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Figure 2 
Standardized Path Coefficients and Standardized 
Regression Weights of the Best-Fit Model

Note. EFFI=self-efficacy for EFL writing; GOAL= Mastery-
outcome goals; AWARE=motivational awareness; MRS= 
motivational regulatory strategies; CRS=writing strategies

Results indicated that self-efficacy for EFL writing had 
a direct effect on both motivational awareness (β=.19, p< 
.001) and writing strategy use (β=.29, p<.001). Mastery-
outcome goals had a direct influence on motivational 
awareness (β= .50, p<.001), the use of motivational 
regulatory strategies (β= .28, p<.001) and EFL writing 
performance (β= .36, p<.001). Motivational awareness had 
a direct impact on the use of both motivational regulatory 
strategies (β= .31, p<.001) and writing strategies (β= .32, 
p<.001). The use of motivational regulatory strategies has 
a direct influence on writing strategy use (β= .18 p<.001), 
which in turn influenced writing performance directly (β= 
.34, p<.001)

Mastery-outcome goals and writing strategy use 
together accounted for 33% of the variance in writing 
performance (R²=.33). The combined effects of self-
efficacy and mastery goal accounted for 35% of the 
variance in motivational awareness (R²=.35). The variance 
in motivational regulatory strategies explained by the 
combined effects of motivational awareness and mastery-
outcome goal was 27% (R²=.27). 37% of the variance 
in writing strategy use was explained by the effects of 
self-efficacy, motivational regulatory strategies and 
motivational awareness combined (R²=.37).

Discussion
This study aimed to test a model that integrated variables 
from different components of self-regulated writing 
to predict students’ EFL writing performance. These 
variables were self-efficacy for EFL writing, goal 
orientations, motivational awareness, use of motivational 
regulatory strategies, and use of writing strategies. The 
results generally supported a model in which students’ 
motivational beliefs (self-efficacy, mastery-outcome 
goals) impacted their motivational regulation (motivational 
awareness and the use of motivational regulatory 
strategies) which, in turn, influenced their use of cognitive 
writing strategies. Students’ cognitive writing strategy use 
and mastery-outcome goals had a direct impact on their 

writing performance.
Results tended to confirm social cognitive theory of 

SRL and previous studies (e.g., Hsieh, & Schallert, 2008; 
Pajares & Valiante, 1997; Ushioda, 2001; Zimmerman 
& Bandura, 1994) in that students’ self-regulation in 
academic learning demanded motivational support. In a 
sense, adaptive motivational beliefs such as self-efficacy 
for EFL writing and goal orientations tended to provide 
motivational support for students’ motivational self-
regulation such as their motivational awareness and the 
use of motivational regulatory strategies. This provided 
empirical support for Wolters’ (2003) contention that 
individual’s motivational regulation also demanded 
motivational support. In a narrow sense, motivational 
awareness, that is, how students reflected and interpreted 
their own motivation tended to have direct impact on 
their use of strategies to regulate their motivation in 
face of motivational setbacks. This seemed to echo that 
higher-level motivation was a prerequisite for students’ 
use of motivational regulatory strategies (Kuhl, 1984). 
In a sense, the results of the model suggested that both 
adaptive motivational beliefs and students’ motivational 
regulation provided a motivational base for students’ 
effective cognitive engagement in academic learning, 
particularly their use of cognitive strategies. Students’ 
motivation and motivational regulation also impacted their 
writing performance indirectly through their influences on 
students’ cognitive engagement.

Majority of the previous studies that explored the 
role of motivation in self-regulated learning tended to 
relate motivational beliefs directly to components of 
cognitive engagement, (e.g. Shell & Husman, 2008; 
Wolters, 1999; Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994) excluding 
variables of motivational regulation such as motivational 
awareness or motivational regulatory strategy use. Only 
a limited number of studies have attempted to examine 
the relationship between motivational regulatory strategy 
use and other SRL components (e.g., Fang, 2003; Su & 
Cheng, 2005; Wolters, 1999; Wolters & Rosenthal, 2000). 
The findings in the current study indicated that the impact 
of motivational belief variables on students’ cognitive 
engagement tended to function via the mechanism 
of motivational regulation. It seems that adaptive 
motivational beliefs such as self-efficacy, mastery and 
outcome goals could provide motivational support and 
trigger students’ overall mechanisms for motivational 
regulation during learning process. Students with adaptive 
motivational beliefs were more likely to monitor, reflect 
and interpret inward and self-referenced aspects of their 
motivation, and informed by such self-evaluation and self-
monitoring, they tended to use a variety of motivational 
regulatory strategies to sustain effort or persistence as 
well as mastery intention and cognitive engagement even 
in face of problems or difficulties in learning. 

A few previous studies (e.g., Fang, 2003; McCann, 
1999) had similar findings revealing that students’ use of 
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motivational regulatory strategies played a role between 
motivational constructs and their use of learning strategies, 
but motivational awareness was not a component assessed 
in these studies. Thus, further clarification of the role 
of motivational regulation in the whole self-regulated 
learning system demands future studies that include 
motivational regulation variables, especially motivational 
awareness, together with cognitive variables and academic 
performance in one single model.

Self-efficacy for EFL writing was not a significant 
predicator of EFL writing performance in the current 
study as indicated by lack of a significant path between 
them in the current study. Self-efficacy influenced writing 
performance only indirectly through students’ use of 
cognitive strategies. This finding was unexpected given 
that prior studies repeatedly indicated that self-efficacy 
for EFL writing was predictive of writing performance 
(e.g., Pajares & Johnson, 1994; Pajares & Valiante, 1997; 
Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994). The effect sizes between 
self-efficacy for EFL writing and writing outcomes in 
multiple regression and path analysis that control for pre-
performance ranged from .19 to .40 (Pajares, 2003). One 
point worth of consideration was that few prior studies 
have involved the assessment of motivational regulation 
components in their models when interpreting the role 
of self-efficacy. The findings in Fang (2003) indicated 
that the presence of motivational regulation component 
might make a difference in interpreting the role of self-
efficacy. With the inclusion of motivational regulatory 
strategy use in his structural equation model, Fang 
(2003) found that self-efficacy did not predict academic 
performance directly. Rather self-efficacy exerted a direct 
effect on students’ motivational regulatory strategy use 
and the influence of self-efficacy on performance was 
achieved through students’ use of metacognitive and 
cognitive strategies. The current finding and those of Fang 
(2003) seemed to point to the plausibility that with the 
involvement of motivational regulation components such 
as motivational awareness and/or the use of motivational 
regulatory strategies, self-efficacy tended to influence 
academic performance indirectly through its impact on 
both motivational and cognitive regulation. As previous 
studies that involved both self-efficacy and motivational 
regulation has been lacking, such a speculation demands 
replication in future studies.

Another plausible explanation of the failure of self-
efficacy to predict writing performance in the current study 
might be related to the cultural factors. Less predictive 
power of self-efficacy for Asian students’ performance 
may be due to that 1) Asian students were more likely to 
link high performance to internal and controllable effort 
than ability (Skinner, Wellborn & Connell, 1990), and thus 
they tended to de-emphasized ability (i.e. self-efficacy) 
in academic learning. They focused less on perceived 
capacity (i.e., efficacy) and more on the importance of 

doing well on tasks. That mastery-outcome goal was 
found to predict the students’ EFL writing performance 
in the current study seemed to support this ; 2) Asian 
students tended to set higher goals for themselves and 
evaluate their performance against higher standards than 
non-Asians, thus they were more likely to underestimate 
their ability (Eaton & Dembo, 1997). Some factors, for 
example, fear for failure was found to be better predictors 
for Asian students’ performance than self-efficacy (Eaton 
& Dembo, 1997; Steinberg et al., 1992). Future research 
should include factors such as fear for failure, outcome 
goals and effort attribution in the model to explain the role 
of self-efficacy in Asian students’ self-regulated learning.

Conclusions
The results of the current study generally supported a 
model in which students’ motivational beliefs impacted 
their motivational regulation which, in turn, influenced 
their use of writing strategies. Students’ writing strategy 
use and mastery and outcome goals had a direct impact 
on their writing performance. More empirical studies are 
needed to explore the underlying constructs of higher-
order motivation such as motivational awareness and 
monitoring, and the role of motivational regulation in the 
self-regulated learning system. 
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