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Rehearsal associates positively significantly with memorizing and 

rehearsing (r = .44), also elaboration and organization associate with 

relating, structuring (r = .51), and analyzing (r = .39). We can also 

observe that the correlations between rehearsal and self regulation are 

weak (r = .20) compared with those obtained between metacognitive 

strategies and self regulation (r = 50 for self regulation of process and r =

.45, for self regulation of content). As expected, critical thinking 

(measured with MSLQ) is associated with critical processing (r = 49) and 

with both self regulation of content (r = .37) and self regulation of 

process (r = .47). Metacognitive self regulation is strongly associated 

with self regulation of content (r = .45) and of process (r = .50), and 

weakly associated with concrete processing (r = .32) and memorizing and 

rehearsing (r = .14). An important result is represented by the higher 

correlations obtained mainly between MSLQ scales and self regulation of 

process than those between MSLQ and self regulation of content, which 

illustrate the idea that MSLQ measures mostly the strategies involved in 

the process of learning such as planning, controlling, adjusting the 

results. 

70 







may be too unmotivated to engage in these behaviors or do not realize 

that they need to engage in these behaviors (Crede & Philps, 2011 in 

press}. Also, academic performance is not a good criterion because the 

manner in which grades are determined often does not require students to 

use effective learning strategies. 

Despite some limitations regarding the validity of MSLQ scales, 

MSLQ represents a viable means for assessing student use of learning 

strategies in the classroom. The low coefficients for some of the aspects 

regarding validity can be explained by the constructivist, social­

cognitive model on which the MSLQ is based assumes that students t 

responses to the questions might vary as a function of different courses, 

so that the same individual might report different levels of motivation or 

strategy use depending on the course (Duncan & McKeachie, 2005}. 
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