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Abstract

This research draws upon the dominant social psychological tradition of Gardner
and associates, to examine how L2 motivation played out over time, in relation to the
teaching of English, (an L2)1, to non-native speakers.

In order to investigate classroom-based fluctuations in motivation over time, a
form of action research was utilised, involving two phases. Comparisons, and
contrasts were made between two different sets of participants, in the same Grade
level, and within the same school context.

An experimental approach to data collection was adopted, in which the first phase
of research tested, and trialled a wide range of data collection techniques, including
questionnaires, interviews, journals, field-notes, stimulated-recall interviews, and the
examination of course documentation. The use of these was refined for the second
phase, which adopted the use of a questionnaire, student essays, journals, field-notes,
and the examination of course documentation.

This investigation added to the body of knowledge about L2 motivation by:

e highlighting some differences between the “predecisional” stage, (the sets of
beliefs, and values), and the “postdecisional” stage of L2 motivation,
(engagement), in context.

e illuminating how motivation in the situation-specific context is not stable, but
dynamic.

e showing what key positive, and negative influences were perceived by the
students, as impacting upon them, over time.

e pinpointing the underlying reasons why motivation fluctuated in the L2
classrooms, thus pointing to ways by which the motivational quality of the
learning experience might be improved.

e highlighting some key methodological difficulties in respect of the use of
traditional L2 self-report measures.

In sum, this investigation showed that teachers can not only conduct research about
key motivational issues, (research-oriented), but also use that knowledge to refine,
and improve their own professional practice, (action-oriented), and thus make minor,
yet significant differences, to many L2 learners’ future life-chances.

! A second language, (an L2), is defined as the language learned by an individual after acquiring their first or native language.
A non-native language which is widely used in the speech community (Li Wei, 2000, p. 248).



“It is teachers who, in the end, will change the world
of the school, by understanding it”.

Inscription on Lawrence Stenhouse’s memorial plaque at the
University of East Anglia, UK.
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Chapter 1 The Introduction

1.1 The Statement of the Problem

Motivation underpins all human behaviour. We cannot do anything without being
motivated. However, we can be equally motivated not to do something. Motivation 1s
responsible for “why people decide to do something, how long they are willing
to sustain the activity and how hard they are going to do something” (Dornyei, 2000,

p. 520).

The general importance of motivation in educational settings has been
documented extensively. Elliott (2006) described motivation as being at the very core
of achievement. In fact “For many people the key to faster learning turns out to lie in
the strengthening of motivation” (Ball, 1996, p. 6). As Steinberg (1996) pointed out
“curricular overhaul, instructional innovation, changes in how schools are organised
and changes to teacher training and compensation will be largely ineffectual unless

students come to school interested in, and committed to, learning” (p. 194).

However, although motivation is a universally important educational issue, its
“whys and wherefores” may not be the same in different contexts. In my context in
Singapore, culturally, and linguistically diverse L2 learners come from all over Asia
to subject themselves to the educationally challenging experience of studying through
the medium of English in order to obtain international qualifications, (accredited by
the IBO), which many will subsequently use to gain entrance to universities or

colleges in countries such as Australia, Canada, Singapore, UK, or USA. As such,




they seem prepared to persist with this challenging educational experience over a
lengthy time-frame. Therefore, 1t could be assumed that they see great value, and
meaning in mastering the English language which is viewed as an important
motivational influence. This would possibly not be surprising given that Asia is one of
the fastest growing regions in the world. English, in this region, seems to be regarded

as “the most essential language for doing international business” (Komin, 1998,

p. 265).

Having worked in Singapore for approximately 15 years with L2 learners, I have
always been interested in the ways in which seemingly motivated language learners’
motivation plays out once they are placed in the situation-specific context of the L2
classrooms. After all, mastering English involves ongoing motivation over time, so
there is more to it than what *“gets students started”. Situation-specific factors could
therefore have more of a bearing on these learners’ L2 motivation, since they already
seem to value English highly. So what factors affect the motivational quality of their

learning experience in the L2 classrooms?

[ therefore decided to conduct a form of action research in order to understand how
L2 motivation plays out over time for these learners in L2 classrooms. From their
perspective, what key positive, and negative influences will impact upon it? By
achieving a high level of understanding about this process, I would hopefully be able
to use this to refine, and improve my professional practice, in order to support these
L2 learners more. In sum, I would be theorising from the standpoint of action, in order

to act with understanding of my own practical situation.



This approach would complement the dominant social psychological tradition of
Gardner and associates in Canada who have spent more than three decades describing,
measuring, and classifying L2 motivation, and also defining, and testing its role in
theoretical models of the L2 learning process. As such, this type of research may not
have fully accounted for the situation-specific aspect of L2 motivation, and in some
ways downplayed it. In fact, even in more mainstream psychological research,
researchers have pointed out that one of the key challenges to motivation theory is to
“ e illuminate “live” classroom events: an understanding of such phenomena 1s
important if teachers are to develop strategies which help to foster adaptive

motivational responses in their pupils” (Leo & Galloway, 1996, p. 41).

In research terms, it has been suggested that L2 motivation is even more
complicated, and intricate than the general motivation to learn (a subject). Gardner
(1979) postulated that this is because the learner is not learning new information
which is already part of their own culture, but rather acquiring symbolic elements of a
different ethnolinguistic community. In addition, they are not only being asked to
learn about these, but they also have to make them part of their own language
reservoir, which will involve imposing elements of another culture on their own
lifespace (p. 193). This might not be the true because it does not account for the L2
learners’ situation of “parallel multiplicity” (Dormyei, 2001, p. 8). As Ushioda (1998)
also pointed out, this student is often at the same time a student of mathematics,
science, humanities (p. 83) as will be the case in my investigation. And, 1n fact,
theories based on cognitive learning theory (McLaughlin, 1987; O’ Malley &
Chamot, 1990) have emphasised similarities between the conscious learning processes

of language learning, and the leaming of other subjects.



1.2 The Purpose of the Investigation

The purpose of my investigation is two-fold:

Firstly, to build up a detailed understanding of how L2 motivation plays out over

time, in response to key influences in two L2 classrooms in this context, from the

perspective of teenagers.

Secondly, to use my detailed understanding of this complex process to reflect on

how I could potentially refine, and improve my professional practice, in order to

support L2 leamners in my classes.

L2 motivation is defined in this investigation as *“the dynamically changing
cumulative arousal in a person that initiates, directs, coordinates, amplifies,
terminates, and evaluates the cognitive and motor processes whereby initial wishes

and desires are selected, prioritised, operationalised and, (successfully or

unsuccessfully), acted out” (Dornyei & Otto, 1998, p. 65).

This investigation will therefore focus on two key aspects of L2 motivation:

Firstly, its more general aspect stemming from the learners’ sets of beliefs, and
values. What are their underlying meanings, and thought-processes? In fact, it might

be these which could subsequently mediate/ moderate their L2 motivation in these L2

classrooms.



Secondly, its more situation-specific aspect in order to understand what key

positive, and negative influences impact upon it over time in these L2 classrooms.

Action research has not traditionally been part of the L2 motivational research
agenda due to the strong influence of quantitative social psychology on this research.
Neither has it been part of the more mainstream psychological research agenda which
has tended to focus on creating reductionist models which reduce the infinite numbers
of potential determinants of human behaviour to a few key variables. However, it
seems a particularly well-suited, and appropriate form of enquiry through which to
investigate such a complex issue as long-term motivation which is not easily
investigated empirically. And, in fact, investigating long-term motivation “offers
insights into motivation from a different window and the results would have useful

implications for teaching and learning” (Schunk, 2000, p. 119).

Thus, utilising a form of action research will enable me to complement these
above-mentioned dominant paradigms of research which have focused more on the
learners’ cognitions, and hence downplayed classroom dynamics. My investigation
will contribute to knowledge about how L2 motivation plays out over time, from the
perspective of teenagers, (research-oriented), as well as utilising this knowledge to
refine, and improve my professional practice, (action-oriented). As Elliott (1991)
pointed out “research is only educational when it is directed towards realising
educational values in practice” (p. 4). This investigation will be loosely guided by
Stringer’s (1999) Action Research Model which comprises an “interactive spiral”

with three phases of research: “looking, thinking and acting”.



1.3 The Conceptualisation of L2 Motivation Applicd in the Investigation

In this investigation, L2 motivation is conceptualised in the following ways:

Firstly, in both general, and situation-specific terms. It is conceptualised not only
as sets of beliefs, and values about L2 learning, but also as engagement, that is, how
the learners behave in the L2 classrooms. These two conceptualisations mean that 1
can seek to understand not only their cognitions, (their motivation), but also their L2
learning behaviour in the L2 classrooms, (engagement). These two parts need to go
“hand in hand™, (whilst being investigated separately), because it is perhaps the
cognitions which may mediate, and shape L2 learning behaviour in the L2
classrooms. This 1s a similar approach to some mainstream motivational theonsts
(Ames, 1984; Ryan, 2000). Unfortunately, these two terms are often used
synonomously in research. And in fact, this conceptualisation is slightly different
from the way that one of the key L2 motivational researchers, Gardner, conceptualises
motivation. Gardner (1985) conceptualised it as a “thing” with three components:
“effort expended to achieve the goal, desire to achieve the goal and attitudes towards

the activity involved in achieving the goal” (p. 51).

Gardner’s conceptualisation therefore puts both general, and situation-specific
aspects of L2 motivation together in a whole. Whilst there may be nothing inherently
wrong with this conceptualisation theoretically, it is still important to realise that
operationalising these two different aspects of L2 motivation together in one survey
may create some methodological difficulties associated with measuring situation-

specific aspects of it, detached from the learning context. After all, desire would more



likely be associated with the sets of beliefs, and values aspect, whereas effort would
more likely be associated with the engagement aspect. Attitudes would more likely be
assoctiated with both aspects. And, in fact, an individual might not be able to report
realistically on their effort detached from the situation-specific context. If they can,
then that might mean that L2 motivation is almost a fixed characteristic, or a
personality-trait, that remains reasonably stable regardless of the happenings in the
context. But clearly, desire, etfort, and attitudes, may not be uncomplicated “static”
constructs which will necessarily remain stable within a context. Furthermore, we
cannot treat them as essentially non-problematic, and interpreted in much the same

way by everyone, regardless of their ethnicity, and culture.

If L2 motivation can be conceptualised in both general, and situation-specific
terms, it must have distinct stages. Heckhausen (1991) suggested that the sequence
of events involved in being motivated must be separated into natural and discrete
segments (p. 175). In fact, Heckhausen (1991) believed that there is a distinction
between the “formation” of intentions, (a set of beliefs), and “implementation” of
intentions, (engagement). Heckhausen (1991) and Heckhausen & Kuhl (198)5)
therefore conceptualised the motivational process as comprising the “predecisional
stage”, when action is decided upon, (this corresponds roughly to “choice”
motivation), and the “postdecisional stage”, when action takes place, and 1s
maintained, (this corresponds roughly to “executive” motivation). However, there 1s
still some variation on what this “sequence of events” involved in “being motivated”
actually is. For example, Domyei & Otto (1998) re-conceptualised this motivational
process into three stages: the “preactional”, the “actional”, and the “postactional”,

(which involves critical retrospection after action has been completed).



My investigation will only use the first two stages of this conceptualisation, because
the participants will not come to the end of a learning period for some time,
(the “postactional” stage), and in fact, remain in the “actional” stage, since they are

school children in an institutionalised learning environment.

Hopefully, by conceptualising L2 motivation as having these two different stages
means that I can attempt to account for its temporal aspect, which common-sense
dictates must be of paramount importance in L2 classrooms. For example, at the start
of the course the L2 learner may be highly motivated with regards to learning English
for any number of reasons. However, once the course starts, this level of motivation
may have already fluctuated. And in fact, the L2 learner’s motivation might be
atfected on a continual basis by key influences over an extended time-frame in the

L2 classroom.

Secondly, L2 motivation is conceptualised as comprising both positive, and
negative aspects, in my investigation. In L2 motivational research, a motive often
seems to be characterised as a positive force. But this approach neglects the
“negative” side of motivation, and therefore only focuses on part of the motivational
picture. Therefore, in this investigation, it may come to light that there are key
influences that would have a detrimental, rather than a positive effect on it, and in
fact, instead of energising action, de-energise it. If we are trying to understand what

1s “motivating”, we also need to take account of what is “not motivating”.

By conceptualising L2 motivation in the above-mentioned ways, a more

comprehensive L2 motivational construct will be able to be accessed. For, if we only



collected data once about L2 learners’ motivation at the start of a learning period, or
even one more time during the course of it, we would never discover how their L2
motivation plays out over time, in response to the events and happenings in the L2
classrooms. That would seem to be a missed opportunity, and a great shame, as it
may be this situation-specific aspect that is of paramount importance with regards to

these L2 learners, given their background.



1.4 The Significance of the Investigation

This investigation will hopefully make a minor contribution to knowledge about

L2 motivation on the basis of the following key reasons:

Firstly, it will collect data in a situation-specific context. Hence, it will be less
detached from an authentic L2 learning context than is traditional L2 motivational
rescarch. This will be in line with an increasing amount of research which has

recommended this more “situated” approach (Hickey, 1997; Parish Tumer, 1994;

Rueda & Dembo, 1995; Domyei, 2000).

Secondly, it will provide data about not only L2 motivation conceptualised as sets
of beliefs, and values, but also as engagement. This will give a unique opportunity to
analyse, and evaluate the extent to which there might be differences between the
general L2 motivation to learn English, and the L2 motivation when faced with
events, and happenings in the L2 classroom. In fact, this approach will provide a

“photo album” rather than a “snapshot” of L2 motivation.

Thirdly, it will provide an authentic account of how L2 motivation plays out in L2
classrooms over time. It will access the meaning used by the teenagers themselves as
they interpret the world of the L2 classroom. This approach will not impose rigid
psychologists’ categories conceived out of dominant traditions on these teenagers’
meanings. This approach fits in to a certain extent with other research which 1s

centering around giving students’ “voice”, (sce www.consultingpupils.co.uk for

background on this movement). As Edwards (2004) pointed out “close-to-the-field

10



research, that can do justice to the meaning making that occurs there, is an important

part of the responsibility of the educational research community” (p. 157).

Fourthly, it will be both research-oriented, in that it will focus on how
L2 motivation plays out over time, from the perspective of teenagers, and
action-oriented, in that it will focus on how to use this knowledge to refine, and

improve my professional practice, in order to support L2 learners.

In sum, this investigation will raise awareness about a general, and universal
motivational issue which transcends many different contexts. According to a British
Council report (2004) “half the world’s population will be speaking or learning
English by 2015” (p. 8). This underlines how increasingly important the practical
side of L2 motivation will be in L2 classrooms, in different contexts all over the
world, as educators seek to facilitate “continuing motivation” in their students. The
sheer numbers who will be learning English in so many radically different contexts
means that in the case of L2 motivational research, generalised solutions to problems
simply may not work. As Guba, wrote in the forward to “Action Research” by

Stringer (1999) “all problems are de facto local; inquiry must be decentralised to the

local context” (p. IV).

11



1.5 The Limitations of the Investigation

There are definite limitations to my investigation. The focus is extremely broad, and
the number of participants is small. But, this is necessary to capture the whole

dynamic motivational process of L2 learning over time.

In addition, even although some might argue that investigating how L2 motivation
plays out over time from the perspective of teenagers is a complex issue, and clearly
not one easily investigated empirically, I will not be deterred from trying. An analogy
would be that many tests that children undergo at school only test what it 1s easy to
test. However, what we perhaps should be testing is that which it is not easy to test. I
am therefore going to focus on a topic which is not easy to research, but is clearly of

fundamental importance in L2 motivational terms in my context.

Furthermore, although generalised solutions to problems may not work with
regards to L2 motivation, small scale studies, (like this), may be equally as unhelpful,
albeit in a different way, given their “uniqueness”. After all, a small scale
investigation in Singapore might have little interest to those interested in L2 learners
studying English in a post-colonial environment in Hong Kong, in a bilingual context
such as Canada, or in a mono-lingual, and mono-cultural foreign language learning
context such as Hungary. These L2 learners might all have radically different sets of
beliefs, and values about L2 learning from the participants in my context. And in fact,
as their L2 motivation plays out over time, they may also experience radically

different key influences on it from the participants in this investigation.
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Therefore, all that I can hope for is that my reflections will be able to be raised to
an acceptable level of objectivity, and stand up to the critical scrutiny of fellow
teachers, and/ or researchers in many different contexts. The insights gathered about
how L2 motivation plays out over time, and how I could subsequently improve my
professional practice may be unique to this investigation, but hopefully they would be
considered by others to be “insightful accounts of processes which go beyond the
particular story itself” (Pring in Chen & Van Maanen, 1999, p. 3). Dialogues, and
debates will hopefully be started, hence achieving a degree of “discursive

consciousness” (Elliott, 2003, p. 398).
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Chapter 2 The Literature Review

2.1 The Introduction

There are at least three features about motivation that pose a challenge to those
researching it. Firstly, it is an abstract concept not directly observable, (due to its
internal processes, and states). In fact, there have been philosophical debates about
the accessibility of one’s self-knowledge for over a century, and this would
encompass motivational variables. As Murphy & Alexander (2000) noted in their
extensive research on motivational terminology, researchers, at least on the surface,
often frame motivational constructs without noting any limitations, as though they are
wholly conscious, accessible, and thereby readily testable. For the purposes of my
investigation, I will take the position that the significant thoughts, and feelings of the
participants that affect L2 learning during the prolonged language learning expernence
are conscious, and known to the participants. However, I acknowledge that this

position may “suffer from a paucity of emotion and a surfeit of rationality” (Berliner,

1989, p. 330).

Secondly, it is a multi-dimensional construct. It might not be possible to represent
it by means of simple measures, that is, the results of a few questionnaire items. And,
we should not uncritically assume that a test can automatically measure what it
purports to measure. In fact, any specific motivational measure is likely to represent
only a segment of a more intricate psychological construct. It is important to

recognise that there may be differences between the empirical self, and the actual sclf.
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Thirdly, motivation 1s inconstant, and therefore might change dynamically over
time. It is therefore questionable how accurately a one-off examination can represent
the basis of motivation within a prolonged behavioural sequence like
L2 learning. That is why the focus in my investigation will be on how L2 motivation

plays out over time in L2 classrooms.

Debates have, (and are), being conducted about whether motivation is a fixed
concept in the individual. Is it a unitary concept? What is the role of cognition versus
emotion in motivation? Is motivation a function of a person’s thoughts, (the cognitive

view), rather than some instinct, need, drive, or state of arousal?

Further debates also centre around whether motivation is directly linked with
achievement. In fact, motivation might only be indirectly related to learning
outcomes, and/ or achievement because it could be “by definition an antecedent of
behaviour rather than achievement” (Csizer & Dornyei, 2005, p. 20). It is true that
motivated learners will demonstrate more persistence in their task behaviour which in
turn may lead to increased achievement, but this relationship might be indirect. This 1s
because achievement will be influenced by other factors such as ability, learning

opportunities, and the instructional quality of the learning task.

On the one hand, researchers are keen to understand more about what is the basic
“spring of action” in motivated behavior. Weiner (1974) suggested it is the rational
search for understanding. Nicholls (1984) proposed that the prime motivator is the
desire to demonstrate high ability, or to avoid demonstrating low ability, at least under

certain conditions. Covington (1992) suggested the basic impetus for action 1S the
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desire to protect one’s self-worth, particularly by maintaining a belief that one is able.
There is also an alternative explanation to the “ego-defensive” spring of action. This
state is one in which persons are focused extermally on the task, as opposed to
internally on themselves, and is called “task involvement” (Nicholls, 1984). On the
other hand, teachers are keen to understand more about how to motivate their
students, or better still, help their students motivate themselves, and hence facilitate
“continuing motivation”. After all, research has shown adolescents’ academic

motivation to decline over time (Anderman & Macehr, 1994; Hartner, 1981).

It must be noted that the construct of motivation is grounded in a variety of rich,
and complex theoretical traditions, (namely, linguistics, psychology, and education),
and therefore has been conceptualised, and studied from widely differing
perspectives, (even within disciplines), with little cross-referencing, and agreement of
terminology. Various competing theories have therefore chosen different key factors,

(out of an infinite number), to assign key roles in their motivational theories.

“When I choose a word”, Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather scornful tone “it means
just what I chose it to mean-neither more nor less” (p. 116). Schunk (2000) used
Lewis Caroll’s oft-cited passage to suggest that motivational researchers have often
behaved “like Humpty Dumpty” by renaming or redefining motivational constructs to
fit their theoretical models, and research methodologies, with insufficient attention
paid to extant conceptualisations. Using different jargon, and putting emphasis on
different aspects of what is, in reality, the same phenomenon, (potential determinants
of human behaviour), can therefore be confusing for both researchers, and/ or

teachers. However, it is clearly beyond the scope of my investigation to analyse, and
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evaluate the infinite number of motivational/ L2 motivational theories 1n this literature

review.

Since my investigation 1s about L2 motivation, its logical theoretical entry point
could be considered to be the dominant social psychological research tradition of
Gardner and associates in Canada, who have spent at least the last three decades
describing, measuring, and classifying L2 motivation, and also defining, and testing
its role in theoretical models of the L2 learning process. This research tradition will
form an integral part of my investigation’s underlying theoretical foundations even
although my investigation will focus more on the situation-specific aspect of L2
motivation as 1t plays out over time, whereas this tradition has focused more on
cognitions, and as such, perhaps downplayed classroom dynamics. Gardner and

associates’ (19835, 1993, 19935) theories will be outlined in 2.2.1.

And, in fact, since my investigation focuses on how L2 motivation plays out over
time, it will be important to outline Dornyei & Otto’s (1998) Process Model of L2
Motivation, (2.2.2), which was written in response to the challenge of describing
motivational processes over time, and includes a “preactional”, “actional”, and
“postactional” stage of L2 motivation. As mentioned, my investigation will utilise

the first two stages, for reasons set out in 1.3.

Mainstream motivational theory will also be drawn upon to provide an opportunity
to examine L2 phenomena through a different “theoretical window”. Wentzel &
Wigfield (2007) stated that one of the many problems with many school-based

motivational intervention programmes is their lack of clear theoretical foundations or
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rationales to guide the intervention. And therefore, rccently, Wentzel & Wigfield
(2007) introduced some groundbreaking motivational intervention programmes
which, in their opinion, had been successful because of their underlying motivational
theoretical frameworks. Since my investigation has an action-oriented aspect to it, 1t
seems logical to utilise some of these theories that have alrcady undergone extensive
scrutiny in school contexts, and have thus been considered to be useful in practical
terms. These intervention programmes were typically bascd on a combination of
several theories, for example, Guthrie et al.’s (2007) intervention project utilised a
number of principles from Deci & Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination Theory,
Bandura’s (1986) Self-Efficacy Theory, and Interest Theory. Balfanz et al. (2007) in
their Talent Development Middle School Programme also usecd Bandura’s (1986)

Self-Efficacy Theory.

Therefore, my investigation will utilise Deci & Ryan's (1985) Sclf-Determination
Theory, which is outlined in 2.2.3, alongside their Cognitive Evaluation Theory.
SDT is underpinned by the belief that individuals have three basic psychological
needs for competence, autonomy, and social-relatedness. And, in fact, this theory
already has strong links to the field of SLA, as attempts have been made in L2
research to incorporate some aspects of SDT in L2-spccific models. In fact, L2
theorists have emphasised the importance of intrinsic motivation in the L2 classroom
(Brown, 1981, 1990, 1994) and also fostering learner autonomy in it, in order to
increase student motivation. As Ushioda (1996) stated “Autonomous language

learners are by definition motivated learners” (p. 2).
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Bandura’s (1986) Self-Efficacy Theory, which is outlined in 2.2.4, will be utilised
too, because this theory focuses on task-specific performance expectations, and that
fits in well with my investigation, which is partly attempting to investigate how
individuals are affected by the happenings, and events in the L2 classroom, and that
might include skills, tasks, and/ or activities. In addition, throughout my teaching
career in Singapore, many seemingly able Asian L2 learners have often told me that
they felt totally despondent because they did not feel competent with regards to
certain aspects of English, for example, grammar or speaking etc. Aspects of this
theory could potentially be used to alter the self-efficacy beliefs of these types of L2

learners, given that their beliefs might not only be inaccurate, but also debilitating.

Interest research will also be utilised, which is outlined in 2.2.5. Recent research
has shown that both the affective, and cognitive components of interest have
biological roots (Hidi, 2003). Neuroscientific research on approach circuits in the
brain (Davidson, 2000) and on seeking behaviour (Panksepp, 1998, 2000) indicated
that interested activity has a biolé'éical foundation in all mammals. This theory might
be particularly promising in terms of its potential practical utility in the L2 classrooms

given these biological underpinnings.

With regards to all of the above, empirical research which supports, and/ or
challenges their position will also be subsequently outlined in the relevant sections,
where possible. It must be noted, however, that this investigation is not arguing that
these are the only theories about L2 motivation, and/ or motivation. For example,

other researchers may wish to use Expectancy-Value Theories, Weiner’s (1986)
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Attribution Theory, and/ or Goal Theories, to name but a few, depending upon the

purpose of their investigation, and their particular context.

A theoretical purist might point out that I have selected a rather broad range of
theories to draw upon, with quite different philosophical underpinnings. However, it
is important not to lose sight of the purpose of my investigation, which is to utilise
eclectic theories to theorise from the standpoint of action, to act with understanding of
the practical situation of the L2 classroom in this context. And given this action-
oriented aspect, I will not be pursuing so-called “knowledge” in a dispassionate way,
by testing out some hypotheses about just one or two theories. After all, in action
research, experience is privileged over theory (Bridges, 2004, p. 184). That is,
however, not to say that theoretical abstraction has a subordinate role in the
development of practical wisdom. Elliott (1994) suggested that “Action research
leaves a role for the educational theorist in the university as a supplier of theoretical
resources for teachers to use in .reﬂecting about and developing their practice™ (p.
140). And, in fact, recently, more researchers are calling for “use-inspired” research

about motivation (Martin, 2008).

In addition, as well as looking at theoretical ways of understanding L2 motivation,
empirical research which documents what key influences might impact upon
motivation, and/ or L2 motivation will also be outlined in 2.3. Ushioda (1996) pointed
out that in the context of institutionalised learning, the common experience would
seem to be motivational flux, not stability. And, in fact, in my particular investigation,

given its action-oriented aspect, I must seck to understand what is affecting the
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motivational quality of the learning experience. After all, that may be the “building

blocks” of L2 motivation.

In sum, with regards to theories, those chosen seem to be either theoretically
appropriate, and/ or relevant to my investigation, or had been regarded as being useful
in key motivational intervention programmes, and as such, it will be imperative to
build my investigation on these theoretical underpinnings. In Chapter 4, I will
analyse, and evaluate the extent to which these theoretical ways of understanding L2
motivation, and/ or motivation could partly help explain the phenomena demonstrated
in the L2 classrooms in this context, (research-oriented). After all, as Gardner (1985)
stated “a true test of any theoretical formulation is not only its ability to explain and
account for phenomena which have been demonstrated, but also its ability to provide
suggestions for further investigations, to raise new questions, to promote further
developments and open new horizons” (p. 166). In Chapter 5, I will analyse, and
evaluate the extent to which these theories might also be useful in helping me refine,

and improve my professional practice in this context, based on the findings, (action-

oriented).

And with regards to empirical research about key influences, I will analyse, and
evaluate the extent to which my investigation’s findings about these, (set out in

Chapter 4), are in line with this other empirical research, (research-oriented).
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2.2 Understanding Motivation: Key Theories

2.2.1 Gardner and associates’ (1985, 1993, 1995) Motivational Theories

This influential group started researching motivation in Canada in the 1950’s, and
contributed the seminal work of Gardner & Lambert (1959) and Gardner & Lambert
(1972). As discussed 1n 1.1, Gardner’s social psychological approach is underpinned
by the assumption that learning a second language, (an L2), is different from learning
other subjects. This might not be true. Although this issue is beyond the scope of my
particular investigation, it is still important to be aware of, though I will not be
comparing, and contrasting L2 motivation, with motivation in a specific subject area,

for example, Humanities or Mathematics.

Gardner & Lambert (1972) proposed that motivation was a significant cause of
variability in language learning success, and its effect was independent of ability or
aptitude factors. Gardner & Lambert (1972) viewed languages as mediating factors
between different ethnolinguistic communities in multicultural settings. Therefore,
they postulated that the motivation to learn an L2 was the primary force responsible
for enhancing or hindering intercultural communication, and affiliation. The key
tenet from this perspective was that the individual’s attitudes to the L2, and the L2
target language group, as well as their ethnocentric orientation in general, would exert
a direct influence over their L2 learning behaviour. It will be important to consider to
what extent these views might be true in my investigation. However, this position

does not seem to account for the fact that there may be differences between the
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concept of attitude, (especially attitudes to the target language culture), and the

concept of motivation.

A key issue in Gardner’s (1985) motivation theory is the relationship between
motivation, and orientation. Orientation is Gardner’s term for a “goal”.  The
differences between “integrative”, and “instrumental” orientation have perhaps
become two of the most widely documented, and utilised concepts in the field of L2
motivation research to date. The former refers to a positive disposition to the L2
target language group, and the desire to interact with them, and even become similar
to valued members of that community, and the latter to potential pragmatic gains in
learning an L2, for example, improving one’s career prospects. Gardner & Lambert
(1972) hypothesised that “an integrative orientation would sustain better, the long-
term motivation needed for the very demanding task of learning a language” (p. 132).
And in fact a large body of research over the years also backs up this claim that
integrativeness 1s the most powerful general component of the student’s generalised
language-related affective disposition, determining language choice, and the general
level of effort the students intend to invest in the learning process (Dornyei &
Clement, 2000; Cziser & Domyei, 2005). Figure 2.1 sets out Gardner’s (1985)

Conceptualisation of Integrative Orientation.
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Figure 2.1 Gardner'’s (1985) Conceptualisation of Integorative Orientation
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In this globalised society, however, I have some doubts about individuals wanting
to “integrate” with one particular so-called L2 target language group, and become like
their “valuable” members. Given that English is spoken in so many different
countries all over the world, I am confused about who this one particular target
language group are that the learners are attempting to integrate with. In fact, with
regards to my context, I wonder if L2 learners are learning English to integrate with
one particular set of English speakers, for example, “Americans” in America, or
“British” people in the UK. One other problem related to this issue is that students
are less likely nowadays to have “stable points of origin, clear and final destinations

and coherent group identities” (Breckenridge & Appadurai, in Rizvi, 2000, p. 209).

And furthermore, what do these findings about integrative, and instrumental
orientation mean for L2 teachers? For example, what will they do if their students are
instrumentally oriented? Should they attempt to help them become integratively

oriented? And, if so, how? My investigation should contribute empirical evidence
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about whether the Asian participants in my investigation are integratively, and/ or

instrumentally oriented, and what are the consequences of this in the L2 classrooms in

this context.

Gardner & Maclntyre (1993) also devised a general learning model labelled the
socio-educational model of SLA. This theory is concerned with the role of various
individual diftference characteristics of the student in the learning of the L2.
Therefore, it separates clearly four distinct aspects of the SLA process into:
antecedent factors, (these can be biological or experiential, such as gender, age or
learning history), individual difference, (learner variables), language acquisition
contexts, and learning outcomes. The main learner variables include intelligence,
language aptitude, language learning strategies, language attitudes, motivation and
language anxiety. These therefore affect L2 attainment, resulting in linguistic and
non-linguistic outcomes. This type of theory is very general, and “broadbrush”, with
such miniscule focus on motivation, and most specifically the temporal aspect, that it

perhaps has little relevance to my investigation. Figure 2.2 sets out this model.
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Ficure 2.2 Gardner’s (1993) Socio-educational Model of Second Language
Acquisition
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However, by the 1990°s, and in response to calls for “the adoption of a wider
vision of motivation”, Tremblay & Gardner (1995, p. 505) extended Gardner’s social
psychological construct of L2 motivation by incorporating into it new elements from
expectancy-value, and goal theories. The proposed extended model suggested a
language attitudes— motivational behaviour — achievement sequence. The novel
clement was the three mediating factors between attitudes, and bechaviour: goal
salience, valence, and self-efficacy. The benefits were that this model offered a
synthesis of the earlier socially-grounded construct with more recent cognitive
motivational theories. The new model was empirically tested, and in a sample of 75
students learning French, a statistically adequatc goodnecss-of-fit index was

demonstrated. Figure 2.3 sets out this model.
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Fioure 2.3 Tremblay & Gardner’s (1995) Model of L2 Motivation
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In general, with regards to Gardner and associates’ theories, they might not be able
to fully describe the actual patterns of motivational influences relevant to countless
numbers of L2 learners outwith the Canadian context because they are too general.
And in fact, even within the Canadian context, Norton Pierce (1995) also suggested
that the theories were inadequate to describe the pattern of actual motivational
influences relevant to her specific sample of immigrant women, who came to the
learning situation with the “baggage” of social history, and personal identity. Norton
(2000) introduced the concept of “investment” to describe the socially, and
historically constructed relationship of learners to the target language, and their often

ambivalent desire to learn, and practice it.

Gardner also created the Attitude/ Motivation Test Battery, (AMTB), (see Gardner,

1985, Appendix). By way of background information, Gardner (1985) used
quantitative social psychology’s self-report surveys to assess attitudes, for the

purposes of assessing the sets of beliefs, and values typically associated with L2
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motivation. The AMTB is a multi-component motivation test which operationalises
the main constituents of his theory, as well as introducing language anxiety measures,
and an index of parental encouragement. Adaptations of this test have been used in
several data-based studies of L2 motivation all over the world (Clement et al., 1994,
Kraemer, 1993). Although this is a frequently-used standardised instrument with well-
documented psychometric properties, and good construct, and predictive validity
(Gardner & Maclntyre, 1993), I chose not to utilise either Gardner’s
conceptualisation, (as discussed in 1.3), or his subsequent operationalisation because
my investigation will be attempting to put the spotlight onto the situation-specific
aspect of L2 motivation, as it plays out over time in the L2 classroom. And, as such,
it would therefore still not be adequate for my purposes to use this measure at two or
even three time points, because this approach would still not capture the happenings,
and events in the L2 classrooms that might affect L2 motivation on an ongoing basis

over time.

In fact, Domyei (1990) Clement et al. (1994) and Dornyei et al. (1996) have all
recently created L2 motivational questionnaires which have typically utilised
Gardner’s (1985) conceptualisation of L2 motivation. These tend to utilise scaling
techniques, most typically, a 6-point Likert scale, and/ or a 7-point semantic
differential scale. Questions are centred around key L2 motivational themes. The
respondents have to mark a choice, rather than write answers to open-ended items.
These choices are based upon the individual’s responses to a series of sentences or
adjectives, as measured from 1-6, and/ or 1-7, on thesc scales. No background
information is included. The responses are subscquently processed by means of

various descriptive or inferential statistical procedures.
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Let us now look at Clement et al.’s (1994) motivational questionnaire in order to
understand the methodological position of my investigation further. This
questionnaire claims to measure how motivated an individual is to learn English based
on their responses to three types of questions related to Gardner’s (1985)
conceptualisation, (see 1.3). It attempts to find out how much an individual values
English. Thus, a series of 20 statements is set out in random order, in response to this
main L2 motivational theme, “studying English is very important to me
because....... ” Examples of responses provided in the questionnaire are “because I
would like to meet foreigners with whom I can speak English”, or “because it will

help me when travelling”.

In addition, it attempts to measure how much effort an individual is willing to put
into learning English. For example, individuals rate statements like “To be honest, I

very often skimp on my English homework”. “In my work, I seldom do more than

necessary .

Finally, it attempts to measure an individual’s attitudes towards leaming English.
There are approximately 20 questions related to this theme. For example, “I really like
learning English”. And, many questions are included about specific attitudes to the
“British”, and the “Americans”. Question 30 asks the respondent to rate “The British

are reliable and honest” on a six-point Likert scale.

This type of measuring instrument appears to be measuring individuals’ general
motivation to learn English in a way that is somewhat detached from the situation-

specific context. It may be highly effective in predicting initial enrolment in a course
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or the initial intention to learn a language. However, it may not bc entirely suitable
for accessing reliable data about the *“actional” stage of the L2 motivational process.
With regards to effort, individuals may not be able to predict accurately how much
effort they are going to put into learning English detached from the whole series of
happenings, and events in the L2 classroom. Murphy & Alexander (2000) also raised
similar concerns to mine about the accuracy of individuals’ reports of their
motivation. In addition, they also raised some problems associated with relying on
self-report measures, without the benefits of behavioural corollaries. In fact, this 1s
exactly what these above-described instruments do. Interestingly, recent research in
the related area of Self-Regulated Learning has also picked up on this key
methodological issue in a different form. Winne & Jamieson-Noel (2002) investigated
the accuracy of college students’ self-reports of their study methods, and achievement
gains, by comparing trace measures of SRL to their responses to sclf-report measures.
Traces are defined as observable indicators about cognition that students crcate as
they engage in a task (Winne & Perry, 2000). Their results showed that self-reports
are often incongruous with trace measures of self-regulatory processes when studied
in a specialised learning environment. These are the reasons why I will attempt to not
only ask about the individuals’ general, and situation-specific aspect of L2
motivation, as well as also observe it, in its situation-specific context, as it plays out

over time, as stated in 1.2.

In addition, with regards to the section on questions about attitudes in this
measuring instrument, the ones in Clement’s (1994) questionnairc may not be suitable
for every context. Measuring how much an individual wants to become like, and/ or

identify with the target language group appears to be a recurring, and dominant theme
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in traditional L2 motivational research. However, Clement (1994) wrote his
questionnaire firstly in Hungarian for EFL learners in this mono-lingual country. In
Hungary, there is a choice between several languages in school, for example, Russian,
German, French or English, so therefore if a person chooses English it may be that
they identify with British, and/ or American culture etc. But, in my particular context,
a highly motivated individual who wants to do business globally from a base in
Vietnam, for example, could perhaps obtain a low score on these questions, because
they have no interest in becoming like one particular target language group. Hence,
they could appear to be lacking in L2 motivation, if they filled in this questionnaire.

Therefore, to adopt a “one-size-fits-all” questionnaire in radically different contexts

could be considered to be misguided.

In response to an ever-increasing number of queries about whether L2 motivation
is stable over time, Gardner (2001) examined whether the measures of motivation
from the AMTB, (Desire to learn the language, Motivational intensity, and Attitudes
towards learning the language), as well as other attitudes, for example, Attitudes
toward the Learning Situation, to see if they were stable over time, and which were
the most, and the least stable. He tested students twice, once in September, just after
classes began, and again in March, a few weeks before classes ended. It is of great
interest to note that he found that the measures of attitudes towards Motivation, and
even the Learning Situation, were relatively flexible, showing that some affective
variables are capable of change. This was a very positive finding for the field of L2
motivational research in general because it shows that the construct of L2 motivation
has the potential to be used in more educationally powerful ways than just classifying,

and/ or categorising learners motivationally, and also rationalising their progress or
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lack thereof. My investigation must seek to provide further empirical data about
potential L2 motivational fluctuation in the situation-specific context over time, 1n

order to contribute to this key debate.

In sum, although Gardner was not unawarc of the importance of the leaming
situation in shaping student motivation, the main emphasis in the Gardnerian social
psychological tradition has not been on elaborating the range of possible motivational
antecedents, (many of which would be related to the classroom environment), but on
determining whether motivation has been aroused, in relation to the impact of other
non-motivational factors, for example, intelligence. My investigation will attempt to
complement this key paradigm by investigating similar L2 motivational themes from
a rather different perspective, that is, with a specific focus on the L2 classroom
dynamics that arouse motivation, (or not as the casc may be), and hence attempt to
understand more about not just whether it is arouscd, but what is arousing it in the

situation-specific context.
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Chapter 2.2.2 Dornyei & Otto’s (1998) Process Model of L2 Motivation

The temporal dimension of L2 motivation is possibly the most fascinating, yet
challenging aspect to deal with if researching about motivation, because as introduced
previously, 1t i1s not the “getting started” aspect of L2 learning that is possibly
problematic, but the “keeping on going” aspect, that is. This theory could perhaps be
one of the most directly relevant theories to my investigation given its prominent

temporal dimension.

As discussed 1n 1.3, Heckhausen (1991) and Heckhausen & Kuhl (1985)
postulated that the motivational process comprised two phases, the “predecisional
phase”, (the intention formation process), and the “postdecisional phase”, (the
implementation process). This is often referred to as Action Control Theory.
Dornyei & Otto’s (1998) model contained two main dimensions: an action sequence
dimension, with three distinct phases, (the “preactional”, “actional”’, and
“postactional” stages), and a motivational influences dimension on each of these
stages. In fact, Domyet & Otto (1998) postulated that each stage of the action
sequence will have different motivational influences. I discussed the rationale for only
using the first two phases in my investigation in 1.3. After all, the participants in this
investigation are in an institutionalised learning environment, and could remain in the
second phase, (the “actional” phase), for most of their time at the school, given that in
this context, they cannot suddenly make the decision to stop learning English, or start

doing something else, for example, learning in Mandarin, unless, of course, they leave

the school.
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With regards to the action sequence dimension, it concerns the process of choosing
a course of action to be carried out, and the first phase, (the “preactional” phase), 1s
divided into three subprocesses: goal setting, intention formation, and initiation of
intention enactment, (putting the plans into action). Goal setting is the first concrete
decision the L2 learner has to take, but it does not dircctly initiate action. The
immediate antecedent of action in this model is the intention, which Domyei & Otto
(1998) saw as qualitatively different from a “goal”, in that it involves commitment.
Therefore, adding commitment to a goal is a crucial step in the motivational process,
but it is still not sufficient in itself to energise action, if the goal is not translated into
the concrete steps the individual needs to take. Thus, the final step in generating a
fully operational intention is to develop a manageable action plan, which contains the
necessary technical details regarding the planned action, namely the action schemata,
(that is, concrete guidelines such as subtasks to implement, and a number of relevant
strategies to follow), and the time-frame, (that is, temporal specifications, for
example, “I’ll get down to it tomorrow”). Although an intention is the immediate
antecedent of action, action might not follow automatically from it. In fact, there are
two necessary conditions for it: the availability of the necessary means and resources,

and the start condition.

After this phase, the L2 leamner has to “cross the rubicon of action” into the
“actional” phase, (the second phase of the process). This is also known as “executive
motivation”, and could possibly be the most significant phase of the motivational
process, and the one which has becen downplayced by the dominant research
paradigms, but will be the key focus of rescarch in my investigation. During this

phase, three basic processes come into effect: subtask gencration and implementation,

34



a complex ongoing appraisal process, and the application of a variety of action control
mechanisms. These involve self-regulatory mechanisms that are called into force in
order to enhance, scaffold or protect learning-specific action; active use of such
mechanisms may “save” the action when ongoing monitoring reveals that progress is
slowing, halting or backsliding. For the purposes of their model, Dornyei & Otto
(1998) distinguished between three types of self-regulatory strategy: motivation

maintenance strategies, language learning strategies, and goal-setting strategies.

It is important to note that the “preactional” phase, however, may not directly
relate to the context of my investigation, given that as mentioned previously, the
participants are already fully “signed up” in an international school, and perhaps this
part of the action sequence might be over for them. And, in fact, given that they are
children, it could have been their parents, and/ or families who realised their own
wishes, and desires, turning them into goals, intentions, initiation of intentions etc on
behalf of their children, and/ or in collaboration with them. Therefore, these children
are not an “ahistoric” learners, and “blank-canvasses” when they step into the L2
classrooms. And whilst it might be better to have participants who would be
completely new to leamning English in my investigation, in order to find out more
about the “preactional” stage, in the most realistic way possible, it would be
logistically impossible in this school, to get completely “new” learners in this year

level, (Grade 10).

Therefore, for the purposes of my investigation, I will take the view that at the start

of the learning period, the participants are in some form of “preactional” phase, but

also concede that it is unlikely to be the original “preactional” phase which in reality
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could have happened as described above. And, in fact, it will be beyond the scope of
my investigation to focus on the complex action sequence within the “preactional™
phase. In fact, I will be more interested in accessing the key influences during two
key phases, the “preactional”, and “actional”. Of particular interest, will be how the
cumulative or resultant forces of all the motivational forces active during the
“preactional” phase, become affected by a new set of motivationa!l influences that

come into force only once action has started, (in the L2 classrooms).

Therefore, what motivational influences will fuel these two key phases of the
action sequence? As mentioned, the “preactional” phase starts off with the goal-
setting sequence. In this phase, there are four main motivational factors that fuel the
process. Firstly, there is an individual’s subjective values and norms that have
developed during the past, and these will interplay with incentive values, that is,
intrinsic pleasure, and/ or instrumental benefits. This is followed by the value
preferences, and the external environment, for example, cxpectations of the family,

teachers, and school climate.

This is then followed by the intention formation sequence in which the individual
is influenced by their expectancy of success, the perceived relevance of their goal, and
the accompanying cost-benefit calculations. In addition, the intention formation is
also assumed to be influenced by need for achievement, and fear of failure, self-
determination, and various goal properties. In addition, the availability of task
opportunities and options, the learners’ beliefs about L2 lcamning, their knowledge of
learning strategies, and sufficient domain-specific knowledge arc all determinants of

the quality of the action plan. These factors form influcntial predispositions in the
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learners about the learning process, and this is a key area that my investigation will
focus upon. Finally, there still might need to be a final “push” for example, some sort
of urgency, powerful external demands, (that is, the learner needs to pass an exam

etc), and a unique opportunity, (that is, foreign travel etc).

Then with regards to motivational influences in the third part of this “preactional”
phase, (the initiation of intention enactment), the individual really considers whether
they want to start the process, and cross into the “actional” stage. They are influenced
by whether they have what Kuhl (1987) described as, an action versus state
orientation, their perceived behavioural control, (that is, the perceived ease or
difficulty of performing the behaviour), distracting influences and obstacles, (that is,
things that would stand in the way of action implementation), and finally, the

perceived consequences of not acting.

With regards to motivational influences in the “actional” phase, the most
important influence on ongoing learning, is the perceived quality of the learning
experience. Then there is the perceived contingent relationship between action and
outcome and the perceived progress, (that is, the learner will constantly evaluate how
well they perceive themselves to be doing). In addition, another powerful intluence
will be their sense of self-determination/ autonomy and, of course, the influence of
teachers, and parents. Particularly featured aspects of how teachers structure
classroom life are the type of performance appraisal, and reward structure, and the
more general classroom goal structure. In addition, other external sources are the
influence of the learner group, and the classroom climate. Furthermore, task conflict,

competing action tendencies, other distracting influences, and the availability of
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action alternatives could all have a weakening effect on the resultant motivational
force associated with the particular course of action. That is why knowledge of, and
skills in, using self-regulatory strategies such as learning strategies, goal-setting
strategies, and motivational maintenance strategies constitute an important source of
scaffolding, and enhancing motivation. Further negative influences are provided by
the costs involved in pursuing the activity. Finally, the last motivational factor listed

here is the perceived consequences of action abandonment. Table 2.1 sets out Domyet

& Otto’s (1998) Process Model of L2 Motivation.

Table 2.1: Dornyei & Otto's (1998) Process Model of L2 Motivation

__Phase | ActionSequence |  Motivationaltnfluences

e Goal sctuing 1A Language reluted subjective valucs and norms
(integrativencss)
Incentive valucs associated with L2 leamning/ proficiency
- intrinsic plcasure
- instrumental benefits
Perceived potency of potential goal
Environmental effects: expectations of family, teachers,
school climate

e Intention formation ¢ Expectancy of success
« linguistic sclf-confidcence
- amount of expected support
« L2 anxicty
- perceived L2 competence
- quality and quantity of previous L2 contact
- causal attributions
Perceived relevance of the goal; cost-benefit calculations
Need for achievement
Decgree of sclf-determination (type of regulation)
Goal propertics
- goal type
- goal specificity
- goal proximity
. goal harmony/conflict
« level of aspiration
¢ Availability of task opportunitics
o Leamer beliefs about L2 leaming,
knowledge of lcamning strategics,
domain-specific knowledge
o Urgency; external demands; unique opportunity
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1C e Action versus state orientation
e Percetved behavioural control

e Initiation of intention
enactment

e Distracting influences or obstacles
e Action versus state orientation
¢ Perceived behavioural control

e “Actional” Phase;: Phase

Motivational Influences

e The “Actional” Phase 2 ¢ Quality of learning experience
- novelty
- pleasantness
- goal/ need significance
- coping potential
- self and social image
¢ Perceived contingent relationship between action and
outcome; perceived progress; success

e Sense of self-determination/ autonomy
e Teachers’ /parents’ influence

- autonomy supporting/controlling

- affiliative motive

- direct socialisation

The “Postactional” Phase: Phase 3

Motivational Influences

e Atributional factors; attributional style and biases

e Self-concept beliefs
- self-confidence/self-efficacy
- self-<competence
- self-worth

e Evaluation/Attributional cues; feedback

e The “Postactional” Phase

In fact, Williams & Burden (1997) also created a theoretical framework of L2
motivation, with a focus on the internal, and external factors that impact upon L2
motivation. However, it had no action sequence dimension. And therefore, it does
not address which internal, and external influences are related to different stages of
the action sequence. Furthermore, in reality, there will probably be a more
complicated, and interactive relationship between influences on L2 motivation
generated internally, (within the individual), and generated externally, (from the
broader sociocultural context, and from the immediate leaming context). After all,
“Individual effort and sociocultural activity are mutually embedded, as are the forest
and the trees, and....... it is essential to understand how they constitute each other.

Rather than according primacy to the role of sociocultural activity or of the individual,
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the aim is to recognise the essential and inscparable roles of socictal henitage, social

engagement and individual efforts” (Rogoff, 1990, p. 25 in Atkinson, 2002).

In sum, it will be of key research interest to analyse, and evaluate the extent to
which the motivational influences dimension of Domyei & Otto’s (1998) theory can
partly account for the phenomena that are demonstrated in the L2 classrooms in my
investigation, give that it provides such a dctailed analysis of key influences on
L2 motivation in the different stages, and is one of the only dynamic models of the
L2 motivational process. My investigation will consider whether there are differences
between the key influences on the “preactional”, and “actional™ stage, as is claimed
by Domyei1 & Otto’s (1998) theory, and also supported by empirical research
(Dornyei, 1996; Domyei & Kormos, 2000) (rescarch-oriented). In addition, this
theory may also have some practical utility which may be of relevance, as I attempt to
refine, and improve my professional practice in L2 classrooms in this context,

(action-oriented).
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2.2.3 Deci & Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination Theory

This theory has been selected for use in my investigation for several key reasons.
Firstly, it has much practical utility in that it places emphasis upon researching about
not only the motives that regulate learners’ study behavior, but also the contexts that
promote or hinder these regulations. Given that my investigation will take place in a
situation-specific context, it will be important to seek to understand what promotes or

hinders the participants’ regulations.

Secondly, this theory has strong links to the field of SLA, having been utilised in
various L2-specific models. The focus in this type of L2 research has tended to be on
developing intrinsic motivation, and learner autonomy in the L2 classroom, as
mentioned in 2.1. However, it is important to note that many psychologists have
recently been defining autonomy as a specific cultural value, rather than as a form of
behavioural regulation, and thus criticise the idea as culture or gender bound (Iyengar
& DeVoe, 2003). However, Ryan & Deci (2006) asserted that “autonomy is a salient
issue across development, life domains, and cultures and is of central import for

personality functioning and wellness (p. 1580).

Thirdly, as mentioned in the introduction in 2.1, it has been utilised successfully in
recent groundbreaking motivational intervention programmes. For example, Guthrie
et al. (2007) introduced practices emphasising choice, which were based upon Ryan &

Deci’s (2002) view that students need to become autonomous learners who take

control of their own learning.
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Fourthly, this theory also has additional practical utility, in that it is linked to
motivational interviewing, which has become widely adopted as a counseling style for
facilitating behaviour change. In fact, Markland ct al. (2005) stated that motivational
interviewing, and self-determination theory arc bascd upon the assumption that
humans have an innate tendency for personal growth towards psychological
integration, and that motivational interviewing provides the social-environmental
facilitating factors suggested by self-determination thcory to promote this tendency:.
Given my investigation’s action-oricnted aspect, motivational interviewing might

have potential in facilitating language learning behaviour change in this context.

So, what is self-determination theory? It maintains that an understanding of

human motivation requires a considcration of the innatc psychological needs for
competence, autonomy, and relatedness. It postulated that motivation is not a unitary
phenomenon, and just as individuals have different amounts of motivation, they may
also have different orientations, (types), of motivation. Figure 2.4 scts out Deci &

Ryan’s (1985) Taxonomy of Human Motivation.
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Fioure 2.4 Deci & Ryan’s (1985) Taxonomy of Human Motivation

Extrinsic motivation

E s
REGULATORY :
STYLES Amotivation ' l Intrinsic
Motivation

ASSOCIATED ¢ Perceived noa- E * Salience ¢ Ego involvement * Conscious valuing * Hierarchical E ¢ [nterest/Enjoyment
PROCESSES contingency 1 extrinsic rewards * Focus on approval of activity synthesisof goal  } * Inherent
* Low perceived {  or punishmeats from self or others ¢ Self-endorsement * Congrueance s satisfaction
competence ! « Compliance/ of goals :
* Non-relevance ' Reactance

» Non-intentionality

PERCEIVED Impersonal : External Somewhat Somewhat Internal E Internal
LOCUS OF E External Internal |
CAUSALITY

These different types of motivation are based on the different reasons or goals that
give rise to action. Over three decades of research has shown that the quality of
experience, and performance can be very different, if one is behaving for intrinsic or
extrinsic reasons. Intrinsic motivation is defined as the motivation to engage in
activities for their own sake, in order to experience pleasure or satisfaction, and
extrinsic motivation is defined as involving doing something because it leads to a
separate outcome. Intrinsic motivation has been considered to be an important
phenomenon for educators, since it is a “natural well-spring” of leaming, and
achievement, that can be systematically catalysed or undermined by parent and
teacher practices (Ryan & Stiller, 1991). Vallerand (1997) posited the existence of
three subtypes of intrinsic motivation: the intrinsic motivation to learn, to achieve, and
to experience stimulation. Deci & Ryan (1985) presented cognitive evaluation theory
to specify the factors in social contexts that produce variability in intrinsic motivation.
It argued that interpersonal events, and structures, for example, rewards,
communications, and feedback that conduce toward feelings of competence during

action can enhance intrinsic motivation for that action, because they allow satisfaction
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of the basic psychological need of competence. It also further spccified that feclings
of competence will not enhance intrinsic motivation, unless they are accompanied by

a sense of autonomy, or in attributional terms, by an internal perceived locus of
causality (IPLOC, de Charms, 1968). Clearly, the importance of intrinsic motivation
for L2 teachers cannot be underestimated, most specifically, what factors, and forces
engender, or undermine it. And, furthermore, the conditions that sustain it, or
diminish it over time. As Deci & Ryan (2000) pointed out “there is considerable
practical utility in focusing on task properties and their potential intrinsic interest, as it

leads towards improved task design or selection to enhance motivation” (p. 37).

But, as teachers know only too well, although intrinsic motivation is clearly an
important type of motivation, many of the activities individuals do in school, and/ or
in L2 classrooms, are not intrinsically motivated, but sustained by extrinsic
motivation. Self-determination theory (1985) proposcd that cxtrinsic motivation can
vary greatly in the degree to which it is autonomous. Therc arc four types of
extrinsic motivation, some of which do indeed represent less positive forms of
motivation, and yet others that represent active, agentic states. These subtypes are:
Firstly, external regulation. (This is the most heteronomous form). Such behaviours
are performed to satisfy an external demand, or obtain an externally proposcd reward
contingency. For example, an L2 learner does their homework becausce they know if
they do not do it, they will be punished, (for example, they will get a detention, or a
bad grade etc). Individuals typically experience regulated behaviour as controlled or
alienated, and their actions have an external perceived locus of causality (EPLOC, de
Charms, 1968). Ryan & Connell (1989) found that the more students were externally

regulated, the less they showed interest, valuc or cffort, and the more they indicated a
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tendency to blame others, such as the teacher, for negative outcomes. This is the most
negative type of extrinsic motivation that was typically contrasted with intrinsic
motivation in early studies. However, it is important to bear in mind that this is not the

only type of extrinsic motivation.

Secondly, introjected regulation. This represents regulation by contingent self-
esteem. This is also quite a controlling form, but only partially assimilating external
controls, (for example, an L2 learner who studies English under duress, but does it in
order to avoid guilt, and/ or anxiety, or to attain ego-enhancements, and/ or pride. A

classic form of introjection 1s ego-involvement (Nicholls, 1984; Ryan, 1982).

Thirdly, regulation through identification. This is a more autonomous, or self-
determined form. In this case, an individual has identified with the personal
importance of a behavior, and has thus accepted its regulation as their own. For
example, an L2 leamner sees the importance of learning vocabulary in order to write

good essays.

Finally, integrated regulation. This is the most autonomous form of extrinsic
motivation which occurs through self-examination, and bringing new regulations into
congruence with one’s other values, and needs. An L2 learner’s identified regulation

has been fully assimilated to their own self.

So how does extrinsically motivated behaviour become more self-determined?

Internalisation, and integration are the processes that the behaviour has to go through,

to do so. Even so, Dect & Ryan (1985) did not suggest that the continuum underlying
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the types of extrinsic motivation is a development one per se, but self-reports of these
types of motivation have been psychometrically shown to fall along an underlying

continuum of relative autonomy (Ryan & Connell, 1989).

Given that as L2 teachers, we cannot always rely on intrinsic motivation to foster
learning since many tasks that we want students to perform are neither inherently
interesting nor enjoyable, we therefore need to understand more about the different
types of extrinsic motivation, and what factors, and forces foster the more positive
types. In fact, knowing how to promote more active, and volitional (versus passive,
and controlling) forms of extrinsic motivation might become an essential strategy for
successful L2 teaching. So therefore, L2 teachers, and/ or parents really need to
understand the differences between leading students to internalisc the responsibility,
and sense of value for extrinsic goals, and alternatively how they can potentially
foster the more typically “alienated” type of extrinsic motivation that is associated

with low student persistence, interest, and involvement in L2 leamcrs.

Early motivational research viewed intrinsic, and extrinsic motivation as
dichotomous concepts (de Charms, 1968; Decci, 1971, 1975; Lepper, Greene &
Nisbett, 1973). In fact, it even documented that external interventions such as
rewards, evaluation, competition, and deadlines may underminc intrinsic motivation.
Thus, in classic literature, extrinsic motivation was typically categorised as a pale, and
impoverished, (even if powerful), form of motivation that contrasted with intnnsic
motivation, (de Charms, 1968). But perhaps we, as cducators, should focus on the
relationship between intrinsic, and extrinsic motivation since perhaps classic literature

took the competitive nature of this dichotomy too far. Scveral theorists have argued
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that we have to consider how Intrinsic, and extrinsic factors can be combined to

optimise academic motivation (Alexander, 1997; Deci, 1992; Harackiewicz, Barron &
Elliot, 1998; Hidi & Berndorff, 1998; Lepper & Henderlong, 2000; Rigby, Deci,

Patrick & Ryan, 1992; Sansone & Morgan, 1992).

Intrinsic motivation has been operationally defined in various ways, although
there have been two measures that have been most often used. Basic experimental
research (Deci, 1971) has rested primarily on a behavioural measure of intrinsic
motivation called the “free choice” measure. In experiments using this measure,
participants are exposed to a task under varying conditions, for example, getting a
reward or not. Then the researcher tells the participants not to work with the target
task any more, and leaves them alone with it, and other distracting activities. This
provides a period of “free-choice” in which the participants have to decide whether to
return to the activity or not. As there is not an extrinsic reason to do the task, the
more time they spend on the task will show they are intrinsically motivated for that
task. This measure has been the mainstay through which the dynamics of intrinsic
motivation have been experimentally studied. One other common approach is to use
self-reports of interest, and enjoyment of the activity per se. Experimental studies
typically rely upon task specific measures (Ryan 1982). Most field studies have
instead used more general “domain” focused measures, such as one’s intrinsic

motivation for school, (Hartner, 1981).

As can be seen in Figure 2.4, there is also a further form of motivation which Deci

& Ryan (1985) defined as “amotivation”, the state of lacking an intention to act.

When amotivated, an individual’s behaviour lacks intentionality, and a sense of
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personal causation. Amotivation can result from not valuing an activity, not feeling
competent to do something (Deci, 1975), or not believing it will yield a desired

outcome (Seligman, 1975).

As mentioned previously, Deci & Ryan’s (1985) self-determination theory has a
strong link to L2 research because of the documented importance of intrinsic
motivation in L2 classrooms, and additionally SDT’s specific emphasis on autonomy
which 1s also of relevance. After all, many contemporary language teaching
methodologies make the assumption that taking an active, independent attitude to

learning, (that is, becoming an autonomous learner), is beneficial to learning (Benson,

2000; Little, 1991; Wenden, 1991).

Noels, Clement & Pelletier (1999) conducted an investigation in which they
considered how students’ perceptions of their teachers’ communicative style,
particularly the extent to which teachers were perceived to support student autonomy,
and provide useful feedback about students’ leaming progress, were related to
students’ intrinsic, and extrinsic motivational orientations. Corrclational analyses
determined that stronger feelings of intrinsic motivation were related to positive
language learning outcomes, including greater motivational intensity, greater self-
evaluations of competence, and a reduction in anxicty. Morcover, perceptions of the
teachers’ communicative style were related to intrinsic motivation, such that the more
controlling, and the less informative students perceived the teachers to be, the lower

the students’ intrinsic motivation was.
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To measure intrinsic/ extrinsic motivation in L2 research, Noels et al. (1999, 2000)
set out to develop a new L2-specific instrument for assessing L2 learners’ orientations
from a self-determination perspective, (that is, a questionnaire that measures various
types of intrinsic, and extrinsic orientations in L2 learning), and to relate the measures
to: various antecedent, and consequence measures, (perceptions of competence,
freedom of choice, anxiety, and the intention to continue L2 studies-all assessed by
scales well established in educational psychology), to serve as criterion measures.
And, also to relate the aforementioned obtained measures to Clement & Kruidenier’s
(1983) influential system of four types of orientations: instrumental, knowledge,
travel, and friendship. The researchers found that instrumental orientation
corresponded closely to external extrinsic regulation, whereas the other three
orientations were associated with more self-determined, and intrinsic types of motive.
Although this line of research is still inconclusive, because, for example, the
important question of how integrative orientation relates to extrinsic/ intrinsic
regulation is still to be answered), it has far-reaching potential in the study of L2
motivation. For example, language learning goals, (orientations), are a central issue
in motivation research, but the great number of goals that L2 learners pursue has
made it difficult to establish a theoretical framework for these. Applying this intrinsic/
extrinsic continuum, and the scale developed by Noels et al. (2000) could be helpful
in going beyond a merely descriptive level, and organising goals systematically. In
fact, this paradigm might be useful for analysing the classroom climate, and the L2
teachers, in terms of how controlling or autonomy supporting they are, and of course,
this clearly has immediate practical implications. For the purposes of my
investigation, I will not be conducting experiments about intrinsic, and/ or extrinsic

motivation, (as mainstream psychology has done), or organising L2 learners goals
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systematically, as described above, but secking to understand whether examples of
these types of motivational orientations are reported by the participants, and/ or
observed in relation to their L2 learning behaviour in the classrooms. It will be of
interest to note whether the participants arc intrinsically, and/ or extrinsically
motivated, and if extrinsically motivated, to identify if this is a more, or less self-
determined form. This will provide a unique opportunity to investigate intrinsic, and/
or extrinsic motivation in an authentic learning environment, and also see how they

might play out over time, hence providing a degree of ecological validity.

In sum, it will be of great interest to sec to what cxtent these concepts can partly
account for phenomena that will be demonstrated in my investigation. Given that I
will be theorising from the standpoint of action, in order to act with understanding of
the practical situation in L2 classrooms in this context, this thcory could be of
particular relevance, given its focus on not only the motives individuals have, but
also what aspects of the L2 classroom facilitate or forestall them, by supporting or
thwarting the need for competence, autonomy, and relatedness. (rescarch-oriented).

Aspects of this theory might help me refine, and improve my professional practice,

(action-oriented).

50



2.2.4 Bandura’s (1986) Self-Efficacy Theory

This theory has been selected for use in my investigation for two key reasons.
Firstly, Bandura (1986) stated that judgments of self-efficacy are task, and domain
specific, and therefore, it seems relevant to my investigation which focuses upon the
situation-specific aspect of L2 motivation, and thereby the classroom dynamics,

which would no doubt include focus on the skills, tasks, and/ or activities.

Secondly, groundbreaking motivational intervention programmes cited by Wentzel
& Wigfield (2007) had included practices focused on helping students be successful,
and providing students with help when necessary (Guthrie et al.,, 2007; Balfanz et al.,

2007) which were based on this theory.

The contribution made by the self-efficacy component of Bandura’s (1986) social
cognitive theory to the study of self-regulation, and motivation in academic settings,
cannot be underestimated. This social cognitive theory postulated that self-referent
thought mediates between knowledge, and action, and through self-reflection,
individuals evaluate their own experiences, and thought-processes. In fact,
knowledge, skill, and prior attainments are often poor predictors, of subsequent
attainments because the beliefs, that individuals hold about their abilities, and about
the outcome of their efforts, powerfully influence the ways in which they will
behave. In fact, how individuals interpret the results of their performance attainments
informs, and alters their environments, and self-beliefs, which in turn inform, and
alter their subsequent performances. This is the foundation of Bandura’s (1977, 1986)

conception of reciprocal determinism, the view that a) personal factors in the form of
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cognition, affect, and biological events, b) behaviour, and ¢) environmental influences

create interactions that result in triadic reciprocality, as set out in Figure 2.J.

Fioure 2.5 Model of the Relations between the Three Classes of Determinants in

Bandura's (1986) Conception of Triadic Reciprocality

BEHAVIOUR

RECIPROCAL
DETERMINISM

PERSONAL +<————————————ENVIRONMENT
FACTORS

Bandura (1977, 1997) formally defined perceived seclf-efficacy as, “personal
judgements of one’s capabilities to organise and execute courses of action to attain
designated goals” (Zimmerman, 2000, p. 83). He thercforc sought to assess its level,
generality, and strength across activities, and contexts. The level refers to its
dependence on the difficulty of a particular task, the generality pertains to the
transferability of self-efficacy beliefs across activities, from rcading comprehension to
writing, for example, and the strength is measured by the amount of one’s certainty
about performing a given task. So, in contrast to trait measures of self-perceptions,
self-efficacy indices focus on cognitive beliefs that arc readily influenced by four
types of experience: enactive attainment, vicarious expcrience, verbal persuasion and
physiological states. Enactive experiences are the most influential source of efficacy
belief because they are predicated on the outcomes of personal experiences, whereas
vicarious influences depend on an observer’s sclf-comparison with, as well as,
outcomes attained by a model. Verbal persuasion has a more limited impact, because

outcomes are described, not directly witnessed, and thus depend upon the credibility
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of the persuader. Finally, students base their self-efficacy judgments on their
perceived physiological reactions, such as fatigue, stress, and other emotions. Unlike
self-beliefs assumed to have trait-like stability across time, and setting, self-efficacy is
assumed to be responsive to changes in personal context, and outcomes, whether

experienced directly, vicariously, verbally, or physiologically.

In fact, in academic settings, self-efficacy research has investigated the
relationships among efficacy beliefs, related psychological constructs, and academic
motivation, and achievement. Self-efficacy has been prominent in studies that have
explored its relationships with attributions (Schunk, 1981, 1983), goal setting (Locke
& Latham, 1990; Wood & Locke, 1987), modeling (Schunk, 1981, 1987), problem
solving (Bouffard-Bouchard, 1989; Larson, Piersel, Imao & Allen, 1990), reward
contingencies (Schunk, 1983), strategy training (Schunk & Cox, 1986), teaching, and
teacher education (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984), anxiety, and self-

concept (Pajares & Miller, 1994), and varied academic performances (Bouffard &

Vezeau, 1996).

Properties of self-efficacy judgements are measured using questionnaire items that
are task specific, vary in difficulty, and capture degrees of confidence, (for example,
from 0-100%). It 1s important to note that judgments of self-efficacy are task, and
domain specific, so global or inappropriately defined self-efficacy assessments,
weaken effects. In fact, self-etficacy beliefs should be assessed at the optimal level of
specificity that corresponds to the criterial task being assessed, and the domain of
functioning being analysed. As Pajares (1996) pointed out, this caution has gone

unheaded in educational research, which has resulted in self-efficacy assessments that
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reflect global or generalised attitudes about capabilitics bearing slight or no
resemblance to the criterial task to which they arc being compared. For example, the
broadest most general self-efficacy assessments consist of an omnibus type of
instrument, that attempts to measure a general type of efficacy. Bandura (1936)
argued that these create problems with predictive relevance, and are obscure about
what is being assessed. Therefore, Bandura (1986) stressed that self-efficacy
judgments should be tailored to the domain of functioning, and/ or task under
investigation. It is of interest to note that these comments could perhaps equally be
about the measuring instruments used by the Gardnerian social psychological
tradition, discussed in 2.2.1, which also do not focus on the tasks related to L2

learning either, but take a global, and generalised approach to L2 motivation.

How could this theory, and related empirical research have practical utility in L2
classrooms? Bandura (1977) provided evidence that sclf-efficacious students
participate more readily, work harder, persist longer, and have fewer adverse
emotional reactions when they encounter difficulties, than do those who doubt their
capabilities. In fact, in terms of choice of activities, sclf-efficacious students
undertake difficult, and challenging tasks more readily than do inefficacious students.
In addition, students’ beliefs about their efficacy to manage academic task demands
can also influence them emotionally by decreasing stress, anxicty, and depression
(Bandura, 1997). Pajares (1996) added that efficacy beliefs help determine how much
effort individuals will expend on an activity, how long they will persevere when
confronting obstacles, and how resilient they will prove in the face of adverse
situations-the higher the sense of efficacy, the greater the effort, persistence, and

resilience. And in fact, efficacy beliefs also influence individuals® thought-patterns,
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and emotional reactions. Self-efficacy beliefs also provide students with a sense of
agency to motivate their learning, through use of such self-regulatory processes as
goal-setting, self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and strategy use. In addition, there 1s
evidence that the more capable students judge themselves to be, the more challenging
goals they embrace (Zimmermann, Bandura & Martinez-Pons, 1992). For the
purposes of my investigation, I will not be measuring the L2 learners’ self-efficacy in
the previously described ways, but seeking to understand in what ways self-efficacy

beliefs affect the learners in the L2 classrooms.

However, it must be noted that self-efficacy beliefs differ conceptually, and

psychometrically from closely-related constructs, such as outcome expectations, self-
concepts, and perceived control, which are beyond the scope of my investigation. In
fact, Bandura (1986) stated that although self-efficacy and outcome expectations were
both hypothesised to affect motivation, he suggested that self-efficacy, would play a
larger role because “the types of outcomes people anticipate depend largely on their

judgments of how well they are going to perform in a given situation” (p. 392).

In sum, students’ self-perceptions of efficacy are distinctive from related
motivational constructs because of their specificity, and close correspondence to
performance tasks. These cognitive beliefs differ conceptually, and psychometrically
from trait self-belief measures, due to their sensitivity to <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>