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ABSTRACT

use to control their learning.

A general framework is presented to help understand the relationship between motivation and self-
regulated learning. According to the framework, self-regulated learning can be facilitated by the
adoption of mastery and relative ability goals and hindered by the adoption of extrinsic goals. In
addition, positive self-efficacy and task value beliefs can promote self-regulated behavior. Self-regu-
lated learningisdefined asthestrategiesthat studentsusetoregulatetheir cognition (i.e., useof various
cognitiveand met cognitivestrategies) aswell astheuseof resourcemanagement strategiesthat students

A model of self-regulated learning

Self-regulated learning offers an impor-
tant perspective on academic learning in current
research in educational psychology (Schunk &
Zimmerman, 1994).

Although thereareanumber of different
models derived from avariety of different theo-
retical perspectives (see Schunk & Zimmerman,
1994; Zimmerman & Schunk, 1989), most models
assumethat animportant aspect of self-regulated
learning isthe students' use of various cognitive
and metacognitive strategiesto control and regu-
latetheir learning.

Themodel of self-regulated learning de-
scribed here includes three general categories of
strategies: (1) cognitivelearningstrategies, (2) self-
regul atory strategiesto control cognition, and (3)
resource management strategies (seeGarcia &
Pintrich, 1994; Pintrich, 1988aand Pintrich, 1988b;
Pintrich, 1989; Pintrich& DeGroot, 1990;Pintrich
& Garcia, 1991; Pintrich, Smith, Garcia &
McKeachie, 1993).

1. Cognitive learning strategies

Interms of cognitivelearning strategies,
followingthework of Weinsteinand M ayer (1986),
rehearsal, elaboration, and organi zational strate-
gieswereidentified asimportant cognitive strat-
egiesrel atedto academicperformanceintheclass-

room (McKeachie, Pintrich, Lin & Smith, 1986;
Pintrich, 1989; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990). These
strategies can be applied to simple memory tasks
(e.g., recall of information, words, or lists) or to
more compl ex tasks that require comprehension
of theinformation (e.g., understanding a pi ece of
text or alecture) (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).

Rehearsal strategies involve the recita
tion of itemsto be learned or the saying of words
aloud asonereadsapieceof text. Highlighting or
underlining text in arather passive and unreflec-
tive manner also can be more like a rehearsal
strategy than an elaborative strategy.

These rehearsal strategies are assumed
to help the student attend to and sel ect important
informationfromlistsor textsand keepthisinfor-
mation activeinworking memory, a beit they may
not reflect avery deeplevel of processing. Elabo-
ration strategiesincludeparaphrasing or summa-
rizing the material to belearned, creating analo-
gies, generative note-taking (where the student
actually reorganizes and connects ideas in their
notes in contrast to passive, linear note-taking),
explaining theideasin the material to belearned
to someoneel se, and question asking and answer-
ing (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).

The other genera type of deeper pro-
cessing strategy, organi zational, includes behav-
iors such as selecting the main idea from text,
outlining the text or material to be learned, and
usingavariety of specifictechniquesfor selecting
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and organizing the ideas in the material (e.g.,
sketchinganetwork or map of theimportant ideas,
identifying the prose or expository structures of
texts). (See Weinstein & Mayer, 1986.)

All of theseorgani zational strategieshave
been shownto resultin adeeper understanding of
thematerial to belearned in contrast to rehearsal
strategies (Weinstein & Mayer, 1986).

2. Metacognitive and self-regulatory
strategies

Besides cognitive strategies, students'
metacognitiveknowledgeand useof metacognitive
strategies can have an important influence upon
their achievement. Therearetwo general aspects
of metacognition, knowledgeabout cognitionand
self-regulation of cognition (Brown, Bransford,
Ferrara& Campione, 1983;Flavell, 1979).

Someof thetheoretical andempirical con-
fusion over the status of metacognition as a psy-
chological construct hasbeenfostered by thecon-
founding of issues of metacognitive knowledge
and awareness with metacognitive control and
self-regulation (Brown et al., 1983).

Pintrich, Woltersand Baxter (1999) have
suggested that metacognitive knowledge be lim-
ited to students' knowledge about person, task,
and strategy variables. Self-regul ationwouldthen
refer to students monitoring, controlling, and regu-
lating their own cognitive activities and actual
behavior. In the research program at the Univer-
sity of Michigan, the focus has been on the strat-
egiesindividual suseto plan, monitor, and regul ate
their cognition, not their metacognitiveknowledge.

M ost model sof metacognitivecontrol or
self-regulating strategies include three general
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