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Abstract: This article argues that self-regulated learniB&L() in the classroom is an
inherently social, dynamic, and complex processthatlit is crucial to discuss SRL with
regard to concrete practices and with a focus oatwehildren actually do and say in
classrooms. Current theoretical views on SRL aesgmted and consensual as well as
conflicting aspects are identified. It presentsualigative study of SRL in first and second
grade children using qualitative triangulation dfservation and interview. An example
from a video observation in this study shows a-finrgined view of a process of SRL. The
example which is analysed in detail shows a six-péafirst grade student sitting at a table
with other children and working on a mathematicktaver a period of 30 minutes. In the
analysis it becomes evident that this boy is saifufating continuously and that several
processes of complex self-regulation go hand irdteard are interwoven in this day-to-day
learning episode. Multiple goals, social goals adl s learning goals are handled and
balanced. With reference to the example preseittéslargued that SRL is always social,

ubiquitous, not necessarily academically effectare] at times implicit.
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Research on self-regulated learning (SRL) looks iather commonplace phenomena in day-
to-day learning: How and why do students focus ames aspects of their tasks and not on
others? When and how do they use a certain stratdgw do they organize their work in the
social setting of the classroom? Or, more generblbw do students make decisions in their
learning process in constantly changing and intergcontextual circumstances? Even if we
are talking about frequent events and even if reeean SRL is a vast and steadily growing
area, Perry and Rahim (2011) state that “descriptiof teachers and students working in
classrooms are rare in research about SRL” (p.. 12y ask not only “what is self-regulated
learning?” but also, “what does it look like in sf@ooms?” (Perry & Rahim, 2011, p. 122). In
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the following, | would like to give one answer oot a probably uncountable number of
possible answers to the second question and t@rmgrese example of SRL and how it
unfolds in the classroom. The example is taken feogualitative study examining SRL in the
classroom with children in the first two years ohsol, aged six to nine years (cf. Wagener,
2010).

In the beginning of this article the theoreticalckground and contemporary
conceptualizations of SRL will be presented. Soo#licting aspects in different approaches
will be highlighted. Subsequently, methods and daropthe study from which the example
was taken will be described. The example will tbempresented and analysed in detail. It will
be utilized to elaborate on theoretical consideretiin the discussion. Different aspects of
SRL are taken up again, aiming at clarifying teand theoretical positions.

Conceptualization: What is SRL?

SRL is a complex phenomenon that is related t@uifit fields of research in psychology and
education. Self-regulation in general is definedhesreflexive and goal-oriented supervision
and adjustment of one’s own behaviour. It can baratterized as a process that is
multifaceted and concerns the individual as welitsisocial and material environment. Even
if there is no simple definition of SRL (cf. Boekte & Corno, 2005), there are some
common assumptions in research on SRL: Strategjmnaenetacognition, and motivation are
considered to play a part in a learning processdia be labelled as SRL (Artelt, Demmrich,
& Baumert, 2001; Winne & Perry, 2000). As defingdWinne and Perry (2000), “strategic’

describes the way in which these learners appraheiienging tasks and problems, by
choosing from a repertoire of tactics which thejidwe are best suited to the situation, and
applying those tactics appropriately” (pp. 533-53Agditionally, metacognition plays a

crucial role in SRL. Metacognitive monitoring prdes information that is needed as a
benchmark for the regulation of further learningemy regulation needs a prior evaluation to
clarify the necessity of regulation and of modifioa of behaviour, and therefore

“metacognitive monitoring is the gateway to seljukating one’s own learning” (Winne &

Perry, 2000, p. 540). Associated metacognitive Kadge is knowledge about particular
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tasks and how best to address them, knowledge ab@iegies, cognitive resources, and
about own academic strengths and weaknesses. S#&ahgSRL is a process that is
characterized by its self-directedness it beconiegoas that the motivation of a student to
aspire to a specific goal is another vital aspdcSRBL. SRL depends on motivation, on
students who exert effort, who persist in the fatehallenging tasks, and who feel self-
efficacy afterwards. In summary, it is “the fusiofyskill and will (and dare we add “thrill?”)
to emphasize that cognition, motivation, and afeetall involved in self-regulated learning”
(Paris & Paris, 2001, p. 91).

Historically, research on SRL focused on individeagnitive-constructive activity
and on individual differences regarding the usstadtegies, metacognitive monitoring, goal-
setting and motivation, self-efficacy, and achieeem(e.g., Hadwin, Jarvela, & Miller,
2011). Thirteen years ago, Pintrich (2000) devalopeconsensual definition of SRL after
reviewing contemporary models of SRL:

Self-regulated learning . . . is an active, coritive process whereby learners set goals for their
learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate, aodtrol their cognition, motivation, and
behavior, guided and constrained by their goals eotextual features of their environment.
These self-regulatory activities can mediate thaticnships between individuals and the context,
and their overall achievement. (Pintrich, 20004%83)

Pintrich (2000) divides the process of self-regedaearning into four phases. The first

phase is called forethought, planning, and actwvatincluding goal setting. The second phase
comprises the monitoring of the learning procedse third phase includes regulation and
control, thus the use of strategies is part of phiase. The fourth phase is called reaction and
reflection and consists of all evaluations, judgetae and attributions that are made
subsequently to a learning episode. According tdrieh (2000), the four phases of self-
regulated learning can occur in four different arezognition, motivation, behaviour, and
context. The phases represent a time-ordered segumrt all phases do not take place in
every learning process and they do not always hrappesecutively (Pintrich, 2000).
This concept is still valid and often quoted. Ndwdess, recent conceptualizations of SRL are
becoming increasingly complex, highlighting dynanpcocesses, social and contextual
aspects, and mutual interaction between differepeets of SRL. Butler (2011) asserts that
“it is widely agreed that SRL is a multi-componahtidynamic, recursive, contextualized

activity that constitutes both individual and sbgieocesses” (Butler, 2011, p. 351). Perry and
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Rahim (2011) focus on SRL in classrooms and unuetihe importance of considering the
interplay between “contexts — including tasks, ringional practices, and interpersonal
relationships in classrooms — and students’ engagenn independent, academically
effective forms of learning, SRL” (Perry & RahimQ2L, p.122). Thus, it can be seen as a
consensus in the actual discussion about learriag gocial and contextual aspects are
important and have to be considered. Social sati@mgl instructional conditions are not mere
circumstances that influence learning — the picigrenuch more complex with changing
dynamics, mutual interference, and inevitable, tamtsinterdependence. Therefore, context
and individual, social and individual, teacher iastions, peer interaction, and learning, have
to be analysed in their multiple interaction, tract®on, and interdependences and not as
distinct variables. When reviewing research literatit becomes obvious that there are other
aspects that are more controversial or less cemsist the conceptualization of SRL. For the

purpose of this article | would like to elaboratetbree points.

Is SRL Always Academically Effective Learning?

Some definitions refer to SRL as academically eiffeclearning (e.g., Perry, 1998; Perry et
al., 2002). This is convincing for those definitsotinat regard SRL as always directed towards
desired and often prescribed learning goals (Sgh2ol; Zimmerman, 2000). Boekaerts and
Niemivirta (2000) and Boekaerts (1999) for examialee a different position stating, “The
term ‘successful learning‘ does not have any exgitany power” (Boekaerts, 1999, p. 447). If
social and emotional goals are included in thenitedn of [ ISRL, it is problematic to define
SRL as academically effective learning. If a studsuccessfully pursues and reaches an
emotional goal, he or she might neglect learninglgdor this period of time. Students can
use self-regulative abilities quite competentlyt ibuhey have not prioritized the pursuit of a
learning goal this self-regulation will not lead gositive effects on learning outcomes. This
means on the other hand that a student who fasledach a learning goal is not necessarily
lacking in self-regulative abilities, he or she htitpave reached another goal successfully (cf.
Boekaerts, 2002). Students can also choose leagoialg that differ from the goal the teacher
wants them to adopt; a student can pursue theajdacoming an excellent football player
and therefore he or she reduces time spent on horkdw the absolute minimum in order to
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have more capacities for extensive training; “if goal is to pass with little effort, | may look
like I'm being less effective to someone who assutmat | am trying to learn as much as
possible” (Nolen, 2006, p. 230). Judging effecte®n and necessity from an outside
perspective as a researcher or teacher becomesmekyr difficult if multiple goals are
included in the concept. Effectiveness can onlyuaged depending on the goals that have
been set. Not knowing about the goal(s) a studersues, we cannot ascertain if he or she is
successfully self-regulating. The recognition afmmbice of a compulsory or educationally
desired learning goal can be seen as the firstist&gRL but | argue that we narrow the
analytic grasp of SRL if we only focus on learnprgcesses striving for prescribed learning

goals.

Is SRL in Classrooms Scarce or Ubiquitous?

Some conceptualizations define SRL as an advanmwtdagher sophisticated form of learning
that students have to be taught and trained tolngkese definitions SRL is a desirable goal
of education (e.g., Paris & Paris, 2001). From heoperspective, SRL can also be seen as a
more basic process: Winne (2011) states that ‘llegris potentially continuously self-
regulated” (p. 19). Regulation means that learmeake decisions; they focus on one thing
and not the other, they choose to seek help frgmea or a teacher, they check on something
in a dictionary, they use an online tool, or theyrbt check at all. Even in settings that are
not ideal for SRL, where learners do not have dawiabout what to learn and how to
proceed, learners have to make decisions and they to regulate. Winne (2011) underlines
that SRL is inevitable for two reasons, the fissthat there are usually multiple contents to
learn about, multiple ways to proceed, multiplengs to look at, multiple people to listen to
and to work with. “The world affords people uncaalrie opportunities to learn many things
but not all opportunities are taken up — people saiective — they self-regulate learning”
(Winne, 2011, p. 15). If we optimistically assunt&tt classroom learning also provides
several (if not uncountable) opportunities, it bees obvious that self-regulation is
necessary. The second argument for seeing SRLeagahle is a cognitive argument: Our
(cognitive) system has limited capacities; duehte limitation we always have to choose and

regulate; “these implications of limited capacitypport an inference that SRL is inherent in
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learning activities. SRL is natural and learnersitdehether taught about it or not” (Winne,
2011, p. 16). This view of SRL as generally inhéranearning considers processes that are
likely to be at least partly implicit, which is timext point of discussion:

Can SRL be Implicit?

One controversial point in the definition of SRLie aspect of implicitness or explicitness of
SRL,; other terms would be the (un-)consciousnesareness, or intentionality of SRL. The
question of whether SRL is always consciously agpénd if all aspects of metacognition are
aware, affects the theoretical basis as well asadsssment of SRL. According to some
conceptualizations, consciousness is an esserlgateat and correspondingly, Pintrich
(2000) argues that if, for example, the activatirprior knowledge happens automatically
this is not to be regarded as a part of SRL, “bgeatiis not under explicit control of the
learner” (p. 457). However, according to Butler @2} “questions can be raised about how
much ‘self-regulation’ transpires outside of dir@stareness” (p. 61). Winne (2011) writes

“cognition is often implicit” (p.18) and he summees,

Learners appear sometimes not to self-regulateuseceognition seems to them and to observers
to ‘run by itself.” This apparent absence of coignitis due to spreading activation across schemas
and automated procedural knowledge. Notwithstandiognition is still self-regulated. (Winne,
2011, p. 19)

The aspect of consciousness is also an ongoingisdign regarding metacognition,
metacognitive monitoring, and strategy choice. \fean, Van Hout-Wouters, & Afflerbach
(2006) point out that implicitness or explicithnegsmetacognition is controversial (cf. Reder
& Schunn, 1996; Schnotz, 1992; Veenman, Prins, &hé&lt, 2002). Reder and Schunn
(1996) argue that implicit processing is not a nraigphenomenon: “Much of the cognition
that is called metacognitive typically operatesaatimplicit level; that is without conscious
awareness. Many of the tasks that are called nmomgt@re also operating without conscious
awareness” (p. 73). Moreover, even if a strategition itself is conscious or possible to
recollect, the reasons for the choice of a stratggyoften implicit and unaware, “although we

argue that people are unaware of what causes theeldct one strategy rather than another,
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we make no claims about their awareness of thdtsesiutheir strategy selections” (Reder &
Schunn, 1996, p. 47).

Several models of SRL include processes that haea lautomatized. For example,
according to information processing approachesptbeesses of monitoring and adjustment
of behaviour can become automatized and unconsergbsexperience and routine (Winne,
2001, Zimmerman, 2001). In Pressley et al.’s (198Wdel of a good strategy user,
automation of strategy use is explicitly includ€the good strategy user has automated many
of the components” (Pressley et al., 1987, p. 1¥enman et al. (2006) underline for
metacognition that a clear and consistent concépatian is needed but does not yet exist.

Focusing on SRL in classrooms several questiongsireopen. What is SRL? Does a
student have to be able to verbalize and explaiatvie or she is doing and why? If for
example metacognitive monitoring and checking stilis have been learned by looking at a
model and cannot be named as a strategy is thia stietacognitive, self-regulative process?
Does a student have to be able talk about a syrately or without prompting?

The Study: Young Children and SRL - one Extended Example

In the following section, a study of SRL in younigldren will be described regarding aims
and methods (Wagener, 2010). After that, not thelevbody of data but one example from a
video observation in this study will be presentad analysed in detail. The example has been
chosen because it enables observation and analyaivariety of actions and reactions of a
young student in his classroom context. The aimoisanalyse and illustrate how (self-
regulated) learning evolves in this natural setftipgpcessual aspects of SRL are shown and
how SRL is embedded in the social setting and eaening environment. Accordingly, also

the description of data collection is focused atewi observation.
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Methodology, Methods and Sample

The study examines young children’s self-reguldedning in the first two years of school in
Germany. The aim of the study was to develop admaned analysis of young children’s
self-regulated learning in a naturalistic schodtisg, recognizing children’s thoughts and
reflections as well as their actions and routimetheir daily learning. Being at the beginning
of their school career, these children were stifirhing to read and to write. Thus, it was
impossible to use methods of data collection whiehuire reading or writing skills. A
qualitative triangulation of methods and perspediwas applied, using methods of
participant observation, video-observation, anériiew. Data collection and analysis were
done according to the principles of Grounded Th&Btyauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1994;
Stribing, 2004, Muckel, 2007). This qualitative amdcroanalytic approach was chosen
because there is evidence that methods such asepelts or experiments are likely to
underestimate the metacognitive competencies tdrelni (e.g., Whitebread, Bingham, Grau,
Pasternak, & Sangster, 2007). Participation irfitld was applied as a basic principle in data
collection and aimed at obtaining more insight imfwldren’s daily practices and their
perspective on the matter and at building a trgstielationship to all participants (cf.
Wagener, 2010).

Data collection: Qualitative triangulation.

Data collection was conducted in three steps. I fitst step, learning processes were
observed with participant observation and docuntemtigh running records in three classes
in different German primary schools. In the secstep, one focus class was chosen and
video observation was undertaken in this classallininterviews were conducted in the
same class. Different methods of data collectiorewssed to capture different aspects of self-
regulated learning in young students. Interviews arway of learning more about their
thoughts and reflections, whereas observationnataralistic setting can be a way of learning
more about children’s self-regulating and metactgmiabilities in daily practice (Winne &
Perry, 2000). Video observation allows the analgdiself-regulated learning in the process

and ‘on-line’ and enables an in-depth analysis dltvchildren do and say in learning
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situations. The focus in video observation is dftregulated learning as an “event” (Winne
& Perry, 2000). It enables the analysis of how-sedfulated learning evolves in a situation,
and how it is fostered or inhibited by other evenitsnteractions. Observation can inform
about different processes that go hand in hanaauracconsecutively. Children were filmed at
their group tables of four to six students to caneividual as well as social processes. Using
video observation it was possible to cover the demty of social interaction and task-
related action (e.g., Huhn, 2005). Except for thespnce of the researcher and the video

camera no alterations in the classroom situatiehcdssroom routines were made.

The sample.

The main body of data, most of the participant oleéons and all video observations and

interviews, were collected in one focus classhis tlass, 22 children, 12 boys and 10 girls,
11 children from first year and 11 from second yeged from 6 to 9, were educated together.
They were observed during mathematics and Gernsaoms. The chosen class was one from
a regular elementary school in northwestern Germé@hg school had deliberately chosen to
educate children in the first and second year dfosk together in one class, due to

pedagogical considerations.

Primary school children in this area have limiassibilities of choosing between
different schools and they are normally assignedrte school according to their place of
residence. Thus, even if the school differs fronstraiher schools in the region by educating
children from first and second year in one clalss,dhildren are selected only by their place
of residence. The catchment area of this schoobeastescribed as rather typical for a town in
northwestern Germany and as somewhat mixed regpsdicio-economic background.

This focus class was chosen because children wonkisgbendently more often than
in other classes, they had some choices in theik aond these situations should make self-
regulation more likely (Zimmerman, 2008). Anothegwment was that according to the
concept of the chosen school, older children wdosvad and encouraged to assist younger

children. It was assumed that this would also &rilce interaction in the classroom, and that
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research might benefit from observing these intemas possibly being situations of co-

regulation (Hadwin et al., 2011).

Data analysis.

Data were analysed consecutively in an iteratigeagch process. It is important to note that
analysing in Grounded Theory is an interpretative euristic process. Thus, coding is much
more than linking data to prefixed terms and categoit is a way of gaining an analytical
understanding of what happens in the data (e.gg BeMilmeister, 2007, pp. 186-189).
Coding is also more than describing data. It isanetay of paraphrasing what happens, but it
is used for conceptualizing data in theoreticah®rCoding procedures were applied with the
aid of AtlasTi, a computer program for qualitatidata analysis that has been developed for
use in Grounded Theory research (e.g., Friese,;2Qdckartz, 2010).

In the analysis, inductive and deductive methodsewcombined. Concepts that are
central to SRL were used to build codes such ase“Of criteria for evaluation” or
“Evaluation of personal skills”. They were integradtin further analysis as preliminary codes
and it was reassessed whether they fit the data. prbcedure was regarded as a means of
linking the developing view on young children’sfaggulated learning to existing theoretical
frameworks, and to systematically search for furthdicators for self-regulative processes in
the data. Inductive coding procedures (e.g., S$rai887) were used to complement the
analysis and to extend the theoretical view on SRiter on, Pintrich’s (2000) model, which
describes chronological phases of SRL that areaaggpto encompass the process of SRL
was used for building codes. The four phases wppdieal as codes on data and it was
checked whether these codes could be applied anathak if they could be grounded in data.
As it has been described in Grounded Theory, athé theoretical concepts were used with
scepticism until they proved to be appropriate. i@gdprocedures and categories were

regularly discussed in a team of researchers.
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The Example

The chosen example focuses on one boy from fieetegevho mainly works on his own. This
boy reveals what he is doing and thinking in a gimeoment not only by his actions but also
by conversing loudly. He talks to himself, to otluildren at the table, and to his teacher.
The whole sequence takes 33 minutes; it is preddmtee in full length. According to the

teacher’s judgment, George is an imaginative, sreatudent whose overall achievements in

school are on an average level.

The situation and the task

The setting is called “mathematics workshop” and thorkshop takes place several times a
week. There are numerous different tasks with nater a room next to the classroom and
all children are allowed to choose between themefiMthey have started with one task, they
are supposed to continue with it until it is firesh After that they can choose a new task
freely.

All the tasks in the mathematics workshop areemaiihort, not very complex tasks.
They can be solved alone and need no cooperatiuldrén have some freedom of choice in
choosing between the different tasks, choosing kkplace, choosing a partner, or choosing
to work alone and often there is a possibilitydelf-evaluation included. They are free to ask
the teacher or other children for help and supgarecessary. The tasks are from different
parts of mathematics education. There are caloula#tsks or small mathematical problems.
In the following example, the children are workiwgh geometric shapes. The task is one in
a series in which children learn about basic geoméivo-dimensional shapes, squares,
rectangles, triangles, and circles and how theylmmombined to build bigger shapes or
patterns. Tasks are, for example, about rebuildingn shapes as in the game Tangram or
about identifying and building symmetrical patterfide task in this situation was an
additional task the teacher had explained to tlidrelm outside the video focus; there was no
written task description. The children were suppasedevelop new and bigger patterns built
out of geometric tiles and after this they sho@produce and draw these patterns with the aid
of a stencil. The task seems to be rather opentasmadot prescribed what kind of patterns the
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children are supposed to build; no criteria forleating the quality of possible solutions are
named within the video recording.

The actual classroom situation is affected by sdimsirbance. There had been some
disciplinary problems and discussions with anoteacher at the beginning of the day. The
children in the class are still somewhat agitatbd; head teacher is rather irritated and less
composed than usual. Furthermore, the discussiadsaused some delay and in the lesson
presented; the head teacher decides to skip PdBoago on with mathematics. This adds to

the disturbance. Some children are upset andditaissing and protesting.

The data

The analysis focuses on two boys, George and Stepiwan first grade who have chosen
each other as partners. In several situationsandtta, children are working on a task and
simultaneously they comment on what they are doligy sometimes do so in interaction
with other children or the teacher, but they al& to themselves without expecting anyone
else to listen or to react. This is also the caséhe following example: George is talking
frequently, sometimes in soliloquy, sometimes asklrgy others, and sometimes these two
ways of speaking seem to merge. Thereby, he prevate insight into his thinking and
learning.

Along with Vygotsky (1986), George’s way of spaakito himself can be regarded as
self-talk or inner speech which is not yet intetxed. In Vygotsky’s view self-talk is a basis
for higher order thinking skills. Self-talk or “egentric speech develops along a rising not a
declining, curve; it goes through an evolution, aotinvolution. In the end, it becomes inner
speech” (Vygotsky, 1986, p. 228). Comparing chitdbetween the age of four to six years,
self-talk has shown itself to become less frequethh age and children aged six generally
start preferring inner speech (e.g., Patrick & Adargel, 2000). Thus, George who is using
self-talk extensively at nearly seven years mightdther late with the internalization of his
self-talk; the extent to which he allows insightoirhis thoughts by his talking is rather
exceptional in the data. There are several othédreh using self-talk, but not so extensively.
Georges says what he is thinking and describes Wag doing and his self-talk gives the

impression of being a natural think-aloud measurégme
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An overview of the situation: “I Am Building a Huge Pyramid!”

In this lesson, George and his partner Stephan ¢favgen to work together. They are talking
about a task they call “building patterns” but tfeg both kidding around and laughing. The
teacher joins them and assists them in organizieg tvork. George is not listening to the
teacher but Stephan is. The teacher continuesviigstructions to Stephan and George is
left on his own. In this situation, George staris bwn task, laying new patterns with
geometric tiles. He then specifies the task anddéscto build “a pyramid”. This does not
mean that he is building a three-dimensional pydaime is forming a two-dimensional bigger
triangle out of small triangles. After having fihed, he specifies and changes slightly this
goal of building a pyramid and then starts anewess\times. He works on this task until the
end of the lesson.
In the following, the situation will be describéd more detail; quotations will be

presented and analysed. For clarity of presentdhiersituation is separated into five parts;
the five parts succeed each other at a stretchdlidea given for each part represent topics

that are focused on in the analysis.

Part 1: Getting the Work Started: Defining the Task and Setting Goals

Description of the situation.

In the first part of this situation George and &tpare singing, laughing, and playing around
with their material. They are also joking about thek. As they are quite loud, the teacher
intervenes. Stephan quickly changes his activides behaves more seriously whereas
George goes on joking and does not seem to be mbyetie teacher’'s reprimand. The
teacher is talking to the boys to help them bedjairt work. He addresses both boys
grammatically, but in the end he focusses his assgmt on Stephan, explaining and
specifying a task and helping him to obtain theunesyi material. Meanwhile, George is
shifting tiles on his plate, saying that he knovwsvho do his task. George starts working
silently. The teacher asks George to move overtlamewith he makes sure that Stephan has

enough space to work on the table. Apart from tthis,teacher does not interfere with what

Journal of Child and Youth Development (2013), gINo. 1, 91-120



Young Children’s Self-Regulated Learning: What DaésLook Like in the

104 Classroom?

George is doing. The teacher leaves the table @wigé announces that he is going to form a

pyramid.

Analysis.

Two aspects will be focused on in the analysished tnitial part of the situation. The first
aspect is the way the boys discuss the task ane foakof it. The second aspect is the way
the teacher handles the situation. As already meed, the exact assignment of the initial
task is not available. However, for the learninggess it is most interesting how the children
co-construct and redefine the task. George andch8tepefer to “patterns” as they are fooling
around and arguing light-heartedly about their t@sked by the teacher what they are doing,
Stephan says that they are supposed to creatensatie a sheet of paper. An interesting
aspect is that George is playing with this seenyimgther open and undefined task. He has
obviously noticed that the task is easy to solvé i taken literally. Putting two squares
together George announces, “cornered squaressthlseady a pattern.” He underlines this
argument when the teacher is asking about the tBsikcher: “Well, what are you doing
here?” George: “This is already a pattern.” Stepl@fe are supposed to make such patterns,
on a sheet.” George: “But this is a pattern.”

George demonstrates that the term pattern is mgtsgeecific and that nearly everything
might be called a pattern. He is showing that #sk ttan be solved easily and he insists on
making his point. Is he reflecting on the task &izlling it as too unspecific or too easy? Or
is he just reacting to a situation that is easgnéke fun of? Whichever is the case, he shows
an understanding of the task and its difficultyiterincompleteness. He shows metacognitive
knowledge and uses it for his advantage.

As the situation evolves, George specifies the faskimself. This is done by aiming
to make “nice patterns” first and then by aimingbtald a “good pyramid”. George is not
only able to make fun of this task and find an eaay out by working to rule, he can also fill
in the blanks by specifying creatively what he tado and therewith, possibly, fulfilling the
task according to the teacher’s intentions. Th@agha student’'s competence in handling task
assignments; George can handle an incompletelgs&omplements the task by setting goals

for his learning and thereby he masters one stgprtbbeing labelled a self-regulated learner.
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What does the teacher do? The teacher intervertbsisituation in which two children
are not working, but talking and disturbing othkildren. He tells them that they are too loud
and then supports them in getting their work starfeter the first reprimand, the teacher is
mainly addressing Stephan, who responds to him oitedy. George, who is more resistant
at first, is left to his own resources. HoweveRrsthereafter George is redefining the task for
himself, saying, “I think I know how.” George thetarts working and focusing on the task.
How can the teacher’s intervention be interpreM@® it surrendering to a student who is not
listening, starting with the student who is compliar was it knowledge that this was the best
way to foster both students’ learning? The teasheports the boys’ learning by interrupting
their fooling around, helping them organize theiorkplace, and making sure that both
students have the material they need. He offetsumental help to Stephan and meanwhile,
he lets George manage on his own. Whether welleshadrategy or chance, it works:
Stephan starts working according to the teachesssgament and George’s self-regulatory
process evolves as he is left on his own with & that needs specification. George defines
his own task and sets his goals, rather exemplaryafbeginning phase of self-regulated
learning (cf. Pintrich, 2000).

Part 2: Working on the Task, Talking to Oneself and to Others

Description of the situation.

George announces that he needs further tiles atdhéhis going to make a good pyramid. He
addresses Stephan and the teacher, telling tharheha doing well and that it is possible to
build a pyramid. He starts putting tiles togethed aomments on his work by calling it

“interesting” and “cool”. Having finished his firgtyramid, he shows it to Stephan, calls his
pyramid “very nice”, and announces that he wantaafie a bigger pyramid. He starts putting
all the pieces back in the box. George tells tlaeter that it is possible to make a pyramid

that is even bigger. The teacher acknowledgeshhatan do that.
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Analysis.

One aspect that becomes evident in this part ofitis@tion and continues to be prominent
later on is that George is talking audibly aboutvhe has done, what he is doing, and what
he is intending to do. Sometimes George is tallgogetly to himself, several times he
addresses Stephan or his teacher, and sometimew®itclear to whom he is talking. Often he
is talking loudly so that all children at his taldan hear him. These sequences can be
analysed with the focus on what he is saying anttwprocesses and thoughts are revealed
therewith, but another aspect is the phenomensnes

An example which can be analysed as self-talkogafound in the opening paragraph
of this sequence, where George says, “I need tigicep. Out of them | can draw a good
pyramid.” Regarding the content of what Georgeaigrgy, it is the expression of his planning
directed towards his goal. He is talking aboutriegerial he needs for reaching this goal, the
material he has to look for in the next step. Ie thllowing sentence George addresses
Stephan and then the teacher, “look, Stephanyrgatid. Stephan, |1 need such a thin piece.
Oh, Mr X [teacher], with them | can try to put talger a real, good pyramid.”

Looking at the video, one aspect is striking: @eodoes not look up once. He
addresses the teacher and his schoolmate verballyhe seems to be speaking to himself
exclusively. On the video, the teacher is not ewesight. Stephan is sitting beside George
but George does not look at him; he does not blafbody towards Stephan. He is obviously
not expecting any reaction from the teacher orflesnd. He just goes on working. With
regard to the content, George repeats what he riees&ble him to go on working and at the
same time he monitors and evaluates what he has storfiar, expressing again his goal of
making “a real, good pyramid”. As the teacher apphes the table shortly thereafter George
does not address him again, he simply continuemngimg the triangles. This supports the
interpretation that he does not really intend th ta the teacher.

Thereafter, George is planning to make a biggeamid. He tidies up his table and
prepares it for the new or literally expanded ta$k.then addresses the teacher again and this
time he looks up in the direction of the teachpeaks out loud and gets a reaction, George:
“Mr X [Teacher] | can also make an even bigger pyich That's possible. Teacher: “You can

also do that.”
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George is talking to himself, sometimes even wheims verbally addressing someone
else. Nonetheless, the last quotation shows thaahebviously differentiate and clearly and
successfully address others. This indicates thatrgeeuses other people in his self-talk as
imagined respondents, but he also knows how toaat@and communicate successfully.

Speaking to himself, George is evaluating andsprgihis work. Positive self-talk is
proposed as a motivational strategy that fosteamieg and helps to overcome difficulties
(Pintrich, 2000; Wolters, 2003). George is using thirategy successfully; he is working

constantly and contentedly, and he is not distutbiyedther children.

Part 3: Setting New Goals and Planning Carefully

Description of the situation.

Addressing the teacher, George adds that he canralke a smaller pyramid or the smallest
one that is possible. The teacher does not redeph8&n and George begin to discuss the
smallest pyramid. George builds a pyramid out afr foriangles and says that this is the
smallest one. Stephan argues against it; he haldgr@angular piece up and says that this is
the smallest pyramid. George raises objectionssanyd that the pyramid has to be build out
of (different) pieces and should not simply be @mdh George clears away the triangles and
comments that he should not leave the tiles orplie because he is making a large pattern
which has to look nice as well. George then ledvussvork and goes to the toilet. Coming
back, he continues immediately. He says that henbaget finished clearing away all the
tiles, which is necessary to be able to make alpggamid. George starts to build a pyramid
made with red and blue triangles; he comments oat Wk needs in order to continue and
presents his intermediate results as interestidgcaal.

Analysis.

George develops and verbalizes a new goal: buildlegsmallest pyramid possible. His
former partner Stephan reacts and both boys presesaiution quickly. Confronted with
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Stephan’s solution and the fact that his partnpyisamid is smaller than his own, George
works out a rule that corresponds to his initisdadand to his solution of the task. This
indicates that George evaluates different ways obfirsg the task, and based on this he
elaborates a rule that fits his intentions of hdv telf-set task has to be completed. This
development and verbalization of a rule revealsaowgnitive abilities. In this situation it
might also be regarded as a useful strategy thaesdo save face and preserves George’s
social position. Thanks to this rule, he has net this competition. Stephan does not argue;
both boys are content and continue with their tasksndling this situation quietly and
quickly shows social competences. In doing so #isy handle different, probably competing
goals, social goals and learning goals.

George has the goal of building a pyramid thatargér than the one he has made
before. For this reason, he says, he has to cleay all the tiles so that he has enough space
for this pyramid on the plate, “But | shouldn’t piltem here, because | am making a huge
pattern just now. It has to be lovely as well.” Sheorge is planning and preparing for his
new task. This time, not only the size of the pyichims relevant, but another, an aesthetic
criterion is added and applied; the pattern habdoi “lovely”. Returning from the toilet,
George immediately starts with his work and corggmto comment on what he is doing in
spite of being out of breath, “I still haven't peverything away so that | can make a huge
pyramid. | must do it, so that there is spacelage pyramid, pyramid, pyramid, pyramid.”

Tidying up and organizing his workplace is a sggtéhat he considers necessary for
being able to reach his goal. When George hashidigputting away the tiles he immediately
starts working on his new pyramid, putting thetfirsangles down at the bottom line of the
plate. Therewith, he really saves space to enabisdif to meet his goal. Both strategies,
tidying up and starting at the bottom of the platan be seen as the result of planning
processes aimed at the goal of making a big pyramid

Later on George specifies how he intends to realime aesthetic criterion. He
addresses Stephan saying, “I am building a pyranticch is super colourful. It has two
colours, red and blue.” His choice of words seem$d strange; he announces that he is
building a pyramid that is colourful and then helsadhat it has (only) two colours. What he
does not mention is that he is putting red and liles alternately. Thereby, he meets his
criterion of building a nice pyramid and address8tgphan again, he self-evaluates that his

pyramid is interesting and cool.
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Part 4: Monitoring

Description of the situation.

George has finished the base of his pyramid. Heohastriangle in his hand and draws an
imaginary line from the left side of the sockettoghe prospective top and goes down to the
right side of the base. He says that this is haytle pyramid will become and that it will be

a huge pyramid. One of the other boys is annoyedsbgrge’s frequent comments, but

George continues working. He says to himself tlaishdoing great and then he explains
what he is doing, first putting the triangle uptigind then upside down. He tells Stephan,
who is not saying a word, that he should not distum and then says that he is concentrating

well.

Analysis.

This sequence shows what can be described as amngngonitoring process. While he is
still working on his task, he estimates how bigysamid will become by using the base as a
starting point, saying, “It will be that big. Steph | am drawing a giant pyramid.” George
performs metacognitive monitoring of his work swssfally, using an adequate strategy for
estimating how big his pyramid will become and lmespnts what he is doing to his fellow
students. He predicts that his pyramid will be gr&absequently, George judges the overall
quality of his work (“great”) and then monitors aegplicates the basic principle of how he
has to proceed, “Do you know how I do it? One uprignd one upside down and so on. Now
| have to put one upside down.” He thereby dematesrhis metacognitive awareness and
procedural knowledge of the task affordances ant lobviously able to verbalize what he
has to do to fulfil the task. The last domain ofmtoring in this part is George’s monitoring
of his own concentration, “I'm concentrating supgwod.” This situation evolves in a
discussion with Stephan about who is doing morécdif work and who is concentrating
better. It could be argued that George’'s appraahis own concentration is a way of
publicly presenting his work and boasting abowtnd that it is more likely to serve a social

function in his relationship to Stephan than beingeal monitoring process. On the other
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hand, from an outside perspective, George can pposied in what he is saying. He is
concentrating well, particularly if compared to ledlow students and if the circumstances

and the classroom situation at the end of thisovrgkxjuence are considered.

Part 5: Continued Announcement and Control of Context

Description of the situation.

George goes on building pyramids, telling himseltl ather students that he is doing so,
stressing that he is doing great, and that heirggdball alone. He estimates once again how
large his pyramid will become by drawing an imagynine. At this time, some children in
the class are becoming louder and are declaringka $ecause of the cancelled P.E. lesson.
At first, George is not disturbed by the other dteh’s protest and the resulting disturbance.
After a while he asks what the matter is, but thennterrupts the child who answers, saying
that he has to get on with his task and that hedasncentrate hard. He is a bit distracted by
what is happening around him, but he continues hightask nonetheless. In the end, he has
no triangles left. He asks the teacher for mowmtyies, gets some but they are used up soon
thereafter. At this time the other children at table are not working anymore and they
comment on George’s problem. George starts a neanpgl and again praises his work. The

teacher asks the children to tidy up. The lessahtla@ video recording finish.

Analysis.

Monitoring and evaluating his work, George mentiansther argument and a criterion that
supports his appraisal: he has completed his thstome. He tells this to Tina, a girl from
another table who comes over and looks at his pgsasaying, “I'm making a pyramid, all
alone. Look, it will be — that big.” An interestingpint in this last part of the situation is the
way George seeks to influence and control his enuirent in order to continue working. This
strategic behaviour is used purposefully to shiekdconcentration and his advancement, to

keep himself working successfully. As already diésct, there are a plethora of possible
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distractions present in this situation. George do&sseem to notice or care at first. When
another girl comes to his table, George looks sging her what the matter is. But as soon as
she starts to talk, George says, “Wait, | havedadhds. | have to concentrate hard. “ After
that, George goes on working and when another studaches his plate he says, “No, don’t
disturb me. |, that is, that will be my pyramid.’e@ge exerts control over his environment
successfully. The student leaves the table, and déwuhere is still some turbulence around
him, George continues working. At this time hehs bnly child in the focus of the camera
who is working. Even as the teacher approachesabis and praises his pyramid, George
does not react but continues searching for triamdieally, he runs out of triangles. The other
children comment on this and make more or lesgggproposals. George puts away all the

tiles but then again he restarts his work makitegsaipyramid until the lesson is finished.

Summary

The learning situation in this example was not lideehere were several distractions but in
spite of this unfavourable situation George is @ening SRL. We can observe a young
student who is working on a task and talking abibutvho regulates and evaluates his
learning. After having finished one task he immaaliastarts with a new, slightly modified
one, he sustains his focus and concentration utffesult conditions, and he actively and

strategically influences and controls his environtrne so doing.

SRL in different phases of a learning process

George’s work can be described in the terms ofrielris (2000) model of SRL and the four

different phases of SRL. Each of the phases digighgd by Pintrich (2000) can be found in
this example: Phase 1: George defines and co-cmtstthe task by specifying it and sets
himself a goal. He makes plans, organizes his wadgpand the necessary material for
fulfilling his goal(s). He activates his interest bsing motivating expressions and adjectives.

Phase 2: While he is working, George uses mongofiaquently. He monitors what he is
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doing and what he has done so far, he estimatesizbef his pyramid, and he evaluates the
quality of his concentration. Phase 3: George natd'y himself by praising his achievement
and using positive self-talk as a motivational tetgg. Additionally he seeks plaudits from his

peers and his teacher and seeks to be recognizedhiat he is doing. He verbalizes a

systematization of what he has to do to fulfil task (Part 4, George, “one upright and one
upside down”), he strategically organizes his wpdace and his material, and he controls his
social environment to meet his goals. Phase 4: geeevaluates what he is doing; he judges
the overall quality of his work, his results, ansloahis cognitive processes (cf. Pintrich, 2000;
Wagener, 2010). Additionally, he develops new gdmsed on these evaluations (bigger,
smallest, colourful pyramid) and starts anew witmping and preparation (phase 1). George
shows metacognitive knowledge by making fun ofttdsk, by describing task affordances, by
developing goals, and by applying various critéoraevaluating his work.

SRL as a social process

In the beginning of the example George has a pabmiethe teacher interferes in this social
setting and the boys start working independentlgor@e does not seek help, and there is no
longer, intense interaction with other studentshar teacher; the learning process is rather
solitary but it is an inherently social situatiomdasocial aspects play an important part. Social
aspects become visible when George is making ubes gfartner and the teacher as imagined
respondents in his self-talk. George also genuipegsents his achievements; he actively
seeks to fulfil his need of being recognized forawlne is doing by using his social
environment as an audience. Towards the end ofsthiation, George actively controls his
environment to enable him to go on working; he hesm@nd controls disturbances, reacts to
social necessities, trying to strike a balance betwsocial affordances and task affordances.
Social goals like ‘sustaining relationships’, ‘bgitetter than someone’, ‘being seen and
recognized by someone for something’, or ‘impregsiomeone’ are relevant in this situation
parallel to task related goals and learning goBfss strongly supports the notion that self-
regulated learning in classrooms is always pad ebcial process in which there are always
diverse, dynamic, interacting influences and midtigoals that have to be considered (e.g.,
Butler, 2011; Hadwin, Jarvela, & Miller, 2011; Pe& Rahim, 2011).
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Discussion: What does this tell us about SRL?

Perry and Rahim (2011) emphasized that approactesieeded that “attempt to capture
complex interactions and transaction among theviddal, social, and contextual dimensions
of SRL in classrooms” (p.123). The example preskrgigows one attempt to cover this
complexity. It shows a young student working orealitask, in a real context (cf. Perry &
Rahim, 2011) and is one example taken from a sscalle qualitative study, showing how
one boy acts, talks, and thinks in his learningcpss. No claims are made regarding quantity
or probability of behavioural patterns or thoughEsirther, more varied, and even more
detailed analyses in different contexts, differdamains, and different age groups would be
valuable. Aspects of gender or ethnic backgrourdrart analysed in this study; and with
regard to SRL on a micronanalytic level this idl sdi desideratum (cf. Bussey, 2011;
Mclnerney, 2011). The analysis of nonverbal indicaitof SRL could be strengthened which
iIs an important methodological issue especiallyhwiegard to young children (e.g.,
Whitebread et al., 2009). However, the fine-graiapgroach presented clarifies what SRL
can look like in classrooms (cf. Perry & Rahim 20p1122) and it shows how individual
agency and social processes interact (Butler, 20Tk example will now be used to

elaborate on theoretical issues of SRL mentiongdanntroduction.

Is SRL academically effective?

The boy in the example successfully reaches segerdt he has set for himself. These goals
are mainly learning goals that are clearly relatednathematics and geometry as school
subjects. Even if there are some social goalshibedme apparent in between, he seems to be
regulating, focused mainly on these learning gaals, referring to this, what he is doing is
quite effective. The learning goals that are memtand pursued in this situation are short
term goals. Seeing that the boy builds four difiéregiangles and reaches several different
goals in half an hour it becomes obvious that these not carefully planned long term
learning goals, they are rather quick and easy#zh. That leads to the question whether
these goals are challenging for George. Accordinigddwin et al. (2011) challenge episodes

are likely to initiate self-regulation and stragiction; they are defined as “points in time
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when learners get stuck or confront a problem* (Mackt al., 2011, p. 80). Which challenges
is George facing in this situation? George hasdweetbp his own task and his own task-
related goal. He has to handle lack of space ackl ¢f material and he has to manage and
control distraction. Yet, these challenges areproharily cognitive challenges. Looking at
possible mathematical challenges, George seematage his task rather easily. He is not
doubtful or hesitant, he talks about his work coefitly, he does not face any mathematical
difficulties. These are indicators that George ttassen tasks that are relatively easy to solve
for him, that do not confront him with severe cdiya challenges. George obviously does not
risk failure on this level. The repeated and qusthution of similar tasks can give the
impression of routine and repetitive work. Howev@gorge slightly changes criteria each
time; he gives the impression of being emotionalhgaged in his work. The choice of
adjectives he uses to describe what he is doing doe indicate dull repetition. Building
experiences and also routines can be importans gdd¢arning, of doing exercises.

George was able to administer control over chgllsnby choosing his goal. Control
over challenges has been identified as an impottahkt feature for promoting SRL (Perry,
1998). Consequently, it offers the possibility a@dfoosing easy tasks. Children do not
necessarily choose difficult and challenging tasks] it can be perceived as satisfying and
rewarding in a school context to get something dquiekly (Wagener, 2010). In this case,
with the available data, it cannot be establishééther the tasks George has chosen are too
easy for him, if he is doing something he has ka#a to do for years. Thus, looking only at
the results of his learning, his academic effeciigs cannot be assessed reliably.

Nonetheless, looking at the learning processreélgelation itself can be regarded as
very effective based on two arguments: first, conmgaGeorge’s behaviour to his classmates
at the same table, George’s time-on-task is mughehnj second, the process of SRL can be
clearly recognized; different phases, differentcedures and strategies become visible and
audible.

Instructional approaches and trainings with a $oom improving young children’s
learning often conceptualize SRL as inherently apadally effective (cf., Paris & Paris,
2001). Nonetheless, if children choose goals that reot described in the curriculum,
regulation is not effective from a teacher’s pahview but possibly from the child’s point of
view (e.g., Nolen, 2006). For research on SRL theans that the assessment of individual
goals is crucial and that it is central to recogrand appreciate multiple and also social goals
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(Boekaerts & Niemivirta, 2000). From an analytiGald empirical perspective it is not
beneficial to focus only on desired processes auiredd outcomes. Getting the full picture
enables the understanding of complexity, interactend transaction. | argue that for the
analysis of the process of SRL and the dynamic wtiple goals and complex interactions,
academic effectiveness is not a useful analytiatdgory. Nonetheless, from an instructional
perspective it can still be crucial to motivateldten to strive for imposed learning goals.

Is SRL ubiquitous?

The situation that was observed here was analysednaongoing learning process with
constant regulation. According to this view, thess no break or interval in which regulation
ceased. Making fun of a task and even going tddhet can be part of this process and are
not necessarily separate from it. Different adwgt are the result of competing and
intervening goals. SRL in classrooms is always abhandling multiple goals and prioritizing
them with probably constant and therefore ubiq@itosearrangements due to constantly
changing personal, social, and contextual circunt&s Based on this, SRL can be seen as
ubiquitous, as a never-ending process of regulatimdy making decisions (Winne, 2011).
Even if students do “nothing”, it can be in the quit of a social or ego-protective goal
(Boekaerts & Niemivirta, 2000).

Is SRL used consciously?

In the situation presented, a young student wasmtpkextensively about what he was doing.
The indicators for processes of SRL that have hessd, quoted, and analysed are mainly
verbal and additionally behavioural indicators. hadizations are in principle conscious;

however, what George is saying is not a retrospestimmary of his work as we would have
in interview data or in other self-report data. W&mine a boy using self-talk which he does
regularly while he is working. In this example, dlso uses positive self-talk as a motivational

strategy - praising and cherishing his work (cmtR¢ch, 2000; Wolters, 2003). However,
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George would probably not name this as a strategy rietrospective interview. George also
uses monitoring; he administers an estimation ef leight of his pyramid for planning
purposes or perhaps for motivational purposes ds Weuld he be able to tell us why he
initiated monitoring at that point? It would be engsting for future research to try out
stimulated recall interviews with young childrerytlworking on tasks in daily classroom
situations children might also apply internalizedd aautomatized procedures. Pressley,
Borkowski, & Schneider (1987) underline that “itgenerally recognized that most of human
performance is a mixture of automatic and contdbiemponents” (p. 117). This means with
regard to classroom practices that it can be diffito ascertain for teachers as well as
researchers whether a step in a learning procesmpéicit or explicit, conscious or
unconscious. Based on the data and along with W({@60&1) it is argued that SRL is a
mixture of automatic and controlled components #rad implicit and explicit subprocesses
are always involved. This would mean that it is aripnt for future research to establish the
relationship between these subprocesses in youldyesh and to ascertain what this means

for education and for fostering reflection on ona'gn learning processes in SRL.

Conclusion

Young children can and do self-regulate, pursuiegsgnal goals and interacting in the
complex social environment called school. Basedhisstudy and on the example, | argue
that SRL in the classroom is inherently social antinecessarily academically effective; it is
ubiquitous and at times implicit. These aspectsclwlare inconsistent in different models,
should be made clear when discussing SRL.

If we take the notion of “self” seriously, SRL cha a rather fundamental approach to
learning. SRL is about agency in learning proceaselsthereby about agency in big parts of
children’s and adolescents’ lives. It is also aboetognizing and appreciating students’
agency which is not invented by educational reseascor conceded to students by teachers.
According to Bandura (1986) it is this agency tmadkes us human. Successful self-
regulation relies on agency and on students whaodmdo choose their own goals and strive
to reach them. However, school has learning gosla ariority; these learning goals are

prescribed and fixed, and not arguable by a le&r(er teacher’s) choice. Even if some
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teachers and their classrooms lay their emphaseSRinand on individual standards for
learning, we have to keep in mind that the schgstesn as such is typically organized in a
way that supports social comparison rather thaivighaal pathways. Learning in classrooms
is not only embedded in social contexts of peetdstaachers but also in institutional, cultural,
and political circumstances. We should not igndresé structural conditions but integrate
them in the analysis and discussion of SRL in taestoom (Rogoff, 2003; Turner & Patrick,
2008).
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