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ABSTRACT 
 

The notion of learner autonomy is one of the major theoretical constructs studied 

in L2 learning. Drawing on Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination Theory (SDT), 

I sought to investigate and describe L2 learner autonomy and how an educational 

intervention influences it.  The SDT conceptualizing human motivation for learning as 

existing on a continuum from extrinsic to intrinsic motivation provides ways of 

measuring learner autonomy and a rationale for educational interventions for 

developing it.  

The present study had four purposes. The first was to investigate the profiles of 

Japanese university L2 English learners with varying degrees of L2 learner autonomy in 

terms of autonomy-related constructs. The second and third were to investigate the 

effect of an autonomy fostering intervention based on the Vocabulary Self-Collection 

Strategy, an alternative L1 teaching reading method, both on L2 learners’ linguistic 

ability and autonomy development.  The fourth was to quantitatively and qualitatively 

investigate how the participants perceive the autonomy fostering activities. 

183 university students at two private universities completed motivational, affect 

and strategy use questionnaires before and after the intervention of one semester, and 

the items were validated using the Rasch rating scale model. They also completed the 

Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire after they went through the intervention.  

The participants were divided into two groups, high and low autonomous 

motivation groups, using the autonomous index computed by the SDT-based 

motivational constructs. As expected, the high autonomous group displayed 
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significantly higher means for internal motivational constructs, L2 productive 

confidence and all the three strategy use constructs (vocabulary, metacognitive, and 

social strategy use), while the low autonomous motivation group displayed significantly 

higher means for less autonomous motivational constructs. However, the two groups 

did not differ significantly in external regulation, L2 learning anxiety, and reading 

confidence. The reasons were discussed in connection with Japanese English education. 

The adapted VSS yielded significant effects on the participants’ vocabulary 

learning and L2 learning anxiety (for both groups) and social strategy use (for the low 

autonomous motivation group). At the same time, motivational constructs remained the 

same. The implementation of the adapted VSS into the adult L2 English class was 

considered in terms of its effects on the development of linguistic and autonomous 

forms of learning quoting from the students’ quantitative and qualitative responses to 

this approach.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Issue 

Learner autonomy usually refers to “the capacity to take charge of, or 

responsibility for, one’s own learning” (Benson, 2001, p. 47; for similar definitions, see 

Dickinson, 1995, p. 167; Littlewood, 1999, p. 71; Nunan 1996, p. 15; Pemberton, 1996, 

p. 3). The notion of autonomy was brought into the second or foreign language learning 

and teaching field in 1971 by Holec, when he led the Council of Europe’s Modern 

Language Project, which was part of the larger socio-political adult education 

movement (see Benson, 2001, 2006, and Esch, 1996 for historical reviews). Learner 

autonomy rather quickly attained a “buzzword” status between the late 1980s and the 

early 1990s partly because it overlapped with some important pedagogical concerns, 

such as learner-centeredness and learner independence, which were key principles of 

the then already dominant second language teaching method, communicative language 

teaching (CLT). Influential proponents of CLT (e.g., Nunan, 1993) discussed learners’ 

active participation in planning, implementing, and evaluating language programs, 

while Willis (1996), an important proponent of task-based teaching, stressed that the 

final goal of L2 pedagogy is to help learners become “self-reliant” (p. 10). 

In 1996, by drawing on the critical theorists’ perspective, Benson (1996) 

challenged the “unproblematic” (p. 27) nature of the application of the originally socio-

politically oriented notion of autonomy into mainstream applied linguistic thinking and 
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L2 pedagogy. Benson demarcated existing studies into two camps, the socio-

political/situational and the individual/psychological. He argued that Holec’s (1981) 

original idea of learner autonomy was theoretically rigorous and served as a political 

principle for a leading center for researching and practicing self-directed learning in 

France. Holec’s description of learner autonomy in L2 learning included the ideas that 

learners should assume “the responsibility for all the decisions” (Holec, 1981, p. 3), that 

learners who were not autonomous yet should have this responsibility, and that there 

should be “a learning structure in which control over the learning can be exercised by 

the learner” (p. 7). Against these rigorous ideas, researchers such as Allwright (1988) 

and Wenden (1991) advanced weaker or individual/psychological versions of L2 learner 

autonomy, in which teachers engaged in classroom teaching could contribute to 

promoting learner autonomy by encouraging autonomous learning behavior, or by 

helping learners develop effective learning skills and knowledge. Benson pointed out 

that these weaker versions of learner autonomy were incorporated into learner strategy 

training, one of the then major sub-fields in L2 teaching and learning, resulting in 

weakening the socio-political/situational issues involved in the notion of learner 

autonomy. Thus, he called for a rethinking for the popularized way of thinking about L2 

learner autonomy, stressing that language teaching entailed issues of power and that this 

aspect should not be neglected. He then proposed an alternative conceptual framework 

that included the notion of learners’ exercising control over the learning process, 

resources, and language. Other critical theorists raised similar issues against the 
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mainstream thinking about L2 learner autonomy (e.g., Palfreyman, 2003; 

Pennycook,1997; Schmenk, 2005).  

In 1997, however, Benson, still emphasizing the need to critically think about 

the mainstream L2 learner autonomy and to remember the political origin of this notion, 

added a modification to his 1996 individual/psychological unit, subdividing it into the 

technical and the constructivist approaches. He explained that whereas the 

individual/technical approaches focused on training learning strategies, the 

individual/psychological approaches included constructivist ways of teaching and 

learning that valued social interaction and engagement with people and the target 

language. Thus, his recognition of the individual/psychological approaches in the L2 

learner autonomy teaching practices suggested that even the individual/psychological 

unit could be extended to include social approaches for learning and teaching such as 

meaningful and authentic interactions with the target language and among learners. At 

the same time, Benson extended his political approach to include practical ways to 

develop autonomy, such as authentic interactions with the target language and its users, 

collaborative work, and collective decision-making.  

In 2001, Benson wrote a comprehensive book on autonomy in language 

learning. In this book, although his preferred way of thinking about autonomy in 

language learning included the notion’s socio-political connotation, as he described 

autonomous learners as both better language learners and more responsible and critical 

social members, he dealt with not only these conceptual issues, but also issues relevant 

to fostering autonomy in different teaching and learning situations in depth. He also 
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called for more empirical research on autonomy, as there was not enough empirical data 

to arrive at a clearer understanding of the nature of autonomy in L2 learning and ways 

to foster it.  

This was the situation in the field when I began to conceive of basing the present 

research on the notion that L2 learning autonomy could be fostered through classroom 

tasks and that increased autonomy would result in greater acquisition. I viewed 

Benson’s 1996 paper as a call for critical thinking about the notion of L2 learner 

autonomy and the practices based on it. As I read more, I found theorists such as Aoki 

and Smith (2003) and Little (2003), acknowledging the importance of questioning the 

uncritical acceptance of the notion in our field, and discussing it as a universal human 

capacity that can be legitimately promoted in different social and cultural contexts. My 

reading of the relevant literature led me to decide to begin this study by situating it in 

Benson’s 1996 description.  

 

Statement of the Problem 

Four important gaps in the literature on learner autonomy exist. The first gap is 

that there is not enough conceptual work done on autonomy relating it to other 

individual difference variables. Some researchers have investigated the characteristics 

of L2 English learners in terms of motivation and learning strategy constructs, but they 

did not include variables associated with learners’ perceived L2 learning 

competence/anxiety. Some other researchers investigated the characteristics of L2 

English learners in terms of strategy use and confidence constructs, but did not include 
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motivational constructs. Motivational, affective, and strategy use have been 

hypothesized to be important in fostering L2 learner autonomy (Benson, 2011), but 

conceptual work linking these constructs to L2 learner autonomy is needed.  

The second gap is that there is not enough research in the field to guide 

researchers and teachers wishing to implement various educational interventions with 

the aim of increasing both learner autonomy and the foreign language acquisition of 

those learners. Virtually no researchers have utilized interventionist and survey 

techniques together in L2 learner autonomy research to investigate what could be 

influenced in terms of learners’ linguistic, motivational, affective, and strategy use 

constructs through such intervention.  

Related to the second gap, only one empirical study with elementary L2 learners 

was made using an autonomy fostering approach, the Vocabulary Self-Collection 

Strategy introduced in the 1980s as an alternative L1 reading pedagogy. Both L1 

reading studies and the L2 learner autonomy fostering study reported positive findings, 

but they were only about the participants’ linguistic skills. Investigations on the effects 

of the VSS on both L2 learners’ linguistic and autonomy-related constructs are needed.  

Finally, no researchers have investigated EFL participants’ responses to 

autonomy fostering activities with the use of quantitative and qualitative data collection 

techniques. The findings provide insight into learners’ perceptions of activities 

hypothesized to promote autonomous forms of learning. 
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Purposes and Significance of the Study 

This study has four major purposes. The first purpose is to identify the links 

among L2 learner motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use with Japanese 

university L2 English learners with varying degrees of L2 learner autonomy, measured 

with the Self-Determination Theory-based motivational continuum. The results will 

help to illuminate how autonomy is related to other variables and thereby provide a 

clearer understanding of L2 English learner autonomy. 

The second purpose is to investigate which of the above-mentioned constructs 

can be changed through a specific educational intervention. This is important given that 

positive changes in such variables are hypothesized to result in more positive 

educational outcomes. In this study, that would be greater lexical acquisition. 

The third purpose is to investigate the effect of an adapted Vocabulary Self-

Collection Strategy on fostering both linguistic ability (i.e. lexical acquisition) and 

autonomy with Japanese young adult EFL learners. If this pedagogical approach is 

successful, it will provide a base from which other researchers can investigate specific 

pedagogical interventions designed to increase learner autonomy and result in better 

educational outcomes. 

The fourth purpose is to investigate how the participants perceive a set of learner 

autonomy fostering activities that aims at transferring learning responsibility from 

teacher to learner over the course of one academic semester. The investigation is made 

both by eliciting learners’ responses with a questionnaire and eliciting comments with 

open-ended questions. Because meaning learning takes place over time, the results will 
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indicate to what degree the activities used in this study can be successful in the Japanese 

university EFL classroom. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

The first audience for this study is researchers. Researchers will benefit from the 

findings concerning the profiles L2 English learners display in terms of motivational, 

affective, and strategy use according to their autonomous motivational levels and how 

to promote L2 learners’ autonomy. Because few L2 researchers have investigated 

fostering EFL learner autonomy using an adapted L1 reading based-vocabulary learning 

approach and by administering questionnaires in a pre-post research design, the findings 

can provide them with ways to investigate autonomy and promoting it through specific 

educational interventions. 

The second audience for the study is course designers and teachers. The findings 

provide information that might be useful to L2 English course designers and teachers 

when planning classes. This information includes details about the effectiveness of one 

pedagogical intervention designed to increase learner autonomy, the effects of the 

intervention on a number of affective (i.e., motivation, confidence/anxiety) and strategy 

use variables. The findings will also provide teachers interested in the development of 

learner autonomy ways to promote autonomous forms of learning through whole class 

instruction. Teachers will also gain information concerning how students perceive 

individual and collaborative study of unfamiliar L2 vocabulary based on reading, close 

dictionary use, and writing target words in a vocabulary journal. 
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Delimitations 

The participants of the present study are L1 Japanese university students who 

are studying English either as their major or one of their subjects required for their 

graduation. The majority of them have received six or seven years of formal English 

education at junior and high schools, and as such can be considered intermediate 

proficiency L2 English learners. Generalizing the findings from the present study to 

other contexts should be done with caution given possible differences in terms of L1, 

affect, English-language proficiency, and cultural norms. 

 

The Organization of This Study 

In Chapter 2, I first provide a brief historical review of L2 learner autonomy in 

order to situate the present study, which some theorists might call a version of the 

depoliticized, individual, and psychological approaches. In addition, I consider 

definitions of autonomy in order to describe the perspective on which the present study 

is based. I examine empirical studies of L2 learner autonomy categorizing them into 

interventionist studies and survey studies. These two approaches lack a conceptual 

framework relating variables hypothesized to be important for explaining L2 learner 

autonomy. Therefore, a motivational model based on Self-Determination Theory 

advanced by Deci and Ryan is examined in this study because the model posits that 

intrinsic or internal motivation to learn something, affective (confidence or efficacy) 

constructs, and strategy use constructs are necessary components of learner autonomy. 

After confirming the important links among three psychological constructs for 
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describing learner autonomy, I look at autonomy fostering action research conducted 

with Japanese university students. The purpose is to investigate whether an autonomy 

enhancing intervention focusing on L2 vocabulary development and transfer of learning 

responsibility from teacher to learner is a viable approach for increasing L2 learner 

autonomy. Finally, the Vocabulary Self-Collection in L1 reading is introduced and 

examined with the aim of adapting it into the present study as an autonomy fostering 

intervention. 

In Chapter 3, Methods, after describing the participants and general context of 

the present study, the instrumentation is described. I then explain the procedures and the 

analyses that are employed to examine the research questions. In Chapter 4, I present 

the validation process for the questionnaire used in the present study using factor 

analyses and the Rasch rating scale model. Based on the validation results, an index to 

group the participants in terms of autonomous motivation levels is presented. In Chapter 

5, I present the findings for the four research questions. In Chapter 6, those findings are 

discussed in relation to previous studies, and theoretical and pedagogical implications 

are discussed in relation to the L2 learner autonomy literature, and L2 learning and 

teaching. In Chapter 7, I describe the limitations of the study and make suggestions for 

further research. 



 10 

CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

A Historical Review of Autonomy in L2 Education 

As indicated above, rather than thinking of learner autonomy as a self-evidently 

positive goal for second/foreign language learning, Benson (1996) called for a more 

critical approach to learner autonomy. Referring to three influential contributions in the 

literature (Allwright, 1988; Holec, 1981; Wenden, 1991), he argued that a binary 

division has developed in approaches to L2 learner autonomy. The division occurred 

when Allwright and Wenden popularized the concept of learner autonomy as being 

intimately associated with individual psychological variables in the field, a view that 

differed from Holec’s original conceptualization of learner autonomy as involving 

political aspects of education. Holec’s conceptualization has served as a political 

principle for self-directed learning (SDL) at the Centre de Resherches et d’Applications 

en Langues (CRAPEL) at Nancy University in France, an institution that has played a 

leading role for research and practice in the field up to the present day (see Esch, 1996 

and Wenden, 2002 for reviews). Importantly, L2 learning projects supported in this 

institution formed one part of the broader socio-political movement in which adult 

education should contribute to the improvement of the quality of life, not merely to 

material well being. Thus, education should help each individual learner to develop the 

ability that “enables him to act more responsibly in running the affairs of the society in 

which he lives” (Holec, 1981, p. 1). Based on this principle, Holec (1981) defined 
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autonomy as “the ability to take charge of one’s own learning” (p. 3) and stated that this 

ability includes “hold[ing] the responsibility for all the decisions” involved in learning, 

from determining objectives to evaluating what has been learned. He recommended that 

even learners who are not yet autonomous should be responsible for the whole of their 

learning, and that teachers’ primary task should be to offer support. In addition, Holec 

stressed that for this ability to be realized, “there must be a learning structure in which 

control over the learning can be exercised by the learner” (p. 7). 

As Benson emphasized, Holec’s definition of learner autonomy, which includes 

terms like “learning structure” and “to hold responsibility for all decisions” and the 

notion that the teacher’s role was to support learners’ attempts to learn rather than teach 

them, could be interpreted as the virtual rejection of traditional classroom teaching. This 

was the point, according to Benson (1996), on which Allwright (1988) cast a strong 

doubt. Allwright suggested that if teachers could encourage autonomous classroom 

behavior in students, there could be ways to promote learner autonomy even through 

traditional whole-class instruction. Benson further argued that this weaker version of 

Holec’s original conception of language learner autonomy was even more developed by 

Wenden (1991) when she connected learner autonomy with another sub-field in 

second/foreign language learning, learner strategy training. Benson, who pointed out 

that Wenden wanted to “situate the methodology of learner training (learner strategy 

training in particular) within the wider theoretical context of learner autonomy” (p. 30, 

original italics), was critical of Wenden’s 1991 article because he felt that Wenden was 

equating “successful,” “expert,” or “intelligent” (Wenden, 1991, p. 15) learners with 
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autonomous learners and autonomy with the acquisition of the skills and knowledge for 

effective learning. Thus, Benson claimed that Wenden’s incorporation of the notion of 

learner autonomy in learner strategy training prompted a further weakening of the 

structural or situational elements of L2 learner autonomy in mainstream second/foreign 

language learning. In short, Benson argued that her exclusive emphasis on learner 

behavior and her silence about the politically oriented origin of learner autonomy 

created an impression that the learner’s behavior is a sufficient condition for autonomy. 

Furthermore, this view, he pointed out, precipitated the proliferation of depoliticized, 

individual, and psychological versions of learner autonomy in L2 learning and teaching. 

At the same time, Benson (1996), by drawing on the perspective of critical 

pedagogy advanced by such scholars as Benesch (1993) and Pennycook (1989), stressed 

that language teaching is intimately related to the issue of power and that neglecting this 

aspect of language pedagogy is an implicit acceptance of the status quo. Therefore, 

Benson’s political version of learner autonomy was meant to create learning situations 

in which learners exercised, not “responsibility,” but control over “the three inter-

related levels: control of the learning process, control of resources and control of 

language” (p. 31). The focus of his 1996 paper, thus, was to call for critical thinking 

about L2 learner autonomy and to propose an alternative conceptual framework. 

Readers were not provided with practical suggestions for practicing his favored 

critical/political approaches. 

In 1997, Benson added several interesting modifications to his original 1996 

criticism of mainstream versions of L2 learner autonomy. He recognized 
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“constructivist” approaches as increasingly influential in the literature and divided his 

original individual/psychological division into the “technical” and “constructivist” 

approaches. According to Benson, whereas the “technical” approach is only focused on 

strategy training, the “constructivist” approach addresses the internal development of 

particular attitudes, learners’ ability to take responsibility for their own learning, and 

teachers’ role of offering situational support. Benson did not specify what forms the 

support might take. He acknowledged that this constructivist approach “tend[s] to value 

interaction and engagement with the target language” and “people” (p. 24). This implies 

that the individual/psychological version of learner autonomy that Benson originally 

described can be distinguished into two subdivisions, individual/technical and 

individual/psychological, and that the psychological version can be extended to include 

interactive approaches to learning that can be implemented through the use of an L2 in 

more authentic or meaningful ways. 

Concurrently with these modifications, Benson (1997) presented a more 

practical model for the critical/political approach, in which he proposed a more 

“extended notion of the political” (p. 33). He admitted that there might be objections to 

his proposed political version because forcing such an approach on students who simply 

want to learn language may be “ethically questionable and counter-productive” in many 

language learning situations (p. 32). In this paper, he set forth his eleven-point 

“extended notion of the political” approach to L2 learner autonomy. It should be noted 

that the following three points concern what his original more critical/political version 

argued; control over the management of learning, control over the content of learning, 
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and control over resources. Many of the remaining points have closer affinity to issues 

addressed in the constructivist (psychological) approach, such as “authentic interaction 

with the target language and its users, collaborative group work and collective decision 

making, participation in open-ended learning tasks” (p. 33). Presented in this weaker 

version, his last point, “discussion and criticism of target language norms,” does not 

seem to strictly refer to learners engaging in political criticism as critical pedagogy 

demands. Teachers can deal with this point by encouraging learners to be more critical 

of the content of their learning materials even within a usual constructivist classroom. 

At the same time, Benson (1997) mentioned a problem involved in his three-part 

classification of L2 learner autonomy approaches. He stated that many L2 learner 

autonomy advocates adopt a position representing a mixture of elements from each of 

the three approaches. In this way, Benson acknowledged that actual teaching usually 

requires more practical adaptation and thinking. More recently, Benson’s political 

expressiveness became somewhat more mitigated and his stance toward the 

skills/strategies-based learner autonomy approach was less critical than in his original 

1996 paper. Benson (2001) even suggested that empirical researchers can consider 

using some of the items on the Strategy of Inventory for Language Learning 

(SILL)(Oxford, 1990), a hallmark of the learning strategy approach. He stated, “In 

principle, the last three sections of the SILL (comprising 21 questions in the EFL/ESL 

version) might be used to assess the degree to which students report that they take 

control of elements of their own learning” (p. 84). These changes in his thinking may 

reflect his double recognition of the complexities of applying theory into practice and 
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the importance of critical thinking towards the mainstream thinking and approaches in 

the field. 

Considering my own teaching situation and my beliefs about second/foreign 

language learning, I will follow in principle the constructivist approach, which stresses 

that second/foreign language learning is based on both social processes and the 

individual’s psychological and cognitive processes. I agree with Benson (1996), who 

wrote, citing Garrison’s (1992) critical and constructivist educational theory, that 

learning by definition is social because it includes dialogue with others and that the 

dialogue serves to validate meaning through shared control of the learning process. This 

may be a tenet of critical pedagogy, but it is also one that constructivists in education 

espouse (see Williams & Burden, 2002, pp. 42-44 for a summary of social 

constructivism in education). Briefly, the term “social constructivism” is differentiated 

from “constructivism” in psychology. According to Williams and Burden, 

constructivism originally refers to Piaget’s theory of how individual humans engage 

from birth in constructing personal meaning-making through interaction with the outer 

world, including the people around them. While Piaget focused on the internal 

processes involved in psychological maturation, later proponents of his theory (e.g., 

Bruner, 1960) expanded it to include aspects of social interaction involved in human 

learning when they introduced it into the field of education. This approach views the 

mediating role of social contexts (e.g., significant others, teachers, or peers) as 

important in learning. Therefore, the constructivist versions of L2 learner autonomy can 

be extended to address “the social,” which is the point that Benson (1996) originally 
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criticized as insufficiently addressed in the mainstream versions of L2 learner 

autonomy. Nonetheless, it should not be forgotten that constructivist theory stresses 

internal learning processes, too. 

 

Definitions of Autonomy 

A dictionary definition of autonomy states that autonomy is “the ability to make 

your own decisions about what to do rather than being influenced by someone else or 

told what to do” (Sinclair, Ed., 1987, Collins COBUILD English Language Dictionary). 

However, when we consider autonomy in education, it should not necessarily be viewed 

as an absolute notion as in the dictionary definition above, because educators have to 

foster the development of autonomy in learners over an extended period of time, a point 

made by Holec (1981), who stated that “autonomy is not inborn but must be acquired 

either by ‘natural’ means or (as most often happens) by formal learning” (p. 3). 

Regarding this seemingly contradictory aspect of autonomy, Deci and Ryan 

(1985; 1995) provided an important link between the mediator’s role and the child’s 

development of autonomy in learning. Developmental child psychologists have 

observed that extrinsically motivated behaviors can become intrinsic and autonomous 

through humans’ “natural tendencies to internalize and integrate meaningful aspects of 

[their] social context,” (Deci & Ryan, 1995, p. 38), which is a function of the 

fundamental human need called “organismic integration” (p. 38). According to Deci and 

Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory: 
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people tend naturally to internalize the regulations of socially sanctioned activities 
to feel related to others and efficacious within the social world, and they tend to 
integrate those regulatory processes to maximize their experience of autonomy or 
self-regulation. (italics added) (p. 38). 

 
Their theory suggests that individuals naturally pursue autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness to others in their actions and that the people whom learners come into 

contact with can contribute to or inhibit the development of autonomy. In short, in Deci 

and Ryan’s theory, autonomy includes competence (“efficacious”) and relatedness, as 

all humans are social beings who cannot live in a social vacuum. Importantly, 

competence is an integral and essential part of autonomy, and by extension, (L2) learner 

autonomy. 

Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier and Ryan (1991) stated that many forms of formal 

education, with their socio-cultural practices and values, as well as educational policies, 

can exert a negative influence on the development of autonomous self-regulation. While 

this is certainly true, it is also certain that, as Deci and Ryan’s theory implies, both 

people and educational mediation can be supportive, not just inhibiting or negatively 

conditioning. Thus, while Deci and Ryan’s theory provides conceptual support for the 

role of educational intervention in developing L2 learner autonomy, issues concerning 

specific ways for teachers to help learners undergo self-regulating advancement remain 

to be investigated. 
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Interventionist Studies of L2 Learner Autonomy 

In the next two sections, I will review a number of empirical studies that can be, 

following Benson’s categorization, considered individual/psychological approaches to 

L2 learner autonomy. First I will examine intervention studies and then survey studies. 

Table 1 summarizes seven empirical intervention studies. Despite the limited 

number of studies listed in the table, it provides a general sense of how autonomy-

fostering interventions can be conducted, how research has been carried out, and how 

the findings have been reported. 

Holec (1981), in a discussion of teaching objectives that could be applied in 

autonomy-fostering frameworks, stated that autonomy fostering intervention should 

ideally provide learners with opportunities both to develop target language skills 

according to their chosen objectives and to become aware of various aspects of their 

learning processes. However, when commenting on empirical studies, Holec 

acknowledged the practical difficulties and the “limited” (p. 29) ways that most teachers 

have to introduce autonomous learning into traditional systems of teaching. 

Table 1 shows that Holec’s observation about empirical studies is accurate. 

While Smith (2003) provided learners with autonomy-enhancing opportunities both in 

terms of linguistic and metacognitive strategy development, the other studies were 

focused either on language or strategies, perhaps depending on the constraints of the 

educational context or research purposes. Methodologically, Ho and Crookall (1995) 

and Smith employed qualitative techniques, while Pino-Silva (1993), Victori and 
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Table 1. Interventionist Studies of L2 Learner Autonomy Based on 
Individual/Psychological Approaches 

 Studies focusing on the individual's Studies utilizing a constructivist 
Study inner processes perspective 

   
Pino-Silva (1993) N = not specified. University students 

studied teacher-prepared word lists 
independently outside of class. Four tests 
were administered. Students self-rated 
vocabulary confidence (pre/post, but 
questions were not reported). Positive 
vocabulary test results and positive 
observational accounts of students’ 
affective aspects were reported. 

 

   

Ho & Crookall 
(1995) 

 N = 21 first-year university students, who 
majored in English for Professional 
Communication. Students participated in 
a computer-mediated simulation to 
conclude a treaty to save the world ocean 
with student teams from 26 nations. The 
authors reported positive observational 
accounts of the study. They presented 
positive findings from the end-of-the-
course questionnaires and an excerpt 
from a student’s reflective writing on the 
project. 

   
Victori & Lockhart 
(1995) 

N = 41 (summed over two years). L2 
Learners received learning-related 
counseling at a university center twice a 
month and were allowed to use the self-
access center. Questionnaires were used 
to measure tolerance toward language 
ambiguity, self-esteem, motivation, and 
strategy use. Positive observational 
accounts and gains on scores on the 
questionnaires were reported about two 
individual cases selected from the data 
pool. 

 

   
Dam & 
Legenhausen (1996) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Experimental, n = 21, Control, n =17 
(same school), and Reference group, n = 
28 (grammar school), 12 years olds. The 
experimental group collected English 
words from the environment (e.g., T-
shirts, stickers), selected words from 
teacher-introduced materials, and learned 
words by using them in their self- 
introduction in English to the class. They 
shared the selected words by displaying 
posters with the target words written on 
them or keeping new words in their word 
box. The collected words excelled those 
required by the official syllabus in terms of 
frequency and types. Long-term retention 
of the experimental group was found to be 
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Table 1 (continued)  

  

 equal or greater than that of the reference 
group. 

  
Miller & Ng 
(1996) 

 N = 41 university students. After receiving 
lectures on language evaluation, students 
made oral tests in groups of four, and 
tested another group in the same class. 
High correlations were found between the 
students’ and teachers’ evaluation of 
student oral performance tests. Students’ 
responses to open-ended questions were 
analyzed. 28 students responded 
positively about the experience and 34 
commented negatively on assessing 
peers. 

   
Cohen, Weaver, 
& Li (1998) 

Experimental = 32 and Comparison = 23, 
university students. Experimental group 
received strategies-based instruction for 
10 weeks. Students completed the SILL 
(pre-post); did three types of oral 
performance tests, completed a Strategy 
Checklist written by the authors for 
speaking performance after each 
performance by thinking back on how they 
used strategies before, during and after 
each performance, and answered four 
open-ended questions after the last 
performance. 21 students from both 
conditions provided think-aloud protocols. 
ANOVAs revealed a significant difference 
in task #3. Correlations between strategy 
use (SILL or Checklist) and performance 
grades were mixed. Think-aloud protocols 
were categorized into two themes; 
Responses Toward Strategy Use and 
Feedback on the Checklist Items. 

 

   
Smith (2003)  N = 7 Japanese university classes, 35–40 

students each, third- and fourth-year 
English majors (The number of the 
participants was not reported). The author 
provided four rooms; two usual 
classrooms (debate, free conversation), 
an AV room, and the teacher’s office, 
which was equipped with TV dramas and 
their scripts. Students could work 
individually, in pairs, or in groups. 
Students wrote self-reflections on their 
within-class and out-of-class learning, and 
made a presentation on their within-class 
learning. Positive findings were reported 
through the author's accounts of the study 
with five excerpts from the students' 
written reflections. 
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Lockhart (1995), and Dam and Legenhausen (1996) conducted quantitative studies. 

Miller and Ng (1996), and Cohen et al. (1998) utilized a mixed-methods approach. 

Pino-Silva (1993) tried to improve the vocabulary knowledge of science and 

technology university majors in untutored ways. The teacher-researcher, after 

consulting both her colleagues and students about items that they perceived as causing 

difficulties in reading science and technical texts, prepared a list of 1,000 words or 

lexical phrases, which was divided into four sections; 200, 300, 200, and 300 words, 

respectively. The students studied each section for three weeks outside the class in their 

own way and took a test on each section. Because the teachers selected the target 

vocabulary, Pino-Silva emphasized that autonomous self-instruction was centered not 

on the materials to be learned but on how to learn them. She encouraged the students to 

apply self-study strategies or form study groups. She also asked her participants to self-

rate their vocabulary confidence in a pre/post design. She did not the specify  

passing /failing scores for her test results, or the data collection procedures and analysis 

of the students’ perceived knowledge and ability, but she reported that 73% of the 

students passed multiple-choice tests 1, 2, and 3 the first time around and that the 

students’ self-rating of their vocabulary knowledge and text comprehension ability 

increased significantly. She concluded that what she called “untutored vocabulary 

acquisition” (p. 845) was an effective way to improve learners’ vocabulary knowledge. 

Dam and Legenhausen (1996) investigated the effectiveness of autonomy-

enhancing vocabulary learning through learners’ self-selection of vocabulary. The 

authors hypothesized that beginners’ self-selected vocabulary learning would equal or 
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exceed the official syllabus guidelines for vocabulary acquisition for the targeted age 

group. The experimental group of 21 twelve-year-old students collected L2 English 

vocabulary from their surroundings or selected words from teacher-introduced 

materials, and produced them as language output (e.g., posters and word cards) 

individually, in pairs, or in small groups. Those collected words were kept in “Our 

material box” or written on posters and put up on “Our English board” in the first four 

weeks (i.e., 16 lessons) of the class so that the class members could share the newly 

learned words. The authors analyzed 400 entries that had been collected and publicly 

shared by the experimental class in terms of both semantic fields and frequency. It was 

found that the 400 items collected by the experimental group after 16 lessons exceeded 

the number of words that the official syllabus required the students to learn in 35 

lessons. Semantically, the experimental group’s collection included a wider variety of 

lexical fields, 28 animal-related and 12 food-related words. The official course textbook 

did not introduce any words from these semantic fields in the first 35 lessons. After four 

weeks, 32% of the 500 most frequent words based on their teaching vocabulary list 

were shared publicly by the experimental group while only 19% of the same frequency 

words were introduced in the official textbook after 35 lessons. Also, after 11 weeks, 

the long-term retention of the experimental group was compared with the performance 

of a reference group from a superior German school. The test battery included auditory 

recognition, meaning recall (through translational equivalents or drawing, or matching), 

and spelling. Out of the five comparable sub-tests, the German grammar school students 

performed slightly better than the experimental group on the spelling subtest (88.7% 
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versus 73.1%, of the tested words) while the experimental group performed slightly 

better on average on the two auditory recognition tests (95.5% versus 89.3%). The 

results were mixed for the other two meaning recognition tests. The authors argued that 

providing autonomy yielded vocabulary learning equal to or better than that of the 

reference group who were provided with a superior L2 learning education. 

Ho and Crookall (1995) attempted to change their university students’ learning 

behavior by changing the class from a relatively teacher-fronted approach to a student-

initiated one and to improve their communicative L2 English skills through the use of a 

computer-mediated simulation program. Twenty-one first-year university English 

communication majors assumed the role of ministers of a poor landlocked country and 

engaged in group-work in order to reach an international treaty on world sea 

preservation with other student teams representing 26 countries. The student team had 

to prepare a two-page policy statement, a 10-page position paper, and various drafts of 

the treaty. The authors claimed that the simulation program provided the students with 

opportunities to use their L2 communicatively and to experience a non-traditional 

teacher-fronted relationship. The authors found that the students had dealt with 1750 

simulation communications (e.g., editorials and arguments) and exchanged several 

thousand other messages in real-time teleconferences. The authors reported that the 

teacher’s insufficient computer skill caused her and the students to initiate a new type of 

relationship, with the teacher becoming a helper rather than an “all-knowing teacher” 

(p. 240), an image that the authors claimed that Chinese students traditionally expected 

of teachers. Based on these observations, the authors argued for the importance of 
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providing a learning environment in which learners have to initiate both autonomous 

learning behavior and real target language use. 

Smith (2003) also sought to transfer teacher responsibility for managing English 

classes to students. The students clarified their individual learning goals, chose a within-

class activity from nine different kinds of activities, and wrote an evaluation concerning 

what they had done. Qualitative data showed positive student evaluations of this form of 

class management. Although the data were not thematically categorized, some students 

positively reflected on their increased confidence in speaking English, suggesting that 

confidence can be an important variable in fostering L2 learner autonomy. 

Victori and Lockhart (1995) focused on enhancing learners’ knowledge of L2 

learning strategies and their use in order to develop the learners’ autonomy through 

learner training and counseling programs at a university affiliated language center. The 

authors employed an instrument that they called AmbiMoti, which was made up of 16 

items that were designed to assess motivation, self-esteem, and tolerance of ambiguity 

involved in language learning/use situations. They also administered the Assumptions 

about Language Learning (ALL) questionnaire consisting of 22 items designed to 

measure person knowledge (e.g., motivation, personality, and learning style), 26 items 

for measuring task knowledge (e.g., roles of teacher and learner, group work, error 

treatment), and 182 items measuring strategic knowledge (e.g., metacognitive strategies, 

cognitive strategies, and skill-focused strategies). It should be noted that various 

combinations of items from the AmbiMoti and ALL questionnaire were usually utilized 

for actual counseling. Victori and Lockhart presented detailed accounts of two cases. 
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One participant, who was already highly motivated and relatively autonomous when he 

joined the program, increased his tolerance toward language learning/use ambiguity and 

began to use more of the reading strategies generally thought to be effective in the 

literature. Another learner, who believed that teachers should decide what he should do 

in learning an L2, showed significant gains in self-esteem and motivation. The authors 

concluded that their program helped improve learner autonomy in 40 out of 41 cases. 

They found that key variables for these successes were improved self-knowledge, the 

use of more efficient strategies and a wider variety of resources, and an increased use of 

the target language. Based on gains observed on the scales and the observations that 

they made through counseling, they claimed that “less anxiety, more motivation, and 

improved self-knowledge” (p. 232) would accelerate more autonomous approaches and 

progress in L2 learning. 

Miller and Ng (1996) sought to foster 41 university English majors’ 

metacognitive awareness toward language assessment by requiring them to make their 

own oral performance tests and administer them to another peer group. The researchers 

gave a two-hour lecture to sensitize the students to important elements of oral tests from 

preparing to marking them. The students formed groups of four, made tests, and 

administered them. Data were collected and analyzed both quantitatively and 

qualitatively. The authors calculated Spearman Rank Order Correlations and found 

correlations of .68 and .80 between the students’ and the tutors’ assessment of the 

students’ performances on the oral tests. The authors also classified the students’ 

responses to six open-ended questions into three categories: positive, negative, or 
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neutral, and showed the frequencies for each category. The results revealed that 28 

students responded positively towards the experience in general, but 34 commented 

negatively about assessing their peers. Twenty-eight students expressed apprehension 

toward the reliability of peer assessment. The authors concluded that the rank order 

correlations showed that the students’ evaluations were as good as the tutors’, but there 

was a discrepancy between the students’ and the teachers’ perception of the role of 

assessment. They argued that teachers view assessment as part of learners’ 

metacognitive ability to monitor their language learning while students see assessment 

as the teacher’s responsibility. 

Cohen et al. (1998) investigated the effects of strategies-based instruction (SBI) 

designed to promote learner autonomy on oral performance tasks (see also Cohen, 1999 

for an article based on the same study, in which he elaborates on the role of SBI in L2 

learner autonomy). Thirty-three advanced intermediate L2 French and Norwegian 

learners at Minnesota University took a 30-hour strategy course taught by three trained 

instructors, while another group of 23 students, serving as a comparison group, were 

taught with the usual syllabus by three instructors. The researchers employed a mixed-

method approach: The 80-item Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) for 

English speakers learning a new language (Oxford, 1990) was administered to measure 

general L2 learning strategies in a pre-post design; a set of strategy checklists (Strategy 

Checklist) that the authors had developed to investigate speaking-specific strategies was 

administered before, during, and after three 15-minute speaking tests (Self-Description, 

Story-Retelling of a 300-word passage with glosses, and City Description with a list of 
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30 target language words/phrases). Twenty-one of the 55 students from both the 

experimental and comparison groups provided verbal reports on their strategy use. An 

ANCOVA, with strategies-instruction as the independent variable and post-test means 

adjusted by pre-test means as the dependent variable, revealed a statistically significant 

main effect only on the City Description task. Therefore, for this task, I look at the 

follow-up co-relations between the self-reported frequency of strategy use measured 

with the Strategy Checklist and the sub-scales in the oral performance grades. As 

expected, for the use of strategies before the task, the experimental group, who 

practiced the pronunciation of specific words, received higher sub-scores on self-

confidence (r = .43) and grammar (r = .50), while the comparison students, who 

practiced the pronunciation on their own, were graded lower on the vocabulary sub-

scale (r = - .42). However, unexpectedly, seven out of the eight statistically significant 

correlations for the use of strategies during the task were for the comparison group. For 

example, the comparison students who used positive talk during the task received higher 

self-confidence sub-scores (r = .43), and those who made up words when they could not 

remember them received higher self-confidence sub-score (r = .63), also resulting in 

higher grammar sub-scores (r = .59) and higher vocabulary sub-scores (r = .56). 

Regarding the SILL and the City Description task, the experimental group students who 

understood the L2 passage without translation and those who attempted to identify 

reasons for their language errors received lower vocabulary sub-scores (r = -.52; r = -

.50, respectively). Thus, some of the findings ran counter to the authors’ expectations. 

The authors concluded that because even the comparison students sometimes displayed 
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positive correlations between the use of certain strategies and their grades, some 

resourceful learners could utilize strategies effectively without receiving strategies-

based instruction. At the same time, because the use of the same strategy yielded 

positive results for the students in the experimental group but not for those in the 

comparison group, they suggested that systematic instruction could help improve the 

use of certain strategies. 

The authors categorized the verbal protocol results into two types: responses 

toward strategy use and feedback on the checklist items that they had developed for the 

study. However, the authors placed greater importance on laying out the verbatim data 

without adding interpretation from their perspectives. As a result, it is difficult to 

interpret whether one quoted response from a participant was idiosyncratic or 

representative of a certain number of the participants. 

In short, except for Miller and Ng’s and Cohen et al.’s studies, methods 

employed to report the findings by the authors reviewed above tended to use either 

linguistic gains or the researcher’s observational accounts coupled with some extracts 

from the participants’ comments.  

 

Survey Studies of L2 Learner Autonomy Focusing on Affective and/or Behavioral 

Variables 

In this section, I review empirical survey studies that address “readiness for 

autonomy” (Cotterall, 1995, p. 195; Spratt, Humphreys & Victoria, 2002, p. 245), 

which refers to learners’ beliefs and thinking towards L2 learning. 
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Cotterall (1995) defined autonomy as “the extent to which learners demonstrate 

the ability to use a set of tactics for taking control of their learning” (p. 195). She 

hypothesized that variability in the degree of use of these tactics can be partly explained 

in terms of “differences in learner beliefs about language learning” (p. 195). In order to 

investigate such tactics and underlying beliefs, she developed a 26-item questionnaire 

and administered it to 139 adult ESL learners who were enrolled in a summer English 

for academic purposes (EAP) program in New Zealand. Through a factor analysis, she 

identified six dimensions and examined each factor by relating the factors to the claims 

that had been advanced in the literature. To take an example, what she called Factor 3, 

Learner Independence, received strong loadings from items such as “I have a clear idea 

of what I need English for,” “I like trying new things,” and “Learning language is 

different from learning other subjects” (p. 199). This factor was, Cotterall argued, 

central to the beliefs underlying autonomy because strategy researchers like Stern 

(1975) reported similar features in good (therefore, probably autonomous) language 

learner profiles. Likewise, Cotterall argued that Factor 4, Learner Confidence in Study 

Ability, and Factor 5, Experience of Language Learning, were also important factors 

underlying autonomy. On the other hand, she stated that Factor 1, The Role of Teacher, 

was detrimental to the development of learner autonomy because this factor received 

high loadings from items such as “I like the teacher to offer to help me,” “to tell me 

what my difficulties are,” and “to tell me how long I should spend on an activity” (p. 

197). She concluded that learners who agreed with the ideas that loaded on Factor 1 

were not ready for autonomy. However, the main purpose of the study was to 
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investigate if meaningful dimensions were found in learner beliefs about L2 learning as 

the literature claimed, correlations were not sought among the factors that were 

observed, so it remained unclear how these belief dimensions were related to different 

degrees of autonomous L2 learning. 

Cotterall (1999) conducted a follow-up study with a similar population of 131 

learners who were enrolled in EAP courses. In this study, she set out to identify belief 

variables that the learner autonomy literature suggested led to successful second 

language acquisition, using a 90-item questionnaire. The key variables in the 

questionnaire were decided based on the findings of her 1995 study and the published 

literature. They were learner beliefs about the role of the teacher, the role of feedback, 

self-efficacy, important strategies, strategy-related behavior, and the nature of language 

learning. She reported that while 79% of her respondents, when asked about the 

teacher’s role, answered that teachers should provide learners with opportunities to 

practice the language, 76.7% of them ranked their own responsibility for finding 

opportunities to use the language before the teacher’s role when asked who was 

responsible for language use opportunities. She also identified a trend concerning 

participants’ strategy-related beliefs and attitudes; even learners who lacked knowledge 

of metacognitive strategies were willing to adopt them when introduced to them. It was 

also observed that the participants’ strategies related to monitoring and evaluating 

progress were limited and that their self-efficacy differed according to specific skills 

(e.g., Her participants were generally confident about learning English successfully but 

not about writing it accurately). Thus, the data generally suggested that some 
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meaningful relations might exist among the six aspects that she investigated and more 

autonomous forms of L2 learning. Autonomous learning might be positively influenced 

by certain types of beliefs about language learning, strategy beliefs and use, and/or 

greater degrees of self-confidence that L2 learners may develop toward L2 learning in 

general and/or a specific language skill. 

Spratt et al.’s study (2002) with 508 first-, second-, and third-year students 

studying at Hong Kong Polytechnic University was focused on the question of whether 

autonomy or motivation comes first in L2 learning. The researchers investigated the 

correlations among four levels of motivation and the frequency with which the students 

engaged in learning activities outside of class. The questionnaire items regarding 

outside-of-class activities (e.g., “read grammar books on one’s own,” “note down new 

words and their meanings,” “done English self-study in a group”) were developed based 

on the ideas produced by a similar population of students who were asked to list 

autonomous learning activities. Out of the 22 questionnaire items, 20 activities were 

statistically significantly correlated with the level of the student’s motivation (p < .01). 

In addition, the researchers conducted follow-up interviews in order to qualitatively 

determine why the students voluntarily did or did not perform certain activities. The 

researchers found that the main reason for not engaging in outside-of-class activities 

was a lack of motivation. The researchers argued that, “one way to encourage autonomy 

may be to develop students’ motivation to learn” (p. 263). Thus, this study provided 

evidence of significant relationships between motivation and autonomous learning 
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activities or behavior, suggesting that higher motivation is likely to be positively related 

to more autonomous forms of L2 learning. 

In the learning strategy research, Fan (2003) investigated L2 vocabulary learning 

strategies with 1061 first year university students in Hong Kong with a 56-item 

questionnaire that was designed to assess how L2 learners perceive and use vocabulary-

learning strategies thought to be effective in acquiring an L2 in the language acquisition 

literature. She found significant differences in the use of 24 learning strategies between 

the higher and lower scorers that were grouped according to their results on a 

vocabulary test. 

When all these survey studies are considered together, it becomes clear that 

some of the strategies that Fan’s higher scoring group used significantly more often than 

her lower scoring group (e.g., “I learn new words at every opportunity” or “I increase 

my English vocabulary by reading stories, newspapers, magazines, etc. outside class”) 

overlap with the autonomous learning activities that Sprat et al.’s (2002) more 

motivated participants often engaged in outside of the class (e.g., “noted down new 

words and their meanings,” “read English notices around you,” “read newspapers in 

English,” or “read books or magazines in English”). Cotterall’s 1999 survey study also 

suggested that learners’ knowledge and use of certain learning strategies might 

influence more autonomous learning. In addition, her data suggested that learners’ self-

efficacy in language learning in general and specific skills might be closely related to 

more autonomous L2 learning and her 1995 study also suggested that certain types of 

learner beliefs about the learner, the teacher, and the nature of language learning might 
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influence greater degrees of autonomous learning. Thus, these empirical survey studies 

indicate that motivation, strategy-related knowledge and/or behaviors, and self-efficacy 

are linked to more autonomous forms of L2 learning. This observation converges with 

what Benson (2011) observed about the literature, saying that “autonomy appears to be 

closely related, for example, to language awareness, motivation, strategy use, learner 

beliefs and metacognition” (p. 66). However, as the review of L2 autonomy readiness 

research and interventionist studies suggest, there does not seem to be a conceptual 

framework linking these important psychological variables to L2 learner autonomy. In 

order to address this issue, I review, in the following section, a motivational model 

based on Deci and Ryan’s (1985, 1995) Self-Determination Theory. This model links 

those variables posited important for L2 learner autonomy (see Ushioda, 2008, for her 

interesting comment on the use of SDT in explaining for L2 learner autonomy when L2 

learning motivation research still largely draws on the Gardnerian tradition).  

 

A Model of Autonomous Learning Based on Self-Determination Theory 

By drawing on Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination Theory (SDT), a 

group of educational psychologists, Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Brière, Senécal, and 

Vallières (1993), designed a scale to assess autonomous academic motivation, which 

they called the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS). Deci and Ryan’s Self-

Determination Theory is based on the notion that “the prototype of autonomous 

behavior [emanating from one’s self] is intrinsically motivated” (Deci & Ryan, 1995, p. 

37), while extrinsically motivated behaviors are performed to attain some ends. It is 
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argued that because humans have an innate organismic tendency to “internalize and 

integrate meaningful aspects of one’s social life” (Deci & Ryan, 1995, p. 38, italics in 

the original), extrinsically regulated behaviors can become intrinsic. Therefore, Self-

Determination Theory explains human motivation and behavior along a continuum 

consisting of intrinsic motivation (IM), four types of extrinsic motivation (EM) (i.e., 

integrated regulation, identified regulation, introjected regulation, and external 

regulation), and amotivation, which leads to behavior that is caused by forces out of 

one’s control (Deci & Ryan, 1985). In this theory, individuals with more intrinsic, 

integrated, and identified motivation engage in more autonomous forms of learning and 

achieve more satisfying outcomes in school. Vallerand et al. translated these 

conceptualizations into their Academic Motivation Scale, which is made up of seven 

subscales of four items each assessing three types of intrinsic motivation (i.e. IM to 

know, to accomplish something, and to experience stimulation) and three types of 

extrinsic motivation (i.e., identified regulation, in which one does something because 

one decides to do so; introjected regulation, in which one does something to avoid 

negative contingencies or to receive social reward; and external regulation, in which one 

does something because one is pressured by someone to do it). Finally, amotivation 

refers to a lack of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. It should be noted here that the 

AMS does not include items for integrated motivation because it is extremely difficult 

to write items to reflect differences between integrated and identified motivation. 

Intrinsic and identified motivations are considered autonomous forms of motivation 

(e.g., Fortier, Vallerand, & Guay, 1995). Employing the same conceptual framework, 
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Fortier et al. (1995) proposed a motivational model of school performance, consisting of 

three major constructs, motivational antecedents, motivation, and outcome. Two 

motivational antecedents, Perceived Academic Competence and Perceived Academic 

Self-Determination were hypothesized to positively influence Autonomous Academic 

Motivation, which was hypothesized to positively influence School Performance.  

Researchers have empirically tested this model with the Academic Motivation 

Scales at its core and demonstrated its validity (e.g., Noels, Clément, & Pelletier, 1999; 

Vallerand et al., 1993; Fortier et al., 1995; see Appendix A for a list of empirical studies 

in this tradition). Vallerand et al. (1993) sought to demonstrate the construct validity of 

the AMS with 217 junior college students (M = 18.7 years old, 107 males and 110 

females) from the Montreal area. The results confirmed an expected “simplex pattern” 

(p. 162), in which adjacent subscales had high positive correlations (e.g., introjection 

and identification, r = .44, p < .05) and amotivation (AM) and other subscales showed 

negative correlations (e.g., AM and the IM subscales all showed negative correlations, 

ranging from r = -.22 to -. 43, p < .05) (alpha values for the subscales ranged from .60 

to .86). The authors also found the expected positive or negative correlations between 

each subscale of the AMS and other already established motivational scales. Between 

Gottfried’s (1985) scale of intrinsic interest in learning and the AMS, the strongest 

positive and negative correlations were respectively obtained with IM to Know (r = .67) 

and Amotivation (r = -. 46). Amotivation showed a statistically significant positive 

correlation with Nicholls, Patashnick, and Nolen’s (1985) work avoidance subscales (r 

= .26, p < .05), and IM to Know yielded the strongest positive correlation with Nicholls 
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et al.’s task orientation (r = .50, p < .05). Furthermore, the authors successfully 

demonstrated expected concurrent validity between the AMS and other established 

motivational antecedent scales, as well as between the AMS and other school 

performance scales. The motivational antecedents included perceived general academic 

competence (e.g., “I consider myself a good student”), perceived classroom climate 

closely associated with teachers’ communication styles (e.g., “The feedback I get from 

my professors is constructive and helps me perform better in my courses”), educational 

optimism (e.g., “I generally look at the brighter side”), and self-actualization (“It is 

better to be yourself than to be popular”) (pp. 163-164). School performance was 

measured by achievement variables, including concentration in the classroom, positive 

emotions, academic satisfaction, grades, and schooling intentions. By demonstrating 

concurrent validity, the authors provided some support for the psychometric adequacy 

of the AMS. 

Fortier et al. (1995) examined the effects of two motivational antecedents, 

perceived academic self-determination and perceived academic competence, on 

autonomous academic motivation (i.e., Intrinsic Motivation and Identified Regulation) 

and the influence of autonomous academic motivation on school performance (math, 

French, geography, and biology final grades) using structural equation modeling (N = 

263, male = 54%, female = 46%, mean age = 14.9 years, Montreal high school French 

Canadians). The results supported the hypothesized model. Perceived academic 

competence and perceived self-determination significantly contributed to autonomous 

academic motivation (r = .584, p < .001 and r = .531, p < .001, respectively) and 
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autonomous academic motivation was significantly and positively correlated with 

academic performance indexes (r = .532, p < .001) (the integrated structural model 

accounted for 28% of the variance observed in School Performance, with the root mean 

square residual = .071). Thus, the authors successfully demonstrated that more 

academic self-competence and a more positive orientation toward schooling (self-

determination) increase autonomous forms of motivation, which also increases school 

achievement. 

Noels et al. (1999) applied the AMS into L2 (French) learning contexts with 78 

Anglophone students in Ottawa (mean age = 22 years old). One of their purposes was to 

examine the link between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation and various L2 learning-

related affective variables such as perceived competence. In order to examine perceived 

academic competence, they used four anxiety and self-evaluation items from the 

Classroom Anxiety Scale (Gardner, 1985) and four items from the Self-Evaluation 

Scale (Clément, 1988). Furthermore, Noels et al. included four confidence items, called 

the Self-Perceptions of Spanish competence scale (again based on Clément, 1988). The 

competence items asked the L2 learners to self-rate the extent to which they felt that 

they could read, write, speak, and understand the target language on a 7-point scale (see 

also Noels 2001, p. 118, for the same kind of procedure). This indicates that perceived 

academic competence, a motivational antecedent, can be assessed in terms of learners’ 

confidence or lack of confidence in general and specific L2 language skills. As 

predicted by Self-Determination Theory, the results showed that the autonomous 

intrinsic and identified regulation significantly negatively correlated with class anxiety 
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(r = - .24, r = - .25, respectively, p < .05) while intrinsic motivation had a statistically 

significant positive correlation with perceived linguistic competence (r = .34, p < .05). 

The researchers concluded that the results attested to the predictive utility of the 

intrinsic and extrinsic orientations as described by Deci and Ryan (1985) for L2 

learning motivation and outcomes. They argued that learners who valued the goals of 

enjoyment and self-development in learning tend to make a sustained effort and develop 

competence. 

Zimmerman and Bandura’s (1994) study of L1 writing also provided insights 

into the competence construct. They investigated the link between perceived 

competence for academic writing and perceived self-efficacy in general academic 

achievement with 95 1st year university students from a highly selective university (43 

males and 52 females, 17-20 years old). Using a path model, the researchers found that 

the participants’ self-efficacy for writing influenced perceived general academic 

achievement as well as personal standards for the quality of writing (r = .41, p < .05 for 

self-efficacy for writing and that for academic achievement and r = .36, p < .05 for 

writing self-efficacy and self-evaluative standards). That is, the students with higher 

self-efficacy for writing set higher goals and persistently applied themselves to the 

given task in order to attain a higher outcome. Self-efficacy for writing skills and goal 

setting accounted for 35% of the variance measured by the course writing grades. 

A group of Japanese psychology scholars conducted a series of empirical studies 

in order to investigate the link between autonomous forms of motivation (measured by 

the AMS or the AMS for small children version) and strategy use. Yamauchi, Kumagai, 
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and Kawasaki (1999) administered a questionnaire to 228 Japanese junior high school 

students and 306 Japanese high school students. Two types of learning strategy scales 

were used, Cognitive Strategy Use (11 items, α = .78) (e.g., “When I study for a test, I 

try to put together the information from class and from the book”) and Self-Regulation 

(6 items, α = .73) (e.g., “I work on practice exercises and answer end of chapter 

questions even when I don’t have to”). The results were analyzed separately for the 

junior and high school samples. A multiple regression analysis showed that autonomy 

accounted for 32% and 23% of Cognitive Strategy Use and 39% and 28% of Self-

Regulation among the junior and senior high school participants, respectively. The 

researchers also found statistically significant correlations between more autonomous 

motivation (Introjected Regulation for the junior high school sample and Identified 

Regulation for the high school sample; r = .20, r = .34, p < .05, respectively) and 

cognitive strategy use in both samples. Statistically significant correlations were also 

identified in both samples between Intrinsic Motivation to Accomplish and the use of 

Self-Regulation (r = .31, r = .25, p < .05, respectively for the junior and high school 

samples). 

Using the same framework, Tanaka and Yamauchi (2000) conducted a survey 

with 101 university students (40 males and 81 females, 18–21 years old). Statistically 

significant correlations were found between Intrinsic Motivation and a belief variable, 

Mastery Orientation (r = .32), Identified Regulation and Mastery Orientation (r = .44), 

Mastery Orientation and a general learning strategy variable, Deep Processing (r = .52), 

and Deep Processing and academic achievement (i.e., the self-reported English grade at 
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the 12th grade) (r = .22). In this way, these Japanese survey studies confirmed the 

predictive utility of Deci and Ryan’s motivational model for explaining the use of more 

effective self-regulated and deep-processing learning strategies. 

 

Vocabulary Learning Focus 

In L1 education, Haggard (1985) introduced the Vocabulary Self-Collection 

Strategy (VSS), which is designed to develop students’ social, affective, cognitive, and 

metacognitive skills simultaneously. The VSS is markedly different from traditional 

vocabulary instruction in its use of student-generated word lists and its stress on 

students’ personal experience and word knowledge. Haggard described basic 

elementary school reading classes that employed the VSS, in which the students 

engaged in a group vocabulary mapping activity based on a reading. The students paired 

up to select words that they believed that the class should learn. They had to explain (a) 

where each word was found, (b) the content-derived definition, and (c) why they 

thought that the class should learn the word. Following this stage, the whole class 

decided on a list of words by sharing reasons for the choices. The teacher acted as an 

assistant after teaching the students how to choose appropriate words to learn. Because 

the class objective was to improve reading comprehension, the main reason for 

choosing words was usually to increase comprehension of the story. All these 

descriptions of the VSS seemed to be conductive to developing L2 learners’ 

autonomous learning as well. First, the VSS encourages the self-selection of target 

words based on learners’ reasoning and then cooperative study based on learners’ 
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individual selection of target words. While learners engage in cooperative learning 

when learning target words, the teacher can play a supporting role, thus facilitating the 

transfer of learning responsibility from teacher to learner. The findings regarding the 

use of the VSS in L1 reading research and L2 learning provide further rationales for 

using the VSS as an autonomy fostering intervention in the present study. 

 Haggard (1986) implemented an adapted version of the VSS with 42 university 

students in order to explore how students learn words through the VSS. In the adapted 

version, the elementary education majors taking their first reading method course were 

asked to select new words and log them in a journal for six weeks. They were also 

instructed to record each word learned by the date, the definition, how the definition 

was obtained, where the word was found, and why the word was learned. One thousand 

four hundred and three out of 1456 recorded words were available for analysis. It was 

found that many of the adult L1 speakers enjoyed this activity and internal motivation 

accounted for 24% of all words entered (e.g., sound, curiosity, interesting/unusual 

words). A major source for new words, unlike the researcher’s expectation, was 

materials read for pleasure/information rather than college course books. Based on these 

and other findings, Haggard concluded that internal motivation strongly influenced the 

students’ vocabulary learning, that written texts were a major source for identifying new 

words to learn, and that the act of collecting words increased the students’ sensitivity to 

new words. 

Fisher, Blachowicz, and Smith (1991) employed an adapted version of the VSS 

in order to investigate how vocabulary learning took place in a cooperative literature 
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study group. The researchers examined reasons for student word selection, how they 

taught the selected words to other members, and the effectiveness of this version of the 

VSS on reading comprehension. Twenty-four 12-year-old pupils were placed into six 

groups of four students each. While each member took turns in taking a specific role, 

the student in the vocabulary researcher role selected four or six interesting words to 

teach other group members from what they read. It was found that overall, from one-

fourth to one-third of each group’s choices of words overlapped. Unfamiliarity was the 

major reason for student word choices (48%), followed by word elements like 

pronunciation (14%), author’s style (13%), words whose meaning could be guessed by 

their contexts (10%), and prior experience (10%). The participants showed satisfactory 

retention rates of group-selected new words (66% to 93% on group average). The 

lowest scoring group was compared with the highest scoring group. The latter engaged 

in more interaction by offering their own example uses of the words and they re-read 

the relevant parts of the texts more frequently. The researchers argued that vocabulary 

learning through student-selection and cooperative study was an effective and 

appropriate approach to increasing students’ L1 reading comprehension. 

Dole, Sloan, and Trathen (1995) also attempted to implement a version of the 

VSS in order to improve the L1 English reading comprehension skills of tenth graders. 

The adapted version consisted of three phases. In Phase 1, the teacher instructed the 

students in how to select words using three criteria; (a) the words should be unfamiliar, 

(b) they should be used in the text, and (c) they must accurately describe key characters, 

important events, ideas, or themes. The teacher also taught the students how to learn 
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those words by instructing them to underline each important word, guess the meaning, 

look it up in a dictionary, select the appropriate definition, and bring the definition to 

the class. In the class, the students read each word aloud in context with its definition. 

The teacher and the students discussed the word by connecting it with the plot, theme, 

and characters of the story. Phase two was designed to transfer more responsibility for 

the vocabulary activities to the students. Beginning in the fifth week, the students 

selected appropriate words according to the criteria in small groups, and discussed 

reasons for their choices to each other. The teacher offered scaffolding and support to 

the students who said that they did not know how to appropriately select important 

words. Finally, in Phase three, each student independently conducted the same 

procedure. Dole et al. investigated the effects of their version of the VSS in two ways. 

They examined how much the students increased their “established” word knowledge 

(i.e., words that “students could immediately recognize and readily define,” (p. 454)) 

using 20 items from two stories. Both groups identified eleven percent of the target 

items on the pre-test. On the post-test, the experimental group identified 60% of the 

items as established while the control group identified 39% as established. On another 

multiple-choice test of 55 words consisting of different items from the same stories, a 

one-way ANOVA showed that the experimental group significantly outperformed the 

control group (F (1, 41) = 9.12, p = .05). The study provided support for the 

effectiveness of a version of the VSS that included a gradual shift of responsibility for 

selecting target words from the teacher to the group to the individual. 
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It should be noted here that Dam and Legenhausen’s (1991) elementary school 

children’s classroom-based L2 vocabulary activities are similar to the VSS.  

The findings of the empirical studies reviewed above concerned learners’ 

linguistic improvement with the exception of Haggard’s 1989 study, but the procedures 

for implementing the VSS suggest that the VSS encourages the self-selection of target 

words based on personal reasoning as well as the detailed study of the selected words 

both individually and cooperatively. This facilitates autonomous forms of L2 learning. 

In addition, a number of autonomy intervention studies recently conducted in Japanese 

universities have provided insights into what specific skills should be promoted. 

When L2 English teachers who advocated learner autonomy wanted to foster 

Japanese students’ L2 learning autonomy, many of their participants wrote in their 

reflective journals that their lack of vocabulary skills limited their ability to use English 

communicatively (Abe, 2003; Barfield, 2003: Barfield & Suzuki, 2006; Stephenson & 

Kohyama, 2003; Takagi, 2003). Abe chose to focus on one of her students to describe 

the development of autonomous learning. While her major focus was on L2 learners’ 

reflective ability, Abe’s student expressed a strong need to increase his knowledge of 

useful English expressions because he keenly felt that he could not explain what he 

wanted to say in English. In a similar vein, Barfield’s student wrote that even at the end 

of the course, she keenly felt that she should increase her vocabulary because she lacked 

enough vocabulary to express her opinions and views. Thus, these students’ reflective 

writings clearly point to Japanese English learners’ need to increase their lexical 

knowledge so that they can use the target language independently and communicatively. 
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More recently, Barfield and Suzuki (2006) reported that many students in one of the 

authors’ autonomy enhancing content-based English class chose vocabulary learning as 

one of their major goals for the class. 

 

Gaps in the Literature 

The preceding literature review suggests four areas in need of further 

investigation. First, in the previous empirical studies using the SDT-based academic 

motivational model, few researchers addressed the correlational relationship among L2 

learning motivational, affective (e.g., confidence and anxiety), and strategy constructs 

according to learners’ autonomous motivation levels. Noels et al. (1999) focused on the 

links among SDT-based motivational constructs, L2 class-anxiety, and teachers’ 

communication styles. Noels et al. (2000) investigated the links among SDT-based and 

L2 learning-related motivational constructs, L2 competence, and anxiety. Noels (2001) 

again investigated the links among SDT-based and L2 learning-related motivational 

constructs, teachers’ communicative styles, and some other L2 related variables (e.g., 

frequencies of contacts with the target language people). In Japan, Tanaka and 

Yamauchi (2000) focused on the links among SDT-based motivational constructs, 

general learning strategies, and some other general learning-related variables (e.g., 

mastery, performance or work avoidance goal orientation). However, few L2 

researchers drawing on the SDT-based motivational thinking have investigated the links 

among L2 learning motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use with L2 learners 

with different autonomous motivational levels measured using the SDT motivational 
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continuum. Related to this gap, in the L2 learner autonomy-readiness research, few 

researchers have reported correlations among affective variables and what are regarded 

as effective L2 learning strategies. Based on the Likert-scale questionnaire data, 

Cotterall (1999) reported that her participants possessed little knowledge and 

confidence in monitoring and evaluating their progress in learning L2 English. Spratt et 

al. (2002) found that even highly motivated and more proficient participants seldom 

utilized certain learning strategies, such as studying English in student groups and 

engaging in grammar exercises outside classrooms. Although these findings are 

valuable, further systematic investigation is needed to increase our knowledge of the 

relationships that exist among L2 learners’ motivation, affect, and strategy use 

according to their autonomous motivation levels. 

Second, a number of researchers investigating L2 learner autonomy fostering 

interventions (e.g., Ho & Crookal, 1995; Victori & Lockhart, 1995) have attempted to 

increase learner autonomy by focusing on developing learners’ linguistic skills and/or 

knowledge of how to learn. Positive findings were reported, but too often the 

researchers failed to systematically investigate changes that those fostering 

interventions might have facilitated in the learners’ motivation, affect, and behavior. 

Combining a learner autonomy fostering interventionist approach with the use of 

measurements on temporal changes in learners’ linguistic, motivation, affect, and 

behavior is needed in order to obtain greater insight into effective ways of developing 

L2 learner autonomy.  
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Third, reports about learner autonomy fostering studies conducted in Japanese 

universities (e.g., Barfield, 2003; Shimo, 2003; Takagi, 2003) suggest that an autonomy 

fostering intervention is feasible in the area of new vocabulary learning, as the 

participants’ reflective writing reported in those studies often indicated that a lack of 

vocabulary prevented the participants from using English communicatively, resulting in 

increased sense of failure or anxiety in L2 English learning. In L1 alternative reading 

comprehension classes, a few researchers (Dole et al., 1995; Fisher et al., 1991) 

implemented versions of the Vocabulary Self-Collection Strategies (VSS) and obtained 

positive effects in terms of increasing the participants’ vocabularies. In an L2 learner 

autonomy enhancing intervention, Dam and Legenhausen (1991) reported that an 

adapted VSS yielded a positive effect with young children learning an L2. However, in 

these VSS-based studies, the findings were reported mainly in the forms of new 

vocabulary learning. Therefore, it is necessary to combine an adapted VSS featuring not 

only new vocabulary learning, but also a gradual transfer of learning responsibility from 

the teacher to the students, and to measure temporal changes not only in vocabulary 

learning but also in motivation, affect, and learning behavior. 

Finally, as indicated above, both individual and social (e.g., cooperative) 

learning approaches have increasingly been considered important in the L2 learner 

autonomy literature. At the same time, the role of the teacher as helper has often been 

stressed. However, little research has been conducted quantitatively and qualitatively 

investigating how the participants themselves receive an autonomy fostering 

intervention designed to facilitate individual, cooperative, and teacher-modeling 
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learning processes. An empirical investigation using a mixed-method technique can 

reveal how this approach facilitates learners’ more autonomous learning. 

 

Purposes of the Study 

The present study has four major purposes. The first purpose is to identify the 

relationships among autonomy, motivation, affect (confidence/anxiety), and behavior 

(strategy use) with participants displaying different degrees of L2 autonomy. The 

finding shed light on how L2 autonomy is related to other variables hypothesized in the 

SDT-based motivational and L2 learner autonomy research to be predictors of 

autonomy development. The second and third purposes are to investigate the effects of 

an autonomy fostering intervention (i.e., an adapted VSS strategy) on L2 learners’ 

linguistic and autonomy development. The findings will shed light on what constructs 

are (not) changeable through a classroom-based autonomy fostering approach, thereby 

providing ways of developing educational interventions to promote autonomous forms 

of L2 learning and improved educational outcomes. The fourth purpose is to investigate 

how the participants perceive a set of learner autonomy fostering activities aimed at 

transferring learning responsibility from teacher to learner. This purpose involves 

eliciting participants’ responses with a questionnaire and eliciting comments with open-

ended questions. The questionnaire data are analyzed statistically and the comments are 

analyzed qualitatively. The findings suggest which aspects of the autonomy fostering 

activities are perceived as beneficial or detrimental, and thereby provide information for 

those interested in developing L2 autonomy enhancing approaches.   
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Research Questions 

The following research questions are investigated in this study. 

1. What characteristics do Japanese university students with initially high or low 

autonomy levels display in terms of motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use for 

learning L2 English? 

 

2. To what degree does the autonomy fostering intervention affect the participants’ 

vocabulary learning? 

 

3. To what degree does vocabulary learning that includes a gradual release of 

responsibility from the teacher to the students affect the participants in terms of 

perceived motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use for learning L2 English? 

 

4. How do the participants evaluate the autonomy fostering activities in terms of 

motivational value and usefulness at the end of one semester? 

 

Research question 1 concerns the characteristics that Japanese EFL learners with 

relatively high or low autonomous motivation have developed prior to the beginning of 

this study. It is hypothesized that there are positive relationships among confidence, 

autonomous motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation and identified regulation), and certain 

strategic learning behaviors (e.g., “I try to increase my English vocabulary by reading 
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outside of class materials,” “I practice with other students,” “I try to find as many ways 

as I can to use my English”). The profiles of the two groups of participants with high or 

low autonomous motivation are investigated to determine whether there are significant 

differences between the two groups in terms of autonomous motivation, 

confidence/anxiety, and strategy use. 

Research question 2 concerns the effect of the autonomy fostering intervention 

on the participants’ vocabulary learning. In the present study, a version of the 

Vocabulary Self-Collection Strategy was employed to enhance EFL learner autonomy 

by gradually releasing learning responsibility from the teacher to the students. The 

intervention was focused on unknown words because they often present obstacles for 

L2 learners in their attempts to use the target language communicatively. 

Research question 3 addresses the effect of the adapted Vocabulary Self-

Collection Strategy-based autonomy fostering intervention on the participants’ 

motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use. More autonomous motivation 

constructs such as intrinsic and identified motivation, L2 learning confidence, and 

certain types of strategy use, such as studying English cooperatively, are hypothesized 

to increase, as they are mutually and closely related to each other in Deci and Ryan’s 

academic motivational model. 

Research question 4 concerns EFL learners’ perception of five language learning 

activities that have been designed to foster autonomy: (a) individual new vocabulary 

learning (self-selection and keeping a vocabulary journal), (b) group-based vocabulary 

study (making group word lists), (c) group work on reading tasks, (d) outside-class, 
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independent reading of English materials and vocabulary learning based on the reading, 

and (e) teacher-led vocabulary learning designed to show students a model of how to 

effectively learn new words. The students evaluated the motivational value and 

usefulness of these five activities, commented on these activities, and described how 

they engaged in them. The teacher-led vocabulary learning approach adopted in this 

study emphasizes the mediating role of teachers in the development of learner 

autonomy by drawing on Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory, which predicts 

that activities valued by other more proficient and autonomous individuals in the target 

skills will be integrated into less advanced and less autonomous learners’ value systems. 

If this holds true, the results might increase our understanding of how learners perceive 

teacher-mediation intended to foster their development. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

Participants 

Students in three classes in a private women’s university and three classes in a 

private co-educational university in western Japan participated in the present study as 

shown in Table 2. I was the instructor for the six classes. Although 239 students were 

officially enrolled in the six classes, 183 students’ data were statistically analyzed; 41 

students did not participate in either administration of the questionnaire; nine students 

did not attend the class, four students attended less than half of the class sessions, one 

students dropped out of school, and one student was enrolled in two of the classes. 

Although she received double the amount of time-on-task, her responses for both Time 

1 and Time 2 questionnaire, and for the Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire after the 

intervention were near the mean; thus, her responses did not influence the results. Most 

of the participants were first- or second-year students. Most of them began studying 

English when they entered junior high school and the average length of their formal 

English study was 7.19 years. 

The participants in the women’s university were 62 first-year, one second-year, 

and three third-year students (34 English literature majors, 31 food science majors, and 

one Japanese Literature major) enrolled in two basic level required English classes. The 

university-designated course textbook, Brush Up Your English (Matsui, Umeda, 

Konishi, Powers, & Mizoguchi, 2005) was designed to develop basic English reading 
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and grammar skills and included detailed grammar study and translation exercises based 

on English reading passages. The university allowed first-year students to choose one of 

the three reading classes: Basic, General, and Challenge. Thus, the students in the basic 

class probably had less confidence in their English ability than their counterparts in the 

General and Challenge classes despite having studied English formally for at least six 

years in Japanese secondary schools. These two classes were considered a single class 

for purposes of analysis, and they are hereafter referred to as the Grammar and Basic 

Reading Class, as the autonomy fostering intervention was based on the course 

textbook. 

The other participants at the same women’s university were 30 second-year and 

one third-year English literature majors enrolled in a class called English Literature 

Reading I. Many of them answered that they liked learning English, but many did not 

particularly enjoy reading stories, which they said were longer and more difficult than 

their usual reading materials. The university curriculum stipulated that the students in 

this course read two short stories from an EFL course textbook, Reader’s Choice 4 

(Clarke, Dobson, & Silberstein, 2003) in the first semester of the second year. This 

textbook included reading comprehension exercises and vocabulary exercises on 

selected items (synonym matching). The autonomy fostering intervention was built 

around learning new vocabulary by reading a short story, so this class is hereafter 

referred to as the Short Story Reading class. 

The remaining participants were 29 first-year and 57 second-year students 

majoring in sociology at the co-educational university. The first-year students studied 
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several newspaper articles taken from The Japan Times Weekly concerning current news, 

such as the Beijing Olympic Games and giant shoemakers and Billy Blanks’ aerobic 

workout program (which was very popular at that time). This first-year class is hereafter 

referred to as the Newspaper Reading Class. 

The second-year classes used a textbook titled English through the News Media 

(Miyamoto, Itoh, & Powell, 2006), which consisted of extracts of newspaper articles 

published within the previous year either in The New York Times, The Japan Times, or 

The Asahi Shinbun. The textbook included reading comprehension (e.g., true/false 

questions) and vocabulary activities (e.g., synonym matching and fill-in-the-blank 

quizzes). The two second-year classes are referred to as the News English Reading 

class. 

The English majors at the women’s university took six or seven 90-minute 

English-related classes per week each semester during their first and second years of 

study. Except for the few classes taught by native speaker teachers, the medium of 

instruction was mostly Japanese. The first-year food science majors at the women’s 

university and the sociology majors at the coeducational university were required to 

take two 90-minute English classes per week. A summary of the above information is 

provided in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Participants in the Present Study 
Participants Major Class 

 
Private women’s university 

 
First-year students (n = 31) Food science A required basic level 

reading class (Basic 
Reading and Grammar 
Class) 
 

Mainly first-year students 
except four (n = 35) 

Mainly English literature A required basic level 
reading class (Basic 
Reading and Grammar 
Class) 
 

Second-year students 
except one senior (n = 31) 

English literature A required literature 
reading class (Short Story 
Reading Class) 
 

 
Coeducational private university 

 
First-year students 
(one class, n =29) 

Sociology (mass-media 
study) 
 

A required intermediate 
level reading class 
(Newspaper Reading 
Class) 
 

Second-year students (two 
classes, n = 57) 

Sociology (social system 
and psychology courses) 

A required intermediate 
level reading class (News 
English Reading Class) 

Note. A total of 239 students were officially enrolled in the classes, but the final data set was 
made up of 183 students who completed both questionnaires. The class listed in the second 
row included four repeaters, three second-year English literature majors and one third-year 
Japanese literature major. The class listed in the third row included one third-year English 
major. 
 

Instruments 

The L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire 

The L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire (see Appendix B for the 

Japanese version of the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire, and Appendix 

C for the English translation) was designed to investigate why Japanese students are 

learning English. The questionnaire was piloted with 30 second-year 
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engineering majors (20 males and 10 females) at one of the same universities attended 

by the participants in the present study. The items in the pilot version were prepared 

based on two questionnaires written in English and used in two previous SDT-based 

studies (Noels et al. 1999; Yamauchi et al., 1999). I first wrote items in English, which 

were checked by an English native speaker teacher studying in a doctoral course in 

TESOL. I then translated the proofread items into Japanese, and they were checked by a 

Japanese English teacher studying in a doctoral course in TESOL. The results of the 

pilot administration were factor analyzed and the reliability of each factor was estimated 

using Cronbach’s alpha. After another native speaker of English with a doctor’s degree 

in TESOL checked all the items that had been piloted, the wording of several poorly 

performing items, Extrinsic Introjected item 16 and Amotivation items 24, 25, and 26, 

was revised, and one Extrinsic Introjected item (coded as item INTRO19), two External 

items (coded as items EXT 20 and 23), and two Amotivation items (coded as items 

AMO 27 and 28) were added to balance the number of items measuring each 

hypothesized construct. I then translated the new items into Japanese, and all the items 

in the Japanese version were again checked by the Japanese English teacher. In order to 

obtain more precise responses from the participants, it was decided to use a 6-point 

Likert scale, instead of the 5-point Likert scale used in the pilot version. Thus in the 

final version, the participants responded to the questionnaire items on a 6-point Likert 

scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly disagree, 4 = Slightly agree, 5 = 

Agree, 6 = Strongly agree). Finally, two open-ended questions (What particularly 
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motivates you when learning English? and What particularly demotivates you when 

learning English?) were added at the beginning of the questionnaire.  

As noted above, the present study draws on Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination 

Theory and the Academic Motivation Scale (AMS). Following the SDT-based studies, 

Noels et al. (1999) adapted the AMS to investigate motivation for learning French as an 

L2 while Yamauchi et al (1999) used a translated version of the AMS to investigate the 

general academic motivation and performance of Japanese junior and high school 

students. An important difference between these two questionnaires was that for 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation, the Japanese scholars used statements that positively 

evaluated a possible link between school learning and the “quality” of future jobs (this 

was also the case in the original AMS), while the Canadian scholars viewed job-related 

issues as a form of external motivation. After referring to Dörnyei’s (1990) foreign 

language learning motivational model in which job-related motivation is directly or 

indirectly linked with highly motivated behaviors of Hungarians learning English as a 

foreign language, I decided to follow the Japanese scholars’ ideas on this issue. The 

next section shows the items used in this study and their sources (See Appendix D for 

detailed information regarding the items, the construct they are designed to measure, 

their sources, and wording). 
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Autonomous Motivation: Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation. 

Intrinsic Motivation, the most autonomous form of motivation, refers to 

motivation to perform some behavior simply for the satisfaction, pleasure, and 

enjoyment derived from engaging in the behavior (e.g., I study English because I feel 

satisfaction in knowing more about various countries and cultures). Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation occurs when a person accepts the importance and values of extrinsically 

motivated behaviors (e.g., I study English because I believe that learning English will 

eventually help me enter the job market in a field that I like). As explained above, in 

SDT, all types of regulation other than intrinsic motivation are viewed as extrinsic, but 

external motivational factors can potentially be internalized when a learner comes to 

personally recognize the value of the external motivators. Thus, both Intrinsic 

Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Regulation are treated as more autonomous forms of 

motivation (e.g., Fortier et al., 1995, p. 263). Two examples of items designed to 

measure Intrinsic Motivation are item 1, I study English because I enjoy acquiring 

knowledge about English speaking countries and their cultures, and item 2, I study 

English because I feel satisfaction in knowing more about various countries and 

cultures. Items IM 1-3 were written for this study, items IM 4-7 were adapted from 

Yamauchi et al. (1999), and items IM 8 and IM 9 were adapted from Noels et al. (1999). 

Two example items designed to measure Extrinsic Identified Regulation are item 

IDEN 10, I study English because I believe that learning English will eventually help 

me enter the job market in a field that I like, and item IDEN 11, I study English because 
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learning English will help me make a better choice regarding my career orientation. 

Items IDEN 10-12 were adapted from Yamauchi et al. (1999), item IDEN 13 was 

adapted from Noels et al. (1999), and item IDEN 14 was written for this study. 

 

Less Autonomous Motivation: Extrinsic Introjected Regulation and 

External Regulation 

Extrinsic Introjected Regulation is the process whereby an externally regulated 

pressure becomes a more internal representation, and is operative when individuals 

think that they have to perform a certain action or they would feel guilty for not doing 

so. Two example items are item INTRO 5, I study English because I would feel 

ashamed if I got bad grades in English, and item INTRO 16, I study English to show 

that I am intelligent. External Regulation refers to behavior that is regulated by 

contingencies external to the individual. An example is engaging in a behavior in order 

to attain a reward or avoid punishment (e.g., item EXT 21, I study English because 

English ability is often talked about as important in Japanese society today). Items 

INTRO 15 and INTRO 17 were written for this study, item INTRO 16 was adapted 

from Yamauchi et al. (1999), items INTRO 18 and 19 were adapted from Noels et al. 

(1999).  Item EXT 20 was adapted from Yamauchi et al. (1999), and items EXT 21 to 

23 were written for this study. 
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Lack of Motivation: Amotivation. 

Amotivation describes a situation in which one cannot see a relationship 

between one’s behavior and its consequences. An example item is item AMO 25, I feel 

that I am wasting time studying English. Items AMO 24 and AMO 25 were adapted 

from Yamauchi et al. (1999), and items AMO 26-28 were written for this study. 

 

The L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire 

The L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire was designed to 

measure how learners feel when they are learning or using English (see Appendix B for 

the Japanese version, and Appendix C for the English translation). For the pilot version, 

three anxiety and four confidence items were prepared based on the Foreign Language 

Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986), one confidence 

item was adapted from Dörnyei (2001), and I wrote five anxiety items based on my 

reading of Japanese university L2 English learners’ anxiety about vocabulary learning 

(e.g., Abe, 2003; Barfield, 2003; Barfield & Suzuki, 2006). These pilot items were first 

prepared in English. After the items were proofread by the above mentioned native 

speaker of English teacher, I translated them into Japanese, and they were then checked 

by the above-mentioned Japanese English teacher. After piloting the original 

questionnaire, the confidence items were changed. The item from Dörnyei was retained, 

and the three confidence items based on the FLACAS were removed. I wrote five 

confidence items and adapted two items from Zimmerman and Bandura’s (1994) study 

on self-efficacy and academic achievement. Thus, eight items were used to assess 
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confidence and anxiety in learning L2 English. The English items were checked by the 

above mentioned English native speaker of English, and I translated the proofread items 

into Japanese, which were checked by the above mentioned Japanese English teacher. 

The 5-point Likert scale used in the pilot questionnaire was changed to a 6-point Likert 

scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Slightly disagree, 4 = Slightly agree, 5 = 

Agree, 6 = Strongly agree). (See Appendix D for detailed information). 

An example of a confidence item is item CON 2, I can complete English class 

assignments satisfactorily. Item CON 1 was adapted from Dörnyei (2001), items CON 2 

and CON 3 were adapted from Zimmerman and Bandura (1994), and items CON 4-8 

are original items written for this study. 

An example of an anxiety item is item ANX 10, I worry about getting left 

behind because English classes move so quickly. Items ANX 9, ANX 10, and ANX 16 

were adapted from Horwitz et al. (1986), and items ANX 11-15 were written for this 

study. 

 

The L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire 

The L2 English learning Strategy Use Questionnaire was designed to assess the 

approaches learners adopt when learning English (see Appendix B for the Japanese 

version, and Appendix C for the English translation). I have argued that educational 

interventions for fostering L2 English learning autonomy should include individual and 

social processes, as both are necessarily involved in language learning, as the 

constructivist approach emphasizes. Moreover, in the learner autonomy literature, 
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learners’ knowledge and use of metacognitive strategies are believed to be important for 

the development of learner autonomy (e.g., Holec, 1981; Miller & Ng, 1996). For these 

reasons, I included items designed to assess cognitive, metacognitive, and social aspects 

of learning behavior. For the pilot version, 15 items were written in English based on 

Fan (2003) and Oxford (1990), and read by the above-mentioned native speaker of 

English teacher. I then translated the items into Japanese, and they were checked by the 

above-mentioned Japanese English teacher. After piloting, some of them were revised 

using the same procedure described above. The final version of the questionnaire 

included five items designed to assess vocabulary-learning behavior, six items assessing 

metacognitive behavior, and four items assessing social aspects of learning a foreign 

language (See Appendix D for detailed information). The 5-point Likert scale for the 

pilot version was changed to a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Slightly disagree, 4 = Slightly agree, 5 = Agree, 6 = Strongly agree). 

Four of the five items measuring the use of vocabulary learning strategy were 

prepared based on Fan (2003), as those items were used significantly more frequently 

by higher scorers on the vocabulary test developed by the author. An example 

Vocabulary Strategy Use item is item VSU 2, I learn new words and expressions at 

every opportunity I have. Item VSU 2 was adopted from Fan, and items VSU1, 4, and 5 

were adapted from Fan. Item VSU 3, I jot down the new words and expressions used by 

my teachers and classmates, was written for this study. 

Items MSU 6-11 concerned learners’ use of metacognitive learning strategies. 
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Example items were item MSU 6, I try to find out how to be a better leaner of English 

and item MSU 10, I make specific goals to improve my English skills. Items MSU 6, 7, 

and 11 were adopted from the Organizing and Evaluating Learning section of the 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) (Oxford, 1990) and items MUS 9 and 

10 were adapted from the SILL. Item MSU 8 was written for this study.  

Items SSU 12-15 concerned learners’ social learning strategy use. An example 

item is item SSU 12, I practice English with other students, which was adopted from 

the SILL, Learning with Others Section. The remaining items were based on items from 

either the Organize/Evaluate Section or the Manage Emotion Section of the SILL, as 

they can be considered to assess social factors as well. Item SSU 14, I try to find as 

many ways as I can use my English, was adopted from the SILL, and items SSU 13 and 

SSU 15 were adapted from the SILL.  

 

Administering and Readmininstring the Questionnaires 

In the first class of the term, I administered the L2 English Learning Motivation, 

the L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety, and the L2 English Learning Strategy 

Use questionnaires. It took approximately 15 minutes for the participants to complete 

them.  

In order to examine what changes were facilitated by the autonomy fostering 

intervention, the exact same versions of the three questionnaires were administered once 

again in Week 14 at the women’s university and Week 12 at the co-educational 

university. The directions were changed so that the participants would think back about 
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how they had studied English since the intervention began: “This is the second 

administration of the questionnaire you completed at the beginning of this course. This 

time, reflect on how your English learning has or has not changed since you began this 

course.” It took the participants about ten minutes to complete the questionnaire.  

 

The Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire 

The Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire (See Appendix E for the Japanese 

version of the Student Evaluation Questionnaire and Appendix F for the English 

translation) was developed to investigate how the participants evaluated five learning 

activities. The autonomy fostering intervention was divided into three phases: Phase 1 

was teacher-modeled vocabulary learning, Phase 2 was student-group led vocabulary 

learning, and Phase 3 was independent reading that took place outside of the classroom. 

Keeping a vocabulary journal of target words was a core activity in Phases 2 and 3. In 

Phase 2, the participants worked in pairs or small groups to make target word lists based 

on each student’s vocabulary journal. Throughout Phases 1 and 2, the students engaged 

in group or pair work to answer reading comprehension questions. They evaluated five 

core activities: keeping a vocabulary journal, making group word lists, engaging in 

group work for reading comprehension questions, performing independent reading 

outside of class, and participating in teacher-modeled vocabulary learning activities. 

This evaluation concerned (a) motivational value, which was measured on a 6-point 

Likert scale (1 = Very demotivating, 2 = Demotivating, 3 = Somewhat demotivating, 4 = 

Somewhat motivating, 5 = Motivating, 6 = Very motivating), and (b) usefulness, which 
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was measured on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Completely unuseful, 2 = Unuseful, 3 = 

Somewhat unuseful, 4 = Somewhat useful, 5 = Useful, 6 = Very useful). The participants 

were also asked to write comments about each activity. It took from a few minutes to 20 

minutes for them to complete the questionnaire; some students wrote much more than 

others.  

 

Vocabulary Pre-Knowledge Checklists and Vocabulary Exercises 

In the three phases of the autonomy fostering intervention, the students engaged 

in new vocabulary learning based on the reading materials. In Phase 1, the teacher 

modeled how to learn new vocabulary based on the first class reading material: In Phase 

2, students in small groups selected new vocabulary to learn based on the second 

reading material, and in Phase 3 each student selected new vocabulary to learn based on 

the third set of materials, which was read independently outside of class. Each of the 

three phases was preceded by the administration of three vocabulary pre-knowledge 

checklists, which were prepared based on lexis from the reading materials that I 

presumed the students did not know (See Appendix G for an example checklist). One 

major purpose of these checklists was to provide the students with opportunities to 

recognize their current vocabulary knowledge so that they could better formulate 

vocabulary-learning goals. Thus, the checklists were intended as a tool for helping the 

students to manage their learning. It took the participants about 15 minutes on average 

to complete on the checklist, as many of the participants seemed to try to remember the 

listed words. 
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The form of the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklist was the same in all three 

phases. The students were asked whether they knew the listed words. If they knew a 

word, they explained its meaning either in Japanese or English. The following are 

examples from one of the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklists used in Phase 1. 

 

Word/Expression Meaning 
1 commissioner  
2 controversy  
3 architect  
 

In Phase 1, I prepared a set of vocabulary exercises (see Appendix H for an 

example set of teacher-prepared vocabulary exercises) based on the items that were 

listed on the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklist the students completed before reading 

the class material. The exercises were designed to show the students how to learn new 

vocabulary effectively. One set of exercises was made up of 25 target items that were 

new to the students and important for understanding the material or useful for the future. 

Each item was shown in an example sentence that featured the contextualized meaning 

and grammatical point in the reading material in which the word was used. After the 

students finished studying the class reading materials, they checked how they 

remembered the words by translating the target words shown in the example sentences 

on the teacher-prepared exercise sheet. After the students finished translating the target 

items, they checked their translations individually by referring to the answer key sheet I 

had prepared. The following sentences are the examples of the vocabulary exercises for 

the three items shown above. The exercise sheet began with the following directions: 
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“Read the sentences. Translate the underlined target words into Japanese” (See 

Appendix H for a set of teacher-prepared vocabulary exercises and Appendix I for the 

answer key translation sheet). 

1. As baseball commissioner, Selig worked hard to hold the first World Baseball 

Classic tournament. 

2. Steroids controversies often take place in the Olympic Games. 

3. Selig was one of the architects of the World Baseball Classic. 

 

Vocabulary Tests 

In Phase 1, the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklist was used as a pretest. On 

the posttest, I prepared two forms of the retention test. On Form 1, the same items the 

students practiced translating on the teacher-prepared vocabulary exercise sheet were 

listed without example sentences (see Appendix J for an example retention form 1 test 

for Phase 1), and on the form 2 test, the same items were shown in example sentences 

(see Appendix K for an example retention form 2 test for Phase 1). One week after the 

students worked with the teacher-prepared vocabulary exercise sheet, they translated the 

items on the form 1 test. I collected the form 1 test sheets and then the students worked 

with the form 2 tests. 

In Phase 2, the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklist also served as the posttest. 

In Phase 2, the students chose target words for themselves. If the students chose words 

correctly, they chose unfamiliar words, and their vocabulary learning was represented in 

their performance on the retention tests. However, the students’ involvement in group 
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work sometimes meant that some of them had to work with already known words 

because those words were selected as the group’s target words. The vocabulary pre-

knowledge checklists were used to identify words known by some students although the 

pre-knowledge checklist did not cover all the items on the group word lists. 

The Phase 2 posttests were prepared as follows. When the students completed 

the group target word lists, they submitted one copy of their group word list to me and 

each student kept a copy of the group word list. In the following few days, I typed each 

group’s word list without the Japanese translations in the same order that the student 

groups listed in their group word lists. and on the top of each group’s word list, I added 

the names of the group members. I prepared two copies of these group word lists per 

student in order to use them as the form1 and form 2 retention tests. Form 2 tests were 

coupled with copies of the original reading passages on the retention test day. One week 

after the students completed the group word lists, they translated the items listed in their 

own group word list, first using the form 1 tests, and after I collected the form 1 tests, 

they worked with the form 2 tests referring to the original reading passages. 

In this way, two forms of retention test were prepared and they served as 

posttests. The purpose of the inclusion of the form 2 tests was to encourage the students 

to realize that the meanings of the target words were easier to remember when they 

were shown in context. 

I tried to allocate approximately the same amount of class time for each phase, 

but it turned out that the students needed approximately 30 minutes longer for Phase 2, 

as this phase included cooperative work for making group word lists. This meant that 
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they needed time for the members to agree upon how to deal with the given task and to 

write up group word lists.  

Because Phase 3 was the last part of the autonomy fostering intervention, and 

learning in this phase was more individualized than in Phase 2, lexical acquisition in 

Phase 3 was not examined statistically. 

Scores of 0, 1, and 2 were awarded on the pretest and posttest: 0 points were 

awarded for incorrect answers. 1 point was awarded in two cases. First, if students 

provided a different meaning of the same word that could be correct in other contexts 

they received 1 point (e.g., poised in the context that the students learned the word 

meant ready to do something not calm, so calm received 1 point). Second, they received 

1 point if they wrote a word that was the wrong part of speech for the context (because 

one pedagogical objective in the present study was for the participants to learn new 

usages of already known words). An example is honor. The students learned that this 

word could be used as a verb in their reading passage, but it was sometimes translated 

as a noun. 2 points were awarded for the correct meaning of a word the students newly 

learned in the reading materials. 

Scoring was carried out as follows: I transcribed the participants’ translations, 

and made tentative lists of partially correct and fully correct translations by consulting 

several English-Japanese dictionaries (Konishi, Ed., 1999, Taishukan’s Genius English-

Japanese Dictionary; Kunihiro, Ed., 1998, Progressive English-Japanese Dictionary; 

Matsuda, Ed., 1999, Kenkyusha’s English-Japanese Dictionary for the General 

Readers), a Japanese dictionary (Niimura, Ed., 2005, Koujien), and a Japanese thesaurus 
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dictionary (Hirota, Ed., 1983, Ruigo-jiten). A Japanese teacher of English, who had a 

master’s degree in TESOL, then read the materials and checked those initial lists. We 

then went through the lists together, and when we encountered translations that seemed 

to partially represent the correct meanings of the target words, we discussed them and 

decided how many points to award. Based on these procedures, I made lists of the fully 

correct and partially correct Japanese translations of the target words (see Appendix R 

for the lists of the words that were learned by the participants in the four classes and the 

fully correct and partially correct translations). 

 

Vocabulary Journal Sheets 

The students in the four classes wrote items they wanted to learn on the student 

vocabulary journal sheets (see Appendix L).The directions and the format for a 

vocabulary sheet for an individual are shown below. They were designed by the author. 

Directions: Select either (1) new or unfamiliar words, or (2) words that have new 
meanings although you have already known their form. Then, study them the way you 
like at home and keep a journal of them using the sheet below. You will also need to 
make a group word list, so be prepared to talk about your choices and explain the 
reasons for your choices (key words for comprehending the story, utility for future use, 
etc.) in a group discussion. 
 
(from        to        ) 
Word/phrase Where Why Notes 
    
    
    
 

The students made a group target word list based on this individual vocabulary 

journal they kept while reading the material for Phase 2. 
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Group Word Lists 

In Phase 2, the students made a group word list (see Appendix M for an 

example). The directions and the format for the group word list are shown below. They 

were designed by the author.  

 

Directions: Based on your individual vocabulary journal, make a word list that reflects 
the best items for your group to learn. 
(Your group members / Your partner:                                   ) 
 
(from        to        ) 
Word/phrase Where Why  Notes 
    
    
    
 

The students were asked to include 25 items on their group word list, and in the 

Notes space, they had to write Japanese translations for the target items; writing 

additional information was recommended but left up to the students. At the bottom of 

the sheet, I wrote “Your comments on this activity.” 

 

Vocabulary Pre-Registration Sheets 

When the participants were in Phase 3, a version of the vocabulary journal, 

called a vocabulary pre-registration sheet (Appendix N) was used. This later became 

part of each student’s final examination. The directions and the format are shown 

below. They were designed by the author. 
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Directions: From the material that you read for this course, select either (1) new or 
unfamiliar words, or (2) words that have new meanings although you have already 
known their form. The items that you have chosen will be tested at the end of the 
course. 
 
Nos. Item Example phrase or sentence Meaning 
Ex. register You should register for this 

class by tomorrow. 
明日までにこの授業

は登録しないといけ

ません。 
1    
    
    
 
 

Each student was given two copies of this vocabulary pre-registration sheet. On one 

sheet, the students wrote the target words, the sentences or phrases in which the target 

words were used, and Japanese translations for the sentences with the target word 

underlined. They could make example sentences or phrases referring to the original 

passages in which the words were used or they could refer to their dictionaries for 

example sentences. However, they had to choose the usage of the word that was used in 

the independent reading passages. On the second vocabulary sheet, they only wrote the 

items and example sentences. In the last class, the students were given time to finish 

their pre-registered vocabulary sheet, and they submitted the second vocabulary sheet to 

me. I individually handed those second vocabulary sheets on the final examination day, 

and the students wrote the translations in the space that had been left blank for the final 

examination. In this way, each individual made his or her own vocabulary test. 
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Independent Reading Worksheets 

Independent reading worksheets were used to increase the students’ 

comprehension of the reading material. Four independent reading texts and the 

accompanying sets of reading questions were prepared. The question types varied 

according to the content of the reading texts, and included open-ended questions, fill-in-

the-blank questions, and true-false questions. Examples of the questions for the News 

English Class follow. The students in this class read one unit in the course textbook, 

Arakawa Great on Grandest Stage, which was not read in the class. The first four 

questions were true-false questions about the content of the article. The students wrote 

T (true) or F (false) in the space (e.g., __ After the short program, Arakawa was in 

second place.). The rest of the questions were open-ended comprehension questions and 

the students could answer either in English or Japanese (e.g., Arakawa won a gold 

medal because of her technical excellence, interpretation of Puccini’s music and overall 

beauty. However, the author mentions another important reason. What was it?).(See 

Appendix P for an example work sheet for independent reading). 

 

Procedures 

On the first day of each class, I talked about the objectives of the class, which 

were the development of reading and vocabulary skills that would permit the students to 

read independently of the teacher where necessary in the future, and plans for 

vocabulary learning activities (see Appendix Q for an example handout for the first 
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class explanation). However, the goal of fostering autonomy in English learning was not 

mentioned. I also explained that I would prepare vocabulary exercises using teacher-

selected lexical items, but that later the students would select words that were unknown 

to them and that they felt were important, and then write them on a group word list with 

Japanese translations. The students then completed the questionnaires and the pre-

knowledge vocabulary checklist. 

In Phase 1, after completing the reading activities, the students were given the 

teacher-prepared vocabulary exercise sheet, on which the 25 target words were listed in 

example sentences. The students reviewed the target words by translating them into 

Japanese. The main purpose of Phase 1 was to familiarize the students with an effective 

way of learning new words based on the reading material they studied. The importance 

of selecting the correct meaning of a new word by considering the surrounding context 

and the correct part of speech by carefully consulting a dictionary was emphasized 

throughout the class sessions. One week after the students completed the vocabulary 

exercise, a surprise retention test was administered in two forms as explained above. 

The retention test was administered only once. The scores on these two test forms were 

used as independent variables when vocabulary learning was analyzed statistically. The 

students were told that the purpose was to check how much they remembered after 

studying the new words. 

In Phase 2, the students first completed the pre-knowledge vocabulary checklist. 

They then began writing vocabulary journals while reading the second set of reading 

materials. In their vocabulary journal, they had to write the meanings of the target 
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words in Japanese and they were encouraged to add usage notes and example phrases or 

sentences for their chosen words, but this was not compulsory. In this phase, the 

students formed pairs or small groups, selected 25 items for the group target words by 

referring to each student’s vocabulary journal, and wrote the items on the group word 

list sheet. Providing example phrases or short sentences for the chosen words depended 

on the decision of the group members. One week after the students finished making the 

group target word lists, a surprise retention test was administered in two forms as 

explained above. The retention test was given once and the performance on the two test 

forms was used as independent variables when vocabulary learning was analyzed 

statistically. Once again, the students were told that the purpose was to check how well 

they remembered the words that they had studied in their group. 

In Phase 3, the students first completed the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklist. 

They were then given the independent reading material, a worksheet for the material, 

and a vocabulary pre-registration sheet. They were told to read the material 

independently, answer the accompanying comprehension questions on the worksheet, 

complete their own pre-registration vocabulary worksheet based on the independent 

reading material, and submit the two worksheets to the teacher. The number of the 

target words varied according to the classes from 10 for the Grammar and Basic 

Reading Class to 20 for the Short Story and News English Reading Class to 25 for the 

Newspaper Reading Class, mainly because the class levels and the reading materials 

differed. They were also told that their word list would become part of their own final 

examination. After the students submitted the independent reading question worksheet, 
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I distributed answer key sheets, explained the answers, and gave the students time to 

rewrite some parts of their pre-registered vocabulary workshee. 

During the last class, the students completed the L2 English Learning 

Motivation, Confidence/Anxiety, and Strategy Use Questionnaire and the Students’ 

Evaluation Questionnaire. The procedures are summarized in Table 3. 

 

Table 3. Procedures for the Study 
Time Main activities and data collection 
Week 1 Students completed the L2 English Learning Motivation, Confidence/Anxiety, and 

Strategy Use Questionnaire, and the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklists for 
class reading materials. 

 
Phase 1 

 
Students read the materials, discussing key information and answering 
comprehension questions individually and/or in small groups. The teacher 
encouraged the students to use their dictionaries to select the correct meanings of 
words using the contextual information. After they finished studying the material, 
students individually completed teacher-prepared vocabulary exercises, and 
completed surprise retention tests one week later. This phase was completed in 
five class sessions. 

 
Phase 2 

 
While reading the materials, students began selecting the words they wanted to 
learn and writing vocabulary journals individually. In class, the students discussed 
their selections in small groups or pairs in order to make and submit a target word 
list for the group. Students completed surprise retention tests for their group word 
list one week later. This phase was completed in about five and one-third class 
sessions. 

 
Phase 3 

 
Students completed vocabulary pre-knowledge checklists for the independent 
reading materials in class and were given the reading materials, worksheets, and 
pre-registration vocabulary sheets. They read the materials, answered questions 
on worksheets, and completed pre-registered vocabulary lists outside the class. 
They submitted the worksheets. After collecting the students’ worksheets, I 
explained example answers to the reading comprehension questions for the 
worksheets. Then, they submitted their vocabulary pre-registration sheets.  

 
The last 
class 

 
Students completed the L2 English Learning Motivation, Confidence/Anxiety, and 
Strategy Use Questionnaire, and the Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire. 
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Analyses 

Preliminary Analysis and the Rasch Rating Scale Model 

In order to validate the questionnaires, three factor analyses were performed 

separately for the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire, the L2 English 

Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire, and the L2 English Learning Strategy Use 

Questionnaire using the Time 1 data. The data were also analyzed with the Rasch rating 

scale model. The results from the factor analyses and the Rasch rating scale model were 

then compared to produce more valid measures for the constructs under investigation. 

However, the main analyses for the validation of the questionnaires were carried out by 

the Rasch rating scale model for several reasons. First, the Rasch model calibrates 

ordinal observations to produce interval item and person measures that are placed on a 

common interval scale provided that the data fit the model. 

Second, item fit to the Rasch model is examined. In order to examine whether 

the data fit the Rasch rating scale model, infit and outfit mean-square (MNSQ) statistics 

were used. Infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were used to examine the fit of the items 

assessing person attitudes on Likert scale measurements in this study. The infit and 

outfit standardized mean-square (ZSTD) statistics are reported but they were not used 

because they are overly sensitive with large sample sizes (Bond & Fox, 2007). 

Third, the Rasch principal component analysis of residuals (PCA) provides a 

method for detecting other meaningful latent variables in the data after the variance of 

the primary construct has been accounted for. If the data measure one latent variable, 

the residuals will be independent of each other theoretically, producing random noise; 
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thus, the variance explained by other dimensions will be insignificant. For 

dimensionality statistics, the PCA of the Rasch model shows the variance explained of 

the first component and the unexplained variances in the first to fifth residual 

components. Based on Linacre’s (2009b) guidelines, the following criteria were used: 

The variance explained by the Rasch measures should be > 50%; The unexplained 

variance in the first contrast should be less than 5% and; the first contrast should have 

an eigenvalue < 3.0 (good) or < 1.5 (excellent). Because additional constructs appear in 

the first contrast, the last two criteria are emphasized when interpreting the results of the 

Rasch residual analysis. 

After determining that the items fit the Rasch model and that they form a 

reasonably unidimensional construct, Wright maps are produced and interpreted. These 

maps show the spread of item difficulty measures and person ability measures on the 

construct under investigation on the same equal interval logit scale. In this study, the 

logit scale has been converted to a CHIPS scale (1 logit equals 4.55 CHIPS), which has 

an item mean of 50 CHIPS, in order to eliminate negative item difficulty and person 

ability estimates. The Wright maps permit researchers to obtain a clearer understanding 

of the relationship between the item difficulty and person ability estimates and to better 

appreciate the underlying structure of the empirical item hierarchy, which is interpreted 

for each of the constructs measured with the Rasch model in this study. 

Finally, the reliability estimates of the instruments are determined using the 

Rasch reliability formula. The Rasch item reliability estimate is analogous to the 

Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency estimate, and indicates the replicability of item 
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locations along the pathway if the items were administered to another sample of the 

same size that behaved in the same way (Bond & Fox, 2007). The Rasch model also 

produces a person ability reliability estimate that indicates the replicability of person 

locations along the pathway if the persons took another set of items with the same 

characteristics as the initial set. While the Rasch reliability estimates are useful, they 

suffer from the same limitation as traditional reliability estimates: They are bounded by 

0 and 1 and therefore become relatively insensitive to changes in reliability as the 

estimate nears the boundaries. This limitation is addressed through the use of Rasch 

item separation and person separation statistics, which are estimates of the spread of 

items (persons) on the measured variable expressed in standard error units. Item 

(person) separation indices greater than 5.0 are considered excellent, while 2.0 is 

considered sufficient (Smith, 2001). 

After obtaining the validated set of items using the Time 1 data, the Time 1 and 

Time 2 data were combined to examine whether the 6-point Likert rating scale 

performed acceptably. In this study, a strict fit criterion was used; the infit and outfit 

means square statistics should be less than 1.5 (indicating that unexplained randomness 

is less than 50%). The following criteria were checked to determine whether the Likert 

scale functioned acceptably well. First, the category thresholds should be 2.68 CHIPS 

apart (for a 6-point Likert scale) (Woolf & Smith, 2007). Second, the outfit MNSQ 

statistics should be < 2.0. Third, a minimum of ten observations should be present in 

each category. Fourth, the average category measures should increase with the rating 
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scale categories. Fifth, the shape of the probability curves should be unimodal for each 

category. 

 

Analyses for Each Research Question 

Research question 1 concerns what characteristics Japanese young adult L2 

English learners display in terms of motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use. 

This question was investigated by performing a profile analysis, which is a special 

application of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) that can be used when all 

dependent variables are measured on the same scale and when the purpose is to 

determine whether groups differ on the measured variables. The analysis produces a 

flatness test that examines differences across the measured variables within a group and 

a parallelism test that determines whether there are different patterns in the measured 

variables for the groups. To answer this research question, the participants were 

grouped into a high autonomous motivation group and a low autonomous motivation 

group using z-scores computed from the Rasch person ability measures for the intrinsic 

motivational constructs. 

Research question 2 concerns the effect of an autonomy fostering intervention 

based on an adapted Vocabulary Self Collection on the participants’ vocabulary 

learning. The participants’ learning was examined separately for each class and for 

Phase 1 and 2 because the target vocabulary differed according to the class and the 

phase. The scores on the pre-knowledge checklist (pretests) and the retention tests 

(posttest) were statistically analyzed. The amount of learning was shown using raw 
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scores and percentages. Paired t-tests were performed within each condition to 

investigate whether the amount of learning from Time 1 to Time 2 was statistically 

significant. The new vocabulary learning of the high and low autonomous motivation 

groups was also compared using raw scores. 

Research question 3 concerns the effect of an adapted VSS autonomy fostering 

intervention on the participants’ motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use. The 

present study did not employ an experimental design in which treatment and non-

treatment groups are involved. Because the primary purpose was to compare the effects 

of an adapted VSS based autonomy fostering intervention on learners with different 

levels of autonomy, comparisons were made on temporal changes within two groups 

with different initial profiles on the measured constructs. To investigate whether 

temporal changes occurred, a repeated-measures MANOVA was performed separately 

for the high autonomous motivation group and the low autonomous motivation group, 

as the two groups’ initial measures differed for the sets of measured constructs. The 

independent variables were the autonomy fostering intervention (two levels: the initial 

and post-intervention states) and time (two levels: Time 1 and Time 2), and the 

dependent variables were the Rasch person measures on the measured constructs for 

Time 1 and Time 2. 

Research question 4 concerns how the participants evaluate the five core 

activities used for fostering autonomous learning. This question was examined 

quantitatively by analyzing the 6-point Likert scale responses and qualitatively by 
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collecting the participants’ comments for each activity in the Students’ Evaluation 

Questionnaire. 

Descriptive statistics for the data collected from the questionnaire items on 6-

point Likert-scale were calculated to investigate whether the participants reacted 

favorably or unfavorably to the five activities. 

The students’ qualitative comments about the five activities were transcribed 

into an Excel spreadsheet using verbatim transcriptions except for Japanese honorific 

markers. For instance, hakken-deki-masu (can find) was transcribed as hakken-dekiru 

without the honorific marker masu, and suki-desu (like) was transcribed as suki without 

the honorific marker desu. I read them several times carefully, and categorized them 

according to observed themes. Then, a second reader, a native speaker of Japanese who 

had a master’s degree in TESOL and who has taught English to Japanese high school 

students for more than fifteen years, examined the transcribed comments and 

categorized them according the themes I suggested. However, when she thought new 

themes were necessary, she suggested them. Differences concerning the definitions of 

the themes and the categorizations were discussed until an agreement was reached. 

There were a few cases in which a student’s comment was categorized into two 

categories. For example, the statement “Because I chose words myself, I was motivated 

to learn them, and because the vocabulary journal was written in the form of a list, it 

was easy to study” was categorized as More Autonomous Learning and Easy to Use. 

After each comment was categorized, I counted the numbers of the comments 
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categorized as the same theme so that the observed themes and their frequencies could 

be viewed simultaneously. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

 

The L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire, the L2 English Learning 

Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire, and the L2 English Strategy Use Questionnaire 

were administered in order to investigate the participants’ motivation, affect, and 

behavior toward learning English as a foreign language. The data were collected using 

the same questionnaire items before and after the autonomy-fostering intervention. All 

the items were measured on a 6-point Likert scale: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Slightly disagree, 4 = Slightly agree, 5 = Agree, and 6 = Strongly agree. The 

validation of the questionnaires was initially carried out using explanatory factor 

analyses; the main analyses were conducted using the Rasch rating scale model. After a 

factor analysis was run for the Time 1 and Time 2 questionnaire data, the results were 

compared to those of the Rasch rating scale model. The procedures and results of these 

preliminary analyses are described in this chapter. 

 

Time 1 Data Screening 

Out of the 239 students who were enrolled in the six research classes, the 

responses of the 183 students who participated in both administrations of the 

questionnaire were entered into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet (Microsoft Office 

Personal Edition, 2003). A few missing data points (.0003% of the data) were found, 
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but no patterns were identified. Therefore, the item means were substituted in those 

missing cells before conducting the factor analysis. 

Prior to the analysis, the absence of outliers among the cases was checked by 

inspecting the participants’ z-scores for each questionnaire item. Ten univariate outliers 

were identified and deleted from further analysis. Next, the remaining 173 participants’ 

data were checked for multivariate outliers using SPSS 17.0 Mahalanobis distance 

statistics. No multivariate outliers were found. 

Multivariate normality, or the assumption that all variables are normally 

distributed, was examined by inspecting the skewness and kurtosis of each variable. For 

the present sample of 173 participants, the standard error of skewness for all the 

variables was .185 and the standard error of kurtosis for all the variables was .367. 

Descriptive statistics showed that the skewness z-scores for 19 variables and one 

kurtosis z-score were greater than the generally accepted criterion of ±3.29 for a sample 

size of about 200 (p < .001) (Field, 2005, p. 72, Table 4). Skewness and kurtosis z-

scores were calculated by dividing the skewness and kurtosis statistics by the standard 

error of skewness and kurtosis, respectively. Therefore, for the present sample, a 

skewness value of > ± .61 and a kurtosis value of > ±1.21 were statistically significant. 

According to these criteria, for example, four of the seven anxiety items had negatively 

significant skewness. This suggested that many participants felt relatively strong anxiety 

in learning English as a foreign language. All the Social Strategy Use items were 

positively and significantly skewed, indicating that many participants usually do not use 

learning strategies involving other people. All the kurtosis values were within  
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Table 4. Skewness and Kurtosis of the Questionnaire Items 

Item Skewness Kurtosis Item Skewness Kurtosis 

IM 1 -.40 -.21 CON 3 -.16 .21 

IM 2  -.17 -.40 CON 4 -.11 .36 

IM 3 -.20 .11 CON 5  .10 -.19 

IM 4 -.57 .22 CON 6 .21 -.72 

IM 5 -.19 -.27 CON 7 .85* .54 

IM 6 .21 -.08 CON 8 .70* .17 

IM 7 -.14 -.22 ANX 9 -.95* .09 

IM 8 -.01 -.59 ANX 10 -.46 -.61 

IM 9 .10 -.52 ANX 11 -.80* .34 

IDEN 10 -.16 -.72 ANX 12 -.20 -.18 

IDEN 11 -.51 .09 ANX 13 -.76* .22 

IDEN 12 -.75* .76 ANX 14 -1.09* .92 

IDEN 13 -.17 -.85 ANX 15 -.56 -.25 

IDEN 14 -.48 -.19 ANX 16 -.79* .19 

INTRO 15 .02 -.71 VSU 1 .42 -.23 

INTRO 16 1.05* .88 VSU 2 .09 -.43 

INTRO 17 -.20 -.46 VSU 3 -.17 -.30 

INTRO 18 -.06 -.82 VSU 4 -.07 -.49 

INTRO 19 -.11 -.92 VSU 5 -.13 -.37 

EXT 20 .40 .84 MSU 6 .47 .32 

EXT 21 -.63* .36 MSU 7 .12 -.35 

EXT 22 1.12* .61 MSU 8 .02 -.29 

EXT 23 -.03 -.91 MSU 9 -.42 -.20 

AMO 24 .46 -.22 MSU 10 .59 -.31 

AMO 25 .79* -.32 MSU 11 .33 -.51 

AMO 26 .41 -.69 SSU 12  1.18* 1.52* 

AMO 27 1.14* 1.09 SSU 13 .70* -.02 

AMO 28 .65* -.36 SSU 14 .74* -.17 

CON 1  .64* .88 SSU 15 .74* -.34 

CON 2 .40 .44    
Note. * indicates significant values: skewness > ± .61 was significant; kurtosis > ±1.21 was 
significant (at p < .001). IM = Intrinsic Motivation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO 
= Extrinsic Introjected Regulation; EXT = External Regulation; AMO = Amotivation; CON = L2 
Learning Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. 
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the acceptable range except for item Social Strategy Use 12. However, with sample 

sizes of 200 or more, the statistical significance of skewness or kurtosis is not as 

important as its actual size because the standard error of skewness or kurtosis becomes  

relatively small and easily produces large standardized skewness or kurtosis values 

(Field, 2005). Additionally, in the present study, the results of the factor analyses served 

only as an initial investigation of the dimensionality of the data. The primary analyses 

were conducted with the Rasch rating scale model. For these reasons, the scores were 

not transformed for the factor analysis. 

 

Validating the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire Time 1 

Factor Analyses of the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire 

After screening the data, two more assumptions for factor analysis were 

examined. The assumption of the absence of multicollinearity or singularity was 

examined by inspecting all the bivariate correlation among the items. The correlations 

ranged from .79 to .00, satisfying the assumption. Kaiser’s measure of sampling 

adequacy indicated that the data met the assumption of the factorability of correlations 

(KMO = .85, p = .000). 

It was initially hypothesized that five types of motivation were measured by the 

L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire: Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic 

Identified Regulation, Extrinsic Introjected Regulation, External Regulation, and 

Amotivation. It was also hypothesized, following Fortier et al. (1995), that Autonomous 

Motivation can be represented as the combined scores on the Intrinsic Motivation and 
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Extrinsic Identified Regulation items; thus, it was necessary to determine whether the 

Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Regulation items formed a single factor. 

Several factor analyses were conducted in order to obtain the solution that best 

confirmed the theoretically expected factor structure for the L2 English Learning 

Motivation Questionnaire. Both orthogonal and oblique rotations with the combination 

of principal components and maximum likelihood extraction methods were run and 

their results were compared. Different combinations produced similar factor solutions. 

The results of the principal component analysis extraction with Varimax rotation were 

finally chosen because they best represented the hypothesized factor structure, and 

Kline (2002) suggested that simple methods are preferable when the results are similar. 

The seven extracted factors with the loadings from the 28 questionnaire items and the 

total variance explained by the seven factors are presented in Table 5. 

Stevens (2002) suggested that variables with a loading of .40 and above share 

enough variance with a factor to be considered a good indicator of that factor. As shown 

in Table 5, most of the intrinsic motivation items, except for items IM 1, IM 2, IM 6, 

and IM 7, defined the first factor, which was labeled Intrinsic Motivation. 

Unexpectedly, Extrinsic Identified Regulation item IDEN13 had the third largest 

loading on the first factor. This outcome is, however, plausible because although the 

Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Regulation items were written to measure 

two different types of motivation, these two types were hypothesized to be the most and 

the second most autonomous forms of motivation. The second factor was named 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation, as four of the five Extrinsic Identified Regulation items 
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loaded from .58 to .82 on this factor. The third factor was named Extrinsic Introjected 

Regulation, as four of the five Extrinsic Introjected Regulation items loaded on it from 

.76 to .84. The fourth factor was named Amotivation because four of the Amotivation 

items had strong loadings (.48-.69) on this factor. 

 
Table 5. Factor Loadings for the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire Items 
 Factor  

h2 Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

IM 9 .82 .20 -.16 -.04 .14 -.01 -.08 .77 

IM 8 .77 .19 -.09 -.03 .18 -.03 -.02 .67 

IDEN 13 .75 .37 -.06 -.12 .01 .07 .02 .72 

IM 3 .73 .01 -.03 -.28 .24 .21 -.19 .75 

IM 5 .67 .30 -.04 .00 .29 .10 -.09 .64 

IM 4 .61 .15 -.03 -.34 .36 .13 .13 .67 

AMO 28 -.59 -.01 .24 .54 -.08 -.09 .20 .75 

EXT 23 -.57 .08 .31 .30 -.05 .04 .25 .58 

IDEN 14 .02 .82 .15 -.07 -.03 .21 -.14 .76 

IDEN 11 .25 .80 .03 -.12 .11 .04 -.03 .73 

IDEN 10 .37 .68 -.06 -.03 .19 -.06 -.02 .64 

IDEN 12 .39 .58 .14 -.04 .03 .10 -.22 .57 

EXT 21 .03 .49 .19 -.09 -.11 .42 .08 .48 

INTRO 15 -.16 .08 .84 .21 .01 -.03 .00 .78 

INTRO 19 -.1 .12 .83 .11 -.21 .23 -.06 .83 

INTRO 17 -.06 .08 .80 .20 .18 -.13 .02 .74 

INTRO 18 -.17 .03 .76 -.02 -.22 .37 .00 .79 

EXT 22 .00 -.01 .20 .71 -.12 .08 .04 .57 

AMO 25 -.4 -.19 .12 .69 -.07 .12 .10 .72 

AMO 27 -.45 -.34 .21 .50 -.02 .17 .06 .65 

AMO 26 -.38 -.25 .15 .48 -.19 .03 .46 .71 

IM 1 .34 .02 -.08 -.18 .78 .04 .04 .77 

IM 2 .30 .09 .00 -.31 .75 .16 .14 .80 

IM 7 .10 .07 -.11 .19 .62 -.08 -.45 .66 

INTRO 16 .00 .11 .03 .19 .11 .84 .09 .77 

EXT 20 .11 .46 .22 .08 -.11 .64 -.20 .74 

IM 6 .33 -.02 .05 -.04 .38 .51 -.10 .53 

AMO 24 -.12 -.16 -.08 .17 .04 -.04 .78 .69 
% of 
Variance 

18.30 11.41 11.11 8.66 8.24 7.12 4.86  

Cumulative 
%   18.30 29.71 40.82 49.47 57.71 64.84 69.69  

Note. IM = Intrinsic Motivation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Extrinsic 
Introjected Regulation; EXT = External Regulation; AMO = Amotivation. 
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An unexpected result was that Intrinsic Motivation items IM 1, IM 2, and IM 7 

emerged as an independent fifth factor. This likely occurred because they all address 

becoming more knowledgeable by studying or reading English. A sixth factor was 

defined by Extrinsic Introjected Regulation item INTRO 16 (I study English to show 

that I’m intelligent), External Regulation item EXT 20 (I study English because I want 

to enjoy “the good life” later on), and Intrinsic Motivation item IM 6 (I study English 

for satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of accomplishing difficult tasks in 

English). These items might have loaded together because they emphasized studying 

English and being intelligent. Amotivation item AMO 24 (I had good reasons for 

studying English before entering the university; however, now I wonder whether I 

should continue) behaved somewhat differently from the other Amotivation items, 

perhaps because the other Amotivation items expressed a general absence of reasons to 

study English; in contrast item AMO24 specifically addressed a motivational change 

before and after entering the university. 

 

Rasch Analyses of the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire 

The Rasch rating scale model was run using WINSTEPS Version 3.68.2 

(Linacre, 2009a). This allowed for a comparison of the results produced by the factor 

analysis and Rasch analysis, which provided useful information regarding the quality of 

the measured constructs. In addition, the Rasch model provides unique information 

about which items and persons do not fit the construction of a unidimensional 

measurement system characterized by interval level item and person difficulty 
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estimates. Moreover, the Rasch principal components analysis (PCA) of standardized 

item residuals can detect relevant secondary components in the data because if the data 

fit the Rasch model, the residuals should be randomly distributed and not form a second 

meaningful dimension. All 183 participants’ responses, including the ten univariate 

outliers, were entered into the analysis. Outliers do not present a problem in Rasch 

analysis, and no attempt was made to compute an estimate for the missing data because 

a reasonable amount of missing data is not problematic in the Rasch model. 

 

Intrinsic Motivation. 

In order to investigate the functioning of the hypothesized constructs for Intrinsic 

Motivation, four possible combinations of items were entered into the Rasch model. 

The first combination included the original set of items that were hypothesized to 

measure Intrinsic Motivation. The second combination included the items that emerged 

as the first factor in the factor analysis (Intrinsic Motivation IM 3, IM 4, IM 5, IM 8, 

and IM 9 and Extrinsic Identified Regulation item IDEN 13). The third combination of 

the items included all the Intrinsic Motivation items and Extrinsic Identified Regulation 

item IDEN 13, because it was possible that all the Intrinsic Motivation items worked 

together as originally hypothesized and that IDEN item 13 was part of this set as the 

factor analysis suggested. The fourth combination included the items that emerged as 

the fifth factor (i.e., three Intrinsic Motivation items) in the factor analysis, plus Intrinsic 

Motivation item IM 6. Although item IM 6 loaded (.51) on the sixth factor, which was a 

mixture of the items originally designed to measure different constructs, it loaded at .38 
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on the fifth factor. The variance explained by the measures, the largest unexplained item 

residual component, and the Rasch person and item reliability and separation indices for 

Intrinsic Motivation are shown in Table 6. 

 
Table 6. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the 
First Residual Contrast, and Rasch Reliability Statistics for Intrinsic Motivation 

 Variance 
explained by the 

Rasch model  
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

 
Person 

reliability 
(separation) 

 
Item 

reliability 
(separation) 

IM items 1 to 
9 

53.0% 
(10.1) 

12.4% 
(2.4) 

.84 (2.31) .97 (5.48) 

IM 3, 4, 5, 8, 
9, & IDEN13  

64.7% 
(11.0) 

9.2% 
(1.6) 

.86 (2.45) .95 (4.27) 

All IM items & 
IDEN 13 

52.1% 
(10.9) 

12.5% 
(2.6) 

.86 (2.45) .96 (4.99) 

IM 1, 2, 6, & 7 59.0% 
(5.8) 

20.9% 
(2.0) 

.69 (1.48) .98 (7.25) 

Note. IM = Intrinsic Motivation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
 

As indicated in Table 6, the variance explained by the measures increased when 

the Intrinsic Motivation items were separated into two sets and one of them was 

combined with Extrinsic Identified Regulation item IDEN 13. The best set was 

represented by Intrinsic Motivation items IM 3, IM 4, IM 5, IM 8, IM 9, and Extrinsic 

Identified Regulation item IDEN 13; and the second set was represented by Intrinsic 

Motivation items IM 1, IM 2, IM 6, and IM 7. Given that larger amounts of variance, 

more than 50%, explained by the Rasch measures are considered to form a good quality 

rating scale (Linacre, 2009) and smaller amounts of unexplained variance in the first 

residual contrast (< 3.0 eigenvalue units is good and < 1.5 eigenvalue units for an 

excellent rating scale) indicate greater undimensionality, the solutions satisfied these 

criteria and they correspond with the solution produced by the factor analysis. 
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After obtaining this solution, Pearson correlation coefficients between these two 

sets were calculated using the Rasch person measures produced using the two sets of 

items. The Pearson correlation coefficients between the first and the second sets was r = 

.63 (p = .01, two-tailed), which indicated that 39.6% of the variance was shared 

between these measures. As the shared variance was less than 50%, it was concluded 

that the two sets of items measured different constructs of foreign language learning 

motivation. 

The first construct was named Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development 

because it was measured by item IM 9 (I study English for the pleasure that I 

experience while speaking English), item IM 3 (I study English for the pleasure I 

experience when I make progress in my English study), and Identified Regulation item 

IDEN 13 (I study English because I choose to be the kind of person who can use 

English.) 

The second Intrinsic Motivation construct was named Intrinsic Motivation for 

Reading. This construct was measured by Intrinsic Motivation item IM 1 (I study 

English because I enjoy acquiring knowledge about English speaking countries and 

their cultures), item IM 2 (I study English because I feel satisfaction in knowing more 

about various countries and cultures), item IM 7 (I study English for the enjoyment that 

I experience while reading interesting articles and stories in English), and item IM 6 (I 

study English for the satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of accomplishing 

difficult tasks in English). Item IM 7 clearly addresses reading in English and although 

the other items do not directly refer to reading English materials, Japanese students 
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usually gain knowledge about various countries and cultures through reading, and most 

difficult tasks in secondary school and university English classes are related to reading. 

Thus, the original Intrinsic Motivation construct was divided into two constructs. 

The Rasch statistics for the final set of the items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for 

Personal Development are summarized in Table 7. The point-measure correlations were 

acceptable (> .76) and the infit and oufit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring 

Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development were within the .6 to 1.4 criterion for 

acceptable fit to the Rasch model. 

 
Table 7. Rasch Item Statistics for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

IDEN 13  50.3 .4 1.24 2.2 1.22 2.0 .81 
IM 5 50.9 .4 1.17 1.6 1.23 2.0 .76 
IM 8 51.3 .4 1.00 0.0 .99 0.0 .82 
IM 4 46.2 .5 .93 -0.7 .97 -0.3 .78 
IM 3 49.0 .4 .81 -1.9 .89 -1.0 .81 
IM 9 52.4 .4 .75 -2.6 .74 -2.7 .86 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation; 
IM = Intrinsic Motivation. All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The Rasch statistics for the final set of the items measuring for Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading are displayed in Table 8. As shown in Table 8, the point-

measure correlations were acceptable (> .64) and the items displayed acceptable infit 

and outfit MNSQ statistics, as they ranged from .65 to 1.32. 
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Table 8. Rasch Item Statistics for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

IM 6 55.0 .4 1.32 2.8 1.30 2.6 .64 
IM 7 50.7 .4 1.25 2.3 1.26 2.3 .66 
IM 1 46.6 .4  .76 -2.5 .75 -2.6 .82 
IM 2 47.6 .4  .65 -3.9 .64 -3.9 .81 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; IM = Intrinsic Motivation. All statistics 
are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Table 6, the Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) for the 

Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development items was .95 (4.27); the Rasch person 

reliability estimate (separation) was .86 (2.45). The Rasch item reliability estimate 

(separation) for the Intrinsic Motivation for Reading items was .98 (7.25); the person 

reliability estimate (separation) was .69 (1.48). Thus, the item reliability estimates for 

these two sets of items were high. The item separation estimate for Intrinsic Motivation 

for Personal Development was also acceptable, but that for Intrinsic Motivation for 

Reading was below the 2.0 criterion for adequate separation. 

An inspection of the Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 

Development (Figure 1) indicated that the items well centered for the participants as the 

majority of the participants’ ability estimates and the majority of the item difficulty 

estimates were similar. A few students were not measured precisely as their ability 

estimates were located above the highest item threshold estimate. 

The mean item difficulty (SD) of the items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for 

Personal Development was 50.00 (2.00) and the mean person ability was 52.04 (7.52). 

Item IMP 4 (“I study English for the pleasure I feel when it contributes to my personal 

development”) was the easiest item to endorse while item IMP 9 (“I study English for  
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more        | More difficult to endorse items 
Intrinsic Motivation for | 
Personal Development     | 
100                  ##  + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
90                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
80                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                      .  | 
70                       + 
                      #  | 
                        T| 
                      #  | 
                    ###  | 
                  .####  | 
60               ###### S+ 
                  #####  | 
                 .#####  | 
             ##########  | 
                #######  |T 
              .######## M|S IMP5: Can learn what I’m interested in. 
                         |  IMP8: Pleasure from hearing English. 
                         |  IMP9: Pleasure from speaking English. 
50               ######  + M IDEN 13: Chose to be a person who can use English. 
                         | 
                  #####  |S IMP3: Pleasure making progress in English study. 
             .#########  |T IMP4: Pleasure achieving personal growth in  
                         |  English study. 
                   .### S| 
                  .####  | 
                      #  | 
40                  .##  + 
                     .#  | 
                      # T| 
                         | 
                     .#  | 
                         | 
30                    .  + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
20                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
10                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
0                     #  + 
Persons with less        | 
Intrinsic Motivation for | 
Personal Development     |Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 2 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 1. Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development. 
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the pleasure that I experience while speaking English”) was the most difficult item to 

endorse. 

The Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading (Figure 2) also indicated 

that the items were well centered for the participants as the majority of the Participants’ 

ability estimates and the majority of the item difficulty estimates were similar. A few 

students were not measured precisely as their ability estimates were located above the 

highest item threshold estimate. 

The mean item difficulty (SD) of the items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for 

Reading was 50.00 (3.28) and the mean person ability (SD) was 51.78 (5.95). Item 

IMR1 (“I study English because I enjoy acquiring knowledge about English speaking 

countries and their cultures”) was the easiest item to endorse and item IMR 6 (“I study 

English for the satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of accomplishing difficult 

tasks in English”) was the most difficult item to endorse. 

 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 

All the Extrinsic Identified Regulation items were initially entered into the 

Rasch analysis. Based on the results of the factor analysis (Table 5) and the Rasch 

analyses (Table 6), which indicated that item IDEN 13 measured the same construct as 

the Intrinsic Motivation items, item IDEN 13 was deleted from the second Rasch 

analysis, and both results were compared. The results are summarized in Table 9. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more     | More difficult to endorse items 
Intrinsic Motivation  | 
for Reading           | 
100                .  + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
90                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
80                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
70                    + 
                   .  | 
                      | 
                   .  | 
                     T| 
                   #  | 
60              .###  + 
                .### S| 
               .####  |T 
                ####  |  IMR 6: Satisfaction from accomplishing difficult 
                      |  English tasks. 
            ########  |S 
           ######### M| 
50          .#######  + M IMR 7: Enjoyment from reading interesting materials. 
             #######  |  IMR 2: Satisfaction from knowing more about various  
                      |  countries and cultures. 
                 .##  |S IMR 1: Enjoy acquiring knowledge about English- 
                      |  speaking countries. 
                 ### S| 
                   .  |T 
                  .#  | 
40                .# T+ 
                      | 
                   #  | 
                   .  | 
                      | 
                      | 
30                 .  + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
20                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
10                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
 0                 .  + 
Persons with less     | 
Intrinsic Motivation  | 
for Reading           | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 3 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 2. Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading. 
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Table 9. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the First 
Residual Contrast, and Rasch Reliability Statistics for Extrinsic Identified Regulation 

 

Variance 
explained by the 

Rasch model 
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

 
Person reliability 

(separation) 

Item 
reliability 

(separation) 
IDEN items 10-
14 57.8% (6.9) 14.0% (1.7) .77 (1.81) .95 (4.57) 
IDEN items 10, 
11, 12, & 14 63.6% (7.0) 14.1% (1.6) .77 (1.84) .97 (5.34) 
Note. IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
 

As shown in Table 9, deleting item IDEN 13 resulted in a slightly better set of 

items as the variance explained by the Rasch measures, item reliability, and item 

separation increased. Items IDEN 10, IDEN 11, IDEN 12, and IDEN 14 concern the 

relationship between studying English and future employment, while item IDEN 13 (“I 

study English because I choose to be the kind of person who can use English”) 

emphasizes that the decision for an action is based on personal choice. Personal 

decisions are an important part of Extrinsic Identified Regulation in Deci and Ryan’s 

(1995) Self-Determination Theory. They proposed that Extrinsic Identified Regulation 

develops when a person sees his or her own values reflected in things that are at first 

externally motivated; thus, personal decision items have traditionally been treated as 

representing Extrinsic Identified Regulation. However, the present data suggested that 

including item IDEN 13 as part of the Intrinsic Motivation construct is more 

appropriate. 

The final set of items measuring Extrinsic Identified Regulation is summarized 

in Table 10. The point-measure correlations were acceptable as they ranged from .74 to 

.80; the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items were acceptable. The item 

reliability estimate (separation) for this set of items was good at .97 (5.34). The person 



 100 

reliability estimate (separation) was slightly low at .77 (1.84), given that the separation 

statistics failed to meet the 2.0 criterion for good separation. 

 

Table 10. Rasch Item Statistics for Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

DEN 10 52.9 .4 1.16 1.5 1.19 1.7 .79 
IDEN 12 48.0 .5 1.05 .5 1.03 .3 .74 
IDEN 14 52.0 .4 .88 -1.1 .84 -1.5 .80 
IDEN 11 47.1 .5 .82 -1.6 .84 -1.4 .80 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty estimate (SD) was 50.00 (2.50) and the mean person 

ability estimate (SD) was 53.42 (7.65), indicating that the participants generally found it 

to easy to endorse the items. As shown in Figure 3, item IDEN 11 (“I study English 

because learning English will help me make a better choice regarding my career 

orientation”) was the easiest item to endorse with a difficulty estimate of 47.1 while 

item IDEN 10 (“I study English because I believe that learning English will eventually 

help me enter the job market in a field that I like”) was the most difficult item to 

endorse. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more Extrinsic | More difficult to endorse items 
Identified Regulation       | 
100                     .#  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
90                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
80                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                     .####  | 
70                          + 
                           T| 
                     .####  | 
                            | 
                      ####  | 
                      ###  S| 
60                          + 
                 #########  | 
                ##########  | 
                            |T 

              ######## M|S IDEN 10: Enter the job market in a field I like. 
                ##########  |  IDEN 14: Get a better job after graduation. 
50              .#########  +M 
                  .#######  |  IDEN 12: Improve my competence as a worker. 
                   .######  |S IDEN 11: Make a better choice for my career. 
                         # S|T 
                  .#######  | 
                        .#  | 
40                       #  + 
                         . T| 
                         #  | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
30                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
20                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
10                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
0                        #  + 
Persons with less Extrinsic |  
Identified Regulation       | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#”is 2 and each “.” is 1 person. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 3. Wright map for Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
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Extrinsic Introjected Regulation. 

All the Extrinsic Introjected Regulation items were entered into the initial 

analysis in order to assess their dimensionality. Because the factor analysis indicated 

that item INTRO 16 behaved differently from the other four Extrinsic Introjected 

Regulation items, item INTRO 16 was deleted from the second analysis. The results are 

compared in Table 11. 

 
Table 11. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the First 
Contrast, and Reliability Statistics for Extrinsic Introjected Regulation 

 

Variance 
explained by the 

Rasch model  
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

Person reliability 
(separation) 

Item 
 reliability 

(separation) 
All INTRO 
items 15-19 56.7% (6.5) 17.3% (2.0) .70 (1.54) .97 (6.19) 
INTRO items 
15, 17, 18, 
&19 65.8% (7.7) 19.7% (2.3) .81 (2.06) .85 (2.38) 
Note. INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected Regulation. 
 

As shown in Table 11, when item INTRO 16 was deleted, both the unexplained 

variance in the first contrast and the variance explained by the Rasch measures 

increased, while the item separation index decreased from 6.19 to 2.38 and the item 

reliability estimate stayed almost the same. The infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for item 

16 were 2.18 and 2.20 respectively, both of which were beyond the .6 to 1.4 criterion; 

thus, item 16 showed poor fit to the Rasch model. In addition, items INTRO15, INTRO 

17, INTRO 18 and INTRO 19 all concern the shame or guilt that persons experience 

when they fail to engage in the target behavior while item INTRO16 (I study English to 

show that I am intelligent) concerned an external effect that an engaged behavior 

produces. This may have decreased the unidimensionality of the items. Therefore, item 
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INTRO 16 was deleted. The Rasch item statistics and the Wright map for the final set of 

items measuring Extrinsic Introjected Regulation are shown in Table 12 and Figure 4. 

 

Table 12. Rasch Item Statistics for Extrinsic Introjected Regulation 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

INTRO 17 48.0 .5 1.26 2.3 1.22 1.9 .79 
INTRO 18 49.7 .5 1.06 .6 1.00 .0 .84 
INTRO 15 51.2 .5 .09 -1.0 .86 -1.3 .86 
INTRO 19 51.1 .5 .73 -2.8 .72 -2.8 .87 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected 
Regulation. All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Table 12, the point-measure correlations were high (.79-.87) and the infit 

and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring Extrinsic Introjected Regulation 

were acceptable. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was acceptable at .85 

(2.38), while the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was .81 (2.06). 

As shown in Figure 4, item INTRO 17 (I study English because I would feel 

ashamed if I could not keep up with class) was the easiest item to endorse and item 

INTRO 15 (I study English because I would feel ashamed if I got bad grades in 

English) was the most difficult item to endorse. The mean item difficulty (SD) was 

50.00 (1.29) and the mean person ability (SD) was 46.45 (8.60). 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more Extrinsic | More difficult to endorse items                  
Introjected Regulation      | 
100                      #  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
90                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
80                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
70                       .  + 
                            | 
                         .  | 
                            | 
                        ## T+ 
                        .#  | 
60                          + 

   .#######  | 
                    .#####  | 
                           S| 
                  .#######  |T 
                            |S INTRO 15: Ashamed if got bad grades. 
                            |  INTRO 19: Ashamed if couldn’t use English. 
50                  .#####  +M INTRO 18: Ashamed if can’t understand English. 
                    .#####  |S INTRO 17: Ashamed if couldn’t keep up with  

               .####### M|T  class. 
                            | 
                ##########  | 
                    ######  | 
40                  .#####  + 
                    ###### S| 
                    ######  | 
                       .##  | 
                      .###  | 
                            | 
30                     .## T+ 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
20                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
10                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
0                    #####  + 
Persons with less Extrinsic | 
Introjected Regulation      | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 2 and each “.” is 1 person. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 4. Wright map for Extrinsic Introjected Regulation. 
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External Regulation. 

The factor analysis indicated that the External Regulation items failed to form an 

expected independent factor (Table 5). Item EXT 20 clustered with item INTRO 16 and 

item IM 6, item EXT 22 had a significant loading on the amotivation factor, and item 

EXT 23 did not have a significant loading on any factor. In contrast to the results of the 

factor analysis, the Rasch rating scale model indicated that the External Regulation 

items formed a generally unidimensional construct. Table 13 summarizes the Rasch 

principal component analysis of item residuals results. 

 

Table 13. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the First 
Contrast, and Reliability Statistics for External Regulation 

 

Variance 
explained by the 

Rasch model  
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

Person 
reliability 

(separation) 

Item 
reliability 

(separation) 
All EXT items 
20-23 56.5% (5.2) 21.5% (2.0) .47 (.95) .99 (10.21) 
Note. EXT = External Regulation.  
 

As shown in Table 13, the person reliability and person separation indices were 

low, an indication that many of the participants had similar levels of External 

Regulation. The Wright map (Figure 5) shows that the majority of the person ability 

estimates were between 45 and 50 CHIPS. Despite this restricted range of person ability 

estimates, the fit between the difficulty estimates of the External Regulation items and 

the participants’ ability estimates was good. 

As shown in Table 13, the variance explained by the Rasch measures was 

satisfactory at 56.5%, and the unexplained variance in the first contrast was 21.5% 
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(eigenvalue = 2.0), which was still within the acceptable eigenvalue criterion of < 3.0 

eigenvalue units. External Regulation was comprised of items EXT 20 to EXT 23, all of 

which concern external pressures to engage in the target behavior (e.g., Item EXT 22 “I 

study English because my parents pressure me to do so”). The Rasch item statistics and 

the Wright map for the final set of the items measuring External Regulation are shown 

in Table 14 and Figure 5. 

 

Table 14. Rasch Item Statistics for External Regulation 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

EXT 23 48.2 .3 1.24 2.3 1.20 1.8 .61 
EXT 22 54.9 .4 .99 -.1 .84 -1.1 .55 
EXT 20 51.3 .3 .98 -.1 .91 -.8 .66 
EXT 21 45.6 .3 .86 -1.4 .82 -1.7 .62 
Note. Point-Msre Correlation = Part-measure correlation; EXT = External Regulation. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Table 14, the point-measure correlations were acceptable (.55-.66), 

and the items measuring External Regulation displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch 

model as the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics ranged from .82 to 1.24. The item 

reliability estimate (separation) was good at .99 (10.21). The person reliability estimate 

(separation) was low at .47 (.94). 

As shown in Figure 5, the items were well centered on the participants as the 

distribution of the item difficulty estimates and the person ability measures were 

similar. The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (3.47) and the mean person difficulty 

(SD) was 48.01 (3.68). Item EXT 21 (“I study English because English ability is often 

talked about as important in Japanese society today”) was the easiest item to endorse 

and item EXT 22 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more   | More difficult to endorse items 
External Regulation | 
                    | 
   60               + 
                 .  | 
                    |T 
                 . T|  EXT 22: My parents pressure me. 
              .###  |S 
              .### S|  EXT 20: Want to enjoy “the good life” later on. 
   50   .#########  +M 
       ########### M|  EXT 23: Cannot graduate unless I study English. 
            .#####  |S 
           .###### S|  EXT 21: English ability is important in Japanese 
                    |  society. 
                ##  |T 
                .#  | 
   40            # T+ 
                 .  | 
                    | 
                    |  
                    | 
                    | 
   30               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   20               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   10               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
    0            .  + 
Persons with less   |  
External Regulation | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 4 and each “.” is 1 person. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 5. Wright map for External Regulation. 
 

(“I study English because my parents pressure me to do so”) was the most difficult 

item to endorse. 

 

Amotivation. 

The factor analysis indicated that with the exception of item AMO 24, the 

Amotivation items emerged as an independent factor. All six Amotivation items were 

entered into WINSTEPS and then all the Amotivation items except item AMO 24 were 

analyzed. The results of the two analyses are shown in Table 15. 
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Table 15. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the First 
Contrast, and Reliability Statistics for Amotivation  

 

Variance 
explained by the 

Rasch Model  
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

Person reliability 
(separation) 

Item 
reliability 

(separation) 
All AMO items 
24-28 55.2% (6.2) 14.2% (1.6) .68 (1.46) .97 (5.92) 
AMO items 
except 24 63.6% (7.0) 13.5% (1.5) .70 (1.53) .98 (6.56) 
Note. AMO = Amotivation. 
 

As shown in Table 15, the Rasch results converged with those of the factor 

analysis. Deleting item AMO 24 resulted in a higher degree of unidimensionality as 

indicated by the increase in the variance explained by the Rasch measures and the 

decrease in the variance accounted for by the first residual contrast. Therefore, the final 

set of Amotivation measurements consists of items AMO 25 to AMO 28, all of which 

concern a general lack of motivation to study English (e.g., item AMO 25, I feel that I 

am wasting time studying English). In contrast, item AMO 24 (I had a good reason for 

studying English before entering the university; however, now I wonder whether I 

should continue) concerns a more specific situation. The Rasch item statistics and the 

Wright map for the final set of Amotivation items are shown in Table 16 and Figure 6. 
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Table 16. Rasch Item Statistics for Amotivation 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

AMO 25 53.1 .5 1.00 .0 1.02 .2 .74 
AMO 28 48.2 .5 1.02 .2 1.01 .1 .81 
AMO 27 53.1 .5 .97 -.2 .94 -.4 .74 
AMO 26 45.6 .4 .97 -.2 .96 -.3 .85 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; AMO = Amotivation. All statistics are 
based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Table 16, the point-measure correlations were high (.74-.85), and 

the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring Amotivation were 

acceptable. The item reliability estimate (separation) was good at .98 (6.56), while the 

person reliability estimate (separation) was somewhat low at .70 (1.53). 

The mean person ability estimate (SD) of 43.44 (6.66) was lower than the mean 

item difficulty (SD) of 50.00 (3.25). This indicates that the items were generally 

difficult for the participants to endorse. As shown in Figure 6, item AMO 26 (I don’t 

know why I am learning English) was the easiest item to endorse and Amotivation items 

AMO 25 (I feel that I’m wasting time studying English) and AMO 27 (I can’t see any 

use for English in my future) were the most difficult items to endorse. 

 

Validating an Autonomous Motivation Index 

One of the purposes of the present study is to investigate how learners’ profiles 

vary according to their autonomous motivation for learning English as a foreign 

language. As explained in Chapter 1, Fortier, Vallerand, and Guay (1995) advanced an 

autonomy index (p. 263), consisting of a summation of specifically weighted scores that 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more   | More difficult to endorse items 
Amotivation         | 
60                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                 # T|T 
                 #  |S AMO 25: Wasting time. 
              .###  |  AMO 27: Can’t see any use for English in my future. 
                    | 
50              ## S+M AMO 28: Unmotivated to study English. 
         .########  | 
           .######  |S AMO 24: Have lost reasons for studying English. 
                    |  AMO 26: Don’t know why I’m studying English. 
           .###### M|T 
        .#########  | 
              ####  | 
40            #### S+ 
                    | 
              ####  | 
                    | 
              #### T| 
                    | 
30                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
20                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
10                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
0          .######  + 
Persons with less   | Easier to endorse items 
Amotivation         | 

Note. Each “#” is 3 and each “.” is 1 person. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 6. Wright map for Amotivation. 
 

their participants had on the Academic Motivation Scale (Vallerand, et al., 1993). In 

Fortier et al.’s summation, weights were assigned to the motivation items of the 

Academic Motivation Scale according to their respective location on Deci and Ryan’s 

(1985) autonomy continuum: The Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation items were assigned the weights of +2 and +1, respectively. For this 

weighting to be justified, the Intrinsic Motivation and Identified Regulation items 

should measure a single, reasonably unidimensional construct. To examine the 
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dimensionality of the items, the Intrinsic Motivation and Identified Regulation items 

were submitted to a Rasch principal component analysis. The results shown in Figure 7 

indicated that two dimensions exist in the data given the clear separation between the 

Intrinsic Motivation items at the bottom of the figure and the Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation items at the top. 

As shown in the Rasch dimensionality analysis (Figure 7), the residuals for 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation items IDEN 14, IDEN 11, IDEN 12, and IDEN 10 had 

positive loadings greater than the .40 criterion (Bond & Fox, p. 256), suggesting that 

these items were measuring the same construct. Identified Regulation item IDEN 13 had 

a zero loading, indicating that it functioned somewhat differently from the other 

Identified Regulation items. On the other hand, all the residuals for the Intrinsic 

Motivation items had negative loadings, suggesting that these items measured a single 

construct that differed from Extrinsic Identified Regulation. Because the Intrinsic 

Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Regulation items did not form a unidimensional 

construct, the scores derived from the Intrinsic Motivation and Identified Regulation 

items were not combined to form a single autonomy index. As discussed previously, the 

items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading measured slightly different aspects of Intrinsic Motivation for 

Learning English. To unify information about autonomous forms of motivation for 

learning English as a foreign language, averaged person (student) measures of Intrinsic 

Motivation for Personal Development (consisting Intrinsic Motivation items IM 3, 
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       0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- COUNT 
   .8 +                            IDEN 14                          + 1  
      |                              |                              |    
   .7 +                      IDEN 11 |                              + 1  
      |                              |                              | 
   .6 +                      IDEN 12 |                              + 1  
C     |                              |IDEN 10                       | 1 
O  .5 +                              |                              + 
N     |                              |                              | 
T  .4 +                              |                              + 
R     |                              |                              | 
A  .3 +                              |                              + 
S     |                              |                              | 
T  .2 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              | 
1  .1 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              | 
L  .0 +----------------------------IDEN 13--------------------------+ 1 
O     |                              |                              |   
A -.1 +                             IM 5                            + 1  
D     |                              |IM 7 IM 6                     | 2  
I -.2 +                              |                              +    
N     |                              |                              |    
G -.3 +                              |IM 9                          + 1  
      |                          IM 4|IM 8                          | 2 
  -.4 +                              |                              + 
      |                             IM 3                            | 1  
  -.5 +                          IM 2|                              + 1  
      |                          IM 1|                              | 1  
  -.6 +                              |                              + 
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- 
       0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
                               ITEM MEASURE 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Figure 7. Rasch dimensionality map for the Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified 
Regulation items. 
 

IM 4, IM 5, IM 8, IM 9, and Identified Regulation item IDEN13) and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading (Intrinsic Motivation items IM 1, IM 2, IM 6, IM 7) are used in 

the present study. 

 

Validating the L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire Time 1 

Data 

Factor Analyses of the L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire 

After screening the data, two more assumptions for factor analysis were 

examined. The assumption of the absence of multicollinearity or singularity was 
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examined by inspecting all the bivariate correlation among the items. The correlations 

ranged from .72 to .01, satisfying the assumption. Kaiser’s measure of sampling 

adequacy indicated that the data met the assumption of the factorability of correlations 

(KMO = .87, p = .000). 

Several factor analyses were conducted to determine the dimensionality of the 

Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire. It was originally hypothesized that two constructs, 

confidence and anxiety using English as a foreign language, were measured by this 

questionnaire. It was also hypothesized that two subconstructs for confidence and 

anxiety might be identified: confidence or anxiety for reading and writing English and 

confidence or anxiety for listening and speaking, skills involving real-time processing. 

The results of a principal component analysis with Varimax rotation were chosen 

because they best represented the hypothesized factor structure. 

The three extracted factors, the loadings of the 16 Confidence/Anxiety 

Questionnaire items, communalities, and the total variance explained by the three 

factors are presented in Table 17. 

As shown in Table 17, Confidence items CON 1, CON 2, CON 6, CON 7, and CON 8 

concerning productive language skills (i.e., writing, completing assignments, and 

speaking) loaded on the first factor. This factor was, therefore, labeled L2 Productive 

Confidence. The Anxiety items formed the second factor, which was named L2 

Learning Anxiety. Three of the Confidence items concerning reading skills (items CON 

3, CON 4, and CON 5) loaded on the third factor, which was called L2 Reading 

Confidence. Anxiety item ANX 12 (I am unsure of myself when selecting the right 
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meaning of a word using a dictionary if it has many meanings) had, as expected, a 

significant negative loading on the reading confidence factor, and at the same time, item 

ANX 12 had a significant loading of .40 on L2 Learning Anxiety. Item CON 2 (I can 

complete English assignments satisfactorily) was complex as it had significant loadings 

on both the first and the third factor. 

 
Table 17. Factor Loadings for the L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety 
Questionnaire Items 

 
Item 

Factor  
h2 1 2 3 

CON 8 .82 -.23 .10 .74 
CON 7 .81 -.16 .08 .69 
ANX 16 -.62 .44 -.17 .61 
CON 6 .62 -.17 .41 .58 
CON 2 .60 .09 .54 .66 
CON 1 .59 -.21 .22 .44 
ANX 11 -.29 .76 -.18 .69 
ANX 10 -.21 .69 -.37 .66 
ANX 9 .05 .68 -.07 .47 
ANX 13 -.32 .64 -.20 .55 
ANX 15 -.39 .52 .20 .46 
ANX 14 -.45 .50 .01 .45 
CON 3 .26 -.18 .69 .58 
CON 5 .03 -.06 .67 .45 
CON 4 .39 .00 .65 .57 
ANX 12 .06 .40 -.61 .54 
% of Variance 22.64 18.73 15.83 

 
Cumulative % 22.64 41.36 57.19 
Note. CON = Confidence; ANX = Anxiety. 
 

Rasch analyses of the L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire 

In order to further investigate the dimensionality of the items on the 

Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire, they were submitted to an analysis using the Rasch 

rating scale model (Figure 8). All the confidence items, then all the anxiety items, and 
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then sets of items based on the solution that the factor analysis yielded were entered into 

the Rasch analysis. The results of those analyses are summarized in Table 18. When the 

Confidence and the Anxiety items were combined as shown in the first, fourth, and 

sixth row, the variance explained by the Rasch model was generally low, suggesting 

that the Confidence and the Anxiety items needed to be separated. When the 

Confidence items CON 1, CON 2, CON 6, CON 7, and CON 8 and the Confidence 

 
Table 18. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the 
First Residual Contrast, and Rasch Reliability Statistics for the L2 English Learning 
Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire Items 

 
 

Variance 
explained by 
the Rasch 

model  
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

Person 
reliability 

(separation) 

Item 
reliability 

(separation) 

All CON & ANX 
items 38.6% (10.1) 27.8% (7.2) .26 (0.6) .99 (8.7) 

All CON items 57.2% (10.8) 11.5% (2.2) .83 (2.20) .98 (7.66) 

CON 1, 2, 6, 7, & 
8 (productive) 63.8% (8.8) 13.0% (1.8) .81 (2.06) .97 (5.75) 

CON 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 
& ANX 16  58.7% (8.5) 13.7% (2.0) .54 (1.07) .99 (9.77) 

CON 3, 4, & 5 
(reading) 58.0% (4.1) 23.1% (1.7) .65 (1.37) .79 (1.96) 

CON 3, 4, 5, & 
ANX 12 28.7% (1.6) 34.0% (1.9) .02 (0.13) .79 (1.91) 

Anxiety ALL 46.9% (7.1) 10.4% (1.6) .76 (1.79) .94 (3.89) 

Anxiety ALL 
without ANX 9 51.3% (7.4) 10.6% (1.5) .77 (1.84) .95 (4.50) 
Note. CON = Confidence, ANX = Anxiety. 
 

items CON 3, CON 4, and CON 5 were separated, the former set was well explained by 

the Rasch model (63.8%), and the variance explained by the Rasch model for the 
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Confidence items CON 3, CON 4, and CON 5 (58.0%) was acceptable. For the Anxiety 

items, deleting item ANX 9 resulted in a higher percentage of the variance explained by 

the Rasch model. Figure 8 shows a clear separation between the Confidence and the 

Anxiety items, as all the Anxiety item residuals had positive loadings above the .40 

criterion while all the Confidence item residuals had negative loadings greater than -.40. 

This indicated that the two sets of items measured clearly different constructs. 

   
   0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- COUNT 
   .8 +                        ANX 11|                              + 1  
      |                 ANX 10 ANX 16|                              | 2  
   .7 +                        ANX 13|                              + 1  
      |                        ANX 14|                              | 1  
   .6 +                              |                              +    
      |                              |                              | 
   .5 +                         ANX 12                              + 1  
C     |                   ANX 9 ANX 15                              | 2  
O  .4 +                              |                              +  
N     |                              |                              | 
T  .3 +                              |                              + 
R     |                              |                              | 
A  .2 +                              |                              + 
S     |                              |                              | 
T  .1 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              | 
1  .0 +------------------------------|------------------------------+ 
      |                              |                              | 
L -.1 +                              |                              + 
O     |                              |                              | 
A -.2 +                              |                              + 
D     |                              |                              | 
I -.3 +                              |                              + 
N     |                              |                              | 
G -.4 +                              |                              + 
      |                              | CON 5                        | 1 
  -.5 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              |  
  -.6 +                              |                              +  
      |                          CON 3 CON 4                        | 2 
  -.7 +                              | CON 1                        + 1 
      |                              | CON 2 CON 7 CON 8            | 3  
  -.8 +                              | CON 6                        + 1  
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- 
       0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
                               ITEM MEASURE 

 
Note. Anx = Anxiety, Con = Confidence. 
Figure 8. Rasch dimensionality map for the Confidence and Anxiety items. 
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L2 Learning Confidence. 

Next, all the Confidence items were submitted to a Rasch principal component 

analysis to examine whether two different dimensions were present in the Confidence 

item residuals as suggested by the results of the factor analysis. As shown in Figure 9, a 

clear separation was found between items CON 7 and CON 8 and items CON 3, CON 

4, and CON 5, as the former two items had significant positive residual loadings while 

the latter three items had significant negative residual loadings. Thus, the Rasch  

 
       0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- COUNT 
   .8 +                              |  CON 7                       + 1 
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O  .5 +                              |                              + 
N     |                              |                              | 
T  .4 +                              |                              + 
R     |                              |                              | 
A  .3 +                              |CON 6                         + 1 
S     |                              |                              | 
T  .2 +                              |                              + 
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A -.1 +                              |                              + 
D     |                              |                              | 
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N     |                              |                              | 
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      |                              |                              | 
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Note. Con = Confidence. 
Figure 9. Rasch dimensionality map for the Confidence items. 
 

principal component analysis indicated that Confidence items CON 7 and CON 8 and 

Confidence items CON 3, CON 4, and CON 5 measured somewhat different constructs. 
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As more comparisons were needed to determine how to deal with items CON 1, 2, and 

6, comparisons from other perspectives are considered below.  

As the Rasch principal component analysis of item residuals indicated, the 

variance explained by the Rasch model also increased when the items measuring L2 

Productive Confidence (i.e., items CON 1, 2, 6, 7, and 8) were separated from those 

measuring L2 Reading Confidence (i.e., items CON 3, 4, and 5) (Table 18). The 

unexplained variance in the first contrast for L2 Reading Confidence was 23.1%, but the 

eigenvalue was 1.7, which is smaller than the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion. Although items 

CON 1 (I feel confident that I can master English to the extent that satisfies me) and 

CON 2 (I can complete English class assignments satisfactorily) do not explicitly refer 

to productive aspects of L2 learning, some participants might have interpreted “master 

English” and “complete English class assignments satisfactorily” as involving some L2 

productive aspects. Thus, it was concluded that separating productive and reading skills 

was theoretically reasonable. The Pearson correlation coefficient between the Rasch 

person ability measures estimated using items CON 1, 2, 6, 7, and 8 and items CON 3, 4 

and 5 was r = .64 (p = .01, two-tailed). Thus, the shared variance was 41%. This finding 

confirmed that these two sets of items assessed different aspects of confidence. The 

Rasch item statistics and the Wright map for the items measuring L2 Productive 

Confidence are shown in Table 19 and Figure 10. 

As shown in Table 19, the point-measure correlations were high (.74-.83), and 

the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring L2 Productive Confidence 
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were acceptable. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was .97 (5.75) and the 

Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was .81 (2.06). 

 

Table 19. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Productive Confidence 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

PCON 1 47.5 .5 1.20 1.9 1.20 1.8 .74 
PCON 2 45.9 .5 1.04 .4 1.04 .4 .76 
PCON 7 53.1 .5 .98 -.2 .92 -.7 .83 
PCON 6 50.3 .5 .91 -.9 .93 -.7 .81 
PCON 8 53.2 .5 .92 -.7 .83 -1.1 .83 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (2.92) and the mean person ability (SD) 

was 43.59 (7.96); the low person ability mean indicates that the participants generally 

found the items difficult to endorse. L2 Productive Confidence item PCON 2 (I can 

complete English class assignment satisfactorily) was the easiest item to endorse and 

item PCON 8 (I can convey what I think satisfactorily when speaking English) was the 

most difficult item to endorse. 

As shown in Table 20, the point-measure correlations were high (.75 -.81.), and 

the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring L2 Reading Confidence  

 

Table 20. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Reading Confidence 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

RCON5 50.5 .5 1.15 1.4 1.15 1.4 .75 
RCON4 51.0 .5 .93 -.7 .92 -.8 .81 
RCON3 48.5 .5 .89 -1.0 .87 -1.3 .78 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; RCON = L2 Reading Confidence. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
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were acceptable. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was .79 (1.96) and the 

Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was .65 (1.37). 

 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more L2  | More difficult to endorse items 
Productive Confidence | 
80                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                   .  | 
70                    + 
                   .  | 
                     | 

                      | 
                      | 
                   #  | 
60                   T+ 
                  ##  | 
                 ###  | 
                 .##  |T 
                 .##  |S PCON 8: Can convey what I think satisfactorily 
                      |  when speaking English. 
                  ## S|  PCON 7: Can perform English speaking activities in 
                      |  class satisfactorily. 
50            .#####  +M PCON 6: Can write English in English satisfactorily. 
              .#####  | 
             #######  |S PCON 1: Can master English satisfactorily. 
                      |  PCON 2: Can complete English class assignment  
         .#########  |T satisfactorily. 
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              .#####  | 
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        .###########  | 
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             .###### S| 
              .#####  | 
                      | 
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                 .##  | 
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                      | 
0                 ##  + 
Persons with less L2  | 
Productive Confidence | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each '#' is 2. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 10. Wright map for L2 Productive Confidence. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more L2 | More difficult to endorse items 
Reading Confidence   | 
80                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                  .  | 
70                   + 
                     | 
                 .#  | 
                     | 
                 .# T| 
                     | 
60                #  + 
                     | 
           .####### S| 
                     | 
        .##########  | 
                     |S RCON 4: Can read and comprehend English materials  
                     |  outside class with a dictionary. 
50        .########  +M RCON 5: Can select the correct meaning of a polysemic  

              |  word using a dictionary. 
                    M|S RCON 3: Can comprehend the class readings with a  
                     |  dictionary. 
           .#######  | 
           .#######  | 
                     | 
          .######## S| 
40             .###  + 
                     | 
                  #  | 
                     | 
                  # T| 
                     | 
30                .  + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
20                  + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
10                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
0                 .  + 
Persons with less L2 |  
Reading Confidence   | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 3. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 11. Wright map for L2 Reading Confidence. 
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The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (1.08) and the mean person ability 

(SD) was 49.11 (7.47). As shown in Figure 11, L2 Reading Confidence item RCON 3 (I 

can comprehend class reading materials satisfactorily with the help of a dictionary) 

was the easiest item to endorse and item RCON 4 (I can read and comprehend English 

materials outside of class with the help of a dictionary) was the most difficult item to 

endorse. 

 

L2 Learning Anxiety. 

There was slight difference in the set of fit statistics when Anxiety item ANX 9 

was excluded from the analysis (see Table 18). The infit MNSQ statistic for item ANX 

9 was 1.62 and the outfit MNSQ was 1.67; both were larger than the 1.4 criterion. The 

Pearson correlation coefficient between all the Anxiety items and the items without item 

ANX 9 was r = .97 (p < .01, two-tailed). The shared variance was .94, which indicated 

that including item ANX 9 had a minimal effect on the person measures. However, 

because of the poor fit displayed by item ANX 9 and because the difficulty estimate that 

item was almost the same as that for items ANX 10 and ANX 11, item ANX 9 was 

deleted from the final set of Anxiety items. Table 21 summarizes the Rasch item 

statistics for the final set of items measuring L2 Learning Anxiety. 

As shown in Table 21, the point-measure correlations (.57-.76.) and the infit and 

outfit MNSQ statistics for the items were acceptable. The Rasch item reliability 

estimate (separation) was .95 (4.50) and the Rasch person reliability estimate 

(separation) was .77 (1.85). 
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Table 21. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Learning Anxiety 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

ANX 12 53.4 .3 1.21 1.9 1.37 3.2 .58 
ANX 15 50.2 .4 1.22 1.9 1.37 2.9 .57 
ANX 14 48.8 .4 1.30 2.5 1.20 1.6 .65 
ANX 10 51.9 .4 .98 -.1 1.00 .1 .75 
ANX 13 49.3 .4 .95 -.4 .88 -1.0 .71 
ANX 16 47.8 .4 .83 -1.5 .77 -1.9 .70 
ANX 11 48.6 .4 .65 -3.5 .59 -4.0 .76 

Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety. All statistics 
are based on Rasch CHIPS measure. 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more L2 | More difficult to endorse items 
Learning Anxiety     | 
100               .  + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
90                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
80                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
70                   + 
                     | 
                 .#  | 
                    T| 
                .##  | 
                ###  | 
60               .# S+ 
              .####  | 
                 .#  | 
               .### M| 
        .##########  |T ANX 12: Unsure of selecting the context meaning of a  
                     |  polysemic word using a dictionary. 
            .######  |S ANX 10: Worry about getting behind as English classes.  
50            .####  +M ANX 13: Unsure of writing because of small vocabulary.                      
                     |  ANX 15: Unsure when I don’t understand spoken English. 
               .###  |S ANX 11: Unsure I can read the satisfactorily because  
                     |  of small vocabulary. ANX 14: Unsure of speaking  
                     |  because of small vocabulary. ANX 16: Unsure when  
                     |  speaking English. 
                 .#  |T 
                  .  | 
                    T| 
                     | 
40                .  + 
                     | 
Persons with less L2 | 
Learning Anxiety     | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 4. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 12. Wright map for L2 Learning Anxiety. 
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The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (1.84) and the mean person ability (SD) 

was 54.53 (5.38); the relatively higher mean person ability estimate indicated that the 

participants generally found the anxiety items easy to endorse. L2 Learning Anxiety 

item ANX 16 (I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my classes) was 

the easiest item to endorse, while item ANX 12 (I am unsure of selecting the right 

meaning of a word using a dictionary if it has many meanings) was the most difficult 

item to endorse. 

 

Validating the L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire Time 1 Data 

Factor analyses of the L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire 

After screening the data, two more assumptions for the factor analysis were 

examined. The assumption of the absence of multicollinearity or singularity was 

examined by inspecting all the bivariate correlation among the items. The correlations 

ranged from .79 to .01, satisfying the assumption. Kaiser’s measure of sampling 

adequacy indicated that the data met the assumption of the factorability of correlations 

(KMO = .87, p = .000). 

Several factor analyses were conducted with the data collected with the L2 

English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire. It was originally hypothesized that the 

questionnaire measured three constructs: Vocabulary Learning Strategy Use, 

Metacognitive Strategy Use, and Social Strategy Use. The results of the principal 
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component analysis with Varimax rotation were chosen because they best represented 

the hypothesized factor structure. 

The three extracted factors with loadings from the 15 questionnaire items, the 

communalities, and the total variance explained by the three factors are presented in 

Table 22. 

 

Table 22. Factor Loadings for the L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire 
Items 
  
Item 

Factor  
h2 1 2 3 

SSU 15 .88 .09 .09 .87 

SSU 14 .83 .26 .08 .84 

SSU 13 .63 .30 .14 .63 

SSU 12 .59 .10 .23 .59 

VSU 1 .51 .42 .21 .65 

VSU 2 .46 .34 .37 .70 

MSU 8 .10 .84 .20 .92 

MSU 6 .24 .82 .00 .73 

MSU 10 .41 .53 .23 .68 

MSU 7 .47 .47 .24 .68 

MSU 11 .26 .30 .21 .37 

MSU 9 .23 .03 .76 .81 

VSU 3 -.19 .38 .71 .89 

VSU 4 .36 .00 .66 .79 

VSU 5 .23 .34 .60 .77 

% of Variance 23.10 17.97 15.62  
Cumulative % 23.10 41.08 56.69  
Note. VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = Metacognitive Strategy Use; and SSU = Social 
Strategy Use. 
 

The Social Strategy Use items formed the first factor with two of the Vocabulary 

Strategy Use items. The marker items were item SSU 15 (I encourage myself to speak 

English when there is an opportunity) and item SSU14 (I try to find as many ways as I 



 126 

can to use my English). These two items concern opportunities or social situations in 

which a learner tries to interactively use L2 English. Item VSU 1 (I increase my 

vocabulary by reading stories, newspapers, or magazines outside class) and item VSU 

2 (I learn new words and expressions at every opportunity I have) also had significant 

loadings on this first factor possibly because these two vocabulary strategy items 

emphasized increasing vocabulary outside the classroom. In contrast, the rest of the 

Vocabulary Strategy Use items formed a separate factor with MSU item 9. This is 

possibly because items VSU 4 (I consult the dictionary in order to understand the 

appropriate usage of English words) and VSU 5 (I confirm new words with a dictionary 

after guessing their meanings) concern dictionary use done consciously individually, 

and item VSU 3 (I jot down new words and expressions used by my teachers and 

classmates) also concerns also a conscious learning behavior done individually in the 

classroom. The marker variable for this third factor, MSU item 9 (I try to be aware of 

my mistakes and use that information to help me do better) also concerns individual 

conscious learning behavior. 

Five of the six Metacognitive Strategy Use items formed a second factor. The 

marker items were item MSU 8 (I think over what I have learned, trying to find what is 

necessary for improving my English) and item MSU 6 (I try to find out how to be a 

better learner of English), while item MSU 11 (I plan my schedule so I will have 

enough time to study English) was a complex item, loading on both the second and the 

third factor. 
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Rasch analyses of the L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire 

To further investigate the dimensionality of the hypothesized constructs, the 

learning strategy use items were submitted to a Rasch principal component analysis. 

The Rasch dimensionality map (Figure 13) indicated a separation between the SSU 

items and the MSU and VSU items, as the residuals for items SSU 15 and SSU 14 had 

positive loadings greater than ±.40, while items SSU 13 and SSU12 had residual 

loadings of .38 and .32, respectively. In contrast, item VSU 3 (I jot down new words 

and expressions used by my teachers and classmates) and item MSU 8 (I think over  

 
       0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- COUNT 
      |                              |                              | 
   .8 +                              |SSU 15 SSU 14                 + 2 
      |                              |                              | 
   .7 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              | 
   .6 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              | 
C  .5 +                              |                              + 
O     |                              |                              | 
N  .4 +                              |SSU 13                        + 1 
T     |                              |                              | 
R  .3 +                              |  SSU 12                      + 1 
A     |                              |                              | 
S  .2 +                              |VSU 1                         + 1 
T     |                              |                              | 
   .1 +                              |                              + 
1     |                              MSU 10                          | 1 
   .0 +--------------------------VSU 2 MSU 7------------------------+ 2 
L     |                              |                              | 
O -.1 +                              |                              + 
A     |                              |MSU11                         | 1 
D -.2 +                    VSU4 MSU 6|                              + 2 
I     |                              |                              | 
N -.3 +                              |                              + 
G     |                   VSU 5 MSU 9|                              | 2 
  -.4 +                              |                              + 
      |                         MSU 8|                              | 1 
  -.5 +                              |                              + 
      |                              |                              | 
  -.6 +                              |                              + 
      |                         VSU 3|                              | 1 
  -.7 +                              |                              + 
      -+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+-----+- 
       0    10    20    30    40    50    60    70    80    90   100 
                               ITEM MEASURE  
 
Figure 13. Rasch dimensionality map for the Strategy Use items. 
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what I have learned, trying to find what is necessary for improving my English) had 

negative loading greater than the .40 criterion. The residual loadings for the rest of VSS 

and MSS items were less than ±.40. 

Next, all the strategy use items were entered into the Rasch analysis. Following 

this, each item set that was originally hypothesized to measure a single construct 

entered: Vocabulary Strategy Use items VSU 1 to VSU 5, Metacognitive Strategy Use 

items MSU 6 to MSU 11, and Social Strategy Use items SSU 12 to SSU 15. Finally, 

each set of items that formed a component in the factor analysis were submitted to the 

Rasch analysis: Social Strategy Use items SSU 12 to SSU 15 and Vocabulary Strategy 

Use item VSU 1 to VSU 2 that formed the first factor; Metacognitive Strategy Use 

items MSU 6, MSU 7, MSU 8, and MSU10, which formed the second factor, 

Metacognitive Strategy Use items MSU 6, MSU 7, MSU 8, MSU 10, and MSU 11 

(item MSU11 had a loading of .30 on this factor), and Vocabulary Strategy Use items 

VSU 3 to VSU 5 and Metacognitive Strategy Use item MSU 9 that formed the third 

factor. Table 23 summarizes the results.  

Regarding the VSU set, the analysis indicated that combining items VSU 3, 

VSU 4, and VSU 5 and item MSU 9 resulted in a low item reliability estimate (.31); the 

originally hypothesized set, items VSU 1 to VSU 5 resulted in a more unidimensional 

solution. As for the item MSU item set, the deletion of item MSU 9 and MSU11 from 

the original MSU items increased the variance explained by the Rasch model from 
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Table 23. Variance Explained by the Rasch Model, Unexplained Variance in the First 
Residual Contrast, and Rasch Reliability Statistics for L2 English Learning Strategy 
Use Items 

 

Variance 
explained by the 

Rasch Model 
(eigenvalue) 

Unexplained 
variance in the 

1st contrast 
(eigenvalue) 

Person 
reliability 

(separation) 

Item  
reliability 

(separation) 
All Strategy Use 
items 48.8% (14.3) 8.6% (2.5) .88 (2.71) .98 (6.5) 
VSU 1-5 51.7% (5.4) 15.6% (1.6) .67 (1.43) .98 (6.48) 
MSU 6-11 50.8% (6.2) 13.9% (1.7) .74 (1.69) .96 (5.12) 
SSU 12-15 62.6% (6.7) 17.2% (1.8) .73 (1.65) .95 (4.32) 
SSU 12-15 & 
VSU 1-2 (F1) 54.5% (7.2) 15.9% (2.1) .76 (1.79) .95 (4.51) 
MSU 6, 7, 8, & 
10 (F2)  59.4% (5.9) 17% (1.7) .75 (1.75) .94 (3.95) 
MSU 6, 7, 8, 10, 
& 11 (F2) 53.9% (5.9) 14.2% (1.5) .73 (1.94) .96 (4.62) 
VSU 3-5 & MSU 
9 (F3) 52.1% (4.4) 18.7% (1.6) .67 (1.43) .31 ( .68) 
Note. VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use, MSU = Metacognitive Strategy Use, and SSU = Social 
Strategy Use. F1 = the first Factor, F2 = the second Factor, and F3 = the third Factor that 
appeared in the factor analysis. 
 

50.8% to 59.4%, but the deletion decreased the eigenvalue from 6.2 to 5.9 and 

lowered the item separation from 5.12 to 3.95. If only item MSU 9 was deleted from the 

original set, almost the same occurred: the explained variance in terms of percentage 

increased slightly, the eigenvalue decreased slightly, and the item separation statistic 

decreased. Because item MSU 9 was the easiest item to endorse of all the MSU items, 

these results suggested that it might be better to retain the item so that lower ability 

participants could be measured more precisely. As for the SSU item set, combining 

items SSU12 to SSU 15 and items VSU 1 and VSU 2 decreased the amount of variance 

explained by the Rasch model from 62.6% to 54.5%, and the eigenvalue also decreased, 

the eigenvalue for the first contrast increased from 1.8 to 2.1. Based on the findings, the 
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originally hypothesized sets of items were chosen to represent the three constructs: 

Vocabulary Strategy Use, Metacognitive Strategy Use, and Social Strategy Use. 

 

Vocabulary Strategy Use. 

Table 24 displays the Rasch item statistics for Vocabulary Strategy Use and 

Figures 14 shows the Wright maps for VSU. 

 

Table 24. Rasch Item Statistics for Vocabulary Strategy Use 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

VSU 3 47.4 .4 1.18 1.7 1.21 1.9 .66 
VSU 4 48.3 .4 1.07 .7 1.06 .6 .67 
VSU 2 52.0 .4 .90 -.9 .93 -.7 .70 
VSU 1 54.1 .4 .91 -.8 .92 -.8 .71 
VSU 5 48.0 .4 .87 -1.3 .87 -1.3 .72 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Table 24, the point-measure correlations (.66-.72) and the infit and 

outfit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring Vocabulary Strategy Use were 

acceptable. The item reliability estimate (separation) was .98 (6.48) and the person 

reliability estimate (separation) was .67 (1.43). 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more        | More difficult to endorse items 
Vocabulary Strategy Use  | 
80                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
70                       + 
                      .  | 
                         | 
                      .  | 
                         | 
                         | 
60                       + 
                    .# T| 

                     .#  | 
                      .  |T 
               ####### S|S VSU 1: Increase vocabulary by reading stories,  
                        |  newspapers, and magazines outside class. 

                 ######  |  VSU 2: Learn new words and expressions at every  
50         ############  +M opportunity. 
                 ###### M|  VSU 4: Use dictionaries to understand usage, not  
                         |  only meanings. VSU 5: Confirm meanings with  
            .##########  |S dictionaries after guessing. VSU 3: Write new  
                         |  words used by teachers and classmates. 
                   ####  |T 
                    ### S| 
                   ####  | 
40                    # T+ 
                      #  | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
30                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
20                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
10                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
0                     #  + 
Persons with less        | 
Vocabulary Strategy Use  | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 3. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 14. Wright map for Vocabulary Strategy Use. 
 

The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (2.62) and the mean person ability (SD) 

was 48.87 (4.73). As shown in Figure 14, the items were well centered on the sample.  
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Item VSU 3 (I jot down new words and expressions used by my teachers and 

classmates) was the easiest item to endorse and item VSU 1 (I increase my English 

vocabulary by reading stories, newspapers, or magazines outside class) was the most 

difficult item to endorse. 

 

Metacognitive Strategy Use. 

Table 25 displays the Rasch item statistics for Metacognitive Strategy Use. The 

point-measure correlations (.56-.79) and the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the 

items measuring Metacognitive Strategy Use were acceptable. The Rasch item 

reliability estimate (separation) was good at .96 (5.12) and the Rasch person reliability 

estimate (separation) was somewhat low .74 (1.65). 

 

Table 25. Rasch Item Statistics for Metacognitive Strategy Use 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

MSU 9 46.9 .4 1.31 2.8 1.35 3.1 .56 
MSU11 53.5 .4 1.25 2.3 1.34 2.9 .61 
MSU10 50.5 .4 1.25 2.2 1.21 1.9 .74 
MSU 6 48.4 .4 .84 -1.6 .82 -1.8 .73 
MSU 7 52.0 .4 .71 -3.0 .70 -3.1 .76 
MSU 8 48.7 .4 .62 -4.2 .62 -4.3 .79 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; MSU = Metacognitive Strategy Use. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty (SD) was 5.00 (1.94) and the mean person ability (SD) 

was 47.60 (5.72). As shown in Figure 15, item MSU 9 (I try to be aware of my English 

mistakes and use that information to help me do better) was the easiest and item MSU 

11 (I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English) was the most 

difficult item to endorse. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Persons with more          | More difficult to endorse items 
Metacognitive Strategy Use | 
                           | 
70                         + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
60                      .  + 
                        #  | 
                       .# T| 
                        .  |T 
                      ###  |  MSU 11: Schedule enough time to study English. 
                  ####### S|S MSU 7: Think about progress in learning English. 
50              #########  +M MSU 10: Make specific goals to improve English. 
                  .######  |S MSU 6: Find how to be a good learner of English. 

|  MSU 8: Think over what I’ve learned to find what  
                           |  is necessary for improving my English. 
               .######### M|  MSU 9: Be aware of English mistakes to use them  
                           |  to help me do better. 
                    .####  |T 
                .########  | 
                       ## S| 
40                   ####  + 
                       .#  | 
                        # T| 
                           | 
                        .  | 
                           | 
30                      .  + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
20                         + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
10                         + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
0                       .  + 
Persons with less          | 
Metacognitive Strategy Use | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 3. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 15. Wright map for Metacognitive Strategy Use. 
 

Social Strategy Use. 

Table 26 displays the Rasch item statistics for Social Strategy Use and Figure 16 

shows the Wright map for SSU. 
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Table 26. Rasch Item Statistics for Social Strategy Use 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

SSU 12 53.7 .5 1.43 3.0 1.20 1.6 .68 
SSU 13 49.0 .4 1.20 1.6 1.35 2.8 .73 
SSU 15 48.5 .4 .74 -2.5 .75 -2.4 .83 
SSU 14 48.8 .4 .66 -3.3 .62 -3.8 .84 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; SSU = Social Strategy Use. All statistics 
are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Table 26, the point-measure correlations (.68-.84) and the infit and 

outfit MNSQ statistics for the items measuring were acceptable, except the 1.43 infit 

MNSQ value for item SSU 12. Because this fit value was only slightly beyond the 1.4 

criterion and it was one of the few items assessing how Japanese English learners 

behave in terms of cooperative learning, it was retained in the final set of items. The 

Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was good at .95 (4.32) and the Rasch person 

reliability estimate (separation) was somewhat low at .73 (1.65). 

The mean person ability (SD) of 45.03 (7.10) was somewhat lower than the 

mean item difficulty (SD) of 50.00 (2.17). This indicates that the participants generally 

had difficulty endorsing the items. Item SSU 15 (I encourage myself to speak English 

when there is an opportunity) was the easiest item to endorse and item SSU 12 (I 

practice English with other students) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more    | More difficult to endorse items 
Social Strategy Use  | 
70                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                  .  | 
60                . T+ 
                     | 
                  #  | 
                 ##  |T 
                .##  |  SSU 12:Practice English with other students. 
             ###### S|S 
50               ##  +M 
         .#########  |S SSU 13: Try to look for people to talk to in English. 
                     |  SSU 14: Find as many ways as possible to use English. 
                     |  SSU 15: Encourage myself to speak English. 
               ####  | 
                    M|T 
             .#####  | 
           .#######  | 
40                   + 
              .#### S| 
                     | 
              .####  | 
                     | 
               .### T| 
30                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
20                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
10                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
0           #######  + 
Persons with less    |  
Social Strategy Use  | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 3. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 16. Wright map for Social Strategy Use. 
 

 
Rasch Analyses of Time 1 and 2 Items Together 

 After validating the motivational, affective, and behavioral constructs with 

Time 1 data, an investigation was conducted to determine how each set of items 

hypothesized to assess each construct worked for the combined Time 1 and Time 2 data. 
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First, the rating scale category structure of each set of items was examined using the 

criteria set forth by Bond and Fox (2007) and Linacre (2009). After checking the rating 

scale, the variance explained by the set of items and unexplained variance in the first 

residual contrast were examined to investigate whether the items were undimensional. 

Then the Rasch item statistics were checked, and reliability statistics for the items and 

persons were checked. Finally, the Rasch person measures for each construct were 

calculated and used in subsequent inferential statistical calculation. 

 

Validating the L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire 

Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development. 

The category structure of the six items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for 

Personal Development was examined. Table 27 shows the original category structure 

for the six items. Wolfe and Smith (2007) suggested that threshold distances should be 

at least 2.68 CHIPS for a 6-point Likert scale. Accordingly, the rating scale categories 

slightly disagree and slightly agree were collapsed because the thresholds were 

separated by only .43 CHIPS. After collapsing the two categories, the distance between 

adjacent thresholds met the 2.68 CHIPS criterion. As shown in Table 28, the infit and 

outfit MNSQ statistics for the rating scale categories met the < 1.5 criterion. There were 

at least ten cases for each category (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 243), and the rating scale 

category probabilities indicated that each point on the rating scale was unimodal, thus 

suggesting that the rating scale categories were not used in idiosyncratic ways (Bond & 

Fox, 2007, p. 228). 
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Table 27. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for Intrinsic Motivation for 
Personal Development 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 118 (6) 1.14 1.20 None (-18.28) 
2 Disagree 211 (10) .82 .84 -12.11 -10.85 
3 Slightly Disagree 535 (25) .88 .93 -.87 -4.24 
4 Slightly Agree 625 (30) .93 .98 -.44 3.32 
5 Agree 424 (20) .92 .93 7.24 10.98 
6 Strongly Agree 204 (10) 1.27 1.23 14.03 (19.68) 

 

Table 28. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for Intrinsic Motivation for 
Personal Development 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 281 (14) 1.02 1.04 None (-17.10) 
2 Slightly Disagree 535 (26) .94 .95 -11.56 -7.96 
3 Slightly Agree 625 (30) .93 .97 -3.76 .16 
4 Agree 424 (20) .92 .92 4.18 7.99 
5 Strongly Agree 204 (10) 1.18 1.21 11.14 (16.77) 
 

The Rasch measures explained 63.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 10.5), which 

exceeded the 50% criterion, and the unexplained variance in the first contrast was 9.4% 

(eigenvalue =1.6). This was slightly above the 1.5 eigenvalue criterion for an excellent 

scale. The variance in the 2nd to 5th residual contrasts ranged from 7.6 to 5.7% and the 

eigenvalues were below the 1.5 criterion. These results indicated that the present set of 

items was fundamentally unidimensional. 

As shown in Table 29, and the point-measure correlations and the infit and outfit 

statistics for the Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development items were acceptable, 

indicating that the six items were plausibly assessing the same construct. The Rasch 

item reliability estimate (separation) for the six items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for 

Personal Development was high at .98 (6.37). The Rasch person reliability estimate 
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(separation) was acceptable at .85 (2.35); thus, the item and person reliability estimates 

were satisfactory and both separation indices were greater than the 2.00 criterion. 

 

Table 29. Rasch Item Statistics for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

IMP 
(IDEN) 13 49.8 .3 1.12 1.6 1.10 1.4 .82 
IMP 5 50.9 .3 1.10 1.4 1.12 1.5 .78 
IMP 4 45.8 .3 1.02 .3 1.10 1.2 .78 
IMP 8 51.8 .3 .99 -.1 .99 -.1 .82 
IMP 3 49.0 .3 .84 -2.3 .89 -1.5 .82 
IMP 9 52.8 .3 .87 -1.7 .85 -1.9 .83 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Motivation; 
IM = Intrinsic Motivation. All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 

 

The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (2.26) and the mean person ability 

(SD) was 48.91 (7.92). As shown in Figure 17, item IMP 4 (I study English for the 

pleasure I experience when I make progress in my English study) was the easiest item 

to endorse, while item IMP 9 (I study English for the pleasure I experience while 

speaking English) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more Intrinsic |More difficult to endo rse items 
Motivation for Personal     | 
Development                 | 
100                   .###  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
90                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
80                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
70                       #  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                        .# T| 
                        ##  | 
                      ####  | 
60                    .###  + 
                    .#####  | 
                     .#### S| 
                   .######  |T 
               ###########  |  IMP 9: Pleasure from  speaking English 
                  ########  |S IMP 5: I can learn w hat I’m interested in 
                            |  IMP 8: Pleasure from  hearing English 
50                  ######  +M IMP(IDEN)13: I chose  to be a person who can use English  
             ############# M|S IMP 3: Pleasure from  making progress in English study 
                            | 
                 .########  | 
                 .########  |T IMP 4: Pleasure from  achieving personal growth that  
                            |  English study allows  me 
                  .#######  | 
                     .#### S| 
40                   .####  + 
                  .#######  | 
                        ##  | 
                            | 
                       .## T| 
                            | 
30                     ###  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
20                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
10                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
0                      ###  + 
Persons with less Intrinsic | 
Motivation for Personal     | 
Development                 | Easier to endorse ite ms 

Note. Each '#' is 3 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs. 
Figure 17. Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development. 
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Intrinsic Motivation for Reading. 

The category structure of the items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 

was examined. As shown in Table 30, the distances between adjacent thresholds 

displayed values greater than the minimum criterion of 2.68 CHIPS, but the Strongly 

disagree category displayed infit and outfit MNSQ statistics greater than the maximum 

1.5 criterion. Therefore, the categories strongly disagree and disagree were collapsed. 

After this procedure, the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items were acceptable 

(Table 31). The rating scale category probabilities for this set of items indicated that 

each point on the rating scale was unimodal; thus, the rating scale categories worked 

acceptably. 

 

Table 30. Summary of 6-point Category Structure for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit  
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 53 (4) 1.53 1.50 None (-19.03) 
2 Disagree 144 (10) 1.03 1.02 -13.17 -10.91 
3 Slightly Disagree 397 (28) .91 .96 -7.93 -3.62 
4 Slightly Agree 460 (32) .94 .91 .42 3.84 
5 Agree 264 (18) .85 .83 7.68 10.78 
6 Strongly Agree 119 (8) 1.02 1.05 13.00 (18.85) 

 

Table 31. Summary of 5-point Category Structure for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit  
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 172 (12) 1.24 1.20 None (-16.96) 
2 Slightly Disagree 397 (28) .89 .99 -11.48 -7.61 
3 Slightly Agree 460 (33) .95 .96 -3.14 .51 
4 Agree 264 (19) .87 .85 4.53 7.70 
5 Strongly Agree 119 (8) .95 1.00 10.09 (15.90) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 58.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.6), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 21.4% (eigenvalue = 2.1), which was 

below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for a good rating scale. The variance in the 2nd to 5th 
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residual contrasts ranged from 13.0 to 0% and the eigenvalues were below the 1.5 

criterion. These results indicated that the items formed a reasonably unidimensional 

construct. 

Next, the fit statistics for the items measuring Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 

were examined. A shown in Table 32, Intrinsic Motivation for Reading item IMR 6 

displayed an outfit MNSQ statistic of 1.41, which was slightly above the 1.40 criterion. 

The other infit and outfit MNSQ statistics were within the .6 to 1.40 criterion, and the 

point-measure correlations for the items were relatively high, as they ranged from .58 to 

.83. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) for the four items measuring 

Intrinsic Motivation for Reading was .99 (9.96), and the Rasch person reliability 

estimate (separation) was somewhat low at .67 (1.41), indicating that many of the 

person ability estimates were not well separated in relation to their standard errors. 

 

Table 32. Rasch Item Statistics for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

IMR 6 55.4 .3 1.39 4.7 1.41 4.6 .58 
IMR 7 50.9 .3 1.19 2.4 1.22 2.8 .66 
IMR 1 46.3 .3 .72 -4.2 .71 -4.4 .83 
IMR 2 47.4 .3 .67 -5.1 .66 -5.2 .83 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; IMR = Intrinsic Motivation for Reading. 
All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty estimate (SD) was 50.00 (3.55) and the mean person 

ability estimate (SD) was 48.77 (6.29). As shown in Figure 18, item IMR 1 (“I study 

English because I enjoy acquiring knowledge about English speaking countries and 

their culture”) was the easiest item to endorse while item IMR 6 (“I study English for 
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the satisfaction I feel when I am in the process of accomplishing difficult tasks in 

English”) was the most difficult item to endorse. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more     |More difficult to endorse items 
Intrinsic Motivation  | 
for Reading           | 
70                    + 
                      | 
                   .  | 
                      | 
                   .  | 
                     T| 
60                .#  + 
                ####  | 
                .###  |T 
                   . S|  IMR 6: Satisfaction from accomplishing difficult  
                      |  English tasks. 
                      | 
              .#####  |S 
              .#####  |  IMR 7: Enjoyment from reading interesting materials. 
50      .###########  +M 
           .######## M| 
           #########  |S IMR 1: Satisfaction from knowing more about various 
                      |  countries and cultures. 
                      |  IMR 2: Enjoy acquiring knowledge about English- 
                      |  speaking countries. 
            .#######  | 
                      |T 
              .##### S| 
40               ###  + 
                      | 
                 .## T| 
                      | 
                   .  | 
                  .#  | 
30                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
20                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
10                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
0                 ##  + 
Persons with less     |  
Intrinsic Motivation  | 
for Reading           | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 5 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 18. Wright map for Intrinsic Motivation for Reading. 
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Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 

The category structure of the four items measuring Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation was examined. As shown in Table 33, the distances between the adjacent 

thresholds displayed values greater than the 2.68 CHIPS criterion for collapsing 

adjacent thresholds. The infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the items were acceptable. 

The rating scale probabilities for this set of items indicated that each point on the rating 

scale was unimodal; thus, the rating scale categories were acceptable. 

 

Table 33. Summary of Category Structure for Extrinsic Identified Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 49 (4) 1.22 1.30 None (-17.33) 
2 Disagree 98 (7) .99 1.02 -11.06 -10.41 
3 Slightly Disagree 228 (16) .91 .90 -8.02 -5.15 
4 Slightly Agree 499 (36) .87 .88 -3.63 1.83 
5 Agree 364 (36) .87 .84 6.65 11.51 
6 Strongly Agree 158 (11) 1.31 1.23 16.06 (21.45) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 63.2% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.9), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 14.0% (eigenvalue = 1.5), which satisfied 

the 1.5 eigenvalue criterion for an excellent rating scale. The variance in the 2nd to 5th 

residual contrasts ranged from 12.2 to 0% and the eigenvalues were below the 1.5 

criterion. These results indicated that the present set of items was fundamentally 

unidimensional. 

Next, the fit statistics for the items measuring Extrinsic Identified Regulation 

were examined. As shown in Table 34, the items displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch 

model, and the point-measure correlations ranged from .78 to .82, indicating that the 

four items were assessing the same construct. The Rasch item reliability estimate 
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(separation) for the four items measuring Extrinsic Identified Regulation was high at .99 

(8.22), and the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) for the variable was 

somewhat low at .76 (1.80). 

 

Table 34. Rasch Item Statistics for Extrinsic Identified Regulation  
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

IDEN10 53.2 .3 1.17 2.2 1.21 2.6 .80 
IDEN11 46.6 .4 .81 -2.5 .79 -2.8 .82 
IDEN12 47.8 .3 .90 -1.2 .89 -1.4 .79 
IDEN14 52.3 .3 1.04 .5 1.05 .6 .78 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty estimate (SD) was 50.00 (2.81) while the mean person 

ability estimate (SD) was 53.72 (7.79), indicating that a number of the participants 

strongly endorsed the items. As shown in Figure 19, item IDEN 11 (I study English 

because learning English will help me make a better choice regarding my career 

orientation) was the easiest item to endorse and item IDEN 10 (I study English because 

learning English will eventually help me enter the job market in a field that I like) was 

the most difficult item to endorse for the participants. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more Extrinsic | More difficult to end orse items 
Identified Regulation       | 
100                   .###  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
90                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
80                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                      .###  | 
70                         T+ 
                      .###  | 
                            | 
                    .#####  | 
                            | 
                      .### S| 
60                          + 
                  ########  | 
               .##########  | 
                 .########  |T 
                           M|S IDEN 10: Helps me en ter the job market in a field I like. 
                .#########  |  IDEN 14: Helps me ge t a better job after graduation. 
50              .#########  +M 
                 .########  |  IDEN 12: Helps impro ve my competence as a worker. 
                   .###### S|S IDEN 11: Helps me ma ke a better choice for my career. 
                      .###  |T 
                      .###  | 
                        .#  | 
40                      .#  + 
                           T| 
                         #  | 
                         .  | 
                            | 
                            | 
30                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
20                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
10                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
0                        #  + 
Persons with less Extrinsic |  
Identified Regulation       | Easier to endorse ite ms 

Note. Each “#” is 4 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 19. Wright map for Extrinsic Identified Regulation. 
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Extrinsic Introjected Regulation. 

The rating scale category structure of the four items measuring Extrinsic 

Introjected Regulation was examined. As shown in Table 35, the distances between the 

adjacent thresholds displayed values greater than the minimum criterion of 2.68 CHIPS. 

However, because the infit and outfit MNSQ statistics for the sixth category were larger 

than 1.5criterion, the agree and strongly agree categories were collapsed. The new 

category failed to satisfy the 1.5 criterion; therefore, the categories Slightly agree and 

Agree were collapsed, resulting in a satisfactory rating scale structure. A sufficient 

number of responses per category were observed, fit to the model was acceptable, and 

the rating scale probabilities for this set of items indicated that each point on the rating 

scale was unimodal; thus, the rating scale categories were acceptable. 

 

Table 35. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for Extrinsic Introjected 
Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
 MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 157 (11) 1.06 1.19 None (-20.23) 
2 Disagree 255 (19) .96 .98 -14.36 -12.33 
3 Slightly Disagree 343 (25) .71 .68 -9.11 -5.90 
4 Slightly Agree 436 (32) .89 .88 -3.56 2.72 
5 Agree 156 (11) 1.13 1.02 8.64 13.62 
6 Strongly Agree 28 (2) 2.01 1.63 18.40 (23.76) 

 

Table 36. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for Extrinsic Introjected 
Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 157 (12) .98 1.09 None (-15.95) 
2 Disagree 255 (19) .97 1.00 -10.09 -7.99 
3 Slightly Disagree 343 (26) .73 .72 -4.76 -1.44 
4 Slightly Agree 436 (33) .92 .94 -.99 7.71 
5 Agree 140 (11) 1.51 1.24 13.87 (19.06) 
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Table 37. Summary of the 4-point Category Structure for Extrinsic Introjected 
Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
 MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 157 (12) .91 .94 None (-11.77) 
2 Disagree 255 (19) .92 .89 -5.94 -3.65 
3 Slightly Disagree 343 (26) .81 .92 -.46 -3.48 
4 Slightly Agree 292 (28) 1.24 1.18 6.41 (12.06) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 54.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 4.7), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 23.1% (eigenvalue = 2.0), which satisfied 

the 3.0 criterion for a good rating scale. The amount of variance in the 2nd to 5th 

residual contrasts ranged from 12.4 to 0% (eigenvalues = 1.1-0). These results 

suggested that the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 

The final set of items measuring Extrinsic Introjected Regulation displayed 

acceptable fit to the model and point-measure correlations were high (Table 38). These 

results indicated that the four items were assessing the same construct. The Rasch item 

reliability estimate (separation) for the four items measuring Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation was .94 (4.08), and the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was 

somewhat low at .62 (1.27). 

 
Table 38. Rasch Item Statistics for Introjected Regulation 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

INTRO 17 47.2 .4 1.27 2.9 1.32 3.0 .77 
INTRO 18 49.9 .4 1.03 .4 .99 -.1 .83 
INTRO 15 51.5 .4 .92 -.9 .91 -1.1 .85 
INTRO 19 51.5 .4 .77 -2.9 .77 -2.8 .86 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected 
Regulation. All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more Extrinsic | More difficult to end orse items 
Introjected Regulation      | 
100          .############  + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
90                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
80                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
70                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                           T| 
                            | 
                     .####  | 
60                          + 
                     ##### S| 
                            | 
                      .###  | 
                    .#####  |T 
                      .### M|S INTRO 15: Ashamed if  I got bad grades in English. 
                            |  INTRO 19: Ashamed if  I couldn’t use English. 
50                    .###  +M INTRO 18: Ashamed if  I couldn’t understand English. 
                       .##  |S 
                       .##  |T INTRO 17: Ashamed if  I couldn’t keep up with class. 
                      .### S| 
                            | 
                        ##  | 
40                         T+ 
                         #  | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
30                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
20                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
10                          + 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
                            | 
0                      .##  + 
Persons with less Extrinsic |  
Introjected Regulation      | Easier to endorse ite ms 

Note. Each “#” is 7 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 20. Wright map for Extrinsic Introjected Regulation. 
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As shown in Figure 20, quite a few of the participants had difficulty endorsing 

some of the Extrinsic Introjected Regulation items. Extrinsic Introjected Regulation was 

assessed by items featuring feelings of shame that arise if one does not do well studying 

English; thus, high person ability estimates meant that quite a few of the participants 

were studying English because they wished to avoid negative results. The mean item 

difficulty estimate (SD) was 50.00 (1.76), and the mean person ability estimate (SD) 

was 52.05 (6.33). Item INTRO 17 (I study English because I would feel ashamed if I 

could not keep up with class) was the easiest item to endorse and both item INTRO 15 

(I study English because I would feel ashamed if I got bad grades in English) and item 

INTRO 19 (I study English because I would feel ashamed if I couldn’t use English) 

were the most difficult to endorse. 

 
External Regulation. 

The rating scale category structure of the four items measuring External 

Regulation was examined. As shown in Table 39, the distance between Disagree and 

Slightly disagree was only .75 CHIPS and that between Agree and Strongly agree was 

2.21 CHIPS. Both distances were less than the acceptable minimum distance criterion 

of 2.68 CHIPS; thus, the categories Disagree and Slightly disagree were collapsed, 

resulting in satisfactory threshold distances between adjacent categories. However, after 

collapsing those categories, the Strongly agree category still had infit and outfit MNSQ 

statistics larger than the 1.5 criterion (Table 40). Therefore, the categories Agree and 

Strongly agree were collapsed, resulting in satisfactory category structure (Table 41). 

There were more than ten cases observed for each category and the rating scale category 
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probabilities for External Regulation indicated that each point on the rating scale was 

unimodal, suggesting that the rating scale categories were not used in idiosyncratic 

ways. 

 

Table 39. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for External Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
 MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 331 (23) 1.00 1.02 None (-11.10) 
2 Disagree 232 (16) 1.03 .99 -4.16 -5.54 
3 Slightly Disagree 244 (17) .78 .68 -3.41 -2.12 
4 Slightly Agree 335 (23) .79 .71 -2.23 1.22 
5 Agree 197 (14) .78 .78 3.79 5.71 
6 Strongly Agree 112 (8) 1.70 1.52 6.00 (12.43) 

 

Table 40. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for External Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 331 (23) 1.04 1.02 None (-14.31) 
2 Disagree 476 (33) .91 .84 -8.76 -5.50 
3 Slightly Agree 335 (23) .79 .70 -.98 .67 
4 Agree 197 (14) .80 .77 3.36 5.76 
5 Strongly Agree 112 (8) 1.51 1.66 6.38 (12.66) 

 

Table 41. Summary of the 4-point Category Structure for External Regulation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 331 (23) .96 .98 None (-12.64) 
2 Disagree 476 (33) .96 .88 -7.20 -3.32 
3 Slightly Agree 335 (23) .82 .78 1.71 3.96 
4 Agree 301 (21) 1.23 1.25 5.49 (11.59) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 57.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.4), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 19.3% (eigenvalue = 1.8), which was 

below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for a good rating scale. The 2nd to 5th residual 

contrasts ranged from 12.3 to 0% (eigenvalues = 1.2 to 0). These results suggested that 

the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 
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The items measuring External Regulation displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch 

model (Table 42) and the point-measure correlations were acceptable as they ranged 

from .57 and .69. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) for the four items was 

high at 1.00 (5.53), indicating that the item difficulty estimates were well separated in 

relation to their standard errors. The Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) for 

the variable was quite low at .40 (.81), indicating that many of the participants had 

similar person ability estimates in relation to their standard errors. 

 

Table 42. Rasch Item Statistics for External Regulation 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
 SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

EXT 23 47.0 .3 1.18 2.6 1.24 3.2 .58 
EXT 22 57.9 .4 .99 -.1 .91 -1.0 .57 
EXT 21 43.1 .3 .96 -.6 .90 -1.2 .60 
EXT 20 52.0 .3 .91 -1.3 .86 -2.0 .69 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; EXT = External Regulation. All statistics 
are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Figure 21, the item difficulty estimates and the person ability 

distributions were almost symmetrical. This was also reflected in the similarity between 

the means and SDs for items and persons. The mean person ability of 49.30 (5.05) was 

slightly below than the mean item difficulty (SD) of 50.00 (5.53). Item EXT 21 (I study 

English because English ability is often talked about as important in Japanese society 

today) was the easiest item to endorse and item EXT 22 (I study English because my 

parents pressure to do so) was the most difficult item to endorse. 

 

 

 

 

 



 152 

 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more    | More difficult to endorse items 
External Regulation  | 
80                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
70                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                  .  | 
                     | 
                     |T 
60               .# T+ 
                     |  EXT 22: My parents pressure me. 
               .###  | 
            .###### S|S 
                     | 
         .#########  |  EXT 20: Want to enjoy “the good life” later on. 
50    .############ M+M 
        .##########  | 
                     |  EXT 23: Cannot graduate unless I study English. 
            .###### S|S 
            .######  |  EXT 21: English ability is important in Japanese  
                     |  society. 
                     | 
40              .## T+ 
                     |T 
                     | 
                 .#  | 
                     | 
                     | 
30                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
20                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
10                   + 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
                     | 
0                 .  + 
Person with less     | 
External Regulation  | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 6 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 21. Wright map for External Regulation. 
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Amotivation. 

The rating scale category structure of the four items measuring Amotivation was 

examined. As shown in Table 43, the distance between Agree and Strongly agree was 

only .06 CHIPS, which was smaller than the acceptable minimum distance criterion of 

2.68 CHIPS, so these two categories were collapsed. This resulted in acceptable 

distances between the adjacent thresholds (Table 44). The infit and outfit MNSQ 

statistics for all the categories were less than 1.5, a sufficient number of cases were 

observed for each category, and the rating scale category probabilities for Amotivation 

indicated that each point on the rating scale was unimodal; thus, the revised rating scale 

categories were working well. 

 

Table 43. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for Amotivation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 290 (24) 1.19 1.11 None (-18.22) 
2 Disagree 372 (31) .84 .88 -12.67 -9.21 
3 Slightly Disagree 302 (25) .82 .77 -4.96 -1.80 
4 Slightly Agree 156 (13) .93 .93 1.69 4.03 
5 Agree 48 (4) .94 .90 8.00 8.81 
6 Strongly Agree 39 (3) 1.35 1.73 7.94 (14.94) 

 

Table 44. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for Amotivation 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 290 (24) 1.14 1.09 None (-16.18) 
2 Disagree 372 (31) .87 .88 -10.65 -7.07 
3 Slightly Disagree 302 (25) .84 .78 -2.76 .50 
4 Slightly Agree 156 (13) .98 .97 4.20 7.18 
5 Agree 75 (6) 1.23 1.35 9.20 (15.10) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 62.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.7), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 13.7% (eigenvalue = 1.5), which satisfied 

the criterion for an excellent rating scale. The 2nd to 5th residual contrasts ranged from 
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12.9 to 0% (eigenvalues = 1.4–0). These figures indicated that no significant second 

dimension was present in the data. 

The items measuring Amotivation displayed acceptable fit to the Rasch model 

(Table 45). The point-measure correlations ranged from .78 to .84, indicating that these 

four items were assessing the same construct. The Rasch item reliability estimate 

(separation) for the four items measuring Amotivation was .99 (8.78), indicating that the 

item difficulty estimates were well separated in relation to their standard errors. The 

Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) for the variable was .71 (1.57), indicating 

that many of the present participants had similar ability estimates for this variable. 

 

Table 45. Rasch Item Statistics for Amotivation 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
 SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit  
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

AMO 26 45.6 .3 1.04 .5 1.00 .0 .84 
AMO 28 48.1 .4 1.00 .0 .99 -.1 .84 
AMO 27 52.9 .4 1.00 .0 .95 -.5 .78 
AMO 25 53.4 .4 .95 -.6 .98 -.1 .78 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; AMO = Amotivation. All statistics are 
based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Figure 22, many of the participants had difficulty endorsing the 

Amotivation items. However, because Amotivation was assessed by items measuring 

little motivation to learn English, the results indicated that many of the participants did 

not have strong feelings of amotivation towards learning English. Thus, the mean 

person ability estimate of 45.64 (SD = 7.28) was well below the mean item difficulty  
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more Amotivation |More difficult to endorse items 
80                            + 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
70                            + 
                              | 
                           .  | 
                              | 
                              | 
                           .  | 
60                        .# T+ 
                           .  | 
                              |T 
                          .#  | 
                        .### S|S AMO 25: Wasting time. 
                     .######  |  AMO 27: Can’t see any use for English in my 
                              |  future. 
50                   .######  +M 
                        ####  |  AMO 28: Unmotivated to study English. 
                        .###  |S 
                     .###### M|  AMO 26: Don’t know why I’m studying English. 
                   .########  |T 
                              | 
40                    .#####  + 
                             S| 
                       .####  | 
                              | 
                     .######  | 
                             T| 
30                            + 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
20                            + 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
10                            + 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
                              | 
0              .############  + 
Persons with less Amotivation | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 5 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 22. Wright map for Amotivation. 
 

estimate of 50.00 (SD = 3.28). Item AMO 26 (I don’t know why I am learning English) 

was the easiest item to endorse and item AMO 25 (I feel that I am wasting time studying 

English) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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Validating the L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire 

L2 Productive Confidence. 

The rating scale category structure of the five items measuring L2 Productive 

Confidence was examined. As shown in Table 46, the distances between the adjacent 

thresholds displayed values greater than the minimum criterion of 2.68 CHIPS. 

However, the sixth category had infit and outfit MNSQ statistics greater than the 1.5 

criterion; thus, the categories Strongly agree and Agree were collapsed. This failed to 

produce satisfactory infit and outfit MNSQ statistics (Table 47), so the categories 

Slightly agree and Agree were collapsed, resulting in satisfactory category structure 

(Table 48). 

 

Table 46. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for L2 Productive Confidence 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 231 (13) .81 .82 None (-21.77) 
2 Disagree 508 (29) .99 .93 -16.28 -12.36 
3 Slightly Disagree 631 (36) .80 .79 -8.06 -3.15 
4 Slightly Agree 282 (16) 1.07 1.07 1.90 5.06 
5 Agree 80 (5) 1.35 1.46 8.99 11.70 
6 Strongly Agree 31 (2) 1.79 2.05 13.45 (19.44) 
 
Table 47. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for L2 Productive Confidence 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 231 (13) .80 .82 None (-18.62) 
2 Disagree 508 (29) .97 .96 -13.14 -9.13 
3 Slightly Disagree 631 (36) .81 .81 -4.76 .31 
4 Slightly Agree 282 (16) 1.10 1.11 5.53 9.16 
5 Agree 96 (5) 1.55 1.57 12.37 (18.01) 

 
Table 48. Summary of the 4-point Category Structure for L2 Productive Confidence 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 231 (13) .81 .82 None (-15.09) 
2 Disagree 508 (29) .95 .95 -9.67 -5.29 
3 Slightly Disagree 631 (36) .82 .90 -.63 5.01 
4 Slightly Agree 323 (19) 1.38 1.32 10.30 (15.59) 
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The Rasch measures explained 58.0% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.9), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 13.8% (eigenvalue = 1.6), which was 

below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for a good rating scale. The 2nd to 5th residual 

contrasts accounted for 10.7 to 1% of the variance (eigenvalues = 1.3–0). These results 

indicated that the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 

The items measuring L2 Productive Confidence displayed acceptable fit to the 

Rasch model (Table 49). The point-measure correlations for items were all above .75, 

indicating that these items worked homogeneously. The Rasch item reliability estimate 

(separation) for the five items measuring L2 Productive Confidence was excellent at .99 

(8.39) and the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was slightly low at .75 

(1.72). 

 
Table 49. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Productive Confidence 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

PCON 2 44.8 .4 1.16 2.1 1.25 2.7 .72 
PCON 1 47.2 .4 1.14 1.8 1.16 1.9 .71 
PCON 6 50.5 .4 .99 -.2 .96 -.4 .79 
PCON 8 53.7 .4 .86 -2.0 .84 -2.1 .81 
PCON 7 53.8 .4 .83 -2.5 .79 -2.9 .82 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty estimate (SD) was 50.00 (3.51) and the mean person 

ability estimate was 51.33 (7.74). As shown in Figure 23, item PCON 2 (I can complete 

English class assignment satisfactorily) was the easiest item to endorse and item PCON 

7 (I can perform English speaking activities in classes satisfactorily) was the most 

difficult item to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more L2   | More difficult to endorse items 
Productive Confidence  | 
100             .####  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
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                       | 
                       | 
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                       | 
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                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
70                     + 
                 .###  | 
                      T| 
                       | 
                #####  | 
                       | 
60              #####  + 
             ######## S| 
                       |T 
            .########  | 
           .#########  |S PCON 7: Can perform Engli sh speaking satisfactorily. 
                       |  PCON 8: Can convey what I  think satisfactorily through 
                       |  speaking. 
                      M| 
50         ##########  +M PCON 6: Can write English  in English satisfactorily. 
            .########  | 
               ######  |S PCON 1: Can master Englis h satisfactorily. 
             .#######  |  PCON 2: Can complete Engl ish class assignment satisfactorily. 
                      S|T 
               ######  | 
40               .###  + 
                       | 
                  .## T| 
                       | 
                   .#  | 
                       | 
30                    + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
20                     + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
10                     + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
0                 .##  + 
Persons with less L2   | 
Productive Confidence  | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 4 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 23. Wright map for L2 Productive Confidence. 
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L2 Reading Confidence. 

The rating scale category structure of the items measuring L2 Reading 

Confidence was examined. As shown in Table 50, the distances between the adjacent 

thresholds displayed values greater than the minimum criterion of 2.68 CHIPS. 

However, the sixth category displayed infit MNSQ statistic greater than the maximum 

criterion of 1.5. Therefore, the categories agree and strongly agree were collapsed, 

resulting in a satisfactory category structure (Table 51). More than ten cases were 

observed for each category and each point on the rating scale was unimodal, suggesting 

that the rating categories were used acceptably. 

 

Table 50. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for L2 Reading Confidence 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 51 (5) 1.12 1.19 None (-19.99) 
2 Disagree 137 (13) .88 .87 -13.93 -12.43 
3 Slightly Disagree 313 (29) .85 .83 -9.86 -6.00 
4 Slightly Agree 399 (37) .86 .89 -3.09 2.55 
5 Agree 152 (14) 1.13 1.05 7.84 13.56 
6 Strongly Agree 24 (2) 1.71 1.47 19.04 (24.32) 

 

Table 51. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for L2 Reading Confidence 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 51 (5) 1.06 1.07 None (-15.39) 
2 Disagree 137 (13) .89 .88 -9.34 -7.81 
3 Slightly Disagree 313 (29) .87 .82 -5.25 -1.34 
4 Slightly Agree 399 (39) .87 .90 1.60 7.56 
5 Agree 134 (13) 1.35 1.20 12.99 (18.25) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 51.2% of the variance (eigenvalue = 3.1), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 26.6% (eigenvalue = 1.6), satisfying the 

3.0 eigenvalue criterion for a good rating scale. The 2nd to 5th residual contrasts 
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accounted for 22.1 to 0% of the variance (eigenvalues =1.4–0). These results suggested 

that the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 

The items measuring L2 Reading Confidence displayed acceptable fit to the 

Rasch model (Table 52), and the point-measure correlations were acceptable, as they 

ranged from .70 to .75, indicating that these items measured the same construct. The 

Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) for the three items was high at .90 (2.97) 

and the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was quite low at .54 (1.07), 

indicating that the person ability estimates were not well separated in relation to their 

standard errors. 

 

Table 52. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Reading Confidence 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

RCON 5 49.7 .3 1.16 2.0 1.14 1.8 .70 
RCON 4 51.4 .3 .95 -.7 .93 -1.0 .77 
RCON 3 48.8 .3 .87 1.7 .85 -2.0 .75 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; RCON = L2 Reading Confidence. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean item difficulty estimate (SD) for the items measuring L2 Reading 

Confidence was 50.00 (1.09) and the mean person ability estimate (SD) was 52.79 

(6.43). As shown in Figure 24, item RCON 3 (I can comprehend class materials 

satisfactorily with a help of a dictionary) was the easiest item to endorse and item 

RCON 4 (I can read and comprehend English materials outside of class with a help of a 

dictionary) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more L2  | More difficult to endorse i tems 
Reading Confidence    | 
100             .###  + 
                      | 
                      | 
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                      | 
                      | 
90                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
80                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
70                    + 
                      | 
                .###  | 
                     T| 
                      | 
             .######  | 
60                   S+ 
       .############  | 
                   .  | 
                      | 
          .######### M| 
        .###########  |S RCON 4: Can read and compr ehend English materials outside class  
                      |  with a dictionary. 
50                    +M RCON 5: Can select the cor rect meaning of a polysemic word 
                      |  using a dictionary. 
          .#########  |S RCON 3: Can comprehend the  class reading material with a  
            .####### S|  dictionary. 
              .#####  | 
                      | 
                   #  | 
40                .# T+ 
                      | 
                   .  | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
30                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
20                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
10                    + 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
                      | 
0                  .  + 
Persons with less L2  | 
Reading Confidence    | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 5 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 24. Wright map for L2 Reading Confidence. 
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L2 Learning Anxiety. 

The rating scale category structure of the seven items measuring L2 Learning 

Anxiety was examined. As shown in Table 53, the distance between disagree and 

slightly disagree failed to meet the 2.68 CHIPS criterion; thus, these categories were 

collapsed. The resulting distances between the adjacent thresholds satisfied the 

minimum criterion (Table 54), but the Strongly disagree category still displayed infit 

and outfit statistics greater than the 1.5 criterion (Table 54). Therefore, the categories 

strongly disagree and disagree were collapsed, resulting in satisfactory category 

structure (Table 55). A sufficient number of cases were observed for each category and 

each point on the rating scale was unimodal, suggesting that the rating categories were 

used acceptably. 

 
Table 53. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for L2 Learning Anxiety 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 95 (4) 1.49 1.72 None (-12.59) 
2 Disagree 140 (6) 1.17 1.30 -5.52 -6.83 
3 Slightly Disagree 379 (15) .90 .91 -5.58 -2.90 
4 Slightly Agree 716 (28) .93 .88 -1.78 1.33 
5 Agree 699 (28) .90 .85 3.76 7.06 
6 Strongly Agree 497 (20) .91 .92 9.12 (14.97) 

 

Table 54. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for L2 Learning Anxiety 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit  
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 95 (4) 1.67 1.53 None (-17.40) 
2 Disagree 519 (21) 1.04 1.07 -12.09 -7.13 
3 Slightly Agree 716 (28) .91 .91 -1.38 .85 
4 Agree 699 (28) .89 .85 3.73 7.33 
5 Strongly Agree 497 (20) .88 .92 9.75 (15.51) 
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Table 55. Summary of the 4-point Category Structure for L2 Learning Anxiety 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit  
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Disagree 572 (23) 1.24 1.26 None (-11.52) 
2 Slightly Agree 716 (29) .89 .97 -5.66 -3.51 
3 Agree 699 (28) .92 .94 -.34 3.38 
4 Strongly Agree 497 (20) .84 .89 6.00 (11.72) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 54.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 8.3), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 9.9% (eigenvalue = 1.5), which satisfied 

the 1.5 eigenvalue criterion for an excellent rating scale. The 2nd to 5th residual 

contrasts ranged from 6.2 to 8.8% (eigenvalues = 1.3-.9). These results indicated that 

the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 

All the L2 Learning Anxiety items except item ANX 12 displayed acceptable fit 

to the Rasch model (Table 56), so item ANX 12 was temporarily deleted from the 

analysis. When item ANX 12 was excluded, the variance explained by the Rasch model 

was nearly identical (54.1% including item ANX 12 and 54.7% excluding item ANX 

12), the unexplained variance in the first contrast increased slightly from 9.9% to 11.4% 

and the eigenvalues remained exactly the same (1.5). The item reliability and person 

reliability estimates did not change but the item separation index decreased from 7.29 to 

5.89 when item ANX 12 was deleted. The person separation statistic decreased slightly 

from 1.92 to 1.85. Considering these results and the fact that item ANX 12 addresses 

one of the research focuses of this study (How unsure L2 learners feel when they have 

to choose the right meaning for a word with multiple meanings), the item was retained. 

The point-measure correlations were acceptable, as they ranged from .55 to 77. The 

Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was excellent at .98 (7.29), and the Rasch 

person reliability estimate (separation) was acceptable at .79 (1.92). 
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Table 56. Rasch Item Statistics for L2 Learning Anxiety 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
 SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

ANX 12 54.7 .4 1.49 5.6 1.71 6.5 .55 
ANX 15 49.6 .3 1.15 2.0 1.22 2.7 .66 
ANX 10 53.3 .3 1.08 1.1 .98 -.2 .73 
ANX 14 47.6 .3 .93 -1.0 .89 -1.4 .73 
ANX 16 47.8 .3 .82 -2.6 .84 -2.1 .74 
ANX 13 48.8 .3 .83 -2.5 .81 -2.5 .77 
ANX 11 48.2 .3 .74 -4.1 .77 .71 .77 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety. All statistics 
are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

As shown in Figure 25, the mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (2.62), and the mean 

person ability was 49.66 (SD = 6.31). Item ANX 14 (I feel unsure of myself when 

speaking English because my vocabulary is insufficient) was the easiest item to endorse, 

while item ANX 12 (I am unsure of myself when selecting the right meaning of a word 

using a dictionary it has many meanings) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more   | More difficult to endorse ite ms 
L2 Learning Anxiety | 
  100            #  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  90                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  80                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  70                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                .#  | 
                    | 
               ### T| 
  60          .###  + 
                .#  | 
               .## S| 
              .###  |T ANX 12: Unsure of selecting the correct meaning of a polysemic 
                    |  word using a dictionary. 
              .###  |S ANX 10: Worry about getting behind as English classes move 
          .#######  |  quickly. 
  50    .######### M+M ANX 15: Unsure when I do not  understand spoken English. 
            .#####  |  ANX 13: Unsure of writing En glish because of my small vocabulary. 

|  ANX 11: Unsure if I can read material satisfacto rily because of 
                    |  small vocabulary. 
                    |  ANX 16: Quite unsure when sp eaking English. 

|  ANX 14: Unsure of speaking English because of sm all vocabulary. 
       .##########  |S 
             .####  |T 
             .#### S| 
              .###  | 
  40           .##  + 
                ##  | 
                   T| 
                .#  | 
                    | 
                   | 
  30                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  20                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  10                + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
  0             .#  + 
Persons with less   | Easier to endorse items 
L2 Learning Anxiety | 

Note. Each “#” is 5 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 25. Wright map for L2 Learning Anxiety. 
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Validating the L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire 

Vocabulary Strategy Use. 

The rating scale category structure of the five items measuring Vocabulary 

Strategy Use was examined. As shown in Table 57, the threshold distances between the 

categories were greater than the minimum 2.68 CHIPS criterion, the infit and outfit 

statistics for the rating scale categories were acceptable, a sufficient number of cases 

were observed for each category and each point on the rating scale was unimodal. These 

results suggested that the rating categories were used acceptably. 

 

Table 57. Summary of Category Structure for Vocabulary Strategy Use 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit  
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 127 (7) 1.09 1.08 None (-16.57) 
2 Disagree 330 (19) .89 .89 -10.73 -8.66 
3 Slightly Disagree 520 (29) .92 .92 -5.28 -2.72 
4 Slightly Agree 503 (28) .97 .98 -.24 2.83 
5 Agree 223 (13) .89 .91 5.99 8.72 
6 Strongly Agree 77 (4) 1.32 1.30 10.26 (16.28) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 50.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 5.0), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 16.5% (eigenvalue = 1.7), which satisfied 

the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for a good rating scale. The 2nd to 5th residual contrasts 

explained 13.6 to 0% (eigenvalues = 1.4–0). These results indicated that the items 

formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 

The items measuring Vocabulary Strategy Use displayed acceptable fit to the 

Rasch model (Table 58). The point-measure correlations ranged from .63 to .72, 

suggesting that the items were assessing the same construct. The Rasch item reliability 

estimate (separation) for the six items measuring Vocabulary Strategy Use was 
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excellent at .99 (8.86), while the Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was 

somewhat low at .65 (1.35). This indicated that some of the person ability estimates 

were similar in relation to the standard errors of the estimates. 

 

Table 58. Rasch Item Statistics for Vocabulary Strategy Use 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

VSU 1 54.2 .3 .88 -1.8 .87 -1.9 .70 
VSU 2 51.5 .3 .81 -2.8 .82 -2.6 .72 
VSU 3 47.3 .3 1.32 4.0 1.33 4.1 .63 
VSU 4 48.3 .3 .97 -.3 .97 -.4 .68 
VSU 5 48.8 .3 .97 -.4 .98 -.3 .69 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use. All 
statistics are based on the Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

Figure 26 shows that the items were well centered on the sample as shown by 

the similarity of the mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (2.52) and the mean 

person ability estimate (SD) of 49.08 (4.55). Item VSU 3 (I jot down the new words and 

expressions used by my teachers and classmates) was the easiest item to endorse, while 

item VSU 1 (I increase my English vocabulary by reading stories, newspapers, or 

magazines outside class) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more       |More difficult to endorse items 
Vocabulary Strategy Use | 

 80                      + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
 70                      + 
                      .  | 
                         | 
                      .  | 
                         | 
                      .  | 
60                    .  + 
                     .# T| 
                     .#  | 
                      #  |T 
                 ###### S|S VSU 1: Increase vocabulary by reading stories, 
                         |  newspapers, and magazines outside class. 
                  .####  |  VSU 2: Learn new words and expressions at every  
50         .###########  +M opportunity. 
                 .##### M|  VSU 4: Use dictionaries to understand usage, not  
                         |  only meanings. 
                         |  VSU 5: Confirm meanings with dictionaries after  
             .#########  |S guessing.  VSU 3: Jot down new words and  
                         |  expressions used by teachers and classmates. 
                    .## S|T  
                    .##  | 
                   .###  | 
40                    . T+ 
                      .  | 
                         | 
                      .  | 
                         | 
                         | 
30                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
20                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
10                       + 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
                         | 
0                     .  + 
Persons with less       | 
Vocabulary Strategy Use | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 4 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 26. Wright map for Vocabulary Learning Strategy Use. 
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Metacognitive Strategy Use. 

The rating scale category structure of the six items measuring Metacognitive 

Strategy Use was examined. As shown in Table 59, the threshold distances were greater 

than the minimum 2.68 CHIPS criterion, the infit and outfit statistics for the rating scale 

categories were acceptable, a sufficient number of cases were observed for each 

category, and each point on the rating scale was unimodal. Thus, the rating categories 

were used in acceptable ways.  

 

Table 59. Summary of Category Structure for Metacognitive Strategy Use 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
 MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 220 (10) 1.01 1.00 None (-17.51) 
2 Disagree 455 (21) .86 .87 -11.63 -9.53 
3 Slightly Disagree 724 (33) .86 .83 -6.50 -2.87 
4 Slightly Agree 509 (23) 1.06 1.11 .59 3.46 
5 Agree 185 (9) 1.05 1.06 6.95 9.37 
6 Strongly Agree 73 (3) 1.29 1.32 10.58 (16.72) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 54.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.3), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 12.8% (eigenvalue = 1.7), which satisfied 

the 3.0 criterion for a good rating scale. The unexplained variance  

(eigenvalues) in the 2nd to 3rd contrasts was 9.4% (1.2) and 8.7% (1.1). These results 

indicated that the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 

The items measuring Metacognitive Strategy Use displayed acceptable fit to the 

Rasch model (Table 60). The point-measure correlations were acceptable, as they 

ranged between .64 and .77. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) for these 

five items was excellent at .98 (8.06) and the Rasch person reliability (separation) 

estimate was somewhat low at .77 (1.84). 
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Table 60. Rasch Item Statistics for Metacognitive Strategy Use 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

MSU 6  47.8 .3 .98 -.2 .99 -.1 .72 
MSU 7 51.8 .3 .79 -3.1 .78 -3.1 .73 
MSU 8 48.3 .3 .67 -5.1 .67 -5.1 .79 
MSU 9 47.1 .3 1.21 2.7 1.24 3.1 .64 
MSU 10 50.9 .3 1.10 1.4 1.08 1.1 .77 
MSU 11 54.1 .3 1.22 2.9 1.25 3.1 .68 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; MSU = Metacognitive Strategy Use. All 
statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

The mean person ability estimates (SD) of 47.52 (5.57) was slightly lower than 

the mean item difficulty (SD) of 50.00 (2.47), indicating that the participants generally 

had difficulty endorsing the Metacognitive Strategy Use items. As shown in Figure 27, 

item MSU 9 (I try to be aware of my English mistakes and use that information to help 

me do better) was the easiest item to endorse while item MSU 11 (I plan my schedule so 

I will have enough time to study English) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more   | More difficult to endorse items 
Metacognitive       | 
Strategy Use        | 
80                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
70                  + 
                    | 
                 .  | 
                    | 
                 .  | 
                 .  | 
60               #  + 
                 . T| 
                ##  | 
              .###  |T 
               .## S|  MSU 11: Plan my schedule to have enough time to study  
                    |  English. 
         .########  |S MSU 10: Make specific goals to improve my English. 
                    |  MSU 7:  Think about my progress in learning English. 
50    .###########  +M 
          ######## M|S MSU 6:  Find out how to be a good learner of English. 
                    |  MSU 8:  Think over what I’ve learned to find what is  
                    |  necessary for improving my English. 
        ##########  |  MSU 9:  Try to be aware of my English mistakes to help  
                    |  me do better. 
             .####  |T 
        .#########  | 
               .## S| 
40             .##  + 
               .##  | 
                .# T| 
                 .  | 
                 .  | 
                    | 
30               .  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
20                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
10                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
0                .  + 
Persons with less  | 
Metacognitive      | 
Strategy Use       | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 5 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 27. Wright map for Metacognitive Strategy Use. 
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Social Strategy Use. 

The rating scale category structure of the four items measuring Social Strategy 

Use was examined. As shown in Table 61, the distance between the Slightly agree and 

Agree categories failed to meet the 2.68 CHIPS criterion, so these categories were 

collapsed, resulting in satisfactory category structure. The infit and outfit MNSQ 

statistics for the rating scale categories were acceptable, a sufficient number of cases 

were observed for each category (Table 62), and each point on the rating scale was 

unimodal, suggesting that the rating categories were not used in idiosyncratic ways. 

 

Table 61. Summary of the 6-point Category Structure for Social Strategy Use 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 193 (15) 1.48 1.22 None (-20.51) 
2 Disagree 427 (33) .78 .78 -15.18 -10.16 
3 Slightly Disagree 406 (31) .78 .85 -4.78 -.97 
4 Slightly Agree 148 (11) .90 .94 4.41 4.47 
5 Agree 90 (7) .95 1.03 5.59 9.07 
6 Strongly Agree 44 (3) 1.13 1.40 9.96 (16.03) 

 

Table 62. Summary of the 5-point Category Structure for Social Strategy Use 
 
Category Label 

Observed 
Count (%) 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Structure 
Calibration 

Category 
Measure 

1 Strongly Disagree 193 (15) 1.32 1.25 None (-20.73) 
2 Disagree 427 (33) .77 .77 -15.44 -10.16 
3 Slightly Disagree 406 (31) .84 .88 -4.48 -.24 
4 Slightly Agree 238 (18) .97 1.00 3.93 10.14 
5 Strongly Agree 44 (3) 1.34 1.32 15.99 (21.22) 

 

The Rasch measures explained 62.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.7), and the 

unexplained variance in the first contrast was 16.1% (eigenvalue = 1.7), which satisfied 

the 3.0 criterion for a good rating scale. The unexplained variance in the 2nd to 5th 

contrasts ranged from 12.6 to 0% (eigenvalues = 1.3–0). These results suggested that 

the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct. 
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The items measuring Social Strategy Use displayed acceptable fit (Table 63), 

and the point-measure correlations ranged from .75 to .88, indicating that the items were 

assessing the same construct. The Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) for the 

four items measuring Social Strategy Use was excellent at .98 (6.39) and the Rasch 

person reliability estimate (separation) was somewhat low at .75 (1.75). 

 

Table 63. Rasch Item Statistics for Social Strategy Use 
 
Item 

 
Measure 

 
SE 

Infit 
MNSQ 

Infit 
ZSTD 

Outfit 
MNSQ 

Outfit 
ZSTD 

Pt-Msre 
Correlation 

SSU 13 48.7 .4 1.22 2.8 1.27 3.3 .78 
SSU 12 54.6 .4 1.26 3.1 1.19 2.2 .75 
SSU 15 48.2 .4 .78 -3.1 .78 -3.1 .88 
SSU 14 48.4 .4 .72 -4.0 .72 -4.1 .88 
Note. Pt-Msre Correlation = Point-measure correlation; SSU = Social Strategy Use. All statistics 
are based on the Rasch CHIPS measures.  
 

As shown in Figure 28, a number of the participants had difficulty endorsing the 

social strategy use items. That resulted in a somewhat low mean person ability estimate: 

The mean item difficulty (SD) was 50.00 (2.68) and the mean person ability estimate 

(SD) was 45.86 (8.58). Item SSU 15 (I encourage myself to speak English when there is 

an opportunity) was the easiest item to endorse while item SSU 12 (I practice English 

with other students) was the most difficult item to endorse. 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more   | More difficult to endorse items 
Social Strategy Use | 
80                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                 .  | 
70                  + 
                    | 
                 .  | 
                    | 
                 . T| 
                    | 
60             .##  + 
                    | 
               ###  | 
              .### S|T SSU 12: Practice English with other students. 
                    |S 
             #####  | 
50    .###########  +M 
                    |  SSU 13: Try to look for people to talk to in English. 
                    |  SSU 14: Find as many ways as possible to use English. 
                    |  SSU 15: Encourage myself to speak English when there is  
            .##### M|S a chance. 
            .#####  |T 
                    | 
           .######  | 
40      .#########  + 
                    | 
              .### S| 
                    | 
             .####  | 
                    | 
30                  + 
              .### T| 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
20                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    |  
                    | 
                    | 
10                  + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
0         .#######  + 
Persons with less   |  
Social Strategy Use | Easier to endorse items 

Note. Each “#” is 5 persons. M = Mean, T = 1 SD, T = 2 SDs 
Figure 28. Wright map for Social Strategy Use. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 
In this chapter, the results for the four research questions are presented. 

Research Question 1 concerns the characteristics of Japanese L2 English learners with 

high and low autonomous motivation. This question was answered with a profile 

analysis, which was run to examine the participants’ characteristics after being grouped 

into high and low autonomous motivation groups. Research Question 2 concerns how 

vocabulary learning occurred under the autonomy fostering intervention. Research 

Question 3 also concerns the effect of the autonomy fostering intervention, but it is 

focused on the participants’ motivational, affective, and behavioral changes after the 

one-semester intervention. Temporal changes within the high and low autonomous 

motivation groups were examined using repeated-measures MANOVAs. Research 

Question 4 concerns the students’ reactions to the autonomy fostering intervention. Data 

were collected both quantitatively through a Likert-scale questionnaire and qualitatively 

by eliciting the participants’ comments on the same questionnaire items. Quantitative 

data were analyzed statistically and the qualitative data were read carefully and 

classified into several recurring themes. 

 
Research Question 1: The Characteristics of Japanese L2 English Learners with 

High and Low Autonomous Motivation 

A profile analysis was performed with SPSS (Version 17.0) to investigate 

research question 1, which asked what characteristics Japanese EFL learners with 
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initially high or low autonomous motivation for learning English display in terms of 

motivation, confidence, anxiety, and strategy use. This research question concerns the 

participants’ profiles before receiving the autonomy-fostering interventions. Groups 

were formed based on the time 1 Autonomous Motivation Index, which was calculated 

using averaged z-scores for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading. The 183 participants were divided into high and low 

autonomous motivation groups using the median z-scores of the Autonomous 

Motivation Index (.016). The high and low autonomous motivation groups were made 

up of 92 (50.3%) and 91 (49.7%) students, respectively. As shown in Table 64, the 

mean of the high autonomous motivation group, .65, was considerably higher than that 

of the low autonomous motivation group, -.66 The non-overlapping 95% confidence 

intervals indicated that the difference was not due to chance. 

A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was run to examine whether the high 

and low autonomous motivation groups differed on the Autonomous Motivation Index. 

The homogeneity of variance assumption was met and the ANOVA showed that the two 

groups differed significantly, F(1, 181) = 79.26., p = .00, partial η2 = .53, observed 

power = 1.00. 

Next a profile analysis was conducted. Before performing the analysis, Pearson 

correlation coefficients were calculated to ensure that no singularity or multicollinearity 

was present. These problems occur when bivariate correlations between variables are 

above .90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 83). As shown in Table 65, the highest 

correlation (r = .75) was between Vocabulary Strategy Use and Metacognitive Strategy 
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Table 64. Descriptive Statistics for the High and Low Autonomous Motivation Groups 
 High autonomous 

motivation group 
Low autonomous 
motivation group 

M .65 -.66 
SE .06 .69 
95% CI [.53, .78] [-.79, -.53] 
SD .56 .68 
Skewness 1.77 -1.67 
SES 0.25 0.25 
Kurtosis 4.75 2.40 
SEK 0.50 0.50 
Note. All statistics are based on z-scores converted from Rasch CHIPS measures for Intrinsic 
Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic Motivation for Reading. 
 

Use. Correlations > .60 were found between strategy use variables: Social Strategy Use 

and Vocabulary Strategy Use, and Social Strategy Use and Metacognitive Strategy Use. 

Social Strategy Use was also highly correlated with Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 

Development while Metacognitive Strategy Use highly correlated with L2 Productive 

Confidence. As expected, Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading were highly correlated at r = .64. However, as all the 

correlations were below the .90 criterion, the assumption of singularity or 

multicollinearity was satisfied. 

 

Profile Analysis Results for the High and Low Autonomous Motivation Groups 

A profile analysis was performed for the Time 1 data with group as the 

independent variable and the twelve motivational, affective, and strategy use constructs 

as the dependent variables, which were z-scores converted from Rasch person measures 

(CHIPS) on the twelve constructs. Table 66 shows the descriptive statistics for the  
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Table 65. Pearson Correlation Coefficients Among the Measured Variables 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 IMP -            
2 IMR  .64* -           
3 IDEN .51* .28* -          
4 INTRO -.26* -.19* .11 -         
5 EXT -.06 -.08 .31* .47* -        
6 AMOT -.67* -.43* -.36* .40* .33* -       
7 PCON .45* .33* .24* -.26* -.06 -.28* -      
8 RCON .24* .24* .19* -.22* .02 -.23* .58* -     
9 ANX -.24* -.16 -.05 .28* .01 .22* -.68* -.47* -    
10 VSU .52* .53* .23* -.16 -.04 -.31* .50* .47* -.34* -   
11 MSU .59* .49* .35* -.13 .04 -.39* .62* .43* -.36* .75* -  
12 SSU .63* .42* .28* -.19 -.06 -.33* .58* .31* -.44* .63* .66* - 
Note.* = correlation was significant at .01 (2-tailed). IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 
Development; IMR = Intrinsic Motivation for Reading; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation; 
INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected Regulation; EXT = External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; 
PCON = L2 Productive Confidence; RCON = L2 Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning 
Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU= Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social 
Strategy Use. All correlations were calculated using z-scores converted from Rasch CHIPS 
measures. 
 

twelve dependent variables. The mean for the high autonomous motivation group was 

higher than that for the low autonomous motivation group on eight of the twelve 

variables. The low autonomous motivation group had a higher mean for Introjected 

Regulation, External Regulation, Amotivation, and L2 Learning Anxiety. 

The assumption of the equality of variance-covariance for the profile analysis was 

violated; however, because the n-sizes were nearly equal, the robustness of the analysis 

was assumed (Field, 2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Pillai’s Trace and Hotelling’s 

Trace statistics were used, as they are robust for equal sized groups even when the 

homogeneity assumption is violated (Field, 2005). Table 67 shows that there was a 

statistically significant difference for measure × group and no statistically significant 

difference for measure. 
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Table 66. Descriptive Statistics for the Twelve Dependent Variables 
Variable Group M SD N 
Intrinsic Motivation for 
Personal  
Development 

High Group .69 .68 92 
Low Group -.70 .76 91 
Total .00 .10 183 

     
Intrinsic Motivation for 
Reading 

High Group .62 .71 92 
Low Group -.62 .86 91 
Total .00 .10 183 

     
Extrinsic Identified  
Regulation 
 

High Group .36 1.00 92 
Low Group -.37 .86 91 
Total .00 .10 183 

     
Introjected Regulation High Group -.26 .91 92 

Low Group .26 1.02 91 
Total .00 10.00 183 

     
External Regulation High Group -.10 1.17 92 

Low Group .11 .78 91 
Total .00 .10 183 

     
Amotivation High Group -.45 .91 92 

Low Group .46 .87 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

     
L2 Productive  
Confidence 

High Group .27 1.10 92 
Low Group -.27 .81 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

     
L2 Reading Confidence High Group .14 1.02 92 

Low Group -.14  .97 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

     
L2 Learning Anxiety High Group -.12 1.08 92 

Low Group .12 .91 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

     
Vocabulary Strategy Use High Group .40 .99 92 

Low Group -.41 .84 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

     
Metacognitive Strategy Use High Group .39 1.05 92 

Low Group -.40 .77 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

     
Social Strategy Use High Group .44 .95 92 

Low Group -.44 .84 91 
Total .00 1.00 183 

Note. High Group = High autonomous motivation group; Low Group = Low autonomous 
motivation group. All calculations were based on z-scores computed from the Rasch CHIPS 
measures. 
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Table 67. Repeated-Measures MANOVA for the High and Low Autonomous Motivation 
Groups 
 
Effect 

  
Value 

 
df 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 

Measure 
Pillai’s Trace .00 

11.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
Hotelling’s Trace .00 

Measure × 
Group 

Pillai’s Trace .51 
11.00 16.30 .00 .51 1.00 Hotelling’s Trace 1.05 

 

Profile analysis includes a test of flatness to examine differences across the 

different dependent measures and a test of parallelism to examine if there are different 

patterns in the measured constructs for the groups. As shown in Table 67, the flatness 

test (Measure) showed no significant differences across the measured constructs; F(11, 

181) = .00, p = 1.00, partial η2 = .00, observed power =.00. The parallelism test 

(Measure by Group) was significant, F(11, 181) = 16.30, p = .00, partial η2 = .51, 

observed power = 1.00; thus, the two groups’ profiles were not parallel. 

Profile analysis includes another set of tests. That is, the within-subjects contrast 

in repeated-measures ANOVA examines the flatness hypothesis and the between-

subjects contrast examines the levels hypothesis among groups. Because the sphericity 

assumption was violated, Greenhouse-Geisser statistics were used. 

As shown in Table 68, the within-subjects effects for the flatness hypothesis was 

not significant, F(5.34, 181) = .00, p = 1.00, partial η2 = .00, observed power = .00, 

indicating that there were no significant differences across the measured constructs. The 

between-subjects effect for the levels hypothesis was significant, F(1, 181) = 49.82, p 

= .00, partial η2 = .22, observed power =1.00, indicating that the profiles of the two 

groups differed significantly. 

 



 181 

Table 68. Results of Within-Subjects and Between-Subjects Contrasts 
 
Source 

 
SS 

 
df 

 
MS 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 
Within-Subjects        
Measure  .01 5.34 .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 
Measure × Group 261.71 5.34 48.48 31.26  .00 .15 1.00 
Error 1515.46 977.19 1.55     
        
Between-Subjects        
Group 87.81 1.00 87.81 49.82 .00 .22 1.00 
Error 22514.59 181.00 124.39     
 

Parallelism test results between the high and the low autonomous 

motivation groups. 

Because the overall tests were significant, follow-up pairwise comparisons were 

performed to identify where significant differences existed. First, follow-up 

comparisons for the parallelism test were conducted by performing twelve one-way 

ANOVAs. The independent variable was groups (two levels: high and low autonomous 

motivation) and the dependent variables were the twelve motivational, affective, and 

strategy use constructs. Levene’s test of homogeneity for the twelve ANOVAs was not 

significant. The ANOVA results are displayed in Table 69. The significance level was 

adjusted using Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni adjustment. As shown in Table 69, the 

high autonomous motivation group displayed significantly higher means in all three 

more autonomous motivation constructs (Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 

Development and for Reading, and Extrinsic Identified Motivation), L2 Productive 

Confidence, and all three strategy use constructs. The low autonomous motivation 

group displayed significantly higher means for Extrinsic Introjected Regulation. The 

two groups did not differ significantly for External Regulation or L2 Learning Anxiety. 

Figure 29 displays the profiles for the high and low autonomous motivation groups. 
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Table 69. ANOVA Results for 12 Constructs by High and Low Autonomous Motivation 
Groups 
 
Dependent Variable 

 
p 

 
F 

 
df 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 
Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 
Development 

H > L 
.000 170.92 1.00 .49 1.00 

      

Intrinsic Motivation for Reading 
H > L 
.000 114.79 1.00 .39 1.00 

      
Extrinsic Identified Regulation 
 

H > L 
.000 28.08 1.00 .13 .99 

      
Extrinsic Introjected Regulation 
 

H < L 
.000 13.38 1.00 .07 .77 

      
External Regulation 
 

ns 
.156 2.03 1.00 .01 .07 

      
Amotivation 
 

H < L 
.000 47.15 1.00 .21 1.00 

      
L2 Productive Confidence 
 

H > L 
.000 14.62 1.00 .08 .82 

      
L2 Reading Confidence 
 

ns 
.055 3.73 1.00 .02 .17 

      
L2 Learning Anxiety 
 

ns 
.114 2.52 1.00 .01 .10 

      

Vocabulary Strategy Use 
H > L 
.000 35.47 1.00 .16 1.00 

      

Metacognitive Strategy Use 
H > L 
.000 33.56 1.00 .16 1.00 

      

Social Strategy Use 
H > L 
.000 44.34 1.00 .20 1.00 

Note. H = High autonomous motivation group; L = Low autonomous motivation group. All 
statistics are based on z-scores computed from Rasch CHIPS measures. 
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Note. High Autonomy = High autonomous motivation group; Low Autonomy = Low autonomous 
motivation group; IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = Intrinsic 
Motivation for Reading; IDEN = Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Introjected Regulation; 
EXT = External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence; RCON = 
L2 Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. 
 
Figure 29. Motivational, affective, and strategy use means based on z-scores 
computed from Rasch CHIPS measures for the high and low autonomous motivation 
groups. 
 

 
Flatness test results for the high autonomous motivation group. 

Although the flatness test was not significant, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) 

state that if profiles are significantly different, one of the measured dependent variables 

is necessarily different. In the present analysis, the two groups’ profiles differed, but no 

statistically significant differences were found across the measured dependent variables. 

The flatness test result could be produced when differences among the participants’ 
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responses to each dependent variable cancelled out each other because of using the z-

score transformation. For this reason, paired t-tests were conducted to identify specific 

significant differences. After inspecting the descriptive statistics and the profile graphs, 

comparisons were made between pairs that needed clarification. 

Table 70 displays the results for the high autonomous motivation group. The 

significance level was set using Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni adjustment. As shown in 

Table 70, among the three more autonomous motivation constructs on the motivation 

continuum specified by Self-Determination Theory, the high autonomous motivation 

group displayed significantly higher Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development (M 

= .69, SE = .07) than Extrinsic Identified Regulation (M = .36, SE = .10), t(91) = 3.01, p 

= .003, r = .30, a medium effect, but there were no significant differences between 

Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development (M = .69 , SE = .07) and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading (M = .62, SE = .07), t(91) = .87, p = .389, r = .09, or between 

Intrinsic Motivation for Reading (M = .62, SE = .07) and Extrinsic Identified Regulation 

(M = .36, SE = .10), t(91) = 2.00, p = .05, r =.20. 

This group’s means for the less autonomous motivational constructs were 

significantly lower than that for Extrinsic Identified Motivation. Introjected Regulation 

(M = -.26, SE = .10) was significantly lower than Extrinsic Identified Motivation (M 

= .36, SE = .10), t(91) = -5.22, p = .000, r = .48, a medium effect. External Regulation 

(M = -.10, SE = .12) was also significantly lower than Extrinsic Identified Motivation, 

t(91) = -3.74, p = .000, r = .37, a medium effect. 
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Table 70. Pairwise Comparisons Between the Measured Constructs for the High 
Autonomous Motivation Group 

IMP  IMR   
r M SD  M SD  t(91) 

.69  .67  .62  .71   .87 .09 
        

IMP  IDEN    
M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
.69  .67  .36  1.00  3.01*  .30 

        
IMR  IDEN    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
.62  .71  .36  1.00  2.00 .20 

        
IDEN  INTRO    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
.36  1.00  -.26 .91   5.22* .48 

        
IDEN  EXT    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
.36  1.00  -.10 1.17  3.74* .37 

        
INTRO  EXT    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
-.26 .91   -.10 1.17  -1.46 .15 

        
INTRO  AMO    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
-.26 .91   -.45  .91  1.71 .18 

        
EXT  AMO    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
-.10 1.17  -.45  .91  2.83 .28 

        
PCON  RCON    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
 .27  1.10  .14 1.02  1.42 .15 

        
VSU  MSU    

M SD  M SD  t(91) R 
.40 .99  .39  1.05  .13 .01 

      
VSU  SSU    

M SD  M SD  t(91) R 
.40 .99  .44 .95  -.44 .05 

      
MSU  SSU    

M SD  M SD  t(91) r 
.39  1.05  .44 .95  -.54 .06 

Note. Significance value was set using a Holm’s Sequential adjustment and the actual p values 
were between .000 and .003. IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = 
Intrinsic Motivation for Reading; IDEN= Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Introjected 
Regulation; EXT = External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = L2 Productive 
Confidence; RCON = L2 Reading Confidence; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. All statistics are based on z-scores 
computed from Rasch CHIPS measures. 
 

No significant differences were found between Introjected Regulation (M = -.26, 

SE = .10) and External Regulation (M = -.10, SE = .12), t(91) = -1.46, p = .148, r = .15, 
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between Introjected Regulation (M = -.26, SE = .10) and Amotivation (M = -.45, SE 

= .10), t(91) = 1.7, p = .091, r = .18, or between External Regulation (M = -.10, SE 

= .12) and Amotivation (M = -.45, SE = .10), t(91) = 2.83, p = .006, r = .28. 

The high autonomous motivation group displayed no significant difference 

between L2 Productive Confidence (M = .27, SE = .11) and Reading Confidence (M 

= .14, SE = .11), t (91) = 1.42, p = .160, r = .15, despite having received more reading 

instruction in secondary school English classes. 

The high autonomous motivation group displayed lower levels of strategy use 

compared with autonomous motivation as shown in Figure 29. Among the three 

strategy use constructs, there were no significant differences between Vocabulary 

Strategy Use (M = .04, SE = .10) and Metacognitive Strategy Use (M = .39, SE = .11), 

t(91) = .13, p = .899, r = .01, and between Vocabulary Strategy Use (M = .04, SE = .10) 

and Social Strategy Use (M = .44, SE = .95), t(91) = -.44, p = .664, r = .05. Nor was a 

significant difference between Metacognitive Strategy Use (M = .39, SE = .11) and 

Social Strategy Use (M = .44, SE = .10), t(91) = -.54, p = .594, r = .06. 

 

Flatness test results for the low autonomous motivation group. 

The results of the paired t-tests for the low autonomous motivation group are 

shown in Table 71. The significance level was set using Holms’ Sequential Bonferroni 

adjustment. 

The means of the low autonomous motivation group for the three autonomous 

motivational constructs contrasted sharply with those of the high autonomous  
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Table 71. Pairwise Comparisons Between the Measured Constructs for the Low 
Autonomous Motivation Group 

IMP  IMR   
r M SD  M SD  t(90) 

-.70 .76  -.62  .86  -.81  .09 
        

IMP  IDEN    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.70 .76  -.37 .86  -3.86*  .38 
        

IMR  IDEN    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.62  .86  -.37 .86  -2.19 .22 
        

IDEN  INTRO    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.37 .86  .26 1.02  -5.0* .46 
        

IDEN  EXT    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.37 .86  .11 .78  -4.77* .45 
        

IDEN  AMOT    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.37 .86  .46 .87  -5.48* .50 
        

INTRO  EXT    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

.26 1.02  .11 .78  1.49 .15 
        

INTRO  AMO    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

.26 1.02  .46 .87  -1.69 .18 
        

EXT  AMOT    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 
.11 .78  .46 .87  -.32* .32 
        

 PCON  RCON    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.27 .81  -.14 .97   -1.36 .14 
      

PCON  ANX    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.27 .81  .12 .91  -2.33 .24 
      

 RCON   ANX    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.14 .97   .12 .91  -1.56 .16 
      

VSU  MSU    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.41 .84  -.40 .77  -.12 .01 
      

VSU  SSU    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.41 .84  -.44 .84  .42 .07 
      

MSU  SSU    
M SD  M SD  t(90) r 

-.40 .77  -.44 .84  -.57 .06 
Note. Significance value was set using Holm’s Sequential adjustment; the p values were 
between .000 and .002. IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = Intrinsic 
Motivation for Reading; IDEN= Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Introjected Regulation; 
EXT = External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence; RCON = 
L2 Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. All statistics are based on z-scores 
computed from Rasch CHIPS measures. 
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motivation group. This group displayed the lowest mean for Intrinsic Motivation for 

Personal Development (M = -.70, SE = .08), which was significantly lower than 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation (M = -.37, SE = .09, t(90) = -3.86, p = .000, r = .38, a 

medium effect). However, there was no significant difference between Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading (M = -.62, SE = .09) and Extrinsic Identified Regulation (M = -

.37, SE = .86), t(90) = -2.19, p = .031, r = .22). 

The low autonomous motivation group displayed significantly higher means for 

the three less motivated constructs than Extrinsic Identified Regulation, a more 

autonomous motivational construct. Introjected Regulation (M = .26, SE = .11) was 

significantly higher than Extrinsic Identified Regulation (M = -.37, SE = .09), t(90) = 

5.00, p = .000, r = .46, a medium effect, External Regulation (M = .11, SE = .08) was 

higher than Extrinsic Identified Regulation (M = -.37, SE = .09), t(90) = 4.77, p = .000, 

r = .45, a medium effect, and Amotivation (M = .46, SE = .09) was significantly higher 

than Extrinsic Identified Regulation (M = -.37, SE = .09), t(90) = 5.48, p = .000, r = .50, 

a large effect. Among these less motivated constructs, Amotivation (M = .46, SE = .09) 

was significantly higher than External Motivation (M = .11, SE = .08), t(90) = 3.20, p 

= .002, r = .32, a medium effect, but there was no significant difference between 

Introjected Motivation (M = -.26, SE = .11) and External Motivation (M = .11, SE = .08), 

t(90) = 1.49, p = .141, r = .15. 

The low autonomous motivation group displayed lower L2 Productive 

Confidence (M = -.27, SE = .08) than L2 Reading Confidence (M = -.14, SE = .10), but 

there was no statistically significant difference between these two confidence constructs, 
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t(90) = 1.36, p = .189, r = .14. This group displayed a higher mean on L2 Learning 

Anxiety than on both L2 Productive and Reading Confidence, but there again were no 

statistically significant difference between their anxiety and confidence constructs. 

The low autonomous motivation group used learning strategies infrequently (see 

Figure 29). However, there were no statistically significant differences among these 

strategy use constructs. No significant difference was identified between Vocabulary 

Strategy Use (M = -.41, SE = .09) and Metacognitive Strategy Use (M = -.40, SE = .08), 

t(90) = -.12, p = .902, r = .01, between Vocabulary Strategy Use and Social Strategy 

Use (M = -.44, SE = .09), t(90) = .42, p = .674, r = .07, or between Metacognitive 

Strategy Use (M = -.40, SE = .08) and Social Strategy Use (M = -.44, SE = .09), t(90) 

= .57, p = .569, r = .06. The results suggest that the participants in the low autonomous 

group infrequently use these three strategies.  

 

Research Question 2: The Autonomy Fostering Intervention and Vocabulary 

Learning 

Research Question 2, “Did the autonomy fostering intervention facilitate new 

vocabulary learning?” was examined with a pretest-posttest design. This research 

question had a secondary question of whether the form of the retention checklist 

influenced the students’ memory of the newly learned words. The autonomy fostering 

intervention consisted of Phases 1, 2, and 3 (Phase 3 was not statistically analyzed 

because each individual made his or her own vocabulary test). In Phase 1, the teacher 

modeled new vocabulary learning for the students by selecting and listing 25 important 
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words from the class reading material, and showing them in short sentences featuring 

the same meanings as the reading material. In Phase 2, the student-groups selected 25 

important words for their group to learn and made a group word list with the Japanese 

translations for each of the chosen target words. 

 

Descriptive Statistics for Vocabulary Learning in Phases 1 and 2 

The group means and standard deviations for the four classes that participated in 

Phase 1 are displayed in Table 72. Two types of retention checklists (serving as 

posttests) were prepared. In the form 1 checklist, the target words were just listed while 

in the form 2 checklist the same target words were shown in short example sentences. 

The descriptive statistics shown in Table 72 indicate that the students in all four classes 

learned new words in Phase 1, and they remembered more words with the form 2 

checklist than with the form 1 checklist, suggesting that contextual clues helped the 

students retrieve the meanings of the newly learned words. 

The means and standard deviations were calculated for the high and low 

autonomous motivation groups for Phase 1. The results are displayed in Table 73. The 

high and low autonomous motivation groups were made up of students in all four 

reading classes, so the statistics for these groups should be interpreted with the 

understanding that their test scores were derived from different sets of target words. The 

results displayed in Table 73 indicated that there was only a slight difference in the 

 



 191 

Table 72. Descriptive Statistics for New Vocabulary Learning in Phase 1 for the Four 
Classes 

 Short Story Class 

Test M (%) SD n 

Pretest  4.81 (9.62) 3.00 26 
Form 1 
Posttest  

18.81 (37.62) 9.78 26 

Form 2 
Posttest  

24.35 (48.70) 12.14 26 

 News English Reading Class 

Pretest 8.12 (16.24) 5.14 42 
Form 1 
Posttest 

22.67 (45.34) 11.19 42 

Form 2 
Posttest 

32.12 (64.24) 10.43 42 

 Grammar and Basic Reading Class 

Pretest 11.14 (22.28) 7.12 58 
Form 1 
Posttest 

25.90 (51.80) 11.48 58 

Form 2 
Posttest 

31.86 (63.72) 10.50 58 

 Newspaper Reading Class 

Pretest 3.35 (6.70) 3.65 23 
Form 1 
Posttest 21.52(43.06) 13.11 23 
Form 2 
Posttest 23.91(47.82) 13.51 23 
Note. Maximum score = 50. The number of students registered in each class was greater than 
the figures displayed in the table, but the scores of the students who participated in both pre- 
and posttests for both Phases 1 and 2, and who answered both questionnaires, were 
statistically analyzed. All statistics are based on raw scores. 
 

means of the retention checklist scores for the high and low autonomous motivation 

groups, suggesting that autonomous motivation levels did not influence the students’ 

vocabulary learning when the students were in Phase 1 (teacher-modeled learning). 

However, how the target words were shown influenced the students’ retention of the 

target words, as the scores for both groups increased when they could refer to the 

example sentences. 
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Table 73. Descriptive Statistics for New Vocabulary Learning in Phase 1 for the High 
and Low Autonomous Motivation Groups 

 High autonomous motivation group 

Test M SD n 

Pretest 8.87 6.41 76 

Form 1 Posttest  23.74 11.24 76 

Form 2 Posttest 29.29 11.70 76 

 Low autonomous motivation group 

Pretest 7.03 5.97 73 

Form 1 Posttest 22.32 11.89 73 

Form 2 Posttest 29.63 11.69 73 

Note. Maximum score = 50. All statistics are based on raw scores. 
 

The means and standard deviations for Phase 2 are displayed in Table 74. As in 

Phase 1, two types of retention checklists were administered; in form 1, the target words 

that each group chose were shown in a list while in form 2, the students were allowed to 

refer back to the reading material from which they selected their target words. Like 

Phase 1, the students in all the four classes learned new words, but they could remember 

more correct meanings of newly learned words with the form 2 checklist than with the 

form 1 checklist. 

The means and standard deviations for the high and low autonomous motivation 

groups for Phase 2 are displayed in Table 75. The results should be viewed with caution 

because these two autonomous motivation groups consisted of students in all four 

reading classes, so that their retention checklist scores were derived from different 
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Table 74. Descriptive Statistics for New Vocabulary Learning in Phase 2 for Four 
Classes 

 Short Story Class 

Test M (%) SD n 

Pretest 0.46 (.01) 0.86 26 

Form 1 
Posttest 

23.23 (46.46) 10.85 26 

Form 2 
Posttest 

31.23 (62.46) 9.91 26 

 News English Reading Class 

Pretest 0.95 (1.90) 1.55 42 

Form 1 
Posttest 

24.70 (49.40) 11.05 42 

Form 2 
Posttest 

31.40 (62.80) 10.38 42 

 Grammar and Basic Reading Class 

Pretest 2.03 (.04) 2.29 58 

Form 1 
Posttest 

28.28 (56.56) 10.59 58 

Form 2 
Posttest 

34.95 (69.90) 10.57 58 

 Newspaper Reading Class 

Pretest 0.61 (1.20) 1.12 23 

Form 1 
Posttest 

23.13(46.26) 12.76 23 

Form 2 
Posttest 

Not Run   

Note. (%) shows what percentage of the items the students answered correctly; Maximum score 
= 50. All statistics are based on raw scores. For the Newspaper Reading Class, posttest 2 was 
not administered because of a technical problem. 
 

sets of target words. The results indicate that when the students were in student-group- 

led vocabulary learning, students who were more autonomously motivated learned more 

new vocabulary than those who were less autonomously motivated (a difference of 4.00 

in the raw score). This result differed from the results in Phase 1, in which a slight 

difference of 1.42 (raw score) in the gains of the high and low autonomous motivation 

groups occurred. 
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In which phase, teacher-prepared or student-selected, the participants learned 

more was investigated using the gain scores in each phase. This comparison should be 

interpreted with caution because the tested items were different. For the Short Story 

Class, the gain score in Phase 1 was 14 while that in Phase 2 was 22.77. For the News 

English Reading Class, the gain score in Phase 1 was 14.55 while that in Phase 2 was 

23.75. For the Grammar and Basic Reading Class, the gain score in Phase 1 was 14.76 

while that in Phase 2 was 26.25. For the Newspaper Reading Class, the gain score in 

Phase 1 was 18.17 while that in Phase 2 was 22.52. Thus, the participants retained more 

words when they were in the student-selected learning phase in all four classes.  

 

Table 75. Descriptive Statistics for New Vocabulary Learning in Phase 2 for the High 
and Low Autonomous Motivation Groups 

 High autonomous motivation group 

Test M SD n 

Pretest 1.26 1.90 76 

Form 1Posttest 27.51 11.63 76 

 Low autonomous motivation group 

Pretest 1.21 1.82 73 

Form 1Posttest 23.51 10.49 73 
Note. Maximum score = 50. All statistics are based on raw scores. The comparison for form 2 
posttests was not run because the form 2 posttests were not administered in one of the classes. 
 

Paired t-Test Results for Vocabulary Learning in Phases 1 and 2 

Two kinds of paired t-tests were performed. The first paired t-tests were used to 

examine whether new vocabulary learning reached significant levels within each phase 

and within each group. Comparisons were not made directly between these two teacher-

modeled and student group-led learning conditions because the tested items differed, 
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but observations regarding the relative effects of the two conditions were made using 

effect sizes computed for each phase. The second paired t-tests were used to examine 

how contextual clues facilitated vocabulary learning. The second paired t-tests were 

performed within each phase and within each group; no comparisons between the two 

phases were run.  

The results of the paired t-tests for Phase 1 are displayed in Table 76. The p-

value was determined using Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni adjustment. For the first 

paired t-test for Phase 1, teacher-prepared new vocabulary learning was the independent 

variable and the scores on the vocabulary pre-knowledge and the form 1 retention 

checklist (without any contextual clues) were the dependent variables. The first paired t-

tests indicated that the students’ vocabulary learning reached statistically significant 

levels in all four classes. The mean for the Short Story Class rose from 4.81 to 18.81, 

t(25) = 7.20, (r = .82, r2 = 67.24). The mean for the News English Reading Class rose 

from 8.12 to 22.67, t(41) = 10.76(r = .86, r2 = 73.96). The mean for the Grammar and 

Basic Reading Class rose from 11.14 to 25.90, t(57) = 14.54 (r = .89, r2 = 79.21). The 

mean for the Newspaper Reading Class rose from 3.35 to 21.52, t(22) = 7.37 (r = .84, r2 

= 70.56).  

For the second type (Table 76), the type of retention checklist was the 

independent variable and the retention scores on two types of retention checklist (the 

word list without any contextual clues and the words listed with example sentences) 

were the dependent variables. The second paired t-tests in Phase 1 indicated that in all 

four classes (i.e., Short Story Class, News English Reading, Grammar and Basic 
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Reading Class, and Newspaper Reading Class), the participants remembered 

significantly more words when they checked their retention using the form 2 checklist, 

which included example sentences. 

The results of the first paired t-tests for Phase 2 are shown in Table 77. Student-

selected vocabulary learning was the independent variable and scores on the vocabulary 

pre-knowledge checklists (pretests) and the first type of retention checklist without any 

contextual clues (form 1 posttest) were the dependent variables. The results indicated 

that learning for all the four classes reached a significant level. The mean for the Short 

Story Class rose from .46 to 23.23, t(25) = 10.58 (r = .90, r2 = 81.00). The mean for the 

Grammar and Basic Reading Class rose by from 2.03 to 28.28, t(51) = 20.21 (r = .94, r2 

= 88.36). The mean for the News English Reading Class rose from .95 to 24.76, t(41) = 

14.58  (r = .92, r2 = 84.64). The mean for the Newspaper Reading Class rose from .61 to 

23.13, t(22) = 8.82 (r = .88, r2 = 77.44). 

For the second paired t-tests in Phase 2, the type of retention checklist was the 

independent variable and the scores on the group word lists and those when the 

participants could refer to the original reading texts were the dependent variables. The 

results of the second paired t-tests indicated that the students in the three classes (e.g., 

Short Story Class, News English Reading Class, and Grammar and Basic Reading 

Class) learned a significant number of new words when they used the second type of 

retention checklist. 
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Table 76. Paired t-Test Results for Phase 1 Teacher-Modeled Vocabulary Learning 

 Pretest  
Form 1 
Posttest   

 M SD  M SD  t (df) r 
Short Story 
Reading Class 4.81 3.00  18.81 9.78  7.20 (25)* .82 
         
News English 
Reading Class 8.12 5.14  22.67 11.19  10.76 (41)* .86 
         
Grammar and 
Basic Reading 
Class 11.14 7.12  25.90 11.48  14.54 (57)* .89 
         
Newspaper 
Reading Class 3.35 3.62  21.52 13.11  7.37 (22)* .84 
    

 
Form 1 
Posttest  

Form 2 
Posttest   

 M SD  M SD  t (df) r 
Short Story 
Reading Class 18.81  9.78  24.35 12.14  

  
5.62 (25)* .75 

         
News English 
Reading Class 22.67 11.19  32.12 10.43  

11.09 (41)* 
.87 

         
Grammar and 
Basic Reading 
Class 25.90 11.48  31.86 10.50  11.98 (57)* .85 
         
Newspaper 
Reading Class 21.52 13.11  23.91 13.51  

  
3.14 (22)* .86 

Note. Significance was set using Holm’s Sequential adjustment and the actual p values were 
= .00, r = .50 shows that the effect accounts for 25% of the variance. All statistics are based on 
raw scores. 
 

When observations were made between the learning in Phase 1 and Phase 2 using 

the effect sizes computed for each phase for each class, it was found that the students 

across the four classes learned more when they were in Phase 2, as the effect sizes in 

Phase 2 were generally larger than those in Phase 1. 
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Table 77. Paired t-Test Results for Phase 2 Student-Group-Led Vocabulary Learning 

 Pretest  
Form 1 
Posttest   

 M SD  M SD  t (df) r 
Short Story 
Reading Class .46 .86  23.23 10.85  10.58 (25)* .90 
         
News English 
Reading Class .95 1.55  24.76 11.05  14.58 (41)* .92 
         
Grammar and 
Basic Reading 
Class 2.03 2.29  28.28 10.59  20.21(57)* .94 
         
Newspaper 
Reading Class .61 1.12  23.13 12.76  8.82 (22)* .88 
    

 
Form 1 
Posttest  

Form2 
Posttest   

 M SD  M SD  t (df) r 
Short Story 
Reading Class 23.23 10.85  31.23  9.91  8.37 (25)* .86 
         
News English 
Reading Class 24.76 11.05  31.40 10.38  10.18 (41)* .85 
         
Grammar and 
Basic Reading 
Class 28.28 10.59  34.95 10.57  10.09 (57)* .80 
         
Newspaper 
Reading Class 23.13 12.76  

Not 
run     

Note. Significance value was set using a Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni adjustment; actual p 
values were = .000. r = .50 shows that the effect accounts for 25% of the variance. All statistics 
are based on raw scores. 
 
 

Research Question 3: The Effects of the Autonomy Fostering Intervention on 

Learner Motivation, Affect, and Behavior 

Research Question 3 asked to what degree the autonomy fostering intervention 

consisting of vocabulary learning that includes a gradual release of responsibility from 

teacher to student affects the participants’ L2 English learning motivation, confidence, 

anxiety, and strategy use. To answer this question, changes over one academic semester 
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were examined for the high and low autonomous motivation groups. Because each 

group had initially different perceptions of the constructs under investigation, the focus 

was on identifying in which constructs temporal changes from the autonomy fostering 

intervention took place within each of the two motivation groups. 

In order to investigate temporal changes within each group, Rasch person 

measures, not z-scores, were used because each participant’s z-scores are computed 

from the sample group’s means and SDs, so the same raw scores on the repeatedly 

administered tests (or the questionnaires) are converted into different z-scores. To take 

an example from the present study, the Rasch person ability measure for Social Strategy 

Use, 55.4, the same CHIPS measure identified for Time 1 and 2, was converted by z-

score calculation into 1.35 for Time1 and 1.13 for Time 2. The Rasch person measures 

used in this study were computed after confirming that the rating scale functioned 

properly for each measured construct using the participants’ Time 1 and Time 2 

responses together; thus, the Rasch person measures were more reliable sources for 

examining the temporal changes that might have occurred. 

 

The High Autonomous Motivation Group Before and After the Autonomy 

Fostering Intervention 

Table 78 shows the descriptive statistics for the high autonomous motivation 

group at Times 1 and 2 for the twelve constructs. A comparison of the means indicates 

that the four greatest changes were for L2 Learning Anxiety (decreased by 2.64 CHIPS), 

Social Strategy Use (increased by 2.50 CHIPS), Intrinsic Motivation for Reading  
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Table 78. Descriptive Statistics for the Twelve Constructs for the High Autonomous 
Motivation Group at Time 1 and Time 2 
Construct Time M SD N 
Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 
Development 

Time 1 55.45 6.48 92 
Time 2 54.60 8.36 92 
Total 55.02 7.47 184 

     
Intrinsic Motivation for Reading Time 1 53.17 5.50 92 

Time 2 51.90 5.48 92 
Total 52.54 5.51 184 

     
Extrinsic Identified Regulation 
 

Time 1 57.07 9.06 92 
Time 2 58.16 9.17 92 
Total 57.62 9.11 184 

     
Introjected Regulation Time 1 52.09 9.49 92 

Time 2 51.99 9.72 92 
Total 52.16 9.58 184 

     
External Regulation Time 1 48.43 7.81 92 

Time 2 49.34 5.59 92 
Total 48.89 6.38 184 

     
Amotivation Time 1 37.60 9.11 92 

Time 2 38.28 9.51 92 
Total 37.94 9.29 184 

     
L2 Productive Confidence Time 1 53.83 11.09 92 

Time 2 54.42 9.93 92 
Total 54.12 10.50 184 

     
L2 Reading Confidence Time 1 54.70 8.16 92 

Time 2 54.80 8.55 92 
Total 54.72 8.33 184 

     
L2 Learning Anxiety Time 1 49.93 7.93 92 

Time 2 47.29 7.17 92 
Total 48.61 7.66 184 

     
Vocabulary Strategy Use Time 1 51.24 6.00 92 

Time 2 51.17 5.70 92 
Total 51.21 5.84 184 

     
Metacognitive Strategy Use Time 1 49.59 6.32 92 

Time 2 50.21 6.78 92 
Total 49.90 6.55 184 

     
Social Strategy Use Time 1 47.35 10.81 92 

Time 2 49.45 10.33 92 
Total 48.40 10.59 184 

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 
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(decreased by 1.27 CHIPS), and Extrinsic Identified Motivation (increased by 1.09 

CHIPS). The remaining constructs changed by less than 1.0 CHIPS. 

Repeated-measures MANOVAs were performed with time (two levels: Time 1 

and Time 2) and the autonomous fostering intervention (two levels; the initial and the 

post-intervention states) as the independent variables, and the Time 1 and Time 2 Rasch 

person ability measures for the six motivational variables, three confidence/anxiety 

variables, and three strategy use variables as the dependent variables. 

The assumption of the absence of singularity or multicolliniarity was satisfied 

for the twelve measured variables as no Pearson correlation, computed using the Rasch 

CHIPS measures, was above .90. The p-value was determined using Holm’s Sequential 

Bonferroni adjustment. The data satisfied the equality of variance and covariance 

assumption, so Wilks’ Lamda statistics were chosen. The results of the repeated-

measures MANOVA are displayed in Table 79. The MANOVA results indicated that 

there were significant changes in the measured constructs, F(11, 91) = 58.30, p = .00, η2 

= .79, observed power = 1.00. 

 
Table 79. Repeated-Measures MANOVA Results for the High Motivation Group by 
Autonomy Fostering Intervention 
 
Effect  

 
Value 

 
df 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 

Construct Wilk’s lambda .21 11.00 58.30 .000 .79 1.00 
Intervention 
×Construct Wilk’s lambda .92 11.00 1.40 .178 .08 .37 
 

Because the overall multivariate test was significant, follow-up ANOVAs were 

run to identify specific differences. The sphericity assumption was not satisfied, so 

Greenhouse-Geisser statistics were used. As shown in Table 80, the within-subjects test 
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was significant, F(4.28, 91) = 74.96, p = .000, partial η2 = .29, observed power = 1.00, 

indicating that significant changes took place among the measured constructs after the 

autonomy fostering intervention. 

 
Table 80. Results of Within-Subjects and Between-Subjects Effects for the High 
Motivation Group 

 
Source 

 
SS 

 
df 

 
MS 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 

Within-Subjects        

Measure 50832.29 4.28 11873.93 74.96 .00 .29 1.00 
Measure × 
Intervention 776.58 4.28 181.40 1.15 .33 .01 .11 

Error 123416.02 779.14 158.40     

        

Between-Subjects        

Intervention 6.48 1 6.48 .05 .83 .00  .01 

Error 25003.414 182     137.38     
 

Figure 30 displays the changes graphically. The greatest changes occurred in L2 

Learning Anxiety and Social Strategy Use. 

Follow-up pairwise comparisons were performed to identify which variables 

were significantly affected by the autonomy fostering intervention. The independent 

variable was autonomy fostering intervention and the dependent variables were the 
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Note. IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = Intrinsic Motivation for 
Reading; IDEN= Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected Regulation; EXT 
= External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence; RCON = L2 
Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. 
 
Figure 30. Motivational, affective, strategy use means for the high autonomous 
motivation group by autonomy fostering intervention. All statistics are based on Rasch 
CHIPS. 
 
Time 1 and Time 2 Rasch person ability measures on the six motivational, three 

anxiety/confidence, and three strategy use person ability measures. The significance 

level was adjusted using Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni adjustment. Table 81 shows the 

results of the paired t-tests. One significant temporal change was identified as shown in 

Table 81. 
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Table 81. Pairwise Comparisons of the Measured Constructs for the High Autonomous 
Motivation Group at Time 1 and Time 2 
 Time 1  Time 2     
 M SD  M SD  t (91) r 
IMP 55.45  6.48  54.60  8.36  -1.02 .11 
        
IMR 53.17  5.50  51.90  5.48  -1.95 .20 
        
IDEN 57.07  9.06  58.16  9.17  1.25 .13 
        
INTRO 52.09 9.49  51.99  9.72  .12 .01 
        
EXT 48.43  7.08  49.34  5.59  1.53 .16 
         
AMOT 37.60 9.11  38.29 9.51  .76 .08 
        
PCON 53.83 11.09  54.42  9.93  .59 .06 
        
RCON 54.70 8.16  54.91  8.55  .30 .03 
        
ANX 49.93  7.93  47.29  7.17   -4.02* .39 
        
VSU 51.24  6.00  51.17  5.70  .13  .01 
        
MSU 49.59  6.32  50.21  6.78  1.07 .11 
        
SSU 47.35 10.81  49.45 10.33  2.38 .39 
         
Note. Significance value was set using a Holm’s Sequential adjustment; actual p value 
was .000.IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = Intrinsic Motivation for 
Reading; IDEN= Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected Regulation; EXT 
= External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = Productive Confidence; RCON = L2 
Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. All statistics are based on Rasch 
CHIPS.  
 

As shown in Table 81, L2 Learning Anxiety, which declined from Time 1 (M = 

49.93, SE = .83) to Time 2 (M = 47.29, SE = .75, t(91) = -4.02, p = .000, r = .39), was 

significantly influenced by the autonomy fostering intervention. 
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The Low Autonomous Motivation Group Before and After the Autonomy 

Fostering Intervention 

Table 82 shows the descriptive statistics for the low autonomous motivation 

group at Time 1 and Time 2 for the twelve constructs. A comparison of the means 

indicates that the three greatest changes occurred with L2 Learning Anxiety (increased 

by 4.09 CHIPS), Social Strategy Use (decreased by 3.90 CHIPS), and Productive 

Confidence (increased by 2.33 CHIPS). Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development, 

and Metacognitive Strategy Use increased by 1.75 and 1.74 CHIPS respectively, while 

Amotivation increased by 1.52 CHIPS. Vocabulary Strategy Use, Extrinsic Identified 

Regulation, and Intrinsic Motivation for Reading increased by more than 1.00 CHIPS. 

Repeated-measures MANOVAs were performed with time (two levels: Time 1 and 

Time 2) and autonomous fostering intervention (two levels: the initial and post-

intervention states) as the independent variables, and Time 1 and 2 Rasch person ability 

measures for the six motivational constructs, three confidence and anxiety constructs, 

and three strategy use constructs as the dependent variables. The assumption of the 

absence of singularity or multicolliniarity was satisfied with the twelve measured 

variables as Pearson correlations between each variable did not display values above .90. 

The significance level was adjusted using Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni adjustment. 

The data satisfied the equality of variance and covariance assumption, so Wilks’ Lamda 

statistics were used. The results of the repeated-measures MANOVA are displayed in 

Table 83. The results indicated that significant changes occurred in the measured 

constructs, F(11, 90) = 95.47, p = .000, partial η2 = .86, observed power = 1.00. 
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Table 82. Descriptive Statistics for the Twelve Measured Constructs for the Low 
Autonomous Motivation Group for Time 1 and Time 2 
Construct Time M SD N 
Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 
Development 

Time 1 42.08 7.34 91 
Time 2 43.27 8.17 91 
Total 42.67 7.77 182 

     
Intrinsic Motivation for Reading Time 1 43.49 6.67 91 

Time 2 44.45 6.56 91 
Total 43.97 6.62 182 

     
Extrinsic Identified Regulation Time 1 50.46 7.76 91 

Time 2 51.44 8.93 91 
Total 50.95 8.36 182 

     
Introjected Regulation Time 1 57.52 10.58 91 

Time 2 58.04 9.16 91 
Total 57.78 9.87 182 

     
External Regulation Time 1 49.70 4.70 91 

Time 2 49.99 4.53 91 
Total 49.84 4.60 182 

     
Amotivation Time 1 46.65 8.72 91 

Time 2 47.78 8.55 91 
Total 47.21 8.63 182 

     
L2 Productive Confidence Time 1 48.32 8.16 92 

Time 2 50.17 8.54 91 
Total 49.24 8.38 182 

     
L2 Reading Confidence Time 1 52.43 7.74 91 

Time 2 52.89 6.98 91 
Total 52.66 7.35 182 

     
L2 Learning Anxiety Time 1 51.65 6.67 91 

Time 2 49.65 6.26 91 
Total    50.65 6.53 182 

     
Vocabulary Strategy Use Time 1 46.34 5.10 91 

Time 2 47.10 5.30 91 
Total 46.72 5.20 182 

     
Metacognitive Strategy Use Time 1 44.83 4.67 91 

Time 2 45.79 5.52 91 
Total 45.31 5.13 182 

     
Social Strategy Use Time 1 37.31 9.54 91 

Time 2 41.08 9.49 91 
Total 39.19 9.67 d182 

Note. All statistics are based on Rasch CHIPS. 
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Table 83. Repeated-Measure MANOVA Results for the Low Autonomous Motivation 
Group by Autonomy Fostering Intervention 
 
Effect 

  
Value 

 
df 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 
Construct Wilk’s lambda .14 11.00 95.47 .000 .86 1.00 

Intervention 
×Construct 

Wilk’s lambda .93 11.00 1.16 .320 .07 .26 

 

Because the overall multivariate test was significant, follow-up repeated 

measures ANOVAs were run. As the sphericity assumption was not satisfied, 

Greenhouse-Geisser statistics were chosen. The results are shown in Table 84. The 

within-subjects test was significant, indicating that some changes took place in the 

measured constructs through the autonomy fostering intervention, F(5.63, 90) = 89.81, 

p = .000, partial η2 = .33, observed power = 1.00. 

 
Table 84. Results of Within-Subjects and Between-Subjects Effects for the Low 
Autonomous Motivation Group 
 
Source 

 
SS 

 
df 

 
MS 

 
F 

 
p 

Partial 
η

2 
 

Power 
Within-Subjects        
Measure 49078.78 5.63 8715.46 89.81 .000 .33 1.00 
Measure × Intervention 840.48 5.63  149.25  1.54 .167 .01 .24 
Error 98363.60 1013.62 97.04     
        
Between-Subjects        
Intervention 449.13 1.00 449.13  3.43 .066 .02 .15 
Error 23567.56  180.00 130.93      
 

Figure 31 shows that the increase in Social Strategy Use and the decrease in L2 

Learning Anxiety are the most salient changes and the means for the other constructs 

changed to a lesser degree. 
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Note. IMP= Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = Intrinsic Motivation for 
Reading; IDEN= Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected Regulation; EXT 
= External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence; RCON = L2 
Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. 
 
Figure 31. Motivational, affective, strategy use means for the low autonomous 
motivation group by autonomy fostering intervention. 
 

Follow-up pairwise comparisons were performed to identify on which constructs the 

autonomy fostering intervention had significant effects. The independent variable was 

the autonomy fostering intervention and the dependent variables were the Rasch Person 

measures on the six motivational, three confidence/anxiety, and three strategy use 

constructs. The significance level was set using Holm’s Sequential Bonferroni 

adjustment. Two significant temporal changes were identified (see Table 85). L2 

Learning Anxiety was influenced significantly by the autonomy fostering intervention, 

from Time 1 L2 Learning Anxiety (M = 51.65, SE = .70) to Time 2 L2 Learning 
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Anxiety (M = 49.65, SE = .66, t(90) = -4.09, p = .000, r = .40). Social Strategy Use was 

also influenced significantly from Time 1 Social Strategy Use (M = 37.31, SE = .10) to 

Time 2 Social Strategy Use (M = 41.08, SE = .99, t(90) = 3.88, p = .000, r = .38). 

 
Table 85. Pairwise Comparisons Between the Measured Constructs for the Low 
Autonomous Motivation Group 
 Time 1  Time 2     
 M SD  M SD  t(90) r 
IMP 42.08 7.34  43.27 8.17  1.75 .18 
        
IMR 43.49 6.67  44.45 6.57  1.21 .13 
        
IDEN 50.46 7.76  51.44 8.93  1.34 .14 
        
INTRO 57.52 10.58  58.04 9.16  .55 .06 
        
EXT 49.70 4.70  49.99 4.53  .67 .07 
        
AMOT 46.65 8.72  47.78 8.55  1.52 .16 
        
PCON 48.32 8.12  50.17 8.55  2.33 .24 
        
RCON 52.43 7.74  52.89 6.98  .61 .06 
        
ANX 51.65 6.67  49.65 6.26  -4.09* .40 
        
VSU 46.34 5.10  47.10 5.30  1.50 .16 
        
MSU 44.83 4.67  45.79 5.52  1.74 .18 
        
SSU 37.31 9.54  41.08 9.49  3.88* .38 
Note. Significance value was set using a Holm’s Sequential adjustment; actual p values 
were .000. IMP = Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development; IMR = Intrinsic Motivation for 
Reading; IDEN= Extrinsic Identified Regulation; INTRO = Extrinsic Introjected Regulation; EXT 
= External Regulation; AMOT = Amotivation; PCON = L2 Productive Confidence; RCON = L2 
Reading Confidence; ANX = L2 Learning Anxiety; VSU = Vocabulary Strategy Use; MSU = 
Metacognitive Strategy Use; SSU = Social Strategy Use. All statistics are based on Rasch 
CHIPS. 
 
 
Research Question 4: Students’ Reactions to the Autonomy Fostering Intervention 

Research Question 4 asked how the students evaluated the autonomy fostering 

activities in terms of their motivational value and usefulness at the end of the one-
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semester intervention and what relationship those evaluations had with the learners’ 

autonomous motivation levels. The students completed a questionnaire asking them to 

evaluate five learning activities featured in the autonomy fostering intervention using 

two criteria, motivational value and usefulness. The responses were made on a 6-point 

Likert scale. For the motivating value, 1 = Very demotivating, 2 = Demotivating, 3 = 

Somewhat demotivating, 4 = Somewhat motivating, 5 = Motivating, and 6 = Very 

motivating. For the usefulness, 1 = Completely unuseful, 2 = Unuseful, 3 = Somewhat 

unuseful, 4 = Somewhat useful, 5 = Useful, and 6 = Very useful.  The participants also 

wrote a brief comment concerning each item. First, the quantitative data analysis from 

the Likert scale responses is reported and this is followed by a report of the participants’ 

written responses. 

 

The Quantitative Results of the Students’ Evaluation of the Autonomy Fostering 

Activities 

From the 183 students who answered both the Time 1 and Time 2 Motivation, 

Affective, and Strategy Use Questionnaires, 162 students’ responses were used for 

statistical analyses as they answered all the items for the Students’ Evaluation 

Questionnaire. For this questionnaire, many missing responses were found and those 

missing responses differed from question to question, partly because some participants 

found the questions concerning motivating values difficult to answer (e.g., some 

participants commented that their responses were neither positive nor negative), and 
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partly because some of them failed to respond to some of the questionnaire items. Table 

86 displays the observed frequencies of each response category for each question. 

As shown in Table 86, the participants evaluated all the learning activities 

positively, as the total number of responses observed for categories 4 to 6 on the Likert 

scale was always greater than those observed in categories 1 to 3. Table 87 displays the 

descriptive statistics for the responses to the Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire. The 

means were generally above .40 with the exception of the low autonomous group’s 

mean for the motivational value of Independent Reading (M = 3.70), indicating the 

students’ generally positive reactions. 
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Table 86. Observed Frequencies of Students’ Evaluation of Five Learning Activities 
According to Each Category Response 

 
Variable 

 
Group 

Response Category  Total 
Frequency 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Motivational Value 
of Vocabulary 
Journal 

High 0 0 4 26 37 16 83 

Low 1 2 5 26 39 6 79 
         
Usefulness of 
Vocabulary Journal 

High 1 0 0 13 47 22 83 
Low 1 0 1 13 54 10 79 

         
Motivational Value 
of Group Word List 

High 1 0 8 25 34 15 83 
Low 1 3 11 17 38 9 79 

         
Usefulness of 
Group Word List 

High 1 0 4 21 43 14 83 
Low 0 0 4 23 43  9 79 

         
Motivational Value 
of Group Work for 
Reading 

High 0 3 9 21 34 16 83 

Low 0 2 6 35 27 9 79 
         
Usefulness of 
Group Work for 
Reading 

High 1 1 5 28 34 14 83 

Low 0 1 5 30 34 9 79 
         
Motivational Value 
of Independent 
Reading 

High 0 1 15 25 34 8 83 

Low 4 1 30 27 14 3 79 
         
Usefulness of 
Independent 
Reading 

High 0 0 1 17 45 20 83 

Low 0 0 6 29 36 8 79 
         
Motivational Value 
of Teacher Modeled 
VL 

High 1 0 7 34 29 12 83 

Low 0 1 16 24 33 5 79 
         
Usefulness of 
Teacher Modeled 
VL 

High 0 0 1 23 44 15 83 

Low 0 0  1 24 46 8 79 
Note. VL = Vocabulary Learning: Response Categories 1 to 6 for Motivating Values are; 1 = 
Very demotivating, 2 = Demotivating, 3 = Somewhat demotivating, 4 = Somewhat motivating, 5 
= Motivating, and 6 = Very motivating: Response Categories 1 to 6 for Usefulness are: 1 = 
Completely unuseful, 2 = Unuseful, 3 = Somewhat unuseful, 4 = Somewhat useful, 5 = Useful, 
and 6 = Very useful. 
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Table 87. Descriptive Statistics for the Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire for the High 
and Low Autonomous Motivation Groups 
Variable Group N M SE SD 
Motivational Value of 
Vocabulary Journal 

High Group 83 4.78 .10 .81 
Low Group 79 4.49 .10 .92 

 Total 162 4.64 .07 .88 
      
Usefulness of Vocabulary 
Journal 

High Group 83 5.06 .08 .79 
Low Group 79 4.89 .09 .73 

 Total 162 4.98 .06 .76 
      
Motivational Value of Group 
Word List 

High Group 83 4.64 .11 .97 
Low Group 79 4.46 .12 1.07 

 Total 162 4.53 .08 1.22 
      

Usefulness of Group Word List 
High Group 83 4.77 .09 .87 
Low Group 79 4.72 .09 .73 

 Total 162 4.75 .06 .81 
      
Motivational Value of Group 
Work for Reading Questions 

High Group 83 4.61 .11 1.03 
Low Group 79 4.44 .11 .89 

 Total 162 4.53 .08 .97 
      
Usefulness of Group Work for 
Reading Questions 

High Group 83 4.63 .10 .96 
Low Group 79 4.57 .10 .83 

 Total 162 4.60 .07 .90 
      
Motivational Value of 
Independent Reading 

High Group 83 4.40 .11  .94 
Low Group 79 3.70 .11 1.07 

 Total 162 4.06 .08 1.06 
      
Usefulness of Independent 
Reading 

High Group 83 5.01 .08 .71 
Low Group 79 4.58 .08 .78 

 Total 162 4.80 .06 .77 
      
Motivational Value of Teacher 
Modeled Vocabulary Learning 

High Group 83 4.52 .10 .93 
Low Group 79 4.32 .10 .91 

 Total 162 4.42 .07 .93 
      
Usefulness Value of Teacher 
Modeled Vocabulary Learning 

High Group 83 4.88 .07 .71 
Low Group 79 4.77 .08 .64 

 Total 162 4.83 .05 .67 
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The Qualitative Results of the Students’ Evaluation of the Autonomy Fostering 

Activities 

As explained previously, I transcribed the students’ comments verbatim, then 

two raters, I and another Japanese English teacher, read, theme-analyzed, and classified 

the comments. When there were differences in our classification, we discussed the 

comments and reached agreements on the interpretation of the observed themes. Table 

88 displays the observed themes and their frequencies in the participants’ comments 

regarding the Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal. As explained above, 

the students kept a vocabulary journal in Phase 2 after the teacher modeled how to write 

a journal effectively. 

For the Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal, 27 participants 

from the high autonomous motivation group and 37 participants from the low 

autonomous motivation group (representing 42.95% of all the comments for this item) 

wrote comments that were categorized as More Autonomous Learning. The typical 

comments included expressions such as I chose, for myself, by myself, and my learning. 

Increased Learning Opportunities and Increased Vocabulary Size ranked second. Eight 

participants from the high autonomous motivation group and five participants from the 

low autonomous motivation group perceived this activity mainly as a way to increase 

their vocabulary size. Increased Learning Opportunities represents comments that 

emphasized opportunities to learn words using a new approach, which they usually do 

not do by themselves. The fourth largest number of students wrote comments that 
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Table 88. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Motivational Value of 
Keeping a Vocabulary Journal 

 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
More Autonomous Learning: This activity places responsibility for learning on 
the students. Example: “It is more interesting to learn by choosing words by 
myself than by being given the words to remember.”  27 37 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities: The activity gave the students opportunities 
to learn new vocabulary, which they usually do on their own. Example: “I usually 
don’t focus on learning new words.” 7 6 
   
Increased Vocabulary Size: This activity helped increase the students’ 
vocabulary size. Example: “I’m glad that I could increase my vocabulary.” 8 5 
   
Helped Encode New Words: This activity made it easier to remember new 
words. Example: “By writing the target words in the journal, I found it easier to 
remember them.” 8 4 
   
Helped Recognize What to Learn: This activity helped the students recognize 
what they do not yet know but should know. Example: “By writing a vocabulary 
journal, I could realize what words I didn’t know.” 4 6 
   
Easy to Use: Because the vocabulary journals were focused on new words from 
the reading materials and the meanings and other information were written side 
by side, they were easy to review. Example: “With the vocabulary journal I 
made, I can glance at which words I don’t know and should learn.” 8 2 
   
Self-selected words are easier to remember. This theme specifically explains 
that because words were chosen by students themselves, not by someone else, 
they were easier to encode. Example: “Because I chose words, I met them 
several times and I could remember them better.” 0 4 
   
Sense of Achievement: Comments included words such as satisfaction. 
Example: “I felt a sense of achievement when I increased my vocabulary size.” 3 0 
   
Motivated by the New Approach: This is a new learning activity, and that 
newness increased motivation to learn. Example: “This was motivating because 
I hadn’t done this kind of thing before in class.”  0 1 
   
Other: This category includes positive comments that could not fit in the 
categories listed above. Example: “I didn’t have to look up the words that I 
already knew.” 6 3 
   
Negative Comments   
Troublesome. Example: “This activity was troublesome.” 1 3 
   
Ineffective. Example: “It is difficult to distinguish which words are important.” 1 1 
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Table 88 (continued) 
 
Disappointment in Lack of Knowledge. Example: “I was really disappointed that I 
did not know words. I felt the journal sheet was too small.” 1 1 
   
Other: This category includes negatively phrased comments that could not fit in 
the categories listed above. Example: “I was a little confused because I had 
never used this kind of approach.”  1 1 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
One participant from the high autonomous motivation group and two participants from the low 
autonomous motivation group commented that this activity helped them on tests. These 
comments were included in Other. However, these students seemed to have mistaken the pre-
registered vocabulary lists for the vocabulary journals because they had the same format and 
the pre-registered lists from Phase 3 Independent Reading were part of the final examination. 
One participant referred to the vocabulary journal as part of their course grade. However, the 
students were not told that their vocabulary journal would be part of their course grades. 
 

were categorized as Helped Encode New Words. This theme is somewhat similar to 

Increased Vocabulary Size, but the difference was that when the students used memory-

related words (e.g., I can remember, easier to remember) to describe the merits of this 

activity, they were assigned to this category in this entry. Some participants wrote that 

they chose target words and wrote them on a list so that they could review them several 

times, and thereby more easily remember them. Although the number was small, four 

participants wrote that it was easier to remember words because they chose them 

themselves. Those comments were not exactly the same as More Autonomous Learning 

and Helped Encode New Words, so they were categorized as Self-Selected Words Are 

Easier to Remember. Helped Encode New Words was followed by Helped Recognize 

What to Learn and Easy to Use. Some of the participants mentioned that the vocabulary 

journal was useful for reviewing because it included a limited number (25) of new 

words they thought were important for understanding the reading material or for future 

use. Several other participants noted that writing the target words and meanings side by 

side made it easier to glance at what to learn. For Helped Recognize What to Learn, a 
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number of the participants wrote that listing new words they did not know made them 

realize the limitations of their current vocabulary knowledge. That awareness increased 

their motivation to study. Although the number was small, three participants used 

expressions such as a sense of achievement and felt very happy regarding the increase in 

their vocabulary size. One participant rated this activity positively because it was a new 

learning approach for her. 

Ten participants wrote negative comments concerning issues such as the 

difficulty of finding time to write a journal, personal dislikes, the disappointment that 

was caused by the awareness of their own small vocabulary size, and the concern that 

choosing words themselves would not be an effective learning strategy. 

The observed themes and their frequencies for the Usefulness of Keeping a 

Vocabulary Journal are shown in Table 89. The definitions listed in Table 88 are not 

repeated in this table. 

For the Usefulness of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal, the same themes were 

found as for the Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal. However, the 

demography differed: Increased Vocabulary Size was the highest ranked (25 

participants from the high autonomous motivation group and 17 from the low 

autonomous motivation group, representing 27.81% of all the comments for this item). 

This theme was followed by Helped Encode New Words, which was followed by More 

Autonomous Learning. Easy to Use ranked fourth, and Helped Recognize What to learn 

was fifth. It was unsurprising that Increased Vocabulary Size topped the list and that 

Helped Encode New Words ranked second because one of the purposes of this activity 
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was for students to increase their vocabulary size. Easy to Use was fourth. This is 

understandable because the journal, when completed, could also be used as a resource 

for reviewing target words. In total, forty-six participants (30.46%) referred to More 

Autonomous Learning, Self-Selected Words Were Easier to Remember, and Helped 

Recognize What to Learn as the primary reason why the vocabulary journal activity was 

perceived as useful. These themes appear to represent the feeling that being actively 

involved in the learning process produces good results. 

Four students responded to this item negatively. Three of them referred to the 

possibility that students would choose easy words and that the words they choose would 

not cover what should be learned. The same kind of fear was seen in the students’ 

comments for the Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal noted above. 

The observed themes and their frequencies for the Motivational Value of 

Group Word List are displayed in Table 90. As explained above, the students engaged 

in making group word lists in Phase 2. In this phase, the students worked in groups or 

pairs and made word lists by choosing words they did not know and they thought were 

important for understanding the reading materials and/or would be useful in the future. 
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Table 89. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for Usefulness of Keeping a 
Vocabulary Journal 

 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Increased Vocabulary Size. Example: “This activity helped me learn new 
words.” 25 17 
   
Helped Encode New Words. Example: “The words learned through this 
activity were more retainable.” 
 14 15 
More Autonomous Learning. Example: “I chose words to remember and look 
them up in the dictionary all by myself, so I could learn them easily.” 13 12 
   
Easy to Use. Example: “This activity was very useful because new words are 
easier to remember when they are written on a list than when they are 
scattered throughout passages.” 7 6 
   
Helped Recognize What to Learn. Example: “This activity helped me 
understand which words I did not know.” 6 5 
   
Self-Selected Words are Easier to Remember. Example: “When I chose and 
studied words by myself, it was more enjoyable and easier to remember the 
words than when studying a list given by someone else.” 0 10 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities. Examples: “I usually do not study unknown 
words,” and “I usually neglect unknown words.” 4 3 
   
Useful. Students felt that this activity was useful. Example: “If you are serious, 
it is useful.” 0 3 
   
Increased Sense of Achievement. Example: “I felt a sense of achievement 
when I learned to understand what I had been unable to understand.” 1 0 
   
Other. Example: “I like this kind of class.” 2 4 
   
Negative Comments   
Other. Examples: “I’m afraid that one just lists easier words to study,” and “I 
doubt whether students listed unknown words.” 2 2 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
One participant from the high autonomous motivation group and three participants from the low 
autonomous motivation group wrote that this activity helped them do well on tests. This 
comment was included in Other for the reason explained above. 
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Table 90. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Motivational Value of 
Making Group Word Lists 
 
Theme and definition 

 Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Shared Knowledge. Example: “When I prepared a list of new words for the group 
word list by myself, I did not include example sentences, but our group decided to 
include them, so our understanding was deepened.” 16 16 
   
Cooperative Learning Is Beneficial. Example: “By studying together with friends, we 
could do the list-making more smoothly.” 18 9 
   
Shared Responsibility. Example: “Because this was group-work, I thought I had to 
do my job properly.” 6 17 
   
Enjoyable. Example: “Studying together with friends was more enjoyable than 
studying individually.” 10 10 
   
Helped Encode New Words. Example: “Working together with others made new 
words more memorable.” 3 2 
   
Increased Vocabulary Size. Example: “Because I wanted to remember new words.” 1 0 
   
More Autonomous Learning. Example: “Like the vocabulary journal, the students 
chose the target words, so I wanted to do my best.” 1 0 
   
Other. Example: “I like this kind of class.” 4 0 
   
Negative Comments   
Ineffective Compared with Individual Work. Example: “It took more time to decide on 
which words to list, so making a list by oneself is more effective.” 6 9 
   
Group Work Does Not Fit Me. Example: “I prefer studying by myself.” 0 4 
   
It Depends on Group Members. Example: “It depends. The members’ motivation 
differed, so it was hard to work together. I preferred to work alone this time.” 0 3 
   
Disappointment in Lack of Knowledge. Example: “I realized what a lot of words 
some members already knew and how few I knew.” 2 0 
   
Negative Dependency: Example: “The other members just copied what I prepared.” 0 2 
   
Other. Example: “I haven’t used this kind of approach before, so I was not sure how 
to do it.” 0 1 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
Two participants from the high autonomous motivation group commented that this activity was 
good because the words would be on the test. These two cases were categorized as Other 
because the participants were only told that the items would be on their final examination a few 
weeks before the examination. They were told that the items on group word lists would be 
tested, and the students completed the Students’ Evaluation Questionnaire on the final 
examination day or a week before it. This might have confused some students. 
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For the Motivational Value of Making Group Word Lists, 16 participants from 

the high autonomous motivation group and 16 participants from the low autonomous 

motivation group (22.86% of all the comments for this item) referred to Shared 

Knowledge as a major motivational merit of this activity. Students frequently 

mentioned that they could exchange opinions and produce a better word list because of 

the other members’ knowledge or ideas. Cooperative Learning is Beneficial and It Is 

Enjoyable ranked second and fourth, respectively. The comments categorized as 

Cooperative Learning Is Beneficial included “We could work cooperatively through 

group work,” “We could work together,” and “Working together made it easier to do 

the job” to favorably describe the group work, while the comments categorized as 

Enjoyable typically used the word enjoy(able) to describe their group work. The third 

largest number of students (six from the high autonomous motivation group and 17 

from the low autonomous motivation group) mentioned Shared Responsibility as the 

main reason they earnestly engaged in the group work. 

Compared with the students’ comments on keeping a vocabulary journal, which 

is an individual learning activity, a larger number of unfavorable comments were found 

for making group word lists. The major negative comment concerned the 

ineffectiveness of group work for making a list of new and important words to study. 

Some students mentioned that group work is not necessary when making a word list, 

while others wrote about the difficulties they experienced, such as some members’ 

uncooperative attitudes. In total, fifteen students (six from the high autonomous 

motivation group and nine from the low autonomous motivation group) pointed out this 
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perceived ineffectiveness as a demerit of group work. Three students wrote that the 

success of group work depends on the people they work with, suggesting that their 

partners did not display cooperative attitudes. The other unfavorable comments 

included a personal dislike toward group work and some participants wrote that they 

were disappointed with the other members’ higher skills. 

Table 91 displays the observed themes and their frequencies for the Usefulness 

of Making Group Word Lists; 24 participants from the high autonomous motivation 

group and 25 from the low autonomous motivation group (41.53% of all the comments 

for this item) considered Shared Knowledge as a major benefit of this activity. This 

theme was followed by Helped Encode New Words, suggesting that many students felt 

that choosing target words, determining their meanings with a dictionary while 

considering the context in which the word was found, writing the meanings and writing 

example sentences during group work facilitated better memorization of new words. 

Increased Vocabulary Size ranked third (six participants from the high autonomous 

motivation group and three from the low autonomous motivation group), and it was 

followed by Shared Responsibility, Cooperative Learning Is Effective, and Increased 

Learning Opportunities, themes found for the Motivational Value of Making Group 

Word Lists. 

Ten participants (six from the high autonomous motivation group and four from 

the low autonomous motivation group) pointed out that group work was an ineffective 

way to make a list of important new words, especially when some participants knew 

words while others did not. Some participants also commented that groups took a longer  
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Table 91. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Usefulness of Making 
Group Word Lists 
 
Theme and definition 

 Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Shared Knowledge. Example: “By working together with other members, I 
could discover words I overlooked when I worked by myself.” 24 25 
   
Helped Encode New Words. Example: “I met the same words many times 
through group work, and that helped me remember them.” 11 15 
   
Increased Vocabulary Size. Example: “I learned that some words had many 
meanings, so I feel that I can use them for many situations.” 6 3 
   
Cooperative Learning Is Beneficial. Example: “I was motivated in group work 
and I felt that I was positively contributing to the work.”  2 1 
   
Shared Responsibility. Example: “When working together with other people, 
you do not want to cause them trouble.” 2 1 
   
More Autonomous Learning. Example: “Like the vocabulary journal, it was 
students that choose target words, so I wanted to do my best.” 1 1 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities. Examples: “I usually neglect this kind of 
study,” and “It increased opportunities to expose myself to English.” 2 1 
   
Other. Example: “I can use the activity as a word test.” 2 5 
   
Negative Comments   
Ineffective Compared with Individual Study. Example: “We had some difficulty 
when some group members know a word and the others don’t know it.” 6 4 
   
It Depends on Group Members. Example: “I worked in earnest but the other 
members did not, so it depends.” 0 1 
   
Negative Dependency. Example: “Some people tend to leave everything to 
others.” 1 2 
   
Other. Examples: “The word items that the members brought to the group 
discussion were almost similar,” and “Generally it has more demerits than 
merits.” 1 1 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
One participant from the low autonomous motivation group commented that the activity was 
useful because she could use the newly learned words for class and tests. This comment was 
categorized as Other as the students were not told that the group-selected words would be on 
test when they were working on the group word lists.  
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time to produce a satisfactory list of new words than an individual working alone. One 

student (the same as the one who reported a similar problem for the Motivational Value 

of this activity) reported that he had difficulty because his partners were uncooperative. 

For Negative Dependency, one student, who rated the activity positively, reported that 

although it helped her remember the words, she did not remember the words that were 

selected by the other members well. 

The students’ comments on the Motivational Value of Group Work for Reading 

Comprehension Questions were categorized. The students were encouraged throughout 

Phases 1 and 2 to engage in group discussions about the reading comprehension 

questions before presenting their answers to the class. The observed themes and their 

frequencies for the Motivational Value of Group Work for Reading Comprehension 

Questions are shown in Table 92. 

Many of the themes observed for the Motivational Value and the Usefulness of 

Making Group Word Lists were also found for the Motivational Value of Group Work 

for Reading Comprehension Questions, but at the same time, new themes such as 

Decreased Anxiety were also found. Although Shared Knowledge again ranked first in 

the students’ comments for this item (19 participants from the high autonomous 

motivation group and 19 from the low autonomous motivation group, representing 

27.74% of all the comments for this item), an equally large number of the participants 

referred to Decreased Anxiety (17 participants from the high autonomous motivation 

group and 16 from the low autonomous motivation group, representing 24.09% of the 

responses). Many participants wrote that they felt reduced levels of anxiety because  
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Table 92. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Motivational Value of 
Group Work for Reading Comprehension Questions 
 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Shared Each Other’s Knowledge. Example: “We could discuss what we could 
not answer individually.” 19 19 
   
Decreased Anxiety. Example: “We could discuss the answers that we were 
not confident about before presenting them to the class.” 17 16 
   
Shared Responsibility. Example: “I don’t want to give trouble to the other 
members.” 10 14 
   
Cooperative Learning Is Beneficial. Example: “It was more motivating than 
working by oneself.” 2 6 
   
Cooperative Learning Was Stimulating. Example: “I felt I was stimulated 
mentally.” 2 5 
   
Enjoyable. Example: “It was enjoyable to work together with friends.” 2 3 
   
Other. Example: “I was always ready to work on the questions.” 1 1 
   
Negative Comments   
Negative Dependency. Example: “There are some people who think that if 
their names are not called individually, they do not have to answer the 
questions.”  7 3 
   
Ineffective Compared with Individual Study. Example: “I wanted to think by 
myself, so I could not concentrate if I had partners.” 2 0 
   
Group Work Does Not Fit Me. Example: “I am not good at talking with others.” 0 3 
   
It Depends on Group Members. Example: “It depends on the members you 
work with. My partners were not motivated at all.” 0 1 
   
Disappointment in Lack of Knowledge. Example: “I was disappointed to 
realize my lack of vocabulary.” 1 0 
   
Other. Example: “I felt that the time for group discussion was too short.” 2 1 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
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they could exchange opinions before producing answers or check individually prepared 

answers before presenting them to the class. Shared Responsibility, a theme that also 

appeared on the group word list activity, ranked third. A new theme, Cooperative 

Learning Was Stimulating, was also found for this item. This theme specifically 

referred to the stimulation students received through discussing reading questions rather  

than making a group word list. Seven participants considered this to be a major merit of 

group work for reading questions. 

The most commonly observed negative comment for this questionnaire item was 

Negative Dependency. Because answering reading questions can generally be more 

complicated than deciding the correct meanings of words and making a word list, many 

participants felt that discussions were useful, but at the same time a number of students 

depended on others too much throughout the group work process. Ten participants 

(seven from the high autonomous motivation group and three from the low autonomous 

motivation group) pointed this out as a major demerit of group work. 

Table 93 shows the observed themes and their frequencies for the Usefulness of 

Group Work for Reading Comprehension Questions. As with the Motivational Value of 

Group Work for Reading Comprehension Questions, the greatest number of participants 

referred to Shared Knowledge as the major merit of group work for answering reading 

comprehension questions (28 participants from the high autonomous motivation group 

and 26 from the low autonomous motivation group, representing 43.55% of all the 

comments for this item). This theme was followed by Decreased Anxiety (ten 

participants from the high autonomous motivation group and seven from the low  
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Table 93. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Usefulness of Group Work 
for Reading Comprehension Questions 
 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Shared Knowledge. Example: “We could exchange different opinions.” 28 26 
   
Decreased Anxiety. Example: “I could check my opinions with my friends, 
which eased my worries.” 10 7 
   
Shared Responsibility. Example: “I felt I had to prepare well before the group 
work.” 3 7 
   
Cooperative Learning is Beneficial. Example: “Cooperative work is important.” 4 2 
   
Cooperative Learning Was Stimulating. Example: “It was stimulating.” 3 1 
   
Cooperative Learning and Enhanced Memory. Example: “Group discussion 
made it easier to remember what was learned.” 3 2 
   
Opportunities to Express One’s Opinions. Example: “Through group 
discussion, I learned to express my opinions, especially through pair work.” 0 3 
   
Opportunities to Communicate. Example: “It also gave me opportunities to 
communicate with my friends.” 0 3 
   
Enjoyable. Example: “It was more enjoyable to work in a pair.”  0 1 
   
Other. Example: “You make effort, and it would never be in vain.” 2 2 
   
Negative Comments   
Negative Dependency. Example: “People think that someone else will answer 
the questions.” 4 6 
   
Ineffective Compared with Individual Study: Example: “It was less efficient 
than working by oneself.” 2 0 
   
It Depends on Group Members. Example: “I was always the person who did 
my best in these situations.” 1 1 
   
Group Work Does Not Fit Me. Example: “These activities should be good for 
other people.” 0 1 
   
Other. Example: “If pairs’ opinions do not converge, it makes us worry more.” 2 1 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
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autonomous motivation group). At the same time, two new themes were found in the 

students’ comments: Opportunities to Express One’s Opinion and Opportunities to 

Communicate. Three students from the low autonomous motivation group pointed out 

that group work offers opportunities to voice one’s opinion, which 

they thought was important. Another three students mentioned that group work creates 

opportunities to interact with other students. 

The most frequently observed unfavorable comment was Negative Dependency. 

Four students from the high autonomous motivation group and six students from the 

low autonomous motivation group pointed out that some members tended to depend on 

others to solve the questions. Two students referred to the ineffectiveness of group work 

for discussing reading questions. Two students indicated that the effectiveness of group 

work depends on the group members; in their cases, they felt that their group members 

were uncooperative. 

In Phase 3, the students engaged in independent reading. This was the last part 

of the autonomy fostering intervention in the present study. The observed themes and 

their frequencies for the Motivating Value of Independent Reading are displayed in 

Table 94. 

Like the comments on the Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal, 

many students indicated that More Autonomous Learning was the major benefit of the 

independent reading activity (31 participants from the high autonomous motivation 

group and eight from the low autonomous motivation group, representing 30.07% of all 

the comments for this item). Some students emphasized that they felt they were doing 
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independent reading for themselves and at their own pace. This theme was followed by 

Increased Learning Opportunities (four participants from the high autonomous 

 
Table 94. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Motivational Value of 
Independent Reading 
 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
More Autonomous Learning. Example: “The teacher told us that we did not 
have to read the material with perfect accuracy, so I read at my own pace.” 31 8 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities. Example: “It was difficult, but otherwise, I 
would not have read like this.” 4 8 
   
Autonomous Learning Facilitated by Interest in Topic: Example: “The material 
for independent reading was interesting to me.” 3 7 
   
Autonomous Learning Facilitated by Interest in English Other than Course 
Textbooks. Example: “It was interesting because I could read the English that 
was different from the course textbook.” 3 3 
   
Increased Reading Ability. Example: “Reading more helped me improve my 
reading skill.” 4  1 
   
Helped Recognize What to Learn. Example: “Through this activity, I learned 
what I did not know.” 1 0 
   
Sense of Achievement: Example: “Reading the material gives a sense of 
achievement.” 0   1 
   
Other: Example: “It also serves as preparation for class.”  1 3 
   
Negative Comments   
Demotivating Because of the Difficulty: Example: “The material was 
sometimes too difficult for me.” 12 21 
   
Demotivating Because I Have Other Things to Do. Example: “I usually have 
other homework to do, so it was difficult to find time for this activity.”  1 7 
   
Other. Example: “I couldn’t concentrate when I worked on it at home.” 2 6 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
Two participants commented that independent reading would serve as a preparation for the 
class. One of them was in the Short Story Reading Class, in which the students’ independent 
reading material was the last part of the story. The other was in the News English Reading 
Class, in which the students’ independent reading material was a chapter of a newspaper article 
not read in the class. For the Independent Reading Phase, the students’ comprehension was 
checked when they submitted the reading worksheets. As the independent reading was not 
directly related to the usual class, so these two comments were included in Other. 
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motivation group and eight from the low autonomous motivation group). The students 

displayed some variation regarding Autonomous Learning. The third greatest number of 

students (three participants from the high autonomous motivation group and seven from 

the low autonomous motivation group) pointed out that Autonomous Learning 

Facilitated by Interest in Topic was the major motivating factor in completing their 

independent reading. The fourth largest number of students (three participants each 

from the high autonomous motivation group and the low autonomous motivation group) 

indicated that Autonomous Learning Facilitated by Interest in English Other than 

Course Textbooks was the major motivating factor for completing their independent 

reading (in their cases, authentic newspaper articles). In total, 55 students regarded 

autonomous learning as the major benefit of the independent reading activity. In 

contrast, a smaller number of participants (four from the high autonomous motivation 

group and one from the low autonomous motivation group) perceived this activity 

predominantly as a facilitator for increasing their reading skill. 

A number of participants wrote unfavorable comments for this item. Twelve 

participants from the high autonomous motivation group and 21 from the low 

autonomous motivation group (representing 25.98%, including seven participants who 

rated the activity positively) commented about Demotivating Because of the Difficulty 

of the material for the independent reading. Several participants wrote that when they 

encountered parts of the passages they could not understand, they felt like giving up 

reading. Some felt that the passages were too difficult even if the topic was interesting. 



 231 

This theme was followed by Demotivating Because I Have Other Things to Do. One 

participant from the high autonomous motivation group and seven from the low 

autonomous motivation group stated that they found independent reading demotivating 

because of being so busy (e.g., having assignments from other courses, belonging to a 

university sports team). 

The observed themes and their frequencies for Usefulness of Independent 

Reading are shown in Table 95. For Usefulness of Independent Reading, 27 participants 

from the high autonomous motivation group and 28 from the low autonomous 

motivation group (representing 39.85% of all the comments for this item) indicated that 

More Autonomous Learning was the major usefulness of this activity. Some students 

wrote that the independent reading allowed them to do their best at their own pace. 

Typical comments were that independent reading was a good experience because they 

did it independently and what they did by themselves was internalized. Twenty-three 

participants (ten from the high autonomous motivation group and thirteen from the low 

autonomous motivation group) mentioned Increased Reading Ability as the major 

benefit of the independent reading activity. This theme was followed closely by 

Increased Learning Opportunities. The next theme was Autonomous Reading 

Facilitated by Interest in English Other than Course Textbook (six students each from 

the high autonomous motivation group and from the low autonomous motivation group), 

and these students read current newspaper articles. Many students commented that 

reading the newspaper, which was authentic compared with textbook English, was 

interesting and useful. 
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Table 95. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Usefulness of Independent 
Reading 
 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
More Autonomous Learning. Example: “It would be meaningless unless I did 
it by myself.” 27 28 
   
Increased Reading Ability. Example: “Through this activity, I felt that I could 
read a little smoothly.” 10 13 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities. Example: “I usually do not have 
opportunities to read English like this.” 8 12 
   
Autonomous Learning Facilitated by Interest in English Other than Course 
Textbooks. Example: “I felt that the English in the newspaper article was more 
authentic than that in the textbook.” 6 6 
   
Increased Vocabulary Size. Example: “In reading the passages, I found some 
words that I remembered seeing somewhere before and this time I felt that I 
could learn them.” 5 2 
   
Helped Recognize What to Learn. Example: “Independent reading helped me 
realize what I did not know.” 4 1 
   
Other. Example: “It helped me better understand what I was learning in the 
class.” 5 5 
   
Negative Comments   
Demotivating Because of Difficulty of Materials. Example: “I sometimes could 
not answer comprehension questions because I lost my confidence.” 1 2 
   
Other. Example: “I think that reading independently and in class are not 
different. Besides, I’m afraid that mistakes will become part of my knowledge.” 0 3 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
Eight students indicated the usefulness of this activity as a preparation for class. Those 
comments were categorized as Other for the same reason explained above. All the students 
who wrote Autonomous Learning Facilitated by Interest in English Other Than Course 
Textbooks belonged to the classes where their independent reading materials were articles 
from current English newspapers. 
 

The few negative comments mostly concerned the difficulty of reading 

independently. When asked about the Motivational Value of Independent Reading, 33 

students answered that the difficulty of the material was demotivating, but at the same 
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time, many recognized the importance of reading the material by themselves, as the 

number of unfavorable comments was greatly reduced compared with the students’ 

comments about the motivational value of this activity. 

Before Phase 2, in which the students engaged in more autonomous learning by 

keeping a vocabulary journal and making group word lists, I modeled how to learn new 

and important words effectively. The last question on the Students’ Evaluation 

Questionnaire concerned this teacher-modeled vocabulary learning. 

The observed themes and their frequencies for the Motivational Value of 

Teacher-Modeled Vocabulary Learning are shown in Table 96. The teacher-modeled 

vocabulary exercises had several aims. First, the pre-knowledge checklist was designed 

to help the students better understand their current vocabulary knowledge and better 

recognize what words to learn through reading the class material. Second, the word list 

with example sentences showed the students how to make their own word lists when 

they had to do so in Phase 2. Third, going through the word list several times gave the 

students multiple exposures to the target words. These aims were not explained 

explicitly to the students in the class. 
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Table 96. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Motivational Value of 
Teacher-Modeled Vocabulary Learning 
 
Theme and definition 

Frequency 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Helped Encode New Words Because of Example Sentences. Example: “At 
first glance, I could not remember the new words but with example sentences 
it became easier to remember them.” 17 16 
   
Helped Recognize What to Learn. Example: “The checklist helped me realize 
my current vocabulary knowledge.” 11 19 
   
Helped Encode New Words Because of Multiple Exposures. Example: 
“Because we had to go through the same words several times, I thought that I 
improved my vocabulary skill.” 2 4 
   
Helps Learning. Example: “I thought it would certainly help my English 
learning.” 3 3 
   
Helped Encode New Words. Example: “I was able to remember new words.” 2 3 
   
Increased Vocabulary Size. Example: “It increased my vocabulary.” 4 1 
   
Teacher’s Consideration. Example: “Instead of going into the main activity, I 
felt that the teacher was showing how to learn new words better, which was 
good.” 3 3 
   
Teacher’s Choice of Words. Example: “I felt that the words that the teacher 
chose were important and worth learning.” 1 2 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities. Example: “I would not do this kind of study 
unless I was given opportunities to do so.” 1 0 
   
A Sense of Achievement. Example: “I felt a sense of achievement.” 0  1 
   
New Approach. Example: “I haven’t done it before. I thought it was better to 
remember new words by using them in sentences. 1 1 
   
Other. Example: “I like translating by myself.” 1 1 
   
Negative Comments   
Demotivating Because of Too Many Unknown Words. Example: “I felt 
disappointed to realize that I knew so little vocabulary.”   8  9 
   
Troublesome. Example: “Doing activities in class was troublesome.” 0 3 
   
Passive. Example: “It was useful but it was passive (rating 4).”   1 1 
   
Other. Example: “I’m not good at this kind of activity.”   0 4 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. 
 

For the Motivational Value of Teacher-Modeled Vocabulary Learning, 

seventeen students from the high autonomous motivation group and 16 from the low 

autonomous motivation group indicated that the teacher-modeled vocabulary exercises 
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Helped Encode New Words Because of Example Sentences (representing 26.19% of all 

comments). Two other similar themes, Helped Encode New Words Because of Multiple 

Exposures and Helped Encode New Words ranked third and fifth, respectively. In 

addition, the second greatest number of participants wrote that the teacher-modeled 

vocabulary exercises Helped Realize What to Learn and some wrote that forming a goal 

after they completed the pre-knowledge checklist helped them encode the new words 

effectively. These findings suggest that many students understood the purposes behind 

the activity. 

Six participants favorably mentioned the teacher’s consideration to design this 

kind of activity. They pointed out that they could learn how to study vocabulary 

effectively by completing the teacher-modeled vocabulary exercises, instead of going 

directly into the main activity (Phases 2 and 3). 

Negative comments mostly concerned decreases in confidence regarding 

vocabulary size. Because one of the research purposes was to examine the effects of 

teacher-led and student-led vocabulary activities on the retention of new words, words 

that the teacher assumed were new to many students were chosen as target words and 

retention tests on those words were administered without informing the students that 

they would be tested. In fact most of the students knew very few of the teacher-chosen 

target words and some wrote that they felt disappointed at their limited vocabulary 

knowledge, and others wrote that they were disappointed at how little they remembered 

even after studying. 
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The observed themes and their frequencies for the Usefulness of Teacher-

Modeled Vocabulary Learning are shown in Table 97. 

 
Table 97. Observed Themes and Their Frequencies for the Usefulness of Teacher-
Modeled Vocabulary Learning 
 
Theme and definition 

Frequencies 
High Low 

Positive Comments   
Helped Encode New Words Because of Example Sentences. Examples: 
“When learning new words, it was easier to remember them in sentences,” 
and “I could better understand how I could use a word.” 20 19 
   
Helped Recognize What to Learn. Example: “The checklist listed new words 
that would appear in the reading material, so by going through it, I learned 
what I should learn and also how much I did not know.” 14 14 
   
Helped Encode New Words. Example: “It helped me remember new words.” 9 6 
   
Helps Learning. Example: “It was a lot of work but it was good for my study!” 5 4 
   
Helped Encode New Words Because of Multiple Exposures to New Words in 
This Activity. Example: “It helped me review the new words.” 2 5 
   
Increased Vocabulary Size. Example: “I learned new words.” 3 1 
   
Teacher’s Choice of Words. Example: “The words that the teacher chose 
were what I tended to overlook.” 1 3 
   
Teacher’s Consideration. Example: “Because the teacher showed me how to 
learn new words by writing example sentences, it became easier to write the 
vocabulary journal.” 1 1 
   
Increased Learning Opportunities. Example: “It gave us opportunities to 
study.” 1 1 
   
Easy to use. Example: “It was easy to use.” 1 0 
   
Other. Example: “By using the word checklist, I knew how much I learned 
before and after the study.” 1 1 
   
Negative Comments   
Other. Example: “The checklist was not given back to me, so it was not 
useful.” 1 1 
Note. High = High autonomous motivation group; Low = Low autonomous motivation group. For 
the last comment quoted above, the pre-knowledge checklists were not given back to the 
students lest they should focus on the listed words while reading the materials. Instead, after 
finishing reading, the teacher-prepared vocabulary lists chosen from the pre-knowledge 
checklist with example sentences and Japanese translation were given to the students. 
 

Most of the themes listed in Table 97 were similar to the participants’ comments 

for the Motivating Value of Teacher-Modeled Vocabulary Learning. Many participants 
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again mentioned that teacher-modeled vocabulary learning helped them encode new 

words because the word lists included example sentences. Twenty participants from the 

high autonomous motivation group and 19 from the low autonomous motivation group 

(33.91% of the comments) referred to this effect as the major usefulness of the teacher-

modeled vocabulary learning. As with the comments for the motivational value of this 

activity, 14 participants from the high autonomous motivation group and 14 from the 

low autonomous motivation group mentioned that this activity helped them recognize 

what they needed to learn. 

Although there were only two negative comments concerning the usefulness of 

the teacher-modeled vocabulary learning, an important point was mentioned by one 

participant who wrote that the level of the teacher-selected vocabulary and her English 

proficiency did not match. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

In this chapter, the results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses of the data 

are discussed in the light of four research questions. Research question 1 concerned 

what characteristics Japanese young adult learners (university students) of English as a 

foreign language display in terms of motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use, 

and research questions 2 and 3 concerned the effects of an autonomy fostering 

intervention featuring the adapted Vocabulary Self-Collection Strategy on the students’ 

linguistic and autonomy development. Research question 4 addressed how the 

participants perceived the VSS-based autonomy fostering intervention. 

In order to answer the four research questions, the participants were divided into 

two groups with different autonomous motivation levels using an original autonomy 

index. The Autonomy Index used by Fortier et al. (1995) Self-Determination Theory 

based academic motivation research was not used in this study. Their Autonomy Index 

was a summation of positively weighted Likert scale scores made up of Intrinsic 

Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Motivation measures. They therefore assumed that 

Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Motivation were fundamentally a 

unidimensional aspect of learners’ autonomous motivation. The Rasch PCA of item 

residuals indicated that the Intrinsic Motivation items and Extrinsic Identified 

Motivation items formed separate dimensions; thus, the autonomous motivational levels 

in this study were calculated based on the averaged z-scores converted from Rasch 
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person measures for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic 

Motivation for Reading. All the statistical comparisons and qualitative analyses 

investigating the research questions were performed using this new grouping. 

 

Research Question 1: The Characteristics of Japanese L2 English Learners with    

High and Low Autonomous Motivation 

Using z-scores converted from the Rasch person measures on the validated 

motivational, affective, and behavioral (strategy use) constructs, a profile analysis was 

performed with the high and the low autonomous motivation groups formed using the 

new Autonomous Motivation Index. The results of the parallelism test indicated that 

these two groups displayed significantly different profiles. However, the flatness test 

indicated no significant differences across the measured constructs possibly because the 

z-score standardization of person measures offset differences across the measured 

constructs. Several pairwise comparisons were performed within each set of 

motivational, confidence/anxiety or strategy use constructs and the results identified that 

there were several statistical differences between the measured constructs for both 

groups. 
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Parallelism Test Results and Differences Between the Two Groups 

Motivational constructs. 

The profile analyses indicated that the two groups differed significantly on the 

degree to which they endorsed the motivational constructs. The high autonomous 

motivation group displayed higher means for more autonomous motivational constructs 

while the low autonomous motivation group displayed higher means for the less 

autonomous motivational constructs (see Table 66). The follow-up ANOVA results 

indicated that the high autonomous motivation group had significantly higher means for 

Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development, Intrinsic Motivation for Reading, and 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation (see Table 69). In contrast, the low autonomous 

motivation group displayed significantly greater Extrinsic Introjected Regulation and 

Amotivation than the high autonomous motivation group. However, the two groups 

showed no significant difference on External Regulation. These results indicate that 

some of the participants are motivated to learn English by a combination of more 

autonomous motivational constructs while others study English for external reasons. 

Many of the participants in the low autonomous motivation group seem to have no 

positive reason for studying English, as shown by their relatively high mean on 

Amotivation. At the same time, however, Extrinsic Introjected Regulation, which 

concerned a desire to avoid feelings of shame from not studying English, played a 

unique role for the participants. The non-significant differences between the two groups 

on External Regulation might have been caused by the items assessing External 

Regulation that referred to pressure from parents, the necessity to graduate from 
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university, and Japanese society’s emphasis on the importance of learning English. 

Participants in both groups might have found such items easy to endorse based on 

personal experience. 

 

Confidence/anxiety constructs. 

The ANOVA results indicated no significant differences between the two groups 

in L2 Reading Confidence or L2 Learning Anxiety, but they differed significantly for 

L2 Productive Confidence (see Table 69). These findings suggest that even the students 

with relatively low autonomous motivation perceived themselves as more or less 

capable of reading English and that even students with relatively high autonomous 

motivation experienced anxiety when learning English. Because L2 Learning Anxiety 

was a single construct in the present study, it was not possible to distinguish in what 

particular skills or activities their anxiety was greater, but some possible reasons could 

be inferred from the way these Japanese participants endorsed certain items more easily. 

The reasons will be discussed in depth below. 

 

Strategy use constructs. 

Both groups displayed a similar pattern for Learning Strategy Use: The means 

were highest for Vocabulary Strategy Use, which was followed by Metacognitive 

Strategy Use, and Social Strategy Use. The ANOVA results indicated that the high 

autonomous motivation group uses all of these learning strategies significantly more 

frequently than the low autonomous motivation group, suggesting that intrinsic 
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motivation is a key determinant of effective learning strategy use (see Table 69). The 

items assessing Vocabulary Strategy Use were developed based on the items that were 

found to be significantly more frequently used by higher scoring students on a 

vocabulary test (Fan, 2003). Unlike Fan’s study, the groups in the present study were 

formed according to the participants’ autonomous motivation, so arguably, learners’ 

degree of intrinsic motivation also plays an important role in using vocabulary learning 

strategy use. 

In short, the findings from the parallelism tests provide empirical support for the 

L2 learning motivational model based on Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination 

Theory. The participants in the present study displayed the model’s predicted distinctive 

patterns in the motivational, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use constructs, with two 

exceptions. Noels and her colleagues’ studies drawing on Self-Determination Theory 

(Noels, 2000; Noels et al., 1999; Noels et al., 2000) investigated the links between 

levels of autonomous motivation, L2 learning related motivation, and L2 learning 

confidence/anxiety variables, and found stronger correlations between intrinsic 

motivation and positive L2 learning outcomes, such as greater perceived language 

competence and reduced classroom anxiety. Tanaka and Yamauchi (2000) investigated 

the correlations between autonomous motivation to learn L2 English, strategy variables, 

and several other belief variable, and found that high autonomous learners display better 

strategy use (i.e,. Japanese university students with relatively high intrinsic motivation 

displayed higher degrees of deep processing strategy use, with a stronger belief that 

effort, not ability, the teacher, or luck, would result in better achievement). Likewise, 
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the learners with high autonomous motivation in the present study displayed more 

internal reasons (intrinsic and extrinsic but identified motivation) to study English, 

greater productive confidence, and more frequent use of learning strategies (i.e., 

vocabulary learning, metacognitive, and social strategy use). 

The two exceptions were that even the higher autonomous motivation group of 

these Japanese university students displayed almost the same level of L2 learning 

anxiety as the lower autonomous motivation group and that the lower autonomous 

motivation group displayed almost the same level of L2 reading confidence as the 

higher autonomous motivation group. Because the items measuring L2 learning anxiety 

in the present study included worries and apprehension arising from using English 

communicatively (e.g., listening to, speaking, and writing English), many of the high 

autonomous motivation students in the present study might have found those items 

easier to endorse. One possible reason for this unique pattern with Japanese L2 English 

learners might be related to the type of English education that many of the present 

participants received in secondary school. A number of studies on Japanese language 

educational policy (Kikuchi & Browne, 2009; Tahira, 2012; Yoshida, 2003) have 

indicated that although the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and 

Technology (MEXT) has emphasized that English education should aim at the 

development of Japanese students’ communicative language skills, classroom practice 

tends to be focused on reading skill development, except for some schools that feature a 

more communicative curriculum. In order to address issues related to Japan’s rapid 

economic growth and globalization in the 1970s and 1980s, in 1989, the MEXT (then 
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called the Ministry of Education) issued its fifth revision of the Course of Study 

Guidelines, in which for the first time the expression “communication” was used 

(MEXT, 1978, 1989; Yoshida, 2003) and the development of students’ communicative 

language ability was emphasized as the central objective for foreign language education 

in Japan. In the high school curriculum, Aural/Oral Communication A, B, and C, 

Reading, and Writing were introduced. In 1987, the Japan Exchange and Teaching 

Programs (JET) was issued from the Council of Local Authorities for International 

Relations (CLAIR) with the cooperation of the Foreign Affairs Ministry and MEXT (as 

of 2011, 4,330 native speakers of English were employed as assistant English teachers 

throughout Japan) (CLAIR, 2012). In 2002, MEXT issued the Action Plan to Cultivate 

Japanese with English Abilities, which included founding 100 accredited Super English 

Language High Schools, and introducing in-service training for junior and high school 

English teachers (MEXT, 2002). Despite MEXT’s efforts, Kikuchi and Browne (2009) 

reported that the majority of their 112 university students answered unfavorably when 

they were asked if they had received communicative language classes in their high 

school days. With regard to English I (a four-skill class taught to senior high school 

first-year students), many of the students emphasized that their English class focused on 

preparing them for university entrance examinations by having them memorize 

grammar points and translate textbook passages. Similarly, Yoshida (2001) stated that 

many exanimation-oriented high schools changed Communication C (taught to senior 

high school third-year students) into “oral communication G.” Gorsuch (2000) surveyed 

876 Japanese teachers of English about their perception of influence from MEXT’s 
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1989 communicative Course of Study Guidelines and found that many of the 

respondents were unable to implement communicative language teaching because of 

pressure from preparing their students for university entrance examination. Nishino and 

Watanabe (2008) and Tahira (2012) also pointed out a gap between the actual teaching 

practice and the MEXT’s goals. With this general tendency in Japanese L2 English 

education, it is reasonable to assume that many of the university students in the present 

study received grammar-translation based reading skill development classes, and as a 

result that they felt confident about reading but anxious for their ability to use L2 

English communicatively. 

 

Flatness Test Results for the High Autonomous Motivation Group 

The flatness test indicated no overall significant difference across the measured 

constructs, possibly as a function of the z-score standardization. In order to further 

investigate which constructs facilitated the participants’ English study, follow-up paired 

t-tests were performed with motivational, confidence/anxiety, or strategy use constructs 

as the independent variable and the z-scores calculated from the Rasch person measures 

on those constructs as the dependent variables. The paired t-test results revealed several 

significant differences (see Table 70). 

The high autonomous motivation group was characterized by relatively high 

levels of three more autonomous motivational constructs as shown by the group’s 

profile graph (Figure 29). The high group’s Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 

Development, Intrinsic Motivation for Reading, and Extrinsic Identified Regulation 
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formed the high peaks while Introjected Regulation, External Regulation, and 

Amotivation were endorsed weakly. Statistically, whereas the group’s Intrinsic 

Motivation for Personal Development differed significantly from their Extrinsic 

Identified Regulation, and their Extrinsic Identified Motivation differed significantly 

from Introjected Regulation, no significant differences were found between Intrinsic 

Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic Motivation for Reading, or between 

Intrinsic Motivation for Reading and Extrinsic Identified Regulation. This indicates that 

many of the high autonomous motivation group participants learn English mainly 

because it contributes to their personal development. Their desires to read more and to 

relate their English study to a future career play secondary roles. 

This finding duplicated that of Tanaka and Yamauchi (2000), who found that 

their 141 Japanese university participants formed four groups with distinctive 

motivational profiles using SDT-based motivational measurements. The researchers 

assessed Identified Regulation using items measuring a desire to connect English 

learning and a future career (e.g., “Because I want to enter the job market in a field that 

required English,” p. 259). Of those four groups, two groups consisted of 44 more 

intrinsically motivated students who had higher Likert scores on the Intrinsic 

Motivation and Identified Regulation constructs, while the other two groups were made 

up of 77 less intrinsically motivated students, who displayed higher Likert scores on 

Introjected Regulation, Extrinsic Regulation (equivalent to External Regulation in this 

study), and Amotivation. Of these two more intrinsically motivated groups, the first 

group of 19 students displayed the highest mean for Intrinsic Motivation, followed by 
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that for Extrinsic Identified Regulation, while the second group of 25 students had the 

highest mean for Extrinsic Identified Regulation, followed by that for Intrinsic 

Motivation. Thus, the first group’s motivational characteristics were similar to those of 

the high autonomous motivation group in the present study. 

Yashima (2009) reported a somewhat different motivational pattern with 191 

Japanese high school students with relatively high motivation to learn English. She 

investigated how L2 English learning motivational constructs (desire to know about 

international affairs, to interact with non-Japanese, or to be more capable users of 

English) relate to the SDT-based motivational constructs. She found that Extrinsic 

Identified Motivation displayed a higher correlation with these other positive L2 

English learning motivational constructs than Intrinsic Motivation. 

In sum, the findings of the present study converged with those of some previous 

survey studies, all of which involved Japanese learners who had advanced past the 

beginning phase of learning. A certain number of learners with more autonomous 

motivation have intrinsic motivation to continue to learn English based on the belief 

that learning English leads to personal growth; others relate learning English to their 

career choices. 

For L2 Learning Confidence and Anxiety, the high autonomous motivation 

group displayed relatively high levels of confidence for both productive and reading 

skills, but no significant difference between these two constructs was identified. Their 

mean z-scores calculated from the Rasch person ability estimate for L2 Learning 

Anxiety were relatively high (see Table 66), suggesting that learning a foreign language 
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entails a degree of unease regarding especially skills that require communicative use of 

the target language and enough vocabulary size as the items measuring those skills were 

endorsed easily by the participants. As a possible reason was suggested above, many of 

the participants may have not experienced ample opportunities to use L2 English in 

ways that require real-time processing such as listening, speaking, and writing, and 

these skills required enough vocabulary.  

No significant differences were found for the high autonomous motivation group 

among the three measured strategy use constructs (see Table 70), suggesting that 

although the profile graph gradually went down from Vocabulary Strategy Use to 

Metacognitive Strategy Use to Social Strategy Use, the participants in the high 

autonomous motivation group use these learning strategies to more or less the same 

degree. Because of the significant differences found for these strategy use constructs 

between the high and the low autonomous motivation groups, it appears that the degree 

of strategy use is influenced by motivation to learn the target language. Higher 

autonomous motivation makes it more likely that learners will utilize these effective 

learning strategies. 

In L2 learning autonomy readiness survey research, Spratt et al. (2002) reported 

what strategies Hong Kong university students engage in outside of class and how often 

they engage in those strategies differed according to their self-perceived levels of 

motivation. The researchers found that highly motivated university students often use 

vocabulary-learning strategies such as writing new words and reading English articles, 

but even highly motivated students rarely engage in self-study in a group outside the 
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classroom. In this study, the responses to each item were not statistically compared as 

they were hypothesized to form a unidimensional construct and because representing a 

construct with a single item results in low reliability and extremely high standard errors 

in the measurement of persons on the construct. However, Vocabulary Strategy Use 

included an item concerning the frequency of engaging in reading English materials 

outside the classroom and Social Strategy Use included the frequency of engaging in 

English practice in a group. Both items were the most difficult items to endorse in their 

respective construct. This suggests that Japanese university students also find it difficult 

to engage in these self-initiated English learning activities outside the classroom. 

 

Flatness Test Results for the Low Autonomous Motivation Group 

The low autonomous motivation group’s highest mean on the motivational 

constructs was found for Amotivation, which was followed by Introjected Regulation; 

the paired t-test results showed no significant difference between them (see Table 71). 

Amotivation differed significantly from External Regulation, but External Regulation 

was not significantly different from Introjected Regulation. These results suggest that 

many of the students in this group do not hold positive internal reasons for studying 

English. Regarding the more autonomous motivational constructs, this group showed 

the highest mean for Extrinsic Identified Regulation, which concerned job-related future 

desires. This suggests that a desire to relate English study and future job-opportunities 

exerts an influence on these Japanese university students with low autonomous 

motivation. 
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This group was also characterized by low confidence in L2 productive skills; the 

group mean was significantly lower than that of the high autonomous motivation group. 

However, the low autonomous group’s mean for L2 Reading Confidence did not differ 

significantly than that of the high autonomous group, perhaps because they are 

accustomed to reading English as suggested above. At the same time, the statistical 

analyses revealed that the low autonomous motivation group felt relatively high L2 

learning anxiety as the z-score for this anxiety construct was positive while the z-scores 

for L2 productive and reading confidence were both negative. Therefore, it might be 

that these autonomously low motivated university learners of English were coping 

effectively with reading-related skills while still feeling a degree of apprehension in 

learning English for productive or communicative purposes. These characteristics may 

be attributed to, again, the general tendency in Japanese English education especially in 

high school.  

The strategy use of the low autonomous motivation group was generally low, 

and no statistically significant differences were identified among the three strategy use 

constructs. This suggests that many of the students in this group rarely use learning 

strategies, and this is particularly true of social strategies. Spratt et al. (2002) reported 

that compared with the students with perceived high motivation, the students with 

perceived low motivation rarely used vocabulary increasing strategies, such as reading 

outside the classroom (e.g., newspapers and magazines) and writing new words. They 

also found that the low-motivated students almost never studied English in groups. 

Thus, the findings of the present study support their findings to a degree. 
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Research Question 2: The Autonomy Fostering Intervention and Vocabulary 

Learning 

The autonomy fostering intervention consisted of three phases. Because Phase 3, 

the last phase, was a completely individual outside-the-classroom activity, it was 

excluded from the analysis. Phase 1 was the teacher-modeled preparatory phase for the 

student-led autonomy fostering learning in Phase 2 using a version of the Vocabulary 

Self-Collection Strategy (Haggard, 1985). Learning in Phases 1 (Table 76) and 2 (Table 

77) was analyzed to determine the degree to which vocabulary learning took place and 

to compare the teacher-led and student-led vocabulary learning. Paired t-tests for 

learning in each phase within each class were conducted (actual six classes were divided 

into four classes according to the reading material the students worked on). The paired 

t-test results indicated that every class learned a statistically significant number of new 

words in each phase. One possible reason for the learning is that multiple exposures to 

the target words in several different ways that involved deeper processing of the target 

words encouraged effective encoding, as their vocabulary learning consisted of pre-

checking unknown words they would encounter in the reading material, selecting target 

words from the reading material, determining the contextual meanings of the words 

using a dictionary, writing the words in a list with notes, and post-checking their 

retention (in Phase 1, the teacher modeled these steps). 

As indicated, the gain scores in Phase 2 of student-selected learning were larger 

than those in Phase 1 of teacher-modeled learning across the four classes. The effect 
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size calculated by the paired t-tests was larger than that for Phase 2 across the four 

classes. These comparisons indicated that the participants learned more when they were 

in Phase 2, which was when they selected the target words, studied them using 

dictionaries, and wrote notes on the group word sheet. Because the activity was 

designed to foster student autonomy, the tested words differed across phases, groups, 

and classes, so this finding must be interpreted cautiously, but the results converged 

with the findings of several VSS-based L1 reading studies and one L2 learning study. 

When the VSS was introduced in the field of L1 reading pedagogy, Haggard (1985) 

investigated the effect of this teaching strategy with 42 university Education majors by 

asking them to keep a vocabulary journal. She reported that the L1 adults enjoyed the 

activity, as, according to the participants’ comments, it increased their sensitivity 

towards words. Fisher et al. (1991) reported that 42 fourth-graders in an L1 reading 

class that experimentally employed a version of the VSS retained most of the newly 

learned words, and Dole et al. (1995) reported that 42 tenth graders in a VSS-based L1 

reading class statistically significantly outperformed a control group on the multiple-

choice vocabulary test and that the students in the experimental group outperformed the 

control group in the definition of the target words. In the field of L2 learning, Dam and 

Legenhausen (1996) reported that 21 twelve-year-students collected foreign language 

words based on a version of the VSS, and they performed equally well on the meaning 

recognition tests and better on the auditory recognition tests than the reference group 

from a superior school. The results of the present study provide further support that the 

VSS is an effective approach that can foster vocabulary learning. 
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If we consider why Phase 2 was more successful than Phase 1, we must note that 

Phase 2 involved self-choices, careful self-learning using dictionaries, and writing notes 

to accompany the target words. This likely involved relative deep processing of the 

target words in addition to multiple exposures to them. As the participants stated, their 

experience in Phase 1 allowed them to realize the importance of carefully looking up 

the usage of target words in dictionaries; however, the teacher-modeled phase was a 

necessary part of this autonomy fostering intervention. The results of the present study 

provide empirical support to Laufer and Hulstijn’s (2001) Involvement Load 

Hypothesis, in which the authors posited that the acquisition of unfamiliar words 

processed incidentally (e.g., the main activity being reading), are conditional upon three 

factors: need, search, and evaluation. Need is a motivational construct, referring to 

learners’ need to achieve. For example, if learners need the meanings of some unknown 

word for understanding a reading text, need is hypothesized to be strong. Search is a 

cognitive construct. It refers to the attempt to find the meaning of an unknown word by 

consulting a dictionary. Finally, evaluation is a cognitive construct that refers to the act 

of comparing a given word with other words, or a specific meaning of a word with its 

other meanings to assess and determine the contextual meaning of that word. These 

three factors were involved in Phase 2 of the student-selected and self-learning of L2 

new words and might partially account for the greater learning in that condition. 

Regarding the effect of the adapted VSS on learners’ affect, possible reasons for 

this positive result were sought from the students’ reactions to keeping a vocabulary 

journal and making a group word list, as these two activities were the main aspects of 
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the adapted VSS incorporated in this study. The students in both the high and low 

autonomous motivation groups rated the motivational value and usefulness of keeping a 

vocabulary journal positively (see Table 87). The two groups rated both the 

motivational value and the usefulness of making a group list positively (see Table 87). 

Thus, the students’ overall reactions towards these activities were favorable. 

The analyses of the qualitative data indicated that the most frequent comments 

for the Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal were in the More 

Autonomous Learning category, followed by Increased Learning Opportunities and 

Increased Vocabulary Size (Table 88). For the usefulness of this activity, the most 

frequent comments were categorized as Increased Vocabulary Size, followed by Helped 

Encode New Words and More Autonomous Learning (Table 89). Comments 

categorized as More Autonomous Learning often referred to the fact that the students 

themselves selected target words and kept them in a vocabulary journal, or that the 

words were easier to remember because they selected words that they wanted to learn. 

Comments categorized as Increased Learning Opportunities often mentioned that 

selecting and studying target words from the reading materials was not something the 

students usually did. Similar to Helped Encode New Words, Self-Selected Words Are 

Easier to Remember concerned the students’ recognition that it was helpful to return to 

the original passages several times when selecting important words by themselves and 

to be exposed to the target words multiple times when deciding on the correct meaning 

while carefully consulting a dictionary. Many of the students also referred to the effect 

of writing the target words in a vocabulary journal or a group word list with notes. 
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Thus, the theme-based analyses of the qualitative data revealed two important points 

that might be related to the participants’ vocabulary acquisition. First, the students felt 

that this activity allowed them to study vocabulary autonomously (self-selection and 

subsequent active involvement in learning new words), a strategy that many of them did 

not usually use. Second, the students came to recognize that the activity included steps 

that effectively facilitated the acquisition of new words. 

The analyses of the students’ comments for the Motivational Value and the 

Usefulness of Making Group Word Lists also pointed to beneficial aspects of group 

work that facilitated the deep processing of target words. The most frequent comments 

for this open-ended question were categorized as Shared Knowledge, both in terms of 

its motivational value and its usefulness, and some of the comments in this category 

referred to the students’ experience of learning from a classmate’s knowledge of 

English vocabulary or from writing example sentences in group wordlists cooperatively, 

both of which involved deeper processing of and multiple exposures to the target words. 

Some of the comments concerning Helped Encode New Words referred to the students’ 

perception that the enhanced memory was caused by working with other students. Thus, 

these comments suggest that the beneficial effects were the product of working 

cooperatively with other learners that resulted in deeper processing of the target word, 

and multiple exposures to the target words from going through these cooperative 

activities.  

An additional finding concerned the link between learners’ autonomous 

motivational levels and vocabulary learning. When a comparison was made using raw 
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scores on the vocabulary tests, the gain in the mean of the high autonomous motivation 

group in Phase 2 was 4.00 words larger than that of the low autonomous motivation 

group, while the difference in the gain in the mean in Phase 1 between these two groups 

was only 1.42. It seemed that the acquisition of new words by the two groups differed 

more when they were in student-group led learning. It might be related to the fact 

pointed out by the students that a certain number of students tended to depend on other 

members. Thus, some of the students with lower autonomous motivation tended to 

depend on others, resulting in less learning. These findings suggest that motivational 

level influences students’ learning, especially when they study independently. The 

problem of this negative dependency has been long recognized in the cooperative 

learning research. As Jacobs, Power, and Inn (2002) describes, some of the group 

members will do little as they can, hitchhiking on other members’ work, but at the same 

time the authors suggest an opposite case, in which some takes over, dominating 

discussion and work. Although my participants did not refer to this latter case, I 

observed one such case. Jacobs et al. suggest ways to address this issue: reducing the 

number of members in one group, and the teacher calling on some students to ask them 

what others in their group did. 

In the present study, I permitted the students to form groups except for the two 

first-year classes at the women’s university. Compared with the other classes in the 

present study, there was wider variability in these students’ knowledge of the listed 

words in the pre-knowledge checklists. As groups were formed with students with 

similar vocabulary sizes, group sizes varied from two (17 pairs), three (29 groups), four 
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(21 groups), five ( two groups), to seven persons (one group). For the two groups with 

five members, the fifth member came late for class and then joined the group, and for 

the seven-member group, three members were often late or frequently absent, and did 

not submit the group word list sheet that should be kept by each individual. One 

member of the seven-member group, who led the group, commented that too many 

members worked against effective group work. Based on my observations, groups of 

two or three worked best, as the fourth member tended to observe instead of taking an 

active role. In the present study, the participants who formed pairs often commented 

favorably on group word list making, saying they worked cooperatively and effectively. 

I did not ask some group members what their partner(s) did. Instead, I allowed 

the participants to have freedom in their groups because autonomous learning was the 

focus of the present study. However, to promote a supportive environment for 

cooperative work, teachers could encourage groups to produce more equal cooperation 

from members by directly interacting with the group members.  

Another finding concerned how to effectively study new words. Two posttest 

forms were administered; Form 1 provided only a list of target words, and Form 2 

provided the target words in contexts. The students performed significantly better on the 

Form 2 tests across the phases and classes, indicating that contextual clues exerted a 

beneficial effect on the retention of the target lexis. In fact, many students commented 

on the importance of including short example sentences when they tried to remember 

the definitions of the newly learned words. 
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Research Question 3: The Effects of the Autonomy Fostering Intervention on 

Learners’ Motivation, Affect, and Behavior 

Research question 3 asked to what degree vocabulary learning that included a 

gradual release of learning responsibility from teacher to student affected the students’ 

L2 English learning motivation, confidence/anxiety, and strategy use. To answer this 

question, changes over one academic semester were examined separately for the high 

and low autonomous group as each group originally displayed different profiles. 

 

The High Autonomous Motivation Group and Temporal Changes 

A repeated-measures MANOVA with time (2 levels: Time 1 and Time 2) and 

autonomy fostering intervention (2 levels: pre- and post-intervention) as the 

independent variables and the Rasch person ability measures on the twelve constructs as 

the dependent variables indicated that significant changes occurred. The results of the 

follow-up paired t-tests indicated that the L2 Learning Anxiety of the high autonomous 

motivation group decreased significantly from Time 1 to Time 2 (see Table 81). 

Some of the reasons for this significant decline in L2 Learning Anxiety can be 

found in the positive evaluation of the five learning activities by the high autonomous 

motivation group. The group’s means on the 6-point Likert scale for the five learning 

activities ranged from 4.40 to 5.06 (positive values ranged 4 to 6). The lowest mean of 

4.40 was for the motivational value of Independent Reading. This result occurred 

primarily because, as twelve students commented, the perceived difficulty of the 

independent reading materials sometimes decreased their motivation. However, the 
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group’s mean for the usefulness of this activity was 5.01, and the means for the other 

evaluation items were above 4.52. Thus, these figures indicate that the students 

perceived the motivational value and usefulness of the learning activities favorably. 

Based on this generally positive perception, it can be argued that many students might 

have engaged in the learning activities positively, which might have resulted in a 

significant decline in their English learning anxiety. In addition, the group’s means for 

vocabulary learning increased significantly in both phases, indicating that they learned 

new words satisfactorily, which might have contributed to lower anxiety regarding 

learning English. 

The students’ comments provide insights into the possible reasons for this 

change. Many students commented on the positive value of the five learning activities, 

such as increased autonomy, increased opportunities for learning new words, a 

perception that more words were being learned than in the past, a sense of enjoyment 

derived from sharing knowledge with other students, and a reduction in anxiety as a 

result of engaging in group work. 

Although the increases in the students’ use of Vocabulary Strategy, 

Metacognitive Strategy, and Social Learning Strategy were not significant, the students’ 

comments revealed that many of them recognized the importance of the activities 

designed to foster their use of these strategies. They commented on the importance of 

more careful use of dictionaries, their recognition of the importance of including 

example sentences when making word lists, an increased awareness of their current 
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vocabulary knowledge and what words to learn, and the stimulation and enjoyment they 

received from exchanging information about new words through group work. 

 

The Low Autonomous Motivation Group and Temporal Changes 

The results of the repeated-measures MANOVA with time (2 levels: Time 1 and 

Time 2) and autonomy fostering intervention (2 levels: pre- and post-intervention) as 

the independent variables and Rasch person ability measures on the twelve constructs as 

the dependent variable indicated that significant temporal changes occurred. The results 

of the follow-up paired t-tests indicated that the low autonomous motivation group’s L2 

Learning Anxiety declined and its Social Strategy Use increased significantly (see Table 

85). 

Possible reasons for the significant decline in L2 Learning Anxiety can be 

identified from the generally positive evaluation by the low autonomous motivation 

group for the five learning activities. The group’s means on the 6-point Likert scale for 

the five learning activities ranged from 3.70 to 4.83. The lowest group mean of 3.70 was 

for the Motivational Value of Independent Reading. As 21 students mentioned the 

difficulty of the independent reading material, the difficulty might have influenced their 

perceptions negatively. However, the group’s scores for the other learning activities 

were around 4.5 on the 6-point scale, suggesting that they perceived the other activities 

favorably. This perception might have contributed to reducing the students’ anxiety. 

Additionally, the group’s means in new vocabulary learning increased in both phases, 
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suggesting that they learned new words satisfactorily; this might have led to a decline in 

L2 Learning Anxiety. 

The frequent comments by the students in this group for the five learning 

activities provided reasons for the significant reduction in L2 Learning Anxiety. Their 

comments revealed that they believed that the learning activities facilitated autonomous 

learning, increased vocabulary learning, provided opportunities for exchanging 

information about English vocabulary with classmates, and decreased their anxiety. 

Three students from the low autonomous motivation group also wrote that group work 

provided them with opportunities to express their opinions. Thus, the learning 

environment in which they could work together with other students led to decreases in 

their overall L2 learning anxiety. 

The significant increase in Social Strategy Use might have occurred because the 

students frequently engaged in group work when making target vocabulary lists and 

discussing reading questions. The means of the low autonomous motivation group’s 

reactions to making group word lists and group work for reading comprehension were 

positive at around 4.50 on the 6-point scale; their comments also suggested that they 

generally perceived these activities favorably. They were provided opportunities to use 

social strategies in the class, which yielded a more favorable perception of these 

strategies, leading to a significant increase in their use. 

Although the temporal changes did not reach significant levels, the mean 

measures of the low autonomous motivation group increased for nearly all of the more 

intrinsic motivational constructs, indicating that the students’ motivation was favorably 
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influenced by the pedagogical intervention. However, the group’s mean measure for 

Amotivation also increased slightly. One reason for this was that some students found 

the course requirements overly taxing, given the amount of work they had to do in other 

courses as well as outside of school. In addition, a few of the students commented that 

they did not enjoy group work. Despite these problems, it can be interpreted that the 

majority of the students found the learning activities in the present study interesting and 

useful. 

In sum, the findings concerning temporal changes indicated that some affective 

constructs and some strategy use constructs can be positively influenced by educational 

interventions, but it is difficult to influence some motivational constructs, at least over 

the course of a single academic semester. Because of a dearth of longitudinal survey 

research using the SDT-based framework in L2 learning, I have sought similar findings 

in L2 Gardnerian social-psychological motivation research. Gardner, Masgoret, Tennant, 

and Mihic (2004) investigated what motivational and affective variables can be changed 

over one academic year with first-year intermediate French learners. Out of eleven sub-

scales of the Attitude Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) (Gardner, 1985), the researchers 

found essentially two groups of nonoverlapping variables: one group of variables with 

stable tendencies and the other with changeable tendencies. The stable variables were 

interest in foreign languages, attitude toward French Canadians, instrumental orientation, 

desire to learn French, French use anxiety, and attitude toward leaning French, while the 

changeable variables were French class anxiety, motivational intensity, French teacher 

evaluation, and French course evaluation. The researchers noted that those changeable 
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variables involved the classroom environment directly while the stable variables did not 

refer to it. They also found that learners’ achievement levels in L2 French (measured by 

course grades) influenced learner attitude and motivation. Lower achievers’ 

motivational intensity, French course evaluation, and French class anxiety changed 

significantly, compared with the higher achievers.  These findings partially converge 

with the present study’s results, with temporal changes being identified in learners’ L2 

learning anxiety. In Gardner et al.’s study, L2 French learning anxiety was 

differentiated between anxiety arising in classroom and that related to using L2 French 

outside the classroom, while in the present study classroom anxiety was measured.  

Also in the Gardnerian social-psychological motivation research tradition, Irie 

(2005) investigated Japanese junior high school students to determine motivational 

changes over a three-year English curriculum. She found that Anxiety, Enjoyment of 

English, Attitudes toward the English Teacher, and Instrumental Orientation improved 

significantly because of classroom-related factors, while other motivational constructs, 

such as Integrative Orientation and Expected Level of Attainment, did not change. Irie’s 

Anxiety and Integrative Orientation constructs were similar to L2 Learning Anxiety and 

Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Identified Regulation in the present study. In the 

present study, the intrinsic motivation of the participants with higher autonomous 

motivation did not change possibly because their intrinsic motivation was already high 

at the beginning of the study. Although the levels of Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic 

Identified Regulation changed, those changes did not reach significant levels. The 

findings of the present study, Gardner et al., and Irie suggest that L2 learning anxiety 
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can be lowered by educational interventions while intrinsic motivation and identified 

regulation tend to be static and resistant to change. 

 

Research Question 4: Students’ Reactions to the Autonomy Fostering Intervention 

Research Question 4 asked how the students evaluated the autonomy fostering 

activities in terms of the motivational value and usefulness of the activities at the end of 

the one-semester intervention and whether those reactions differed according to 

students’ autonomous motivation levels. The students evaluated the five learning 

activities on a 6-point Likert scale and wrote a brief comment for each of them. 

 

Quantitative Findings From the Students’ Evaluation of the Autonomy Fostering 

Activities 

The high and low autonomous motivation groups generally rated the five 

learning activities positively except for the low autonomous motivation group’s 

somewhat low evaluation for the motivational value of independent reading. The means 

of the high autonomous motivation group ranged from 4.40 to 5.06 on the 6-point scale. 

The lowest mean (4.40) was for the motivational value of independent reading and the 

two highest means were for the usefulness of keeping a vocabulary journal and 

independent reading. The remaining mean scores for this group were above 4.52. The 

means of the low autonomous motivation group ranged from 3.70 to 4.89. The lowest 

mean was for the motivational value of independent reading and the highest mean was 

for the usefulness of keeping a vocabulary journal. The rest of the means were above 
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4.44. Thus, although the means of the high autonomous motivation group were 

generally higher, the means of the low autonomous motivation group were positive 

except for the motivational value of the independent reading. The majority of the 

students felt that the activities were both useful and motivating. 

 

Qualitative Findings From the Students’ Evaluation of the Autonomy Fostering 

Activities 

Keeping a vocabulary journal. 

The most frequently observed themes in the students’ comments on the 

Motivational Value of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal suggest that the freedom to select 

target words and to study them in a vocabulary journal played an important role in 

fostering learner autonomy (More Autonomous Learning). In both the high and the low 

autonomous motivation groups, the most frequent comment was that selecting the target 

words was a new, interesting, and engaging experience. The second greatest number of 

the students expressed their appreciation for the opportunity to learn words in a way 

they had never experienced previously (Increased Learning Opportunities). Another 

second most and fourth most frequent comments concerned the encoding value of 

choosing and studying target words by keeping a vocabulary journal (Increased 

Vocabulary Size and Helped Encode New Words). 

More Autonomous Learning and Helped Encode New Words were also what 

both student groups most frequently perceived as the primary benefits of this autonomy 

fostering intervention. The former theme ranked third and the latter ranked second in 
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the students’ comments on the Usefulness of Keeping a Vocabulary Journal. The 

greatest number of students from both groups pointed out that this approach to 

vocabulary learning helped them increase their vocabulary size. Three issues stood out 

positively with regard to the usefulness of keeping a vocabulary journal: being able to 

autonomously select the target words, carefully studying them using dictionaries and by 

referring back to the original reading text to decide on the correct contextual meaning, 

and writing the meanings and usage notes.  

Very few empirical studies exist on the effect of Vocabulary Self-Collection 

Strategy in L2 vocabulary learning. Dam and Legenhausen (1996) reported positive 

results from VSS for L2 vocabulary learning, but they did not include qualitative 

responses from their participants, so it is not clear how they perceived the learning of 

new words through student-generated word lists. The findings of the present study 

provide much-needed qualitative data regarding the effect of VSS on learners’ 

perceived motivation, affect and behavior. The findings also support Haggard’s (1986) 

report that her university education majors enjoyed selecting new L1 words to write in 

their journals and learn as the task improved their sensitivity toward the words around 

them. The findings from the qualitative analyses discussed above indicated that 

Japanese learners of L2 English enjoyed the self-selection of target words and the 

process of learning them in more engaging ways, suggesting that VSS-based vocabulary 

journal writing is not only a useful tool in language learning, but it can also facilitate 

autonomous learning. 
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Making a group word list. 

Theme-based analyses of the students’ comments on the Motivational Value and 

Usefulness of Making a Group Word List revealed the students’ favorable perception 

after they experienced the activity. Regarding the motivational value, sharing 

knowledge with other members during new L2 vocabulary learning and sharing the 

responsibility for studying unfamiliar L2 words were among the most strongly felt 

benefits from making a group-generated target word list. Across both groups, the 

greatest number of students commented that making a target word list in cooperation 

with one or more classmates allowed them to learn from the other members’ knowledge 

of English vocabulary and to acquire more effective ways to study vocabulary 

(categorized as Shared Knowledge). The second greatest number of students noted that 

an increased sense of responsibility helped them study effectively (Shared 

Responsibility). For the Usefulness of Making a Group Word List, the greatest number 

of students across both groups mentioned the benefit of sharing knowledge, and the 

second and the third greatest number pointed out the positive effect of this activity on 

encoding new words and their increased word knowledge, respectively. Thus, the 

findings provide support for the benefits of creating group-generated target word lists, 

which is at the heart of the VSS approach.   

In a recent study, Kim (2008) reported on the benefits of collaborative tasks in 

comparison with individual tasks for the acquisition of new L2 vocabulary. She found 

that although there was a nearly equal number of language-related episodes while 

learning new L2 words whether through collaborative or individual work, the students 
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in the collaborative groups had more opportunities to be exposed to language-related 

episodes and those students learned more new words. The findings of the present study 

provide further support for the use of group activities based on the students’ perceptions 

of the benefits of collaborative work as well as their actual acquisition. 

Littlewood (1999) suggested that group work can provide an autonomy-

facilitating environment, especially for East Asian students because they tend to be 

relatively interdependent in their relationships with other students. The findings from 

the students’ own perceptions in the present study provide support for Littlewood’s 

suggestion to incorporate group work into the classroom in order to shift the 

responsibility for learning from teacher to student. This approach, however, is not 

without problems. Some of the participants commented on some students’ tendency to 

depend on other group members too much, while others pointed out that the words 

selected by other members were difficult to remember. This second problem might have 

occurred for the following reason. When any other person—whether it be a teacher or 

another student—selects the words to be learned, this can result in a decrease in the 

level of involvement a student feels in the task of vocabulary learning. This decrease 

can lead some students to then disengage from the act of studying the target words 

carefully. However, if these drawbacks are dealt with properly, group work can provide 

a good place for learners to share their knowledge, improve their learning, and assume 

personal responsibility for working on a given project. 
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Group work for reading comprehension questions. 

Theme-based analyses of the students’ comments on the Motivational Value and 

Usefulness of Group Work for Reading Comprehension Questions revealed that the 

major benefits of this form of learning activity converged with those of making group 

word lists, but at the same time the students perceived additional benefits. For the 

motivational value and usefulness of this activity, many students in the two groups 

pointed out that sharing information with classmates and the increased sense of shared 

responsibility for the group’s success was beneficial. In addition, a large number of the 

participants mentioned the reduced anxiety from answering the reading questions as 

helpful for their learning. An interesting merit raised by three students was that group 

work provides a place for learners to express their opinions. 

Although negative themes were raised concerning the dependency of some 

members during group work and personality mismatches, the findings provide 

empirical support for the benefits of group work where reading-based group or pair 

discussion is concerned. Many of the students in the present study felt an increased 

sense of responsibility for group success, enjoyment when sharing and developing 

their knowledge, and reduced anxiety. Overall, group work can be a good medium to 

transfer learning responsibility from teacher to learner. 

 

Independent reading. 

Theme-based analyses of the students’ comments on the Motivational Value and 

Usefulness of Independent Reading revealed that regardless of their initial autonomous 
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motivational levels, many of the students understood that reading more independently 

was important, as for both groups, the most frequently observed theme on the 

Usefulness of Independent Reading was More Autonomous Learning, followed by 

Increased Reading Ability and Increased Learning Opportunities. However, when faced 

with the difficulty of the independent reading material, the students’ motivation to read 

was reduced, and as expected, the participants with low initial motivation were 

particularly affected. The high autonomous motivation group’s most frequent comments 

concerned More Autonomous Learning, followed by Demotivating Because of the 

Difficulty of the Material, while the low autonomous motivation group’s most frequent 

comments were about Demotivating Because of the Difficulty of the Material, followed 

by More Autonomous Learning. Besides these two major themes, two new positive 

reactions, unique to independent reading, were observed in the two groups: 

Autonomous Learning Facilitated by Interest in the Topic and Autonomous Learning 

Facilitated by Interest in English Other than the Course Textbook. Even the students 

with low initial motivation pointed out that their motivation to read increased because of 

the topics (McDonald’s successful business strategies) and the authentic English 

newspaper article. 

These findings suggest that the students understood the usefulness of reading 

independently outside the classroom, but when they were faced with the difficulty of the 

material, they had difficulty keeping their motivation to study independently, and this 

tendency was further influenced by the learners’ initial levels of autonomous 

motivation. The findings also indicated that even students with relatively little 
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autonomous motivation could be motivated by particular topics or by English not in 

their textbook; thus, topic familiarity and reading authentic English were important 

motivators. 

 

Teacher-modeled vocabulary learning. 

Deci and Ryan (1985, 1995) hypothesized that people whom learners come into 

contact with play an important mediating role in the learning process. Supportive 

persons can help learners internalize extrinsically motivated behavior and the values 

behind it. Based on these ideas, the teacher-modeling phase, in which the teacher 

showed the students how to effectively learn new words, was included in the present 

study. However, I was concerned that I might prolong the students’ dependency on me 

if I prepared the learning goals and tasks. To investigate how the students perceived the 

teacher-modeled vocabulary learning, the students’ comments toward the teacher-

modeling phase were solicited on the questionnaire. 

Several new themes were identified for the Motivational Value of the Teacher-

Modeled Vocabulary Learning. Overall, the high and the low autonomous motivation 

group displayed similar reactions. The two most frequent comments were categorized as 

Helped Encode New Words Because of Example Sentences, followed by Helped 

Recognize What to Learn. Two more themes that emphasized encoding effects ranked 

next: Helped Encode New Words and a new theme of Helped Encode New Words 

Because of Multiple Exposures to the Target New Words. These themes were related to 

the effect of teacher-prepared lists (the pre-knowledge checklist and target word lists), 
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multiple exposures to the target words in the reading materials, doing post-reading 

translation exercises using the target words embedded in typical example sentences, and 

checking how well the target words were retained with the target word lists. The 

findings suggest that engaging in these learning activities allowed the students to realize 

which approaches were effective for learning new words. 

A number of negative comments were also found, and some major ones were 

categorized as Demotivating Because of Too Many Unknown Words (17 students), 

Troublesome (3 only from the low autonomous group), and Passive (one from each 

group). Demotivating Because of Too Many Unknown Words concerns reduced 

confidence in students’ vocabulary knowledge, but this reduced confidence was 

inevitable. Because the present study was designed to help the participants learn new 

vocabulary, the vocabulary pre-knowledge checklists predominantly listed vocabulary 

that the teacher assumed the participants did not know. Troublesome referred to a few 

students’ feeling of being overwhelmed when writing an individual vocabulary list, 

making a group word list, which included cooperative work such as the careful use of 

dictionaries and writing example sentences. One participant from each group regarded 

teacher modeling as passive. The student from the low autonomous motivation group 

commented that she wanted to do the activity by herself. These two students’ comments 

on the other open-ended questionnaire items suggested that they highly valued 

cooperative work in the student-group-led activities, so they might have felt that teacher 

modeling was unnecessary and an overly passive task. However, three students from 
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each group commented that they appreciated the teacher’s attempt to help them with 

their studies by having them experience teacher modeling.  

The most frequent theme for the Usefulness of the Teacher-Modeled Vocabulary 

Learning was Helped Encode New Words Because of Example Sentences, followed by 

Helped Recognize What to Learn. Two more themes that emphasized encoding effects 

ranked next: Helped Encode New Words and Helped Encode New Words Because of 

Multiple Exposures. As with the comments on the motivational value of this teacher-

modeling phase, one student from each group mentioned the teacher’s consideration for 

students’ learning. 

In the present study, the students were told that they would write a vocabulary 

journal individually and based on their individual word journals they would make a 

group target word list. They were not told the benefit of multiple exposures to the target 

words or of writing usage notes, but many of the participants implicitly understood the 

purpose of the teacher-modeling phase, as the most frequents comments referred to the 

merits of multiple exposures, careful dictionary use, and checking information about 

standard usage and example sentences. However, a number of students commented that 

the teacher’s choice of target words were helpful. Teachers can act as a detrimental or 

beneficial force for fostering learner autonomy. If the teacher controls the class and 

does not transfer learning responsibility to the students, autonomy cannot develop, but if 

the teacher instead focuses on teaching the students how to select words worth learning 

or assists the learners to choose appropriate lexical items, then learner autonomy can be 

created and nurtured. 
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Theoretical Implications 

Academic Motivational Model Based on Self-Determination Theory and L2 

Learning 

When advancing a motivational model for school performance based on Deci 

and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination Theory, Fortier et al. (1995) suggested that 

research focusing on this model investigate links between the motivational constructs 

and variables such as cognitive engagement (strategy use variables). They also 

suggested that motivation be narrowed to a specific subject. A number of researchers 

responded to their suggestions. As discussed above, Noels and her associates’ (Noels et 

al., 1999; Noels et al., 2000; Noels, 2001) studies included confidence/anxiety variables 

in L2 learning, but not strategy use variables, and Tanaka and Yamauchi (2000) 

included strategy use variables but no confidence/anxiety variable. The present study 

was designed to investigate relationships among motivational, confidence/anxiety, and 

strategy use constructs for learning L2 English according to levels of learners’ 

autonomous motivation measured by the autonomy index. The autonomy index 

calculated through the validation of the questionnaire items using the Rasch scaling 

model in the present study differed somewhat from that presented by Fortier et al. 

(1995). Japanese university learners of L2 English who had relatively high autonomous 

motivation toward studying English, as the model predicted, displayed relatively high 

confidence and relatively high degrees of strategy use for learning English, compared to 
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the learners with relatively low autonomous motivation, and these findings duplicated 

those reported in previous studies. Yet the autonomously motivated learners in the 

present study also displayed relatively high degrees of L2 learning anxiety. 

Thus, the SDT-based academic performance motivational model was 

successfully incorporated into the Japanese EFL context; it provided insights into the 

links between important factors that can facilitate or block the advancement of L2 

learning. Because patterns in perceived confidence and anxiety for L2 learning in the 

present study diverged from the model’s prediction, further investigation of these 

constructs is necessary in various EFL situations. 

 

Autonomous Motivation and Interventionist Approaches 

There is virtually no research on L2 learner autonomy using motivational, 

affective, and behavioral questionnaires administered before and after an intervention 

designed to foster learner autonomy based on the development of a specific L2 language 

skill. However, survey studies have been conducted cross-sectionally without 

pedagogical interventions (Cotterall, 1995, 1999; Noels, 2001; Noels et al. 1999, 2000; 

Spratt et al., 2002, Tanaka & Yamauchi, 2000). In the readiness for autonomy literature, 

Cotterall sought to identify variables that she hypothesized as closely related to more 

autonomous forms of language learning. Spratt et al. focused on the relationship 

between motivation and learning behavior. Noels’ studies were centered on the links 

between SDT-based motivational constructs, and L2 motivational and affective 

constructs. Tanaka and Yamauchi’s study mainly addressed the links between SDT-
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based motivational constructs, general self-regulation beliefs, and general learning 

strategies. The present study was one of the first attempts to employ an experimental 

design and investigate whether the autonomy fostering intervention influenced learners’ 

motivation, affective constructs, and use of language-learning specific strategies. The 

quantitative results revealed that the pedagogical intervention positively influenced 

some of the affective and strategy use constructs while the motivational constructs were 

difficult to change. Thus, combining a pedagogical intervention and the survey data 

collection before and after the intervention shed light on what the intervention 

influenced with regard to learners’ motivation, affect, and strategy use. 

 

Mixed-Methods to Analyze the Effect of Interventionist Studies 

Regarding autonomy fostering interventionist research, the observations were 

often made either quantitatively or qualitatively. Ho and Crookall (1995) and Miller and 

Ng (1996) used the qualitative data collection, and Dam and Legenhausen (1996), and 

Pino-Silva (1993) reported the findings quantitatively. Only Cohen et al. (1998) used 

statistical and qualitative techniques to analyze the effects of their educational 

intervention. The present study combined both approaches and provided insight into 

how learners perceived the core activities for the autonomy fostering intervention 

designed for the present study. The quantitative data revealed that the participants in the 

present study generally reacted favorably to the core activities except for independent 

reading. The qualitative data analysis revealed that the level of reading materials for 

independent reading did not match some of the learners’ current linguistic levels. The 
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qualitative data analyses also revealed that the many of the participants came to 

understand the hypothesized effects of the core activities. Their comments sometimes 

referred to the detrimental atmosphere in student groups and the problems they 

encountered. Thus, combining quantitative and qualitative data collection techniques 

helped illuminate the participants’ general reactions and individual students’ 

perceptions, and provided what can be called insiders’ information.  

 

Pedagogical Implications 

Findings from the Profile Analysis and Communicative Use of English 

In the present study, the participants with relatively high motivation to study L2 

English displayed relatively high means for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal 

Development, Intrinsic Motivation for Reading, and Extrinsic Identified Regulation. IM 

for Personal Development was measured by items tapping the pleasure or interest 

derived from experiencing the personal growth that English study allows and from 

using English communicatively. IM for Reading was measured by items dealing with 

the pleasure derived from reading English materials or increasing knowledge and 

information about the world through reading. Identified Regulation was measured by 

items focusing on the students’ desire to relate current English study and a future career. 

While the low autonomous motivation group had high means for Introjected Regulation 

(featuring feelings of shame that arise from not studying English) and Amotivation 

(featuring a general loss of motivation to study English), this group also displayed a 

degree of endorsement for Extrinsic Identified Regulation among the three more 
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autonomous motivational constructs. These findings suggest that it might be better to 

include tasks involving the communicative use of English into curricula for university 

students who are beyond the beginning phase of English study. In addition to this 

general consideration, when selecting reading materials, teachers and curriculum 

designers can be benefited from considering what types of reading materials to provide, 

as the participants’ comments indicated that they reacted favorably to reading authentic 

English (i.e., newspapaper articles) about familiar topics. 

L2 English learning anxiety was relatively high in both the high and low 

autonomous motivation groups, and the items the participants found easy to endorse 

dealt with failure in reading, writing, or speaking caused by a limited vocabulary and 

the apprehension they feel when speaking and listening to English. This finding 

suggests that teachers should consider allocating some class time for activities designed 

to increase learners’ vocabulary, and providing opportunities to listen to and speak 

English in communicative tasks. 

Regarding learning strategy use, it was found that the high autonomous group 

used strategies more frequently than the low autonomous motivations group, but the 

high autonomous motivation group’s means for all three measured strategy use 

variables were lower than its means for the autonomous motivational constructs; thus, 

further opportunities for using these strategies would be beneficial. The present study 

attempting to increase vocabulary, metacognitve, and social strategy use provides an 

example of one way to encourage the use of particular strategies. 
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Adapted Vocabulary Self-Collection Strategy and Transfer of Learning 

Responsibility 

The effects of Vocabulary Self-Collection Strategy on L2 vocabulary learning 

and L2 learner autonomy development were positive. The analyses of the qualitative 

responses from the participants indicated that the adapted VSS not only improved the 

participants’ vocabulary size but also provided opportunities for them to study 

vocabulary autonomously because it allowed them to choose the target vocabulary and 

study them carefully using dictionaries. In addition, because I included example phrases 

or sentences featuring the target word meaning and usage in the vocabulary journals 

when I modeled the VSS in Phase 1, some students began to use that approach. When 

engaging in group work, more and more students who did not do so when they kept 

their individual vocabulary journal at home included examples when they worked on 

group target word lists. Thus, the inclusion of Phase 1 (teacher-modeled vocabulary 

learning) and Phase 2 (student group-led vocabulary learning) seemed to contribute to 

transferring the responsibility for learning to from teacher to student; as a result, the 

students learned how to study L2 words more effectively and autonomously. Thus, the 

VSS seems to be a viable method for facilitating L2 vocabulary learning in more 

autonomous forms. 

Group work is also viable for transferring learning responsibility from teacher to 

learner. In order to promote learning with other learners and the transfer of learning 

responsibility, group work was incorporated for making a group target word list and 

answering reading comprehension questions. As the analyses of the participants’ 
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comments revealed, the group work was occasionally problematic (e.g., too much 

negative dependency on other members and tension in a group caused by the 

uncooperative attitudes of some members). Yet, at the same time, many of the 

participants wrote that the benefit of group work was sharing knowledge, learning how 

to solve problems from other members, increased sense of responsibility for 

contributing to successful group work, and reduced sense of L2 learning anxiety. Thus, 

group work can facilitate learning in a more autonomous way. 

 

Independent Reading and How to Enhance Motivation 

Several issues need further consideration regarding independent reading. As 

shown in the students’ questionnaire responses and comments, many of them perceived 

reading independently as important for developing their English ability, so it seemed 

that many students tried to engage in the activity. In addition, factors such as interest in 

the topic and the genre of the reading material played an important role in motivating 

the participants to read the material, so the choice of newspaper articles about current 

events in Japan was appropriate. However, because authentic newspaper articles include 

difficult lexis and syntax, teachers must consider ways to help learners read relatively 

easily. It might be a good idea to divide articles into several parts and provide the 

students with ways to check their comprehension. Independent reading coupled with 

vocabulary study from the material also might contribute to fostering autonomous 

learning. 
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In this chapter, the findings in the present study were discussed in connection 

with previous studies’ findings, and then in terms of theoretical and pedagogical 

implications. The profile analyses of the groups with relatively high and low 

autonomous motivation levels provided partitial empirical support that intrinsic 

motivation to learn L2 English plays an important role in advancing learner autonomy. 

As predicted, the high autonomous motivation group displayed higher means for 

intrinsic motivation and identified motivation, they developed higher confidence in 

receptive L2 English skills, and they used effective L2 learning strategies more 

frequently than the low autonomous motivation group. Unexpectedly, the participants 

displayed a high degree of L2 learning anxiety, especially for communicative use, and 

they seemed to perceive their vocabulary skills as insufficient for communicative use. 

The adapted Vocabulary Self-Collection strategy resulted in improved lexical skills and 

facilitated the transfer of learning responsibility from teacher to learner. A tentative 

observation is that when the students were in the Phase 2 autonomous learning 

condition, levels of autonomous motivation more strongly influenced vocabulary 

learning. The effects of the adapted VSS on motivational, affective, and strategy use 

constructs was partially confirmed as L2 learning anxiety for the participants across 

both autonomous motivation levels significantly decreased. In addition, it significantly 

improved the low autonomous motivation students’ use of social L2 learning strategy. 

However, three motivational constructs were not easily influenced: intrinsic motivation, 

introjected regulation, and a general loss of motivation once it occurred. It was also 

difficult to develop confidence and strategy use to significantly greater degrees with the 
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one-semester pedagogical intervention. Regarding the participants’ perception of the 

VSS-based autonomy fostering activities, the overall reception was favorable across 

both groups in terms its motivational value and usefulness for developing L2 learning. 

As the students’ comments revealed, many of the participants came to understand the 

importance of autonomously learning vocabulary beginning with selecting words from 

the reading materials, studying them using dictionaries, and recording the words in a 

written form. Many also came to understand the importance and enjoyment of learning 

cooperatively, suggesting that the VSS is worth incorporating into L2 classrooms, 

particularly if it is adapted to meet the specific needs of each class.  
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

Summary of the Findings 
 
 

In this study, I investigated (a) what profiles Japanese young adult learners of 

English as a foreign language display in terms of L2 learning motivation, 

confidence/anxiety, and strategy use according to their autonomous motivational levels 

(research question 1), (b) the effect of an adapted Vocabulary Self-Collection Strategy 

on the learners’ vocabulary learning (research question 2), (c) how the autonomy 

fostering intervention featuring the VSS-based activities designed to encourage the 

transfer of learning responsibility to the students affected their motivational, 

confidence/anxiety, and strategy use (research question 3), and (c) how the participants 

perceived the learning activities designed to foster autonomy (research question 4). To 

investigate the psychological constructs under investigation, questionnaire items were 

prepared referring to those used in SDT-based motivational research in L1 general 

education and L2 learning, L1 self-efficacy research, L2 learning confidence/anxiety 

research, and L2 learning strategy research. The constructs were validated using the 

Rasch rating scale model; twelve sets of items formed fundamentally unidimensional 

constructs. Two groups of students at differing levels of autonomous motivation were 

formed using the averaged z-scores computed from the Rasch person ability measures 

for Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development and Intrinsic Motivation for 

Reading, which were the most intrinsic motivational constructs in the present study. 
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This grouping index diverged from that used by Fortier et al.’s (1995) STD-based 

academic motivational model. 

The profile analysis of the twelve constructs with the high and low autonomous 

motivation groups revealed that the two groups had significantly different profiles on 

some of the twelve measured constructs. The result generally converged with the 

findings of SDT-based academic motivational models reported in general education and 

L2 learning research with two exceptions. As predicted, the participants with higher 

autonomous motivation displayed significantly higher levels of intrinsic and 

internalized motivation, lower levels of less autonomous motivation, higher L2 learning 

confidence and more frequent learning strategy use than the low autonomous motivation 

group, but unlike previous empirical studies, these relatively high motivated learners 

had relatively high levels of anxiety toward English study. The items that measured the 

intrinsic motivation in the present study consisted of those assessing motivation to study 

English for pleasure and enjoyment when the study contributes to one’s personal growth 

and an increase in knowledge and information about the world through reading English 

materials. The internalized motivation was measured by the items featuring a desire to 

relate one’s current English study with one’s future career. Less autonomous 

motivation, or external reasons to study English was measured by items featuring 

pressure to study English from parents’, the importance placed on English learning in 

Japanese society, the need to graduate from university, feelings of shame from not 

studying English, and loss of motivation. The confidence items emerged as two 

different measures, one for the productive use of L2 English and the other for reading-
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related skills. Although L2 learning anxiety emerged as a single construct, the items 

assessing apprehension arising from using English communicatively and from the 

perceived shortage of vocabulary were more easily endorsed by the participants. The 

strategy use items formed vocabulary learning strategy use, metacognitive strategy use, 

and social strategy use constructs. To sum, Japanese university learners of L2 English 

with relatively high motivation continue to study English assuming that it helps 

personal growth and it might contribute to their future career. Higher intrinsic and 

internalized motivation plays an important role in determining these learners’ perceived 

confidence in using the target language communicatively and willingness to use 

effective learning strategies, yet at the same time, these Japanese learners are 

experiencing a degree of apprehension, especially when using English communicatively 

and such apprehension is partly related to learners’ perceived shortage of vocabulary.  

Regarding the effect of the adapted VSS-based autonomy fostering intervention, 

the results of paired t-test between pre-and-post vocabulary test scores within each 

phase and within each class revealed that the participants learned a significant amount 

of new vocabulary in both Phase 1 (teacher-modeled vocabulary learning) and Phase 2 

(student group-led vocabulary learning), suggesting that the use of the VSS in L2 

vocabulary learning is beneficial.  

Because the tested vocabulary items differed across the four classes and across 

the phases, as the primary purpose of the present study was to foster learner autonomy, 

interpretations should be made cautiously. With that limitation in mind, three important 

tendencies were observed. First, the effect sizes computed for each paired t-test in Phase 
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2 were larger across the four classes than those for Phase 1, suggesting that the 

participants learned more words when they were in Phase 2, a time when they selected 

target words individually at home, wrote them in a vocabulary journal, decided on 

group target words based on the words in their individual journal, studied the group-

selected words using dictionaries and by writing them on the group word list. Possible 

reasons for the successful vocabulary learning were sought from the students’ 

comments: many students wrote that they selecting target words in the group, engaging 

in careful word study, sharing knowledge with group members, writing their own group 

word lists, and multiple exposures to the target words through these learning activities 

made their learning more effective. Second, comparisons of new vocabulary learning 

between the high autonomous and the low autonomous motivation groups showed that 

autonomous motivation levels had a greater influence on learning in Phase 2 than in 

Phase 1. The low autonomous motivation group’s lower performance might be related 

to the tendency of some participants to depend too much on other members in selecting 

and/or studying the selected words. Finally, the use of retention checking lists with 

short example sentences facilitated more retention of the newly learned words than the 

simple word list.  

Regarding research question 3, the statistical results indicated that the means for 

both the high and the low autonomous motivation group for L2 English Anxiety 

decreased significantly, and the mean for Social Strategy Use for the low autonomous 

motivation group increased significantly. Generally, there were slight changes in the 

motivational constructs across the two groups. For the high autonomous motivation 
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group, there might have been a ceiling effect that worked against finding significant 

changes. For the low autonomous motivation group, no such problem was observed but 

changes in their motivational constructs did not yield significant differences. In short, 

these findings suggest that learners’ confidence, anxiety, and strategy use are influenced 

by classroom-related factors, while motivational constructs are not strongly influenced 

by the types of tasks used in this study.  

Regarding the students’ reaction to the autonomy fostering intervention 

(research question 4), the quantitative analyses of the questionnaire items indicated that 

the participants’ reactions toward the motivational value and usefulness of the five core 

activities in the fostering intervention were generally positive except the low 

autonomous motivation group’s reaction to the motivational value of independent 

reading. This occurred because many of the participants in the low autonomous 

motivation group found the independent reading material difficult. 

The theme-based analyses of the students’ comments revealed that many 

perceived the freedom to select target words, study them using dictionaries, and keeping 

them in a vocabulary journal was beneficial for L2 vocabulary leaning. Many felt that 

performing these activities increased their degree of task engagement and autonomy in 

learning. The qualitative analyses also revealed that the participants’ recognized the 

existence of an encoding effect from multiple exposures to and deeper processing of 

target words. In addition to individual activities, the students made group target word 

lists. The participants perceived the benefits of sharing knowledge and taking 

responsibility with group members for learning new L2 words. Thus, despite problems 
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such as negative dependency on other members, uncooperative attitudes from some 

members, and difficulty remembering words selected by others, the adapted Self-

Selection Strategy of L2 vocabulary learning facilitated the transfer of learning 

responsibility from teacher to learner and resulted in significant vocabulary learning and 

significantly reduced L2 Learning Anxiety for high and low autonomous motivation 

students, and significantly increased Social Strategy Use for low autonomous students.   

There was concern about the effect of the teacher-modeled vocabulary-learning 

phase on developing learner autonomy, but many of the participants understood that the 

role of that phase was for them to learn how to study new words effectively. Many of 

the learners pointed out the importance of learning words in typical usage by referring 

to the original reading texts and dictionaries, not just remembering the word’s meaning 

using an L1 translation. Some stated that this was the phase in which they learned how 

to learn words that they would use later.  

To summarize, the theme-based analyses of the students’ comments on the core 

learning activities provided insight into the merits and demerits of the teaching methods 

from the learners’ perspectives.  

 

Limitations 

The first limitation concerns the subconstructs of intrinsic motivation. The 

items designed to assess Intrinsic Motivation need to be readministered with other 

groups of learners to determine whether two sub-constructs emerge as they did in the 

present study. In SDT-based academic motivation research, Intrinsic Motivation items 



 289 

are hypothesized to assess three hypothesized subconstructs, Intrinsic Motivation to 

Know, Intrinsic Motivation-Accomplishment, and Intrinsic Motivation-Stimulation. 

Previous empirical studies either identified these three subconstructs or a single 

construct labeled intrinsic motivation. This latter finding took place when a small 

number of items was used to assess intrinsic motivation. In the present study, each 

subconstruct was measured with three items and the Rasch rating scale model identified 

two aspects for intrinsic motivation: Intrinsic Motivation for Personal Development and 

Intrinsic Motivation for Reading. The shared variance between these two subconstructs 

was 39.6%, suggesting that the subconstructs were quite independent. Yet when these 

Intrinsic Motivation items were entered together with Extrinsic Identified Motivation 

(the second most intrinsic type of motivation in the SDT model) into the Rasch PCA of 

item residuals, the results indicated that the items for Intrinsic Motivation and those for 

Extrinsic Identified Regulation were not unidimensional. In addition, item 13, which is 

traditionally hypothesized to assess extrinsic identified regulation, appeared to measure 

intrinsic motivation. Thus, in the present study, two subconstructs for Intrinsic 

Motivation and a single Extrinsic Identified Regulation were identified and accordingly 

the averaged scores on the former two subconstructs were used for a new autonomy 

index. However, because these findings diverged from those reported in the literature, 

further empirical studies using the same set or an improved set of items is necessary. 

Item Introjected Regulation16 “I study English to show that I am intelligent” 

(adopted from Yamauchi et al.,  1999) did not work unidimensionally with the other 

items measuring Introjected Regulation. It was perhaps because the other three items 
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featured feelings of shame from not studying L2 English. Theoretically item 16 is 

appropriate because Introjected Regulation includes a desire to achieve social rewards. 

Considering that the results differed from the hypothesis, further investigation is 

needed. 

L2 Learning Anxiety in the present study emerged as the single construct, 

failing to assess any specific apprehension and worries that would be involved in 

studying L2. The present study included two items to assess general apprehension from 

getting behind in English classes, one for reading, listening, speaking, and writing, and 

three for apprehension caused by the lack of lexical knowledge. The Rasch scaling 

model indicated that item Anxiety 9 for general apprehension should be deleted because 

of its poor fit to the model. Considering that two kinds of confidence (i.e., confidence 

for receptive and productive language skills) were identified in this study, writing items 

designed to assess unease caused by receptive and productive language use might yield 

more sensitive measurements of L2 learning anxiety. Therefore, the improvement of L2 

learning anxiety items is needed to identify whether or not it is possible to differentiate 

types of L2 learning anxiety so that teachers can gain knowledge to help learners ease 

apprehension and worries.  

There was a degree of concern about the accuracy of the data regarding 

unknown words and unknown word meanings of the known words the students selected 

in Phase 2. Because Phase 2 was student-selected vocabulary learning, the target 

vocabulary cannot be controlled, and this potentially allows students to select already 

known words, thus inflating Phase 2 vocabulary learning.   
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Suggestions for Future Research 

The results of this study suggest a number of avenues for further research. 

� Would the SDT-based motivational model coupled with affective and behavioral 

variables yield similar profiles with similar or different groups of L2 English 

Japanese learners? 

� Would the results change significantly if the study were conducted over a longer 

period of time (e.g., one academic year)? 

� This study was primarily quantitative, supplemented by a qualitative method of 

eliciting students’ comments in the questionnaire. Qualitative studies using a case 

study approach might shed further light on how students use autonomy and why it is 

effective for many. 

� How individual students behaved in Phase 2 according to their autonomous 

motivation level was not investigated. Observations of students chosen according to 

their initial autonomous motivation levels might shed light on how autonomous 

students are when working in groups. 

� Can other forms of the VSS approach yield even better results? 

� Because the perceived difficulty of the independent reading material worked against 

the participants’ motivation to read independently, researchers might investigate 

what kinds of texts or what genres motivate students to read independently. 
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Final Conclusions 

As an L2 English language teacher and researcher, I wanted to help my students 

develop autonomous forms of learning, so I based the present study on Deci and Ryan’s 

Self-Determination Theory, which states that children have fundamental tendencies to 

internalize and integrate meaningful values in their social contexts. This theory posits 

that people’s motivation for certain behaviors can be explained along a motivational 

continuum from intrinsic to external motivation, and externally motivated behavior can 

be internalized when one understands and accepts the values underlying the externally 

motivated behavior. In the process of internalization and integration, people around 

them are hypothesized to play a supportive role in helping them become increasingly 

autonomous. Even though autonomy is generally defined as one’s ability to make one’s 

own decisions about what to do rather than depending on someone else, drawing on 

SDT, we can acknowledge mediators’ role in fostering autonomy for learners. Teachers 

and even learners can assume the role of a benevolent mediator. 

As an L2 English language teacher for more than twenty years, I have often been 

in charge of reading classes. In L2 English reading classes in Japan, learners tend to be 

passive, so I wanted to change reading classes where students assume more positive role 

and take greater responsibility to learn. In reading L2 classes, learners mainly acquire 

two types of knowledge, content-based knowledge in the form of new information about 

the topic in the reading material and linguistic knowledge (e.g., grammar and 

vocabulary). I regard the linguistic knowledge as more transferable into other contexts 

where learners read new material. I wanted to help my student develop their vocabulary 
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knowledge using the Vocabulary Self-Selection Strategy, which was developed by L1 

reading specialists. This approach was designed to develop L1 children’s linguistic 

knowledge and social skills, but I thought that because this approach includes a phase in 

which vocabulary study is transferred to the students’ hands, it can help develop their 

autonomous engagement in learning vocabulary. 

I was born and brought up in a tiny town on the tip of Kyushu Island, Japan, and 

I studied English in public schools, beginning it in the first year of junior high school. I 

had seen a native speaker of English only once when she visited the public high school I 

attended before I moved to an urban area to enter university. L2 English education has 

been one of the equal opportunities for Japanese people to continue to grow and 

teachers can help learners make the most of their opportunities. For all these reasons, I 

designed the present study as it was.  

The findings of this study indicate that learners’ affective states and strategy use 

can be influenced positively by particular tasks and that teachers can contribute to the 

creation of positive attitudes in their students. A version of the Vocabulary Self-

Selection Strategy was found to be viable for developing learners’ autonomous learning, 

especially as many of the participants stated that this approach motivated them to learn 

on their own and help encode new items effectively compared with the traditional ways 

that they had studied vocabulary. Thus, I am hopeful that the incorporation of the 

Vocabulary Self-Selection Strategy and research on the links between a STD-based 

motivational continuum and other relevant psychological variables are avenues that will 

help us learn more about effective pedagogy in fostering learner autonomy. 



 294 

REFERENCES 

Aoki, N., & Smith, R. C. (1999). Learner autonomy in cultural context: the case of 
Japan. In S. Cotterall & D. Crabbe (Eds.), Learner autonomy in language 
learning: Defining the field and effecting change (pp.19-27). Frankfurt am Main, 
Germany: Peter Lang. 

 
Abe, E. (2003). Changing attitudes: Fluency-focused speaking practice. In A. Barfield 

& M. Nix (Eds.), Autonomy you ask! (pp. 87-100). Tokyo, Japan: The Japan 
Association for Language Teaching. 

 
Allwright, D. (1988). Autonomy and individualization in whole-class instruction. In A. 

Brookes & P. Grundy (Eds.), Individuation and autonomy in language learning 
(pp. 35-44). ELT Documents, 131. London, England: Modern English 
Publications and the British Council.   

 
Barfield, A. (2003). Routine reflections on developing autonomy? In A. Barfield & M. 

Nix (Eds.), Autonomy you ask! (pp. 53-67). Tokyo, Japan: The Japan 
Association for Language Teaching. 

 
Barfield, A., & Suzuki, S. (2006). Finding your lexical approach: One learner’s story of 

developing her English vocabulary. Learning Learning, 13(1), 24-30. 
 
Benesch, S. (1993). ESL. Ideology, and the politics of pragmatism. TESOL Quarterly, 

27(4), 705-716. 
 
Benson, P. (1996). Concept of autonomy in language learning. In R. Pemberton, E. S. 

L. Li, W. W. F. Or, & H. D. Pierson (Eds.), Taking control: Autonomy in 
language learning (pp. 27-34). Hong Kong, China: Hong Kong University 
Press.  

 
Benson, P. (1997). The philosophy and politics of learner autonomy. In P. Benson & P. 

Voller (Eds.), Autonomy and independence in language learning (pp. 18-34). 
Harlow, England: Longman. 

 
Benson, P. (2001). Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. London, 

England: Pearson Education. 
 
Benson, P. (2011). Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. (2nd ed.). 

London, England: Pearson Education. 
 
Benson, P. (2006). Autonomy in language teaching and learning. Language Teaching, 

40, 21-40. 
 



 295 

Bond, T. G., & Fox, C. M. (2007). Applying the Rasch model: Fundamental 
measurement in the human sciences. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

 
Bruner, J. S. (1960). The process of education. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press. 
 
Clarke, M. A., Dobson, B. K., & Silberstein, S. (2003). Reader’s choice 4. Ann Arbor, 

MI: The University of Michigan.  
 
Clément, R. (1988) Echelles d’attitude et de motivation reliées aux rapports 

interethniques [Scales of attitude and motivation related to inter-ethnic relations]. 
Ottawa, Canada: University of Ottawa, School of Psychology. 

 
Clément, R., & Kruidenier, B. G. (1983). Orientations in second language acquisition: I. 

The effects of ethnicity, milieu, and target language on their emergence. 
Language Learning, 33, 273-91. 

 
Cohen, A. D. (1999). A hierarchy of strategies? In S. Cotterall & D. Crabbe (Eds.), 

Learner autonomy in language learning: Defining the field and effecting change 
(pp. 61-77). New York, NY: Peter Lang. 

 
Cohen, A. D., Weaver, S. J., & Li. T-Y. (1998). The impact of strategies-based 

instruction on speaking a foreign language. In A. D. Cohen (Ed.), Strategies in 
learning and using a second language (pp. 107-156). New York, NY: Longman. 

 
Cotterall, S. (1995). Readiness for autonomy: Investigating learner beliefs. System, 

23(2), 195-205.  
 
Cotterall, S. (1999). Key variables in language learning: What do learners believe about 

them? System, 27, 493-513. 
 
Council of Local Authorities for International Relations [Zaidanhoujin jichitai 

kokusaika kyoukai]. (2012). History of the JET program. Retrieved May 18, 
2012, from http://www.jetroprogramme.org/e/introduction/history.html. 

 
Dam, L., & Legenhausen, L. (1996). The acquisition of vocabulary in an autonomous 

learning environment-the first months of beginning English. In R. Pemberton, E. 
S. L. Li, W. W. F. Or, & H. D. Pierson (Eds.), Taking control: Autonomy in 
language learning (pp. 265-280). Hong Kong, China: Hong Kong University 
Press. 

 
Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in 

human behavior. New York, NY: Plenum.  
 



 296 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1995). Human autonomy: The basis for true self-esteem. In 
M. H. Kernis (Ed.), Efficacy, agency, and self-esteem (pp. 31-49). New York, 
NY: Plenum. 

 
Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). Motivation and 

education: The self-determination perspective. Educational Psychology, 26(3 & 
4), 325-346. 

 
Dickinson, L. (1995). Autonomy and motivation: A literature review. System, 23(2), 

165-174. 
 
Dole, J. A., Sloan, C., & Trathen, W. (1995). Teaching vocabulary within the context of 

literature. Journal of Reading, 38(6), 452-460.  
 
Dörnyei, Z. (1990). Conceptualizing motivation in foreign-language learning. Language 

Learning, 40(1), 45-78.  
 
Dörnyei, Z. (2001). Teaching and researching motivation. Harlow, England: Pearson 

Education.   
 
Esch, E. M. (1996). Promoting learner autonomy: Criteria for the selection of 

appropriate methods. In R. Pemberton, E. S. L. Li, W. W. F. Or, & H. D. 
Pierson (Eds.), Taking control: Autonomy in language learning (pp. 35-48). 
Hong Kong, China: Hong Kong University Press. 

 
Fan, M. (2003). Frequency of use, perceived usefulness, and actual usefulness of second 

language vocabulary strategies: A study of Hong Kong learners. The Modern 
Language Journal, 87, 222-241. 

 
Field, A. (2005). Discovering statistics using SPSS. Los Angeles, CA: Sage. 
 
Fisher, P. J. L., Blachowicz, C. L. Z., & Smith. J. C. (1991). Vocabulary learning in 

literature discussion groups. In J. Zutell. & S. McCormick (Eds.), Learner 
factors/teacher factors: Issues in literacy research and instruction: Fortieth 
yearbook of the National Reading conference (pp. 201-209). Chicago, IL: 
National Reading Conference.  

 
Fortier, M. S., Vallerand, R. J., & Guay, F. (1995). Academic motivation and school 

performance: Toward a structure model. Contemporary Educational 
Psychology, 20, 257-274. 

 
Gardner, R. C. (1985). Social psychology and second language learning: The role of 

attitudes and motivation. London, England: Edward Arnold. 
 



 297 

Gardner, R. C., Masgoret, A. -M., Tennant, J., & Mihic, L. (2004). Integrative 
motivation: Changes during a year-long intermediate-level language course. 
Language Learning, 54(1), 1-34. 

 
Garrison, D. R. (1992). Critical thinking and self-directed learning in adult education: 

An analysis of responsibility and control issues. Adult Education Quarterly, 
42(3), 136-148. 

 
Gottfried. A. E. (1985). Academic intrinsic motivation in elementary and junior high 

school students. Journal of Education Psychology, 77, 683-692. 
 
Gorsuch, G. (2000). EFL educational policies and educational cultures: Influences on 

teachers’ approval of communicative activities. TESOL Quarterly, 34(4), 675-
710.  

 
Haggard, M. R. (1985). An interactive strategies approach to content reading. Journal of 

Reading, 29, 204-210. 
 
Haggard, M. R. (1986). The vocabulary self-collection strategy: Using student interest 

and world knowledge to enhance vocabulary growth. Journal of Reading, 26, 
634-642. 

 
Hirota, E., & Suzuki, T. (Eds.) (1986). Ruigo-jiten [Japanese Thesauraus] (84th ed.). 

Tokyo, Japan: Tokyo-do-shuppan. 
 
Ho, J., & Crookall, D. (1995). Breaking with Chinese cultural traditions: Learner 

autonomy in English language teaching. System, 23(2), 235-244.  
 
Holec, H. (1981). Autonomy and foreign language learning: Prepared for the Council 

of Europe. New York, NY: Pergamon Press. 
 
Horwitz, E. K., Horwitz, M. B., & Cope, J. (1986). Foreign language classroom anxiety. 

The Modern Language Journal, 70, 125-132. 
 
Irie, K. ( 2005). Stability and flexibility of L2 Motivation: A multimethod study of 

Japanese junior high school students (Doctoral Dissertation, Temple University, 
2005).  

 
Jacobs, G. M., Power, M. A., & Inn, L. W. (2002). The teacher’s sourcebook for 

cooperative learning. Thousand Oaks, CA.: A Sage Publication Company. 
 
Kikuchi, K. & Browne, C. (2009). English educational policy for high schools in Japan: 

Ideals vs. reality. RELC Journal, 40, 172-191. doi:10.1177/0033688209105865 
 



 298 

Kim, Y. (2008). The contribution of collaborative and individual tasks to the acquisition 
of L2 vocabulary. Modern Journal, 92(i), 114-130. 

 
Kline, P. (2002). An easy guide to factor analysis. London, England: Routledge. 
 
Konishi, T. et al. (Eds.). (1999). Taishukan’s Genus English-Japanese dictionary (2nd 

ed.). Tokyo, Japan: Taishukan Shoten. 
 
Kunihiro, T. et al. (1998). Progressive English-Japanese dictionary (3rd ed.). Tokyo, 

Japan: Shogakukan. 
  
Laufer, B., & Hulstijn, J. (2001). Incidental vocabulary acquisition in a second 

language: The construct of task-induced involvement. Applied Linguistics, 22(1), 
1-26. 

 
Linacre, J. M. (2009a). Winsteps® (Version 3.68.2)[Computer software]. Chicago, IL: 

Winsteps.com. 
 
Linacre, J. M. (2009b). Winsteps® Rasch measurement computer program user’s guide. 

Chicago, IL: Winsteps.com. 
 
Little. D. (1999). Learner autonomy is more than a Western cultural construct. In S. 

Cotteral & D. Crabbe (Eds.), Learner autonomy in language learning: Defining 
the field and effecting change (pp.11-18). Frankfurt am Main, Germany: Peter 
Lang. 

 
Littlewood, W. (1999). Defining and developing autonomy in East Asian contexts. 

Applied Linguistics, 20(1), 71-94. 
 
Lynch, B. (1992). Evaluating a program inside and out. In J. C. Alderson & A. Beretta 

(Eds.), Evaluating second language education (pp. 61-99). Cambridge England: 
Cambridge University Press. 

  
Matsui, T., Umeda, R., Konishi, A., Powers, H., & Mizoguchi, K. (2005). Brush up 

your English. Tokyo, Japan: Kaibunsha. 
 
Matsuda, T. et. al. (Eds.). (1999). Kenkyusha’s English-Japanese dictionary for the 

general readers. (2nd ed.). Tokyo, Japan: Kenkyusha. 
 
Microsoft Inc. (2003). Microsoft Office Excel 2003 (Personal Edition 2003) [Computer 

software]. Microsoft. 
 
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology [Monbu-kagaku-sho] 

(1978, 1989). Koutou gakkou gakushu shido youryou [High School Course of 



 299 

Study]. Retrieved May 18, 2012, from http://www.chs.nihon-
u.ac.jp/german/inst/yonei/index/shiryo.html. 

 
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology [Monbu-kagaku-sho] 

(2002). Eigo ga tsukaeru nihonjin no ikusei no tameno senryaku koso [Strategic 
plans to cultivate Japanese who can use English]. Retrieved February 15, 2005, 
from 
http://www.mext.go.jp/b_menu/shingi/chousa/shotou/020/sesaku/020702.htm. 

 
Miyamoto, N., Itoh, N., & Powell, R. (2006). English through the news media, 2007 

edition. Tokyo, Japan: Asahi Press. 
 
Miller, L., & Ng, R. (1996). Autonomy in the classroom: Peer assessment. In R. 

Pemberton, E. S. L. Li, W. W. F. Or, & H. D. Pierson (Eds.), Taking control: 
Autonomy in language learning (pp. 133-146). Hong Kong, China: Hong Kong 
University Press. 

 
Nicholls, J. G., Patashinick, M., & Nolen, S. (1985). Adolescents’ theories of education. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 77, 783-692. 
 
Niimura, I. et al. (Eds.) (2005). Koujien [Japanese Dictionary]. Tokyo, Japan: Iwanami-

shoten. 
 
Nishino, T., & Watanabe, M. (2008). Communication-oriented policies versus 

classroom realities in Japan. TESOL Quarterly, 42 (1), 133-138.  
 
Noels, K. (2001). Learning Spanish as a second language: Learners’ orientations and 

perceptions of their teachers’ communication style. Language Learning, 51(1), 
107-144.   

 
Noels, K., Clément, R., & Pelletier, L. G. (1999). Perceptions of teachers’ 

communicative style and students’ intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. The 
Modern Language Journal, 83(1), 23-34. 

 
Noels, K., Pelletier, L. G., & Vallerand, R. J. (2000). Why are you learning a second 

language? Motivational orientations and self-determination theory. Language 
Learning, 50(1), 57-85.  

  
Nunan, D. (1993). Designing tasks for the communicative classroom. Cambridge, 

England: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Nunan, D. (1996). Towards autonomous learning: Some theoretical, empirical and 

practical issues. In R. Pemberton, E. S. L. Li, W. W. F. Or, & H. D. Pierson 



 300 

(Eds.), Taking control: Autonomy in language learning (pp.13-26). Hong Kong, 
China: Hong Kong University Press. 

 
Oxford, R. L. (1990). Language learning strategies: What every teacher should know. 

Boston, MA: Heinle & Heinle. 
 
Palfreyman, D. (2003). Expanding the discourse on learner development: A reply to 

Anita Wenden. Applied Linguistics, 24(2), 242-248. 
 
Pemberton, R. (1996). Introduction. In R. Pemberton, E. S. L. Li, W. W. F. Or, & H. D. 

Pierson (Eds.), Taking control: Autonomy in language learning (pp. 1-11). Hong 
Kong, China: Hong Kong University Press. 

 
Pennycook, A. (1989). The concept of method, interested knowledge, and the politics of 

language teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 23(4), 589-618.  
 
Pennycook, A. (1997). Cultural alternatives and autonomy. In P. Benson & P. Voller 

(Eds.), Autonomy and independence in language learning (pp. 35-53). Harlow, 
England: Longman. 

 
Pino-Silva, J. (1993). Untutored vocabulary acquisition and second language reading 

ability. Reading in a Foreign Language, 9(2), 845-857.   
 
Schmenk, B. (2005). Globalizing learner autonomy. TESOL Quarterly, 39(1), 107-118. 
 
Shimo, E. (2003). Learners’ perceptions of portfolio assessment and autonomous 

learning. In A. Barfield & M. Nix (Eds.), Autonomy you ask! (pp. 175-188). 
Tokyo, Japan: The Japan Association for Language Teaching.  

 
Sinclair, J. et al. (Eds.). (1987). Collins COBUILD English language Dictionary (1st 

ed.). London, England: Harper Collins. 
 
Skinner, E. A.., Chapman, M., & Baltes, P. B. (1988). Control, means-ends, and agency 

beliefs: A new conceptualization and its measurement during childhood. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 117-133. 

 
Smith, Jr., E., V. (2001). Evidence for the reliability of measures and validity of 

measure Interpretation: A Rasch measurement perspective. Journal of Applied 
Measurement, 2(3), 281-311. 

 
Smith, R. C. (2003). Pedagogy for autonomy as (becoming-) appropriate methodology. 

In D. Palfreyman & R. C. Smith (Eds.), Learner autonomy across cultures 
language education perspectives (pp. 129-146). New York, NY: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 



 301 

 
Spratt, M., Humphreys, G., & Victoria, C. (2002). Autonomy and motivation: Which 

comes first? Language Teaching Research, 6(3), 246-266. 
 
Stephenson, J., & Kohyama, M. (2003). Tuning freshmen into autonomy through 

student-directed language learning projects. In A. Barfield & M. Nix (Eds.), 
Autonomy you ask! (pp. 101-112). Tokyo, Japan: The Japan Association for 
Language Teaching.  

 
Stern, R. H. (1975). What can we learn from the good language learner? Canadian 

Modern Language Review, 31, 304-318. 
 
Stevens, J. P. (2002). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences. Mahwah, 

NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
SPSS Inc. (2008). SPSS statistics (Version 17.0)[Computer software]. SPSS. 
 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics. Boston, MA: 

Allyn and Bacon.  
 
Tahira, M. (2012). Behind MEXT’s new Course of Study Guideline. The Language 

Teacher, 36(3), 3-8.  
 
Takagi, A. (2003). Learner autonomy and motivated in a cooperative learning class. In 

A. Barfield, & M. Nix (Eds.), Autonomy you ask! (pp. 129-142). Tokyo, Japan: 
The Japan Association for Language Teaching. 

 
Tanaka, K., & Yamauchi, H. (2000). Influence of autonomy on perceived control 

beliefs and self-regulated learning in Japanese undergraduate students. North 
American Journal of Psychology, 2(2), 255-272. 

 
Ushioda, E. (2007). Motivation, autonomy, and sociocultural theory. In P. Benson (Ed.), 

Learner autonomy (pp. 5-24). Dublin, Ireland: Authentik.  
 
Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G., Blais, M. R., Brière, N. M., Senécal, C. & Vallières, E. 

F. (1993). On the assessment of intrinsic, extrinsic, and amotivation in 
education: Evidence on the concurrent and construct validity of the academic 
motivation sale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 53, 159-172. 

 
Victori, M., & Lockhart, W. (1995). Enhancing metacognition in self-directed language 

learning. System, 23(2), 223-234. 
 



 302 

Wenden, A. L. (1991). Learner strategies for learner autonomy: Planning and 
implementing learner training for language learners. New York, NY: Prentice 
Hall. 

 
Wenden, A. L. (2002). Learner development in language learning. Applied Linguistics, 

23(1), 32-55. 
 
Williams, M., & Burden, R. L. (2002). Psychology for language teachers: A social 

constructivist approach. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Willis, J. (1996). A framework for task-based learning. Harlow, England: Longman. 
 
Wolfe, E. W., & Smith, E. V. Jr. (2007). Instrument development and activities for 

measure validation using Rasch models: Part II—validation activities. Journal of 
Applied Measurement, 8(2), 204-234.  

 
Yashima, T. (2009). International posture and the ideal L2 self in the Japanese EFL 

context. In Z. Dörnyei, & E. Ushioda (Eds.), Motivation, language identity and 
the L2 self (pp. 144-163). Bristol, England: Multiligual Matters.  

 
Yamauchi, H., Kumagai, Y., & Kawasaki, Y. (1999). Perceived control, autonomy, and 

self-regulated learning strategies among Japanese high school students. 
Psychological Reports, 85, 779-798.  

 
Yamauchi, H., & Tanaka, K. (1998). Relations of autonomy, self-referenced beliefs, and 

self-regulated learning among Japanese children. Psychological Reports, 82, 
803-816. 

 
Yoshida, K. (2001). The need for a qualitative change in the teaching of English in 

Japan in the 21st century. In A. Furness, G. Wong, & L. Wu (Eds.), Penetrating 
discourse: Integrating theory and practice in second language teaching (pp. 
159-172). Hong Kong, China: The Hong Kong University of Science and 
Technology.  

 
Yoshida, K. (2003). Language education policy in Japan: The problem if espouses 

objectives versus practice. The Modern Language Journal, 87(2), 290-292. 
 
Zimmerman, B., & Bandura, A. (1994). Impact of self-regulatory influences on writing 

course attainment. American Educational Research Journal, 31(4), 845-862. 
 



 303 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDICES 



 304 

APPENDIX A 
 

STUDIES FEATURING SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY-BASED 
MOTIVATIONAL MODEL  

 

Study Purposes, results, and scales used 
Participants and 

notes 

Vallerand, 
Pelletier, Blais, 
Brière, Senécal, 
& Vallière (1993) 

The authors validated the Academic Motivation Scale 
(AMS), which is based on Deci and Ryan's (1985) Self-
Determination Theory. A simplex pattern in its 7 
subscales and concurrent validity between the AMS 
and other motivational antecedent scales (i.e., 
perceived competence, classroom climate, optimism in 
education, and self-actualization) were identified. Also 
concurrent validity between the AMS and other 
established motivational scales (i.e., Grottifried's 1985 
intrinsic scale, Nicholls' 1985 personal goals, task 
orientation, and avoidance scales) were identified. 
Theoretically expected correlations were found 
between the AMS and other motivational consequence 
scales (e.g., concentration and positive emotion). 
However, an unexpectedly high correlation was found 
between an Introjection and an Intrinsic item. 

217 junior 
college students 
(107 males, 110 
females) 
participated. 
AMS was first 
developed in 
French (1989) 
and validated. 

   

Fortier, 
Vallerand, & 
Guay (1995) 

A causal motivational model of school performance 
based on Self-Determination Theory was validated. 
Perceived academic competence (motivational 
antecedent) was positively associated with 
autonomous academic motivation (r = . 53). Academic 
self-determination (motivational antecedent) was 
positively associated with autonomous academic 
motivation (r = . 53). A positive relationship between 
autonomous motivation and academic achievement (r 
= . 53) was found. An autonomous index was proposed 
using the AMS scores. 

263 Montreal 
high school 
students (54% 
male, 46% 
female) 
participated. 

   

Noels, Clément, 
& Pelletier 
(1999) 

Theoretically expected correlations were identified 
between adapted motivational scales from the AMS 
and relevant educational variables (motivational 
intensity, intention to continue L2 study, self-evaluation, 
and course final grade). Positive correlations between 
their adapted AMS (intrinsic/extrinsic scales) and the 
scale for assessing students’ perceptions of teacher 
communication styles were found. 

78 Anglophone 
students (75.5% 
female, 24.5% 
male) registered 
in a 6-week 
Summer French 
immersion 
program in  
Ottawa 
participated. 
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Yamauchi & 
Tanaka (1998) 

A simplex pattern in Ryan and Connel's 1989 
motivation scales (a scale for small children based on 
Self-Determination Theory) was found in a Japanese 
elementary school context. The expected correlations 
were identified between the SDT-based autonomous 
scales, and self-regulated learning values, goals and 
strategies (i.e., deep processing, surface processing, 
and handicapping).  
 

356 (180 boys, 
176 girls) private   
and public  
elementary 
school 
students in 
Kyoto 
participated. 

Yamauchi, 
Kumagai, 
& Kawasaki 
(1999) 

The expected simplex structure in the AMS was 
identified with a sampled Japanese junior and high 
school population. Also, as expected, more intrinsic 
and identified motivation (i.e., autonomous motivation) 
was more strongly correlated with self-competence and 
beliefs in effort, these two factors forming one of the 
two canonical variants identified in their data, with 
another canonical variant consisting of external 
motivation and beliefs in innate ability for academic 
success. 

228 junior high 
school students, 
306 high school 
students in 
Kyoto 
participated. 

   

Tanaka & 
Yamauchi 
(2000) 
   

The theoretically expected structures were identified in 
the AMS, Perceived Control Scale (Skinner et al., 
1988), and Self-Regulated Learning Scale, which 
assess mastery, performance, and work-avoidance 
orientation (Niemivirta, 1996). A structural equation 
modeling analysis identified intrinsic motivation and 
identified regulation (i.e., autonomous motivation) as 
positively associated with better academic 
achievement and adaptive self-regulated learning. 

141 Japanese 
university  
students (40 
males, 81 
females 
enrolled in a  
psychology and 
English classes 
participated.  

   

Noels, Pelletier, 
& Vallerand 
(2000) 
  

Using exploratory factor analyses, a scale 
hypothesized to measure a self-determination 
continuum (using the adapted AMS) was validated. 
Theoretically expected predictions were found for 
intrinsic and extrinsic orientations and other four L2 
learning motivation types (Clément & Kruidenier, 
1983). 

159 English NSs 
learning French 
as  
a foreign 
language, 18-50 
years old (mean 
= 22) 
participated. 

Noels (2001) 

Using a path analysis, the links among students’ 
perceptions of teachers' pedagogical styles, students’ 
self-reported autonomy and competence in learning the 
target L2 were investigated. Correlations between 
students’ perceptions of the teacher and self-
perceptions were not strong in this sample. Perceived 
autonomy was significantly positively correlated with 
Intrinsic Motivation (r = .45), Identified Regulation (r = 
.49), Introjected Regulation (r = .22), and External 
Regulation (r = .11). An Introjection item had 
a significant cross-loading on the Intrinsic Orientation. 

322, English 
NSs 
learning Spanish 
as an L2 in 
California (age; 
17 to 54) 
participated. 
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APPENDIX B 

THE PRE-INTERVENTION MOTIVATION, CONFIDENCE/ANXIETY, AND 
STRATEGY USE IN LEARING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 

QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION) 
 

 
このアンケートは、皆さんが英語学習をどのように感じているか、またどのように

英語を学んでいるかを尋ねるものです。このこのこのこのアンケート調査は授業の成績とは関係あアンケート調査は授業の成績とは関係あアンケート調査は授業の成績とは関係あアンケート調査は授業の成績とは関係あ

りません。りません。りません。りません。調査の結果は、皆さんが英語学習に対してどんなふうに感じながら取り組

んでいるかを研究するために活用します。調査結果に名前が公表されることは決して

ありません。調査に参加するかどうかは皆さんの自由選択です。 
このアンケートに参加すると同意される場合には、以下の指示に従い、名前、本日

の日付を書いてください。 
参加者：名前（署名）＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿  
日付 ２００７年  月  日   
[学部学科 ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿   学籍番号＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ] 
 
 

英語学習に対する感じ方、学習英語学習に対する感じ方、学習英語学習に対する感じ方、学習英語学習に対する感じ方、学習方法についてのアンケート方法についてのアンケート方法についてのアンケート方法についてのアンケート 
 

今までの英語学習を振り返り、皆さんの感じたことがなるだけ正しく伝わるように答

えてください。 
 

パートパートパートパート I      
 
1.何年英語を学んでいますか？何年英語を学んでいますか？何年英語を学んでいますか？何年英語を学んでいますか？        [           年年年年] 
 
2. 英語を英語圏の国で学んだことがありますか？英語を英語圏の国で学んだことがありますか？英語を英語圏の国で学んだことがありますか？英語を英語圏の国で学んだことがありますか？ 
いいえ はいはいはいはい  � どこで?[                  ] どれくらいの期間?[                    ]  

いつ? [                  ] 
 
3. 大学で英語を専攻しようとなぜ決めましたか？大学で英語を専攻しようとなぜ決めましたか？大学で英語を専攻しようとなぜ決めましたか？大学で英語を専攻しようとなぜ決めましたか？     
（英語が専攻でない学生にはこの質問項目は尋ねない） 
    
    
 
4. 英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に起こしてくれるものは何ですか英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に起こしてくれるものは何ですか英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に起こしてくれるものは何ですか英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に起こしてくれるものは何ですか？？？？ 
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5. 英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に失わせるもの英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に失わせるもの英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に失わせるもの英語を学んでいて、あなたの学習意欲を特に失わせるものは何ですかは何ですかは何ですかは何ですか？？？？ 
 
    
    
 
パート II 外国語としての英語を学習する動機について 

もし「どうして英語を学んでいるのですか？」と尋ねられたら、どう回答しま

すか。 
各文章を読み、以下の６つの尺度を用いて、自分に該当する番号をまるで囲ん

でください。 
 
1 = 全くそうは思わない 2 = そう思わない 3 = あまりそうは思わない 
4 = いくらかそう思う 5 = そう思う 6 = 全くそう思う 
 
1 英語学習が自分の個人的な成長の助けになると嬉しいか

ら学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

2 様々な国や文化について知識を得ると満足感を感じるか

ら、英語を学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

3 英語圏の国々やその文化について知識を得るのは楽しい

から、英語を学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 英語を勉強し続ければ、最終的に自分が望む分野での職

種につけると思うので学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 英語が話されているのを聞くのは楽しいから学んでいま

す。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 大学に入る前には英語を学ぶ理由がちゃんとありました

が、今ではこのまま続けるべきかどうか迷っています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 英語学習において自分の能力を伸ばしていくのは楽しい

ので学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 もしも授業についていけないと恥ずかしいと思うので英

語を勉強しています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 英語での難しい課題を成し遂げる課程に満足感を感じる

から勉強しています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 英語を学ぶことは職業人としての能力にプラスになると

信じているから学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 英語を学習することで自分に興味の持てることをいろい

ろと学び続けることができるから学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 どうして英語を学んでいるのか分かりません。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 英語で書かれた面白い記事や物語を読むと楽しいので学

んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 親に言われて英語を学んでいます。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15 自分が英語を話していると楽しいので学んでいます。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 英語を学ぶことは仕事を選ぶ際に選択の可能性を拡げて

くれるから学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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17 英語を使える人になろうと自分で決めたので学んでいま

す。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

18 今日の日本社会では英語力が重要だとよく言われている

から学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

19 自分は頭がいいと示すため英語を学んでいます。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

20 あとで「いい生活」をしたいから、英語を学んでいま

す。 

1 2 3 5 5 6 

21 もしも英語が分からないと恥ずかしいと思うので学んで

います。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

22 英語を勉強しないとこの大学を卒業できないから学んで

います。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

23 英語を学ぶのは時間の無駄だと感じています。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

24 もしも英語が使えないと恥ずかしいと思うので学んでい

ます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

25 英語を学んでいると、大学卒業時に、より良い仕事に就

けると思うので学んでいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

26 将来英語が自分に役に立つとは思いません。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

27 英語を勉強する気になれません。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

28 もしも英語の成績が悪いと恥ずかしいと思うので勉強し

ています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
パート III  英語学習における自信と不安 
もし「英語を学んだり使ったりする時どのように感じますか」と尋ねられたら、

どう回答しますか。 
各文章を読み、以下の６つの尺度を用いて、自分に該当する番号をまるで囲ん

でください。 
 
1 = 全くそうは思わない 2 = そう思わない 3 = あまりそうは思わない 
4 = いくらかそう思う 5 = そう思う 6 = 全くそう思う 
 
1 英語を聞いて理解できないと自信がなくなります。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 語彙が十分でないので、英語の文章を満足いく程度にま

で読解する自信がありません。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 英語の授業は進み方が速くてついていけないのではない

かと心配です。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 文脈に合うように多義語の意味を辞書で選択することが

できます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 授業中、自信をもって英語を話すことはできません。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 自分の納得がいく程度にまで、英語を習得できるという

自信があります。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 他のクラスメイトのほうが自分より英語ができると思っ

てしまいます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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8 多義語の正しい意味を辞書で選択することに対して自信

がありません。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 授業用のリーデイング教材は辞書を使いながら満足のい

く程度に読解できます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 考えていることを満足のいく程度に英語で話し伝えられ

ます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 授業中スピーキングのアクティヴィティを満足いく程度

にまで行える自信があります。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 語彙が十分でないので、英語を話すことに自信がありま

せん。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 英語の授業の課題は満足のいく程度に仕上げることがで

きます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 考えていることを英語で書き表すことができます。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

15 授業以外でも、辞書を使いながら英語の文章を読解する

ことができます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 語彙が十分でないので、英語を満足のいく程度に書ける

かどうか自信がありません。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
パート IV 英語学習における学習行動 
もし「どのようにして英語を学んでいますか」と尋ねられたら、どう回答しま

すか。 
各文章を読み、以下の６つの尺度を用いて、自分に該当する番号をまるで囲ん

でください。 
 
1 = 全くそうは思わない 2 = そう思わない 3 = あまりそうは思わない 
4 = いくらかそう思う 5 = そう思う 6 = 全くそう思う 
 
1 新しい単語は意味を推測してから辞書で確かめることに

しています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

2 英語をより良く学べる方法を見つけるようにしていま

す。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 自分が学んだことを振り返り、自分の英語力を伸ばすた

めに何が必要か把握するようにしています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 先生やクラスメイトが使う新しい単語や表現を書き留め

ることにしています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 英語が母語の人、そうでない人を含め、英語で話せる人

を見つけるようにしています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 物語、新聞、雑誌を授業以外でも読み、英語の語彙を増

やすことにしています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 自分の英語の学習がどれくらい進んでいるのか振り返る

ようにしています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 あらゆる機会をとらえて、新しい単語や表現を学んでい

ます。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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9 辞書は意味だけでなく単語の正しい使い方を理解するた

めに使います。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 機会があれば努めて英語を話すようにしています。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 英語を使える機会をできるだけ多く得るようにしていま

す。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 他の生徒と英語の練習をします。 1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 自分の英語の間違いを意識し次にはうまく使えるように

しています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 英語を勉強する時間ができるようにスケジュールを調整

しています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

15 自分の英語力を伸ばすためにはっきりした目標をたてる

ことにしています。 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX C 

THE PRE-INTERVENTION MOTIVATION, CONFIDENCE/ANXIETY, AND  
STRATEGY USE IN LEARING ENGLISH AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE 

QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

 
This questionnaire concerns how you feel about learning English and how you 
learn English. It is not part of your course evaluation. I am going to use findings 
from this questionnaire to investigate how students feel about learning English and how 
they engage in it. All the data will remain confidential. Your participation in this 
questionnaire is entirely voluntary.  
If you agree to participate in this questionnaire, write your name and date as indicated 
below.  
The Participant:  
Name (Signature) ________________________________________  
Major ________________ Student Number ___________________ 
Date: 2007________________  
 
Questionnaire on how you feel about learning English and how you learn English 
 
Reflect on your English learning experiences and answer as accurately as you can 
express your perceived feelings. 
 

Part I. Past English-Learning Experiences, Motivators and Demotivators 
 
1. How long have you been studying English?  [         years] 
 
2. Have you ever studied English in any English-speaking countries?  

No Yes�  Where?[                  ] How long?[                 ] When?[                 ] 

 
3. Why did you decide to major in English? (For non-English majors, this item is not 
asked.) 
    
 
4. What particularly motivates you when learning English?  
 
    
 
5. What particularly demotivates you when learning English? 
 
    

 



 312 

Part II. The English as a Foreign Language Learning Motivation Questionnaire 
 

Why you are learning English? Use the scale provided to answer the questions.  
 
1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Slightly disagree 
4 = Slightly Agree 5 = Agree 6 = Strongly agree 
 
1 I study English for the pleasure I feel when it contributes to my 

personal accomplishments. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
2 I study English because I feel satisfaction in knowing more 

about various countries and cultures. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
3 I study English because I enjoy acquiring knowledge about 

English-speaking countries and their cultures. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 I study English because I believe that learning English will 
eventually help me enter the job market in a field that I like. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 I study English for the pleasure I get from hearing English 
spoken. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 I had good reasons for studying English before entering 
university; however, now I wonder whether I should continue. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 I study English for the pleasure I experience when I make 
progress in my English study. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 I study English because I would feel ashamed if I could not keep 
up with class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 I study English for the satisfaction I feel when I am in the 
process of accomplishing difficult tasks in English. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 I study English because I believe that learning English will 
improve my competence as a worker. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 I study English because it allows me to continue to learn about 
many things that interest me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 I don’t know why I am learning English.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
13 I study English for the enjoyment that I experience while reading 

interesting articles and stories in English. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 I study English because my parents pressure to do so. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15 I study English for the pleasure that I experience while speaking 

English. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 I study English because learning English will help me make a 
better choice regarding my career orientation. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
 

17 I study English because I choose to be the kind of person who 
can use English. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

18 I study English because English ability is often talked about as 
important in Japanese society today. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

19 I study English to show that I am intelligent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20 I study English because I want to enjoy “the good life” later on. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21 I study English because I would feel ashamed if I couldn’t 

understand English. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

22 I study English because if I don’t, I cannot graduate from this 
university. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

23 I feel that I am wasting time studying English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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24 I study English because I would feel ashamed if I couldn’t use 
English. 

      

25 I study English because it will help me get a better job after 
finishing my university studies. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

26 I can’t see any use for English in my future. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
27 I feel unmotivated to do English study. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
28 I study English because I would feel ashamed if I got bad grades 

in English. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
Part III The Confidence/Anxiety in Learning English as a Foreign Language 

Questionnaire 
 
If you are asked how you feel when you learn or use English, how do you respond? 
Use the scale below and respond to each of the statements. 
 
1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = Slightly disagree 
4 = Slightly agree 5 = Agree 6 = Strongly Agree 
 
1 I become unsure of myself when I do not understand spoken 

English. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 I feel unsure that I can read and comprehend English materials 
satisfactorily because my vocabulary is insufficient. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

3 I worry about getting left behind because English classes move 
so quickly. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 Using a dictionary, I can select the right meaning of a word with 
multiple meanings according the context. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in English 
in my classes. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 I feel confident that I can master English to the extent that 
satisfies me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 I think that other students are better at English than I am. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 I am unsure of myself when selecting the right meaning of a 

word using a dictionary if it has many meanings. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 I can comprehend class reading materials satisfactorily with the 
help of a dictionary. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 I can convey what I think satisfactorily when speaking English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11 I can perform English speaking activities in classes 

satisfactorily.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

12 I feel unsure of myself when speaking English because my 
vocabulary is insufficient. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

13 I can complete English class assignments satisfactorily.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
14 I can write what I think in English satisfactorily. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15 I can read and comprehend English materials outside of class 

with the help of a dictionary.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 I feel unsure that I can write English satisfactorily because my 
vocabulary is insufficient.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Part IV The Learning English Strategy Use Questionnaire 
 

If you are asked how you are learning English, how do you respond?  
Using the same scale as in Part I, respond to each of the statements. 
 
1 = Strongly disagree 2 = Disagree 3 =  Slightly disagree 
4 =  Slightly agree 5 =  Agree 6 =  Strongly agree 
 
1 I confirm new words with a dictionary after guessing their 

meanings. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 I think over what I have learned, trying to find what is necessary 

for improving my English. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

4 I jot down the new words and expressions used by my teachers 
and classmates. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

5 I try to look for people I can talk to in English, including 
English- and non-English speakers. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 I increase my English vocabulary by reading stories, 
newspapers, or magazines outside of class. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 I think about my progress in learning English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8 I learn new words and expressions at every opportunity that I 

have. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

9 I consult the dictionary in order to understand the appropriate 
usage of a word (not only its meanings). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

10 I encourage myself to speak English when there is an 
opportunity. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

11 I try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 I practice with other students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13 I try to be aware of my English mistakes and use that 

information to help me do better. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

14 I plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15 I make specific goals to improve my English skills. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX D 
 SURVEY ITEMS BY CATEGORY, QUESTION, SOURCE, AND RASCH ITEM 

MEASURES 
 
Part II. The L2 English Learning Motivation Questionnaire 

Category Code Questionnaire 
# 

Rasch 
Measure 

Wording (Source) 

Intrinsic 
Motivation for 

Personal 
Development 

IMP 9 Part II # 15 52.8 
I study English for the pleasure that I 
experience while speaking English. 
(adapted from Noels et al., 1999) 

IMP 8 Part II #5 51.8 
I study English for the pleasure I get 
from hearing English spoken. 
(Adapted from Noels et al, 1999) 

IMP 5 Part II #11 50.9 

I study English because it allows me 
to continue to learn about many 
things that interest me. (Adapted from 
Yamauchi et al., 1999) 

IMP 
(IDEN) 

13 
Part II #17 49.8 

I study English because I choose to be 
the kind of person who can use 
English. (adapted from Noels et al., 
1999) 

IMP 3 Part II #7 49.0 

I study English for the pleasure I 
experience when I make progress in 
my English study. (Written for this 
study) 

IMP4 Part II #1 45.8 

I study English for the pleasure I feel 
when it contributes to my personal 
accomplishments. (Adapted from 
Yamauchi et al., 1999)  

     

Intrinsic 
Motivation for 

Reading 

IMR 6 Part II #9 55.4 

I study English for the satisfaction I 
feel when I am in the process of 
accomplishing difficult tasks in 
English. (Adapted from Yamauchi et 
al. , 1999) 

IMR 7 Part II #13 50.9 

I study English for the enjoyment that 
I experience while reading interesting 
articles and stories in English. 
(Adapted from Yamauchi et al., 1999) 

IMR 2 Part II #2 47.4 

I study English because I feel 
satisfaction in knowing more about 
various countries and cultures. 
(Written for this study) 

IMR 1 Part II #3 46.3 

I study English because I enjoy 
acquiring knowledge about English 
speaking countries and their cultures. 
(Written for this study) 

     

Extrinsic 
Identified 

Regulation 

IDEN 10 Part II #4 53.2 

I study English because I believe that 
learning English will eventually help 
me enter the job market in a field that 
I like. (Adapted from Yamauchi et al. , 
1999) 

IDEN 14 Part II #25 52.3 

I study English because it will help 
me get a better job after finishing my 
university studies. (Written for this 
study) 

IDEN 12 Part II #10 47.8 I study English because I believe that 
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learning English will improve my 
competence as a worker. (Adapted 
from Yamauchi et al. , 1999) 

IDEN 11 Part II #16 46.6 

I study English because learning 
English will help me make a better 
choice regarding my career 
orientation. (Adapted from Yamauchi 
et al., 1999) 

     

Extrinsic 
Introjected 
Regulation 

INTRO 
15 Part II #28 51.5 

I study English because I would feel 
ashamed if I got bad grades in 
English. (Written for this study) 

INTRO 
19 

Part II #24 51.5 
I study English because I would feel 
ashamed if I couldn’t use English. 
(adapted from Noels et al., 1999) 

INTRO 
18 Part II #21 49.9 

I study English because I would feel 
ashamed if I couldn’t understand 
English. (adapted from Noels et al., 
1999) 

INTRO 
17 Part II #8 47.2 

I study English because I would feel 
ashamed if I could not keep up with 
class. (Written for this study) 

     

External 
Regulation 

EXT 22 Part II #14 57.9 
I study English because my parents 
pressure me to do so. (Written for this 
study) 

EXT 20 Part II #20 52.0 
I study English because I want to 
enjoy “the good life” later on. 
(Adapted from Yamauchi et al., 1999) 

EXT 23 Part II #22 47.0 
I study English because if I don’t, I 
cannot graduate from this university. 
(Written for this study) 

EXT 21 Part II #18 43.1 

I study English because English 
ability is often talked about as 
important in Japanese society today. 
(Written for this study) 

     

Amotivation 
 

AMO 25 Part II #23 53.4 
I feel that I am wasting time studying 
English. (Adapted from Yamauchi et 
al., 1999) 

AMO 27 Part II #26 52.9 I can’t see any use for English in my 
future. (Written for this study) 

AMO 28 Part II #27 48.1 I feel unmotivated to study English. 
(Written for this study) 

AMO 26 Part II #12 45.6 I don’t know why I am learning 
English. (Written for this study) 

Note. Deleted items from the inferential statistical analyses due to their poor Rasch fit 
statistics were: item INTRO 16, I study English to show that I am intelligent (adapted 
from Yamauchi et al. 1999); item AMO 24, I had good reasons for studying English 
before entering university; however, I wonder whether I should continue (adapted from 
Yamauchi et al. 1999). 
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Part III. The L2 English Learning Confidence/Anxiety Questionnaire 
Category Code Questionnaire 

# 
Rasch 

Measure 
Wording (Source) 

L2 Productive 
Confidence 

PCON 7 Part III #11 53.8 
I can perform English speaking 
activities in classes satisfactorily. 
(Written for this study) 

PCON 8 Part III #10 53.7 
I can convey what I think satisfactorily 
when speaking English. (Written for 
this study) 

PCON 6 Part III #14 50.5 I can write what I think in English 
satisfactorily. (Written for this study) 

PCON 1 Part III #6 47.2 
I feel confident that I can master 
English to the extent that satisfies 
me. (Adapted from Dörnyei, 2001 ) 

PCON 2 Part III #13 44.8 
I can complete English class 
assignments satisfactorily. (Adapted 
from Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994) 

     

L2 Reading 
Confidence 

 

RCON 4 Part III #15 51.4 

I can read and comprehend English 
materials outside of class with the 
help of a dictionary. (Written for this 
study) 

RCON 5 Part III #4 49.7 

Using a dictionary, I can select the 
right meaning of a word with multiple 
meanings according to the context. 
(Written for this study) 

RCON 3 Part III #9 48.8 

I can comprehend class reading 
materials satisfactorily with the help 
of a dictionary. (Adapted from 
Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994) 

     

L2 Learning 
Anxiety 

 

ANX 12 Part III #8 54.7 

I am unsure of myself when selecting 
the right meaning of a word using a 
dictionary if it has many meanings. 
(Written for this study) 

ANX 10 Part III #3 53.3 

I worry about getting left behind 
because English classes move so 
quickly. (Adapted from Horwitz et al., 
1986) 

ANX 15 Part III #1  49.6 
I become unsure of myself when I do 
not understand spoken English. 
(Written for this study) 

ANX 13 Part III #16 48.8 
I feel unsure that I can write English 
satisfactorily because my vocabulary 
is insufficient. (Written for this study) 

ANX 11 Part III #2 48.2 

I feel unsure that I can read and 
comprehend English materials 
satisfactorily because my vocabulary 
is insufficient. (Written for this study) 

ANX 16 Part III #5 47.8 
I never feel quite sure of myself when 
I am speaking English in my classes. 
(Adopted from Horwitz et al., 1986) 

ANX 14 Part III #12 47.6 
I feel unsure of myself when speaking 
English because my vocabulary is 
insufficient. (Written for this study) 

Note. Item ANX 9, I think that other students are better at English than I am (Adapted 
from Horwitz et al., 1986) was deleted from the inferential statistical analyses.  
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Part IV. The L2 English Learning Strategy Use Questionnaire 

Category Code Questionnaire 
# 

Rasch 
Measure 

Wording (Source) 

Vocabulary 
Strategy Use 

 

VSU 1 Part IV #6 54.2 

I increase my English vocabulary by 
reading stories, newspapers, or 
magazines outside class. (Adapted 
from Fan, 2003) 

VSU 2 Part IV #8 51.5 
I learn new words and expressions at 
every opportunity I have. (Adopted 
from Fan, 2003) 

VSU 5 Part IV #1 48.8 
I confirm new words with a dictionary 
after guessing their meanings. 
(Adapted from Fan, 2003) 

VSU 4 Part IV #9 48.3 

I consult the dictionary in order to 
understand the appropriate usage of 
English words (not only their 
meanings). (Adapted from Fan, 2003) 

VSU 3 Part IV #4 47.3 
I jot down the new words and 
expressions used by my teachers and 
classmates. (Written for this study) 

     

Metacognitive 
Strategy Use 

 

MSU 11 Part IV #14 54.1 
I plan my schedule so I will have 
enough time to study English. 
(Adopted from Oxford, 1990) 

MSU 7 Part IV #7 51.8 I think about my progress in learning 
English. (Adopted from Oxford, 1990) 

MSU 10 Part IV #15 50.9 
I make specific goals to improve my 
English skills. (Adapted from Oxford, 
1990) 

MSU 8 Part IV #3 48.3 

I think over what I have learned, 
trying to find what is necessary for 
improving my English. (Written for 
this study) 

MSU 6 Part IV #2 47.8 
I try to find out how to be a better 
learner of English. (Adopted from 
Oxford, 1990) 

MSU 9 Part IV #13 47.1 

I try to be aware of my English 
mistakes and use that information to 
help me do better. (Adapted from 
Oxford, 1990) 

     

Social Strategy 
Use 

 

SSU 12 Part IV #12 54.6 I practice English with other students. 
(Adopted from Oxford, 1990)  

SSU 13 Part IV #3 48.7 

I try to look for people I can talk to in 
English, including English- and non 
English speakers. (Adapted from 
Oxford, 1990) 

SSU 14 Part IV #11 
48.4 I try to find as many ways as I can to 

use my English. (Adopted from 
Oxford, 1990) 

SSU 15 
Part IV #15 

48.2 I encourage myself to speak English 
when there is an opportunity. 
(Adapted from Oxford, 1990) 
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APPENDIX E 

THE STUDENTS’ EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE AND SELF-
REFLECTION (JAPANESE VERSION) 

 
英語英語英語英語 III a 授業評価、および、自己評価授業評価、および、自己評価授業評価、および、自己評価授業評価、および、自己評価 

 
この授業のために、授業外、授業内に行ったことを振り返ってください。2つの観

点から、特定の学習行為をあなたに評価してもらいます。まずは、特定の学習行為が

英語学習への意欲を増すかどうかという観点から、またそれが英語学習の役に立つか

どうかという観点です。このアンケートは成績評価には関係ありません。このアンケートは成績評価には関係ありません。このアンケートは成績評価には関係ありません。このアンケートは成績評価には関係ありません。調査に参加

するかどうかは皆さんの自由選択です。 
このアンケートに参加すると同意される場合には、以下の指示に従い、名前、本日

の日付を書いてください。 
 

参加者：名前（署名）＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿  
 [学部学科 ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ 学籍番号 ＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿ ] 
日付 ２００７年  月  日   
 
 
授業評価授業評価授業評価授業評価 
 
１. 学生が自分で学びたい単語を選び、意味や使い方を勉強し、語彙ノートを作りまし

た。これについてどう感じましたか。 
 
やる気をおこしてくれるかどうかについて 

1 
とてもやる

気がなくな

る。 

2 
やる気がな

くなる。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る気がなく

なる。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る 気 が で

る。 

5 
やる気がで

る。 

6 
とてもやる

気がでる。 

 
どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
役立つかどうかについて 

1 
全く役に立

たない。 

2 
役に立たな

い。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に 立 た な

い。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に立つ。 

5 
役に立つ。 

6 
とても役に

立つ。 
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どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. グループ学習を介して、グループのメンバーが覚える単語リストを作成しました。

これについてどう感じましたか。 
 
 
やる気をおこしてくれるかどうかについて 

1 
とてもやる

気がなくな

る。 

2 
やる気がな

くなる。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る気がなく

なる。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る 気 が で

る。 

5 
やる気がで

る。 

6 
とてもやる

気がでる。 

 
 どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
役立つかどうかについて 

1 
全く役に立

たない。 

2 
役に立たな

い。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に 立 た な

い。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に立つ。 

5 
役に立つ。 

6 
とても役に

立つ。 

 
どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. グループでの単語リスト作成とは別に、グループやペアーで読解の質問に答えまし

た。これについてどう感じましたか。 
 
やる気をおこしてくれるかどうかについて 
 

1 
とてもやる

気がなくな

る。 

2 
やる気がな

くなる。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る気がなく

なる。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る 気 が で

る。 

5 
やる気がで

る。 

6 
とてもやる

気がでる。 

 
 どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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役立つかどうかについて 
1 

全く役に立

たない。 

2 
役に立たな

い。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に 立 た な

い。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に立つ。 

5 
役に立つ。 

6 
とても役に

立つ。 

 
どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. 授業外の時間を利用して、自分で英語の文章を読み、それに伴う課題を解きました。

重要な点は自分自身で英文を読みきることでした。これについてどう感じましたか。 
 
やる気をおこしてくれるかどうかについて 

1 
とてもやる

気がなくな

る。 

2 
やる気がな

くなる。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る気がなく

なる。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る 気 が で

る。 

5 
やる気がで

る。 

6 
とてもやる

気がでる。 

 
 どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
役立つかどうかについて 

1 
全く役に立

たない。 

2 
役に立たな

い。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に 立 た な

い。 

4 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に立つ。 

5 
役に立つ。 

6 
とても役に

立つ。 

 
どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. 語彙学習に取り組む導入として、教師が習得目標単語を使った例文を用意し、皆さ

ん訳してもらう練習をしました。これについてどう感じましたか。 
 
やる気をおこしてくれるかどうかについて 

1 
とてもやる

気がなくな

る。 

2 
やる気がな

くなる。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る気がなく

4 
どちらかと

言えば、や

る 気 が で

5 
やる気がで

る。 

6 
とてもやる

気がでる。 
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なる。 る。 
 
どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
役立つかどうかについて 

1 
全く役に立

たない。 

2 
役に立たな

い。 

3 
どちらかと

言えば、役

に 立 た な

い。 

4 
どちらかと 
言えば、役

に立つ。 

5 
役に立つ。 

6 
とても役に

立つ。 

 
どうしてそう感じるのですか。 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
自己評価自己評価自己評価自己評価 
6. 今学期の、この授業における皆さんの取り組み方を、特に以下のような点から振り

返りコメントしてください。成績には反映されませんので安心して思うところを書い

てください。項目は、選択してもかまいません。 
（１）授業のテキストを読んでいくことに対してどう取り組んできたか、 
（２）語彙学習、つまり、個人で書いた語彙ジャーナル、グループ（ペアー）ワード

リスト作成、個人で（グループ）選ぶ語彙テスト表、にはどう取り組んだか、 
(３)   自分の力で英文を読み切るリーディングに対してどう取り組んだか、 
（４）その他。 
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APPENDIX F 

THE STUDENTS’ EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE AND SELF-
REFLECTION (ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

Reflect on what you have done inside and outside the class for this course. The 
questions ask you to consider how a particular activity motivates you in learning 
English and how useful you think a particular activity is for learning English.  
This questionnaire does not affect your course grade. 
All the data will remain confidential. Your participation in this questionnaire is entirely 
voluntary. If you agree to participate in this questionnaire, write your name and date as 
indicated below.  
The Participant:  
Name (Signature) ________________________________________  
Major ________________ Student Number ___________________ 
Date: 2007________________  
 
 
1. You selected the words that you want to learn, studied their meanings and usage, and kept a 
journal for them. How did you find this activity? 
 
Motivating or demotivating 

1 
Very 

demotivating 

2 
demotivating 

 

3 
Somewhat 

demotivating 

4 
Somewhat 
motivating 

5 
Motivating 

 

6 
Very 

motivating 
 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Usefulness 

1 
Completely 

unuseful 

2 
Unuseful 

 

3 
Somewhat 
unuseful 

4 
Somewhat 

useful 

5 
Useful 

6 
Very useful 
 

 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
2. You made a list of the words for your group to learn by discussing them. How did you find 
this activity? 
 
Motivating or demotivating 

1 
Very 

demotivating 

2 
demotivating 

 

3 
Somewhat 

demotivating 

4 
Somewhat 
motivating 

5 
Motivating 

 

6 
Very 

motivating 
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Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Usefulness 

1 
Completely 

unuseful 

2 
Unuseful 

 

3 
Somewhat 
unuseful 

4 
Somewhat 

useful 

5 
Useful 

6 
Very useful 
 

 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
3. In addition to group vocabulary discussion, you sometimes utilized group work to answer the 
questions given. How did you find this activity? 
 
Motivating or demotivating 

1 
Very 

demotivating 

2 
demotivating 

 

3 
Somewhat 

demotivating 

4 
Somewhat 
motivating 

5 
Motivating 

 

6 
Very 

motivating 
 
Why do you feel so 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Usefulness 

1 
Completely 

unuseful 

2 
Unuseful 

 

3 
Somewhat 
unuseful 

4 
Somewhat 

useful 

5 
Useful 

6 
Very useful 
 

 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. You read through English materials outside the classroom. The important point was that you 
have to do so independently of the teacher. How did you find this activity?  
 
Motivating or demotivating 

1 
Very 

demotivating 

2 
demotivating 

 

3 
Somewhat 

demotivating 

4 
Somewhat 
motivating 

5 
Motivating 

 

6 
Very 

motivating 
 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
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Usefulness 
1 

Completely 
unuseful 

2 
Unuseful 

 

3 
Somewhat 
unuseful 

4 
Somewhat 

useful 

5 
Useful 

6 
Very useful 
 

 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. In order for students to learn how to effectively learn new vocabulary, the teacher had 
prepared vocabulary learning exercises in which you translate target words used in example 
sentences. How did you find this activity?  
 
Motivating or demotivating 

1 
Very 

demotivating 

2 
demotivating 

 

3 
Somewhat 

demotivating 

4 
Somewhat 
motivating 

5 
Motivating 

 

6 
Very 

motivating 
 
 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Usefulness 

1 
Completely 

unuseful 

2 
Unuseful 

 

3 
Somewhat 
unuseful 

4 
Somewhat 

useful 

5 
Useful 

6 
Very useful 
 

 
Why do you feel so? 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. Make comment on how you engaged in the following activities. Your comment does not 
affect your course grade, so write what you think and feel honestly. You can choose what items 
to comment on. 
(1) How you engaged in reading class materials 
(2) How you engaged in learning new vocabulary: individual vocabulary journal, group or pair 
word study and making of a target word list together, and individual pre-registered vocabulary 
list based on your independent reading  
(3) How you engaged in reading an English article independently (of the teacher) and 
completing the worksheet for it. 
(4) On other activities if you like to talk about 
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APPENDIX G 

EXAMPLE OF VOCABULARY KNOWLEDGE CHECKLISTS  
(ENGLISH READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH MAJORS, 

CO-EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY IN THE STUDY,  
ENGLISH THROUGH THE NEWS MEDIA, CHAPTERS 1 AND 3) 

 
This checklist does not affect your course grade. If you know the word, write the meaning in 
Japanese or English.  
 
Word / Phrase Meaning  
1 commissioner  
2 controversy  
3 architect  
4 mission  
5 outstanding  
6 organized  
7 spontaneous  
8 hastily  
9 assemble  
10 embarrass  
11 eliminate  
12 defeat  
13 favored  
14 inaugural  
15 legitimate  
16 specifically  
17 dilemma  
18 indulge  
19 fantasy  
20 unanticipated  
21 perception  
22 represent  
23 legendary  
24 diplomatic  
25 offset  
26 stature  
27 triumph  
28 snare (v)  
29 consolation  
30 honor (v)  
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Word / Phrase Meaning  

31 previous  
32 device  
33 aka  
34 nutrition  
35 painstakingly  
36 insight  
37 function  
38 ultimately  
39 tolerate  
40 statue  
41 repel  
42 laud  
43 patent  
44 triple  
45 hormone  
46 decline  
47 gravity  
48 equipment  
49 prospective  
50 flexible  
51 speculate  
52 marvelous  
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APPENDIX H 

EXAMPLE OF TEACHER-PREPARED VOCABULARY EXERCISES  
(ENGLISH READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH MAJORS, 

CO-EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY IN THE STUDY, 
ENGLISH THROUGH THE NEWS MEDIA, CHAPTER 1) 

 
Directions: Read the sentences. Translate the underlined target words into Japanese. 
 
1. As baseball commissioner, Selig worked hard to hold the first World Baseball Classic 
tournament. 
 
2. Steroids controversies often take place in the Olympic Games.  
 
3. Selig was one of the architects of the World Baseball Classic. 
 
4. Mission accomplished. 
 
5. Baseball fans enjoyed outstanding competition during the past two weeks. 
  
6. The Tigers’ fans demonstrated organized cheering. 
 
7. Those party guests enjoyed spontaneous dancing.  
 
8 & 9. The US team was hastily assembled.  
 

10. The US team was embarrassed at their poor performance. 
 
11. Gender discrimination should be eliminated. [gender discrimination 性差別]  
 
12, 13 &14. The Japanese team defeated the favored Cuban team, 10 to 6, to win the 
inaugural championship. 
 
15. The World Baseball Classic is considered to be a legitimate global series. 
 
16. Selig is facing a problem, specifically, a problem of renaming the Major League’s 
fall baseball series.  
 
17 & 18. Many Americans spend their childhoods indulging the fantasy of the World 
Series.  
 

19 & 20. The World Baseball Classic had an unanticipated effect on the public 
perception of some ballplayers. 
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21. Hideki Matsui of the New York Yankees decided not to represent his county.    
 
22. Sadaharu Oh is one of the legendary professional baseball players.  
 
23. I am direct but he tends to be diplomatic.  
 
24. Matsui’s strong performance this season will be able to offset any bad feelings that 
his fans might have. 
 
25. Ichiro Suzuki of the Seattle Mariners raised his stature by playing for the 2006 
WBC games.   
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APPENDIX I 

EXAMPLE TRANSLATION FOR TEACHER-PREPARED VOCABULARY 
EXERCISES USED AS ANSWER KEY WHEN STUDENTS CHECHKED 

THEIR ANSWERS  
(ENGLISH READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH MAJORS, 

CO-EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY IN THE STUDY, ENGLISH THROUGH 
THE NEWS MEDIA, CHAPTER 1) 

 
1. 野球のコミッショナー（最高権威者）として、セリグ氏はワールド・ベースボー

ル・クラシック第 1回トーナメントを開催するために懸命に努力した。 
 
2. ステロイドをめぐる議論（論争）がオリンピック大会の時にはよく起こる。 
 
3. セリグ氏はワールド・ベースボール・クラシックの創始者の一人である。 
 
4. 使命（任務）達成。 
 
5. 野球ファンはこの２週間の間すばらしい（卓越した）競技を楽しんだ。 
 
6. タイガースファン組織的応戦をした。 
 
7. パーティの客たちはいつの間にかダンスを楽しんでいた。（自発的、自然発生

的） 
 
8, 9. アメリカ代表チームは大急ぎで集められたのだった。 
 
10. アメリカ代表チームは自分たちの成績の悪さに当惑した。 
 
11. 性差別を取り除かないといけない。 
 
12, 13, 14. 日本チームは人気のあるキューバチームに１０対６で勝ち、初の世界選手

権大会で優勝した。 *inaugural＝創始の、最初の 
 
15. ワールド・ベースボール・クラシックは真の世界大会であるとみなされなければ

ならない。 *legitimate ＝ 正統な、本物の  
 
16. セリグ氏は、具体的には、メジャー・リーグの秋のシリーズ名を変更するという

問題に直面していた。*specifically = もっとはっきり言えば、特に 
  
17, 18. 子供の頃ワールド・シリーズがもたらしてくれる夢を大いに楽しみながら

（空想にふけって）時を過ごすアメリカ人は多い。 
 
19, 20. ワールド・ベースボール・クラシックは野球選手の幾人かに対する人々の捉

え方に予想外の影響をもたらした。 
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21. ヤンキースの松井秀喜は祖国の代表に加わらないことにした。 
 * represent = 代表する 
 
22. 王貞治は伝説的な野球選手の一人である。 
 
23. わたしは率直ですが、彼は上手にものを言う（如才ない）人です。 
 
24. 松井が今スーズンいい成績を上げれば彼のファンが抱いているかもしれない悪感

情も相殺できるでしょう。 
 
25. 鈴木一郎は２００６年ＷＢＣの試合に出場し名声を上げた。 
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APPENDIX J 

EXAMPLE VOCABULARY RETENTION TEST (FORM 1) (ENGLISH 
READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH MAJORS, CO-

EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY IN THE STUDY, ENGLISH THROUGH THE 
NEWS MEDIA, CHAPTER 1) 

 
The following list is for you to check how you learned new words through reading 
Chapter 1 and completing vocabulary exercises.  
 
If you know the word, write the meaning in Japanese or English. If the word has 
multiple different meanings, the meaning that you encountered in the text is desirable.  
  

Word / Phrase Meaning  
1 commissioner  
2 controversy  
3 architect  
4 mission  
5 outstanding  
6 organized  
7 spontaneous  
8 hastily  
9 assemble  

10 embarrass  
11 eliminate  
12 defeat  
13 favored  
14 inaugural  
15 legitimate  
16 specifically  
17 indulge  
18 fantasy  
19 unanticipated  
20 perception  
21 represent  
22 legendary  
23 diplomatic  
24 offset  
25 stature  
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APPENDIX K 

EXAMPLE VOCABULARY RETENTION TEST (FORM 2) (ENGLISH 
READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH MAJORS, CO-

EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY IN THE STUDY, ENGLISH THROUGH THE 
NEWS MEDIA, CHAPTER 1) 

 
Directions: The following list is for you to check how you learned new words through 
reading Chapter 1 and completing vocabulary exercises. For the items whose meanings 
you did not remember or you are not sure of what you wrote on Form 1 test, translate 
the underlined words into Japanese.  
 
1. As baseball commissioner, Selig worked hard to hold the first World Baseball Classic 
tournament. 
 
2. Steroids controversies often take place in the Olympic Games.  
 
3. Selig was one of the architects of the World Baseball Classic. 
 
4. Mission accomplished. 
 
5. Baseball fans enjoyed outstanding competition during the past two weeks. 
  
6. The Tigers’ fans demonstrated organized cheering. 
 
7. Those party guests enjoyed spontaneous dancing.  
 
8 & 9. The US team was hastily assembled.  
 

10. The US team was embarrassed at their poor performance. 
 
11. Gender discrimination should be eliminated. [gender discrimination 性差別]  
 
12, 13 &14. The Japanese team defeated the favored Cuban team, 10 to 6, to win the 
inaugural championship. 
 
15. The World Baseball Classic is considered to be a legitimate global series. 
 
16. Selig is facing a problem, specifically, a problem of renaming the Major League’s 
fall baseball series.  
 
17 & 18. Many Americans spend their childhoods indulging the fantasy of the World 
Series.  
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19 & 20. The World Baseball Classic had an unanticipated effect on the public 
perception of some ballplayers. 
 
21. Hideki Matsui of the New York Yankees decided not to represent his county.    
 
22. Sadaharu Oh is one of the legendary professional baseball players.  
 
23. I am direct but he tends to be diplomatic.  
 
24. Matsui’s strong performance this season will be able to offset any bad feelings that 
his fans might have. 
 
25. Ichiro Suzuki of the Seattle Mariners raised his stature by playing for the 2006 
WBC games.   
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APPENDIX L 

VOCABULARY JOURNAL SHEET (INDIVIDUAL) 
 
Directions: Select either (1) new or unfamiliar words, or (2) words that have new 
meanings although you have already known their form. Then, study them the way 
you like at home and keep a journal of them using the sheet below. You will also need 
to make a group word list, so be prepared to talk about your choices and explain the 
reasons for your choices (key words for comprehending the story, utility for future use, 
etc.) in a group discussion. 
 
(from        to        )  
Word/phrase Where Why Notes 
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APPENDIX M 

 GROUP WORD LIST 
 
Directions: Based on your individual vocabulary journal, make a word list that reflects 
the best items for your group to learn.  
(Your group members / Your partner:                                                 ) 
 
(from        to        )  
Word/phrase Where Why  Notes 
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
 
Your comment on the activity:  
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APPENDIX N 

VOCABULARY PRE-REGISTRATION SHEET 
 

 
Directions: From the material that you read for this course, select either (1) new or unfamiliar 
words, or (2) words that have new meanings although you have already known their form. The 
items that you have chosen will be tested at the end of the course.  
 
Nos. Items Example phrases or sentences Meanings 
Ex. register You should register for this class by 

tomorrow. 
明日までにこの授業は登録しな

いといけません。 

1    
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APPENDIX O 

EXAMPLE VOCABULARY PRE-KNOWLEDGE CHECKLIST FOR 
INDEPENDENT READING 

 (ENGLISH READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH 
MAJORS, CO-EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY ) 

 
“Arakawa great on the grandest stage” in English through the News Media 

 
Your performance on this checklist does not affect your final course grade. If you know the 
word, write the meaning in Japanese or English. If you think that the word has multiple 
meanings, write them all.  
 

Word / Phrase Meaning 
1 spiral  
2 superb  
3 sublime  
4 brilliant  
5 mesmerize  
6 spellbind  
7 tumble  
8 rout  
9 applaud  

10 struggle  
11 magnificent  
12 spectacular  
13 represent  
14 bite  
15 sideline (V)  
16 collapse  
17 fade  
18 soar  
19 ecstatic  
20 ruin  
21 podium  
22 seize  
23 glide  
24 highlight  
25 overall  
26 cap (V)  
27 comeback  
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APPENDIX P 

EXAMPLE WORKSHEET FOR INDEPENDENT READING  
(ENGLISH READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH MAJORS, 

CO-EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY) 
  

“Arakawa great on grandest stage” in English through the News Media 
 

Exercise 1 Indicate if each statement below is true or false. Correct if the statement is 
false.  
 
1.___ After the short program, Arakawa was in second place. 
 
2.___ In the 2004 World Championship, Arakawa won a bronze model. 
 
3. ___ After all, Arakawa beat Cohen and Slutskaya by 0.71 points. 
 
4.___ According to the author of this article, the judges didn’t regard Arakawa’s gliding 
lean-back move as one of her strengths. 
 
 
Exercise 2 Answer the following questions. 
1. Arakawa won a gold medal because of her technical excellence, interpretation of 
Puccini’s music and overall beauty. However, the author mentions another important 
reason. What was it? Use either English or Japanese for your answer. 
 
 
 
2. What does “The Japanese team has struggled in the mountains and on the ice in 
Turin” mean? Explain the meaning either in Japanese or English. 
 
 
 
3. Why did the author mention Katerina Witt in this article? Use either Japanese or 
English for your answer. (When you use English, don’t copy from the passage.) 
 
 
 
4. What was the main reason why Cohen, who represented America, could not seize the 
important moment? Use paraphrased English or Japanese for your answer. Use the back 
page for your answer. 



 340 

APPENDIX Q 

EXAMPLE OF THE COURSE OBJECTIVES AND PLANS  
 (ENGLISH READING CLASS FOR SECOND YEAR NON-ENGLISH 

MAJORS, CO-EDUCATIONAL UNIVERSITY IN THE STUDY) 
 
Objectives: The major objective of this class is to improve your reading skill, especially 
for so-called current English, so that you can read English materials independently of 
the teacher when you want to read them. To this end, we will read a variety of 
newspaper articles. We will also focus on developing vocabulary skill because it is an 
important predictor of good reading ability. Plans for this class are indicated below.  
 
Plans 

 Reading Vocabulary study 
 

Chapter 1 
Reading together 
> Students read the articles and 
complete the accompanying exercises at 
home.  
> Students (in pairs or groups) discuss 
their answers to the exercises in class. 
> Students read the articles together 
checking comprehension and answering 
the questions in the exercises. 

> Students complete vocabulary 
checklists in class. 
> Students engage in teacher-
prepared vocabulary exercises 
in class. 

 
Chapter 3 

> Students write vocabulary 
journal at home. 
> Each group or pair makes a 
group word list in class, based 
on the vocabulary journal made 
at home. 
> Both individual vocabulary 
journal and group word list are 
submitted to the teacher. 

 
Chapter 8 
 

Independent reading  
> Students read the articles and 
complete work sheets at home. 
> Students compare the answers in 
class.(1) 
> Work sheets are submitted to the 
teacher. 

> Students complete vocabulary 
checklists in class. 
> Students write vocabulary 
journal (on a vocabulary pre-
registration sheet) and submit it 
to the teacher. 
 

More newspaper 
articles  

Note. (1) We will not do this if we run out of time. Instead, the teacher will explain 
answers using a handout. 
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APPENDIX R 

TARGET VOCABULARY THAT PARTICIPANTS SELECTED FROM THEIR 
READING MATERIAL FOR THEIR GROUP  

 
Short Story Reading Class  
 
Item 

Frequency 
(groups) 

Correct  
(2 points) 

Partially correct 
(1 point) 

acorn 7 どんぐり  
ain't 4 am not, are not, have not, has 

not  
 

awkwardly 6 ぎこちなく, びくびくして 決まり悪そうに 
beam (v) 1 にっこり笑う  
blink 8 まばたきする、ぱちくりする  
breathless (pause) 2 息を殺した 息切れした 
cave 2 洞窟  
cheerfully 2 快活に、朗らかに、楽しそう

に 
 

clear one's throat 4 咳払いをする  
consult 8 ～を調べる、見る、確認する 相談する 
crane (v) 7 首を伸ばす  
daintily 3 優美に、かわいらしく  
defiantly 3 挑戦的に、傲然と、反抗的に  
desperately 1 絶望的に  
disengage oneself 
from… 

9 離れる 開放する 

duck (one's head) 7 引っ込める、かわす かがめる 
farewell  8 別れの挨拶、さようなら、挨

拶 
挨拶をする 

fill in for… 2 ～の代わりをする  
firmly 1 しっかりと、硬く  
fold(ed) 2 折る 組む 
folk 2 村人、人、人間、若者  
formally 1 正式に  
gasp 1 あえぐ  
get on 1 うまくいく  
get through 
（with） 

2 し終わる  

get up there 1 しっかりやれ  
good fellow 2 よくやった、でかした、いい

子だ 
いい同輩 

good-humoredly 5 愛想よく、きげんよく  
gotta infinitive 2 have got to, have to  
gravely 6 重々しく、厳粛に  
grin 8 にたっと、にこっと笑う  
hastily 6 急いで、すぐに  
heavy 1 実りが多い、たくさん  
hold one’s breath 1 息を止める  
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household 1 世帯、家族  
humorlessly 5 無愛想に、かしこまって  
hush (n) 6 沈黙 だまれ、静かに 
let …through 1 ～を通す  
make it 5 成功する、間に合う  
nod 2 うなずく 会釈をする 
official １ 役人、執行官  
pause 5 沈黙、静寂、休止、一瞬 途切れた 
petulantly 9 いらいらして、すねて  
precisely 9 きっちりと、正確に、ちょう

ど 
 

(a) slip of 1 1枚の～、紙片  

regretfully 
6 残念ながら、悔しそうに、が

っかりして 
後悔して 

row 3 列  
run through 1 通り抜ける  
(a) saying 1 言い伝え  
snatch 1 もぎ取る、奪いとる  
snort (v) 1 鼻であしらう、怒って言う、

ののしる 
鼻がなる、怒り狂う 

soberly 10 まじめに しらふの 
sport (n) 1 潔い人  
stare (down) at 2 見つめる、見下ろす  
steadily 6 落ち着いて、しっかりと だんだん、着実に、

着々と 
stew(ed) 5 煮る  
stir (vi) 4 動く 揺り動かす 
stoutly 6 きっぱりと、自信ありげに  
take one’s breadth 1 息を呑む  
take one’s time 1 急ぐ必要はない  
tap  on 4 たたく  
throat 2 のど  
(chick)weed 8 ハコベ、雑草  
willingly 1 喜んで  
 
 
News English Reading Class 
 
Item 

Frequency 
(groups) 

Correct  
(2 points) 

Partially correct 
(1 point) 

achievement 9 業績 達成、完遂 
aging (n) 9 加齢  
aka 5 別名  
appropriate 14 適切な  
automatic 1 自動的  
a bit of … 3 ちょっとした  
business card 1 名刺   
catalogue (v) 6 部門別に分ける カタログ 
category 2 部門  
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champ 1 大将、～王  
claim 2 ～と主張する、言い張る ～を奪う 
Co. 3 company  
come up with… 5 ～を思いつく  
consolation 18 慰め  
consume 6 食べる 消費する 
continuing 1 継続的  
countryman 8 同国人、同胞  
creation 1 発明品、創作 創造、創立 
creativity 1 創造性、クリエティビティ  
critic 10 批評家  
crucial 14 決定的、重要な 命にかかわる 
decade 1 10 年  
decade-long 1 10 年に及ぶ  
decline 1 減少する 断る 
declining （adj.) 1 減少する  
deserve 14 ～の価値がある  
device 7 装置 工夫、計画 
disappoint 1 がっかりさせる  
duration 1 持続、期間  
earlier 1 早期の  
encourage 1 促す  
entirely 9 まったく  
equipment 7 装備、機器 備えること 
fear (v) 1 ～を恐れる  
fellow 7 仲間（の）  
flexible 12 柔軟な  
function  1 機能  
general health 3 健康全体  
gravity 10 重力、引力 重大さ 
harmony 1 和、調和  
honor (v) 12 栄誉を授ける 誇りに思う、誇り 
hormone 2 ホルモン  
ignoble 1 不名誉な  
insight  12 見識、識見、洞察  
intake 10 摂取  
invent  1 発明する  
invention 1 発明  
inventor 1 発明者、発明家  
lack 2 欠如、不足  
laud (v) 15 賞賛する  
lead to (noun) 4 ～に至る  
learn to (infinitive) 3 ～するようになる  
life span 3 寿命  
maintain 5 維持する 扶養する 
marvelous 9 すばらしい  
nutrition 20 栄養、栄養学 栄養物 
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painstakingly 18 苦労して  
patent (n) (v) 16 特許(をとる）  
perspective 18 見方、視点  
pigeon 3 ハト  
president 2 社長  
previous 4 前の、以前の  
production 3 生成、生産  
promote 4 ～を促進する  
recognition 10 認識されること、認識  
refer to … as … 3 ～と呼ぶ  
repel 17 追い払う 拒絶する、不快にする 
research on… 1 研究  
reveal 7 明らかにする、示す 漏らす 
reverse 2 反対の  
secret 1 秘訣  
seemingly 12 ～のように見える うわべは、みせかは 
snare (v) 16 巧みに得る わなにかける 
span 1 期間  
species 2 種  
speculate 14 思いをめぐらす、推測する 投機する、 
spray 1 スプレイ  
statue 1 像、彫像  
that is 1 すなわち  
the media 1 マスコミ  
then (adj.) 4 当時の  
thereby 14 それによって それに関して 
tiny 2 小さい  
tolerate 18 我慢する、許す  
(a, this) train of … 6 一連の、連続、つながり  
triple (v) 6 3 倍になる  
triumph 18 勝ち取ること、成功、勝利  
ultimately  9 結局、最後には  
walk away with… 5 （賞）をさらう  
winner  2 獲得者  
 
 
Grammar and Basic Reading Class 
 
Item 

Frequency 
(groups) 

Correct  
(2 points) 

Partially correct 
(1 point) 

a number of  1 いくつか、たくさん  
acceptable 9 受け入れられる 好ましい 
add 1 付け加える  
admit 6 認める 許す 
advantageous 11 有利な、都合のいい  
afterwards 2 あとで  
apologize 3 謝罪する  
apology 10 謝罪、詫び   
approach (n) 8 方法、やり方  
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arrest 3 逮捕する  
attention 1 注意  
attitude 2 姿勢、態度  
automobile 3 自動車  
be at fault 13 責任のある 誤って 
beat (v) 6 打ち負かす  
blow down 3 吹き飛ばす  
board (v) 15 ～に乗りこむ  

bother (n) 17 厄介者 
困らせること、迷惑、

面倒 
bow (v) 13 お辞儀をする  
break down (vi) 1 割れる  
certain 1 ある  
cheer 1 元気づける  
chill (v) 2 ぞっとさせる 冷やす 
commit 12 犯す 委ねる、与える、 
confident 13 確信する  自信がある   
contrition 15 悔恨、後悔、反省  
crime 4 犯罪、罪  
croissant 1 クロワッサン  
dairy product  2 乳製品  
deal with… 5 交際する、付き合う、扱う  
defense (n) 13 弁護、いいわけ 守り、防衛、防御 
doubtful 2 疑わしい  
effective 4 効果的、有効  
explanatory 15 説明的、弁明的  
extremely 5 極端に 極端な、過激 
floss 2 フロス、 楊枝  
fountain pen  2 万年筆  
gamble 1 賭け事に費やす  
generally 4 一般的に  
gratitude 16 感謝  
hand down 3 継承する  
hide  1 隠す  
hire (v) 6 雇う  
honorable  17 名誉のある  
in place of … 5 ～の代わりに  
in the act of … 1 ～の最中に  
in the world  1 一体全体  
indeed  17 確かに、実際  
indicate 11 ～を示す、表す  
innocent 10 無実の 無垢な 
insist 3 主張する 断言する 
instead of … 3 ～の代わりに  
introduce  1 紹介する  
light  1 軽い  
manner 4 方法、やり方  
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matter (n) 3 こと  
may well  1 ～しても仕方ない  
negligence 18 不注意、過失、失敗 無関心、無視 
oak 3 オーク材(の木)、樫 オーク 
of one's own 
accord 

18 勝手に、ひとりでに、自然に  

off base  6 見当違いの、的外れな  
on purpose 11 わざと  
perform 2 実施する  
pity 2 残念なこと  
place (v) 1 置く  
pottery 9 陶器、磁器 器 
practical 13 役に立つ 実践的、実用的 
proposal 1 提案 意見 
punishment  15 罰  
recently 1 最近  
rechargeable 2 充電式の、充電池  
recognize 2 認める 悟る 
regret 4 後悔する  
report (v) 5 報告する  
retire 1 退職する、引退する  
silly 1 愚かな  
simply 1 ただ  
situation 1 状況  
sort 1 種類  
spend …on … 1 費やす  
station 2 署、交番、警察  
steal 1 盗む  
sword 3 刀  
sympathize with  2 同情する  
take up… 2 始める  
thoroughly 9 徹底的 厳格に 
thrive 8 育つ、栄える  
victim 4 犠牲者  
way (adv.) 6 はるかに  
 
 
Newspaper Reading 

Item Frequency 
(groups) 

Correct  
(2 points) 

Partially correct  
(1 point) 

advertise 1 宣伝する  
advertisement 1 宣伝  
advertising (n)  1 宣伝  
aim at 2 ～を標的とする  
analyst 4 評論家、分析者  
annually 8 毎年、年一度 一年（の） 
AP 1 Associated Press 

ＡＰ通信 
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as well 1 ～もまた  
athlete 3 スポーツ選手  
average 1 平均（の）  
be poised to 
(infinitive) 

10 ～する気配のある、 
～しそうである 

落ち着きのある 

be set to (infinitive) 3 ～と予想されている  
billion 1 10億  
blanket …with… 7 ～を～で包む、覆う  
(marketing) blitz 10 猛攻撃  
brand-owned 1 直営店の  
campaign 1 キャンペーン、宣伝活動  
capture 5 ～を捕らえる  
care about 1 ～を気にする  
consultant 3 コンサルタント、顧問  
consumer 1 消費者  
(consumer)-driven 6 消費者中心の  
coordinate 5 ～を調整する  
covet 8 ～を熱望する  
decade 
 (for decades) 

4 10年 
（何年も） 

 

declare 6 宣言する  
decline 2 断る  
despite 3 ～にもかかわらず  
domestic 3 国内の  
earnings 1 収益、稼ぎ  
emerging 8 新興(国)の  
executive 6 重役  
facility 7 施設 能力、便利さ 
first quarter 3 第一四半期 4分の1 
a fraction of  13 わずかな～  
ｆront  
(Eastern front) 

8 活動の地域、地区、戦地、前線 前 

gain (n) (v) 3 得る、増加する、利益  
great China 1 大中国  
hand out… 3 ～を配る  
head (v) 1 ～（の）長  
hit 1 ～に達する  
identify with… 3 ～に共感する  
Inc. 3 株式会社  
in addition to … 1 ～に加えて  
income 2 収入  
innovative 6 革新的な  
intensify 7 激しくなる  
intensity 12 激しさ 集中させる 
jump 1 (急に)上がる  
local 1 地元の  
long-term work 1 長期計画  
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luxury 6 贅沢、贅沢な  
inroad  
(make inroads) 

12 進出（する）  

middle class 1 中流, 中産階級  
were once… 1 昔は～だった  
outfit (vt) 12 ～を供給する  
payoff  11 支払い、報酬、給料 支払う 
precede 2 先行する  
preceding 1 先行する、先行の  
premium 8 高級な、一流の  
have a presence  6 出店する  
(the) public 4 大衆、人々  
race 1 競争  
re-craft 5 作り直す  
reported 1 報道された  
restraint 12 束縛  
retail 11 小売  
revenue 7 歳入  
sea-change 7 変貌、大変化  
sentiment 9 心情、意見  
shape up (vi) 10 形をとる  
spur (n) (v) 11 拍車（をかける）  
struggle with… 5 ～と戦う  
surname 3 苗字  
tangible 10 目に見える、具体的な  
tournament 1 トーナメント  
tremendous 13 巨大な  
unlike 1 ～とは異なって  
urban 4 都会の  
wants 3 欲求、欲望  
Note.  Frequency means how many groups selected a word as their group target word.  
 
 


