a variety of reasons. One reason suggested relates to
Tinto's model that students have difficulty adjusting to college life, do not get involved in
college, and do not become academically and socially integrated (Pascarella & Terenzini,
1991). The first year of college provides a dramatic change both academically and
socially for many students. A successful transition from high school to college increases
the likelihood that students will continue in college and obtain a degree (Cuseo, 1991;
Fidler & Hunter, 1989).
Although not a new concept, the "Freshman Seminar" has been utilized to help
facilitate this transition. The freshman seminar can act as a vehicle to improve retention
and help students adjust to the new demands that college presents. The freshman seminar
has even been suggested as an alternative to remedial education (Boylan, 1999).
Colleges and universities have been resistant to providing remedial education both
financially and philosophically. This seminar can be used to maximize academic
potential and help students balance their academic and personal lives.
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History and Definitions
The first freshman seminars were originally created in the late 1800s and early
1900s to help freshman adjust to college life and new ways of studying (Barefoot &
Fidler, 1996; Gordon, 1989). Seminars continued to grow in popularity and by 1930,
were offered at about one-third of all colleges and universities (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996;
Gordon, 1989). In the 1940s, the numbers grew to over forty percent. By 1960 and
primarily instigated by faculty objections to offering credit for "life adjustment," the
number of seminars offered became non-existent. However, as the student population
changed, so did the presence of the fi-eshman seminar. Student characteristics began to
change dramatically in the 1970s and the freshman seminars made a comeback (Barefoot
& Fidler, 1996). These changes spark the return of the seminars. Today's freshman are
more diverse in both demographics and preparation with increases in the number of
women, minority students, and students with disabilities and a continuum of academic
preparation for college depending on where students went to high school (Barefoot &
Fidler, 1996; Cuseo, 1991; Hankin, 1997).
The composition of the modem fi-eshman seminar usually takes three different
forms or types. The first type is the freshman orientation course, which focuses on issues
of student development. Students learn strategies to effect self-development (Barefoot &
Fidler, 1996; Gordon, 1989). The second type is the freshman seminar, which focuses
more on academic adjustment and cognitive development (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996;
Gordon, 1989). The third form is an integration or blending of the orientation and the
seminar forms. However, an examination of each illustrates many overlaps between the
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types and a blending of philosophy to the point where, today, little distinction is made
between the orientation course and the seminar course.

Literature and Implications for the Freshman Year Experience
In a national survey in 1997, the freshman seminar has been implemented on
approximately 70% of campuses throughout the country (Barefoot, 1993; Barefoot &
Fidler, 1996). Numerous studies have evaluated the outcome of the freshman seminar.
Using a variety of outcome variables, the research on the freshman seminar has focused
on retention, academic performance, knowledge and utilization of student services and
activities, and freshman sub-populations (Fidler & Hunter, 1989). Although some
research has not supported the effectiveness of the freshman seminar, the majority of the
research has shown that students who participate in the freshman seminar are more likely
to return to school in their sophomore year, have higher grade point averages, and are
aware of and use more campus services (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996; Fidler & Hunter,
1989). These results hold true across minority populations as well.

Retention and Persistence
The majority of the research has focused on retention of freshman and persistence
in college. Consistently across studies, freshman who successfully complete a freshman
seminar course are more likely to retum for their sophomore year and more likely to
graduate (Fidler, & Hunter, 1989). In a longitudinal study, Shanley and Witten (1990)
found a strong relationship between completion of the freshman seminar and increased
retention, persistence, and graduation. Researchers have also found that students in a first
year experience seminar re-enrolled more often in their sophomore year than students
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who did not complete the seminar (Belcheir, 1997; Keenan & Gabovitch, 1995; Sidle &
McReynolds, 1999). Additionally, African American students who participated in the
freshman seminar persisted at greater rates than the African American students who did
not participate (Fidler & Godwin, 1994; Shanley & Witten, 1990). Finally, Robbins and
Smith (1993) reported that minority students were more satisfied with the freshman
seminar course and had increased their knowledge and use of university resources.
According to Sidle and McReynolds (1999), students who completed the
freshman seminar course also had higher grade point averages and had a higher ratio of
earned credit hours to attempted credit hours. Similarly, Fidler and Hunter (1989) report
higher grade point averages for students who complete the freshman year seminar. These
results are very interesting considering that the students who enroll in these seminar
courses are typically less academically prepared (lower high school GPA's and SAT
scores) than the students who do not enroll (Fidler & Hunter, 1989).
In research examining variables other than retention, Keenan and Gabovitch
(1995) found that students in the freshman seminar, (a) increased their confidence level in
their college learning skills, (b) were more knowledgeable about campus policies and
procedures, (c) had more knowledge of campus resources and were more likely to use
those resources, and (d) increased in their development of career planning strategies.
Fidler and Hunter (1989) also reported that students who participated were more
knowledgeable about campus services and more likely to use these services than students
who did not participate in a freshman seminar.
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One study produced mixed results on the freshman seminar course. Simmons,
Wallins, and George (1995) examined the enrolled students in a freshman seminar who
were placed according to their "at-risk" level (under-, over-, and low achievers). At-risk
levels were based on high school GPA and ACT scores. Underachievers were defined as
having a high test scores, but low CPAs. Over achievers were the reverse and had low
test scores, but high CPAs. Finally, low achievers were low in both the test score and
GPA. Only the students in the low achiever group outperformed a control group, while
the over- and under-achievers performed more poorly than the control group. The lack of
results may have been a result of how the students were grouped. Using a low GPA and
a high ACT score as a predictor may not really defme an under-achiever in college.
More investigation on categorizing students is needed rather than relying solely on high
school GPA and ACT scores.
Research concerning student outcomes is difficult, especially when planning
interventions that influence human behavior (Barefoot, 1993). These investigations do
not imply a causal relationship, however a strong association exists between the freshman
seminar and academic success (Shanley & Witten, 1990). Freshman seminars increase
the likelihood of being successful when they are linked to research theories on student
success and retention (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996). These major theories on student success
and retention include the critical components of (a) having a felt sense of community
(Sanford), (b) being involved (Astin), and (c) having academic and social integration
(Tinto) (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996).
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Implementation: Issues into practice
The goal of freshman seminar is typically to ease the transition and adjustment to
college, develop academic skills, and provide an orientation to resources and facilities
(Barefoot & Fidler, 1996; National Survey, 1997). Topics often include time
management, career planning, campus facilities and resources, academic skills, and
diversity (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996; National Survey, 1997). Students are encouraged to
talk about differences between high school and college, and instructors emphasize
available support services, course offerings, and major exploration (Barefoot & Fidler,
1996; Gardner, 1989).
Typically, seminars range from one to three credits, often count toward
graduation, award letter grades, and are required for all first year students (Barefoot &
Fidler, 1996; Gordon, 1989; National Survey, 1997). The class format is usually in small
group discussions, however the lecture method is also used to disseminate information
(Gordon, 1989). The freshman seminars can be taught by a variety of people ranging
from student personnel staff to advisors to administrators to faculty (Barefoot & Fidler,
1996; Gordon, 1989). Although numerous models have been utilized, one of the most
well known is the Gardner and Jewler "University 101" offered at the University of South
Carolina (Gordon, 1989; Roach, 1998).
First introduced in 1972, University 101 is a three credit, letter-graded, elective
available to freshman and new transfer students (Roach, 1998; USC web page). Learning
for credit motivates students to be more serious about the course, hi addition, credit
provides a non-stigmatizing environment to teach academic skills negating the remedial
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onus (Cuseo, 1991). Faculty and administrative personnel are recruited to teach small
(20-25 students) sections. Small class sizes provide a forum in which students are more
comfortable sharing information. It also creates closer student-faculty and student-student
relationships (Cuseo, 1991). In some cases, special sections are created to teach
populations with special needs, such as engineering students, honors students, students
with disabilities, and student athletes. Goals of the course are numerous and include:
"promoting a positive adjustment to the university, helping students learn to balance
freedom and responsibility, developing academic skills, critical thinking, problem
solving, and survival skills, understanding and accepting values, helping students find
support groups and friends, improving attitudes and relations in regard to learning and
faculty, involving students in the university, introducing students to campus resources
such as the library, the health center, the counseling center, the writing center, etc,
helping students with career planning and major selection" (Cuseo, 1991; Jewler, 1989;
use web page).
Although each section differs slightly based on each instructor's style,
assignments can take the form of journal writing, meeting or interviewing professors,
structured research assigiunents, and meetings with career counselors. Additionally, the
University 101 course provides an emphasis in writing, since students often do not get
enough experience or practice in writing prior to beginning college (Jewler, 1989). The
format of the course is diverse and should use several teaching styles ranging from
lecture to large group discussions to small group discussions (Jewler, 1989). Having a
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list of guest lecturers present on each topic is not recommended, since this often is
interpreted as mundane and uncaring.
The focus of activities in University 101 emphasizes student involvement on
campus. Meeting faculty, using support services, exploring career options, and meeting
other students all lead to being involved, which leads to increased levels of persistence.
Astin's and Tinto's models emphasize involvement and integration (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 1991). The freshman seminar acts as a vehicle to superimpose involvement
and integration. Freshman may not actively seek out these types of experiences. The
freshman seminar programming creates an avenue for them.
The philosophy on grading for the freshman seminar is two-fold. First, some
advocate pass/fail grading as a way to reduce anxiety and focus students on learning
(Jewler, 1989). Second, others argue for grades as a way to motivate students to submit
better quality work. Ultimately, the decision between pass/fail and letter grading is
critical and should be well thought out (Gardner, 1989).
To ensure the acceptance and success of a freshman seminar, a three-step process
should be followed. The first step is to gain acceptance on campus (Jewler, 1989).
Essentially, the course needs to have clearly stated goals and must demonstrate that those
goals are accomplished (Jewler, 1989). Second, capable instructors must be recruited to
teach the seminars (Jewler, 1989). The third step involves training instructors. A fiveday workshop is used at the University of South Carolina to disseminate information,
share teaching philosophies, and reinforce the goals of the course (Jewler, 1989).
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Conclusions
Although the research on the success of the freshman seminar has been essentially
positive, some faculty object to the reasoning behind of the freshman seminar (Hankin,
1997). Even at the University of South Carolina, many faculty remain resistant and
skeptical about the freshman seminar (Gardner, 1989). A major criticism is that the
freshman seminar waters down academia and detracts from the concept of higher
education. Sometimes, the freshman seminar is viewed as coddling students or
remediating unqualified students (Gardner, 1989). However, Gardner (1989) argues that
new students may need some coddling to help them through the transition from high
school to college. Additionally, many of the topics covered in the freshman seminar are
unique to college and cannot be covered until students begin college, so they are not
remedial (Gardner, 1989). Another criticism is that the freshman year seminar is an
extension of high school for those students who are not adequately prepared to be in
college (Moreno, 1997/1998). Moreno further proposed that the freshman year seminar
should be discontinued and that universities would better serve freshman by being honest
in admissions standards and maintaining institutions where excellence is pursued.
Many athletics departments have adopted the freshman seminar model as a
component in their "Life Skills" programs. While these seminars are helpful for some,
other student athletes continue to struggle in college. The seminar is one way to
effectively incorporate the necessary components for academic success. However, even
some students who project academic success do not perform well. Additionally, student
athletes sometimes feel that the seminar is a waste of time. Student athletes, like many
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freshmen, initially underestimate the difficulty of college and feel that the seminar
focuses on sidlls that they already know (Gardner & Jewler, 2000; Petrie & Denson,
2003). Student athletes also tend to overestimate how well they will perform during their
first year of college. Typically, academic performance for all students in college is a
dramatic drop from high school (Gardner & Jewler, 2000; Petrie 8c Denson, 2003).
Failure to understand the demands of college will lead to poor academic performance.
New Perspectives: Cognitive Skill Development
Some students who participate in the freshman seminars do not succeed in
college. Why? One explanation may be that students who are academically at-risk do
not make the connection between the information taught in the seminar and how to apply
it to their own course work. According to several researchers, it is not uncommon for
students who are struggling academically to miss the connection between academic study
strategies and applying those strategies to their own studying (Deshler &. Lenz, 1989;
Jones, Palincsar, Ogle, & Carr, 1987). How can the essential information needed for
college success be taught to students who are academically at-risk or who may struggle in
school?
One option to help students be successful in college may be borrowed from
research in education: metacognition, strategy instruction, and individualized instruction.
Metacognition refers to "knowledge about cognition and regulation of cognition" (Brown
& Palincsar, 1982, p. 1). Specifically, metacognition focuses on a person's awareness of
his or her own cognitive operations as well as the operations of others, the use of
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strategies to solve problems, and the ability to control information processing (Ashman &
Conway, 1989; Brown & Palincsar, 1982).
Cognitively guided instruction views learning as an active process between the
teacher and the learner (Pressley & Harris, 1990; Waxman, Padron, & Arnold, 2001).
Students must use strategies that are developed through direct teaching and modeling, as
well as instruction that activates metacognition (Jones, Palincsar, Olge, & Carr, 1987;
Pressley & Harris, 1990; Rosenshine, 1995; Waxman et al., 2001). Teaching
metacognition or cognitively guided instruction has been effective for both at-risk
students and for students with learning disabilities and other mild disabilities (Brown &
Palincsar, 1982; Deshler, Ellis, & Lenz, 1996; Henley, Ramsey, & Algozzine, 1999).
Some researchers have found that the effective strategies for at-risk students are not the
same for learning disabled student or visa versa (Swanson, 1990). However, the majority
of researchers report that all students can benefit from being taught these strategies (Ellis,
1997; Harris & Pressley, 1991; Pressley et al., 1990; Pressley, Goodchild, Fleet,
Zajchowski, & Evans, 1989).
Several researchers have proposed that students with learning problems have
metacognitive deflcits and needed to be taught strategies to overcome those deficits
(Ashman & Conway, 1989; Jones et al., 1987). For example, Brown and Palincsar
(1982) foimd that poor readers are deficient in their strategy use and their control over
their metacognitive actions. Additionally, Deshler and Lenz (1989) report that low
achieving students are poor problem solvers and have trouble generalizing to new
learning situations. Also, some researchers believe that many strategies should be taught.
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while others propose a limited number of strategies (Pressley et al., 1989; Pressley et al.,
1990). Both Pressley et al. (1989,1990) and Archer and Isaacson (1990) have advocated
for teaching a few good strategies rather than a multitude.
Effective instruction in cognitively guided instruction follows several steps.
Specifically, teachers must assess prior knowledge of the learner, model appropriate
strategies, and connect the learner's prior knowledge and the strategies to new tasks all
while instructing the student to take responsibility for learning (Levin, 1986; Pressley &
Harris, 1990, 1991; Rosenshine, 1995; Waxman et al., 2001). Brown and Palincsar
(1982) recommend that cognitive skills training programs include practice in specific
strategies, self-regulation, and awareness training, because these components lead to
maintenance and generalization. Further, Jones et al. (1987) proposed that strategies
instruction should involve assessing strategy use, explaining the strategy, modeling,
scaffolding, teaching cognitive processing through thinking aloud, and emphasizing
motivation. Harris and Pressley (1991) and Graham and Harris (1987) proposed a seven
step process to teach strategies that includes assessing skill levels and developing needed
skills; modeling strategies and teaching strategies emphasizing the interaction between
the teacher and the student; developing student mastery of the strategy steps or
components; practicing the steps and the self-instructions (metacognitions); and
independent practice by the student. According to Harris and Pressley (1991) and
Graham and Harris (1987), these steps can occur in any order and should be
individualized to the needs of each student.
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One way to help students make the transition from high school to college is to
adopt the models used in secondary education for students with learning problems,
essentially an individualized approach that is relevant to each student's specific needs
(Levin, 1986; Obler, 1983). Many students report that the Freshman Seminar Type
Programs are not speciflc enough for them. While numerous skill areas are covered,
many students fail to make the connection between their own skill deficits and needs and
those outlined in the seminar. Some specific "strategies" type programs have also been
created to address the needs of the "at-risk" or academically challenged student athlete,
but some of these programs are not individualized to the specific needs of each student.
An individualized program that teaches specific strategies tailored to each student's
strengths and weaknesses is one solution to helping student achieve academic success.
Metacognitive Strategy Instruction
Once specific skill/strategy areas are identified, a number of different
instructional approaches can be utilized to teach students how to be successfiil in the
college environment. Often, researchers attempt to identify the strategies used by
successfiil students as a way to determine which strategies are effective for learning
(Guskey, 1997; Meichenbaum & Biemiller, 1998). Teaching strategies effectively and
efficiently to college students can be the difference between retention and loss.
Following the behavioral principle of teaching in stages, numerous models fall under the
concept of metacognitive strategy instruction. Metacognitive strategy instruction
incorporates the theoretical concepts of operant, social, and cognitive learning theories.
Three seminal theories of Meichenbaum, Palincsar and Brown, and Deshler, Ellis, and
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Lenz define the field of metacognitive strategy instruction (Bos & Vaughn, 2001;
Graham & Harris, 1987). Common features of metacognitive strategy instruction include
strategy steps, modeling, self-regulation, verbalization, and reflective thinking (Bos &
Vaughn, 2001; Rosenshine, 1995). These steps are key components in the teaching of
metacognitive strategies, which actively involve the student in the leaming process.

Self-Instructional Training
Meichenbaum's theory of cognitive behavior modification focuses on using
cognitive inner speech to influence behavior. The self-instructional program uses an
adult as a cognitive model for learners to follow (Meichenbaum, 1977). Specifically, an
adult models a task while talking aloud to indicate the metacognitive processes that are
occurring. According to Meichenbaum, a critical component is the active involvement of
the leamer. The learner is then instructed to engage in the same task under the adult's
direction. The child then performs the same task while whispering the instructions and
then performs while silently following the instructions (Meichenbaum, 1977).
More recently Meichenbaum has focused on using direct instruction,
metacognitive modeling and think-aloud procedures, strategy instruction, selfinstructional training, procedural prompts, and guided performance as teaching methods
to assist students in leaming (Meichenbaum & Biemiller, 1998). Within strategy
instruction, Meichenbaum and Biemiller (1998) have identified several key procedural
steps. These steps include explaining the purpose of strategy use, naming strategies,
using direct explanations, obtaining students' commitment, teaching collaboratively,
anticipating glitches, focusing the strategy at the students' abilities, teaching a mnemonic,
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teaching students to personalize the strategy, monitoring strategy use, reteaching strategy
components as needed, teaching self-monitoring, proving practice opportimities, helping
students generalize strategy use across classes, and building students' strategy knowledge
base (Meichenbaum & Biemiller, 1998, pp. 129-130).

Reciprocal Teaching
Palincsar and Brown have furthered the metacognitive strategy debate with
reciprocal teaching and scaffolded instruction (Brown & Palincsar, 1982; Brown &
Palincsar, 1987; Palincsar, 1986; Palincsar & Brown, 1986). Sharing the responsibility of
learning belongs to both the student and the teacher in reciprocal teaching (Brown &
Palincsar, 1987; Palincsar, 1986). Using the concept of dialogue, the teacher and the
student interact and change roles to "teach" and "learn" strategies to facilitate
metacognitive skill development and learning (Brown & Palincsar, 1987; Palincsar,
1986). Scaffolded instruction provides support for the learner on tasks that would
normally be difficult for the learner to complete (Brown & Palincsar, 1987; Palincsar,
1986). The teacher models appropriate metacognitive processes that are needed to
complete the task assigned. The goal of scaffolding is to assist the learner by providing
less and less support, until the learner can complete the task independently (Brown &
Palincsar, 1987; Palincsar, 1986). Again, the emphasis is on the interaction between the
teacher and the learner.
The focus of Palincsar and Brown's work on reciprocal teaching has been with
reading comprehension. The instructional focus is on explanation, instruction, modeling,
guided practice, praise, and teacher judgment (Palincsar & Brown, 1986). During the
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instruction phase, the teacher explains what strategies will be used and why the strategies
are helpful (Palincsar & Brown, 1986). Once the strategies have been introduced, the
process moves to the modeling and practice phase in which the teacher, using dialogue,
models how the reading comprehension strategies are used while reading a passage
(Palincsar & Brown, 1986). The responsibility for teaching is then transferred to the
learner when guided practice begins. Palincsar and Brown (1986) have successfully
demonstrated the effectiveness of reciprocal teaching with both one on one work with
students and with small heterogeneous groups. Another important component in
reciprocal teaching is that each task should be in context of normal school work rather
than isolated skill training (Brown & Palincsar, 1987; Butler, 1995; Conway & Ashman,
1989; Jones et al., 1987; Pressley & Harris, 1990).

Strategies Intervention Model
The strategies intervention model is a comprehensive model created at the
University of Kansas by Deshler and Lenz (1989). The emphasis of the strategies
intervention model is to use strategies to make learning more effective and efficient
(Deshler, Ellis, & Lenz, 1996; Ellis, Lenz, & Sabomie, 1987). The first focus in the
strategies intervention model is on strategy content and includes the following:
1.

The strategy should contain a set of steps that lead to a specific and
successful outcome.

2.

The steps of the strategy should be sequenced in a manner that results in
an efficient approach to the task.
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3.

The steps of the strategy should cue the student to use specific cognitive
strategies.

4.

The steps of the strategy should cue the student to use metacognition.

5.

The steps of the strategy should cue the student to select and use
appropriate procedures, skills, or rules.

6.

The steps of the strategy should cue the student to take some type of
overt/physical action.

7.

Overt/physical actions should be supported by a clear explanation of the
associated mental actions that need to take place.

8.

The steps of the strategy should be able to be performed by an individual
in a limited amount of time.

9.

Unnecessary steps or explanations should be eliminated.

10.

Information related to why to use the strategy, when to use the strategy,
and where to use the strategy should be included (Deshler & Lenz, 1989,
p.211-213).

The design aspect of the model is the second focus of the strategies intervention
model and emphasizes the need for assessment of the skill level of the learner, a short
(less than seven steps) remembering system such as a verb or a key word, and should
relate to the process or task being accomplished (Deshler & Lenz, 1989). An example of
a well-designed strategy is a strategy for word attack as outlined in Deshler, Ellis, and
Lenz (1996), with the mnemonic of DISSECT (Discover the context. Isolate the prefix.
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Separate the suffix. Say the stem. Examine the stem. Check with someone. Try the
dictionary).
The third focus is on strategy usefulness and emphasizes that strategies should
focus on problems that students commonly face, that relate to firequent demands, and are
generalizable across settings (Deshler & Lenz, 1989; Deshler et al., 1996). Ellis, Lenz,
and Sabomie (1987) proposed that teaching strategies could not be effective for students
with learning problems unless generalization to other settings or contexts occurred.
Generalization must be taught, since it does not usually occur spontaneously.
Strategic instruction in the strategies intervention model follows eight prescribed
steps that include commitment from the student to learn strategies, a description of the
strategies, modeling of the strategy, verbal elaboration and rehearsal of the strategy,
controlled practice and feedback about strategy use, advanced practice and feedback,
assessment to ensure that the student has mastered the strategy, and generalization of
strategy usage (Deshler et al., 1996). During the assessment phase, mastery is achieved if
the student can engage in correct performance and is able to fluently use the strategy
under the dimensions of automaticity.
Although Deshler, Ellis, and Lenz (1996) advocate that the covert aspects of
metacognitive processing must be overt to assist students with strategy acquisition, they
initially focus on teaching the strategies independent from actual course work. Therefore,
the strategies are taught as individual lessons that include advanced organizers and post
organizers (Deshler et al., 1996). These strategy lessons differ fi-om Brown and
Palincsar's (1986, 1987) reciprocal teaching of strategy use within the context of course
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materials. Deshler, Ellis, and Lenz (1996) also proposed that strategy intervention should
begin at the instructional level of the student. Meaning, if a seventh grade student was at
the fourth grade reading level, instruction should be on fourth grade material and the
student would need to master this material before moving forward.
Metacognitive strategy instruction models of self-instructional training, reciprocal
teaching and strategies intervention model all have several similar components. These
components include strategy steps, modeling, self-regulation, verbalization, and reflective
thinking (Bos & Vaughn, 2002). Additionally, each model agrees that teaching strategies
are effective across different tasks and should be taught to students who are not good
metacognitive processors (Butler, 1995).
Individualized Learning
Individualized Learning utilizes the components of each of the theories on
metacognition and strategy instruction while adding an individualized component
(Chalfant et al., 1997). The benefits of individualized instruction have been highlighted
by numerous researchers and include programs such as effective teaching methods,
mastery learning, programmed instruction, and personalized systems of instruction
(Flanagan, 1971; Guskey, 1997; Weisberger, 1971).

Effective Teaching
Bradford and Peck (1997) and Diamond (1998) summarized seven principles of
good practice that were originally proposed by Chickering and Gamson (1991). The
seven principles included encouraging student-faculty contact, cooperation among
students, active learning, prompt feedback, time on task, high expectations, and diverse
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talents and styles of learning. These principles are similar to characteristics associated
with effective teaching such as intellectual excitement, rapport with students,
organization, teacher-student interaction, use of humor, concem for student progress, and
teaching and speaking actively (Eison, 1990). These practices are rarely evident in the
college classroom in the traditional lecture format, but have been introduced in research
regarding metacognitive instruction.

Mastery Learning
Mastery learning is a technique that has been effective concerning student
leaming. Mastery learning allows students to progress at their own pace and set their
own goals (Abadir, Anglin, &. Gooden, 1993). ta research on college mathematics
achievement, mastery students outperformed students in the traditional lecture method
(Abadir et al., 1993). Abadir et al. (1993) proposed that students in the mastery approach
understood the material better, since in the traditional lecture, students moved on to each
unit regardless of whether they understood the material or not.

Programmed Instruction and Personalized System of Instruction
Similar to the mastery leaming approach are Skinner's Programmed Instruction
and Keller's Personalized System of Instruction (PSI). The differences between these
two models are minimal. Both models are self-paced and provide immediate feedback.
Programmed instruction often involves a computer-based program that students use to
work through information and receive immediate feedback (Kelly & Crosbie, 1997). PSI
is also a self-paced procedure in which students work individually through specific
programmed units of instruction and take exams when they are ready (Callahan & Smith,
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1990; Keller, 1968). Keller (1968) described five basic components of PSI: go at your
own pace, unit perfection requirement, lectures and demonstrations act as motivators,
importance of the written work, and the use of proctors to provide immediate feedback.
In both programmed instruction and PSI, students outperformed students in a
traditional lecture method format and retained material longer (Bostow, Kritch, &
Tompkins, 1995; Cracolice & Abraham, 1996; Gray, Buerkel-Rothfuss, & Yerby, 1985;
Kelly & Crosbie, 1997; Keller, 1968; Kulik & Kulik, 1991). Students also rated these
methods as more enjoyable than the traditional lecture. However, in one study, Kromrey
and Purdom (1995) compared lecture, cooperative teaching, and programmed instruction
and found no differences between the methods. All of the methods improved learning.
In a slightly different program that focused on individual feedback, Haught, Hill,
Walls, and Hardi (1998) used an assessment tool that examined study strategy usage and
then targeted student weaknesses by providing individual feedback for each targeted area.
Haught et al. (1998) found that individual feedback was more effective than general
group feedback.

Synthesis
Students leam material at different rates and have difficulty in a variety of skill
areas. Teaching to each student's individual needs is more effective for students,
particularly those students who are at-risk. Therefore, in the Individualized Learning
Program (ILP), metacognition and strategy instruction are taught based on the student's
individual needs, strengths, and weaknesses (Bumham, 1983; Chalfant et al., 1997). An
assessment of academic skill areas should be systematic and is needed to determine
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potential problems that may interfere with college success (Baker & Painter, 1983;
Chalfant et al., 1997; Obler, 1983; Smittle, 1995). Once assessment is completed, an
individual plan can be developed for each student (Baker & Painter, 1983; Bumham,
1983; Roueche, 1983).
Conceptual Framework
This investigation addressed whether teaching academic skills at an
individualized level, would help student athletes succeed academically in college.
Previous research has demonstrated that the most effective method of an educational
intervention is to (a) assess each student individually to identify strengths and
weaknesses, and (b) develop an instructional program based on that assessment. The
individualized approach used in this study was compared to a traditional study hall and
content tutoring model typical of most Division I athletic academic support programs.
ILP assessed and taught the six basic academic skills of time management, note
taking, written expression, study strategies, test taking strategies, and reading
comprehension as proposed in many freshman year experience programs and other
programs designed to promote student success (Cashen, 1983; Chalfant et al, 1997;
Gabbard & Halischak, 1993; Levin & Levin, 1991; Moreno, 1997; Stracher, 1993). The
teaching model combined the concepts of metacognition and strategy instruction (Brown
& Palincsar, 1982, 1987; Deshler et al., 1996; Deshler & Lenz, 1989; Meichenbaum,
1977; Meichenbaum & Biemiller, 1998; Palincsar & Brown, 1996). Individual profiles
were created for each student to address the diversity in learning styles and ability. There
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is a paucity of empirical data on the effectiveness of academic support programs within
Division I athletics.

Research Question and Hypothesis
Will assessing and teaching basic academic skills and transition skills using an
individualized program help student athletes succeed academically in college compared
to the traditional study hall and content tutoring model typical of most Division I athletic
programs? It was hypothesized that students in the individualized program would
demonstrate greater gains in academic skills that in a non-individualized academic
support program.
The null hypothesis stated that no difference in academic success would be found
between student athletes in the individualized learning program and the traditional study
hall program.
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CHAPTERS: METHOD

Participants
All freshmen student athletes from the University of Arizona were selected to
participate in this research study. Student athletes were assessed during the fall
orientation on the six basic academic skill areas. Per university human subject
requirements, students completed the informed consent form during the pre-testing
session regarding the use of their results in this study (see Appendix A for copies).
Student athletes were matched on total SAT score, gender, and season of competition
(fall or spring) to create groups of similar academic ability. Each pair of students was
split and randomly assigned to ILP or the comparison group, who participated in the
standard study hall program.
The matching of SAT scores was not exact, but rather plus or minus 30 points
within the score range. This range was used based on the explanation by the Educational
Testing Service that if a student retakes the SAT, his or her score usually falls within plus
or minus 30 points of his or her original score (College Board Website). Student athletes
with SAT scores below the 25'*' percentile were not included in the study, since these
students were considered to be academically at-risk. These students were automatically
selected to participate in ILP based on their academic needs and could not ethically be
randomly assigned. Additionally, all student athletes who had previously documented
disabilities or who were non-native speakers of English were not included in the sample.
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Initially, a total of 76 freshmen student athletes (38 men and 38 women) were
included for a total of 38 matched pairs. Several students were excluded from the final
analysis for several reasons. These reasons included students who (a) were cut from their
respective teams (9 students), (b) did not take the post-test (6 students), and (c) withdrew
from school (3 students). The final group included in the analysis consisted of 40
students (20 men and 20 women) for a total of 20 matched pairs. If a student
subsequently dropped out of the study, his or her matched pair was also removed during
the data analysis phase.
The average high school admissions GPA and SAT for the ILP group were 3.467
and 1094, respectively. For the comparison group, the average high school admissions
GPA and SAT were 3.541 and 1082, respectively. This suggested that the groups were
similar based on the matched characteristics. However, they reflected a marked degree of
variability among the scores as indicated by the ranges and standard deviations. See
Table 1 for a comparison.
Table 1
Initial Academic Information for High School Grade Point Average and SAT Score
Group
SAT
HS GPA
Range
M
SD
Range
M
SD
2.564-4.000
900-1320
ILP
3.467
0.41
1094
122
2.759-4.000
900-1320
Control
3.541
0.40
1082
125

Instruments
Nelson Denny Reading Test. The Nelson Denny Reading Test (NDRT) was used
to assess vocabulary and reading comprehension. The test is timed and consists of two
sections. The vocabulary section contains 80 questions with a time limit of 15 minutes.
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The reading comprehension section has 38 questions with a time limit of 20 minutes.
Reliability at the 13"' grade level for the four-year college sample is 0.95. A total score is
calculated by combining the vocabulary and reading comprehension sections. The
reliability for alternate forms is 0.90 (Brown, Fishco, & Hanna, 1993).

Mather-Woodcock Group Writing Test. The Group Writing Test (GWT) was
adapted from the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery Revised. The four
sections of the GWT are timed and include Dictation Spelling, Writing Samples, Editing,
and Writing Fluency. The number of items in each section varies depending on the
student's grade level. In this study, all students completed the advanced level (grades 8.0
to 16.9). Therefore, the dictation spelling and writing samples includes 20 items,
whereas editing contains 25 items and writing fluency has 42 items. The four sub-tests
are combined to calculate a total score. The reliability for the group 20-29 years of age
was 0.96 (Mather & Woodcock, 1997).

Learning and Study Strategies Inventory. The LASSI was administered to assess
the competency in ten basic areas (Attitude, Motivation, Time Management, Anxiety,
Concentration, Information Processing, Selecting Main Ideas, Use of Study Aids, SelfTesting, and Test Taking Strategies). Each area contains eight questions except for
Selecting Main Ideas, which only has five items. In total, the LASSI has 77 questions
and is an untimed, self-report likert scale assessment, in which the participants rate how
each items or question applies to them. The LASSI does not report a total score. The
coefficient alphas fall between 0.68 and 0.86 and in the test-retest correlations the
coefficients range from 0.72 to 0.85 on the 10 areas (Weinstein, 1987).
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Design and Procedures
Design. The pretest/posttest experimental design was used to evaluate the
effectiveness of ILP compared to a traditional study hall and content tutoring program.
An initial assessment or pre-test in each skill area was conducted to determine a baseline
level for each student athlete. The six basic skills were (a) reading, (b) writing, (c) time
management, (d) note taking, (e) study strategies, and (f) test taking strategies. Each
student athlete completed the NDRT, the GWT, and the LASSI. The NDRT was used to
assess the reading skills. The GWT was used to assess the writing skills. The sub-tests
of the LASSI were used to assess time management, note taking, study strategies, and test
taking strategies. These assessments were selected as the dependent measures based on
their widespread use with college students. An individualized academic plan was created
for each student athlete in the ILP group. This plan indicated each student's strengths
and weaknesses, as well as the areas in need of strategy instruction (see Appendix B).

Use of Dependent Measures Within the Design. The strategies targeted for
improvement were based on individual scores during the initial assessment. If students
scored below grade level (13.0) for the total score on the NDRT, then strategy instruction
was recommended for reading. If students scored below grade level (13.0) for the total
score on the GWT, then strategy instruction was recommended for writing. For the
remaining strategy areas, performance below the 50"" percentile on the specific scales on
the LASSI were used to determine which strategies would be taught. Six of ten scales
from the LASSI were used and included Time Management, Information Processing,
Selecting Main Ideas, Use of Study Aids, Self-Testing, and Test Taking Strategies. Low
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scores (below the SO"' percentile) on the subtests of Information Processing and Selecting
Main Ideas were used as dependent measures of note taking strategies. If students scored
low on both or either subtest, strategy instruction was recommended. The subtests of Use
of Study Aids and Self-Testing were used as the indicators for the study strategies
intervention. If scores were low (below 50"" percentile) on both or either test, strategy
instruction was recommended. The subtest of Test Taking Strategies was used as the
dependent measure for teaching test taking strategies. If scores were below the 50'*'
percentile for test taking strategies, then students received instruction on test taking
strategies.

ILP Procedure. Each student athlete met two times a week with a group leader to
review strategies based on his or her individualized academic plan. Relevant
information, such as grades on tests, assignments, and papers was also documented. A
weekly report was submitted to each student's academic counselor and the Director of
Student Athlete Services.
The strategies were taught by the group leaders, using a teaching model that
combined the concepts of metacognition and strategy instruction until mastery was
achieved (Brown & Palincsar, 1982, 1987; Deshler et al., 1996; Deshler & Lenz, 1989;
Meichenbaum, 1977; Meichenbaum & Biemiller, 1998; Palincsar & Brown, 1996). The
model can be found in Appendix C. Mastery was defined as 80% proficiency in each
area. Mastery was achieved if a student could relay the steps for each strategy with 80%
accuracy on three consecutive tutoring sessions.
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Each group leader received training in the teaching model and instruction on the
strategies that were used in ILP. All sessions of ILP were supervised and feedback was
provided individually to tutors. To ensure treatment integrity among group leaders, a
teaching checklist was devised. The checklist was deigned to ensure that each student in
ILP was taught using the metacognitive and strategy instruction model and that each tutor
followed the same procedures in teaching the strategies. The checklist specifically
identified the teaching model steps and sequence to ensure that each group leader taught
each strategy in a similar manner (see Appendix D). Group leaders were required to note
the dates that each strategy was taught or reviewed and to assess mastery of the strategy
steps.
The skill areas included time management, note taking, reading comprehension,
study strategies, test taking strategies, and writing. The strategies included a modified
time management system (use of a "scorecard" and academic planner); the Cornell note
taking method (Bos & Vaughn, 2001; Chalfant & Pysh, 1997; Longman & Atkinson,
1998); a reading strategy (Chalfant & Pysh, 1997); the study and test taking strategies
(Bos & Vaughn, 2001; Chalfant & Pysh, 1997; Longman & Atkinson, 1998); and the
writing strategy that was taught in the CATSatellite Center for Learning and Writing
(CATS CLAW).

Study Hall Procedure. The student athletes who participated in the traditional
study hall program were required to complete six hours per week of structured study.
Students could attend study hall anytime Monday through Thursday evenings or on
Sunday afternoons to meet the six-hour requirement. During the study hours, content
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tutoring was available to all students. The study hall setting was a structured
environment that attempted to ensure student productivity by requiring students to
complete study objectives for each session. The objectives had to be completed before
credit for the hours was received.

Data Collection
Data was collected for two consecutive semesters, beginning in Fall 2001
semester and fmishing in Spring 2002 semester. A pre- and post-test battery of the
NDRT, the GWT, and the LASSI was conducted prior to the Fall 2001 semester and
during the late Spring 2002 semester to formally evaluate changes in the six basic sidll
areas of time management, note taking, reading comprehension, study strategies, test
taking strategies, and writing.

Data Analysis
An analysis was conducted to answer the research question using both
quantitative and qualitative analyses. Using the General Linear Model, a Multivariate
Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted to determine changes in
performance from pre- to post-test with one between subjects variable and one covariate.
The between subjects variable was the intervention and the covariate was motivation.
The MANCOVA was used since several related dependent variables were examined.
The MANCOVA procedure incorporates each dependent variable into the analysis and
examines the effects on the intervention using a dummy variable that combines all the
dependent measures together. This investigation assessed the effect of the ILP
intervention on changes in performance. Standard scores for the NDRT and the GWT

62

were used in the analysis. The LASSI scale scores were converted into normal curve
equivalents prior to inclusion in the analysis. Change scores from pre- to post-test were
calculated for each measure of interest. In addition, each of the change scores was used
in a univariate analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) to examine the specific effect of each
measure on the intervention.
The design initially controlled for two variables or covariates, motivation and
coach's support. Motivation was used to correct for any differences in motivation levels
between the two groups. Coach's support for academics was assessed prior to the fall
semester. Five staff members who work in the academic support unit within athletics
completed surveys evaluating how supportive each coach was in specific academic areas
(see Appendix E). Results were calculated and the final decision was made on whether a
coach was (a) supportive, or (b) not supportive of academics, based on the aggregate of
the data.
Qualitative analyses were also conducted to identity any additional changes in
group characteristics over time. Grade point averages were collected for evaluation
during the fall semester, spring semester, and first year. Additionally, descriptive data
was collected for each group on (a) number of strategies targeted, (b) improvement on
targeted strategies, and (c) decline on targeted strategies.
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CHAPTER 4: ElESULTS
A MANCOVA was selected to assess the effects of the ILP intervention
compared to the control intervention of study hall. The MANCOVA was used since
several related dependent variables were examined. The covariate was level of
motivation. A second covariate of coaching support was to be included in the analysis,
however the students with coaches who were not supportive of academics did not
complete the post-test and were subsequently dropped from the analysis. The
MANCOVA procedure incorporates each dependent variable into the analysis and
examines the effects of the intervention using a dummy variable that combines all the
dependent variables together. Although each dependent variable measured a different
component of the ILP, taken together they assess the program goals of academic success
in college.

Hypothesis
Student athletes in ILP did not perform better than the student athletes in the
traditional study hall program. Thus, the null hypothesis was supported. Mean scores on
the pre and post-test for all measures comparing ILP and the control study hall group can
be found in Table 2.
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Table 2
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for the [LP Group and the Control Group on each
Dependent Measure
ILP Group (n=20)
Control Group (n=20)
Post-•Test
Post-Test
Pre-Test
Pre-Test
Measures
M
M
SD
SD
M
SD
SD
M
Reading^
220.5 18.3 224.6 16.7 224.9 17.3 225.7 15.8
Writing'
110.8 14.8 113.9 11.0 113.5 13.2 115.9 11.3
55.5 25.7 63.8
24.0
Time Management''
61.8
22.2
59.0
22.4
48.6 26.8
Info Processing**
55.5
54.7
30.2
48.8
25.5
24.2
59.4 29.1 61.7
30.9
68.3
34.4
Selecting Main Ideas''
52.6 30.3
Use of Study Aids'"
63.0 29.0 64.3
66.0
28.8
55.3 30.5
28.6
Self-Testing''
59.5
49.8
60.8
33.1
29.7
49.1
26.6
62.0
49.8 26.6
67.6
30.0
Test taking Strategies'*
32.0
59.7
27.6
48.0
30.0
Motivation''
57.0 31.0
51.3 33.1
66.7
23.5
56.2
a.
b.

Reading and Writing tests were measured in standard scores
LASSI tests were reported as percentile, but were converted into NCEs for the statistical analyses

The results of the MANCOVA analysis, as reported in Table 3, determined that
there were no significant effects for intervention of the ILP (F(8,30) = 0.693, p =.694),
and initial motivation did not have a significant effect on the intervention (F(8,30) =
0.351, p = 938). Additionally, none of the univariate ANCOVAs examined to determine
if any particular measure had a significant impact on the intervention or initial motivation
was found to be significant at the .05 level.
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Table 3
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance and Univariate Dependent Measure Analyses
Assessing the Effectiveness of the Intervention with Initial Motivation
Degrees of Freedom
Source
Hypothesis
Significance
Error
F
Initial Motivation
0.351
0.938
8
30
ILP V. Control
0.694
8
30
0.693
Motivation Only
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
1
I
1
1
I
1
1

37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37

0.069
0.101
0.456
0.544
0.217
0.169
0.001
0.840

0.794
0.752
0.504
0.465
0.644
0.683
0.975
0.365

ILP V. Control
+Motivation
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37

0.894
0.030
0.007
0.009
0.373
0.332
0.001
1.827

0.351
0.863
0.935
0.925
0.545
0.568
0.982
0.185

Although scores on initial motivation were used in the initial analysis, an
examination of post-test scores revealed that motivation scores declined for both groups.
Therefore, an additional analysis was conducted to assess the effect of decline in
motivation on the intervention. The results of this analysis, as reported in Table 4,
determined that there were no significant effects for intervention of ILP (F(8,30) = 0.790,
p =.615). However, change in motivation was significantly related to the combined
outcome measures (F(8,30) = 3.272, p = .008), but once controlled, there still was not a
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significant effect for the intervention. Additionally, none of the univariate ANCOVAs
examined to determine if any particular measure had a significant impact on the
intervention was found to be significant at the .05 level. Change in motivation, however,
was significantly related to several of the dependent measures, specifically Information
Processing, Selecting Main Ideas, Use of Study Aids, Self-Testing, and Test Taking
Strategies (see Table 4).
Table 4
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance and Univariate Dependent Measure Analyses
Assessing the Effectiveness of the Intervention with Change in Motivation
Degrees of Freedom
Source
Hypothesis
Error
F
Significance
Change in Motivation
30
3.272
8
0.008*
0.790
ILP V. Control
30
8
0.615
Motivation Only
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

I
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37

0.001
0.024
1.188
7.716
11.637
5.045
6.284
17.568

0.982
0.877
0.283
0.009*
0.002*
0.031*
0.017*
<0.000*

ILP V. Control
+Motivation
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
1
1
1
1
I
I
I

37
37
37
37
37
37
37
37

0.982
0.057
0.011
0.086
0.162
0.090
0.095
3.737

0.328
0.812
0.918
0.771
0.690
0.765
0760
0.061

* Indicates significance at or below the 0.05 level
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Qualitative Analyses
Qualitative analyses were also conducted to identify an}' additional group
differences. The CPAs between the two groups for the fall and spring semesters were
similar, as well as the overall GPA for first year. The fall semester, spring semester, and
first year CPAs are reported in Table 5.
Table 5
Fall Semester, Spring Semester, and First Year Grade Point Averages for the ILP Group
and the Control Group
Group
Spring GPA
Fall GPA
First Year GPA
ILP
2.838
2.814
2.826
Control
2.993
2.713
2.851

The individual academic plans for each student in ILP were examined to identity
improvement in targeted strategy areas based on the corresponding pre and post-test
scores. The average number of strategies taught for the ILP group was 2.9 strategies per
student, with a total of 58 strategies for 20 students. In the ILP group, students showed
improvement for 46 of the 58 strategies targeted (79%). This same strategy analysis was
also made for the comparison group. The average number of strategies for the
comparison group was 2.2 strategies per student, with a total of 43 strategies for 20
students. The comparison group also showed improvement in the post-test analysis for
31 of the 43 strategies (72%). See Table 6 for a detailed analysis of the targeted
strategies for improvement.
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Table 6
Comparison of Group Means for Targeted Strategies Among the ILP Group and

Number of Targeted Strategies
Improvement on Targeted Strategies
Decline in Targeted Strategies
Performance stayed the Same
Percentage of Improvement
Percentage of Decline

ILP
58
46
10
2
79%
17%

Control
43
31
10
2
72%
23%

A final consideration of this analysis was the level of participation among
participants. Several students in ILP were identified as "non-participants". Nonparticipants were identified as students who actively participated in less than 50% of the
recommended hours. Based on this analysis, five students were identified as nonparticipants. When these students were removed from the strategies analysis, the average
number of strategies taught for the ILP group was 2.7 with a total of 40 strategies for 15
students. In the ILP group, students showed improvement for 35 of the 40 strategies
targeted (88%). See Table 7 for these comparisons. A Chi-Square analysis was used to
assess if the difference between the two groups was significant. However, this analysis
was not significant (x' (I) = 0.292, p = .589).
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Table 7
Comparison of Group Means for Targeted Strategies Among the ILP Group and

Number of Targeted Strategies
Improvement on Targeted Strategies
Decline in Targeted Strategies
Performance stayed the Same
Percentage of Improvement
Percentage of Decline

ILP
40
35
4
1
88%
10%

Control
43
31
10
2
72%
23%

Secondary Analyses
Based on the analysis of participation, a MANCOVA was re-analyzed with the
remaining 15 pairs. Mean scores for the pre and post-tests for all measures with the
remaining 15 pairs comparing ILP and the control group of the traditional study hall
program are reported in Table 8.
Table 8
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for the ILP Group and the Control Group on each
Dependent Measures - revised
ILP Group (n=15)
Control Group (n=15)
Pre-Test
Post-•Test
Post-Test
Pre-Test
Measures
M
SD
SD
SD
SD
M
M
M
219.2 19.8 223.5 17.5 225.5 17.9 227.5 14.8
Reading"
Writing®
109.9 16.4 113.4 12.2 115.2 14.5 118.5 10.8
63.0
67.7 22.9 65.7
Time Management^
21.2 61.0
22.4
22.0
53.7
27.7 48.1
57.3
32.9
Info Processing''
60.0 23.3
29.7
47.7
32.7 61.3
76.7
27.8
Selecting Main Ideas'*
67.9 30.5
30.5
58.1
33.1 65.3
67.4 30.6
66.0
30.2
Use of Study Aids'*
30.2
54.4
30.1
33.2 51.4
70.0 31.8
68.9
Self-Testing''
25.9
52.0 35.0 52.6
75.1
27.8
Test taking Strategies'*
65.9 24.1
31.1
59.3
32.1
Motivation''
34.4 56.7
58.3
71.3 23.9
32.4
c.
d.

Reading and Writing tests were measured in standard scores
LASSI tests were reported as percentile, but were converted into NCEs for the statistical analyses
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The results of the MANCOVA analysis, as reported in Table 9, determined that
there were no significant effects for intervention of ILP (F(8,20) = 1.022, p = .452), and
initial motivation again was not a significant factor in the analysis (F(8,20) = 0.475, p =
.860). Additionally, none of the univariate ANCOVAs examined to determine if any
particular measure had a significant impact on the intervention or initial motivation, was
found to be significant at the .05 level.
Table 9
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance and Univariate Dependent Measure Analyses
Assessing the Effectiveness of the Intervention with Initial Motivation - Revised
Degrees of Freedom
Hypothesis
Source
Significance
Error
F
0.860
biitial Motivation
8
0.475
20
0.452
ILP V. Control
8
20
1.022
Motivation Only
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27

0.156
0.330
1.373
0.160
1.794
0.152
0.012
0.790

0.696
0.570
0.251
0.692
0.192
0.700
0.914
0.382

ILP V. Control
+Motivation
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
I
1
1
1
1
1
1

27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27

0.305
0.002
0.041
0.089
0.447
0.561
0.003
2.310

0.585
0.962
0.841
0.768
0.509
0.460
0.955
0.140

71

A second analysis was again performed that examined the difference between the
pre and post-test scores for motivation. The results of this analysis, as reported in Table
10, determined that there were no significant effects for intervention of ILP (F(8,20) =
1.987, p = .102). Again, change in motivation was significantly related to the dependent
measures in the analysis (F(8,20) = 3.415, p = .012), but once controlled, did not have a
significant effect for the intervention. Change in motivation, however, did significantly
relate to several of the dependent measures, specifically Information Processing,
Selecting Main Ideas, Self-Testing, and Test Taking Strategies (see Table 10). The
univariate ANCOVAs analysis revealed that the intervention has a significant effect for
the LASSI sub-test of Test Taking Strategies (F(l,27) = 7.569, P = .010) once change in
motivation was controlled.
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Table 10
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance and Univariate Dependent Measure Analyses
Assessing the Effectiveness of the Intervention with Change in Motivation - Revised
Degrees of Freedom
Source
Significance
Hypothesis
Error
F
Change in Motivation
0.012*
8
3.415
20
ILP V. Control
0.102
8
1.987
20
Motivation Only
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27

0.001
0.195
1.265
7.127
10.395
2.893
4.467
19.299

0.991
0.662
0.271
0.013*
0.003*
0.100
0.044*
<0.000*

ILP V. Control
+Motivation
Reading
Writing
Time Management
Info Processing
Selecting Main Ideas
Use of Study Aids
Self-Testing
Test taking Strategies

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

27
27
27
27
27
27
27
27

0.381
0.025
0.063
0.752
0.079
0.097
0.165
7.569

0.542
0.876
0.804
0.394
0.781
0.758
0.688
0.010*

* Indicates significance at or below the 0.05 level
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
Evaluating educational interventions is always a challenging process, especially
when comparing two viable educational programs. This investigation attempted to assess
the effectiveness of ILP compared to a traditional study hall program. The analysis
focused on several different aspects of the investigation. First, motivation was used as a
covariate to determine its impact on academic success and to control for the motivation
levels between groups. Two different aspects of motivation were addressed to determine
its effect on the intervention, initial motivation, and change in motivation. Second, two
qualitative analyses were conducted that looked at GPAs and performance in targeted
strategy areas. Based on some of the results during the qualitative analyses, several
secondary analyses were conducted that excluded some students who did not actively
participate in the intervention.

Primary Analyses
The speculation that students in an individualized program based on educational
research would demonstrate greater gains in academic skills than in a non-individualized
academic support program was not supported. The differences between the pre and posttest scores were not significantly large enough to detect differences between the two
groups. Several variables may have contributed to the lack of a significant difference
between ILP and the study hall program or at least confounded the results in this
investigation. These include experimental design factors that may have influenced the
outcome such as the total number of students who participated, use of the matched pairs
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design, attrition of students from the final analysis, the other possible experimental
designs, and the use of self-report tests.

Experimental Design. A major concern of this investigation focused on the final
analysis. Twenty matched pairs of students may not have been adequate in terms of
statistical power. Some differences were seen between the two groups but the statistical
power of the sample size may have prevented those differences firom being revealed
statistically. The sample size was artificially increased by multiplying the firequency of
the data by two to assess the impact on the results. This speculative analysis revealed
that if thirty students had been included in the analysis, the results would have been
significant. Specifically, the changes on the dependent measures were primarily small
improvements, combined with the low numbers of participants, the measures may have
been inadequate in terms of detecting the effectiveness or significant differences of the
ILP compared to a traditional study hall program. Furthermore, due to the matched-pairs
design, if one member of a pair dropped out, then their corresponding partner was also
removed from the study. Subsequently, for every one student who dropped out, two
students were ultimately dropped in the analysis.
Another concern of the current investigation was the large number of students
who did not continue through the post-testing. Problems that cannot be helped are
attrition from athletics participation and withdrawal from school. In this investigation, a
total of 12 pairs of students either quit the team or left school. Many factors play a role
when a student either chooses to discontinue participation or is cut from the team. These
factors may be personal or athletic in nature. Additionally, some students are forced to
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withdraw from school altogether for a variety of reasons. Some of those reasons may
relate to Astin's (1993) theory of involvement, as well as personal issues involving
family and fmances. Another issue is the cost of a college education and trying to
balance school, athletics, and work. Many of the students who decided to stop
participating in athletics or withdrew from school were not on athletic scholarship.
Students who continued with the athletics program, but did not take the post-test
were also an issue of concem. Most of the students who did not take the post-test were
from sports whose coaches were not supportive of the academic program. Moreover, this
investigation hoped to analyze the influence of coaching support. However none of the
students whose coaches were determined to be unsupportive completed the post-test. The
overt and covert messages that student athletes learn influence their engagement in
academic endeavors. Many times in athletics, students do not engage in the academic
process and focus on their sport. This relates back to Marcia's theory of identity
foreclosure and Adler and Adler's theory of role engulfrnent (Adler & Adler, 1991;
Marcia, 1993; Petitpas, 1978). Investment in athletics becomes a priority at the expense
of academics. Sometimes coaches either directly or indirectly influence this behavior.
Failure to take the post-test with no penalty is an example of this phenomenon. Coaches
have a signiflcant impact on the behavior of their students. If coaches give the
impression either overtly or covertly that disregarding academic endeavors is acceptable,
students quickly learn where to focus their energies.
Since very little empirical research exists in regard to assessing the effectiveness
of academic support programs for student athletes, both programs were included in this
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investigation. However, a more exploratory investigation may have been more
appropriate. Due to the complexities and influences of college life, an investigation
designed as a case study or a single subject design would have been more appropriate for
this initial investigation. A single subject designed would have allowed a more
comprehensive evaluation on the effectiveness of the individualized approach. Such
students had a specific plan that targeted a specific set of objectives or strategies. When
these individual plans were combined into group data, some of the unique gains for each
student were lost.
An investigation that utilized a comparison group that was not affiliated with the
athletics department may have also provided some unique information. Although similar
academic support services are available to general students, these students are not
required to attend. Poor performance may go unnoticed for the whole semester. If
student athletes are not performing academically, attention from the counselor is
immediate and possible coaching pressure can influence student behavior.
Related to detecting a significant difference was the choice of using a self-report
measure, such as the LASSI, which asked if students use particular strategies, but does
not assess actual use. Since each student completes the LASSI, some biases relating to
social desirability may have influenced how students answered questions relating to the
ten sub-test areas in terms of what a person "ought" to be doing with regard to studying
in college, but does not necessarily assess what they are actually doing. The large range
of scores for each of the sub-test areas, as well as the large standard deviations supports
this conclusion. However, Haught et al. (1998) used the LASSI and found it to
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adequately detect a change or improvement based on an intervention that was
implemented (Haught et al., 1998). The primary difference between the Haught et al.
(198) study and the current study was the targeted population. Haught et al. (1998)
focused on at-risk students and students having academic difficulty. The current study
excluded those individuals from the sample.
Additionally, the ILP group intervention focused on teaching and mastery of the
strategy process and did not assess actual use of strategies. Perhaps, the measures
selected for the investigation were not sensitive in terms of assessing effectiveness of the
program goals. Although the LASSI does attempt to assess strategy use, the self-report
nature may confound the results. Direct observation of strategy use during study sessions
combined with the LASSI scores would have strengthened the conclusions about actual
strategy use. Developing a behavioral assessment to determine strategy usage would also
be helpful. A behavioral assessment for motivation would also be a valued piece of
information in terms of controlling for elevated motivational levels due to excitement
about college. Future investigations should attempt to assess actual strategy usage.
Providing instruction in targeted strategy areas may be beneficial, but it is the use or
implementation of the strategies that may make the difference in terms of academic
success.
While controlling for the effects of initial motivation levels, the two groups were
compared and found to not differ statistically. When the change in motivation was
analyzed, a significant effect was found for motivation, but it did not have an impact on
effects of the intervention. Motivation levels declined in both groups during the study.
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This resuh was not totally unexpected since students at the beginning of the school year
exhibit more excitement and motivation than at the conclusion of the school year. Using
a behavioral measure or assessment of motivation may provide a more accurate
assessment of motivation levels and would be a more stable measure. Change in
motivation was related to some of the dependent measures, specifically, Information
Processing, Selecting Main Ideas, Use of Study Aids, Self-Testing, and Test Taking
Strategies, which were interesting. Two possible explanations for this relationship may
be that actual use of strategies is related to how motivated a student is or simply that
since motivation is one of the LASSI sub-tests that the sub-tests are inter-related because
they are part of the same inventory.

Qualitative Analyses
The ILP group and the control group were compared on grade point averages and
the targeted areas for strategy instruction. The grade point average analysis did not
reveal any differences between the two groups. Although not significant, differences
existed between the two groups in performance in the targeted strategy areas.
Specifically, the ILP group completed 79% of their targeted strategies, whereas the
control group completed only 72%. Further investigation revealed some differences in
regard to active participation in the individualized program. When those individuals
were removed from the analysis, the differences between the two groups increased (88%
compared to 72%) but not to a statistically significant level. The performance on the
targeted strategies was believed to be important since the investigation did not assess
strategy usage specifically, but rather strategy knowledge. Additionally, this focus on the

79

targeted strategies was an attempt to gather information about individualized aspects of
the academic plan. It was believed that improvement on the targeted strategies was an
indicator of strategy usage. An analysis that focused on comparing the groups of students
who needed instruction in a particular targeted strategy area was considered, but this
reduced the number of students in each group to a very small number that could not be
analyzed statistically.

Secondary Analyses
The initial analysis was re-examined in light of the active participation factor and
some new information was revealed. While no significant differences were found when
examining initial levels of motivation, some interesting results were found when focusing
on the change in motivation and its effect on the intervention. Change in motivation was
a significant predictor of the combined outcome variables and had a significant effect on
several of the dependent measures individually, possibly because motivation plays a role
in strategy usage and because the sub-tests of the LASSI are related to each other.
However, a significant effect was also found at the intervention level for Test Taking
Strategies. Specifically, the control group change in test taking strategies was greater
than that for the ILP group. One explanation for this finding was the elevated scores for
Test Taking Strategies in the control group. The students in this group had high scores
for Test Taking Strategies and continued to improve in this area, despite no individual
instruction. Since all students received some instruction on strategy use, perhaps that was
all the instruction that was necessary for improvement for students in the control group.
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A complicating factor may be that the decline in motivation decreased the effectiveness
of the intervention and, therefore, strategy use between the two groups.

Conclusions
Additional college factors that may have impacted the primary research question
in general for the primary, qualitative, and secondary analyses include the freshman
seminar, English composition courses, the current study hall program, and factors relating
to cognitive development in college. A final factor relates to working with students who
are at-risk. If the students who were below the 25''' percentile on the SAT scores had
been included in the study, the ILP may have been beneficial, but these students could
not be randomly assign.

College Factors. All the freshmen student athletes who participated in this
investigation also were enrolled in a freshmen seminar course, titled "Peak Performance
for Academic and Personal Success". During the fall semester, this course focuses on
teaching time management skills, note taking, writing, reading strategies, study strategies,
and test taking strategies (all of the same areas emphasized in ILP). Exposure to these
strategies may have been sufficient to teach this population of students, since some
students easily make the connection between strategy instruction and application or use
of strategies. Often, students who are academically at-risk need extra instruction in
strategy use, but these students were not included in the investigation.
All freshmen are required to take English composition courses during the
freshman year at the University of Arizona. Students also have the opportunity to utilize
the CATS CLAW writing lab, the University Writing Lab on campus, and individual
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tutoring. Aside from meeting individually with professors in English to review papers,
those same professors actively encourage and sometimes require the use of the University
Writing Labs. At a minimum, students engaged in peer tutoring and critiquing during
classes. Writing skills may have improved due to the focused efforts during composition
courses and tutoring regardless of strategy instruction. Also, students were strongly
encouraged to use these services by their counselors.
The benefits of the study hall and content tutoring program cannot be ignored.
Study hall programs have been widely used as a support service for student athletes
across the country for many years, although lacking in empirical research. When
focusing on the differences between ILP and study hall, not many differences were
found. Both groups received (a) strategy instruction in the Peak Performance Class, (b)
opportunity to use tutoring, and (c) structured study time. This reasons help explain why
both groups improved academically and why the measurable differences between the
groups were small. Students attend a required number of hours and must write objectives
or goals that will be accomplished during each study session. This philosophy differs
slightly from other Division I study hall programs in that students must complete the
objectives in order to receive credit for the hours spent in study hall. This program was
designed to enhance student success, but has never been formally evaluated. The lack of
differential findings between the ILP and the study hall program was not totally
unexpected, since students in both groups showed improvement.
Another factor contributing to a lack of significant findings is the general effect of
college on cognitive development. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) report that students
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make significant cognitive improvements during college. Since this investigation
focused predominantly on academic performance, these typical cognitive gains from
college experience may have diluted the effectiveness of ILP. For college students, the
freshmen year represents a significant change from high school. For possibly the first
time, students face new academic challenges, as well as social and, in this case, athletic
challenges. Failure to address these demands can lead to poor performance and perhaps
disqualification from college. Student athletes may be the most scrutinized population in
college. Athletic departments have a vested interest in the success of their students and
will go to great measures to provide support services.

At-Risk Students. The investigation excluded the students who were below the
25"" percentile on SAT score. These students may in fact be the students who may
benefit the most fi-om ILP and metacognitive strategy instruction (Deshler & Lenz, 1989;
Jones et al., 1987). Deshler and Lenz (1989) developed the Strategies Intervention Model
to target students who are at-risk or have learning disabilities and has been found to be
very effective. In fact, metacognitive strategy instruction is now believed to be a model
that general teachers should follow as a benefit to all students (Ellis, 1997; Harris &
Pressley, 1991; Pressley et al., 1990; Pressley et al., 1989). A case study or single subject
design focusing on this group of students may have obtained greater information
regarding the effectiveness of the ILP. Unfortunately, for the purpose of this
investigation, including this group in the matched pairs design was not an option.

Implications
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Practice. Other personnel in athletic academic support, specifically, and possibly
academic support, generally, should consider implementing individualized programs that
target at-risk students. Targeting this population and creating a database for the results
would be extremely beneficial in providing valuable information to other practioners
regarding successful ways to work with at-risk students. While assessment of all students
remains critical to identify potential students who need support, individualized plans
should only be written for those students truly in need of support. The individualized
plans are critical in terms of collecting data regarding beneficial or effective strategies for
at-risk students.

Theory. The theories of foreclosure, role engul&nent, and isolation are not new
and appear to still be critical with today's population of student athletes. The results of
this study support the research of Adler and Adler (1991) in that coaches still largely
influence their student athletes and greater efforts are needed to breakdown these
negative influences in terms of role engulfment. Coaches can play a critical role in the
academic success of student athletes. The messages that are sent either overtly or
covertly should be studied to determine better ways to communicate the importance of a
college education and minimize the focus on athletics over academics (Adler & Adler,
1991). Athletic support programs should consider alternative ways to encourage student
athletes to engage in exploratory behavior rather than rigidly maintaining their athletic
identity. Finally, more is needed in regard to encouraging student athletes to be involved
on college campuses. While most "life skills" programs address these issues, vigilance
must be continued.
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In this investigation, both groups made improvements in academic performance
and in the study skill areas. This outcome supports the body of research on the freshmen
seminar in that both groups of students (ILP and study hall) participated in the freshmen
seminar and made academic gains (Barefoot & Fidler, 1996; Cuseo, 1991; Fidler &
Hunter, 1989; Keenan & Gabovitch, 1995). Again, the students who were below the 25""
percentile on SAT are probably the students who would have difficulty making the
connection between the information taught in the seminar and how to integrate the skills
into their own repertoire.
Although many researchers believe that teaching strategies to all students is
beneficial, this investigation may provide some support to the argument that
metacognitive strategy instruction is only necessary for students who have leaming
disabilities and not others (Swanson, 1990). However, in light of the limitations of this
investigation and until further research can address the experimental design issues, no
concrete conclusions can be made. Both groups of students made academic gains and
were taught strategies during the fireshmen seminar. The major difference was the
individualized component and the teaching process used in ILP. Additionally, this
investigation did not assess students who were below the 25^^ percentile on SAT. These
students may also benefit from individualized metacognitive strategy instruction,
although they do not necessarily have leaming disabilities.

Future Research. Future research on the effectiveness of individualized
instruction and metacognitive strategy instruction should move in several directions.
First, an additional investigation replicating the current design should proceed to address
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the concerns relating to statistical power, attrition of students, and sample size. Second,
redesigning this investigation as a single subject design would address the concerns
regarding targeting and assessing the efTectiveness of each individual plan and would
allow at-risk students to be included in the design. Finally, searching for or designing a
more standardized assessment to assess behavioral measures of actual strategy use, as
well as motivation, would be critical. Finally, there is a need to improve the relationship
between athletics and the academic community regarding research opportunities. As the
NCAA standards change, more at-risk student athletes will be applying to Division I
schools and will need academic assistance to survive.
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Appendix A
Informed Consent Form & Human Subjects Approval
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PARTICIPANT'S CONSENT FORM
Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Individualized Learning Program for Student Athletes
I AM BEING ASKED TO READ THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL TO ENSURE
THAT I AM INFORMED OF THE NATURE OF THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND OF
HOW I WILL PARTICIPATE IN IT, IF I CONSENT TO DO SO. SIGNING THIS
FORM WILL INDICATE THAT I HAVE BEEN SO INFORMED AND THAT I GIVE
MY CONSENT. FEDERAL REGULATIONS REQUIRE WRITTEN INFORMED
CONSENT PRIOR TO PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY SO THAT I
CAN KNOW THE NATURE AND RISKS OF MY PARTICIPATION AND CAN
DECIDE TO PARTICIPATE OR NOT PARTICIPATE IN A FREE AND INFORMED
MANNER.
PURPOSE
I am being invited to participate voluntarily in the above-titled research project. The
purpose of this project is to evaluate the effectiveness of the Individualized Learning
Program (ILP).
SELECTION CRITERIA
I am being invited to participate because I am a student athlete at The University of
Arizona who is 18 years of age or older. Approximately 80-100 subjects will be enrolled
in this study.
PROCEDURE(S)
If I agree to participate, I will be asked to consent to academic testing and the teaching of
specific learning strategies based on my strengths and weaknesses during weekly
meetings (2 hours per week). The results of this testing will be analyzed to determine the
effectiveness of the Individualized Learning Program.
RISKS
There are no known risks involved in this study, except those associated with typical
college classes.

BENEFITS
There are no guaranteed direct benefits from participation in the study, but the
Individualized Learning Program is designed to help students be successful in college,
particularly freshmen. Our goal is to help students focus on their academic strengths
while teaching strategies to compensate for any weaknesses.
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CONHDENTIALITY
Once testing is completed, my personal information will be removed from all testing
materials and I will be assigned an identification number for the purpose of data analysis.
The only person with access to identifiable information is Jennifer Mewes, Coordinator
of the Individualized Learning Program.
PARTICIPATION COSTS AND SUBJECT COMPENSATION
There is no cost to participate in the research study except the time I would normally
spend in ILP, and I will not be compensated.
CONTACTS
I can obtain further information from the principal investigator, Jennifer Mewes, Ph.D.
Candidate at (520) 621-6713. If I have questions concerning my rights as a research
subject, I may call the Human Subjects Committee office at (520) 626-6721.
AUTHORIZATION
BEFORE GIVING MY CONSENT BY SIGNING THIS FORM, THE METHODS,
INCONVENIENCES, RISKS, AND BENEFITS HAVE BEEN EXPLAINED TO ME
AND MY QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. I MAY ASK QUESTIONS AT
ANY TIME AND I AM FREE TO WITHDRAW FROM THE PROJECT AT ANY
TIME WITHOUT CAUSING BAD FEELINGS. MY PARTICIPATION IN THIS
PROJECT MAY BE ENDED BY THE INVESTIGATOR FOR REASONS THAT
WOULD BE EXPLAINED. NEW INFORMATION DEVELOPED DURING THE
COURSE OF THIS STUDY WHICH MAY AFFECT MY WILLINGNESS TO
CONTINUE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT WILL BE GIVEN TO ME AS IT
BECOMES AVAILABLE. THIS CONSENT FORM WILL BE FILED IN AN AREA
DESIGNATED BY THE HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE WITH ACCESS
RESTRICTED TO THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR, JENNIFER MEWES OR
AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ATHLETICS DEPARTMENT. I DO
NOT GIVE UP ANY OF MY LEGAL RIGHTS BY SIGNING THIS FORM. A COPY
OF THIS SIGNED CONSENT FORM WILL BE GIVEN TO ME.

Subject's Signature

Date

Parent/Legal Guardian (if necessary)

Date

Witness (if necessary)

Date
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INVESTIGATOR'S AFFIDAVIT
I have carefully explained to the subject the nature of the above project. I hereby certify
that to the best of my knowledge the person who is signing this consent form understands
clearly the nature, demands, benefits, and risks involved in his/her participation and
his/her signature is legally valid. A medical problem or language or educational barrier
has not precluded this understanding.

Signature of Investigator
1/2000

Date

90

Appendix B
Academic Instructional Plan
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Individualized Learning Program
University of Arizona
C.A.T.S. Academics
Academic Instructional Plan

Student:
Academic Counselor:
Major/Yr:

Team/Coach:
Instructional Assistant:

BASIC SKILLS & STUDY SKILLS:

ATTITUDE & MOTIVATION:

LEARNING STYLE/APPROACH TO LEARNING:

ACADEMIC SERVICES & APPROPRIATE INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES:
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APPLICATIONS TO SPORT:

STUDENT ATHLETE INPUT:

Date:
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Appendix C
ILP Teaching Model for Each Learning Activity
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ILP Teaching Model for Each Learning Activity*
Determine if and what strategies
the student is already using

Select and describe
strategy to student

Insure that student
understands the
purpose for strategy
use and knows when
to use the strategy

Help student memorize and rehearse the
strategy steps (involve student in
demonstration - using modeling and
think aloud)

Controlled Practice, Feedback, and
Reinforcement - develop mastery (correct
performance and fluent use)

Establish proficiency at using the
strategy and help student
maintain strategy

Generalization to use across
subjects or situations

Brown & Palincsar, 1982, 1987; Deshler et al., 1996; Deshler& Lenz, 1989; Meichenbaum, 1977;
Meichenbaum & Biemiller, 1998; Palincsar & Brown, 1996

Appendix D
Teaching Process Checklist
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ILP Teaching Process Checklist
Tutor:
Student
Strategy Taught (please check):
Time Management
Reading
Note taking
Study Strategies
Test Strategies
Writing Lab

Type
Type

Date
Initial the completion of each teaching step:
1.

Select Strategy

2.

Explain purpose of strategy use and when to use the strategy

3.

Demonstrate strategy steps using think aloud

4.

Demonstrate how to memorize the strategy steps

5.

Have student practice strategy steps with your assistance

6.

Have student practice strategy steps alone

7.

Provide feedback and reinforcement to the student on performance

Has student developed mastery of the strategy (can perform strategy steps without
assistance)?
If yes - indicate date strategy was mastered
If no - repeat process (steps 2-7)
Dates of practice

Appendix E
Coaching Survey
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Coaching Survey
Instructions:
Please answer the following questions regarding the performance of the coach(s)
assigned to your academic program by marking either yes or no as indicated below each
question.
Did Coach
1.

:

Meet with his or her academic counselor prior to the beginning of the academic
year for orientation and familiarization purposes?
YES

2.

Take an active interest in the academic program from the outset and demonstrate
that enthusiasm to the student athletes?
YES

3.

NO

Treat all student athletes equitably?
YES

7.

NO

Follow up immediately regarding failure to meet academic obligations, whether
observed or reported (missed classes, disruptive behavior, START FAST/ILP
participation) and evoke disciplinary action?
YES

6.

NO

Organize, maintain, read, and respond to memos sent to him/her regarding
academic issues?
YES

5.

NO

Develop a monitoring system (weekly meetings, class checks, grade checks, etc)
to check on the academic progress of his/her student athletes?
YES

4.

NO

NO

Assume responsibility for discipline rather than blaming academics or others?
YES

NO
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8.

Approach academics with the same professionahsm and enthusiasm as
demonstrated in coaching duties and responsibilities?
YES

9.

Remain consistent in academics as the semester lengthens and the season winds
down?
YES

10.

NO

NO

Hold student athletes responsible for their own actions regarding academic
standards and responsibilities rather than shifting blame for failure to academic
staff or others?
YES

NO

100

References
Abadir, L. Anglin, L., & Gooden, C. (1993). Effects of mastery learning strategies on
community college mathematics student's achievement and success rate. Paper
presented at the American Educational Research Conference. Atlanta, GA. April.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 358 167)
Adler, P. A., & Adler, P. (1991). Backboards and blackboards: College athletes and
role engulfment. New York: Columbia University Press.
Archer, A. L., & Isaacson, S. L. (1990). Teaching others how to teach strategies.
Teacher Education and Special Education, 13, 63-72.
Ashman, A. F., & Conway, R. N. F. (1989). Cognitive strategies for special education.
New York: Routledge.
Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college?: Four critical years revisited. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Bailey, W. S., & Littleton, L. D. (1991). Athletics and academe: An anatomy of abuses
and a prescription for reform. New York: MacMillan Publishing Company.
Baker, G. A., & Painter, P. L. (1983). The leaming center: A study of effectiveness. In
J. E. Roueche (Ed.), New directions for college learning assistance. No. 11 (pp.7388). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc.
Barefoot, B. (1993). Exploring the evidence: Reporting outcomes of freshman seminars.
The Freshman Year Experience Monograph Series No. II. Columbia, SC:
National Resource Center for the First-Year Experience and Students in Transition.
Barefoot, B., & Fidler, P. P. (1996). The 1994 National Survey of Freshman Seminar
Programs: Continuing innovations in the collegiate curriculum. The Freshman
Year Experience Monograph Series No. 20. Columbia, SC: National Resource
Center for the First-Year Experience and Students in Transition.
Belcheir, M. J. (1997). An evaluation of the early impacts of the cluster program and
first year experience seminar on new freshman. Research report 97-02. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED409 769)
Bos, C. S., & Vaughn, S. (2002). Strategies for teaching students with leaming and
behavior problems (S"* Ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

101

Bostow, D. E., Kritch, K. M., & Tompkins, B. F. (1995). Computers and pedagogy;
Replacing telling with interactive computer-programmed instruction. Behavior
Research, Methods, Instruments, and Computers, 27, 297-300.
Boylan, H. R. (1999). Exploring alternatives to remediation. Journal of Developmental
Education, 22(3), 2-8.
Bradford, B. M., & Peck, M. W. (1997). Achieving AECC outcomes through the seven
principles for good practice in undergraduate education Journal of Education for
Business, 72, 364-369.
Bradley, B. (1992). The view from the hill. New Directions for Institutional Research,
19, 13-15.
Brown, J. I., Fishco, V. v., Hanna, G. (1993). Nelson Denny Reading Test. Chicago,
IL: The Riverside Publishing Company.
Brown, J. I., Fishco, V. V., & Hanna, G. (1993). Nelson Denny Reading Test: Technical
Report Forms G & H. Chicago, IL: The Riverside Publishing Company.
Brown, A. L., & Palincsar, A. S. (1982). Inducing strategic learning from text by means
of informed, self-control training. Topics in Learning and Learning Disabilities,
2(1), 1-17.
Brown, A. L., & Palincsar, A. S. (1987). Reciprocal teaching of comprehension
strategies: A national history of one program for enhancing learning. In J. D. Day
&, J. G. Borkowski (Eds.), Intelligence and exceptionality: New directions for
theory, assessment, and instructional practices (pp. 81-132). Norwood, NJ: Ablex
Publishing Corporation.
Bumham, L. B. (1983). Profiles of success among Texas programs for low-achieving
learners. In J. E. Roueche (Ed.), New directions for college learning assistance.
No. 11 (pp.31-42). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc.
Butler, D. L. (1995). Promoting strategic learning by postsecondary students with
learning disabilities. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 28, 170-190.
Callahan, C., & Smith, R. M. (1990). Keller's personalized system of instruction in a
junior high gifted program. Roeper Review, /J(l), 39-45.
Carodine, K., Almond, K. F., &. Gratto, K. K. (2001). College student athlete success
both in and out of the classroom. In M. F. Howard-Hamilton & S. K. Watt (Eds.),
Student services for athletes: New directions for student services, number 93
(pp.19-34). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

102

Cashen, C. J. (1983). The University of Wisconsin-Parkside college skills program. In
J. E. Roueche (Ed.), New directions for college learning assistance. No. 11 (pp.4958). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc.
Chalfant, J. C., Umbreit, J., & Pysh, M. V. (1997, June). Champions in the classroom;
Developing all student-athletes as independent learners. Unpublished report
submitted to the Athletics Department, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ.
Chickering, A. W., & Gamson, Z. F. (1991). Applying the seven principles of good
practice in undergraduate education. San Francisco; Jossey-Bass.
Coakley, J. J. (1998). Sport in society: Issues and controversies (6"' Edition).
Cambridge, MA; WCB/McGraw-Hill.
Coleman, V. D., & Barker, S. A. (1992). Counseling multicultural student athletes: An
examination of barriers. Academic Athletic Journal, Spring, 26-32.
College Board (2001). Interpreting SAT program scores. Retrieved August 23,2001
from http;//www.collegeboard.org
Conway, R. N. F., & Ashman, A. F. (1989). Teaching planning skills in the classroom;
The development of an integrated model. International Journal of Disability,
Development, and Education, 36, 225-240.
Cracolice, M. S., & Abraham, Z, F. (1996). Computer assisted instruction, semiprogrammed instruction, and teaching assistant-lead instruction in general
chemistry. School Science and Mathematics, 96, 215-222.
Cuseo, J. B. (1991). The freshman orientation seminar; A research-based rationale for
its value, delivery, and content. The Freshman Year Experience Monograph Series
No. 4. Columbia, SC: National Resource Center for the First-Year Experience and
Students in Transition.
Deshler, D.D., & Lenz, B. K. (1989). The strategies instructional approach.
International Journal of Disability, Development, and Education, 36, 203-224.
Deshler, D. D., Ellis, E. S., & Lenz, B. K. (1996). Teaching adolescents with learning
disabilities (2"*^ Ed.). Denver, CO; Love Publishing Company.
Diamond, R. M. (1998). Designing and assessing course and curricula: A practical
guide, revised edition. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

103

Eison, J. (1990). Confidence in the classroom: Ten maxims for the teachers. College
Teaching, i5(l), 21-26.
Ellis, E. S. (1997). Watering up the curriculum for adolescents with learning disabilities
goals of the knowledge dimension. Remedial and Special Education, 18, 326-347.
Ellis, E. S., Lenz, D. K., Sabomie, E. J. (1987). Generalization and adaptation of
learning strategies to natural environments: Part 1: Critical agents. Remedial and
Special Education-RASE, 5(2), 6-23.
Ferrante, A. P., Etzel, E., & Lantz, C. (1996). Counseling college student athletes: The
problem, the need 1996. In E. P. Etzel, A. P. Ferrante, & J. W. Pinkney (Eds.),
Counseling college student athletes: Issues and interventions (2""^ ed.) (pp. 3-26).
Morgantown, WV: Fitness Information Technology.
Fidler, P. P., & Godwin, M. A. (1994). Retaining African-American students through
the freshman seminar. Journal of Developmental Education, /7(3), 34-40.
Fidler, P. P., & Hunter, M. S. (1989). How seminars enhance student success. In M. L.
Upcraft & J. N. Gardner (Eds.), The freshman year experience: Helping students
survive and succeed in college (pp. 216-237). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.
Flanagan, J. C. (1971). The goals of project PLAN. In R. A. Weisgerber (Ed.),
Developmental efforts in individualized learning (pp. 4-26). Palo Alto, CA:
American Institutes for Research.
Frey, J. H. (1985). College athletics: Problems of institutional control. InD. Chu, J. O.
Segrave, & B. J. Becker (Eds.), Sport and higher education (pp. 5-16).
Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Publishers, Inc.
Funk, G. D. (1991). Major violation: The unbalanced priorities in athletics and
academics. Champaign, IL: Leisure Press.
Gabbard, C., & Halischak, K. (1993). Consulting opportunities: Working with student
athletes at a university. Counseling Psychologist, 21, 386-398.
Gajar, A. (1992). Adults with learning disabilities: Current and future research
priorities. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 25, 507-519.
Gardner, J. N. (1989). Starting a freshman seminar program. In M. L. Upcraft & J. N.
Gardner (Eds.), The freshman year experience: Helping students survive and
succeed in college (pp. 238-249). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

104

Gardner, J. N., & Jewler, A. J. (2000). Your college experience: Strategies for success
(4"" Ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company.
Gerdy, J. R. (1994). Student-athlete development: An institutional responsibility. The
Academic Athletic Journal, Spring, 34-39.
Goldberg, A. D. (1991). Counseling the high school student athlete. School Counselor,
28, 332-340.
Good, A. J., Brewer, B. W., Petitpas, A. J., Van Raalte, J. L., & \fahar, M. T. (1993).
Identity foreclosure, athletic identity, and college sport participation. The
Academic Athletic Journal, Spring, 1-12
Goodchild, L. F., Arrendondo, S. M., & Glaser, R. B. (1994). Integrating general
education, wellness, and athletics; A conceptual historical, and reform agenda. In
J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher education: Handbook of theory and research. Volume X
(pp. 257-329). New York: Agathon Press.
Gordon, V. P. (1989). Origins and purposes of the freshman seminar. In M. L. Upcraft
& J. N. Gardner (Eds.), The freshman year experience: Helping students survive
and succeed in college (pp. 183-197). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Graham, S., & Harris, K. R. (1987). Improving composition skills of inefficient learners
with self-instructional strategy training. Topics in Language Disorders, 7(4), 6677.
Gray, P. L., Buerkel-Rothfliss, N. L., & Yerby, J. (1986). A comparison between PSIbased and lecture-recitation formats of instruction in the introductory speech
communication course. Communication Education, 35, 111-125.
Gumey, G. S., & Johnston, S. P. (1986). Advising the student athlete. NACADA
Journal, 6. 27-29.
Guskey, T. R. (1997). Implementing mastery learning
Wadsworth Publishing Company.

EA.). Belmont, CA:

Hankin, J. N. (1997). In today, already walks tomorrow. Vital Speeches of the Day,
64{\), 22-30.
Harris, K. R., & Pressley, M. (1991). The nature of cognitive strategy instruction:
Interactive strategy construction. Exceptional Children, 57, 392-404.

105

Haught, P.A., Hill, L.A., Walls, R. T., & Hardi, A. H. (1998). Improved learning and
study strategies inventory (LASSI) and academic performance: The impact of
feedback on freshmen. Journal of the First-Year Experience, 10{2),25-A0.
Henley, M., Ramsey, R. S., & Algozzine, R. F. (1999). Characteristics of and strategies
for teaching students with mild disabilities (3*^^ Ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
Hill, FC., Burch-Ragan, K. M., & Yates, D. Y. (2001). Current and future issues and
trends facing student athletes and athletics programs. In M. F. Howard-Hamilton &
S. K. Watt (Eds.), Student services for athletes: New directions for student services,
number 93 (pp.65-80). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Howard-Hamilton, M. F. & Sina, J. A. (2001). How college affects student athletes. In
M. F. Howard-Hamilton & S. K. Watt (Eds.), Student services for athletes: New
directions for students services, number 93 (pp.35-46). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.
Hoy, C., & Gregg, N. (1986). Learning disabled students: An emerging population on
college campuses. Journal of College Admissions, 112, 10-14.
Hughes, C. A., & Smith, J. O. (1990). Cognitive and academic performance of college
students with learning disabilities: A synthesis of the literature. Learning
Disability Quarterly, 13, 66-79.
James, R. (1998). The perceived effects of social alienation on black college students
enrolled at a caucasian southern university. College Student Journal, 32, 228-240.
Jewler, A. J. (1989). Elements of an effective seminar: The University 101 program. In
M. L. Upcraft & J. N. Gardner (Eds.), The freshman year experience: Helping
students survive and succeed in college (pp. 198-215). San Francisco, CA: JosseyBass Publishers.
Jones, B. F., Palincsar, A. S., Ogle, D. S., & Carr, E. G. (1987). Strategic teaching and
learning: Cognitive instruction in the content areas. Alexandria, VA: Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Keenan, K., & Gabovitch, R. (1995). Evaluating the impact of a freshman seminar
program on student development and retention. Paper presented at the Annual
Conference on the North East Association for Institutional Research, October 2831. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED395 614)
Keller, F.S. (1968). Goodbye teacher. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, I, 19-S9.

106

Kelly, G., & Crosbie, J. (1997). Immediate and delayed effects of imposed postfeedback
delays in computerized programmed instruction. Psychological Record, 47, 687699.
Knight Foundation; Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics. (2001, June). A call to
action: Reconnecting college sports and higher education. Charlotte, NC: Knight
Foundation.
Kromrey, J. D., & Purdom, D. M. (1995). A comparison of lecture, cooperative
learning, and programmed instruction at the college level. Studies in Higher
Education, 20, 341-350.
Kulik, C. L., & Kulik, J. A. (1991). Effectiveness of computer based instruction; An
updated analysis. Computers in Human Behavior, 7, 75-94.
Levin, J. R. (1986). Four cognitive principles of learning strategy instruction.
Educational Psychologist, 21, 3-17.
Levin, M. E., & Levin, J. R. (1991). A critical examination of academic retention
programs for at-risk minority college students. Journal of College Student
Development, 32, 323-334.
Lewis, M. R., & Marcopulos, E. (1989). San Joaquin Delta college student athlete study.
Stockton, CA; San Joaquin College (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 311 942)
Lock, R. H. & Layton, C. A. (2000). Promoting success; Self-accommodating
techniques for collegiate student athletes. Academic Athletic Journal, 14{\), 41-54.
Marcia, J. E. (1993). The ego identity status approach to ego identity. In J. E. Marcia,
A. S. Waterman, D. R. Matteson, S. L. Archer, & J. L. Orlofsky (Eds.). Ego
Identity: A Handbook for Psychosocial Research (pp. 3-21). New York; SpringerVerlag.
Masiello, A. (1987, June). Focusing the game plan on education. Paper presented at the
Joint Legislative Task Force on Academics and Athletics. New York, NY.
Mather, N., & Woodcock, R. W. (1997). Group writing tests. Itasca, IL; The Riverside
Publishing Company.
Mather, N., & Woodcock, R. W. (1997). Group writing tests manual. Itasca, IL; The
Riverside Publishing Company.

107

Meichenbaum, D. (1977). Cognitive-behavior modification: An integrative approach.
New York: Plenum Press.
Meichenbaum, D., & Biemiller, A. (1998). Nurturing independent learners.
Cambridge, MA; Brookline Books.
Moreno, P. (1997/1998). College 101: A dubious remedy for dropouts. Academic
Questions, / /(1), 48-57.
Morrissey, T. J., & Helfnch, J. L. (1996). Aiding the transition to college: A peermentoring program for first-year student-athletes. Academic Athletic Journal,
11{2), 37-47.
Muzcko, J. P., & Thompson, M. A. (1994). Career preparation and the college football
player. Academic Athletic Journal, Spring, 18-23.
National Resource Center for the First-Year Experience and Students in Transition.
(1997). National survey of first-year seminar programming. University of South
Carolina. University of South Carolina Web Page. Retrieved March 1998 firom
http://www.sc.edu/fye
NCAA. (2001). 2001-2002 NCAA Division I Manual. Indianapolis, IN: National
Collegiate Athletic Association.
NCAA. (2001). NCAA Division I Graduation Rates Report. Indianapolis, IN: National
Collegiate Athletic Association.
Nyquist, E. B. (1985). The immorality of big-power intercollegiate athletics. InD. Chu,
J. O. Segrave, & B. J. Becker (Eds.), Sport and higher education (pp. 101-114).
Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics Publishers, Inc.
Obler, S. S. (1983). Programs for the underprepared student: Areas of concern. In J. E.
Roueche (Ed.). New directions for college learning assistance. No. 11 (pp.21-30).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc.
Ohler, D. L., Levinson, E. M., & Sanders, P. (1995). Career maturity in young adults
with leaming disabilities: What employment counselors should know. Journal of
Employment Counseling, 32, 64-78.
Palincsar, A. S. (1986). The role of dialogue in providing scaffolded instruction.
Educational Psychologist, 21, 73-98.
Parham, W. D. (1993). The intercollegiate athlete: A 1990s profile. Counseling
Psychologist, 21, 411-429.

108

Palincsar, A. S., & Brown, A. L. (1986). Interactive teaching to promote independent
learning from text. Reading Teacher. 39, 771-777.
Pascarella, E. T., Bohr, L., Nora, A., & Terenzini, P. T. (1995). Intercollegiate athletic
participation and freshman-year cognitive outcomes. Journal of Higher Education,
66, 369-387.
Pascarella, E. T., & Smart, J. C. (1991). Impact of intercollegiate athletic participation
for African American and Caucasian men: Some further evidence. Journal of
College Student Development, 32, 123-130.
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1991). How college affects students: Findings and
insights from twenty years of research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Pascarella, E. T., Truckenmiller, R., Nora, A., Terenzini, P. T., Edison, M., & Hagedom,
L. S. (1999). Cognitive impacts of intercollegiate athletic participation: Some
further evidence. Journal of Higher Education, 70, 1-26.
Petitpas, A. (1978). Identity foreclosure: A unique challenge. Personnel and Guidance
Journal, 56, 558-561.
Petrie, T. A., & Denson, E. L. (2003). A student athlete's guide to college success: Peak
performance in class and life (2"'* Ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson
Leaming.
Pressley, M., Burkell, J., Cariglia-Bull, T., Lysynchuk, L., McGoldrick, J. A., Schneider,
B., et al. (1990). Cognitive strategy instruction that really improves children's
academic performance. Cambridge, MA: Brookline Books.
Pressley, M., Goodchild, F., Fleet, J., Zajchowski, R., & Evans, E. D. (1989). The
challenges of classroom strategy instruction. The Elementary School Journal, 89,
301-342.
Pressley, M., & Harris, K. R. (1990). What we really know about strategy instruction.
Educational Leadership, 48, 31-34.
Purdy, D. A., Eitzen, D. S., & Hufhagel, R. (1985). Are athletes also students? The
educational attainment of college athletes. In D. Chu, J. O. Segrave, & B. J. Becker
(Eds.), Sport and higher education (pp. 221-234). Champaign, IL: Human Kinetics
Publishers, Inc.
Roach, R. (1998). Freshman-year experience. Black Issues in Higher Education,
14(26), 30-32.

109

Robbins, S. B., & Smith, L. (1993). Enhancement programs for entering university
majority and minority freshman. Journal of Counseling and Development, 71, 510515.
Rosenshine, B. (1995). Advances in research on instruction. Journal of Educational
Research, 88, 262-268.
Sailes, G. A. (1996). A comparison of professional sports career aspirations among
college athletes. Academic Athletic Journal, //(2), 20-28.
Schwartz, S. J., Mollis, R. L., Waterman, A. S., & Dunham, R. M. (2000). Ego identity
status, identity style, and personal expressiveness: An empirical investigation of
three convergent constructs. Journal of Adolescent Research, 15, 504-521.
Scott, H. A. (1982). New directions in intercollegiate athletics. In J. H. Frey (Ed.), The
governance of intercollegiate athletics (pp. 29-41). West Point, NY: Leisure Press.
Sidle, M. W., & McReynolds, J. (1999). The freshman year experience; Student
retention and student success. NASPA Journal, 36, 288-300.
Shanley, M. G., & Witten, C. H. (1990). University 101 freshman seminar course; A
longitudinal study of persistence, retention, and graduation rates. NASPA Journal,
27. 344-352.
Smittle, P. (1995). Academic performance predictors for community college student
assessment. Community College Review, 23, 37-46.
Sparent, M. E. (1989). The student athlete in the classroom: The impact of
developmental issues on college athletes' academic motivation and performance.
Research and Teaching in Developmental Education, 5, 7-16.
Stracher, D. A. (1993). Proving strategies for learning disabled college students:
Continuous assessment in reading, writing, and reasoning. Research and Teaching
in Developmental Education, 10, 65-84.
Sullivan, M., & Jackson, E. N. (2001). Academic performance and achievement of
selected track athletes. The Academic Athletic Journal, 15( 1), 22-43.
Swanson, H. L. (1990). Instruction derived from the strategy deficit model; Overview of
principles and procedures. In T. E. Scruggs, & B. Y. L. Wong (Eds.), Intervention
research in learning disabilities (pp. 34-65). New York; Springer-Verlag.

110

Terenzini, P. T., Rendon, L. I., Upcraft, M. L., Millar, S. B., Allison, K. W., Gregg, P. L.,
& Jalomo, R. (1994). The transition to college; Diverse students, diverse stories.
Research in Higher Education, 35, 57-73.
Thelin, J. R., & Wiseman, L. L. (1989). Old college try: Balancing academics and
athletics in higher education. Report No. 4. Washington, DC; School of Education
and Human Development, The George Washington University.
Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition
(2"*^ Ed.). Chicago; University of Chicago Press.
Titlebaum, P. J., Stankovich, C. E., & Meeker, D. J. (2000). The success model; A
student athlete educational model designed to improve academic performance
through the utilization of athletic transferable skills. Academic Athletic Journal,
14{\), 24-31.
Watt, S. K., & Moore, J. L. (2001). Who are student athletes? In M. F. HowardHamilton & S. K. Watt (Eds.), Student services for athletes: New directions for
student services, number 93 (pp.7-18). San Francisco; Jossey-Bass Publishers.
Waxman, H. C., Padron, Y. N., & Arnold, K. M. (2001). Effective instructional practice
for students placed at risk of academic failure. In G. D. Borman, S. C. Stringfield,
& R. E. Slavin (Eds.), Title I: Compensatory education at the crossroads (pp. 137170). Mahwah, NJ; Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.
Weinstein, C. E. (1987). The learning and study strategies inventory. Clearwater, FL; H
& H Publishing Company, Inc.
Weinstein, C. E. (1987). LASS! user's manual for those administering the learning and
study strategies inventory. Clearwatter, FL: H & H Publishing Company, Inc.
Weisberger, R. A. (1971). Perspectives in individualized learning. Palo Alto, CA;
American Institutes for Research.
Whitner, P. A. (1987). Academics and an athlete: Related Issues. Toledo, OH;
Viewpoints. (ERIC Document Reproduction Services No. ED 282 172)
Whitner, P. A., & Myers, R. C. (1986). Academics and an athlete. Journal of Higher
Education, 57, 659-672.

