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ABSTRACT 

Subjects (Ss) who procrastinated in studying were given either 

behavioral self-control training or a non-directive, attention-placebo 

control procedure. Experimental Ss were exposed to training in either 

stimulus control, self-reward, or a combination of the two. Half of 

these Ss used a memory prop; half did not. Half were trained individual

ly and half in groups of four. In terms of reported amount of study 

time and attitudes toward studying, experimental Ss improved, whereas 

control Ss did not. However, there were no consistent differences among 

experimental conditions. Neither control nor experimental conditions 

resulted in any change in grade point average. No relationship was 

found between treatment outcome and extraversion or neuroticism as 

measured by the Eysenck Personality Inventory. There was also no sig

nificant correlation between amount of study time and grade point 

average. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The past two decades have witnessed a rapid expansion of man's 

technical capacity to control behavior. Much controversy centers about 

the issue of the locus of such behavioral control. This issue is 

actually comprised of two components. The technical/scientific compon

ent consists of the following question: Where does the ultimate source 

of control lie? Existentialists (Binswanger 1958) would have us believe 

that it depends primarily upon "free will." Many behaviorists, on the 

other hand, argue that the ultimate source of control lies not so much 

in the individual as it does in his social environment. As Skinner 

(1953, p. 240) puts it: 

. . . A man may spend a great deal of time designing his own life 
—he may choose circumstances in which he is to live with great 
care, and he may manipulate his daily environment on an exten
sive scale. Such activity appears to exemplify a high order of 
self-determination. But it is also behavior, and we account for 
it in terms of other variables in the environment and history of 
the individual. It is these variables which provide the ultimate 
control. 

Between these two extremes, Mahoney and Thoresen (1974) propose 

a theoretical position to accommodate the growing volume of research 

indicating that, for whatever reasons, individuals can regulate their 

own behaviors. Referring to Goldiamond's (1965) equation, B = f(x), 

or "behavior is a function of the environment," they instead suggest 

that often x = £(b), where "b" represents the individual's self-managed 

1 
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behaviors. As Bandura (1971) points out, there is a reciprocal rela

tionship between the individual and his environment. 

The second aspect of the issue concerning locus of behavioral 

control involves a moral/political question: Who should the controllers 

be? Some would argue that it would be appropriate for behavioral tech

nology to remain in the hands of skilled scientists. Others contend that 

it would be foolish to trust such an elite corps of intellectuals and 

that it would be more prudent to have our elected officials regulate 

the use of such techniques. 

A number of researchers have proposed self-management as one 

solution to the problem (Mahoney aid Thoresen 1974). Procedures are 

now being explored whereby the individual client is provided with the 

techniques necessary to modify his own behavior. Thus, self-control is 

seen as a learned skill, rather than an innate psychic force, consisting 

of three essential processes: (1) observation of the factors controlling 

behavior, (2) behavioral programming, or initiation of environmental 

changes designed to foster the desired outcome, and (3) self-administered 

response consequences. 

The present study compared various methods of improving study 

habits through self-management. One method involved stimulus control, 

a type of behavioral programming. This technique has been used both to 

improve study habits (Goldiamond 1965) and to control obesity (Stuart 

and Davis 1972), The technique consists of pairing appropriate environ

mental cues with the desired behavior. One cue that was used in the 
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present experiment was a desk in a distraction-free location. A desired 

behavior change was an increase in the amount of time spent studying. 

A second method involved self-administered reward. Lovitt and 

Curtiss(1969) and Glynn (1970) discuss the use of self-imposed contin

gencies in elementary and junior high school classrooms. The subjects 

(Ss) in the present experiment were college students, studying outside 

the classroom. 

The above two procedures, and a combination thereof, were com

pared with an attention-placebo control group. Subjects in the latter 

condition were exposed only to social influence of a purely non-directive 

kind. 

Another procedure designed to facilitate increased studying was 

a memory prop, Mahoney (1971) reports the successful use of such a 

technique. The client told to snap a heavy-gauge rubber band against 

his wrist contingent upon the emission of self-depreciatory, ruminative 

thoughts. There has been no other systematic research on this procedure. 

Half of the Ss in the present study were instructed in the use of a 

memory prop. 

A comparison was made between individual and group treatment for 

each condition. Thus it was possible to determine whether the self-

control techniques might be successfully presented to students in the 

classroom or whether such training would be best accomplished through 

individual student counseling. 

All conditions entailed self-monitoring. That is, each kept 

a daily record of the amount of time he or she spent studying. Not only 



was this designed to aid in data collection, but it has also been found 

that record-keeping per se can effect behavioral change (Broden, Hall 

and Mitts 1971; Gottman and McFall 1972; Johnson and White 1971; Kanfer 

1970, 1971; McFall 1970; McFall and Hamrnen 1971). 

It was predicted that all three treatment conditions involving 

self-management would significantly surpass the non-directive control 

group in terms of increasing efficiency of studying. It was further 

hypothesized that the stimulus control condition would be superior to 

the self-reward condition, and that the combination of these two methods 

would surpass each of the methods presented separately. 

It was also predicted that those Ss using the memory prop would 

be significantly more successful in increasing studying than those not 

using the memory prop. This prediction was based on the positive results 

of Mahoney's (1971) study. 

The conditions involving single S instruction were expected to 

surpass the conditions involving groups of J3s. It was assumed that E*s 

individual attention would have a positive effect on S/s motivation to 

succeed in the program. 

Measures of both extraversion-introversion and general neurosis 

were taken for each £3 before treatment. Introverts are presumably more 

introspective and attentive to their own behaviors than are extraverts. 

Inasmuch as the self-control procedures necessitated S being aware of, 

and recording, his own behavior, a positive correlation was predicted 

between introversion and success at learning to apply the self-control 

techniques. A negative correlation was predicted between neurosis and 
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treatment outcome; it was assumed that the more neurotic Ss would be 

more anxious and hence might avoid work more than would the less 

neurotic Ss. 

Although there had been considerable research on self-control 

procedures^prior to the present study, there had not been any controlled, 

systematic research on the application of self-control methods to the 

problem of procrastination of studying. Hence one contribution of this 

experiment is the extension of the behavioral self-control technology 

to a new target behavior. 



METHOD 

Subjects 

The Ss were 56 college students, 28 men and 28 women, taking 

introductory psychology courses. An assistant experimenter solicited 

Ss during their classes. He told them that we were looking for Ss with 

the problem of procrastination of studying. He explained that those 

who volunteered would be considered for participation in an experiment 

designed to explore various methods for alleviating this problem- If 

one or more methods proved to be effective, all Ss-were to be given the 

option of learning those methods following the experiment. The assistant 

collected the prospective Ss' names and telephone numbers- The 13 later 

called each student and asked him the following question: "On a scale 

from 1 to 7, how serious a problem do you have studying? The higher the 

number, the more serious your problem would be." If the student re

sponded with "1" or "2," he was not used as a _S, No other screening was 

done. 

Design 

The experiment consisted of a 3 (type of self-control method) 

x 2 (presence vs. absence of the memory prop) x 2 (individual vs. group 

training) factorial design. A dangling control group consisted of a 

non-directive treatment- Each of the 12 experimental conditions involved 

four Ss. The control group involved eight j>s. 
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Procedure 

Prior to treatment, all Ss met as a group with the experimenter 

(E, author) for an initial orientation session. At this time, Ss com

pleted a questionnaire designed by E to measure attitudes toward study

ing. (There are, as yet, no reliability or validity measures on this 

instrument.) This questionnaire may be found in Appendix A. It is 

divided into items directly relevant to studying (Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 

7, and 9) and items not directly relevant to studying (Questions 5, 6, 

and 8). If a treatment were truly effective, responses to the relevant 

items would be expected to change, while responses to the irrelevant 

items would be expected to remain the same. If a treatment were effec

tive only as a placebo, responses to both relevant and irrelevant items 

would be expected to change. 

During the initial orientation session, Ss were also given the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory (Eysenck and Eysenck 1963) in order to 

assess both extraversion-introversion and "neuroticism." The latter 

personality characteristic largely involves emotional instability, a 

high degree of emotional reactivity, and anxiety (Eysenck 1953). Thus 

it was possible to determine whether the treatment outcomes were related 

to extraversion-introversion scores or to neuroticism scores. 

Approximately one week later, after being randomly assigned to 

experimental conditions, Ss received their first training session. The 

author (E) served as the therapist for all Ss in the experimental groups. 

Eight graduate students in clinical psychology served as therapists for 

the control group. This involved presentation of the mode of treatment. 

Experimental conditions were as follows. 
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Type of Self-control 

Stimulus Control, The IS instructed each jJ in this condition to 

choose a quiet place to study, free of distractions, with access to all 

necessary study materials. He was to set aside a definite block of 

time (1-4 hours) each day for studying. (The amount of time chosen 

varied from S to S.) During this period, he was to stay seated at his 

designated spot, whether or not he accomplished any studying. Each .S 

was told that he must never study in any place but that spot. The then 

committed himself to a study place and daily quota of study time; E wrote 

down this information. Each was given a tally sheet on which to record 

daily study time (see Appendix B). 

Self-reward. Each £5 in this condition was allowed to schedule 

his study time in any way he saw fit and to study anywhere he liked. 

However, he was instructed in self-administered reward. During the first 

treatment session, he was asked to list his favorite activities. The EI 

wrote down this information. Each _S was told that following the session, 

he was to allow himself to engage in one favorite activity upon satis

factory completion of studying. The reinforcing activity was to be done 

immediately after completion of the work. In addition, the duration of 

the reinforcing activity was to be less than, or equal to, the duration 

of the work period. Each S_ was given a tally sheet with which to record 

time spent studying. On the back of this sheet, he was to note instances 

of self-reward. 



Combination. Each in this condition was trained in both 

Stimulus Control and Self-reward. He was instructed to set aside a 

place and daily block of time for studying. He was also to engage in a 

reinforcing activity following each study session. As in the first two 

conditions, E noted jS's choices and gave him a tally sheet. 

Memory Prop 

1. Each in this condition was instructed to wear a rubber band 

around his wrist before and during each study session. He was 

to snap the rubber band against his wrist whenever he found him

self avoiding sitting down to study, or once seated, starting to 

get up to engage in another activity, or daydreaming. 

2. No rubber band was used. 

Number of Subjects Trained 

1. In the individual treatment conditions, each ]3 was given two 

private training sessions with E. 

2. In the group treatment conditions, Ss met twice in four-person 

groups for training with E. 

During the second session, EI collected the previous week's study-

time records. Each experimental J3 was questioned regarding the viability 

of the previous week's plan. In some cases, adjustments were made, e.g., 

by changing study environments, daily study time quotas, or rewarding 

activities, 
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Control 

A non-directive control group consisted of Ss who, instead of 

being trained in self-control techniques, were given two supportive 

verbal counseling sessions. The counselors (graduate students in clini

cal psychology) were instructed to reflect and empathize with Ss1 feel

ings regarding procrastination of studying, but were not to give any 

advice for alleviating the problem. The instruction sheet given to the 

counselors is depicted in Appendix C. Three of the counselors were at 

the same level of training as E, i.e., third-year graduate students. 

The other five were first-year graduate students. All counselors were 

blind to E's hypotheses. 

In all conditions, a third session was used for data collection. 

The Ss both brought in the study-time results for the final week and 

completed the post-treatment questionnaire. 



RESULTS 

Dependent: Measures 

Three types of dependent measures were used: (a) number of daily 

minutes spent studying, measured during the first week (baseline) and 

during the following two weeks (treatment); (b) pre- versus post-treatment 

changes in attitude questionnaire responses; (c) grade point average 

differences between fall (pre-treatment) and spring (post-treatment) 

semesters. 

Statistical Analyses 

The main effects and interactions of the independent variables 

Self-control Method, Memory Prop, Number of Subjects in Training Session, 

and Trials were assessed with separate analyses of variance for each 

dependent measure. Post-hoc comparisons between pairs of treatment 

groups were made with the Tukey Honestly Significant Differences Test 

(Kirk 1968). The percentage of the total variance associated with each 

2 
significant effect was computed with an Omega squared (tu ) estimate. 

Pearson r correlations were performed between extraversion scores and 

daily minutes spent studying (daily averages for each week), between 

extraversion scores and the responses to each questionnaire item, and 

between extraversion scores and grade point average differences. Pearson 

r correlations were also performed between neuroticism scores and daily 

minutes spent studying, between neuroticism scores and the responses to 

11 
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each questionnaire item, and between neuroticism scores and grade point 

average differences. 

Daily Minutes Spent Studying 

For a summary of means, see Table 1. 

Table 1. Mean numbers of daily minutes spent studying, summed over 
individual and group treatments. 

Type of Self-control 1 
Trials (Weeks) 

2 3 

With Memory Prop 

Stimulus Control 147.125 191.750 216.875 
Self-reward 133.750 149.125 117.375 
Combination 122.750 131.000 160.000 

Without Memory Prop 

Stimulus Control 99.500 126.375 124.500 
Self-reward 110.000 103.875 168.500 
Combination 71.000 99.875 78.250 

All Experimental Groups 114.021 133.667 144.250 

Control Group 124.875 106.625 101.375 
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Experimental Conditions 

The experimental J3s (trained in self-control techniques) signifi 

cantly increased their daily study times over trials (F = 5.343; d.f, = 

2 
2/24; £< .025; a) = .014). Tukey H. S. D. results reveal that this 

difference lay primarily between trials 1 and 3. 

There was also a significant interaction among Trials, Self-

2 
control Method, and Memory Prop (F = 3.479; d. f. = 4/24; jg < .025; uu 

.020). Baselines (Trial 1) appear to be unequal. This would preclude a 

definitive comparison among all conditions. However, Tukey results indi 

cate that when there was a difference between trials, it was always an 

increase, i.e., T^ > T^, T^ > T^, or T^ > T^„ This conclusion does not 

depend upon level of Self-control condition or level of Memory Prop 

condition. 

All other effects were non-significant (£s > .05). 

Control Condition 

Control Ss displayed no significant increases in daily study 

time (F = 1.141; d.f. * 2/24; £ > .05). In fact, there was a steady, 

non-significant decrease in study time over trials. 

Attitudes Toward Studying 

Experimental Conditions 

A summary of the main effects involving Trials may be found in 

Table 2. There were significant positive changes in the items relevant 

to studying (Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9), whereas there was generally an 



Table 2. Experimental £>s' responses to questionnaire items: main effects involving trials. 

Question 
Means 

d.f. 
2 

Question 
Trial 1 Trial 2 

r d.f. P 03 

1. Ideally, how many more hours per 
week would you like to study? 

hours 13.615 6.771 33. 753 1/12 < .001 .191 

2. How serious a problem do you have 
studying? 
Very Not at all 
Serious :::::: Serious 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
5.313 3.729 38. 167 1/12 < .001 .292 

3. How hard do you find it to make 
yourself study? 
Very Very 
H ard :::::: Easy 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
5.563 4.188 32. 834 1/12 < .001 .227 

4. You as a student: 
A .  G o o d  : : : : : :  Ba d  
B .  S t r o n g  : : : : : :  We a k  

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

5.188 
4.771 
4.417 

5.479 
5.313 
5.250 

3. 
10. 
12. 

769 
673 
700 

1/12 
1/12 
1/12 

> 
< 
< 

.05 

.01 

.005 
.042 
.061 



Table 2.—Continued, 

Question 
Means 

Trial 1 Trial 2 
d.f. P 

2 
to 

1/12 > .05 
1/12 > .05 
1/12 > .05 

1/12 > .05 
1/12 < .01 .010 
1/12 > .05 

1/12 < .001 .075 
1/12 < .005 .055 
1/12 < .001 .154 

1/12 > .05 
1/12 > .05 
1/12 > .05 

5. You as a person: 
A. Good Bad 
B. Strong Weak 
C. Active Passive 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

6. Drinking beer: 
A. Good Bad 
B. Strong Weak 
C. Active : : : : t Passive 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7. Doing homework: 
A. Good Bad 
B. Strong Weak 
C. Active Passive 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

8. Sex: 
A. Good Bad 
B. Strong Weak 
C. Active Passive 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

5.979 
5.708 
5.313 

3.479 
2.979 
2.604 

4.042 
3.792 
3.125 

5.729 
5.333 
4.938 

6.083 
5.875 
5.604 

3.833 
3.396 
2.750 

4.958 
4.583 
4.479 

5.500 
5.292 
4.771 

.728 
2.341 
4.742 

3.628 
10.909 
.812 

25.699 
13.709 
99.800 

1.98 
.052 
.551 



Table 2. — Continued. 

Question 

9. College: 
A. Good Bad 5.458 5.500 .062 1/12 > .05 
B. Strong Weak 5.063 5.313 5.023 1/12 <.05 .010 
C. Active Passive 4.667 5.042 6.480 1/12 < .05 .013 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
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absence of such changes in the items irrelevant to studying (Questions 

5, 6, 8). 

Table 3 summarizes the remaining significant effects. For 

Question 3, individual treatment scores were lower than group treatment 

scores. 

For Questions 4A and 4B, individuals' scores exceeded groups' 

scores. 

For Question 7C, Tukey results revealed significant increases 

over trials for the Stimulus Control condition and for the Combination 

condition. Tukey results also indicate significant increases over 

trials for the Individual-No Memory Prop condition and for the Group-

Memory Prop condition. 

Although Question 9A yielded significant interactions among 

Trials, Number of Subjects Trained, and Self-control Method and between 

Trials, Number of Subjects Trained, and Memory Prop, Tukey results failed 

to explicate either interaction. 

Similarly, Question 9C yielded a significant interaction among 

Trials, Self-control Method, and Memory Prop, but Tukey results failed 

to explicate this interaction. 

Control Condition 

There were no significant effects involving questionnaire items 

(all £s > .05). 



Table 3. Significant effects other than trial's main effects. 

2 
Question Significant Factor F d.f. p oj 

3. How hard do you find it to 
make yourself study? 
Very Very 
Hard Easy 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

4. You as a student: 
A, Good Bad 
B, Strong Weak 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

5. You as a person: 
B. Strong Weak 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

6. Drinking beer: 
B. Strong Weak 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

7. Doing homework: 
C .  A c t i v e  : : : : : :  Pa s s .  

7 "5 5r32l 

No. of Subjects Trained 6.250 1/12 < .05 .058 

No. of Subjects Trained 
No. of Subjects Trained 

No. of Subjects Trained 
x Self-control Method 
x Memory Prop 

No. of Subjects Trained 
x Self-control Method 
x Memory Prop 

Trials x Self-control 
Method 
Trials x No. of Sub
jects Trained x Memory 
Prop 

4.154 
6.031 

5.88 

4.154 

4.276 

3.990 

1/12 < .05 
1/12 < .05 

2/12 

2/12 

< .025 

< .05 

2/12 < .05 

1/12 < .05 

.032 

.045 

.083 

.081 

.010 

.005 



Table 3.—Continued. 

Question Significant Factor F d.f. P w2 

8. Sex: No. of Subjects Trained 
A. Good : Bad x Memory Prop 4.847 1/12 < .05 .037 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

9. College: Trials x No. of Sub
A. Good Bad jects Trained x Self-

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 control Method 4.655 2/12 < .05 .035 
Trials x No. of Sub
jects Trained x 
Memory Prop 8.910 1/12 < .025 .038 
No. of Subjects Trained 
x Self-control Method 
x Memory Prop 8.003 2/12 < .01 .099 

B. Strong Weak No. of Subjects Trained 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 x Self-control Method 

x Memory Prop 12.065 2/12 < .005 .139 
C. Active » : Pass. Trials x Self-control 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Method x Memory Prop 4.560 2/12 < .05 .017 
No. of Subjects Trained » 

x Self-control Method 
x Memory Prop 13.022 2/12 < .001 .170 
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Grade Point Averages 

Analysis of changes in G.P.A. revealed that neither the experi

mental conditions nor the control condition yielded any significant 

effects (all j>s > .05). 

Personality Scales 

A significant positive correlation occurred between increase in 

Daily Minutes Studied from trial 1 to trial 2 and Extraversion for ex

perimental Ss (i: =5 .3006; jo < .05). All other correlations were non

significant . 



DISCUSSION 

Daily Minutes Spent Studying 

Support was found for the hypothesis that behavioral self-control 

methods would result in an increase in time spent studying. Since the 

control group displayed no such increase, the experimental change 

appears to be more than just a placebo effect. Furthermore, the control 

condition resulted in a non-significant decrease in study time. Thus 

the non-directive treatment may have actually reinforced procrastination, 

through "empathic understanding" and "unconditional positive regard" 

(Rogers 1957). The behavioral procedures, on the other hand, may have 

given Ss skills to manage their own study times. 

There is no substantial evidence that Stimulus Control was more 

effective than Self-reward or that the Combination was superior to either 

of the other two self-control conditions. However, these hypotheses are 

difficult to evaluate given the nature of the data as they now stand; 

since Trials are used as an independent variable, the baselines (Trial 

1) of the conditions are apparently unequal. 

There is no evidence to support the hypothesis that individual 

treatment would surpass group treatment. Hence group training, which is 

less time-consuming, might be adaptable to classroom instruction without 

any sacrifice in efficacy. 

There is no evidence that the addition of the memory prop altered 

the potency of any of the treatments. 
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Attitudes Toward Studying 

By and large, experimental Ss displayed positive attitude changes 

as measured by the items relevant to studying. After treatment, experi

mental Ss saw themselves as less in need of additional study time; this 

was presumably due to the increase in study time. They also reported 

that their study problems were less serious, that it was easier to make 

themselves study, and that their attitudes toward themselves as students, 

toward doing homework, and toward college improved during the course of 

treatment. For two reasons, one may conclude that these changes do not 

appear to be mere placebo effects: Responses to the items irrelevant to 

studying, i.e., "you as a person," "drinking beer," and "sex," remained 

essentially unchanged.^" In addition, there were no significant pre-post 

attitude changes for control Ss, 

There were no consistent differences among experimental groups. 

For questions 3, 4A, and 4B, the Individual condition yielded greater 

positive attitude change than the Group condition. However, each effect 

was significant only at the .05 level and accounted for only a small 

percentage of the total variance. 

1. An exception to this conclusion is that experimental Ss saw 
"drinking beer" as "stronger" after treatment. This may be related to 
the fact that many of the Self-reward Ss chose beer as a reinforcer. In 
any event, this effect accounted for only one percent of the total 
variance. 
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Grade Point Averages 

Grade point averages remained unchanged for experimental Ss, al

though these Ss increased daily study times. This led to the question of 

whether there was a relationship between grade point average and daily 
t 

study times. Pearson r correlations were then computed between Minutes 

Spent Studying at Trial 3 and Spring G.P.A, for all Ss, between the 

Minutes mean of Trials 2 and 3 and Spring G.P.A. for all Ss, and between 

the Minutes mean of Trials 2 and 3 and the difference between Spring 

and Fall G.P.A. for all jSs. In addition, the difference between the 

Minutes mean of Trials 2 and 3 and Minutes at Trial 1 was correlated 

with the Spring-fall G.P.A. difference for Experimental j>s. None of 

these correlations was significant (all ps > ,05). Thus in this study 

there does not appear to be a relationship between study time and grades. 

It could be that treatment was too brief. A future study could involve 

self-management training for an entire semester. This could result not 

only in a correlation between time spent studying and grades but also in 

a significant improvement in grades. 

Another possible reason for the lack of correlation between study 

time and G.P.A, is that G.P.A. is a global measure which may be in

fluenced by a variety of extraneous factors. Greater precision of 

measurement might be obtained by limiting the "grades" variable to grades 

obtained in a single targeted course. 

Another explanation for the lack of correlation between study 

time and grades is more troublesome. There is no guarantee that S!s spent 

their study times actually studying. While study time may have increased 
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in quantity, it may have remained the same in quality. One might be 

able to investigate this possibility by conducting a study that imple

mented the changes proposed above. One could also interview Ss regard

ing the nature of their study sessions. 

Personality Scales 

There was no support for the hypothesis that success in training 

would be related to introversion. While there was one positive correla

tion between extraversion and study-time increase, the r value was low 

and it was significant only at the .05 level. Since it was only one of 

many correlations computed, this was probably a spurious result. Simi

larly, there was no support for the hypothesis that treatment outcome 

would be negatively correlated with general neurosis as measured by the 

Eysenck Personality Inventory, 

Perhaps the development of study habits depends more heavily on 

training conditions than it does on personality traits. Another possi

bility is that personality traits are important, but that Eysenck's extra-

version and neuroticism measures are not the relevant variables. 

An implication of the present findings is that a purely non-

directive, affect-oriented intervention may not be useful, and in fact 

may be counter-productive, in treating procrastination of studying. On 

the other hand, it could be argued that a two-week period is not enough 

time to see change using a non-directive approach. It is also an em

pirical question whether, given the proper amount of time, a behavioral 

treatment or a non-directive approach would result in more long-lasting 
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behavioral and attitudinal changes. A longer training period and a 

follow-up procedure would he indicated for answering this question. 

In fact, a major weakness of the present study is the absence of 

i  
a follow-up procedure. Due to practical difficulties, this was impossi

ble, The result is that there is no guarantee that experimental effects 

did not rapidly decay. Such decay might partially explain the lack of 

change in grades; there was a one-month period between the end of train

ing and final exams for the spring semester. 

The lack of differences among experimental conditions might be 

corrected by strengthening the unique qualities of each self-control 

condition. For example, the Self-reward condition could include the use 

of a "social ally" (Stuart and Davis 1972), Each J3' s self-reward con

tract could be witnessed and signed by a family member or roommate. The 

social ally would also be instructed to monitor JS's self-reward 

behaviors. 

Another problem with the present study is that control Ss were 

not trained by the same person who trained the experimental Ss. Greater 

experimental control might be obtained by having all interventions done 

by the same persons, all blind to E's hypotheses. 

Methodological inadequacies notwithstanding, the results of the 

present study suggest that self-control procedures hold some promise for 

improving study habits, at least temporarily. Since there were no con

sistent outcome differences between individual and group training, one 

might consider the application of self-management to whole classes in 

schools. Rather than only making this training remedial, it might also 
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be useful to institute preventive programs. Spinelli and Packard (1975) 

discuss just such a program at The University of Utah. College students 

were given the option of taking an accredited course in educational psy

chology entitled, "Exploring Self Seminar: Behavioral Self-Control." 

Fifteen students enrolled and received self-management training that they 

could apply to problems that arose. Anecdotal results were encouraging; 

students reported successful applications of the techniques they learned. 

Spinelli and Packard report that one intervention involved a 

self-hypnosis method outlined by Spiegel (1973). Through this procedure 

students learned to replace negative self-statements (e.g., "I never end 

up spending much time studying") with positive self-statements (e.g., 

"X am both efficient and effective as a student"). This procedure is 

related to the work of Meichenbaum (1974) concerning self-administered 

covert cues and reinforcements. Meichenbaum's "cognitive self guidance 

treatment" consists of the therapist modeling thinking patterns aloud 

and the client overtly and then covertly rehearsing the modeled self-

statements. The thinking patterns include questions about the nature of 

the task, answers to these questions, guidance of performance by self-

instruction, self-statements to help cope with anxiety, and 

self-reinforcement. Systematic research is needed to guage the efficacy 

of this approach with study problems. 



APPENDIX A 

ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE 

NOTE: A checkmark to the left of the center indicates a higher numerical 
value on the results; a checkmark to the right of the center indicates a 
lower numerical value on the results. For example: 

Good : X 
7 6 

Bad 

1. Ideally, how many more hours per week would you like to study? 
hours. 

For each of the following items, put a checkmark in the space that best 
describes your feelings. 

2. How serious a problem do you have studying? 

Very 
Serious 

Not at all 
Serious 

3. How hard do you find it to make yourself study? 

Very Hard : : : : : : Very Easy 

4. You as a student: 

A, Good 
B, Strong 
C. Active 

You as a person: 

A. Good 
B. Strong_ 
C. Active 

_Bad 
_Weak 
Passive 

_Bad 
JWeak 
Passive 

6. Drinking beer: 

A, Good 
B. Strong_ 
C. Active 

_Bad 
JWeak 
Passive 

27 
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_Bad 
_Weak 
Passive 

_Bad 
JWeak 
Passive 

_Bad 
_Weak 
Passive 

Doing homework: 

A, Good 
B, Strong_ 
C, Active 

8. Sex: 

A. Good 
B. Strong_ 
C. Active 

College: 

A, Good 
B, Strong_ 
C, Active 



APPENDIX B 

TALLY SHEET 

Name 

Number of Hours Spent Studying 

For each period of each day, enter the times you begin and 
finish each study session. 

MON TUE WED THU FRI SAT SUN 

MORNING 

AFTERNOON 

EVENING 

DAILY TOTAL 
OF HOURS 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN TO CONTROL GROUP COUNSELORS 

I'm asking you to see one student for two sessions, each lasting 

for one-half hour. The student has complained of the problem of pro

crastination of studying. 

It is your job to empathize with his/her feelings regarding the 

problem of procrastination of studying. It is hoped that you will pro

vide the three essential elements of non-directive, client-centered 

therapy: genuineness, nonpossessive warmth, and accurate empathic under

standing. 

However, you are to give NO ADVICE for the alleviation of the 

procrastination problem. Encourage the student to talk and explore his 

feelings. Let him verbally vent his frustrations and fears. Allow him 

to give you a developmental history, if he feels that it is relevant to 

his problem. But don't give him any practical guidance on how to solve 

his problem, 

I would like you to begin the first session with the following 

statement: "I want to know about your problems with studying and about 

your feelings toward your problems." 

If the student asks you for practical advice, tell him: "It may 

not make any difference specifically what you do as long as you think 

it through and do your best to develop a positive and realistic attitude 

30 
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toward studying. Can you think of some ways you could improve your 

attitude?" 

Keep each discussion affect-oriented. Remember to reflect 

feelings. For example, you could say: "That kind of procrastination 

problem must be really frustrating for you," or: "That must make you 

very tense around exam time." 

I will ask the student to keep a daily record of number of 

hours spent studying. If he asks you why this is being done, tell him, 

"This is one way to check up on whether your attitude toward studying is 

improving." 

Thanks for your cooperation! 
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