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Abstract
The key to successful language learning depends on the extent to which learners
are self-regulated in learning a second or foreign language (L2). In this process,
learners’ perceptions and beliefs about their abilities play a crucial role in predict-
ing or controlling positive or negative emotions, motivation and the use of strate-
gies. Therefore, it is vital to clarify the role that learners’ perceived abilities play in
self-regulated language learning. The present paper aims to: (1) provide a review
of empirical studies related to L2 strategy use, motivation, and social regulation
about ability beliefs, (2) explore the reciprocal relationship between these con-
structs, and (3) suggest future research directions that will help promote self-reg-
ulated language learning research. By doing so, we aim to contribute to the broad-
ening of L2 proficiency research, provide a more comprehensive understanding of
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the second language acquisition process, and ultimately support language teach-
ersin understanding the developmental processes of L2 learners.

Keywords: mindset; motivation; self-efficacy; self-regulated learning; social reg-
ulation; strategy use

1. Introduction

To be successful in language learning, learners must learn how to control their
learning process. It is imperative for learners to have a proactive attitude, under-
stand their second or foreign language (L2) learning situation, including con-
straints, and adjust their learning for the better. More precisely, the key to success
in language learning depends on the extent to which learners are self-regulated
(Zimmerman, 1998, 2011). The process of self-regulation in learning is called self-
regulated learning (SRL). SRL is “a dynamic process over time” where individuals
come to “adapt learning, motivations, emotions, and behaviors when new chal-
lenges or situations arise that comprise goal attainment” (Hadwin, 2021, p. 1).

In his social cognitive theory, Bandura (1986) argues that learning occurs
within a social context where the person(s) (as agents), environment, and be-
havior dynamically interact with and influence each other. An individual’s “lan-
guage” learning is likely affected by social and individual contextual factors, in-
cluding the surrounding location and time constraints. This is more evident in L2
learning, where there is less contact with native speakers of English in the class-
room and fewer opportunities to use English outside the classroom. In such a
context, their willingness and confidence to use and learn language are strongly
influenced by the language classroom milieu or conditions (Reeve, 2006).

In line with Bandura’s (1986) socio-cognitive perspective, Zimmerman
(2000) went on to argue that self-regulation involves “the triadic processes that
are proactively as well as reactively adapted for the attainment of personal goals”
(p. 15): “forethought (the influential processes that precede efforts to act and
to set the stage for it),” “performance or volition (the processes that occur dur-
ing motoric effort and affect attention and action)” and “self-reflection (the pro-
cesses that occur after performance efforts and influence a person’s response
to that experience” (p. 16). Thus, self-regulated learners can “metacognitively
(i.e., goal setting, self-monitoring, self-evaluative feedback loop), motivationally
(e.g., personal initiative, perseverance, and adaptive skills), and behaviorally
(e.g., record keeping, environmental structuring, and help-seeking) engage in
their own learning” (Zimmerman, 2011, p. 49), in their own given learning envi-
ronment. This also means that learners’ beliefs inevitably play a crucial role in
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predicting or controlling positive and negative emotions, motivation, goal orien-
tations, and strategy use, all of which serve as key elements of SRL.

The concept of ability beliefs is related to learners’ perceptions about ca-
pabilities. It is a domain-specific concept that should be explored in a specific
domain, in this article, L2 learning. It is also closely associated with the motiva-
tional aspect, which is particularly crucial in L2 learning (Goetze & Driver, 2022).
Furthermore, ability beliefs influence metacognition, strategy use, goal orienta-
tions, regulation of efforts, all of which are inextricably linked to the process of
L2 learning, thus exerting a significant influence on its outcomes (Graham, 2022;
Lou & Noels, 2017; Mills, 2014). Ability beliefs also situate L2 learners as agents
of their own learning, thus having a close relationship with the SRL framework
described above (Graham, 2022; Ryan & Mercer, 2012b). The concept of ability
beliefs is therefore of considerable importance in L2 learning and teaching (Chen,
2022; Goetze & Driver, 2022).

Ability beliefs consist of such elements as self-efficacy and mindsets. The
former refers to “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute
courses of action required to attain designated types of performances” (Bandura,
1986, p. 391) and is related to their beliefs about expectations they have for future
achievement (Graham, 2007; Mills, 2014). The concept of ability beliefs is formed
and nurtured through a learner’s personal experiences in similar tasks in L2 learn-
ing, which can be those in the classroom or outside (Diseth, 2011; Oh, 2022;
Raoofi et al., 2012). The latter element (i.e., mindsets) involves learners’ current
beliefs regarding the relative roles of effort and natural talent in the learning pro-
cess, suggesting a close connection with the concept of L2 learning aptitude (Lou
& Noels, 2016; Ryan & Mercer, 2012a). Though these two concepts may seem
similar at first glance, they are conceived differently and accordingly treated sep-
arately in L2 research (Bai & Wang, 2023; Lou & Noels, 2019), although a positive
association between them has been noted (Zarrinabadi et al., 2023).

The concept of ability beliefs is relatively new to L2 research and thus has
the potential to broaden the scope of L2-learner or learning-related issues. How-
ever, when discussing ability beliefs, a theoretical framework is essential so that
evidence from different domains in L2 research (i.e., ability beliefs, learning
strategies, motivation, and social regulation) can be better integrated (see Rose
et al., 2018, for a similar discussion). The SRL framework (Hadwin et al., 2018;
Zimmerman, 2000) can be adopted as a theoretical basis for discussing the re-
lationship between SRL and ability beliefs. This allows us to clarify the role of
perceived ability beliefs in self-regulated learning. To achieve this goal, based on
the theoretical framework, we provide an overview of the relationship between
SRL and ability beliefs in terms of second language strategy use, second language
motivation, and social regulation. Furthermore, we also explain the relationship
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between environmental factors (i.e., regulation patterns, classroom conditions)
and learner factors (i.e., proficiency beliefs and strategy use), all of which form
a reciprocal relationship with L2 learner development. We conclude by discuss-
ing future directions for SRL studies in L2 with a focus on ability beliefs.

2. Ability beliefs and L2 strategy use

Within the SRL framework outlined above, this section now focuses on two com-
ponents that directly impact learners’ self-regulatory processes: ability beliefs
and L2 strategy use. While ability beliefs shape how learners perceive their lan-
guage learning capabilities, strategy use represents the concrete actions they em-
ploy to manage their learning effectively. These elements merit particular atten-
tion as they function as key mediators in the dynamic relationship among
learner factors and L2 learning outcomes within the SRL framework.

2.1. Strategic learning

Considering various debates regarding definition, measurement, and theoretical un-
derpinnings (see Takeuchi, 2019, for a review), Dornyei and his colleagues suggested
abandoning the concept of the L2 learning strategy and replacing it with that of self-
regulation (Dornyei, 2005; Tseng et al., 2006). This change has resulted in shifting the
focus of research from concrete language learning strategies to the underlying capac-
ity behind their use. Dornyei (2005) notes that “what makes strategic learners special
is not so much what they do as the fact that they choose to put creative effort into
improving their own learning and that they have the capacity to do so” (p. 190).

However, as Gao (2007) and Rose (2012) argue, self-regulation and strategy
use are complementary or go together because they measure the “beginning” (in-
itial driving forces) and “end product” (outcome of these forces) of the same event,
respectively (Rose, 2012, p. 95), which together constitute strategic L2 learning.
Strategy use has since been examined within the framework of self-regulation (Ox-
ford, 2017), in which the self/agent plays an active role “in regulating one’s thoughts,
feelings, and actions in accordance with the social context” (Wang, 2021, p. 219).
Accordingly, ability beliefs, which include agents’ perceptions of their abilities, such
as self-efficacy and mindsets, are deemed vital in L2 strategic learning. In the sec-
tions that follow, we thus review studies on the role of ability beliefs, especially self-
efficacy, in L2 strategic learning, and suggest directions for future research.

L2 strategic learning tends to emphasize the importance of metacognition
(i.e., goal setting, planning, monitoring, and reflection) as well as that of learning
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strategy use (Gao, 2010; Ryan & Mercer, 2009). In fact, metacognition and other
learning strategy uses are at the core of Oxford’s (2017) strategic learning model.
However, the motivational role played by ability beliefs cannot be underesti-
mated either, as they are the ones that initiate and then sustain the process of
strategic learning (Chen, 2022; Oxford, 2017).

2.2. Ability beliefs in SRL

Strategic learning (i.e., metacognition and learning strategy use), together with abil-
ity beliefs, constitute the process of SRL (Zimmerman, 2000), in which thoughts,
behaviors, and emotions are important elements. In the SRL framework, ability be-
liefs essentially reflect self-assessment of one’s abilities and are associated with the
motivational aspect of learning (hence known as motivational beliefs). Among them,
self-efficacy is “a self-evaluation of how able you feel to carry out a specific task in a
specific situation” (Irie, 2022, p.100) and is deemed central to the SRL framework
(Bandura, 1999; Graham, 2022; Raoofi et al., 2012). It is a domain- and skill-specific
concept (Bai & Wang, 2023; Goetze & Driver, 2022). Therefore, for example, the
level of self-efficacy for L2 learning is different from that for mathematics (e.g., a
learner’s high self-evaluation with respect to L2 presentation does not necessarily
ensure the same level in differential and integral calculus). Furthermore, self-effi-
cacy for L2 speaking may be different from that for L2 reading, which is common in
an EFL context where learners’ four skills tend to be unbalanced (e.g., Negishi, 2017).
Nonetheless, Goetze and Driver (2022) suggest that each type of L2 skill-specific
self-efficacy is somewhat correlated with other types. In this relation, the influence
of self-efficacy is affected by the learning environments or cultural contexts in which
L2 learners are placed (Magogwe & Oliver, 2007; Wang & Sun, 2020), suggesting
that it is also a context-specific concept.

Self-efficacy is also a future-oriented construct of the self as it is a strong
predictor of subsequent L2 achievement or learning outcomes (Graham, 2022;
Mills, 2014). In fact, it is claimed that the influence of self-efficacy on L2 learning
outcomes is much stronger than that of the ideal L2 self or the ought-to L2 self
(Al-Hoorie, 2018). Moreover, self-efficacy exists independently of L2 learners’ ac-
tual abilities. Therefore, those with a high level of L2 self-efficacy may not neces-
sarily have a high level of L2 proficiency. Some researchers argue that learners’
self-efficacy and actual abilities have a different effect on the way L2 learners learn,
and that self-efficacy could even compensate for learners’ limited actual abilities
(Bandura, 1997; Mori, 1999). Additionally, self-efficacy may be malleable and nur-
tured over time (Chen, 2022; Oh, 2022; Wang & Sun, 2020). It is also closely related
to intrinsic value, another motivational belief related to SRL (Graham, 2022). Self-
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efficacy has been a focus of empirical studies in educational psychology (Bandura,
1997, Pajares, 2003) and subsequently in L2 learning research (Mills, 2014; Mills &
Péron, 2009; Raoofi et al., 2012). Accordingly, the relationship between self-efficacy
and L2 learning strategy use in SRL is the main topic of the subsequent discussion.

2.3. Self-efficacy and L2 strategy use in SRL: A theoretical perspective

In educational psychology, various SRL models have been proposed (e.g., Pintrich,
2000; Winne, 2001). However, Zimmerman’s (2000) model is widely regarded as one
of the most influential and has been extensively applied in L2 research. In this model,
three cyclical phases, which involve forethought, performance (or volitional control),
and self-reflection, are at its center. Self-efficacy is considered to play an important role
in relation to strategy use at all phases in this model. The forethought phase involves
goal setting and planning to meet the goals set (e.g., writing a 3,000-word essay in L2),
which ultimately leads to the selection of learning strategies (e.g., using the first lan-
guage and background knowledge in planning) as tools to help learners achieve these
goals. Goal setting, planning, and selection of strategies are all influenced by self-effi-
cacy regarding the possible outcomes of taking on the specific task at hand (e.g., writ-
ing the first rough draft for an essay in L2). The level of self-efficacy often depends on
learners’ assessment of past performance on similar tasks (i.e., prior experience) dur-
ing the self-reflection phase. In this phase, learners evaluate their performance includ-
ing strategy use and offer explanations for the outcomes achieved (e.g., the first draft
of an L2 essay). Identifying the level of success achieved and how learners attribute it
to their strategy use (Graham, 2022) influences the formation of self-efficacy for com-
pleting similar tasks in the future. Evaluation and subsequent attribution rely on the
information provided by learners’ monitoring or self-observation during the perfor-
mance phase, where they track “their own performance, the conditions that surround
it, and the effects that it produces” (Zimmerman, 2000, p. 19). In this phase, learners
monitor their progress in completing tasks, manage the application of learning strate-
gies to facilitate task execution, and regulate their emotional states to help them focus
on the task at hand (such as drafting an L2 essay). In this way, self-efficacy and strategy
use at different levels (i.e., metacognitive, cognitive, and affective) are closely con-
nected in each phase of the SRL model in L2 learning.

2.4. Self-efficacy and L2 strategy use in SRL: An empirical perspective
Metacognitive and learning strategies in the SRL framework are often combined

under the term SRL strategies (e.g., Chen, 2022; Oxford, 2017; Wang & Bai, 2017).
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The close relationship between self-efficacy and SRL strategy use in L2 is sup-
ported by both empirical studies (e.g., Du & Man, 2022; Graham et al., 2020; Li &
Wang, 2010, Yabukoshi, 2021) and meta-analytic studies (e.g., Chen, 2022; Goetze
& Driver, 2022). These studies point to the importance of considering self-efficacy
and learning strategy use together, rather than treating them in isolation. For ex-
ample, Chen (2022) argues that “a prerequisite to the active employment of SRL
strategies is learners’ self-efficacy. Self-regulatory skills are of limited value if one
does not possess a strong sense of self-efficacy to engage and persist in the learn-
ing activity” (p. 2). Anam and Stracke (2016) also argue that “possessing strategic
knowledge does not help much if the learners lack a sense of self-efficacy” (p. 8).
These arguments are congruent with the theoretical assumption that SRL strategy
use, to be effective, needs to be “motivated” by ability beliefs such as self-efficacy
(Irie, 2022). This means that, through the mediation of strategy use, the effect of
self-efficacy is embodied or achieved in L2 learning outcomes.

Past
experiences \
Learning ]
Self-efficacy

SRL strategy

Figure 1 A schematic representation explaining the loop of success

Some researchers argue that more steps of mediation are involved before
self-efficacy impacts learning outcomes. For example, Diseth (2011) demon-
strated that prior achievement influences self-efficacy formation, which in turn
affects goal orientations (i.e., mastery, performance-approach, or performance-
avoidance goals: Elliot, 1999) and strategy use aligned with them, ultimately in-
fluencing learning outcomes. Learner engagement is also indicated in several L2
studies (Graham, 2022; Irie, 2022; Wang & Sun, 2020). Strategy use motivated
by self-efficacy increases the level of learner engagement in relation to its differ-
ent dimensions: agentic, behavioral, cognitive, and emotional (Reeve & Tseng,
2011), which leads to better L2 learning outcomes (e.g., Cai & Xing, 2023; Khajavy,
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2021). Other researchers (e.g., Graham et al., 2020) also claim that the relation-
ships between self-efficacy, strategy use, and learning outcomes are cyclical and
reciprocal rather than linear and unidirectional. For instance, improved L2 learn-
ing outcomes, if properly attributed to strategy use, lead to increased self-effi-
cacy, which in turn encourages further improvement in strategy use. This then
leads to even better learning outcomes; thus, the loop continues (see Figure 1).
It is also possible that increased self-efficacy promotes strategy use, and the re-
sulting strategy use further enhances the level of self-efficacy (hence the bidi-
rectional arrow between the two in Figure 1).

2.5. Self-efficacy and L2 strategy use in SRL: A pedagogical perspective

Another point worth mentioning is that self-efficacy can be enhanced through
strategy instruction. Strategy use is known to be susceptible to pedagogical in-
terventions in L2 learning. Plonsky (2019)’s meta-analysis, for example, revealed
that the overall effect of strategy instruction is medium, which means that the
strategy instruction for L2 learners is worth providing. Plonsky (2019) also found
moderate to large effect sizes in strategy instruction for speaking, reading, vo-
cabulary, and writing, respectively. Other meta-analytic studies (Chen, 2022; Wang
& Sun, 2020) have also found that strategy instruction aimed at improving strat-
egy use improves L2 learners’ self-efficacy as well. Chen (2022), for example, reported
that the effect of L2 strategy instruction on improving self-efficacy is as strong
as its effect on improving target strategy use (g = 0.45 for self-efficacy; g = 0.40
for L2 strategy use). This is probably because the improvement in strategy use
brought about by the instruction leads to better learning outcomes, which in
turn contributes to the improvement in L2 self-efficacy.

2.6. Implications for a deeper understanding of the role of self-efficacy and strategy
use in L2 learners’ SRL

From the discussion above, the following implications for future research can be
drawn. First, self-efficacy and strategy use are inseparable in the SRL context. To-
gether they have a facilitating effect on L2 learning. Searching for a direct or one-
to-one relationship between self-efficacy and learning outcomes or strategy use
and achievement may therefore not yield fruitful results. Second, strategy use
mediates the relationship between self-efficacy and L2 learning outcomes by in-
creasing student engagement in learning. This suggests that without strategy use,
ability beliefs such as self-efficacy are of limited value in promoting L2 learning.
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Engagement (i.e., time, energy, and efforts expended), enhanced by the combina-
tion of self-efficacy and strategy use, is also considered a key element for L2 learning
success (Mercer & Dornyei, 2020). Third, the relationships among self-efficacy, strat-
egy use, and L2 learning outcomes are not unidirectional but cyclical, creating a vir-
tuous cycle of success. Future research should therefore focus on the nature of this
relationship. Fourth, although self-efficacy can be increased through direct inter-
ventions (Bai & Wang, 2023; Bandura, 1997; Kim et al., 2015; Mills & Péron, 2009),
working on strategy use is yet another way to increase the self-efficacy level in L2.

3. Ability beliefs and motivation

Among the diverse beliefs held by language learners, the two beliefs that language
learning ability can be developed or is fixed are called “language mindset” (e.g., Lou
& Noels, 2019). They may influence SLR, but unlike self-efficacy, they are not viewed
as part of the SRL component. Therefore, this section discusses the extent to which
the two types of mindsets (growth mindset and fixed mindset) may be involved in
the key psychological factors (i.e., goal orientation, task value, attribution) in the SRL
models while exploring possible applications to language learning contexts.

3.1. Mindsets and goal orientation

Implicit theories of intelligence, established in the field of psychology and poten-
tially applicable to applied linguistics, explain a meaning system that directs indi-
viduals toward a specific goal in an achievement situation (Hong etal., 1999). Thus,
numerous studies, primarily experimental studies conducted with children in the
1980s, have consistently shown that an implicit theory of intelligence predicts an
individual’s goal orientation (e.g., Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliott & Dweck, 1988).
Those studies have shown that learners who believe that ability can be developed
(growth mindset) tend to choose a mastery goal approach, whereas learners who
believe ability cannot be developed (fixed mindset) tend to choose a performance
goal approach. The reasons for this have been discussed by many researchers (e.g.,
Robins & Pals, 2002). Incremental learners (i.e., learners who view their ability as
malleable) are motivated to learn and wish to improve their abilities because of
their belief that ability can be developed. In contrast, entity learners (i.e., learners
who view their ability as fixed) are motivated by their belief that their abilities are
not something that can be developed. Therefore, entity theorists need to show
how one’s ability can be affirmed (the goal is to prove one’s ability).
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Dweck and Leggett (1988) presented data from their past study on the rela-
tions between three types of goal orientation and mindsets, including challenge-
seeking performance, challenge-avoidant performance, and learning goals. Specif-
ically, the percentage of entity learners with challenge-avoidant performance
goals was quite high, followed by challenge-seeking performance goals and learn-
ing goals. In contrast, incremental learners had the highest proportion of learning
goals, followed by challenge-seeking performance goals, while the proportion of
challenge-avoidant performance goals was considerably low. Similarly, based on
research with undergraduate language learners, Lou and Noels (2016) show that
when the performance-approach goal orientation was examined in terms of the
approach/avoidance distinction, those entity learners who were confident in their
abilities, tended to choose the performance-approach goal orientation. Thus, past
studies have successfully shown a consistent relationship between goal orienta-
tions and mindsets, supporting ideas that these mindsets influence an individual’s
choice of a particular goal in a given situation.

3.2. Mindsets and task value

There have been many studies on mindsets, where task value is discussed in away
that task is tied to each goal orientation. In those studies, learners who believed
ability can be developed tended to prefer tasks that were set with the goal of
learning (to develop their abilities) compared with learners who believed ability
is fixed (e.g., Elliott & Dweck, 1988). Dweck and Leggett (1988) claimed that entity
learners tended to choose tasks that guaranteed positive evaluation of their abil-
ities. In the context of learning, learners with fixed mindsets tend to persist in ob-
taining positive evaluations of their abilities and avoid negative evaluations.

The task value of Zimmerman’s (2000) and Pintrich’s (2000) SRL models focuses
on the perception of task difficulty and intrinsic interest. According to Elliott and
Dweck (1988), with respect to task difficulty, incremental learners tend to choose
challenging tasks regardless of their ability; conversely, entity learners, who are not
confidentin their abilities, tend to choose easier tasks not to downgrade their abilities.
Regarding intrinsic value, Liu’s (2021) study shows that the growth mindset influ-
ences intrinsic motivation in a way mediated by a mastery goal orientation. A series
of studies mentioned above suggest that task value is deeply related to goal orien-
tation derived from mindset in education, which may also be a precondition that
influences the sequence of self-regulated language learning.
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3.3. Mindsets and attribution

Attribution theory (Weiner, 1985) is a theoretical framework that explains how we
perceive, attribute, and react to success and failure experiences. It is believed that
differences in these attribution factors can lead to differences in subsequent out-
comes. Hong et al. (1999), however, criticized attribution theory from the following
point of view: The motivational process of attribution theory begins after a success
or failure experience occurs and does not take into account the potential beliefs of
the individual that should influence the interpretation of these experiences.

Implicit theory is a system that begins with the implicit belief of how an indi-
vidual perceives ability, which determines goal orientation, explains the reasoning
(attribution) and reactions about failure and success, and then explains the individ-
ual’s subsequent behavior. Implicit theory is thought to deeply influence the inter-
pretation of success and failure experiences, and the relationship between mind-
sets and attribution theory has been the subject of much discussion to date. Of
course, both incremental and entity learners may attribute their experiences to ei-
ther ability or effort, but persons with incremental views place more weight on
effort, and those with entity views place more weight on the evaluation of ability
(Hong et al., 1999). In other words, learners with a growth mindset are more likely
to attribute it to their own efforts, and after a failure experience, they tend to
work even harder with more effective strategy use toward their goals. By contrast,
learners with a fixed mindset attribute their failure experiences to inability rather
than effort and attribute success to luck (Robins & Pals, 2002).

Reactions from these attributional patterns may lead to situations in which
people do not resist failure (i.e., helpless behavioral responses). The reason for this,
according to Hong et al. (1999), is that, for the entity learner, poor performance is not
a reflection of a lack of effort but a lack of ability, which cannot be changed by reme-
dial measures (prompting helpless responses), or because he or she believes that try-
ing harder will further demonstrate a lack of ability. Furthermore, the relationship be-
tween fixed mindset and helpless response tends to be observed not only in failure
but also in success. In other words, according to Robins and Pals (2002), entity learn-
ers blame failure on their inability but do not take credit for success. Thus, like in the
relationship between mindsets, goal orientation and task value, mindsets have been
found to produce systematic patterns with respect to attribution and reaction.

3.4. Implications for applying language mindsets to explain SLT
Some studies have examined a systematized model of mindsets, goal orienta-

tions, and attribution in achievement settings (e.g., Blackwell et al., 2007; Smiley
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etal., 2016). Smiley et al. (2016) found that learners with a growth mindset have mas-
tery goals, attribute achievement to effort, and after a setback are more likely to have
a plan to improve their performance. Similarly, Blackwell et al. (2007) demonstrated
that learners with a growth mindset were more likely to believe that effort is nec-
essary and effective for achievement and, when faced with setbacks, tended to
attribute less to competence. The same tendency was found by Lou and Noels
(2016) with L2 learners. Specifically, incremental learners were found to have a
stronger mastery goal orientation and continue learning further when faced with
failure. In contrast, entity learners who were confident in their language skills had
performance-approach goals and showed more helpless-oriented reactions. On
the basis of these studies, we can say that motivational/emotional factors (i.e., goal
orientation, task value, causal attribution) in the SRL models can be better system-
atically patterned by demonstrating a high level of a growth mindset in diverse ed-
ucational settings including the L2 learning context (see Figure 2).

Self-regulated learning motivational/emotional processes

orientation

Developing Mastgry g:])al- TTl:b ﬁ’.r lem;nmg Remedial reaction
growth mindset T ARG i AL Tl [ Challenge seeking

Prefer challenging tasks .
Problem-solving

Precondition Goal- “Taskvalue/choice] Attribution £ Reaction

Figure 2 SRL motivational/emotional processes with a growth mindset

4. Ability beliefs and social regulation

In the previous sections, we focused on learner variables within the framework
of ability beliefs, discussing learner strategies and motivation. This section fo-
cuses on the interaction between learner variables and the learning environ-
ment within this framework.

4.1. Self-regulation and social regulation

Despite the long tradition of SRL research in educational psychology and applied lin-
guistics, the major interest of which is to explore how an individual learner processes
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one’s internal learning process (e.g., Pintrich, 2000; Zimmmernn, 2000; also see Rose
et al., 2018, for a review), there is a growing interest in the “socially situated” nature
of self-regulation (Hadwin et al., 2018). An individual’s learning and motivation occur
as “a process of engagement and participation in a social activity, which is an interac-
tion of a mental state within a situation” (Jarvel& & Jarvenoja, 2011, p. 354). While it
is true that self-regulation is an individual’s internal mental or cognitive process, this
individual regulation as a “self-regulating agent” is also shared with other learners in
collaborative learning in the classroom (Malmberg et al., 2017, p. 160).

The SRL process involves a dynamic and reciprocal interaction between indi-
viduals’ ability beliefs and the learning environment over time. Learners become self-
regulated to the extent that they are given feedback by the teacher and classmates,
feel secure and autonomy-supported and are thus willing to take risks in learning to
produce a foreign language in the classroom (in front of other students). In the “au-
tonomy-supportive” classroom environment (Reeve, 2006), they come to believe in
themselves in carrying out the given task, find the challenge worth the time and effort,
in other words, the ability beliefs in the face of task difficulty, and endeavor to com-
plete it. In an autonomy-supportive classroom environment (Reeve, 2006), students
believe in themselves as they complete assigned tasks, recognize that the tasks are
worth the time and effort, and ultimately strive to complete the tasks because they
believe in their ability to overcome the challenges. This is, however, not likely to hap-
pen in the classroom where command and control are the mainstream of instruction.
This echoes Zimmerman’s (1989, p. 330; also Zimmerman, 2000) theoretical asser-
tion that SRL ([internal] “covert self-regulation”) occurs not merely within one’s inter-
nal “personal processes” but also by interacting with “environmental and behavioral
events in a reciprocal fashion.” This is the interaction between the social environment
(support and feedback from teachers and classmates, as well as the classroom atmos-
phere) and the learner’s experiences (both positive and negative experiences, such
as small successes and failures in public settings). In such an autonomy-supportive
environment, learners feel encouraged to use L2 as a means of communication with-
out fear of making mistakes (Reeve, 2006).

Social context (e.g., scaffolding and mentoring from others such as teachers
or more capable peers) plays a crucial role in SRL development (Perry et al., 2008),
and SRL studies incorporating social regulation are on the rise (e.g., Hadwin & Oshige,
2011; Volet et al., 2009). The most notable conceptualization relevant to language
learning and teaching is that of the three different modes of regulation in collabora-
tion (Hadwin et al., 2018): (1) SRL (an individual learner’s internal learning process
including planning, reflection, and adaptation to the environment), (2) co-regulated
learning (learners’ cooperative, interactive working, and mutual scaffolding in a
given social context), and (3) socially shared learning (group members’ socially con-
structed learning and endeavor as a social classroom unit toward the shared goal).
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Therefore, we need to capture SRL within the framework of “the social con-
text—self-regulation link” or “the link between social aspect learning and self-regu-
lation” (Boekaerts, 2011, p. 375). One line of inquiry is to uncover the process of
how individual learners come to be more self-regulated through interaction with
others (e.g., see Panadero et al., 2015, for the effect of socially shared learning on SRL
development, and Volet et al., 2009, for the impact of co-regulation on SRL develop-
ment). This trend can also be seen in some L2 studies. In their quantitative question-
naire survey of university students, McEown and Sugita-McEown (2018) deter-
mined the impact of autonomy support from teachers and parents on the mainte-
nance of individual levels of L2 self-regulation processes. In his multiple case studies
of L2 university students and student teachers (employing questionnaires, inter-
views, and observation), Nakata (2016, 2019a, 2019b) identified the effect of co-
regulation on learner SRL development based on Zimmerman'’s (2011) three phases
of self-regulation and self-regulatory subprocesses of naive and skillful learners
(1998). In both cases, the focus is placed more on the development of individual
learners, which inevitably involves the perceptual change in one’s ability beliefs.

Another line of inquiry is to examine the role of social context in developing
SRL, that is, socially shared learning (Jarvela et al., 2007; Jarvenoja et al., 2017).
Nakata et al. (2022) conducted a mixed-methods study and, drawing on quantita-
tive and qualitative data (i.e., questionnaires, interviews, observation), identified
three different classroom modes of regulation: (1) solo-regulation (i.e., the classroom
mode where teachers concentrate on high achievers or particular groups or students
having few connections with other classmates), (2) co-regulation, and (3) socially
shared learning. They found the language classroom mode of socially shared learn-
ing most ideal for creating an autonomy-supportive classroom climate where stu-
dents (regardless of ability) are encouraged to use L2 without the worry of making
mistakes, thus influencing and motivating each other.

We have not yet fully captured how individual L2 learners come to regu-
late their learning by interacting with others in the social context. Exploring this
process, when also paying attention to ability beliefs, helps us better understand
the importance of monitoring students and consider how individual learners can
be better supported.

4.2. Ability beliefs in the social environment: A pedagogical perspective
What is the role of ability beliefs in the three modes of regulation, and how are
they related? Ability beliefs play a significant role in SRL development, which

becomes more apparent when focusing on the individual learner’s internal de-
velopmental process. In contrast to skillful learners who reflect on their learning,
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learn from mistakes, and make appropriate adjustments for improvement, naive or
poor learners who have accumulated negative learning experiences are likely to use
self-handicapping strategies (i.e., giving up the task easily) and avoid self-evaluation,
neither asking the appropriate person for appropriate help (i.e., non-adaptive help
seeker; Newman, 2008) nor making a proper judgment of their ability (Zimmerman,
1998, 2011). This aligns with the empirical evidence of SRL studies in L2 learning
(Nakata, 2016, 2019a, 2019b). Whereas naive language learners tend to exhibit low
self-efficacy in the forethought stage and avoidance of self-evaluations and self-
handicapping strategies in their self-refection stage, self-regulators show a deeper
understanding of the multifaceted nature of L2 proficiency and their typical charac-
teristics (i.e., they reflect on their weaknesses and strengths, seek appropriate help
for their development, and revise their L2 learning strategies).

Within the framework of co-regulation, more capable and less capable
peers or more and less skillful learners are learning, teaching, and scaffolding each
other. In such a zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978), more capable
peers monitor the latter’s readiness (including their ability beliefs) and provide
those less capable with appropriate support (Nakata, 2016, 2019a). As communi-
cation in daily life often occurs between speakers with different backgrounds (in-
cluding experiences and proficiencies), this is a great opportunity not only for less
capable but also (or even more so) for more capable peers to develop the quality
communication skills required. However, having seen this mode from the class-
room perspective, there are those members in some groups or pairs with co-reg-
ulation mode who work together toward the shared task goal. In contrast, there
are also those in other groups with solo-regulation who are reluctant to do pair
or group work, and pursue their self-development that is performance-goal rather
than mastery goal orientation (Nakata, 2022; see Mercer, 2015, for structural
holes of the classroom such as those groups with little actual interaction).

In the socially shared regulation classroom mode, co-regulation is preva-
lent throughout the classroom; thus, structural holes can barely be observed
there (Nakata, 2022). It is a classroom environment that supports autonomy
(Reeve, 2006), where teachers scaffold or elicit individual students with differ-
ent backgrounds and abilities. In this environment, learners feel safe and willing
to take challenges and risks, regardless of their experience and ability, and to
work together towards common goals (e.g., encouragement such as “You can
do it!” for low achievers who are giving a presentation). In such a safe classroom
environment, not only learners but also teachers are supported in cultivating
positive attitudes and increasing self-efficacy. This leads to an increase in self-
regulation in language learning and teaching. Provided with social support in the
classroom mode of socially shared regulation, even naive learners (i.e., non-
adaptive help-seeker with low self-efficacy, risk avoidance, performance-goal
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orientation) have more chances of becoming skillful learners (i.e., adaptive help-
seeker with positive outcome expectations, risk-taking, mastery goal orientation;
Zimmerman, 1998). Likewise, it is the environment where the teacher is sup-
ported by students and feels secure, thus being willing to take on challenges.
The mode of socially shared regulation is the learning and teaching environment
where the teacher and students as learners (of language learning and teaching)
have a sense of class togetherness or class belonging (Nakata et al., 2022).
Hence, a reciprocal or interactive relationship between the teacher’s and stu-
dents’ self-efficacy is likely to be nurtured within this classroom mode.

Modes of regulation solo- co- socially shared self-regulation
Classroom conditions controlling '""E'"'" autonomy-supportive
Ability beliefs T v
Mindsets fixed growth
Self-efficacy low ___E___\ high
Strategy use poor ""5_""' appropriate
AA
b
Poor learners . Skillful learners
[mmmm s >,
(Naive self-regulators) "~ (Skillful self-regulators)

Figure 3 A framework for L2 learner development and developmental processes
of regulation, classroom modes, ability beliefs, self-efficacy, and strategy use

4.3. Implications for creating learning environments enhancing L2 learners’ SRL

The literature review of recent SRL research provides qualitative evidence of the
developmental process of SRL, which focuses more on individual L2 learners’ be-
coming more self-regulated and changing their ability beliefs through interaction
with others. This must be further supported by quantitative empirical evidence in
the sequential explanatory approach from qualitative to quantitative research
(Cresswell, 2014). The question of how individual L2 learners (both skillful and
naive) get more self-regulated as they become significant members of the social
or classroom community should also be answered with empirical evidence. Lan-
guage learners need a classroom environment where they feel comfortable using
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L2 as a means of self-expression and communication as language use is essential
to L2 development. Therefore, we need to delve deeper into the process of how
they come to feel secure, develop their self-efficacy, become more willing to take
risks in learning (particularly in speaking), critically reflect on their learning, ap-
propriately evaluate their strengths and weaknesses, learn and teach with others,
and regulate their learning for the better in the socially shared regulation-class-
room mode. As a summary of our discussion, Figure 3 provides a schematic rep-
resentation that broadly explains the development and interactive relationship
between environmental aspects (i.e., modes of regulation, classroom conditions),
ability beliefs (including self-efficacy), and strategy use, all of which are in a recip-
rocal relationship with L2 learner development.

5. Conclusion and future directions

In this paper, we presented theoretical and empirical studies from educational psy-
chology to encourage readers to consider their application to each L2 teaching and
research context, with a specific focus on the role of learners’ ability beliefs in SRL.
More specifically, we explored the role of ability beliefs in SRL from three different
perspectives: (1) strategic learning, (2) motivation and mindsets, and (3) social reg-
ulation. Though space did not permit a full review of the research literature in these
areas, we still found many intriguing but unsubstantiated insights into the role of
ability beliefs in self-regulated L2 learning that merit further investigation.

Regarding ability beliefs, a number of studies have examined their relations,
not as a one-to-one relationship but in conjunction with other factors such as goal
orientation, intrinsic value, engagement, strategy use, motivation, and learning out-
comes, all of which are within the SRL framework. These are most welcome trends
that should be further developed since ability beliefs do not operate in isolation;
rather, they work together with a host of other variables and are intertwined in a
larger meaning system that navigates L2 learners in comprehending and responding
to diverse learning situations (see Figures 1 and 3).

SRL studies in L2 research should further examine the interactions among the
variables in relation to the environments in which L2 learners are placed. We expect
considerable differences in mindset depending on the educational context and sub-
ject matter that each culture values (e.g., Ryan & Mercer, 2012b). In certain contexts
(typically learning a foreign language in school), having a growth mindset may be a
precondition for a better SRL developmental process in language learning (see Fig-
ures 2 and 3). Creating a better learning environment or condition for learners in
the L2 educational setting (i.e., co-regulation and socially shared regulation in
the classroom) must be a key to accelerating their SRL process as it would help
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develop their growth mindset (see Figure 3). Studies in this area could help un-
ravel some of the complex issues of under what circumstances and how learners
gain confidence, change their ability beliefs, and become more engaged in their
self-regulated language learning. All these important inquiries need to be fur-
ther addressed through empirical evidence with multimodal data.
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