
Relationship of Self-Regulated Learning and Academic
Achievement Among English Language Learners

Item Type text; Electronic Dissertation

Authors Garrido-Vargas, Martha

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 19/05/2023 15:46:49

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/242375

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/242375


 
 

RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REGULATED LEARNING AND ACADEMIC 

ACHIEVEMENT AMONG ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 

 

by 

 

Martha Garrido-Vargas 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Copyright © Martha Garrido-Vargas 2012 

 

 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

 

DEPARTMENT OF DISABILITY AND PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL STUDIES 

 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements  

For the Degree of 

 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

WITH A MAJOR IN SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGY 

 

In the Graduate College 

 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2012 

 



2 
 

 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

GRADUATE COLLEGE 

 

As members of the Dissertation Committee, we certify that we have read the dissertation 

 

prepared by Martha Garrido-Vargas 

 

entitled Relationship of Self-regulated Learning and Academic Achievement among 

English Language Learners 

 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement for the 

 

Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

___________________________________________________Date: July 30th, 2012 

Shitala P. Mishra, Ph.D. 

 

___________________________________________________Date: July 30th, 2012 

David L.Wodrich, Ph.D. 

 

___________________________________________________Date: July 30th, 2012 

Todd V. Fletcher, Ph.D. 

 

 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the candidate’s 

submission of the final copies of the dissertation to the Graduate College. 

 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my direction and 

recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement. 

 

 

___________________________________________________Date: July 30th, 2012 

Dissertation Director: Shitala P. Mishra, Ph.D. 



3 
 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 

advanced degree at the University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library 

to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 

 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, provided 

that accurate acknowledgement of source is made. Requests for permission for extended 

quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 

the copyright holder. 

 

 

 

 

 SIGNED: Martha Garrido-Vargas 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 

I would like to thank my family for their unconditional support since I started to 

dream about pursuing my doctoral degree.  Also, I am very thankful to Dr. Maria Teresa 

Velez, who gave me the opportunity of making my dream come true of completing my 

doctorate at the University of Arizona. 

 

I am grateful to Dr. Shitala P. Mishra who has mentored me since the beginning 

of this journey. I would like to thank the faculty members who advised me and guided me 

in this field: Dr. Todd V. Fletcher, Dr. David L. Wodrich, and Dr. John Obrzut. I am 

thankful for the participation and full support received from the school district where I 

conducted my study. 

 

Last, I would like to dedicate this to my husband, William Scheftic for being very 

patient, understanding, and supportive in the completion of my degree. 

 

 

 



5 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

LIST OF TABLES .............................................................................................................  7 

ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................ 9 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION………………………………………………..……… 11 

    Nature and Background of Self-regulated Learning ………………..………….… 13 

        Definition of Self-regulated Learning ………………………....………………... 13 

        Theoretical Assumptions Underlying Self-regulated Learning…......…………. 14 

        Self-regulated Learning Components………………………………………….... 14 

        Characteristics of Self-regulated Learners…………………...……………….… 16 

        Self-regulated Learning in the School Setting ……………....………………….. 17 

    Definition of Terms ………………………………………………..…….………….. 18 

    Research Questions …………………………………………………….......……….. 19 

 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW………………………………………...……… 21 

    Nature and Importance of Self-regulated Learning .……..………….……............ 21 

    Theoretical Background ………………………………….………….……............... 22 

        Social-cognitive Theory …………………………………...............................…... 23 

        Cognitive Constructivist Theory ………………….....……………….................. 25 

    Self-regulated Learning and Academic Achievement ……………….…...………. 25 

        Self-regulated Learning and Reading ………………………………….…....….. 28 

        Self-regulated Learning and Writing ……………………………….……........... 30 

        Self-regulated Learning and Mathematics ………………………………........... 31 

    Self-regulated Learning and Academic Achievement of ELL Students ……..….. 32 

  

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY ………………………………………………....…… 38 

    Hypotheses ……………………………………………….………………..….......…. 38 

    Pilot Study …………………………………………………….…………………...…39 

    The Study Sample …………………………………………………...…………..….. 40 

    Data Collecting Instruments …………………………………………..…………… 41 

        Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) ………………..…. 41 

        Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) ……………………….… 43 

        The Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA) ………….… 45 

    Independent and Dependent Variables ……………………………………………. 47 

    Procedure ………………………………….……………………………………...…. 47 

    Statistical Analyses …………………………….………………………………..….. 50 

 

  



6 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - Continued 

 

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS ……………………..………………………………………… 52 

    Results of the Pilot Study ……………………….…………………...…………..…. 52 

    Results Related to Stated Hypotheses …………………..…………………………. 53 

    Additional Findings ……………………………………………………………..….. 61 

 

CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS ……………………………..………………………………… 74 

    Summary ……………………………………………………….................................. 74 

    Results ………………….............................................................................................. 75 

    Limitations ………………........................................................................................... 77 

    Conclusions and Implications for Practice ……………………………………...… 78 

  

APPENDIX A: FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE MSLQ ………...………… 79 

 

APPENDIX B: PERMISSION TO USE THE MSLQ GRANTED BY THE 

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN ………………………………………...……………… 81 

 

APPENDIX C: THE MOTIVATED STRATEGIES FOR LEARNING 

QUESTIONNAIRE (MSLQ)……………………………………………………….……84 

 

APPENDIX D: LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSION……………………………… 93 

 

APPENDIX E: LETTER FROM THE SCHOOL DISTRICT GIVING PERMISSION.. 96 

 

APPENDIX F: HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION PROGRAM APPROVAL…...... 98 

 

APPENDIX G: PARENTAL CONSENT FORM ………………………..……............ 101 

 

APPENDIX H: SUBJECTS’ ASSENT FORM ………………………..……………… 112 

 

APPENDIX I: LETTER TO TEACHERS ………………………………………….… 116 

 

APPENDIX J: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ………………………..………… 118 

 

APPENDIX K: CORRELATION MATRIX FOR MOTIVATION SUBSCALES …... 120 

 

REFERENCES ………………………………………………………………..…......... 121



7 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1.     Sample Characteristics …………………………………………………...…. 41 

 

Table 2.     Correlation Matrix between the MSLQ Scales and AIMS Scores ……....…. 54 

 

Table 3.     Correlation Matrix between the MSLQ Scales and the AZELLA Scores ….. 56 

 

Table 4.     Regression Coefficient – Model Summary of AIMS Reading ………...…… 57 

 

Table 5.     ANOVA Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting AIMS Reading .........57 

 

Table 6.     Summary Regression Coefficients for Variables Predicting AIMS Reading 

………………………………………………………………………………………..…..58 

 

Table 7.     Regression Coefficient – Model Summary of AIMS Writing………………. 59 

 

Table 8.     ANOVA Summary of Regression Analysis for Predicting AIMS Writing…. 59 

 

Table 9.     Summary Regression Coefficients for Variables Predicting AIMS Writing .. 60 

 

Table 10.   Regression Coefficient – Model Summary of AIMS Math ..…….….…….... 60 

 

Table 11.   ANOVA Summary of Regression Analysis for Predicting AIMS Math.….... 60 

 

Table 12.    Summary Regression Coefficients for Variables Predicting AIMS Math..... 61 

 

Table 13.    Descriptive Statistical Data Summary ……………………………..……..... 62 

 

Table 14.    A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and Gender) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Reading . 64 

 

Table 15.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and Gender) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Writing ... 65 

 

Table 16.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and Gender) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Math …... 65 

 

Table 17.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and AZELLA) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Reading 

……………………………………………………………………………………..……..66 

 

Table 18.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and AZELLA) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Writing 

……………………………………………………………………………………………66 

  



8 
 

LIST OF TABLES - Continued 

Table 19.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and AZELLA) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Math 

……………………………………………………………………………….……....….. 67 

 

Table 20.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and SPED status) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS 

Reading …………………………………………………………………………........…. 67 

 

Table 21.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and SPED status) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Writing 

……………………………………………………………...……………………...……. 68 

 

Table 22.   A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and SPED status) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Math 

………………………………………………………...…………………………...……. 68 

 

Table 23.   Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and the Gender of the Students  

………………………………………………………………………...………………… 70 

 

Table 24.   Mean Differences between the MSLQ Scales and the Gender of the Students 

…………………………………………………………………………………...……… 70 

 

Table 25.    Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and the Grade of the Students . 

…………………………………………………………………………………...……… 71 

 

Table 26.    Mean Differences between the MSLQ Scales and the Grade of the Students 

…………………………………………………………………………………....………71 

 

Table 27.    Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and AZELLA Proficiency level 

………………………………………………………………..……………………...….. 72 

 

Table 28.    Mean Differences between the MSLQ and AZELLA Proficiency level ..… 72 

 

Table 29.    Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and the SPED Status of the 

Students …………………………………………………………………………………. 73 

 

Table 30.    Mean Differences between the MSLQ Scales and the SPED Status of the 

Students ………….……………………………………………………....……………… 73 

 

Table 31 … Correlation Matrix for Motivation Subscales ……………….…………… 120 

 



9 
 

ABSTRACT 

There has been a rapid increase in the emergence of minority groups during the 

past few decades in the United States.  Hispanics are the largest minority group that has 

people who speak English as a second language.  The increasing proportion of English 

Language Learning (ELL) students has made it more difficult to maintain high learning 

standards.  Furthermore, this increase has led to other problems such as the over and 

underrepresentation of ELL students in special education, high dropout rates and the 

underachievement obtained in standardized tests such us the Arizona’s Instrument to 

Measure Standards (AIMS).  For this reason, researchers have strongly emphasized the 

importance of studying self-regulated learning (SRL) as a critical component in the 

learning process as it is suggested to improve the academic outcomes of students.  

However, SRL has mostly been researched in middle class Caucasians but there has not 

been much research in relation to minorities or ELL students.  

Due to the paucity of research, the present study examined the relationship 

between SRL and academic achievement of ELL students.  The study was conducted in a 

southern Arizona school district.  The sample was comprised of 30 students attending 

seventh and eighth grades from a solicited sample of 130 students.  The students 

completed the Motivated Strategies Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ).  Results indicated 

that SRL is related to the academic achievement of students in reading, writing, and 

mathematics.  Similarly, the components of SRL (i.e., motivation and learning strategies), 

especially motivation, were found to be significantly related to achievement as well.  

Additionally, the MSLQ was encountered to be a reliable instrument to be used with ELL 
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students as indicated by the reliability indexes. The implications and suggestions for 

future research are discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

According to the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition 

(NCELA, 2002), English language learners (ELL) are the school-age population with the 

most rapid increase in the United States.  The percentage of students that speak a 

language other than English has increased 124% between 1979 and 2003(National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2005) and 95% between 1992 and 2003 alone (Genesee, 

Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, & Christian, 2005) suggesting that this rate is growing.  Over 

20% (10.2 million) of public schools students live in a home where another language 

besides English is spoken (Fry & Gonzales, 2008).  It is estimated that by the year 2030, 

ELL students will comprise over 40% of the school-age population attending elementary 

and secondary education (Thomas & Collier, 2002).  This growth in ELL students has 

been the fastest in the states of California, Texas, and Florida (Sable & Hoffman, 2005).  

The ELL population itself is comprised of heterogeneous subgroups that come 

from different subcultures with diverse linguistic backgrounds.  It has been estimated that 

there are over 400 languages spoken by this group (Kindler, 2002 as cited in Genesee et 

al., 2005).  The vast majority of ELL students speak Spanish (69%) constituting 6.9 

million of students.  There are over 10 million students who are Hispanic in public 

schools.  The number of Hispanic students attending public schools has increased from 

12.7% from 1993 to 1994 and 19.8% from 2005 to 2006 (Fry & Gonzales, 2008).  Also, a 

majority of Hispanic students attend schools which have over 50% Hispanic students in 

them (Fry, 2007).  
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In addition to a rapid increase in the ELL population in public schools in the 

United States, it is also becoming increasingly difficult for these students to make 

sufficient progress in attaining their educational goals.  These difficulties are noted by 

their academic failure, disproportional placement in the special education programs, and 

high dropout rates.  For instance, studies have shown that the lack of English proficiency 

can be mistaken for a true learning disability (Artiles, Harry, Reschly & Chinn, 2002; 

Artiles, Rueda, Salazar & Higareda, 2005;  Rueda & Windmueller, 2006) and conversely, 

true learning disabilities can be mistakenly identified as being solely the result of English 

deficiencies (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Delgado & Scott 2006).  As a result of such 

academic problems as well as by the accelerating emergence of ELL and minority 

students, there has been a heightened attention by educators and other professional to 

identify the underlying factors that are contributing to the academic difficulties of such 

children.  One of the areas of research that has gained special attention in recent years has 

been self-regulated learning (SRL).  Such research has shown that, in school-age 

children, higher levels of SRL result in enhanced academic growth.  

ELL students need to learn English to be able to access the academic content.  

Although ELL students may be able to communicate effectively in everyday situations, 

they may struggle to acquire the language of instruction which impacts their academic 

success in the school setting (Verdugo & Flores, 2007).  Cummins (1981) distinguished 

two types of skills required for language proficiency development when an individual is 

acquiring a second language (L2).  The first skill is the Basic Interpersonal 

Communication Skills (BICS), which allows students to have face to face 
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communications.  In two years, this skill generally develops well enough to communicate 

effectively with peers (Cummins & Schecter, 2003).  The second skill is Cognitive 

Academic Language Proficiency (CALP).  The CALP is necessary for a child’s academic 

language development.  Cummins (1999) stated that it takes from five to seven years for 

a child to develop this skill.  BICS and CALP are the skills needed for a child to be 

successful at his/her grade level.  

Although SRL influences academic performance, surprisingly, there has been 

little research conducted to measure the cognitive, behavioral, and motivational learning 

strategies of ELL students.  Moreover, there are just a few studies that have been 

conducted with middle school students as the majority has been conducted with 

undergraduate or college students from Western cultures.  The purpose of this 

dissertation is to explore the relationship that the SRL strategies of ELL students has on 

academic achievement.  

Nature and Background of Self-regulated Learning 

 

 Definition of Self-regulated Learning 

 

SRL refers to the combination of knowledge, motivation, and autonomy to 

accomplish goals.  SRL reflects the ability to go beyond the educational benchmarks 

proposed for each grade level and age.  But the experience and the context are key 

elements contributing to SRL (Paris & Paris, 2001).  The concept of SRL also indicates 

the presence of students’ independence to pursue their educational and life goals in an 

effective way (Perry, Phillips, & Hutchinson, 2006). 
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Self-regulation is seen as a cyclical process because the tasks previously 

performed served as a reference to adjust current performance (Zimmerman, 2000).  It 

also requires a “deliberate, judgmental, and adaptive process” where students cyclically 

adjust their ways to approach tasks that they perform at different times and in different 

contexts (Butler & Winne, 1995). 

Theoretical Assumptions Underlying Self-regulated Learning  

 

According to Pintrich (2004), there are four shared assumptions between the 

models of SRL.  The first assumption is that learners are active in their own learning.  

That is, self-regulated learners set up their own goals, and select the strategies to 

implement toward the achievement of their goals.  The second assumption is that students 

monitor, control, and regulate their cognitive abilities, motivation, behavior, and their 

environment.  The third assumption is that goals, criteria, and standards are part of the 

self-regulation process because students evaluate the progress they’ve made in 

comparison to their goals, criteria and standards.  The last assumption is that it is not just 

the personality of the students, the context (e.g. classroom), or the culture of the student 

that determines self-regulation but also the students self-regulated cognition, motivation 

and behavior (Pintrich, 2004). 

Self-regulated Learning Components  

 

One of the essential components of SRL is monitoring.  This refers to the 

feedback provided to oneself based on the progress made to accomplish the previously 

established goals (Butler & Winne, 1995).  Behavioral self-regulation refers to the self-

observation of performance as a way to learn.  In a similar vein, environmental self-
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regulation is the observation and adjustment of the conditions in the environment.  Self-

regulation also requires the monitoring and adjustment of cognitive and affective states 

like imagery to remember and relax (Zimmerman , 2000). 

Another component is self-efficacy, which is referred to as the beliefs held by 

students with regards to their capabilities and skills to perform tasks.  Self-regulatory 

efficacy is the beliefs of one’s capability for planning and management.  Self-regulatory 

skills are important in the self-regulation of learning but if the person does not show 

motivation to use self-regulatory skills it has little to no value.  When students have self-

regulatory skills, they can modify their performance based on their personal 

characteristics and environmental conditions (Zimmerman , 2000). 

Another aspect of SRL is self-evaluative judgments that relates to the attributions 

students make about their task performances.  These judgments can be attributed to the 

students’ own assessment of their ability or effort required to sufficiently accomplish the 

tasks and respond well to the challenges of task demands (Zimmerman , 2000). 

Control of cognition and regulation encompasses the types of cognitive and 

metacognitive actions people take to change their cognition.  Self-regulation of cognition 

occurs when a person monitors his/her performance in comparison with the established 

goals.  Similarly, as students have the ability to regulate their cognition, they can also 

regulate their motivation and affect (Pintrich, 2004). 

One of the key components of controlling and regulating cognition is using 

different cognitive strategies to memorize, learn, reason, solve problems, and think.  The 

regulation of one’s behavior is a feature of SRL that includes the person’s attempt to 
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control his/her external behavior.  Another way behavior can be regulated for learning is 

through the seeking of help (Pintrich, 2004).  

SRL also generally includes a component of motivation.  People get motivated to 

start an activity in order to accomplish their goals.  The assessment of one’s progress 

helps people keep themselves motivated.  People can use this assessment to decide 

whether to continue working on the activity, switch to another activity or in an extreme 

case quit (Sansone & Thoman, 2005).  People have internal motivation when their 

behavior is driven by their interest.   Nevertheless, if people find an external reason 

strong enough to perform the activity, people will make the activity more interesting by 

changing cognitive or behavioral strategies.  Things that influence people to remain 

interested are the characteristics of the task being performed and the strategies used by 

the individuals (Sansone & Thoman, 2005). 

Characteristics of Self-regulated Learners 

 

There is consensus to conclude that the most effective learners are the ones that 

self-regulate themselves.  In educational settings, self-regulation involves tasks that 

require the student’s settlement of goals to gain more knowledge, the use of strategies 

towards the achievement of goals, and the monitoring of student’s progress regarding the 

goals (Butler & Winne, 1995). 

Good self-regulated learners set up goals in a hierarchical way; prioritizing more 

immediate goals to more long term goals (Zimmerman, 2000).  SRL is done when people 

set goals, monitor, and regulate their learning process to attain the goals set up, people 

also select the strategies to accomplish their goals, they know how to manage their 
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resources, the effort put into the task, how to react to the feedback externally provided, 

and their reactions to their outcomes (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).  

Self-regulated Learning in the School Setting 

 

For self-regulation of learning to be successful, the student needs to keep in mind 

the goals he/she needs to achieve to compare and evaluate his/her performance.  At 

schools, the definition of goals is easier to set up because standards and criteria are 

already established.  Similarly, feedback is provided to the student regarding his/her 

present level of performance in terms of these standards and criteria.  By the same token, 

students receive feedback as a result of monitoring the progress they achieve based on the 

activities they engage in (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick 2006).  

Teachers provide relevant information about the progress made by the student that 

is needed to produce meaningful feedback to students.  The way teachers can determine 

the progress a student has made toward the achievement of goals, criteria or standards is 

by giving the student assessment tasks, by asking him/her questions in class and by 

observing the student’s behavior in class during activities such as oral presentations 

(Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006).  

Despite the importance of SRL strategies in facilitating classroom learning there 

is a paucity of research on SRL with ELL populations.  This study was an attempt to 

address this need by exploring the relationship between SRL strategies and academic 

achievement of ELL students attending middle school grades in the area of reading, 

writing, and mathematics.  For the purposes of this study, academic achievement in these 

three areas was obtained by the use of a standardized achievement test referred to as 



18 
 

Arizona's Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS).  The SRL measures were obtained 

by an instrument called the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ).  

The relationship between these two measures was examined by testing the following 

hypotheses at a 0.05 level of significance:  

1. There will be no significant relationship between the level of self-regulated 

learning as measured by the overall performance on the MSLQ and academic 

achievement of ELL students as measured by AIMS scores in the areas of 

reading, writing, and mathematics.  

2. There will be no significant relationship between the level of motivational 

strategies and academic achievement of ELL students in the areas of reading, 

writing, and mathematics as indicated by their performance on AIMS subtests.  

3. There will be no significant relationship between the level of learning strategies 

and achievement of ELL students. 

4. There will be no significant relationship between the use of self-regulated 

learning strategies and the level of English language proficiency of ELL students.   

5. English Language proficiency, self-regulated learning, level of motivation, and 

use of learning strategies will not significantly predict academic achievement of 

ELL students. 

Definition of Terms 

SRL is an active process that students utilize to obtain academic skills, like the 

setting of goals, the selection of strategies, the self-monitoring of the effectiveness to 

accomplish these goals, rather than as an event that occurs to students caused by external 
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forces (Zimmerman, 2008).  And the benefits of promoting SRL at school is that it allows 

the expansion of knowledge, skills and attitudes that a person has, which can be 

transferred from one context to another one in terms of learning, whether at school or 

home (Boekaerts, 1999).  This is why Zimmerman (2002) pointed out that SRL is not a 

mental capability; instead it is the ability to convert this capability to the academic skill 

of learning.  This concurs with the definition of Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986), 

when they defined SRL as “the degree to which students are metacognitively, 

motivationally, and behaviorally active participants in their own learning process”. 

Academic achievement of the sampled students for this study is operationally 

defined as the scores obtained from AIMS in Reading, Writing, and Mathematics.  ELL 

students for the purpose of the current study was to work with students who came from 

dominantly Spanish-speaking homes and have acquired English proficiency (Intermediate 

level) sufficiently enough to comprehend the English language consistent with their grade 

level.  Such proficiency was established through the Arizona English Language Learner 

Assessment (AZELLA) which places ELL students in different levels of English 

proficiency based on their scores on the AZELLA test.   

Research Questions 

The present study intended to examine the relationship between the basic 

elements of SRL (motivation and learning strategies) and academic achievement as 

measured by a standardized achievement test commonly used in Arizona Public schools 

(AIMS).  Based on this broad question, a number of empirically testable hypotheses were 

developed that are described in chapter three.  The basic purpose of the hypotheses was to 
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look at the nature of the relationship of SRL and its relation to academic achievement of 

ELL students in general and implications for the practitioners in the field of school 

psychology.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter is devoted to a comprehensive examination of the nature and 

importance of SRL strategies, major theories, relationship between SRL and achievement 

in general, and the relationship with SRL and achievement of ELL students.  An attempt 

is made to present a summary and critical analysis of the currently available research 

which is intended to support the rationale for the overall direction of this research 

investigation. 

Educators as well as social scientists have always been interested in exploring and 

understanding how human beings learn and acquire new knowledge as well as to examine 

ways by which learning and acquisition of knowledge can be maximized particularly in 

formal educational settings.  Such a quest for the exploration of learning processes has 

led researchers as well as practitioners to examine a variety of cognitive strategies, 

personal background variables, motivation, and other variables that affect learning and 

account for individual and group differences in learning and acquisition of new 

information. 

Nature and Importance of Self-regulated Learning 

Recently, there has been an increased interest in understanding how humans learn 

(Purdie, Pillay, & Boulton-Lewis, 2000).  The interest in SRL and performance was 

initiated over 20 years ago with the purpose of knowing how students control and shape 

their own learning process (Zimmerman, 2008).  This interest has developed alongside 

general research of human self-regulation (Zimmerman, 1989).  Furthermore, SRL has 
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continued to grow in popularity because it highlights the independence of the students to 

be responsible for their own learning (Turingan & Yang, 2009).  

SRL is now considered an important concept in the educational field.  Currently, 

the ability to self-regulate learning is perceived by educational psychologists and policy 

makers as an important component for learning not just at school but in all aspects of life 

(Boekaerts, 1999).  Particularly, researchers are interested in investigating how children 

use their self-regulation processes such as how they set their goals, how they reinforce 

themselves, and how they record and instruct themselves.  This general research has led 

educational researchers to investigate how these self-regulating processes influence 

academic learning (Zimmerman, 1989). 

The importance of SRL is needed to be able to acquire skills and knowledge 

throughout one’s life (Zimmerman, 2002).  SRL is seen to take place when students have 

the motivation to engage in learning activities in environments that promote SRL (Butler, 

2002). 

Theoretical Background 

Numerous theories have been developed within the last couple decades that 

identify the processes involved in SRL, and they establish its relationship with academic 

performance (Montalvo & Torres, 2004).  Presently, models of SRL are based on 

research about cognition and motivation.  Knowledge about motivation and cognition 

helps in understanding how students select their academic goals, choose their problem 

solving strategies and adjust their plans of action and effort in accordance with their 

success (Paris & Newman, 1990).   Many theories assume that SRL consists of temporary 
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processes, strategies, or responses that students have to regulate their learning 

(Zimmerman, 1989). 

Social-cognitive Theory 

Social cognitive theorists propose that SRL is not solely determined by the 

individual processes but these processes are also determined by the physical and social 

environment (Zimmerman, 1989).   Social cognitive theory, states that self-awareness 

encompasses states of self-perception like self-efficacy and observation of one’s 

behavior.  However, social cognitive theorists focus on the relationship between 

modeling and SRL processes.  The assumption made by social-cognitive theorists is that 

SRL is neither a skill that is automatically developed when people age nor is it acquired 

through interaction with the environment in a passive way (Zimmerman, 1989). 

Social cognitive theory sees SRL as being made up of three subprocesses: self-

observation, self-judgment, and self-reaction (Bandura, 1986).  This theory, also takes for 

granted that students have pre-existing knowledge of the activities they use to learn, how 

to acquire knowledge and how to solve problems (Zimmerman, 1989).  When people are 

aware of their capabilities, they know ahead of time the possible difficulties when doing 

something.  This allows people to set goals and take the appropriate steps to accomplish 

them in order to obtain the wanted results (Bandura, 1991). 

Self-observation is the monitoring of one’s performance.  This information can 

indicate how much progress has been made toward the achievement of goals 

(Zimmerman, 1989).  Self-observation helps to provide feedback regarding progress in 

attaining goals in a realistic way.  Based on this information, people can recognize the 
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strategies employed, their reactions toward the task demands, and under what 

circumstances those reactions occurred.  As a result, people notice patterns of behavior 

that they can preserve or change toward the attainment of goals.  People are proud of 

themselves when the goals attained are attributed to their abilities and effort.  Otherwise, 

when people are not satisfied with the work done, they see their performance as a result 

of external support (Bandura, 1991).  Self-observation is impacted by self-efficacy, 

settlement of goals and metacognitive planning.  Self-judgments are the evaluations made 

by the students through the comparison of current performance with their goals 

(Zimmerman, 1989).  

Within a social cognitive viewpoint, efficacy beliefs do not rely solely on 

individual capabilities, they also have a collective component.  Efficacy beliefs are shared 

by a group of people that help to determine collective action (Bandura, 1997, 2000).  

Collectively speaking, people’s efficacy beliefs influence the ways they pursue goals, the 

effort they put into them and they confront the difficulties needed to successfully 

accomplish them (Bandura, 2002). 

Social-cognitive theorists provide special emphasis on the influence of modeling 

on SRL (Zimmerman, 1989).  Modeling is the primary means from which parents, 

teachers, and others assess self-regulatory skills like persistence, self-appreciation and 

self-reactions to children (Zimmerman, 2000).  Modeling is a capacity that exists across 

cultures but the way it is used varies among them (Bandura, 2002).  Self-regulated 

learners can model the use of effective strategies and can even improve poor learners’ 

effectiveness (Zimmerman, 1989).  



25 
 

Cognitive Constructivist Theory 

The cognitive constructivist view of cognitive functioning assumes that students 

directly impact their SRL by taking an active role during their learning and memory 

recall.  In general, cognitive constructivists do not see motivation as a separate process; 

instead they presume that the construction of meaning occurs through interaction with the 

world.  According to this view, the most sophisticated levels of self-regulation do not 

occur until the child reaches Piaget’s period of formal operations where the students are 

able to create hypotheses about their learning and test them.  Similarly, Piagetian 

constructivists highlight that the changes in development are crucial for being able to 

regulate one’s own learning (Zimmerman, 1989). 

Self-regulated Learning and Academic Achievement 

There is an increasing amount of laboratory and field research that shows that 

SRL is essential to academic achievement (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990).  

Furthermore, there have been important advancements in the understanding of the 

strategies involved in SRL that improve the academic achievement of students 

(Zimmerman, 1989).  There has been a history of educators struggling to deal with the 

presence of significant differences in the backgrounds and the learning methods of 

individuals.  In the 19
th

 century, if a student was unsuccessful in school, attributions were 

made regarding his/her intellectual ability.  But in the 20
th

 century, there has been more 

interest on individual differences for success (Zimmerman, 2002). 

A study conducted by Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986) explored the use of 

self-regulation strategies in a high school population, and the relationship between the 
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use of self-regulated strategies and achievement.  From the 80 total participants, 40 of 

them were divided into the high achievement track group and the other 40 formed the low 

achievement track group.  Achievement scores were obtained from the Metropolitan 

Achievement Test (MAT) in the subjects of English and Mathematics.  Students were 

interviewed by using a structured interview known as the Self-regulated Learning 

Interview Schedule, which measures the use of self-regulation strategies.  Results 

indicated that from the 14 categories of strategies for self-regulation the high achiever 

group showed significantly greater use of these strategies than the low achiever group in 

13 of the 14 categories.  Similarly, it was found that the high achiever group relied more 

on social sources for assistance compared to the low achiever group, particularly by 

seeking social assistance from their teachers, peers, and other adults.  Therefore, the use 

of self-regulation strategies was shown to be significantly related to a higher level of 

academic functioning. 

Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1988) explored the relationship between the 

SRL strategies reported by high school students and the SRL performance observed by 

their teachers.  Findings indicate that there is a relationship between the ratings provided 

by teachers with the reports given by students of their use of SRL strategies.  The SRL 

strategies of rehearsing, organizing, and reviewing tests were the strategies that correlated 

the most with the teachers’ ratings.  Hence, good self-regulated learners use self-

regulated strategies to perform their classroom activities (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 

1988). 
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Self-efficacy beliefs are other elements that impact students’ achievement.  As an 

example of the impact of self-efficacy beliefs on achievement, Zimmerman, Bandura and 

Martinez-Pons (1992) conducted a study on self-efficacy beliefs and academic 

achievement of high school students.  Results indicated that there was a significant 

correlation between the students’ perceived self-efficacy with their academic 

achievement.  Students that saw themselves as being capable are more confident of 

attaining a high academic performance (Zimmerman et al., 1992).  Similarly, Pajares and 

Graham (1999) studied the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs in mathematics and 

mathematics academic performance on middle school students in regular education 

versus those in gifted education.  The results showed that gifted students that reported 

higher self-efficacy and self-concept also achieved higher performance scores than 

regular education students (Pajares & Graham, 1999).  Therefore, this research showed 

that students self-efficacy beliefs are strongly related to students’ academic achievement. 

In a more recent study, Bouffard, Bouchard, Goulet, Denoncourt and Couture 

(2005) examined how self-efficacy beliefs affect self-regulated strategies and its 

relationship with performance on a cognitive task.  140 students (85 girls and 55 boys) 

were placed into two experimental conditions; one where the students were induced to 

promote high self-efficacy beliefs and the other one to promote low self-efficacy beliefs.  

Findings suggested that the students from the high efficacy condition reported greater 

confidence and more expectations then students in the low efficacy condition.  Students 

from the high efficacy condition performed better than students from the low efficacy 

group when trying to achieve learning goals.  Based on student reports, it was suggested 
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that the high performance group focused more on managing the amount of energy and 

time they dedicated to each problem (Bouffard et al., 2005). 

By the same token, Ablard and Lipschultz (1998) investigated the relationship 

between SRL and achievement.  A sample of 222 high-achieving seventh-grade students 

participated in the study; 53% were boys.  Results of responses to the Self-Regulated 

Learning Interview Schedule indicated that the most reported strategies were self-

evaluation, goal setting, planning, organization and transformation, monitoring, record 

keeping, seeking assistance from adults, note review and text review.  However, the 

students only used on average one of these strategies, while the particular strategies used 

varied greatly.  The authors concluded that being a high achiever does not necessarily 

mean there will be more use of SRL strategies.  Gender differences were also noted, 

suggesting that girls use more self-regulatory strategies than boys do when performing 

difficult reading and writing tasks.  In addition, girls reported more personal regulation 

and optimization of their environment (Ablard & Lipschultz, 1998). 

Self-regulated Learning and Reading  

There have been several studies that have showed connections between SRL and 

reading achievement.  A study completed by Swalander and Taube (2007) researched 

how SRL, reading attitude and family reading background relates to reading ability.  The 

sample included 4018 eighth graders from Sweden.  Using a reading literacy test, and 

questionnaires for SRL and reading attitude, they found that the verbal and academic self-

concept reported by students had the largest effect on achievement in reading ability.   

Interestingly, goal oriented strategies had a negative effect on reading achievement.  



29 
 

Regarding gender, it was found that females do better in reading tasks involving narrative 

and expository texts, demonstrating a more positive attitude toward reading as well as a 

more positive verbal self-concept compared to boys.  Males were evaluated to have a 

higher academic self-concept, self-efficacy, and control expectation.  Boys indicated they 

used more memorization, elaboration, and motivation techniques compared to girls.  The 

findings of this paper also confirm that a family background with a rich reading history 

has a significant positive effect on reading ability (Swalander & Taube, 2007).  

Mucherah and Yoder (2008) studied 388 middles school students (229 girls and 

158 boys) to determine the relationship between the students’ motivation to read (as 

determined from the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) and their performance 

on a standardized test in reading.  In general, the findings suggested that middle school 

students with a high self-efficacy in reading, who tend to read more difficult material, and 

who enjoy reading for pleasure performed better on the reading achievement test.  More 

specifically, females scored higher than males on the reading achievement test largely 

because they showed a higher curiosity for reading, a higher reading efficacy, and sought 

out more challenging pieces of literature to read.  Another finding is that while white 

students tended to outperform minority students, minority students tended to have a 

greater curiosity in reading particularly at one of the schools in the study.  Finally, the 

study concluded that reading induced by social pressure was not a good predictor of 

reading achievement (Mucherah & Yoder, 2008). 
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Self-regulated Learning and Writing 

Research on self-efficacy beliefs has been done in the area of writing, showing a 

relationship between these two processes as well as its relationship with SRL.  For 

example, Zimmerman and Bandura (1994) studied self-efficacy beliefs and academic 

achievement along with self-regulation, academic goals and self-standards and its impact 

on achievement in writing.  The sample was formed from 95 freshmen university 

students; 43 men and 52 women whom enrolled in a writing course.  Results indicated 

that higher self-efficacy beliefs of writing are related to higher perceived self-efficacy 

and personal standards for achievement.  Students with high self-standards and perceived 

academic self-efficacy developed goals and techniques that helped them learn to write at 

a high level.  Consequently, self-efficacy beliefs impacted the grades obtained by the 

students in the writing course.  Another finding is that perceived academic self-efficacy 

had a direct impact on grades whereas verbal aptitude only had an indirect impact on 

final grades because these were influenced by students’ personal standards (Zimmerman 

& Bandura, 1994). 

The connection between high self-efficacy and high-achievement has also been 

shown for middle school students.  Pajares and Valiante (1999) studied the relationship 

between self-efficacy beliefs in writing and writing competence as well as grade level 

and gender differences among middle school students.  In total, 742 students participated 

in the predominantly White sample: 376 females, 366 males; 243 from sixth grade, 237 

from seventh grade, and 262 from eighth grade.  The results showed that the only 

motivation construct that related to competence in writing was writing self-efficacy 



31 
 

beliefs.  The study showed that females are more competent in their writing skills than 

males but there was no gender difference in self-efficacy beliefs.  However, females were 

more likely to say they were better at writing than their peers.  Females valued writing 

more as well.  When comparing grade levels, the results showed that sixth graders 

reported a higher self-efficacy and they thought that writing is more valuable compared 

to seventh and eighth graders.  Seventh graders reported the lowest level of self-efficacy 

beliefs in writing.  Eighth graders and their teachers reported themselves as better writers 

than their sixth and seventh grade peers (Pajares & Valiante, 1999). 

Self-regulated Learning and Mathematics 

The relationship between SRL and mathematics has also been examined.  For 

instance, Pape and Wang (2003) conducted a study to explore the relationship between 

the use of SRL strategies and academic achievement and problem solving on 

mathematical word problems.  The sample included 86 seventh graders: 19 boys (36%) 

and 51 girls (64%).  Findings suggested that the middle school students from the high and 

low achievement groups differed in the use of self-regulated strategies, how confident 

they felt about the strategies being used and how often they use them.  With regards to 

the students’ problem solving behaviors, when solving mathematics problems most 

students reported that in order to understand the material better, they set up goals, plan, 

organize and transform information.  Less than half of participants reported the use help-

seeking strategies, rehearsing, memorization, keeping records, monitoring, structure of 

the environment, and providing self-consequences.  Rehearsing and memorization 

strategies were only used by one-quarter of the students.  A significant finding of this 
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study is that higher achieving students used a wider variety of strategies to solve 

mathematics problems (Pape & Wang, 2003). 

A study conducted by Eshel and Kohavi (2003) showed that the level of control 

over learning goals also is an important factor in SRL.  They studied the relationship 

between self-regulation strategies, self control, and academic achievement.  The sample 

was comprised of 302 sixth graders; 163 girls, and 139 boys in Israel.  Results indicated 

that higher mathematics achievement is associated with higher student and teacher 

control.  High mathematics scores are also related to positive self-efficacy with intrinsic 

value, and cognitive strategies to self-regulate learning.  Furthermore, the use of SRL 

strategies was higher when the student had a higher perceived control than the teacher. 

Self-regulated Learning and Academic Achievement of ELL Students 

ELL students face many challenges at school.  One of the challenges that has been 

widely recognized over the years is that ELL students underperform in academic 

achievement compared to their English speaking counterparts.  Usually ELL students 

score 20-30% points lower than their non-ELL peers.  By the same token, ELL students’ 

achievement also improves more slowly (Abedi & Dietel, 2004).  Another issue is that 

when ELL students take standardized achievement tests they may perform poorly on 

these tests due to difficulty in understanding the vocabulary presented in the tests, 

misinterpretation of the questions may occur, and they may take more time to read the 

items on the test resulting in slower reading than their non-ELL peers (Duran, 1989; 

Garcia, 1991).  



33 
 

Little research has been conducted on ELL students, achievement and SRL.  

However, in an analysis conducted by Abedi (2002), the influence of the language of 

ELL students on their achievement tests was studied.  Results suggested that the results 

obtained by ELL students on their achievement tests are impacted by their language 

background.  ELL students perform lower in achievement tests in the area of 

mathematics, reading, and science depending on their proficiency levels in English.  The 

biggest impact occurred in the area of reading achievement because this is the area that 

requires the most linguistic ability to understand.  Whereas in the areas of mathematics 

and science the linguistic demand is lower and the influence of language is not as great.  

Although there have been studies done, there is a great need to further research issues 

regarding achievement and SRL with ELL students.  For this reason, the current study 

explored the relationship between SRL and achievement on ELL students.  To date, there 

are just a few studies that have been done with students from other cultures studying self-

regulated strategies.  

Cultures are heterogeneous and dynamic social systems.  Intracultural diversity 

exists across cultures but there are also individual differences within the same culture.  

People live in multicultural societies where values, customs and social practices are 

shared.  Even within the same characteristics of a culture (e.g. individualistic, 

collectivistic) differences emerge (Bandura, 2002).  As we live in a multicultural society, 

it is important to understand how learning is perceived and what strategies are used cross-

culturally (Purdie et al., 2000). 
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There may be similarities regarding values and beliefs across cultures (Purdie et 

al., 2000).  For example, efficacy beliefs are manifested in different ways, regardless of 

culture (Bandura, 2002).  Understanding differences in these may lead to a better 

understanding of the variation of the students’ conceptions of learning, use of self-

regulation strategies and the learning outcomes among cultural groups.  In a similar way, 

concepts of self held by individuals are impacted by the cultural environment of the 

student and by significant others.  For instance, some cultures value collectivism while 

others value individualism (Purdie et al., 2000).   

In this regard, a study conducted by Turingan and Yang (2009) investigated the 

self-regulatory processes employed by Korean and Filipino college students.  The MSLQ 

was utilized to assess the self-regulation of learning skills and the motivational 

orientation of students.  The participants of the study were 185 Korean and 209 Filipino 

college students.  Results of this study indicated that Filipino students had a higher level 

of skills to self-regulate their learning compared to their Korean counterparts.  Thus, 

Filipino students have a higher level of skills in terms of cognition, metacognition, and 

management of resources than Korean students.  Due to the diversity in the classrooms, it 

is necessary to understand the relationships between the notions of learning and the 

utilization of learning strategies.  Cultural differences also reveal differences in styles of 

thinking and values.  For example, Korean and Filipino cultures emphasize the value of 

education in their societies.  Nonetheless, there are some differences between these two 

cultures.  Some of the differences are that Korean people emphasize the role of parent 

supervision on the academic life of their children.  Furthermore, Koreans are more 
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predisposed to having tutors helping the learning process of their children.  On the other 

hand, Filipino students just rely on the school system. 

In another study conducted by Purdie et al., (2000), the variation in conceptions of 

learning, self-regulation and any potential interactions of the different conceptions of 

learning between Malaysian and Australian secondary students was investigated.  The 

study consisted of 390 participants; 222 Australian students and 168 Malaysian.  Among 

the instruments administered was the MSLQ to assess the orientations of students 

regarding learning and the use of learning strategies as well.  Results indicated that 

significant differences were found between the Australian and Malaysian students in four 

subscales of the motivation scale including: Intrinsic Goal Orientations, Extrinsic Goal 

Orientation, Control of Learning Beliefs, and Self-Efficacy for Learning and 

Performance.  Similarly, differences were found in the subscales comprising the scale of 

learning strategy.  Results showed that students also differed in the use of strategies, 

particularly in Critical Thinking, Metacognitive Self-Regulation, Peer Learning, and Help 

seeking.  The group of Malaysian students obtained higher mean scores for the majority 

of strategies on the MSLQ.  The strategies of help seeking and learning from peers were 

highly valued, probably because these students come from a collectivist culture that 

promotes collaborative work in their activities including school work.  Similarly, 

Malaysian students valued the use of self-regulation and critical thinking more.  Along 

the same vein, Malaysian students showed higher scores on the strategies of self-control, 

self-efficacy in learning, and both types of motivation; intrinsic and extrinsic. 
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Purdie and Hattie (1996) conducted a study to explore the relationship between 

culture and SRL among Australian students, Japanese students, and Japanese/Australian 

students.  A total of 493 students participated in the study; 248 Australian students, 215 

Japanese students, and 30 Australian/Japanese students.  The students completed the 

survey called The Self-regulated Learning Strategies Schedule (Zimmerman & Martinez-

Pons, 1986,1988, 1990) to indicate the strategies they use in different learning situations.  

Results showed that although the use of strategies was similar among the three groups, 

cultural differences were noted.  Similarities in the use of strategies included: the 

structuring of the physical study environment and reviewing one’s work was observed in 

each of the groups.  The least important strategies for all groups were self-testing, 

highlighting and underlining, and the organization of notes and files.  The strategies used 

the most for Australian students were goal setting and planning; Japanese students used 

memorization and, for Japanese/Australian students reviewing notes was employed.  

According to the findings, the strategies used by all groups of students were related with 

achievement.  Therefore, the higher the achievement, the greater the use of strategies, 

irrespective of cultural membership. 

Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1990) conducted a study to investigate the SRL 

strategies used by gifted and regular students from the fifth, eighth, and eleventh grades.  

In total, 95 gifted students participated in the study: 35 fifth graders, 30 eighth graders, 

and 30 eleventh graders.  The sample of regular students included: 30 fifth graders, 30 

eighth graders, and 30 eleventh graders.  The students from both schools (i.e., gifted and 

regular schools) that comprised the sample were Caucasians, Hispanics, and Asians.  
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However, the specific number of students’ ethnicity was not provided due to school 

policy.  The Self-Regulated Learning Interview Schedule was completed by both groups 

of students.  Findings indicated that gifted youngsters reported a greater use of 

organization and transformation strategies than students from regular schools.  Eighth 

graders utilized more strategies than fifth graders but not more than eleventh graders.  

Girls used more goal-setting and planning than boys.  Similarly, girls kept more records 

and monitored themselves more often than boys.  By the same token, eleventh graders 

and eighth graders kept more records and monitored themselves more than fifth graders.  

Gifted students indicated higher levels of seeking assistance from peers and adults 

compared to regular students.  Also, gifted students reviewed more notes than regular 

students.  

The way learning is perceived by individuals is impacted by previous experiences 

like cultural background, contextual demands and intentions of the individuals.  Cross-

cultural research has been conducted to understand the learning processes of students.  

This type of research allows educators to know about the beliefs of learning and 

behaviors and the identification of potential comparisons and differences between 

cultural and learning variables (Purdie et al., 2000).  In a similar way, little research has 

been conducted in different cultures to determine the cultural and ethnic differences 

based on group membership with regards to the use of SRL strategies.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter provides detailed information regarding the methodologies that were 

employed to evaluate five research hypotheses.  To be precise, the chapter incorporates 

the  hypotheses tested, pilot study, information about the participants, instruments 

administered, independent and dependent variables, procedures used, and the methods 

used to analyze the obtained information. 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested at a .05 level of significance and are 

described as follows:   

1. There will be no significant relationship between the level of self-regulated 

learning as measured by the overall performance on the MSLQ and academic 

achievement of ELL students as measured by AIMS scores in the areas of 

reading, writing, and mathematics. 

2. There will be no significant relationship between the level of motivational 

strategies and academic achievement of ELL students in the areas of reading, 

writing, and mathematics as indicated by their performance on AIMS subtests. 

3. There will be no significant relationship between the level of learning strategies 

and achievement of ELL students.  

4. There will be no significant relationship between the use of self-regulated 

learning strategies and the level of English language proficiency of ELL students. 
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5. English Language proficiency, self-regulated learning, level of motivation, and 

use of learning strategies will not significantly predict academic achievement of 

ELL students. 

Pilot Study 

Since the major objective of the study was to examine the relationship of SRL 

with academic achievement of bilingual Hispanic children, a pilot study was proposed 

and conducted to determine that all ELL subjects to be included in the study have 

adequate proficiency in English to understand questions contained in the SRL 

questionnaire (MSLQ).  The purpose of the pilot study was to compare the psychometric 

properties of the MSLQ given to eighth grade ELL students to the psychometric 

properties of the MSLQ given to the largely Caucasian, college student sample that was 

used during the development of the MSLQ (Pintrich et al., 1991). 

A random sample of eighth graders volunteering to participate in the pilot study 

was selected and given the MSLQ.  The students volunteering for the pilot study were 

required to obtain parental consent in order to participate in this study.  All students 

selected were determined to have Intermediate English language proficiency according to 

the AZELLA.  The obtained responses on the MSLQ were used to determine the 

reliability of the test for ELL students.  In addition, the subjects were asked to indicate if 

the content of MSLQ test items was easily comprehensible as indicated by their 

responses on a three point Likert scale ranging from one indicating low comprehension, 

to a numerical value of three indicating sufficient comprehension (Appendix A).  
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The Study Sample 

The current study was intended to work with only eighth graders.  However, due 

to the low number of students enrolled in this grade level, it was decided to work with 

seventh graders as well.  The study solicited 130 seventh and eighth graders of which 30 

made up the final study sample; 16 (53.3%) were seventh graders, and 14 (46.7%) were 

eighth graders.  19 of the students (63.3%) were male and 11 were female (36.7%).  Nine 

students were 12 years old (30%), 14 students were 13 years old (46.7), and seven 

students were 14 years of age (23.3%).  With regards to the students’ ethnicity, 27 (90%) 

of them reported to be Hispanic while 3 (10%) of them reported “Other” as their 

ethnicity.  School records were used to determine the special education (SPED) status of 

each student; 11 (36.7%) of the students were receiving special education services and 19 

(63.3%) of the students were not receiving any kind of special education services.  A 

summary of the demographic information is presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Sample Characteristics 

   

Characteristic Frequency Percent 

   

   

Grade   

7th 16 53.3 

8th 14 46.7 

Gender   

Male 19 63.3 

Female 11 36.7 

Age   

12 9 30.0 

13 14 46.7 

14 7 23.3 

Ethnicity   

Hispanic 27 90.0 

Other 3 10.0 

SPED status   

SPED 11 36.7 

No SPED 19 63.3 

Total 30 100.0 

   

 

Data Collecting Instruments 

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ)  

 

The MSLQ was used in this study in order to provide insights into whether it can 

effectively evaluate the use of SRL strategies with a diverse population of ELL students.  

The MSLQ was developed in 1990.  The purpose of the MSLQ is to self-report the use of 

motivational and learning strategies used when taking courses (Permission to use the 
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MSLQ was granted by the University of Michigan, Combined Program in Education & 

Psychology (CPEP), Appendix B).  

The MSLQ has been used by a number of researchers in their studies in 

determining a relationship among motivation, SRL, and classroom performance of 

school-age children.  These studies as well as data collected during developmental phases 

of MSLQ have led to an establishment of adequate reliability and validity of the 

instrument (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990).  For example, the construct validity as 

determined by a confirmatory factor analysis found learning and motivation as dominant 

underlying factors accounting for substantial amount of variance.  Similarly, the internal 

consistency reliability as reported in the manual was found to range between .52 and .93 

(Pintrich, Smith, Garcia & Mckeachie, 1991). 

The MSLQ has mainly been used by researchers within the United States 

although it has also been translated into other languages for its use with populations from 

foreign countries.  The MSLQ has been used with samples of students attending colleges 

and universities and with students in middle and high schools; however, it is not 

recommended for populations lower than third grade (Wolters, Pintrich & Karabenick, 

2005).  Wolters, Pintrich and Karabenick (2005) note that the ethnicity of the students in 

the samples from their studies was mostly white middle class students from the 

southeastern area of Michigan.  Furthermore, they have not sampled enough minority 

students to determine minority student response to the MSLQ. 

The MSLQ takes between 20 to 30 minutes to complete and it is made up of 81 

Likert style questions, where the scores range from 1 (“not at all true of me”) to 7 (“very 
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true of me”).  The MSLQ consists of two scales: a motivation scale and a learning 

strategies scale.  The motivation scale contains 31 items and it is divided into three 

subscales: Value Components (intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal orientation, and 

task value), Expectancy Components (control beliefs and self-efficacy for learning and 

performance), and Affective Components (test anxiety).  Fifty items make up the learning 

strategies scale.  This scale is divided into two subscales: the Cognitive and 

Metacognitive Strategies subscale (rehearsal, elaboration, organization, critical thinking, 

and metacognitive self-regulation) and the Resource Management Strategies (time and 

study environment, effort regulation, peer learning, and help seeking) (Appendix C). 

Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS)  

AIMS is a standardized achievement test which was designed to measure 

academic achievement in the subject matter areas of reading, writing and mathematics of 

school-age children in Arizona public schools.  AIMS is a mandatory federal and state 

standardized test that measures the students’ performance with the purpose of providing 

teachers with information about what areas students need the most assistance in to 

maximize their learning potential.  AIMS is administered to students continuously from 

grades 3 through 8 as well as a high school administration.  AIMS items are presented in 

a multiple choice format and the items are developed by educators from Arizona and are 

completely related to the academic standards set up for the state of Arizona (Arizona 

Department of Education, 2011a). 

The scores obtained from AIMS are categorized into four levels of performance.  

The Falls Far Below the Standard and Approaches the Standard levels mean that a 
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student fails, whereas the Meets the Standard and Exceeds the Standard performance 

levels indicate that the student passes.  Students’ scores provided by AIMS help 

educators and policy makers determine the learning of students and the quality of public 

education.  The academic content areas of AIMS are reading and mathematics (grades 3 

through 8 and high school), writing (grades 5 through 7 and high school) and science 

(grades 4, 8 and high school).  Writing measures students’ written communication and 

application of critical thinking to writing, reading measures the ability of students to 

comprehend works of fiction and non-fiction, mathematics measures the students’ 

conceptual problem solving and computational skills, and science measures the ability of 

the students to apply scientific methods to solve problems in the real world (Arizona 

Department of Education, 2010, 2011a).  

AIMS tests are composed of criterion-referenced items and norm-referenced 

items.  The raw scores are converted to scaled scores that allow for qualitative 

comparisons.  The seventh grade criterion-referenced AIMS consists of 68 mathematics 

questions, 54 reading questions, and 6 writing items which have 6 points assigned to each 

item resulting in a total raw score of 36.   Reliability for the reading and mathematics 

portions of the test was measured using Chronbach’s alpha which most directly measures 

internal consistency.   In general, the seventh grade internal consistency was 0.93 (AIMS 

Math) and 0.91 (AIMS Reading).  For ELL students, the internal consistency was 0.88 

(AIMS Math) and 0.82 (AIMS Reading).  The writing test reliability was measured using 

inter-rater reliability to determine how consistent the scores were graded from one rater 

to another.  For all items the second rater agreed perfectly for over 50% of the items, 
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scored plus or minus 1 for around 40% of the items, and scores differed by more than one 

point less than 4% of the time.  Validity was not measured quantitatively, however, 

measures of correlation between the different subject tests were computed and a 

differential item functioning (DIF) test was applied to the results to see if some items 

differed significantly from group to group.  While some AIMS items showed strong DIF, 

none of these items appeared in the seventh grade version of the test (Arizona 

Department of Education, 2010). 

Statewide results from the 2010 AIMS testing shows that for mathematics only 

12% of children in the English Language program scored at or above the Meets the 

Standard classification; this compares to 46% for Hispanic and 71% for White students.  

When reading was examined, 22% of ELL students scored at or above the Meets the 

Standard classification; this compares to 69% for Hispanic and 88% for White students.  

Finally, for writing 35% of ELL students scored at or above the Meets the Standard 

classification; this compares to 69% for Hispanic and 82% for White students.  These 

results show that students in the English Language program are well behind other 

students in all disciplines (Arizona Department of Education, 2010). 

The Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA) 

The AZELLA is a test designed to measure the English language proficiency 

levels of ELL students that speak a language other than English.  The AZELLA is 

administered to ELL students attending schools in Arizona.  This test is intended to 

identify the different levels of English language proficiency at different points of the 

language acquisition process that ELL students go through on a yearly basis at the end of 
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a school year period.  The AZELLA is made up of four areas: Speaking, Listening, 

Reading and Writing and it is administered to students from grades K to 12.  The test is 

divided into five age groupings based on grade levels (K, 1–2, 3–5, 6–8, and 9–12).  The 

format and the number of the items in the test vary from grade to grade (Arizona 

Department of Education, 2011b). 

The AZELLA results allow classification of the students’ performance into five 

levels of proficiency based on the score obtained from the test.  The levels range from a 

basic understanding of the language to more complex competency levels in the four areas 

of the test.  The proficiency levels are: Pre-Emergent, Emergent, Basic, Intermediate, and 

Proficient.  The total AZELLA score is determined by a combination of the scores in all 

test areas.  In addition, the AZELLA test is also given to students who classified as fluent 

English proficient as part of a two year follow-up.  Besides the classification level of 

proficiency given to the students, this permits placement decisions for the Structured 

English Immersion programs (SEI) which provides English instruction to the students 

(Arizona Department of Education, 2011b). 

This study selected only seventh and eighth grade students who had an 

Intermediate level of English proficiency.  For grades 6 through 8 the test consists of 84 

items.  For seventh graders the AZELLA scores should range between 629 and 677 and 

for eighth graders the range is between 638 and 691 to qualify as Intermediate.  

Qualitatively, students who score in the Intermediate level of the listening portion are 

able to explain in their own words the main ideas of peoples’ conversations as well as 

understand grade-level content in mathematics and science with some repetition required.  
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In speaking, the student is able to communicate events and situations, however, there may 

be some difficulty due to a limited vocabulary and misuse of irregular verbs.  In reading, 

the students know the meaning of words in multiple contexts and they can interpret 

information presented in a visual way (graphs); however, the students struggle to 

understand technical vocabulary related to specific subjects.  In terms of the writing, the 

students are capable of producing essays with main ideas although their use of synonyms 

is limited and there are many errors that can prevent good written communication 

(Arizona Department of Education, 2011b). 

Independent and Dependent Variables 

The independent variables of this study were: (a) SRL of the students, (b) 

motivational strategies, (c) learning strategies of the students, (d) gender, (e) grade level, 

and (f) SPED status.  The dependent variables were: (a) AIMS Reading scores, (b) AIMS 

Writing scores, and (c) AIMS Math scores.  

Procedure 

 

In order to recruit the participants for the proposed study, a letter requesting 

permission to conduct the study was sent to the director of special education of the 

targeted school district (Appendix D).  After reviewing the letter requesting permission, 

the district consented to allow the study to be conducted (Appendix E). 

In order to be included in the study, the students had to (a) be attending the 

seventh or eighth  grades, (b) be bilingual and capable of understanding directions in 

English, (c) be of Hispanic ethnicity as determined by their surnames, (d) have AIMS 

scores, (e) have an Intermediate proficiency of English according to the AZELLA test, 
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and (f) volunteer for participation in the study with permission from parents.  Before 

recruiting the participants, permission to conduct the study was granted by the Human 

Subjects Protection Committee at the University of Arizona (Appendix F) and the 

obtained parental consent conformed to the guidelines set up by this committee.  The 

parental consent form had adequate information about confidentiality and the voluntary 

nature of the participation of their children.  To obtain the consent form from parents, the 

parental consent form was provided in both English and Spanish (Appendix G).  

Additionally, the students were provided with an assent form to give them the 

opportunity to decide whether or not they wanted to participate in the study (Appendix 

H). 

The current study was conducted in classrooms from two middle schools in a 

school district in southern Arizona where the MSLQ was given to a sample of 30 seventh 

and eighth grade middle school students.  Permission from teachers to conduct the study 

was also obtained (Appendix I).  This investigator collected the data.  

All the sampled students were given the MSLQ following standard directions for 

administration of the test.  The obtained scores on the MSLQ were correlated with 

achievement measures and were also used to determine the validity and reliability 

coefficients that are reported for the study sample in chapter four of the study. 

A brief explanation of the study was provided to the students.  Participants 

completed the demographic information data that was on the front page of the MSLQ 

which asked them to provide demographic information about their surnames (optional), 

age, grade level, gender, and ethnicity (Appendix J).  Along with this information on the 
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front page, instructions on how to complete the MSLQ were stated on the front page.  

After this, students were asked to complete the MSLQ in order to obtain their capacity for 

SRL.  Prior to the administration of MSLQ to all sampled students, the following 

instructions were given: 

The survey that you are about to complete has two sections, the first 

section corresponds to the motivation part of the survey and the second 

section is part of the learning strategies area.  You will complete the 

motivation part first and then the learning strategies area.  The motivation 

area has 31 questions to complete and the learning strategies area has 50 

questions.  In total, you will be responding to 81 items of the survey.  

There are no right and wrong answers, but you will be answering the 

questions in a way that best describes you.  The way you will answer the 

questions is by giving a score from 1 to 7 where a score of 1 means that 

the question is not at all true about you, and a score of 7 means that the 

question is very true about you.  Specific instructions on how to complete 

the survey are provided in each of the sections of the survey.  This is not a 

school test and this will not impact your grades in any way.  Also, I want 

you to know that your teachers or somebody else will not know your 

answers.  There is no time limit to complete the survey but the survey 

should take between 20 and 30 minutes to complete (The instructions 

portion of the demographic questionnaire, Appendix J). 
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Once the research instrument was completed (i.e., MSLQ), the participants were 

able to ask any relevant questions regarding the study conducted.  The identity of 

individual students participating in the study was kept confidential and the study was 

completed within professionally approved ethical boundaries.  

After the completion of the MSLQ by the students, the students’ AZELLA and 

AIMS scores were requested from the Special Education Director of the district who 

nicely provided the AZELLA and AIMS scores of the participating students to this 

investigator.  With this information, both sets of scores were matched with each other and 

the proper statistical analyses were run which are described next. 

Statistical Analyses 

In order to test the hypotheses as stated in the earlier part of this chapter, three 

sorts of statistical analyses were performed.  The first set of analyses involved the use of 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients to examine the relationship between 

SRL and academic achievement of ELL students in the areas of reading, writing and 

mathematics.  The magnitude of the obtained correlation coefficient was examined for 

their significance to determine the amount of accounted variance.  The second type of 

analyses involved the use of univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA) to examine the 

effect of the hypothesized independent variables (SRL, motivation and learning 

strategies, and English proficiency) on the dependent variables of interest for this study.  

The F statistic was correlated for its significance and the appropriate methods were 

utilized to determine the power of obtained values.  The third and final statistical analysis 

was the standard multiple regression technique that was used to examine the 
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predictability of selected independent variables for predicting the dependent variable of 

achievement.  Further, due to the change in the sample, a difference of means 

independent samples t-test was run to explore possible differences between the two grade 

levels of students used in the study. 

In addition to the above mentioned statistical analyses, a set of descriptive 

statistical procedures (mean and standard deviation) was used to describe the obtained 

findings.  In addition, a psychometric analysis such as reliability and validity indexes 

(Cronbach’s alpha) were obtained to describe the reliability or dependability of the 

instruments used to obtain data for the pilot as well as outcomes of the proposed 

investigation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS  

This chapter describes the results obtained and statistical analyses regarding the 

hypotheses stated in chapter three.  Each of the hypotheses was tested at the 0.05 alpha 

level.  The purpose of this study was to explore the relationship between SRL and 

academic achievement among ELL students attending seventh and eighth grades.  

Furthermore, how SRL and achievement varied with the participants’ demographic 

characteristics were also studied.  These demographic variables include: grade level, 

gender, and SPED status.  Due to the small ethnic diversity of this population, it is 

difficult to determine if there truly was any strong difference in ethnicity within the 

sample population.  Therefore, this variable has been excluded in the following analysis.   

Results of the Pilot Study 

The pilot study was conducted on a sample of 22 eighth grade students who were 

randomly selected.  The purpose of the pilot study was to determine the feasibility and 

appropriateness of the MSLQ and contained items for ELL students.  Another aim of the 

pilot study was to ascertain that all sampled students had sufficient facility in 

comprehending the meaning and intent of the questions contained in the MSLQ.  The 

results of the pilot study indicated that 73% of the students felt comfortable in 

understanding directions given in English.  Also, all pilot study participants indicated that 

they had sufficient time to answer the questions.   

The results of the pilot study also indicated that the MSLQ had adequate 

reliability when used with bilingual students.  Reliability of the MSLQ was determined 
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by use of Cronbach's alpha.  Using this method, the reliability was found to be .95 for the 

MSLQ, .88 for the learning strategies scale, and .91 for the motivational scale.  These 

reliability coefficients are comparable with the reliability coefficients reported in the 

manual and the ones obtained for the entire study sample, suggesting that the MSLQ and 

the two main scales have adequate reliability for a bilingual Hispanic sample. 

The English language used in the items was appropriate and caused no difficulty 

in understanding the intent of the items.  Therefore, the students found the language of 

the data collection instrument to be appropriate for their English language proficiency.  

The responses on the feedback questionnaire of the MSLQ with regards to language 

adequacy can be expected because all of the selected students were rated as Intermediate 

in their English language proficiency. 

Results Related to Stated Hypotheses 

The first hypothesis stated that there will be no significant relationship between 

SRL as measured by the performance on the MSLQ and academic achievement as 

measured by AIMS in the areas of reading, writing, and mathematics.  Table 2 shows the 

Pearson correlation coefficient matrix for the MSLQ, and the two scales (Motivation and 

Learning) correlated with AIMS scores for reading, writing and mathematics.  The 

correlation between the MSLQ and AIMS reading was found to be significant, r(28) = 

.41, p = .03, which lead to the rejection of the first hypothesis concerning the relationship 

between SRL and academic achievement reading performance of sampled students.  

Similarly, the correlation between MSLQ and AIMS writing scores indicated a highly 

significant relationship between SRL and writing performance of bilingual children, 
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r(28)=.49, p = .007.  The correlation between AIMS scores in mathematics and MSLQ 

was found to be statistically significant, and it suggests a positive relationship between 

these variables, r(28)=.37, p = .04.  While the relationship between MSLQ and AIMS 

Math was significant, it was somewhat weaker as compared to the relationship between 

MSLQ and AIMS Reading and Writing.  

In summary, therefore, the results related to the first hypothesis clearly suggest 

that there exists a significant relationship between SRL and students’ performance in 

reading, writing and mathematics learning.  

Table 2 

 

Correlation Matrix between the MSLQ Scales and AIMS Scores 

    

Score Motivation-S Learning-S MSLQ 

    

    

AIMS-R .53** .30 .41* 

AIMS-W .61** .37* .49** 

AIMS-M .54** .24 .37* 

    

Note. AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, and AIMS-M = AIMS 

Math, Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

The second hypothesis is about the relationship between motivational strategies 

and academic performance in the areas of reading, writing and mathematics.  The results 

as outlined in Table 2 indicate clearly that the use of motivational strategies as measured 

by the Motivation scale of the MSLQ are significantly correlated with scores in the areas 

of reading, writing, and mathematics.  The correlation between the Motivation scale and 
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AIMS Reading was found to be .53, df = 28, p = .003.  Similarly, a significant correlation 

was found between the Motivation scale and AIMS Writing, r(28) = .61, p < .001.  The 

scores on AIMS Math were also significantly related to the Motivation scale, r(28) = .54, 

p = .002.  These relationships are indicative of the fact that the use of motivational 

strategies in learning are positively associated with academic performance in the basic 

academic areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. 

The third hypothesis is about the use of selected learning strategies and 

achievement of ELL students in the areas of reading, writing, and mathematics.  The 

results contained in Table 2 indicate a significant relationship between learning strategies 

and writing, r(28)=.37, p = .05.   However, no significant relationship was found between 

the use of learning strategies and achievement in the area of reading, r(28)=.30, p = .11, 

or mathematics, r(28) = .24,  p = .20.  These results suggest that the use of learning 

strategies only positively and significantly correlated with writing and not with reading 

and mathematics performance. 

The fourth hypothesis was developed to explore the relationship between English 

proficiency of students and the use of SRL paradigms.  In concert with the objective of 

this hypothesis, scores obtained on the AZELLA (a test of English language proficiency) 

were correlated with scores obtained on the SRL questionnaire (MSLQ).  As evident 

from the data in Table 3, all the relationships between the AZELLA scores and MSLQ 

and its subscales were found to have exceedingly low correlations and were statistically 

insignificant.  All of the obtained correlation coefficients range from a low of .01 to .14 

indicating that these correlations do not account for any meaningful relationship between 
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English language proficiency and the use of SRL strategies.  Within the context of this 

relationship, it should be however noted that the students who participated in this study 

came from homes where Spanish is predominantly spoken in their homes and were all 

considered to have an Intermediate level of English proficiency. 

Table 3 

Correlation Matrix between the MSLQ Scales and the AZELLA Scores 

    

Score Motivation-S Learning-S MSLQ 

    

    

AZELLA .14 -.06 .01 

    

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

The purpose of hypothesis five was to examine the predictability of achievement 

(reading, writing, and mathematics) by the elements underlying SRL.  To accomplish 

this, a simple regression analysis was performed in which the Motivation scale, Learning 

scale, and AZELLA were entered as the predictor variables and reading, writing, and 

mathematics scores from AIMS were used as criteria to be predicted. 

The results with regards to the predictability of reading by SRL components and 

AZELLA are summarized in Tables 4, 5 and 6.  It is evident that reading performance 

was predicted by the combination of motivation, use of learning strategies and English 

proficiency, F(3,26) = 4.79, p = .009, R
2
 = .36.  After examining each predictive variable 

and their contribution to predictability, it was noted that the motivation scale of the 
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MSLQ was the only variable that significantly predicted the reading performance of the 

sampled subjects, β = .54, p = .03.  Such a finding is an indicator of the fact that the 

motivation to learn and acquire skills is an important predictor for reading achievement. 

Table 4 

Regression Coefficient – Model Summary of AIMS Reading 

     

Model R R
2
 R

2
adj. SE 

     

     

1 .60 .36 .28 27.47 

     

Note. Adjusted R-squared = R
2

adj. 

 

Table 5 

ANOVA Summary of Regression Analysis Predicting AIMS Reading 

    

Source df F p 

    

    

Regression 3 4.79 .009** 

Residual 26   

Total 29   

    

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 6 

Summary Regression Coefficients for Variables Predicting AIMS Reading 

      

Variable B SE B β t p 

      

      

Motivation-S 26.13 11.14 .54 2.35 .03* 

Learning-S -2.84 9.82 -.07 -0.29 .78 

AZELLA 0.70 0.43 .27 1.64 .11 

      

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

The regression findings with regards to the predictability of writing by 

motivation, learning strategies and English proficiency are summarized in Tables 7, 8 and 

9.  These results are consistent with the predictability of reading, as motivation, learning 

strategies and AZELLA combined to explain 51% of the variance, F(3,26) = 9.06, p < 

.001, R
2
 = .51.  Both, the Motivation scale, β = .56, p = .01, and AZELLA, β = .38, p = 

.01, were found to be significant predictors of writing achievement.  The findings with 

regard to the predictability of mathematics achievement for the sampled children were 

also similar to the reading and writing criterion variables with the predictors explaining 

37% of the variance of AIMS Math, F(3,26) = 5.14, p = .006, R
2
 = .37, (Tables 10,11, 

and 12).  Motivation again emerged as the best and only predictor of mathematics 

performance, β = .67, p = .007.  In summary, when combined, the predictors (motivation, 

learning strategies, and English proficiency) significantly predicted achievement in 

reading, writing, and mathematics.  Furthermore, motivation appears to be the dominant 
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predictor of achievement in each area.  However, AZELLA also significantly predicted 

achievement but only in the area of writing. 

Table 7 

Regression Coefficient – Model Summary of AIMS Writing 

     

Model R R
2
 R

2
adj. SE 

     

     

1 .72 .51 .46 28.62 

     

Note. Adjusted R-squared = R
2

adj. 

 

Table 8 

ANOVA Summary of Regression Analysis for Predicting AIMS Writing 

    

Source df F p 

    

    

Regression 3 9.06 .000** 

Residual 26   

Total 29   

    

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 9 

Summary Regression Coefficients for Variables Predicting AIMS Writing 

      

Variable B SE B β t p 

      

      

Motivation-S 32.48 11.61 .56 2.80 .01* 

Learning-S -0.27 10.23 -.005 -0.03 .98 

AZELLA 1.19 0.44 .38 2.68 .01* 

      

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 10 

Regression Coefficient – Model Summary of AIMS Math 

     

Model R R
2
 R

2
adj. SE 

     

     

1 .61 .37 .30 26.26 

     

Note. Adjusted R-squared = R
2

adj. 

 

Table 11 

ANOVA Summary of Regression Analysis for Predicting AIMS Math 

    

Source df F p 

    

    

Regression 3 5.14 .006** 

Residual 26   

Total 29   

    

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 12 

Summary Regression Coefficients for Variables Predicting AIMS Math 

      

Variable B SE B β t p 

      

      

Motivation-S 31.43 10.65 .67 2.95 .007** 

Learning-S -9.10 9.39 -.22 -0.97 .34 

AZELLA 0.52 0.41 .21 1.27 .22 

      

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Additional Findings 

In addition to the examination of results with regard to major hypotheses, the 

obtained data was subjected to descriptive analytical procedures to look at group 

differences, particularly in terms of gender, grade level and SPED status of selected 

students.  The data with regard to group differences were analyzed by use of a t-test.  

Table 13 contains the findings of descriptive analysis on all dependent variables except 

AZELLA. 
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Table 13 

Descriptive Statistical Data Summary 

                 SPED status   Grade   Gender 

 

Total (n = 30) 

 

SPED (n = 11)   

No SPED 

(n = 19) 

 

7th  (n = 16)   8th (n = 14) 

 

Male (n = 19)   

Female  

(n = 11) 

Variable M SD   M SD   M SD   M SD   M SD   M SD   M SD 

                                          

AZELLA 654.10 12.37  653.64 12.31  654.37 12.74  654.63 14.17  653.50 10.45  656.00 11.05  650.82 14.34 

MSLQ 5.03 0.67  4.72 0.72  5.21 0.57  4.85 0.42  5.24 0.84  4.98 0.74  5.12 0.52 

Motivation-S 5.46 0.67  5.11 0.81  5.66 0.48  5.45 0.47  5.47 0.86  5.31 0.73  5.72 0.45 

Learning-S 4.77 0.75  4.48 0.72  4.93 0.73  4.48 0.50  5.09 0.86  4.77 0.80  4.76 0.69 

AIMS-R 445.73 32.41  430.91 34.77  454.32 28.44  443.00 32.45  448.86 33.30  436.11 31.16  462.36 28.61 

AIMS-W 434.97 38.76  411.00 34.82  448.84 34.52  439.81 39.17  429.43 38.96  426.42 34.43  449.73 42.93 

AIMS-M 359.30 31.38   353.82 37.11   362.47 28.16   360.19 28.87   358.29 35.12   352.16 33.15   371.64 24.77 

                     

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale, AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, 

AIMS-M = AIMS Math.  AIMS and AZELLA performances are standardized scores. 



63 
 

The effect that gender differences and differences in SRL as measured by the 

MSLQ have on achievement were further examined by performing a factorial ANOVA 

which contained two levels of gender (male and female) and two levels of MSLQ 

performance (above the median and below the median).  The results of this analysis are 

summarized in Tables 14, 15 and 16 for reading, writing and mathematics that were used 

as dependent variables in the analysis.  With regard to reading, while no significant 

interaction or dependence on SRL was found, reading achievement was found to vary 

significantly with respect to the main independent variable of gender, F(1,26) = 5.45, p = 

.03.  With regard to writing, there were significant differences in achievement between 

above median and below median MSLQ performance levels, F(1,26) = 4.58, p = .04.  

However, no significant differences were found between males and females.  Similar 

results were also found with regard to mathematics performance of subjects belonging to 

above the median and below the median categories in the MSLQ, F(1,26) = 6.44, p = .02.  

None of the gender x MSLQ performance level interactions in reading, writing, and 

mathematics were found to be significant.   

The results of the factorial ANOVA, which contained two levels of AZELLA 

(above the median and below the median) and the same two levels of MSLQ 

performance, with the dependent AIMS Reading, Writing, and Math achievement 

variables are presented in Tables 17, 18 and 19.  In terms of the AZELLA proficiency 

levels of the students, the results indicated that the level of performance on the MSLQ 

levels had a significant impact on achievement in reading, F(1,26) = 5.18, p = .03, 

writing, F(1,26) = 7.16, p = .01, and mathematics, F(1,26) = 8.14, p = .008.  The 
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AZELLA proficiency levels were found to be significant only for writing achievement, 

F(1,26) = 4.78, p = .04.  However, the interactions between the AZELLA proficiency 

levels and the MSLQ performance levels with regard to achievement were not 

significant. 

The results of the factorial ANOVA, which contained two levels of SPED status 

(SPED and No SPED) and the same two levels of MSLQ performance, with the 

dependent variables of AIMS achievement scores in reading, writing and mathematics are 

presented in Tables 20, 21 and 22.  The SPED status of the students was significant for 

writing, F(1,26) = 5.96, p = .02.  Also, as it occurred with the AZELLA proficiency 

levels, the MSLQ performance levels were significant for reading, F(1,26) = 4.31, p = 

.05, writing, F(1,26) = 4.31, p = .05, and mathematics, F(1,26) = 10.52, p = .003.  

Nonetheless, none of the SPED status x MSLQ performance level interactions were 

found to be significant.   

Table 14 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and Gender) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Reading 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
Gender 1 4,386.7 4,386.7 5.45 .03* 
MSLQ 1 2,376.5 2,376.5 2.95 .10 
MSLQ x Gender 1 1,121.5 1,121.5 1.39 .25 

Error 26 20,943.1 805.5   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Reading. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 15 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and Gender) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Writing 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
Gender 1 3,150.8 3,150.8 2.50 .13 
MSLQ 1 5,768.9 5,768.9 4.58 .04* 
MSLQ X Gender 1 184.8 184.8 0.15 .71 

Error 26 32,754.4 1,259.8   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Writing. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 16 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and Gender) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Math 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
Gender 1 2,185.3 2,185.3 2.95 .10 
MSLQ 1 4,764.4 4,764.4 6.44 .02* 
MSLQ X Gender 1 552.5 552.5 0.75 .40 

Error 26 19,242.8 740.1   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 



66 
 

Table 17 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and AZELLA) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Reading 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
AZELLA 1 2,397.7 2,397.7 2.70 .11 
MSLQ  1 4,590.3 4,590.3 5.18 .03* 
MSLQ X AZELLA 1 830.2 830.2 0.94 .34 

Error 26 23,060.8 887.0   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Reading. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 18 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and AZELLA) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Writing 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
AZELLA 1 5,591.8 5,591.8 4.78 .04* 
MSLQ 1 8,375.0 8,375.0 7.16 .01** 
MSLQ X AZELLA 1 9.6 9.6 0.008 .93 

Error 26 30,434.7 1,170.6   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Writing. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 19 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and AZELLA) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Math 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
AZELLA 1 24.05 24.05 0.03 .87 
MSLQ 1 6,684.1 6,684.1 8.14 .008** 
MSLQ x AZELLA 1 518.15 518.15 0.63 .43 

Error 26 21,357.8 821.45   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 20 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and SPED status) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Reading 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
SPED status 1 2,004.99 2,004.99 2.31 .14 
MSLQ                                           1 3,735.46 3,735.46 4.31 .05 
MSLQ x SPED status 1 1,290.39 1,290.39 1.49 .23 

Error 26 22,553.46 867.44   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Reading. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 21 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and SPED status) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Writing 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
SPED status 1 6,599.96 6,599.96 5.96 .02* 
MSLQ                                           1 4,769.88 4,769.88 4.31 .05 
MSLQ x SPED status 1 241.05 241.05 0.22 .65 

Error 26 28,788.05 1,107.23   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Writing. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 22 

A 2 x 2 (MSLQ and SPED status) ANOVA Summary based on AIMS Math 

      

Variable df SS MS F p 

      

      
SPED status 1 0.08 0.08 0.000 .99 
MSLQ                                           1 7,927.45 7,927.45 10.52 .003** 
MSLQ x SPED status 1 2,269.98 2,269.98 3.01 .09 

Error 26 19,593.52 753.60   

      

Note. Dependent variable = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Independent samples t-tests were also computed to determine how achievement as 

measured by AIMS and SRL as measured by the MSLQ and its Motivation and Learning 

scales, varied with gender, grade, AZELLA scores, and SPED status.  The results 
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showing how achievement and SRL vary with gender are presented in Tables 23 and 24.  

The results indicated that females significantly outperformed males in the area of reading, 

t(28) = -2.34, p = .03, but not in math, t(28) = -1.83, p = .08, or writing, t(28) = -1.54, p = 

.14.  There were no significant gender differences in their motivation, t(28) = -1.88, p = 

.07, suggesting that similar scores for males and females were obtained on the motivation 

scale of the MSLQ.  No grade differences in AIMS Reading, Writing and Math were 

found (Table 25) and grade level did not influence the MSLQ or the motivation scale 

score (Table 26).  However, amongst ELL students, eighth graders had significantly 

greater use of learning strategies as compared to seventh graders, t(28) = -2.41, p = .02.  

No differences were found between the AZELLA proficiency level of the students and 

the achievement in reading, writing and mathematics as well as with the MSLQ and its 

two scales (motivation and learning) (Tables 27 and 28).  However, differences occurred 

with the SPED status of the students as the No SPED students had significantly higher 

scores in writing, t(28) = -2.88, p = .009, but not in reading and mathematics (Table 29).  

By the same token, as Table 30 suggests, No SPED students appear to be more motivated 

than SPED students, t(28) = -2.07, p = .06.  
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Table 23 

 

Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and the Gender of the Students 

 

      
 

  Male (n = 19)   Female (n = 11)     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD  M SD t(28) p 

         

         

AIMS-R                                                436.11 31.16   462.36 28.61 -2.34 .03*  -0.87 

AIMS-W 426.42 34.43  449.73 42.93 -1.54 .14  -0.62 

AIMS-M 352.16 33.15   371.64 24.77 -1.83 .08  -0.64 

         

Note. AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, AIMS-M = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 24  

 

Mean Differences between the MSLQ Scales and the Gender of the Students 

 

      
 

  Male (n = 19)   Female (n = 11)     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD  M SD t(28) p 

         

         

MSLQ                                                4.98 0.74   5.13 0.52 -0.64 .53  0.22 

Motivation-S 5.31 0.73  5.72 0.45 -1.88 .07 -0.63 

Learning-S 4.77 0.80   4.76 0.69 0.04 .97 0.01 

         

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 25  

 

Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and the Grade of the Students 

 

      
 

  7th (n = 16)   8th (n = 14)     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD 

 

M SD t(28) p 

         

         

AIMS-R                                                443.00 32.45   448.86 33.30 -0.49 .63 -0.18 

AIMS-W 439.81 39.17  429.43 38.96 0.73 .47  0.27 

AIMS-M 360.19 28.87   358.29 35.12 0.16 .87 0.06 

         

Note. AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, AIMS-M = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 26 

Mean Differences between the MSLQ Scales and the Grade of the Students 

 

      
 

  7th (n = 16)   8th (n = 14)     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD  M SD t(28) p 

         

         

MSLQ                                                4.85 0.42   5.24 0.84 -1.63 .11 -0.60 

Motivation-S 5.45 0.47  5.47 0.86 -0.09 .93 -0.03 

Learning-S 4.48 0.50   5.09 0.86 -2.41 .02*  -0.88 

         

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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Table 27 

Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and AZELLA Proficiency level  

Note. AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, AIMS-M = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

Table 28 

Mean Differences between the MSLQ and AZELLA Proficiency level  

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 

      
 

  Below Median   Above Median     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD 

 

M SD t(28) p 

         

         

AIMS-R                                                437.60 23.31   453.87 38.62 -1.40 .18 -0.51 

AIMS-W 422.40 31.03  447.53 42.54 -1.85 .08 -0.68 

AIMS-M 359.40 26.87   359.20 36.31 0.02 .99 0.01 

         

      
 

  Below Median   Above Median     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD 

 

M SD t(28) p 

         

         

MSLQ                                                5.11 0.59   4.95 0.74 0.66 .52 0.24 

Motivation-S 5.51 0.59  5.41 0.75 0.43 .67 0.16 

Learning-S 4.86 0.63   4.67 0.86 0.72 .48 0.26 
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Table 29 

 

Mean Differences between AIMS Scores and the SPED Status of the Students 

 

      
 

  SPED (n = 11)   No SPED (n = 19)     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD 

 

M SD t(28) p 

         

         

AIMS-R                                                430.91 34.77   454.32 28.44 -1.90 .07 -0.76 

AIMS-W 411.00 34.82  448.84 34.52 -2.88 .009** -1.09 

AIMS-M 353.82 37.11   362.47 28.16 -0.67 .51 -0.27 

         

Note. AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, AIMS-M = AIMS Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 

 
Table 30 

 

Mean Differences between the MSLQ Scales and the SPED Status of the Students 

 

      
 

  SPED (n = 11)   No SPED (n = 19)     Cohen’s 

d Variable  M SD 

 

M SD t(28) p 

         

         

MSLQ                                                4.72 0.72   5.21 0.57 -1.94 .07 -0.78  

Motivation-S 5.11 0.81  5.66 0.48 -2.07 .06 -0.90 

Learning-S 4.48 0.72   4.93 0.73 -1.66 .11 -0.63 

         

Note. Motivation-S = Motivation Scale, Learning-S = Learning Scale. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter is an attempt to present an overview of the entire study, its 

implications for the field of school psychology and for future research with bilingual 

Hispanic learners.  The overview of findings is presented within the context of limitations 

or constraints that were encountered in completing the proposed research study.  Finally, 

a discussion is provided with regard to the major findings of the study for the field of 

school psychology in particular and also its potential application for facilitating learning 

and acquisition processes for bilingual Hispanic children in general. 

Summary 

The purpose of the study was to explore the relationship that SRL of ELL students 

has on academic achievement.  Moreover, the variables of grade level, gender, SPED 

status and English language proficiency were examined to determine whether or not these 

variables impact achievement in any way.  The SRL strategies were studied by using the 

MSLQ as a measure of SRL and the students’ academic achievement in the areas of 

reading, writing, and mathematics as measured by AIMS.  Prior to conducting the 

proposed research work, a pilot study using 22 randomly selected students was 

conducted.  The results of the pilot study indicated that the selected measures were 

appropriate and the subjects experienced no difficulty in completing all questionnaires 

administered to them.  All data collecting procedures followed closely instructions 

provided in the test manual.  The permission for the participation of students in the study 

was obtained by parents and assent was given by each student as well. 
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Upon further examination of the more specific elements of SRL, an attempt was 

made to look at the predictability of the motivation and learning strategies components of 

MSLQ by utilizing a simple multiple regression procedure.  The results obtained from 

such analysis clearly indicated the motivational strategies were significant predictors in 

all three academic areas of reading, writing, and mathematics.  The pattern of these types 

of findings suggest that in the area of academic learning and acquisition of information, 

motivation plays a more pivotal role in academic learning than the use of learning 

strategies.  Since motivation is an important variable in learning, further analysis of data 

was performed to look at the relationship between factors underlying motivation as a 

broader variable.  Since the motivation scale contained six subscales, these subscales 

were correlated with academic achievement in all three areas of reading, writing, and 

mathematics.  A close examination of these relationships indicated that specific factors 

such as intrinsic goal motivation, task value, controlling beliefs about learning, test 

anxiety, and self-efficacy (Appendix K) are the most important skills/strategies for 

children to use in order to have adequate motivation for learning and acquiring new 

information.  This information should have some implications for classroom instruction 

as well as for diagnosing learning problems in school-age children. 

Results 

With regards to the major hypotheses, findings indicated that SRL (MSLQ) 

correlated significantly with the academic achievement of ELL students in all three areas 

(reading, writing, and mathematics) that were measured by AIMS with correlation 

coefficients ranging from a low of .37 for mathematics to a high of .49 for writing.  The 
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result that SRL has a positive significant relationship to academic achievement has been 

documented by many sources (e.g., Purdie and Hattie,1996; Swalander and Taube, 2007; 

Villavicencio and Bernardo, 2012; Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons, 1986, 1990). 

A somewhat surprising finding with regard to the relationship between language 

proficiency in English and its relationship to academic achievement indicated that 

language proficiency, according to AZELLA scores, did not make significant 

contribution to academic learning in reading or mathematics.  In this regard, it should be 

noted that only bilingual subjects who had an Intermediate level of English proficiency 

were selected to participate in this study.  A possible explanation for the weak 

relationship between AZELLA scores of sampled students and their academic 

achievement might be related to a problem of range restriction which could have led to 

the lowering of the correlation coefficient between English proficiency and academic 

achievement.  Several studies (Alexander, 1988; Lassiter, Leverett, & Safa, 2000;  Raju, 

& Brand, 2003) have provided sufficient support for the impact of range restriction on the 

magnitude of the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients. 

The examination of obtained data also indicated that there are gender differences 

in academic performance but no differences in the use of SRL between genders.  The 

female subjects outperformed male subjects in reading irrespective of their differences in 

the use of SRL.  In contrast with this, the performance of female and male subjects 

showed no significant differences in the performance on either writing or mathematics 

subtests of AIMS.  These results are consistent with the results from Mucherah and 

Yoder (2008) which showed that amongst middle school students, females outperformed 
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males in reading achievement and that this was because females were more interested and 

motivated to read challenging literature.   

Limitations 

It is important to note that the implications of the findings of this study need to be 

considered in light of certain limitations, some of which are inherent in the area of social 

science research methodology.  One of the limitations of the present study related to the 

small sample size that was utilized in this study.  Despite a concerted effort by the author, 

not enough subjects were available that conformed to the selection criteria, in particular 

about bilingualism and ethnicity.  A larger sample size of different grade levels and 

ethnic background would have been desirable.  A large sample size would also have 

enhanced the representativeness of the population, given an additional advantage of 

enhancing external validity of the obtained findings.  The obtained sample consisted of 

students who were of a pre-determined level of English proficiency (Intermediate).  The 

population of interest for the present study was Hispanic children, because Hispanics 

constitute a sizable group in American society and also they are the largest group of 

English language learners in the U.S.  However, with rapid changes in the demographic 

landscape of the U.S., there is an accelerated emergence of other immigrant groups such 

as Asian-Americans (Pew Research Center, 2012).   Therefore, future studies should 

consider examining issues related to the present study by including other targeted and 

newly emerging ethnic minorities.  Finally, it would be important for future research in 

the area of SRL to examine the impact of many other individual and group difference 
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variables such as home environment, socio-economic conditions, parental attitudes and 

beliefs and opportunities to learn during early growth and development. 

Conclusions and Implications for Practice 

In summary, the major conclusion emerging from the findings of the study is that 

the use of SRL and motivational strategies has an important influence on academic 

learning amongst ELL students.  This means that the use of certain specific learning and 

motivational strategies such as goal orientation, task value, individual beliefs about 

learning, self-efficacy and others like these facilitate academic learning and acquisition of 

new information.  Therefore, any instructional delivery system needs to pay close 

attention to ensure that students are exposed to a learning environment where they 

acquire these skills.  Since deficiency in these cognitive skill areas underlying SRL can 

lead to learning academic content, school psychology services should consider using SRL 

assessment tools to diagnose difficulties in these areas.  Also, there might be a need to 

develop non-discriminatory tools and procedures for diagnostic and interventional work 

with children from different cultural backgrounds and ethnicity. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE MSLQ  

 

  



80 
 

FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE MSLQ  

To be able to obtain feedback on the use of the Motivated Strategies Learning 

Questionnaire (MSLQ), please answer the following questions: 

 

1) Was the language of the questionnaire appropriate to understand all questions?  

 

 

2) Were directions for answering the questions clear? 

 

3) Was the content of the questions appropriate? 

 

4) Did you experience any difficulty in understanding the questions? 

 

 

 

5) What is your dominant language (i.e., English, Spanish)? 

 

6) How would you rate your competence in English? 

a) Poor            b) Medium Average            c) High 

 

7) Would it have been easier if the questionnaire was given in Spanish? 

 

8) Did you have sufficient time to answer ALL questions? 
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APPENDIX B 

 

PERMISSION TO USE THE MSLQ GRANTED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF 

MICHIGAN 
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COMBINED PROGRAM IN EDUCATION AND PSYCHOLOGY 

1406 SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 

610 E. UNIVERSITY AVENUE 

ANN ARBOR, MI 48109-1259 

(734) 647-0626   FAX: (734) 615-2164 

 

March 11, 2010 

Martha Garrido 

1015 East 9th Street, Apt 102 

Tucson, AZ, 85719 

 

Dear Martha,  

I mail out the MSLQ for a fee of $20.   With this payment, you are allowed to use 

the MSLQ  for your needs  but making sure you give the authors 

credit.   Consider this your letter for permission to use the MSLQ for your needs.  If you 

have any further questions, email us at cpep@umich.edu.  

        

Sincerely,  

Marie 

__________________________________________________ 

 

Marie-Anne Bien, Secretary 

The University of Michigan 

Combined Program in Education & Psychology (CPEP) 

610 East University, 1413 School of Education 

Ann Arbor, MI 8109-1259 

PH (734) 647-0626; FAX (734) 615-2164 

mabien@umich.edu 

http://www.soe.umich.edu 

__________________________________________________ 
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 Contact Information on MSLQ College Version 

 

Copies of MSLQ can be obtained by 

email:  cpep@umich.edu or 

phone:  734-647-0626 

 

Questions on MSLQ can be directed to: 

Authors group email:  mslq@umich.edu 

 or contact them individually:   

 

 Wilbert J. McKeachie (billmck@umich.edu) 

Elisabeth De Groot (edegroot@umich.edu) 

Teresa Garcia Duncan (tduncan@air.org) 

Akane Zusho (zusho@fordham.edu) 

 

Copyright Permission for the MSLQ College Version:   

By purchasing this manual, you have permission to duplicate the 

questionnaire and scales for administration of surveys in 

classrooms/learning settings.  In all publications, and research where 

the MSLQ is referenced, you are required to properly cite the authors 

and MSLQ instrument. 

 

 

 Combined Program in Education & Psychology (CPEP)  

610 East University 

1413 School of Education 

Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1259 

Phone:  734-647-0626; Fax:  734-615-2164 

Rev. 8/1/2007 

 

  

mailto:cpep@umich.edu
mailto:mslq@umich.edu
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APPENDIX C 

 

THE MOTIVATED STRATEGIES FOR LEARNING QUESTIONNAIRE (MSLQ) 
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Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire Manual 

Part A. Motivation 

The following questions ask about your motivation for and attitudes about your classes. 

Remember there are no right or wrong answers, just answer as accurately as 

possible. Use the scale below to answer the questions. If you think the statement is very 

true of you, circle 7; if a statement if not at all true of you, circle 1. If the statement is 

more or less true of you, find the number between 1 and 7 that best describes you. 

1                        2                      3                      4                     5                    6                     7 

not at all                                                                                                         very true of me 

true of me 

 

1. In my classes, I prefer course material                        1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

that really challenges me so I can learn 

new things. 

 

2. If I study in appropriate ways, then I    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

will be able to learn the material in 

my classes. 

 

3. When I take a test I think about how    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

poorly I am doing compared with other  

students. 

 

4. I think I will be able to use what I learn    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

in one course in other courses. 

 

5. I believe I will receive excellent grades    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

in my classes. 

 

6. I’m certain I can understand the most     1     2     3     4     5     6     7    

difficult material presented in the 

readings for my courses. 

 

7. Getting a good grade in my classes is the     1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

             most satisfying thing for me right now.   

 

8. When I take a test I think about items 

on other parts of the test I can’t answer.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

 

9. It is my own fault if I don’t learn the 

material in my courses.      1     2     3     4     5     6     7   
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10. It is important for me to learn the 

course material in my classes.     1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

 

11. The most important thing for me    1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

right now is improving my overall 

grade point average, so my main 

concern in my classes is about getting a 

good grade. 

 

12. I’m confident I can learn the basic    1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

concepts taught in my courses. 

 

13. If I can, I want to get better grades in      1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

my classes than most of the other 

students. 

 

14. When I take tests I think of the     1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

consequences of failing. 

 

15. I’m confident I can understand the        1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

most complex material presented 

by the instructors in my courses. 

 

16. In my classes, I prefer course         1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

material that arouses my curiosity, 

even if it is difficult to learn. 

 

17. I am very interested in the content       1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

area of my courses. 

 

18. If I try hard enough, then I will       1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

understand the course materials. 

 

19. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when       1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

I take my exams. 

 

20. I’m confident I can do an excellent        1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

job on the assignments and tests in 

my courses. 

 

21. I expect to do well in my classes.           1     2     3     4     5     6     7   
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22. The most satisfying thing for me in        1     2     3     4     5     6     7   

my courses is trying to understand the 

content as thoroughly as possible. 

 

23. I think the course material in my classes is    1     2     3     4     5     6     7    

useful for me to learn. 

 

24. When I have the opportunity in my     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

classes, I choose course assignments that 

I can learn from even if they don’t 

guarantee a good grade. 

 

25. If I don’t understand the course materials,     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

it is because I didn’t try hard enough. 

 

26. I like the subject matter of my courses.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

 

27. Understanding the subject matter of     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

my courses is very important to me. 

 

28. I feel my heart beating fast when I take   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

my exam. 

 

29. I’m certain I can master the skills being   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

taught in my classes. 

 

30. I want to do well in my classes because it   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

is important to show my ability to my 

family, friends, employer, or others. 

 

31. Considering the difficulty of my courses,    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

the teacher, and my skills, I think I will 

do well in my classes. 
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Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire Manual 

Part B. Learning Strategies 

The following questions ask about your learning strategies and study skills for your 

classes. Again, there are no right or wrong answers. Answer the questions about 

how you study in your classes as accurately as possible. Use the same scale to answer 

the remaining questions. If you think the statement is very true of you, circle 7; if a 

statement is not at all true of you, circle 1. If the statement is more or less true of you, 

find the number between 1 and 7 that best describes you. 

1                       2                     3                      4                      5                     6                     7 

not at all                                                                                                         very true of me 

true of me 

 

32. When I study the readings for my courses,    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

I outline the material to help me organize 

my thoughts. 

 

33. During class time I often miss important   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

points because I’m thinking of other things. 

 

34. When studying for my courses, I often try   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

to explain the material to a classmate or 

friend. 

 

35. I usually study in a place where I can    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

concentrate on my course work. 

 

36. When reading for my courses, I make up   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

questions to help focus my readings. 

 

37. I often feel so lazy or bored when I study   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

for my classes that I quit before I finish 

what I planned to do. 

 

38. I often find myself questioning things I   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

hear or read in my courses to decide if I 

find them convincing. 

 

39. When I study for my classes, I practice   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

saying the material to myself over and 

over. 
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40. Even if I have trouble learning the    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

material in my classes, I try to do the 

work on my own, without  help from 

anyone. 

 

41. When I become confused about                                   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

something I’m reading for my classes, 

I go back and try to figure it out. 

 

42. When I study for my courses, I go    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

through the readings and my class 

notes and try to find the most important 

ideas. 

 

43. I make good use of my study time for  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

my courses. 

 

44. If course readings are difficult to     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

understand, I change the way I read 

the material. 

 

45. I try to work with other students from  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

my classes to complete the course 

assignments. 

 

46. When studying for my courses, I read  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

my class notes and the course readings 

over and over again. 

 

47. When a theory, interpretation, or    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

conclusion is presented in my classes or in 

the readings, I try to decide if there is  

good supporting evidence. 

 

48. I work hard to do well in my classes even  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

if I don’t like what we are doing. 

 

49. I make simple charts, diagrams, or tables  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

to help me organize course material. 

 

50. When studying for my courses, I often  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

set aside time to discuss course materials 

with a group of students from my classes. 
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51. I treat the course materials as a starting  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

point and try to develop my own ideas 

about it. 

 

52. I find it hard to stick to a study schedule.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

 

53. When I study for my classes, I pull together  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

information from different sources, such 

as lectures, readings, and discussions. 

 

54. Before I study new course materials   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

thoroughly, I often skim them to see how 

they are organized. 

 

55. I ask myself questions to make sure I   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

understand the material I have been 

studying in my classes. 

 

56. I try to change the way I study in order  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

to fit the course requirements and the 

instructor’s teaching styles. 

 

57. I often find that I have been reading    1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

for my classes but  I don’t know what it 

was all about. 

 

58. I ask the instructors to clarify concepts  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

I don’t understand well. 

 

59. I memorize key words to remind me   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

of important concepts in my classes. 

 

60. When course work is difficult, I either  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

give up or only study the easy parts. 

 

61. I try to think through a topic and decide   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

what I am supposed to learn from it rather 

than just reading it over when studying 

for my courses. 

 

62. I try to relate ideas in any of my courses  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

with those of my other courses whenever 

possible. 
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63. When I study for my courses, I go over my  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

class notes and make an outline of important 

concepts. 

 

64. When reading for my classes, I try to relate  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

the material to what I already know. 

 

65. I have a regular place set aside for studying.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

 

66. I try to play around with ideas of my own  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

related to what I am learning in my courses. 

 

67. When I study for my courses, I write brief  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

summaries of the main ideas from the 

readings and my class notes. 

 

68. When I can’t understand the material in  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

my courses, I ask another student in my 

classes for help. 

69. I try to understand the material in my classes  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

by making connections between the readings 

and the concepts from the lectures. 

 

70. I make sure that I keep up with the weekly  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

readings and assignments for my courses. 

 

71. Whenever I read or hear an assertion or  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

conclusion in my classes, I think about 

possible alternatives. 

 

72. I make lists of important items for my  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

courses and memorize the lists. 

 

73. I attend my classes regularly.     1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

 

74. Even when course materials are dull   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

and interesting, I manage to keep 

working until I finish. 

 

75. I try to identify students in my classes  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

whom I can ask for help if necessary. 
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76. When studying for my courses I try to  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

determine which concepts I don’t 

understand well. 

 

77. I often find that I don’t spend very   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

much time on my courses because of 

other activities. 

 

78. When I study for my classes, I set goals  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

for myself in order to direct my activities 

in each study period. 

 

79. If I get confused taking notes in my classes, I 1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

make sure I sort it out afterwards. 

 

80. I rarely find time to review my notes or  1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

readings before my exams. 

 

81. I try to apply ideas from course   1     2     3     4     5     6     7     

readings in other class activities 

such as lectures and discussions. 
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LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSION 
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March 23rd, 2010 

Miguel Gonzalez, Ed.S.                                                                                                         

Special Education Director 

1453 N. Main St, Suite B 

San Luis, Arizona 85349 

 

Dear Mr. Gonzalez, 

 

I am writing this letter to ask for your permission to collect data for my 

dissertation study that would use a sample of seventh and eighth graders from your 

school district. 

 

To briefly tell you about me, I am an advanced level doctoral student at the 

University of Arizona and I am working under the supervision of Dr. Shitala P. Mishra 

who is also my dissertation advisor. 

 

The study that I would undertake would involve the examination of the impact of 

self-regulated learning and academic achievement of English Language Learners at the 

pre-adolescent stage of their development.  Self-regulated learning, which is the primary 

focus of my study, involves certain strategies such as self-monitoring, analysis, and 

problem-solving that children use to solve problems and acquire new learning and 

knowledge. 

 

In order to obtain children’s capacity for self-regulated learning I will be 

administering a questionnaire called “The Motivated Strategies for Learning 

Questionnaire (MSLQ) “ to approximately 100 seventh and eighth graders attending 

schools in your school district. I would also like to obtain AIMS scores for these students 

from the files of the students’ records. The entire data collection, I assume, will not take 

more than 45 minutes of their class time. 

 

After the completion of the study, the results will be presented to the appropriate 

personnel of the permission granting agency. I will be available to meet with any staff or 

your designee. In addition, I will give credit to your organization in the work that will be 

published or copyrighted. 

 

I would also like to assure you that the identity of individual students participating 

in the study will be kept confidential and all the work of my dissertation study will be 

completed within professionally approved ethical boundaries. 
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I thank you for your attention to my request and we’ll look forward to receiving 

your positive response at your earliest convenience.  Please, do not hesitate to contact me 

by calling me at (520) 664-8547 or by email at mgarrido@email.arizona.edu for any 

clarification or follow up questions that you may have concerning my request. 

 

Sincerely,  

Martha Garrido 

____________________________

mailto:mgarrido@email.arizona.edu
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APPENDIX E 

 

LETTER FROM THE SCHOOL DISTRICT GIVING PERMISSION 
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APPENDIX F 

 

HUMAN SUBJECTS PROTECTION PROGRAM APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX G 

 

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX H 

 

SUBJECTS’ ASSENT FORM  
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APPENDIX I 

 

 LETTER TO TEACHERS 
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Letter to Teachers 

 

  

 

Dear Classroom Teacher: 

 

 

My name is Martha Garrido and I am a doctoral student from the school 

psychology program at the University of Arizona. I have obtained permission to conduct 

a study in the school district to conduct a study with English language learners. 

 

 

The study examines the relationship between self-regulated learning and the 

academic achievement of English language learners. Motivational and Learning strategies 

that students use when involved in academic tasks will be explored. In order to obtain the 

self-regulatory strategies used by students I will be administering a questionnaire called 

“The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire” (MSLQ) to a sample of 

approximately 100 seventh and eighth graders. The administration of the questionnaire 

will take no more than 45 minutes of your class time.  

 

 

The identity of the students participating in the study will be protected and kept 

confidential.    

 

I thank you for your attention to my letter and if you have any additional 

questions about the study I will be conducting, do not hesitate to contact me by phone at 

(520) 664-8547 or by email at mgarrido@email.arizona.edu.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Martha Garrido 

 

______________________________ 

Signature of the Investigator 

 

 

mailto:mgarrido@email.arizona.edu
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APPENDIX J 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION  
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Last Name: (Optional) __________________________________ 

Age: _________ 

Grade Level: _________ 

Gender: ________ 

Ethnicity:  

1- Hispanic  

2- Caucasian 

3- Native American 

4- Asian 

5- Other 

Directions: 

“The survey that you are about to complete has two sections, the first section 

corresponds to the motivation part of the survey and the second section is part of the 

learning strategies area. You will complete the motivation part first and then the learning 

strategies area. The motivation area has 31 questions to complete and the learning 

strategies area has 50 questions. In total, you will be responding to 81 items of the 

survey. There are no right and wrong answers, but you will be answering the questions in 

a way that best describes you. The way you will answer the questions is by giving a score 

from 1 to 7 where a score of 1 means that the question is not at all true about you, and a 

score of 7 means that the question is very true about you. Specific instructions on how to 

complete the survey are provided in each of the sections of the survey. This is not a 

school test and this will not impact your grades in any way. Also, I want you to know that 

your teachers or somebody else will not know your answers. There is no time limit to 

complete the survey but the survey should take between 20 and 30 minutes to complete”. 
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APPENDIX K 

 

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR MOTIVATION SUBSCALES 

 

Table 31 

Correlation Matrix for Motivation Subscales 

Subscale AIMS-R AIMS-W AIMS-M 

 

   

Intrinsic Goal Orientation .41
*
 .44

*
 .31 

Extrinsic Goal Orientation .34 .39
*
 .33 

Task Value .46
*
 .53

**
 .45

*
 

Control Beliefs about Learning .51
**

 .44
*
 .45

*
 

Self-Efficacy for Learning and 

Performance 

.37
*
 .34 .34 

Test Anxiety .20 .44
*
 .41

*
 

 

   

Note. AIMS-R = AIMS Reading, AIMS-W = AIMS Writing, and AIMS-M = AIMS 

Math. 

* p < .05. ** p < .01. 
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