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Exploring Learning How to Learn Courses that Support Self-Regulated Learning Skills in 

Higher Education 

There is a well-established importance of self-regulated learning (SRL) and its three 

phases (i.e., forethought, performance, reflection) for the academic and life success of all 

learners (e.g., Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1989). Learning how to learn (LhtL) courses are 

one way academic and life skills are taught. This may include motivating students to take 

responsibility for their own learning to boost their cognitive and affective learning skills (Black 

et al., 2007; Crick, 2007; Hautamaki et al., 2002). Little research exists explicitly connecting 

SRL with LhtL courses. This is despite the overlap in the underlying principles and outcomes of 

each. The work that does exist tends to look at higher education, a developmental period when 

learners are ingraining their learning habits. Consequently, this paper will draw connections 

between the impacts of SRL and the relevance of LhtL courses. First, it will discuss fundamental 

theoretical frameworks, vital to examining these ideas, including social-cognitive theory. Next, 

the importance of SRL will then be established. Finally, the introduction will conclude with a 

discussion of Learning How to Learn interventions. This will establish the need for the present 

scoping review that connects the fundamental concepts of SRL to LhtL courses, establishing 

their overlap and the subsequent importance of implementing such integrated interventions. 

Theoretical Frameworks 

Social-cognitive theory as it applies to the context of SRL and LhtL will provide the 

theoretical foundation for this paper. 

Social-Cognitive Theory: An Overview 

Albert Bandura’s Social-Cognitive Theory is based upon the idea that an individual’s 

beliefs, goals, and emotions all support their ultimate motivation (Bandura, 1991). Agency is key 
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to this as it refers to the ability of the individual to exercise control over their context; one’s self-

belief in their ability to do so is their self-efficacy (Bandura, 1999; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 

2020). Supplementing these internal processes, motivation is also fostered by social contexts 

(Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). This might be done through behavior modeled by other 

individuals, learning experiences where the learner has the opportunity to master the task, social 

persuasion, and emotional responses (Cook & Artino, 2016). Through these social opportunities, 

and combined with the individual’s internal motivation, an individual learner is provided with a 

hierarchy of goals based on what is important to the learner and what is important in the social 

context (Bandura, 1991). The social environment thereby influences the agency of the individual, 

and impacts one’s self-concept, self-efficacy, goal hierarchies, and affect (Bandura, 1991; 1999). 

Social-cognitive theory forms the foundation for self-regulated learning (SRL; 

Zimmerman, 1989). SRL is made up of three main components: the forethought phase, where 

learners plan and strategize how they will approach a learning task; the performance phase, in 

which a learner self-monitors while they attempt a learning task; and reflection, when a learner 

evaluates their learning process (Zimmerman, 1989). This process is used by successful learners 

to develop and work towards their goals (Bandura, 1991; Panadero, 2014). Agency is key to self-

regulation via motivation (Bandura, 1999; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). This is particularly 

due to self-efficacy being foundational to both agency and SRL as it provides learners with the 

tools they need to exact control over their motivation and subsequent behavior (Bandura, 1991; 

Cook & Artino, 2016; Panadero, 2014). This in turn cascades into the performance and reflection 

phases of SRL as it facilitates the learner’s adaptation of their beliefs, goals, and emotions to 

adjust their overall motivation (Bandura, 1991). 

Importance of SRL 
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SRL skills (e.g., time management, healthy self-confidence, and self-awareness) are key 

to student achievement, with the two being positively related (Lau et al., 2018; Zimmerman & 

Kitsantas, 2005, 2014). A key idea of SRL theory is that these skills can be taught to all students, 

regardless of socio-economic status (SES), disability, and/or other contextual factors 

(Zimmerman, 2002). Therefore, SRL interventions can be successfully used to foster many skills 

in all learners, including emotional regulation, SRL skills, self-efficacy, and academic outcomes 

(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005). These intervention effects are improved further in smaller 

classrooms as individual relationships are fostered through better teacher-student ratios (Coelho 

et al., 2021). Despite the effectiveness of such interventions, there is a current lack of these 

programs. However, the number of these interventions is slowly growing in K-12 education 

(Dignath & Büttner, 2008). In many studies, SRL interventions demonstrate gains in student 

SRL skill implementation and improve academic outcomes (Cleary et al., 2017; Cousins et al., 

2022; Festas et al., 2015; Hacker et al., 2015). 

Within the context of SRL skill development, self-efficacy—or one’s self belief that they 

can succeed in a given domain—is an important construct for learner success. This can be 

observed when students in SRL interventions are provided with agency over their learning. This 

enables development of global self-efficacies and self-efficacy for SRL (DeMink-Carthew et al., 

2020; Green et al., 2021; Knight et al., 2019). This demonstrates the reciprocal relationship 

where self-efficacy encourages skill use. Skill implementation and self-efficacy snowball off 

each other and grow in conjunction, aligning with the triadic reciprocality at the core of social-

cognitive theory and SRL (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1989). Beyond this, SRL skills and 

self-efficacy together support learner resilience. In turn, this supports student academic 

competence. This relationship is observed despite risk factors a learner may be exposed to 
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(Cutuli et al., 2013), indicating SRL and self-efficacy may be protective against adversity 

(Benight & Bandura, 2004; Gallagher et al., 2020; Leal & Silvers, 2021; Wesarg et al., 2020). To 

this end, self-efficacy as a component of interventions is key to generalizability and 

transferability of skills across domains, contexts, relationships, and the self (Knight et al., 2019). 

The mechanism through which this occurs is self-efficacy’s contribution to learner outcomes, 

mental health, academic success, and resiliency to risk factors (Coelho & Sousa, 2018). 

Phases of SRL 

SRL has three phases—forethought, performance, and reflections—that operate 

cyclically (Zimmerman, 1989). Each and its subcomponents will be discussed below. 

Forethought. The forethought phase initiates the SRL cycle. It entails various means of 

preparing for action (Zimmerman, 1989). Task analysis, for instance, specifically addresses task 

preparation, and can take multiple forms. This might look like goal setting where students 

indicate their ultimate aim or stepping stones on the way there to outline the specific learning 

outcomes they wish to achieve (Locke & Latham, 1990; Zimmerman, 1989). This also may look 

like what is known as strategic planning, where a learner chooses a means of approaching a task 

that is apt contextually (Allshouse, 2016; Pressley & Wolloshyn, 1995), to include the sequence 

of tasks, timing of activities, and deadlines for their goals (Zimmerman, 1989). 

The other major component of the forethought phase is self-motivational beliefs. These beliefs 

are defined as those that motivate an individual learner to decide upon a task, begin engaging in 

the task, and persist in this engagement through task completion via one’s personal agency to 

engage in the SRL cycle to achieve their goals. One type of self-motivational belief is self-

efficacy. This is an individual’s personal belief about their capability to engage in effective 

learning (Allshouse, 2016; Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 2000) Another type of self-motivational 
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belief is outcome expectations, or one’s beliefs about how a learner’s own behavior influences 

the outcome of an activity (Allshouse, 2016; Bandura, 1997). Intrinsic interest and valuing is 

also considered a self-motivational belief. This set of beliefs drives behavior based upon the 

rewards inherent to a task’s outcome, whether the task is simply fun, or if the learning task has 

importance for a learner (Allshouse, 2016). Finally, goal orientation is a belief that addresses 

how a learner thinks about their competency related to a learning task. This belief might be 

mastery oriented and focused on increasing competency, or performance oriented, and focused 

on demonstrating a learner’s ability to others. 

Performance. The performance phase is the second step in the SRL cycle and addresses 

what a learner does during the learning task itself. This is primarily broken down into two main 

components: self-control and self-observation. Self-control refers to a learner’s ability to 

optimize how they engage in and focus on a task (Allshouse, 2016; Zimmerman, 1989). Self-

control may include regulatory strategies (e.g., self-instruction; imagery; attention focusing) to 

exercise control over how the learner engages in the task. It may also include task strategies (e.g., 

seeking information; self-consequating; rehearsing and memorizing) to optimize task 

engagement by boiling the task down to its basic components, then reorganizing these parts to be 

meaningful in context. 

Self-observation is the other main component of the performance phase. This refers to how a 

learner observes and tracks how they perform on a learning task, the context of the task, and the 

effects of different actions taken during working on the task. This might look like an individual 

tracking their cognitive and metacognitive learning processes. This emerges in two main types of 

behaviors. First, self-recording entails an individual learner noting one’s cognitive and 

metacognitive processes during a learning task (through e.g., charts, graphs) when they occur to 
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accurately understand one’s progress (Allshouse, 2016; Zimmerman, 2000). Second, self-

experimentation involves a learner systematically varying how they engage in a learning task so 

as to expand their understanding as well as their performance and/or control over their learning 

(Zimmerman, 2000) 

Reflection. The third and final phase of the SRL cycle is reflection. This phase entails the 

learner drawing conclusions about their performance to allow them to adapt the next time they 

engage in a learning task. One way this might occur is through self-judgement. Self-judgement 

refers to an individual engaging in self-evaluation (i.e., the systematic comparison of one’s 

performance to a goal standard) or causal attributions (i.e., relating performance on a task to 

internal/external, controllable/uncontrollable, and/or temporary/permanent contextual factors; 

Allshouse, 2016). Self-reaction is also a component of the reflection phase. Here, the self-

satisfaction or self-affect of an individual learner composes their reaction (satisfied or 

dissatisfied) to their performance (Allshouse, 2016; Zimmerman, 2000). Finally, self-reflection is 

made up of two parts. Adaptive inferences are the conclusions a learner makes about how they 

should change their approach to learning during the subsequent iteration of a task to perform 

better. Defensive inferences are those adaptations made to protect the self from dissatisfaction 

and negative affect as a result of their performance (Zimmerman, 2000). 

Learning How to Learn Courses 

LhtL teaches students how to engage in the practice of learning through motivating 

students to be self-responsible about learning agentically (Black et al., 2007; Crick, 2007). Those 

learners who engage in LhtL contexts gain cognitive and affective learning skills that lead them 

to learning success (Black et al., 2007; Hautamaki et al., 2002). Beyond these fundamental 

concepts, however, the LhtL is ill-defined in the literature. The following section will provide a 



LHTL AND SRL  HOSEK 8 

 

broad overview of the available information on LhtL courses, broken down by their function, 

structure, implementation, and utility. 

Course Function 

When we discuss the function of any course, we are referring to what its intended 

purpose is. What is the course supposed to do for its learners? In a LhtL context, these courses 

focus on learning practices themselves (Black et al., 2007), with the idea that learning is a 

performance-based process, and it can be improved, both holistically and through individual 

components (Apple & Ellis, 2015). This type of learning focus is vital for students as it frames 

learning as an amalgam of capacities and habits that promote lifelong learning (Black et al., 

2007). Furthermore, a learner’s self-efficacy impacts the LhtL process, and amplifies its impact 

(Apple & Ellis, 2015). Overall, the focus of LhtL courses is simply to teach learners how to think 

about their learning. Those learners that do engage in such courses shift their learning behaviors 

(Nordell, 2009). LhtL founds itself upon the idea that learners are motivated to learn, are self-

responsible, and autonomous in their learning (Black et al., 2007; Crick, 2007). 

Course Structure and Implementation 

The structure of a course boils down to what topics are chosen for students to engage in, 

as well as how these topics are organized and sequenced, all to support the overall function of the 

class. Relatedly, course implementation refers to putting these plans into action. This includes 

how the course is taught, learning is engaged in, and assessments are presented. These facets all 

help a learner relate to the course purpose. In a LhtL context, these courses may manifest as 

problem-based learning (Hillman, 2003). In others, they may simply appear as study skills 

workshops (Nordell, 2009), as well as in other forms. 

Course Utility 
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The utility a course has for participating learners refers to how the course practically 

benefits or has utility for a learner: What are the outcomes of the learner engaging in the 

implemented structure of the course and does that align with the intended purpose? In the present 

context, LhtL requires agency and self-regulation in turn (Crick, 2007), and so provides learners 

with the opportunity to engage in such skills. The stronger these SRL skills in the LhtL context, 

the more the learner will be successful (Black et al., 2007). Furthermore, the more a learner is 

willing to engage in the LhtL context, the more they will be able to maintain both cognitive and 

affective SRL skills (Hautamaki et al., 2002). Ultimately, because LhtL courses teach SRL skills, 

learners gain the ability to be intentional and reflective with their learning. This then cascades 

into self-responsible learning, and in turn autonomy, where the learner has learned how to learn 

(Black et al., 2007). 

The Gap in the Literature and the Present Review 

It can be seen from the above information that there is a strong overlap between SRL and 

LhtL principles. However, little work exists explicitly connecting the two, including in an 

intervention context. Given the importance of these skills and learning environments, exploring 

how these ideas are integrated in practice is vital. To this end, this scoping review aims to 

understand how LhtL courses are presented in the literature as a means to teach SRL skills in 

higher education. Additionally, it will explore commonalities and differences across those 

courses with regard to the research designs used to explore them. Finally, this review will 

illuminate gaps in the current literature to reveal proposed next steps. 

Methods 

Arksey and O’Malley (2005) describe a five-stage framework for performing scoping 

reviews. This framework aims to provide researchers with a process for performing such reviews 
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that has a foundation of transparency and replicability. This framework guides the present 

scoping review, and each of the five steps are described in detail below. 

Identifying Initial Research Questions 

The focus of the present scoping review is to better understand how Learning How to 

Learn courses teach SRL skills to students in higher education. Research questions were 

constructed to examine a wide range of literature related to the topic of interest. Based on the 

above, the following questions will guide this scoping review: 

Learning How to Learn in University 

1. Within learning how to learn courses in higher education, what components and 

strategies of self-regulated learning have been investigated?  

1. What types of research designs have been used to investigate Learning How to 

Learn courses in higher education? 

2. What gaps in the research literature exist around theories of self-regulated learning 

relative to learning how to learn courses in higher education? 

Identify Relevant Studies 

Based on Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) guidance, broad keywords were assembled to be 

used as search terms. This enabled finding a broad range of available literature on the topic at 

hand. Search terms are listed in Table 1. These search terms were developed to find available 

literature that focused on learning how to learn in higher education. They were developed 

through consultation with a university education librarian who recommended means of 

refinement of key terms, database identification, implementation of Boolean operator use, and 

adjustment of inclusion/exclusion criteria (described in Table 2). The past 10 years (2013-2023) 

was chosen as an appropriate time period to both focus on recent evolutions in self-regulated 
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learning interventions, while still providing a long enough time period to broadly explore 

relevant literature. Eight electronic databases were included in the search: Academic Search 

Complete; APA PsycArticles; APA PSYCInfo; Education Database; Education Research 

Complete; ERIC; Social Sciences Citation Index; Teacher Reference Center. These databases 

were used to identify research articles included in peer-reviewed journals. Connected Papers was 

used to perform ascendant and descendant searches of papers selected for inclusion as a means to 

identify any other primary sources relevant to the current review. This scoping review was 

performed between August and December 2023. 

Table 2 

Search Terms for Search 

(”Learning how to learn” OR “learning to learn” OR LhtL OR LhL OR LtL) 

(”higher education” OR “college” OR “university” OR “post secondary” OR “postsecondary” OR “undergraduate” 

OR “graduate”) 

 

Table 3 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Criteria Include Exclude 

Date 2013-2023 before 2013 

Topic/ Context of Findings 

Learning how to learn 

 

Intervention/classroom context 

Not an intervention study 

Population higher education students not higher education students 

Language English Not English 

Publication  Full-paper accessible Published in a peer-review journal  

Gray literature  

Theses and dissertations  

Literature review/syntheses  

Study Selection 

Using the keywords chosen in collaboration with the university librarian, 2324 articles 

were identified. All article meta-data was uploaded into Rayyan (Ouzzani et al., 2016) for 
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screening. After removal of duplicates from across examined databases, paper abstracts were 

reviewed for inclusion and exclusion criteria. This review showed a number of articles that were 

irrelevant due to relating to the wrong field (it was later realized this was due to inclusion of 

abbreviations in the keyword search terms), not being an empirical article, being an empirical 

article focusing on interventions outside of higher education, or the article was written in a non-

English language; one article was excluded for being outside of the date range in focus. No 

relevant articles were identified in the Teacher Reference Center database. 

Based on this screening process through the inclusion and exclusion criteria, 20 relevant 

studies were identified for further eligibility related to the research questions. Full text versions 

of the articles were reviewed, and a further 10 were excluded due to not being an empirical 

article, not being an intervention or classroom-based study, and/or the body of the article outside 

of the abstract being in a non-English language. 

This process follows the guidelines for the Preferred Reporting of Items for Systematic 

Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) Statement (Moher et al., 2009) and is depicted in Figure 

1. 

Data Charting and Collation 

Arskey and O’Malley (2005) state the fourth step of scoping reviews is creating a chart 

noting details of included articles. Collation of data included summaries comprised of 

authorship, publication year, journal of publication, study location, study design, study methods, 

sample size, and SRL constructs included. For a table denoting authorship, publication year, 

journal of publication, and location, see Table 4. For a table denoting participant descriptions, 
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see Table 5. For a table denoting design and method descriptions, see Table 6. Finally, for a table 

denoting SRL constructs addressed, see Table 7. 

Summarizing and Reporting Findings 

Finally, step five of Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) framework for performing scoping 

reviews is presentation of a summary and report of the findings. These are presented in the 

results section below. 
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Figure 1  

PRISMA Chart 
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Table 4 

List of Papers Included in Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Authorship, Year Journal  Location of Study 

Bernacki et al., 2020 Journal of Educational Psychology USA 

Bowering et al., 2017 

The Canadian Journal for the Scholarship 

of Teaching and Learning 

Canada 

Brown-Kramer, 2021 Teaching of Psychology USA 

Davis et al., 2020 

International Journal for the Scholarship 

of Teaching and Learning 

Canada 

Espada et al., 2020 Research in Learning Technology Spain 

Garcia-Esteban et al., 2021 Interactive Learning Environments Spain 

Hensley et al., 2021 Teaching of Psychology USA 

Kjellgren et al., 2018 Medical Teacher Sweden 

Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023 

Journal of New Approaches in 

Educational Research 

Spain 

Ploran et al., 2023 Acta Psychologica USA 
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Table 5 

Information on Settings and Samples as Reported in Reviewed Papers 
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Not reported 
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Comparison: 
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• Black (15; 
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• European 

American 
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American 

(2; 0.6%) 

• Other (1; 
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• 17% Black 
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American 

• 8% 
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• 7% 
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• 3% 
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Not reported Not reported Not reported 
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Table 6 

Information on Designs and Methods as Reported in Reviewed Papers 
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Self-Regulated Learning Skills Included in Study 
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Forethought X    X      

Task Analysis X   X       

Goal Setting X X  X X X X  X  

Strategic Planning X X   X X  X X X 

Self-Motivational Beliefs    X       

Self-Efficacy  X    X  X   

Outcome 

Expectations 

          

Intrinsic 

Interest/Valuing 

 X    X X    

Goal Orientation      X     

Performance     X X X  X X 

Self-Control           

Regulatory 

Strategies 

   X    X   

Self-

Instruction 

X X  X  X  X  X 

Imagery           

Attention 

Focusing 

X X         

Task Strategies  X X X X X  X  X 

Self-Observation X   X       

Reflection X X  X  X X  X X 

Self-Judgement     X  X    
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Causal Attributions          X 
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Satisfaction/Affect 
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Adaptive 
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Results 

The following section outlines findings from analyzing the included papers. First, the 

included SRL strategies will be discussed (Table 7), followed by research designs (Tables 5 and 

6), followed by gaps present in the research literature. 

Research Question 1: Within learning how to learn courses in higher education, what 

components and strategies of self-regulated learning have been investigated? 

Various components of Zimmerman’s (1989) theory of SRL were addressed across the 

ten papers included in the analysis. All three phases—forethought, performance, and reflection—

were addressed, with all papers mentioning at least one of these in the context of LhtL in higher 

education. 

Forethought 

The majority of the papers included in the analysis—nine of ten—mentioned components 

of the forethought phase of SRL. The paper by Brown-Kramer (2021) did not discuss the 

forethought phase. 

All nine papers that discussed forethought acknowledged task analysis (e.g., goal setting, 

strategic planning). Kjellgren et al. (2018) and Ploran et al. (2023) were unique with respect to 

task analysis as they simply mentioned that participants engaged in planning the use of various 

strategies. 

Other papers focused on the goal setting component of task analysis. For instance, 

Bernacki et al. (2020) reviewed students defining tasks and their objectives and setting goals 

accordingly. A discussion of goal setting was also present in Davis et al. (2020), with the authors 

stating, “Students set a goal for an upcoming study session…” Hensley et al.’s (2021) work 

focused on goal setting within task analysis as well, stating “Having options promoted a sense of 
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personalization in the course as students focused on self-selected goals that were meaningful for 

their learning and growth.” 

Espada et al. (2020) drew attention to goals as well (”I organise my studying setting 

realistic objectives”), but also acknowledged strategic planning (”I establish times for study”). A 

similar pattern was seen in Garcia-Esteban et al.’s (2021) work where they state, “I set my 

learning goals autonomously. I successfully plan my learning and am therefore able to complete 

most tasks and tests on time,” and “I obtain any required learning tools in advance.” Bowering et 

al. (2017) stated the intervention they examined emphasizes “…becoming an autonomous and 

motivated learner who sets well-defined goals…” as well as study strategy selection, “…(e.g., 

textbook reading, lecture note-taking, test preparation, and time management).” Finally, Lluch 

Molins and Cano Garcia (2023) acknowledged multiple components of tasks analysis, stating 

participants engaged in “writing goals, intermediate checkpoints and planning of the main 

actions to be undertaken.” 

Self-motivational beliefs (e.g., self-efficacy, outcome expectations, intrinsic 

interest/valuing, goal orientation), another major portion of the forethought phase of SRL, were 

acknowledged by three papers. All three discussed students’ intrinsic interests and the valuing of 

their learning. For instance, Hensley et al. (2021) discuss how student personalized goals “were 

meaningful for their learning and growth.” Garcia-Esteban et al. (2021) make similar statements, 

such as acknowledging that participants “understand that what I learn now will understand that 

what I learn now will serve me in the future.” However, this same paper also nods to student 

self-efficacy, stating that participants were “self- confident” and “not afraid of challenges.” 

Bowering et al. (2017) also discussed intrinsic interest and valuing in conjunction with self-

efficacy, mentioning “personal responsibility for learning” alongside noting the academic 
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success of “self-efficacious students” as they “are more likely to succeed and persist to 

graduation...” 

Performance 

All ten papers included in the analysis discussed the performance phase of SRL. Of these, 

Hensley et al. (2021) only broadly mentioned the performance phase, rather than specific 

components, through discussion of how “cognitive engagement supported the development of 

competence.” Beyond this discussion of engagement during the learning task, performance phase 

components were not discussed in this paper. 

For the other papers, self-control and self-observation were subcomponents of the 

performance phase that were discussed. Only two of the ten papers included self-observation as a 

component of SRL. Bernacki et al. (2020) discussed self-observation through participant 

monitoring of their own learning progress and the effectiveness of implemented strategies. Davis 

et al. (2020) presented self-observation similarly, indicating that participants used “An online 

questionnaire filled out weekly” to understand their progress on their goals. The eight other 

papers did not discuss self-observation. 

The remaining papers all broadly discussed self-control within the performance phase. 

Interestingly, most of this discussion centered on various strategies used related to regulation of 

the task (e.g., self-instruction, imagery, attention focusing). Six of these papers discussed specific 

strategies. For instance, Bernacki et al. (2020) indicated participant use of retrieval, spaced 

practice, self-explanation, and active avoidance of distractions within the study context. 

Bowering et al. (2017) stated the course studied focused on “improving critical thinking skills 

and study strategies (e.g., textbook reading, lecture note-taking, test preparation, and time 

management).” Kjellgren et al. (2018) also noted specific strategies, including self-monitoring, 
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information seeking, and communication skills. Ploran et al., (2023) similarly discussed spaced 

retrieval. In contrast, Davis et al. (2020) simply stated, “The course exposed students to a variety 

of regulatory skills, strategies, and beliefs meant to improve their approaches to learning,” 

without going into further detail about what that looked like in the intervention context; Espada 

et al. (2020) similarly mentioned participants were “able to use different strategies.” 

Brown-Kramer (2020) was unique in that it discussed the varying utility of different 

strategies participants were exposed to. High utility strategies included “practice testing, 

distributed practice.” Moderate utility strategies discussed included “elaborative interrogation, 

self-explanation, interleaved practice.” Finally, low utility strategies named included 

“summarization, highlighting/underlining, mnemonic, mental images, rereading.” 

Reflection 

Of the three phases of SRL, the reflection phase was discussed the least robustly. Nine of 

the ten papers included in the analysis did acknowledge the reflection phase; Brown-Kramer 

(2021) did not discuss the reflection phase at all. Additionally, Bernacki et al. (2020) and Ploran 

(2023) only acknowledged the phase broadly by discussing participant “adaptation.” Kjellgren et 

al. (2018) were also limited in the scope of their discussion on reflection, simply noting that 

participants used “journaling” as a reflection strategy. 

The remaining papers focused their discussion of the reflection phase on one 

subcomponent—self-evaluation. For instance, Bowering et al. (2017) states participants “…are 

engaged in self-assessment and reflection to identify their own thinking patterns and to gain 

insight into why they have not been academically successful.” Hensley et al. (2021) discuss self-

evaluation by stating their participants engaged in “attaining understanding, awareness of, and 

insight into their own tendencies, preferences, strengths, and weaknesses.” 



LHTL AND SRL  HOSEK 27 

 

Davis et al. (2020) also discussed how students self-evaluate their progress based on 

“their goal and the challenges they faced.” Espada et al. (2020) similarly ask participants “if the 

results correspond to the objectives I set at the beginning of the task.” Garcia-Esteban et al. 

(2021) follow this same vein by having participants state “what I achieved in learning and plan in 

what areas and how I can improve.” Finally, Lluch Molins and Cano Garcia (2023) matched this 

reflection process through having participants engage in “a reflection on how students’ learning 

process has been enriched and what will be the next (feed-forward).” 

Research Question 1a: What types of research designs have been used to investigate 

Learning How to Learn courses in higher education? 

The ten papers included in this analysis were similar in the intervention characteristics, 

but varied greatly with respect to how participant characteristics were reported. 

With respect to course contexts, the majority were related to psychology (Brown-Kramer, 

2021), educational psychology (Davis et al., 2020), teaching (Espada et al., 2020), or education 

in general (Garcia-Esteban et al., 2021; Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023). One study looked 

specifically at a student success course (Bowering et al., 2017), and three focused on LhtL as the 

topic (Hensley et al., 2021; Kjellgren et al., 2018; Ploran et al., 2023). One course was the 

exception: Bernacki et al. (2020) was in a science course setting as it took place within an 

undergraduate anatomy and physiology class. 

Most of these were stand-alone courses. However, one was a supplemental intervention 

embedded within various courses (Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023). Furthermore, though all 

courses were aimed at undergraduates, only one paper indicated that the course was required 

(Espada et al., 2020), and one other indicated it was an elective class (Davis et al., 2020). For the 

remaining courses it is unknown how the intervention fit into participants’ programs of study. In 
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terms of pedagogical methods utilized within the classes all implemented either face-to-face or 

online video lectures. Many included online modules, activities, group work, and supplementary 

videos (Bernacki et al., 2020; Davis et al., 2020; Espada et al., 2020; Garcia-Esteban et al., 2021; 

Hensley et al., 2021; Kjellgren et al., 2018; Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023). Bowering et al. 

(2017) and Kjellgren et al. (2018) had participants engage in presentations and both Bowering et 

al. (2017) and Brown-Kramer (2021) had a focus on written work. 

With respect to participant samples, all studies had at least 100 participants. Nine of ten 

studies reported their participants were undergraduates, with Kjellgren et al. (2018) not reporting 

education level. Davis et al. (2020) and Ploran et al. (2023) only included first-years; Espada et 

al. (2020) only included third years; and Garcia-Esteban et al., (2021) focused on fourth-years. 

Two studies (Bowering et al., 2017; Hensley et al., 2021) were open to undergraduates of any 

level. Participant program of study was reported inconsistently and not by all studies; for those 

that did report program of study, three were focused on specific majors: Espada et al. (2020) only 

included physical activity and sport sciences students; Garcia-Esteban et al. (2021) only included 

primary education students; and Kjellgren et al. (2018) only included health sciences students. 

Bowering et al. (2017), Brown-Kramer (2021), and Lluch Molins and Cano Garcia (2023) had 

their studies open to students in multiple programs. 

Across all studies, gender, racial, and ethnic identity were reported inconsistently, if at 

all. Six of ten papers reported gender identity, with four (Garcia-Esteban et al., 2021; Kjellgren 

et al., 2018; Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023; Ploran et al., 2023) not providing any 

information on gender identity for participants. Across those that did report gender identity, only 

one provided options beyond the gender binary (Brown-Kramer, 2021). The remainder were 

inconsistent in term use (man/woman versus male/female). Beyond gender identity, only three 
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papers reported race and ethnicity data (Bernacki et al., 2020; Brown-Kramer, 2021; Hensley et 

al., 2021), and across these three race and ethnicity categories varied. These inconsistencies 

provide difficulties in comparing demographic data across studies. 

Across all ten studies, only one focused on collective qualitative data (Hensley et al., 

2021). Four additional studies collected both qualitative and quantitative data (Garcia-Esteban et 

al., 2021; Kjellgren et al., 2018; Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023; Ploran et al., 2023). The 

remaining studies focused on the collection of quantitative data. For qualitative data collection, 

data sources included written reflections, short answer data, and focus groups; data analysis 

implemented was thematic analysis for all studies. With respect to studies that collected 

quantitative data, all collected grades or related academic outcome data. All also collected course 

interaction data, surveys relating to motivation and regulation, as well as learning processes and 

beliefs. Quantitative data analysis, in addition to descriptive statistics, tended to use mean 

comparisons, such as t-tests and various forms of analysis of variance. One paper, Davis et al. 

(2020) implemented regression analyses. Finally, Lluch Molins and Cano Garcia’s (2023) and 

Garcia-Esteban et al.’s, (2021) work only used descriptive statistics to explore their quantitative 

data. 

Research Question 2: What gaps in the research literature exist around theories of self-

regulated learning relative to learning how to learn courses in higher education? 

As can be seen from the above exploration of SRL components and research designs in 

LhtL courses in higher education, gaps are present in the literature. Specifically relating to 

components of SRL explored in the literature, we can see deficits related to all three stages of the 

SRL cycle. For instance, with respect to the forethought stage, while there is plenty of 

exploration of task analysis, only three of ten papers discussed self-motivational beliefs, 
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indicating a deficit in understanding of how self-motivational beliefs play a part in the LhtL 

context in higher education. Furthermore, while the performance phase was discussed by all 

included papers and seems to be reasonably robustly explored in terms of strategy use, 

participant experiences of the reflection phase seems to be neglected. More specifically, while 

self-evaluation was explored in detail, other components, such as self-satisfaction, adaptive and 

defensive inferences, and more, were not discussed at all. Taken together, there seems to be a 

large gap in the LhtL literature with respect to the affective components of the SRL cycle. 

The research designs across the included studies also present gaps. For instance, it is 

important for studies going forward to report gender, race, and ethnicity to be able to understand 

how LhtL courses impact students across demographic backgrounds; this was a component of 

design missing from many of the included studies. Related to reporting needs, making sure it is 

understood what education level participants are at and their degree programs would go a long 

way to contextualizing results. Also in this vein, it was notable that many intervention contexts 

were related to undergraduate social sciences and education; being able to look at LhtL outside 

of social science and education, as well as post-graduate and professional learning contexts 

seems to be missing from the literature. 

Discussion 

It can be seen from the results of this analysis that there is is overlap between the 

principles of LhtL courses and SRL skills, such as students being self-responsible for their 

learning to boost their cognitive and affective learning skills (Black et al., 2007; Crick, 2007; 

Hautamaki et al., 2002). A discussion connecting the results to the broader pre-existing literature 

follows. The paper then ends with a discussion of limitations and suggested directions for future 

work. 
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It is well established that SRL skills are key for student achievement (Lau et al., 2018; 

Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005, 2014), and this is reinforced through the collection of 

achievement data and alignment with these results in the quantitative studies examined (e.g., 

Bernacki et al., 2020; Bowering et al., 2017; Brown-Kramer, 2021; Davis et al., 2020; Espada et 

al., 2020; Garcia-Esteban et al., 2021; Kjellgren et al., 2018; Lluch Molins & Cano Garcia, 2023; 

Ploran et al., 2023). These improved outcomes from LhtL courses align with the improved 

academic outcomes in other kinds of interventions that teach SRL skills (Cleary et al., 2017; 

Cousins et al., 2022; Festas et al., 2015; Hacker et al., 2015). 

However, despite the established importance of the affective components of SRL and 

those affective contextual factors that impact SRL (e.g., emotional regulation, individual 

relationships; Coelho et al., 2021; Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005), few included studies 

examined these aspects of SRL in either the forethought or reflection phases of SRL. This gap is 

notable as it is well established that self-beliefs—including self-efficacy—is key to learner 

success (DeMink-Carthew et al., 2020; Green et al., 2021; Knight et al., 2019) as well as 

generalizability and transferability of skills across domains, contexts, relationships, and the self 

(Knight et al., 2019). 

Limitations 

The analysis presented in this paper had several limitations. First, the inclusion of 

abbreviations in the search presented challenges for the researcher due to a large number of 

studies to filter through that were irrelevant to the question at hand or the field; this larger-than-

anticipated amount of filtering could always increase the risk of researcher error. Second, and 

relatedly, there was only one researcher performing the data collection and analysis; for a more 

sound study, multiple coders should be included to ensure increased validity of results. Third and 
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finally, only ten years’ worth of papers were included in the data collection and analysis. To fully 

understand the picture of LhtL and SRL in higher education, 20 years of research should be 

analyzed. 

Future Research 

Based on the results of the analysis and the limitations presented in the research, there are 

a few directions for future research to be suggested. First, future work should explore and 

examine the affective components of SRL within LhtL contexts in higher education, particularly 

during the forethought and reflection phases of SRL. Second, more detailed analysis should be 

done going forward with regard to demographic variables to understand the effectiveness of 

LhtL courses for teaching SRL skills across student backgrounds. Third, analysis should be 

expanded to look at LhtL courses in post-graduate education, as well as in contexts beyond social 

sciences and education. 
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