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ABSTRACT

A Comparison of Attitudes Towards Time Management, Usage of Time, and Self-Expression by
High-Performing and Low-Performing Students at Brigham Young University

Jessica M. Hancock Scott
Department of Psychology, BYU
Doctor of Philosophy

Time log data (time-spent and adjective evaluations), a six question survey about time
management attitudes, and the Adult Self Expression Scale (behavioral and situational
subscales), were examined regarding how well each predict GPA. This paper contains two
studies. The first study uses canonical correlations to examine the natural relationships between
GPA and the five sets of predictor variables. The second study is hypothesis testing with regard
to four groups: males and females on academic probation, and males and females with high
GPAs. The effects of academic probation and gender on the same four sets of variables are
examined: time spent on selected activities, adjective evaluations of activities, a six question
survey, and the behavioral and situational dimensions of the ASES. The six question survey
shows the strongest connection with GPA. The time log data, while not very compelling, shows
promise for future research. Of all of the variable sets, the ASES is the weakest predictor of
GPA.

Keywords: time management, Brigham Young University, academic probation
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A Comparison of the Attitudes Towards Time Management, Usage of Time, and Self-Expression
by High Performing and Low Perfoming Students at Brigham Young University

Predicting the academic success of college students has been studied extensively for
many years by psychological and educational researchers alike. A large number of predictive
factors have been identified, and the literature has become large, complicated and often
contradictory. In 2004, the situation improved dramatically when Robbins, Lauver, Le, Davis,
Langley, and Carlstrom published a meta-analysis of over one-hundred studies. They examined
and systematized the relationship between college outcomes and a variety of psychosocial and
study skill factors (PSFs). This study brought a sense of order out of chaos, and with the resultant
increase in sample size, it provided a solid foundation for further research in this area.

Robbins et al. (2004) surveyed 109 studies. They group the PSFs of their meta-analysis
into nine broad constructs: achievement motivation, academic goals, institutional commitment,
perceived social support, social involvement, academic self-efficacy, general self-concept,
academic-related skills and contextual influences. The researchers predicted, based on previous
findings, that four predictors (academic self-efficacy, academic goals, achievement motivation,
and academic-related skills) would all have strong effects on academic performance (GPA).!

Academic self-efficacy is indeed found to be a strong predictor of GPA, with an
“estimated operational validity” of .378 and true-score correlation® of .496” (p. 271). Academic
self-efficacy is defined as a “self-evaluation of one’s ability and/or chances for success in the

academic environment.” The remaining three constructs, contrary to predictions, are not found to
9 b

"It should be noted that Robbins et al. were interested not only in predicting GPA from these factors, but also
retention. However, for the scope of this paper I will not include retention as a dependent variable.

? The authors define the “mean operational validity” as the average correlation between measures of the predictor
and academic performance, that is, the correlation corrected for measurement error in the predictors but not in the
criterion.

3 The estimated “true score correlation” is defined as the next step beyond “mean operational validity,” not only
corrected for measurement error in the predictors, but also fully corrected for measurement error in the criterion.



have a strong effect on GPA. It is particularly surprising that academic-related skills, which
included measures related to time management skills, study skills and habits, leadership skills,
and communication skills, have the smallest effects out of the remaining three, with an estimated
operational validity of .129 and true-score correlation of .159 (Table 5 and p. 271). The authors
state that they are not surprised that academic-related skills do not emerge as strong predictors of
academic success in the meta-analysis, as the literature surrounding this construct has typically
not indicated a uniformly strong relationship between the two.

It is true that the previous research on time management, the largest representative
measure in the academic-related skills construct, has not produced consistent findings as to
whether time management is requisite to academic success. Some researchers report that time
management skills are more important than SAT scores in predicting college GPA (Britton &
Tesser, 1991). However, other researchers indicate that time management skills and practices
have little, if anything, to do with success in academics, business, or other aspects of life
(Pychyl, Morin, and Salmon, 2000). Clearly the connection between time management and
academic performance merits closer scrutiny.

With indications of confusion and contradiction within the time management literature
itself, one questions how Robbins et al. (2004) were able to combine them. Their results are
further obscured by combining time management skills with other measures under the general
construct of academic related skills, which includes: time-management skills, study skills and
habits, leadership skills, problem-solving and coping strategies, and communication skills.
Attempting to represent all of these skill sets with a single predictive correlation coefficient is

probably not justified.



Although Robbins et al. (2004) report the estimated combined effect sizes, they do not
report the chi square tests of heterogeneity of the effect sizes entering into the combining process
(the Q statistic in the meta-analysis procedure). This makes it impossible to determine whether
there were high levels of heterogeneity among the surveyed studies, something usually taken to
be a red flag in combining statistics. Their failure to address the issue of effect size agreement
leads the reader to question whether their process treats all studies fairly, or perhaps silences
dissenting results. It may be that they achieve order by ignoring large effect size discrepancies
within their studies. Perhaps a more defensible procedure would be to separate the studies into
groups that are homogeneous with respect to effect size, and look for factors accounting for the
differences among these subgroups.

Finally, there may be some confusion because of semantic issues in the studies. The term
“time management skills”, for example, is used very loosely in many of the studies. Perhaps one
way to differentiate between the many aspects of time management is to separate them into two
subcategories: internal conceptions and external manifestations. Internal conceptions of time
management would include items like knowledge about time management, an understanding of
time management principles, time management skills, attitudes towards time management, and
perceptions of time.* External manifestations of time management would refer to actual time
usage, that is, behavior and practices. A survey of actual time usage and time management
behavior might show a substantially higher predictive relationship to GPA than internal

knowledge of time management.

* In many of the studies, what is referred to as time management “skill” is defined as a knowledge or understanding
of the principles. In Polanyi’s terms (from chapter 4 “Skills” of his classic 1962 book Personal Knowledge) the two
are actually quite different, with skills being a kind of tacit knowledge, a practiced action, in contrast to knowledge
that can be “spelled out” explicitly. But I would maintain that both of these aspects, the knowledge of time
management principles, and also acquired skill in using them, is of little value to academic performance if the
person does not actually put the knowledge and skill into practice.



There are several possible ways to investigate and correct the oversights and problems in
the Robbins et al. (2004) review. The first possible approach would be to call their entire meta-
analysis into question and replicate it with a much more aggressive method of assessing and
dealing with heterogeneity, expanding the review in the process, by adding the additional
evidence from studies published since 2004. Presumably this would create a much more detailed
account of the effects of each of the PSFs on GPA (and perhaps retention) in that many that have
been combined with one another would now be broken out according to moderating factors.

A second possibility, however, would be to adopt a more focused approach. One could,
for example, do this same kind of heterogeneity-based meta-analysis but restrict the focus to time
management variables. Even though time management is only one aspect out of five from within
only one PSF out eight, it can also be further broken down into a number of aspects, such as
knowledge of the principles, skill in using them, attitudes toward managing one’s time, actual
time usage, and effectiveness of that time usage.

Perhaps the aspect of time management that would best predict GPA would not be skills,
or attitudes, or even verbal reports of practices, but actual time spent studying, the kind of thing
that would show up in a behavioral investigation of time logs. This suggests a third possible way
of correcting the Robbins et al. (2004) review — a new empirical study using a time logs
approach. It may be one of the most important things that could be done to clarify the
relationship between time management and academic performance.

The focus of this dissertation is time management, and so the large scale heterogeneity-
attuned meta-analysis of the full Robbins et al. (2004) review will be left to future research. The

other two suggested corrective approaches are taken. First, the literature review for this



dissertation is structured around a heterogeneity-based reanalysis of the 32° academic-related
skills studies from Robbins et al. as they relate to GPA. It is intended that this heterogeneity
analysis will clarify the reasons for the weak predictive relationship. This reanalysis sets the
stage for the actual empirical studies of the dissertation which directly test the strength of time
logs data in predicting academic performance in the context of several other measures.
Heterogeneity-Based Reanalysis of Academic-Related Skills Studies

The meta-analysis statistics include a combined effect size (represented by theta), a U
statistic (which is a chi square test for the significance of that effect size), and a Q statistic (a chi
square test for heterogeneity). My re-calculation of the meta-analysis of the 32 studies belonging
to the academic-related skills PSF in the Robbins et al. (2004) article includes 72 correlation
coefficients between academic skills and academic performance. They range from -.19 (Long,
Gaynor, Erwin & Williams, 1994) to .52 (Gadzella & Williamson, 1984).

In running the meta-analysis combining procedure on the 72 correlation coefficients, I
find the effect size for the entire academic-related skills PSF to be 6 =.238. This can be
converted to a “combined r”” value of .118, which is reasonably close to Robbins et al’s (2004)
“mean observed correlation” of .129 in their Table 5 (p. 270)°. My obtained Q statistic for

heterogeneity among these 72 correlation coefficients is 432.763, which, with 71 degrees of

> Robbins et al. (2004) had 33 studies in their “academic-related skills PSF. The Nonis, Hudson, Logan, and Ford
(1998) study was dropped from my analysis because the reported correlation coefficient could not be verified.

% My re-calculated “combined r”” value is about ten percent lower than the Robbins et al. (2004) “mean observed
correlation” value reported in Table 5 (p. 270). This should be explained. They indicate in the table that their value
is the mean of 33 correlation coefficients, whereas ours is the “combined r”’ value from 72 correlation coefficients.
Their process is apparently to use meta-analysis methods to combine multiple reported correlation coefficients
within each study into one “combined r”” value, and then to simply average these 33 values to obtain the reported
“mean observed correlation” value of .129 for all academic-related skills. Sometimes these “combined r”” values
summarize correlations from more than one academic-related skill variable. Since my purpose is to deal with these
variables separately, we entered all 72 of the correlation coefficients individually into a single meta-analysis
operation to examine heterogeneity. There is a contrast between calculating mean correlations as compared to
combining them through the use of meta-analysis. Meta-analysis combining of r values, or of effect sizes, weights
them according to sample size rather than just averaging them.



freedom, is highly significant (p <.0000), supporting my concerns regarding the presence of
heterogeneity in their omnibus analysis of the five types of academic-related skills.

The next step is to break the 32 studies into the five individual areas in order to conduct a
separate meta-analysis for each: time management skills, study skills and habits, leadership
skills, problem solving and coping strategies, and communication skills. One of the problems in
the Robbins et al. (2004) meta-analysis is that there is more than one academic-related skill
variable examined in each study, and the authors often combine all of them into a single
correlation coefficient. Whereas they obtained a single correlation for each of their 33 studies, I
deal with each of the 72 reported correlation coefficients separately.

I will now report my meta-analysis results for each of the five “representative measures”
subcategories of academic-related skills, but first will indicate how the 72 correlation
coefficients and the 21 studies are allocated to each of the five subcategories. The time
management skills category consists of 18 correlation coefficients from 11 studies that were
included in the Robbins et al. meta-analysis (Britton & Tesser, 1991; Dreher & Singer, 1985;
Gadzella, Ginther & Williamson, 1987; Gadzella & Williamson, 1984; Garavalia & Gredler,
2002; Kern, Fagley & Miller, 1998; Long et al., 1994; Macan, Shahani, Dipboye & Phillips,
1990; Rugsaken, Robertson & Jones, 1998; Stoynoft, 1997; Trockel, Barnes & Egget, 2000). In
addition, it contains three correlation coefficients from two studies (Nonis & Hudson, 2006, and
Trueman & Hartley, 1996) that were not included in the Robbins et al. meta-analysis. The study
skills and habits category contains 27 correlation coefficients from 16 studies (Allen, 1992;
Baker & Siryk, 1984b; Bender, 2001; Dreher & Singer 1985; Gadzella, et al., 1987; Gadzella &
Williamson, 1984; Garavalia & Gredler, 2002; Gold, Burrell, Haynes & Nardecchia, 1990;

Haines, Norris & Kashy, 1996; Kern et al., 1998; Larose, Robertson, Roy & Legault, 1998; Long



et al., 1994; Rugsaken et al., 1998; Scott & Robbins, 1985; Simons & Van Rheenen, 2000;
Stoynoft, 1997). The leadership skills category contains 11 correlation coefficients from six
studies (Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997; Eiche, Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston, 1997; Fuertes & Sedlacek,
1995; Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston, 1992; Ting & Robinson, 1998; Young & Sowa, 1992). The
problem solving and coping strategies category contains 13 correlation coefficients from nine
studies (Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997; Eiche et al., 1997; Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1995; Fuertes,
Sedlacek & Liu, 1994; Hackett, Betz, Casas & Rocha Singh, 1992; Scott & Robbins, 1985;
Sedlacek & Adams-Gaston, 1992; Ting & Robinson, 1998; Young & Sowa, 1992). And finally,
the communication skills category contains five correlation coefficients from three studies
(Hawken, Duran & Kelly, 1991; Rubin, Graham & Mignerey, 1990; Ting & Robinson, 1998).

The effect sizes for the five categories are: time management skills, 6 = .320 (with a
corresponding r value of r = .158); study skills and habits, 6 = .310 (r = .153); leadership skills, 0
=.175 (r = .087); problem solving and coping strategies, 0 = .117 (r = .058); and communication
skills, 8 = .116 (r = .058). The effect sizes range from a high of .320, for time management skills,
to a low of .116, for communication skills. The U statistics indicate that all of these effect sizes
are highly significant, with communication skills being the least significant at p <.000097.

The Q statistic test of heterogeneity is not significant for leadership skills (Q(10) = 8.138,
p = .615) or for communication skills (Q(4) = 8.829, p = .066), showing relatively good
homogeneity among the studies in these two areas. However, for the other three categories, time
management skills (Q(21) =36.015, p = .015), study skills and habits (Q(26) =233.475,p =
.000), and problem-solving and coping strategies (Q(12) = 38.637, p = .000), the Q statistics are

significant. These results indicate a need to look at the included studies in these three areas and



perhaps break down the categories even further. This will now be done for time management, the
specific focus of this dissertation.

The effect sizes for the prediction of academic performance from “time management
skills”, as measured by the g statistic (Hedges & Olkin, 1985), vary greatly among the studies,
ranging from -0.200 (Long, 1994) to 0.720 (Kern, 1998). One major problem becomes apparent
when looking closely at the included studies — they use a variety of measures and scales that
approach time management in diverse ways. A second problem is that almost all of the scales of
measurement for time management are highly heterogeneous within themselves, combining
knowledge aspects, evaluations of how well students perform various time management
practices, and occasionally reports of actual time management behaviors.”

The 21 correlation coefficients used in the meta-analysis came from eleven diverse
studies. And in those 11 studies, nine different measures or scales were administered. The
questions that are posed range from inquiries about “what students know about effective study
skills” (Gadzella, 1987, p. 171) to questions regarding how participants feel about their use of
time. One study had participants keep a journal of their activities, allowing for a more concrete
exploration of the participants’ time usage (Nonis & Hudson, 2006). This was particularly
interesting because most studies merely have subjects evaluate their time management behavior,
occasionally giving verbal generalizations concerning their time management behavior, but

almost never ask for a direct report of relative allocations of time. One of the major contributions

7 In examining the 21 studies carefully, it is surprising that there is as much homogeneity of results as there is. Even
when studies use the same measures of time management “skill” they often do so in such a way that the measure
cannot be interpreted in the same way. A case in point is the Trueman and Hartley (1996) follow-up to the Britton
and Tesser (1991) study where they use the Britton and Tesser time management questionnaire, but they group the
items quite differently (through their factor analysis). Neither study reports the full correlation matrices among the
18 items, nor do they give the correlations of the outcome measure of academic performance with the individual
items (which would provide comparability). Both papers only give correlation coefficients of academic performance
with the factor scores. One is left with the impossible task of trying to interpret the predictive correlations entirely
from the titles the authors have chosen to give their factors. Britton and Tesser at least give the factor loadings of the
items with their three factors, but Trueman and Hartley do not (for their two factors).



of the empirical part of this dissertation is to obtain logs of time actually spent in a variety of
activity categories and then have respondents evaluate the time spent with regard to such things
as productive versus unproductive. These more fundamental behavioral measures are expected to
predict academic performance substantially better than attitudinal measures.

Following up on the question of semantics mentioned earlier, and in an attempt to
achieve some level of homogeneity among studies, the studies in the time management category
are divided into two sub-categories. The first includes the studies that examine the internal
conceptions (IC) of time management — knowledge, skills, attitudes and perceptions. And the
second includes studies that examine the external manifestations (EM) of time management —
behaviors or practices. The studies in the EM subcategory rely heavily on self-reports of time
utilization behavior.

The meta-analysis on the IC subcategory reveals an effect size of 8 = .260. This can be
converted to a “combined r” value of .129. The Q statistic for heterogeneity is 15.56, which with
three degrees of freedom is significant (p = .001). The meta-analysis on the EM subcategory
produces an effect size of 0 =.343. This can converted to a “combined r” value of .169. The Q
statistic for heterogeneity in the EM subcategory is 35.162, which with 17 degrees of freedom is
also significant (p = .004). Figure 1 shows the effect size correlation coefficients from the four
main meta-analyses we have performed up to now: all 72 correlation coefficients from the
academic-related skills PSF; the 21 correlation coefficients from studies relating specifically to
time management; the four correlation coefficients from the IC subcategory, and the 17
correlation coefficients from the EM subcategory — all in comparison to the original results from
Robbins et al. (2004). In sum, [ have found up to now that time management performs

somewhat better as a predictor of academic performance than Robbins et al.’s conglomerated
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category of academic-related skills. I also have some indication that the external manifestations
(EM) subcategory is a better predictor than the internal conceptions (IC) subcategory. Finally, I
find that even when breaking the studies into these two groupings, they are still too
heterogeneous. I now move on to a more detailed consideration of each of the four studies in the
IC subcategory and each of the 18 studies in the EM subcategory.

2005

.15

05 {— S

mean of 33 ARSk r values {Robbins)
combined from 72 ARSk r values
combined from 21 TM r values
combined from 4 TM-Cr values
combined from 17 TM-EM values

Figure 1. The effect-size correlation coefficients for predicting academic performance from psychosocial
and study skill factors (PSFs). A comparison of the four meta-analyses results with one another and with
the Robbins et al. results: 72 academic-related skills correlations, 21 time management correlations, four
time-management internal conceptions correlations, 17 time-management external manifestations
correlations.
Internal Conceptions (IC) Subcategory

The IC subcategory was comprised of only four correlation coefficients from four
studies, which included the use of three different scales of measurement. The Computer-Assisted
Instruction Study Skills Test (CAISST) was used in two of the studies. The CAISST is a self

report measure that “indicates what students know about effective study skills” (Gadzella et al.,

1987, p. 171). The test questions are designed to measure 10 areas: managing time, memory
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improvement, textbook reading, examination taking, note taking, report writing, oral reporting,
scholastic motivation, interpersonal relations, and concentration improvement. The managing
time correlation coefficient was the only one used in the Robbins et al. meta-analysis.

Gadzella et al. (1987) examine the correlations between the managing time scores on the
CAISST, academic achievement (GPA), and a third very interesting measure, the deep
processing scale of the Inventory of Learning Processes (DPS). The DPS assesses “the extent to
which students evaluate, analyze, organize, compare and contrast information” (Gadzella et al.,
1987, p. 169). Time management knowledge correlates significantly with both the DPS (r = .22,
p <.05) and with GPA (r=.23, p <.05). The final effect size for the correlation of CAISST time
management knowledge with GPA is .471, which is moderate. These results suggest that
students who understand the management of time well may be more likely to be deep processors,
and do better in school.

Gadzella & Williamson (1984) also use the CAISST in their study. This time the test is
used in conjunction with GPA and the Tennessee Self-concept Scale, Clinical and Research
Form (TSS). The TSS consists of 100 statements from eight subscales which “assess an internal
frame of self-reference (/dentity, Self-Satisfaction, Behavior) and an external frame of reference
(Physical, Moral-Ethical, Personal, Family, Social) for self-concept” (Gadzella & Williamson,
1984, p. 925). The managing time subscale of the CAISST correlates significantly with GPA (r =
27, p <.05), once again. It also correlates significantly with eight of the nine subscales of the
TSS (the exception was the physical self subscale). These results indicate, once again, that
students who understand the management of time may well be more likely to do better in school.

They also suggest that with the exception of how participants feel about their physical selves,
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students who understand time management may also have better internal and external frames of
references for their general self-concepts.

The second scale of measurement that appears in the IC subcategory is the Lifestyle
Approaches Inventory (LSA).

[The LSA] assesses self-management effectiveness in four areas: performance focus and

efficiency (knowing what is important to do at any given time and then concentrating on

that task until it is completed); goal-directedness (basing personal actions on clearly

defined priorities and goals); timeliness of task accomplishment (initiating work on high

priority tasks and moving through those tasks in a timely fashion); and organization of

physical space (keeping one’s work and living space orderly and attractive) (Long, 1994,

p. 24).
The only subscale of the LSA applicable to the IC subcategory is performance focus and
efficiency (PFE). This subscale could have also been categorized under the external
manifestations subcategory, because it does include questions that refer to behaviors. However,
the majority of the questions were based on a sense of knowledge.

Long et al. (1994) use the LSA in addition to selected items from three other measures.
They use three subscales from Entwistle and Ramsden’s (1983) Approaches to Studying
Inventory (internal motivation, external motivation and disorganized study methods). They also
use nine items from Nixon and Frost’s (1990) Study Habits and Attitudes Inventory (SHAI). The
selected items “were primarily those that focused on timeliness and organization in studying,”
(Long, 1994, p. 25). Six items from the Perceived Quality of Academic Life Scale (PQAL) were
also included. The items deal with the students’ feeling towards education, classes, course

material, and instructors, and their progress and success in school.
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Long et al. (1994, p. 29) find that the PFE subscale of the LSA correlates significantly
with internal motivation (r = .28, p <.01), disorganized study methods (r = -.54, p <.01), the
PQAL (r=-.24, p <.01), and the SHAI (r = .38, p <.01). None of the LSA subscales, including
PFE, correlate significantly with GPA; in fact, the correlation coefficient for PFE was only .02,
which, when converted to Hedges & Olkin’s ‘g’ in my meta-analysis, is an effect size of -.200.
These results suggest that knowing how to prioritize time may not help one to achieve better
grades in school.

The last of the four IC time management scales is found in Macan et al. (2000). They use
the Time Management Behavior Scale (TMB), a 46 item questionnaire they created for this study
with four factors that “[account] for 72% of the common variance” (Macan et al., 1990, p. 761).
The four factors are: setting goals and priorities;, mechanics-planning (such as making lists) and
scheduling; perceived control of time; and preference for disorganization. The Macan et al.
(2000) study is one of the stronger papers reviewed by Robbins et al. (2004). It is strong for
several reasons. First, it is focused on actual time management behavior, or at least verbal reports
of actual time use behavior, rather than merely attitudes toward or knowledge of time
management methods. As such, it would be expected to be more predictive of academic
performance. Secondly, the authors have the good sense to focus on only behavior, a clear,
unidimensional, single aspect of time management, rather than mixing responses on time
management attitudes, knowledge, skills, perceptions, behavior, and practices, as many of the
questionnaire-based studies have done. Since the focus is behavior, Macan et al.”’s TMB study is
reported in depth in the next section, the external manifestations subcategory, but it is mentioned

here because one of the four factors of the TMB scale, perceived control of time, represents
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participants’ beliefs that they have control over how they use their time, and is less behavioral
than the other three factors.

The primary outcome measure of interest for my review is grade point average, which
Macan et al. (2000) found to have a correlation of r = .22 (p <.01) with factor three, perceived
control of time. They also report the correlation of factor three with seven additional outcome
measures,” all seven of which correlate significantly with this third factor. Factor three is
negatively correlated with four of the seven additional outcome measures: role ambiguity (r = -
27, p <.05), role overload (r =-.35, p <.01), job-induced tension (r = -.36, p <.01), and somatic
tension (r = -.45, p <.01). It is positively correlated with the remaining three outcome measures:
job satisfaction (r = .32, p <.01), life satisfaction (r = .31, p <.01) and the participants’ personal
evaluations of their academic performance (r = .37, p <.01).

While this study uses self-reports for outcome measures, and is thus limited in some
ways, these findings indicate that students who perceive they have greater control of their time
report greater satisfaction with their schoolwork and in their lives as a whole. These students also
appear to do better in school, experience less stress and feel better about their performance.

The External Manifestations (EM) Subcategory

The EM subcategory is comprised of 17 correlation coefficients from 11 studies, which
include the use of eight scales of measurement. The other three factors from Macan et al.
(2000)—setting goals and priorities, mechanics-planning (such as making lists) and scheduling;
and preference for disorganization—{it well in this subcategory. In fact, when a test of
heterogeneity is done on these three factors alone, we find no evidence of heterogeneity (Q =

0.915, p =.633). As mentioned earlier, factor three, perceived control of time, also contains

¥ Two of the outcome measures, consist of a single response: GPA a single self-reported value, and academic
performance self-rating on a seven point scale. The remaining six outcomes were combined scales consisting of two
to seven items.
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behavioral items, and when added to the heterogeneity test with the other three factors, the Q
statistic increases, but only slightly (Q = 1.451, p = .694). This shows the value of utilizing a
well formulated scale of measurement that assesses a single aspect of time management.

Two of the three behavior/practices factors from Macan et al. correlate significantly with
GPA. Mechanics-planning and scheduling has a correlation coefficient of .20, with a
significance level of p <.05. And, although this may be surprising, preference for
disorganization is also positively correlated with GPA (r =.17, p <.05). The only factor with a
non-significant correlation is setting goals and priorities (r = .10).

These findings are in agreement with Britton & Tesser (1991), who maintain that time
management practices are a more accurate indication of college GPA than standardized test
scores (SAT/ACT). In their study, freshmen students are given a time management questionnaire
that includes items based on three factors: short-range planning, time attitudes and long-range
planning. After four years, the participants’ cumulative college GPA information is gathered.
Britton and Tesser (1991) find that two of the three factors, short-range planning and time
attitudes, significantly correlate with college GPA (r = .25, p <.05 and r =.39, p <.05,
respectively). The researchers conclude that students with short-range planning skills and
positive attitudes towards time management perform better in school.

In their study four years later, Trueman and Hartley (1996) base their Time Management
scale on the questionnaire developed by Britton and Tesser (1991). They eliminated several
questions, and extract only two factors, instead of three. Their two factors are daily planning and
confidence in long-term planning. Unlike Britton and Tesser (1991), Trueman and Hartley
(1996) find that confidence in long-term planning correlates significantly with academic

performance (r = .21, p <.001), but daily planning does not (r = .04). Their results suggest that
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while some students may believe they organize their time better on a daily basis, this does not
necessarily translate into better academic performance. Trueman and Hartley (1996) also note
that women report better time-management skills than men, and that older students (25 or older)
report better time-management skills than younger students (younger than 25).

A Gabriel biplot clearly illuminates these findings as shown in Figure 2. The biplot
shows the vectors for factor one (daily planning), factor two (long term planning), and total time
management superimposed on the means for men and women students at three ages (young,
borderline mature, and older mature). Note that for both men and women, the older students have

higher scores than the two younger groups, particularly on factor two, but also somewhat on

factor one.
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Figure 2. Gabriel (1971) biplot showing the vectors for Trueman and Hartley’s (1996) factor 1, daily
planning, Factor 2, long-term planning, and total time management, with the bivariate location of six
respondent groups superimposed.
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The next study to be considered is the Long et al. (1994) study that uses the Lifestyle
Approach Inventory (LSA). In addition to the performance focus and efficiency subscale that was
discussed earlier in the IC subcategory, the LSA contains the timeliness of task accomplishment
(TTA) subscale that fits well in the EM subcategory. Long et al. (1994) found that the TTA
subscale correlates significantly with internal motivation (r = .39, p <.01), disorganized study
methods (r =-.47, p <.01), the PQAL (r =-.20, p <.01), and the SHAI (r=.41,p < .0

1). As noted above, none of the LSA subscales correlate significantly with GPA, although
the TTA subscale does have the highest correlation of all four (r = .10). Unfortunately, that
correlation coefficient only has an effect size of .040. These results suggest that accomplishing
your tasks quickly (or at least reporting that you do) may not help you to achieve better grades in
school. This could be because you give up a level of quality when you try to move too rapidly
through your tasks, or it could be a reflection of the illusory nature of self-report measures.

Dreher & Singer (1985) utilize the California Study Methods (CSMS) survey in their
study. The CSMS is a self-report questionnaire that yields separate scores on three subscales:
attitudes toward school, mechanics of study, and planning and systems. The authors report the
following correlation coefficients between the subscales and GPA: .32, .18, and .23, respectively.
Because the attitudes toward school subscale has the highest correlation coefficient, and is the
only one with significance, the authors essentially ignored the other two subscales in their
discussion. The planning and systems subscale, which indicates how students allocate their study
time, is the only one of the three CSMS subscales related to time management. Its effect size is
47, which is the fifth highest among the correlation coefficients included in my meta-analysis of

the external manifestations subcategory. These results suggest that how students organize their
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study time could have an impact on their academic performance, and may be more important
than the actual study techniques used (the mechanics of study subscale).

The Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI) is used in three of the EM
subcategory studies (Kern et al., 1998; Rugsaken et al., 1998; Stoynoff et al., 1997). The LASSI
is a self-report measure that assesses thoughts and behaviors related to successful learning. The
inventory items form 10 subscales: attitude, motivation, time management, anxiety,
concentration, information processing, selecting main ideas, study aids, self-testing and test
Strategies.

Kern et al. (1998) use the LASSI in addition to a measure of testwiseness, or how
“students’ use secondary cues in multiple-choice test items” (p. 28). They also use an
abbreviated form of the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire (IARQ), a
measure of “student’s beliefs about their control and responsibility for academic success and
failure” (p. 28). Correlations are given between the aforementioned variables, GPA and attrition.
Both of the IARQ subscales (success and failure) correlate negatively, albeit minimally, with
GPA (r=-.05 and r = -.07, respectively). The measure of testwiseness correlates positively, but
not significantly with GPA (r = .19). Four of the ten subscales of the LASSI correlate
significantly with GPA, including time management (r = .34, p <.001). The time management
subscale of the LASSI examines the participants’ use of time management principles for
academic tasks. The effect size from my meta-analysis for this variable is .720, the largest of all
the effect sizes. This seems to indicate that students who utilize time management principles in
their academic endeavors perform better in school.

The results from Kern et al. (1998) were not, however, replicated in other studies. Both

Rugsaken et al. (1998) and Stoynoff (1997) correlate scores from the LASSI time management
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subscale with GPA, and neither of them find significance; in fact their correlation coefficients
are quite small (r =.17 and r = .07, respectively). The effect sizes for those two correlations were
.345 and .139. If there is such diversity in the results of studies that utilize the same measurement
tool, it is no wonder there is so much heterogeneity among the variety of measurement tools
employed across time management studies.

Garavalia & Gredler (2002) use the Self-efficacy for Self-regulated Learning (SESRL)
test. The evaluation is “designed to measure student-initiated activities and cognitions related to
learning” (p. 224). The SESRL is composed of five components: general organizing/planning
Strategies, task preparation strategies, environmental restructuring, recall ability and typical
strategies. The general organizing/planning strategies component is included in the EM
subcategory. This component asks the participants questions in the form of “How well can
you..." (Gredler & Schwartz, 1997), with some item examples being, “finish assignments by
deadlines, prepare for courses when there are other interesting things to do" (Garavalia &
Gredler, 2002, p. 225). The correlation coefficient between the general organization/planning
component and GPA is .34, with a calculated effect size of .718, the second largest effect size in
the EM subcategory.

Trockel et al. (2000) developed a questionnaire primarily comprised of items that relate
to health-behavior variables that are potential predictors of academic performance. One of those
questions is “How often do you use a planner or action list to manage time and meet
responsibilities?” (Table 1, p. 127). While this appears to be one of the most basic time
management practices, it was one of only seven variables that correlates significantly with GPA
(r=.224, p <.01). These results indicate that although use of a planner, or similar tool, may be

basic, it could affect academic performance.
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A Social/Personality Dimension - The Adult Self-Expression Scale (ASES)

In addition to the aforementioned internal conceptions and external manifestations of
time management, I believe that time management is also affected by a social/personality
dimension. In observing over several years the struggles of students on academic probation, one
of the most common similarities is a difficulty to communicate with, or express themselves to,
peers and teachers. In addition to observation, prior research suggests that success with time
management, and academics as a whole, may be affected by people’s ability to express and
assert themselves.

In 2001, Huang & Zhang, developed the “Time Management Disposition Scale”
(TMDS). The scale is designed to measure the time management disposition of adolescents. The
TMDS has three subscales: sense of time value, ability of time control, and sense of time efficacy.
In administering the TMDS and the Scale of A-type Personality to 526 college students, Gong
(2000) reports a statistically significant positive correlation (p <.01) between students with
Type-A personalities, and time management disposition. Gong concludes that Type-A
personality college students have better time management dispositions than Type-B personality
college students. People with Type-A personalities are described as ambitious, aggressive and
time-conscious (Friedman, 1996). Typically these people are comfortable expressing themselves
freely, without apprehension.

Communication apprehension (CA) is defined as “an individual’s level of fear or anxiety
associated with either real or anticipated communicative interaction with another person or
persons during a social gathering” (Wrench, Brogan, McCrosky & Jowi, 2008, p.411). CA is
generally observed, and studied, in four contexts (group, meeting/classroom, interpersonal and

public). Some studies have shown that high CA students have lower GPAs and higher dropout



21

rates, than low CA students. High CA students avoid situations that require communication,
including meeting with teachers or peers to discuss class material (McCroskey &Sheahan, 1978).
High CA students are also less effective at understanding and remembering class content (Booth-
Butterfield, 1988).

A four year longitudinal study by McCroskey, Booth-Butterfield & Payne (1989),
indicates that the impact of CA on college students is considerable. Results show that high CA
college students are significantly more likely to achieve lower GPAs and drop out, than low CA
students. They find these connections to be especially strong during the first two years of
college.

Clearly, a student’s propensity to act, be assertive, and engage within the social system of
school is extremely important to academic success. The Adult Self-Expression Scale (ASES), a
measure of assertiveness, assesses the aforementioned variables by producing scores on many
kinds of social behavior (expressing opinions, refusing unreasonable requests, etc.) in a variety
of interpersonal situations (with parents, with friends, with authority figures, etc.).

The ASES, a forty-eight question inventory, was developed in 1975 by Gay,
Hollandsworth and Galassi. At the time “existing instruments designed to measure assertiveness
[were] either unstandardized or standardized on relatively homogenous college populations”
(Gay et al., 1975, p. 340). There are two dimensions present in the ASES. One dimension relates
to “interpersonal situations”, and the other relates to “assertive behaviors.” The “interpersonal
situations” dimension examines the following six specific situations: “interactions with parents,
the public, authority figures, friends, intimate relations” (Gay et al., 1975, p. 341) and global
situations. The “assertive behaviors” dimension examines the following seven specific

behaviors: “expressing personal opinions, refusing unreasonable requests, taking the initiative in
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conversations and in dealing with others, expressing positive feelings, standing up for legitimate
rights, expressing negative feelings, and asking favors of others” (Gay et al., 1975, p. 341).

Gay et al. (1975) find that subjects who score high on the ASES view themselves as more
self-confident. They state that “high scorers are more achievement-oriented, more often seek
leadership roles in groups or influence and controlling roles in individual relationships,... are
more attention seeking, [and] are more independent” (p. 343). We expect the ASES to have
strong predictive usefulness in accounting for academic performance, particularly when
combined with the behavioral and attitudinal predictors from the first two studies.

The Big Picture and Problem

The confusion of the results obtained through both meta-analyses (Robbins’ et al. and my
own) calls the effectiveness of time management evaluations into question. Looking at each of
the individual studies from the meta-analysis up close, a number of clues begin to explain the
unclear and contradictory nature of the findings with respect to the prediction of academic
success from time management. Nearly all of the measures are based upon loose, abstract, self-
report Likert scale items, that are combined into double-barreled (or triple-barreled or worse)
scales that combine diverse aspects of time management (knowledge of principles, skills, time
management strategies, attitudes about time management, actual usage of one’s time, etc.) into
single scales. The whole literature is based upon correlative networks among ambiguous scales
that result in the production of very little information of substance. The resulting problem is
undoubtedly related more to the studies themselves than the meta-analysis procedures used to

combine them in the Robbins et al. (2004) paper.
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The Proposed Solution

The approach to be taken in this dissertation is to separate time management into three
aspects: time actually allocated, evaluation of the use of that time, and more general attitudes
toward the practice of time management. In addition a fourth predictive domain is added, a
multi-dimensional measure of assertiveness. The strategy is to keep each of these four
measurement domains separate from one another, so that each domain can be compared to the
others in its contribution to the prediction of academic performance. Each domain, including
academic performance, will also be considered multivariately. That is, rather than summarizing
each domain with a single total score, each of the items within each domain will be analyzed
individually, as well as holistically with multivariate analyses, such as principal component
analysis and associated principal component plots.” This gives a holi