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ABSTRACT 

This study was an investigation of the relationships among willingness to 

communicate, two motivational variables (intrinsic goal orientation and self-efficacy), 

three self-regulated learning strategies (metacognitive during-task self-regulation 

strategies, effort regulation strategies and peer learning strategies), and measures of 

English speaking and listening proficiency. The study primarily drew on the concept of 

self-regulation derived from educational psychology. A sample of 279 English majors 

studying at a private university in eastern Japan participated in this study. Data from a 

Japanese version of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) and 

scores of an in-house proficiency test designed to measure speaking and listening skills 

were collected. Factor analysis and Rasch analysis were conducted to develop a reliable 

shortened Japanese version of the MSLQ. 

Multiple one-way ANOVAs indicated that students with higher speaking and 

listening abilities as measured by an in-house proficiency test, tended to use more 

metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies and effort regulation strategies 

compared with those with intermediate and lower speaking and listening proficiency. 

There were no statistically significant differences in peer learning strategies for 

speaking and peer learning strategies for listening. 

Finally, structural equation modeling was used to test hypothesized speaking 

and listening models of the relationships among willingness to communicate, intrinsic 

goal orientation, self-efficacy, metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies, 

effort regulation strategies, peer learning strategies, and English speaking and listening 
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proficiency. Modified models indicated that intrinsic goal orientation and self-efficacy 

influenced effort regulation strategies, which in turn predicted peer Learning strategies 

and metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies. It was also found that peer 

learning strategies influenced metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies. 

Finally, metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies as well as willingness to 

communicate predicted speaking skills, but listening skills were only predicted by 

metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies. Thus, the results illuminated the 

complex interrelationships among willingness to communicate, self-efficacy, intrinsic 

goal orientation, effort regulation strategies, and metacognitive during-task self-

regulation strategies in predicting speaking and listening skills. 

Follow-up interviews with a focus group of students revealed that classroom 

teaching was mainly focused on speaking tasks that required proactive learning 

behaviors and effort and that listening tasks occupied only part of the class and that 

usually comprehension of main points served their purposes. The information helps 

explain why the speaking model had stronger interrelationships among willingness to 

communicate, motivational variables, self-regulation strategies, and the proficiency 

variable. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Study 

Research on individual differences has been a promising area in the field of 

second language acquisition (SLA), with the potential of yielding useful pedagogical 

implications (Dörnyei, 2005). In fact, research to date (e.g., Dörnyei & Skehan, 2003; 

Sawyer & Ranta, 2001) has indicated that individual differences are significant 

predictors of success with multiple correlations with language learning at .50 or above. 

Individual differences cover a wide range of constructs including the effects of age, 

learning styles, strategies, motivation, learners’ beliefs, working memory, intelligence, 

and personality variables (Dörnyei, 2005; Ellis, 1994; Sawyer & Ranta, 2001). 

It is commonly accepted that persons learning a second language or foreign 

language differ greatly both in their rates of progress and their final level of 

achievement. Despite the potential importance of these traits, second language 

acquisition research into the sources of individual differences ―has lagged far behind 

research seeking universal principles‖ (Sawyer & Ranta, 2001) in part because of 

methodological flaws, difficulties identifying key variables, and problems measuring L2 

learning outcomes (Lightbown & Spada, 1993; Sawyer & Ranta, 2001). 

However, the research that has been conducted to date investigating the 

characteristics of good language learners has yielded pedagogically noteworthy 

implications. Good language learners tend to have acquired more strategies than less 
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effective learners and they use them more effectively (Dörnyei, 2005; Nisbet & 

Shucksmith, 1986). In addition, they are able to employ appropriate strategies flexibly 

in response to specific learning tasks (Chamot, Uhl, Kupper, & Impink-Hernandez, 

1988). Successful learners are actively involved in group oral tasks and functional 

practice (Huang & Van Naersson, 1985), view language as a means of communication 

and interaction (Naiman, Fröhlich Stern, & Todesco, 1978), attend to both linguistic 

form and meaning, practice and monitor their performance (Rubin, 1975), are likely to 

display pragmatic transfer from their native language to a foreign language (Cohen, 

1998), are willing to take risks in communication (Rubin, 1975), are highly motivated to 

accomplish goals, have confidence in accomplishing their goals, have positive beliefs 

about language learning, and reflect on their learning (Williams & Burden, 2005). 

Longitudinal studies of good language learners have confirmed that successful learners 

are self-motivated, have clear goals, and use effective strategies in response to specific 

situational and task demands (Ellis, 1994). These learners also have high degrees of 

self-efficacy, they prefer autonomous approaches to learning, and they use emotion 

control techniques (Naiman et al., 1978), which help them to persevere when faced with 

challenging tasks. They also effectively draw on resources available in their 

environment, such as teachers, peers, and dictionaries. In addition, good language 

learners can talk about their learning because they are aware of the learning process and 

they often possess good metacognitive knowledge (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). 

The above findings indicate that successful adult foreign language learners have 

both declarative and procedural knowledge. The former refers to ―information that 
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consists of consciously known facts, concepts or ideas that can be stored as 

propositions‖ (Richards, Platt, & Platt, 1992, p. 97). For instance, many good foreign 

language learners can describe the functions and usages of a variety of verb tenses. In 

contrast, procedural knowledge is ―knowledge concerning things we know how to do 

but which are not consciously known, such as how to speak German‖ (Richards, Platt, 

& Platt, 1992, p. 97). It is often claimed that procedural knowledge, which is gradually 

acquired through communicative language use, is the goal of foreign language learning. 

Procedural knowledge often involves a high degree of automatization, a skill that is best 

exemplified by native speakers of a language and that successful foreign language 

learners also display to an impressive degree (Kawai, 2008; Takeuchi, 2003). 

In foreign language learning, learning strategies have been often reported as 

influencing proficiency development or classroom achievement (e.g., Wakamoto, 2009), 

although the results sometimes conflict, in part because of unclear definitions of 

learning strategies. In fact, many educators believe that the effective use of a variety of 

learning strategies distinguishes highly skilled learners from their less highly skilled 

counterparts (Brown, Bransford, Ferrara, & Campione, 1983). Therefore a wealth of 

studies regarding strategy use has been conducted and lists of strategies have been 

compiled by a number of researchers. For example, Cohen (1998) concluded that 

strategy use is an important factor in developing foreign language proficiency based on 

his studies indicating that highly skilled learners used various strategies that were 

appropriate to their learning contexts, while Oxford (1990) developed the Strategy 
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Inventory for Language Learning (SILL, see Appendix A) and concluded that the good 

language learners in her study used many of the learning strategies listed on the SILL. 

In addition to Cohen and Oxford, a large number of proponents of strategy use 

has linked learning strategy use and second/foreign language development and proposed 

that strategy teaching be incorporated in foreign language teaching curricula (e.g., 

Grenfell & Harris, 1999; Macaro, 2001, 2006). As part of this effort, O’Malley and 

Chamot (1990) categorized learning strategies into three main types, metacognitive 

strategies, cognitive strategies, and social strategies, which together enable learners to 

become more autonomous. Oxford proposed a more complex categorization in the SILL, 

which is made up of five components: memory strategies, cognitive strategies, 

compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social 

strategies (See Appendix A for an example of each type of strategy). 

Among the strategy types listed by O’Malley and Chamot (1990), and Oxford 

(1990), strategies have been reported to be related to successful language learning fairly 

consistently (e.g., Goh, 1997, 2008; Lam, 2009; Vandergrift, 2003). While learning 

strategies, and especially metacognitive strategies are worth investigating further, some 

L2 researchers have shifted their focus to more overarching constructs such as 

metacognition and autonomy (or independent learning) because of vague definitions of 

learning strategies. Metacognition is a process in which people control their learning 

throughout the whole learning process, including setting learning goals, selecting and 

executing appropriate strategies, completing their learning, and reflecting on their 

learning outcomes. Metacognition is closely related to autonomy, as the use of 
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metacognitive strategies and autonomy both rely on the presence of motivation. It can 

be hypothesized that metacognition and motivation adequately drive and guide students’ 

pursuit of learning goals. 

Successful L2 learning also requires volition, which is defined as the general 

capability of making a conscious decision in a foreign language learning (Oxford & 

Schramm, 2007). However, because this definition is also somewhat vague, some 

researchers have adopted the concept of self-regulation in L2 learning as a more 

promising predictor of language learning. Social cognitive theory describes self-

regulation as ―an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their 

learning and then attempt to monitor, regulate, and control their cognition, motivation, 

and behavior, guided and constructed by their goals and contextual features in the 

environment‖ (Pintrich 2000, p. 453). Thus self-regulation is similar to metacognition 

or autonomy, but includes clearer volitional control strategies. Volitional control 

strategies have holistic and narrowly defined operationalizations in the self-regulation 

literature (Oxford & Lee, 2008): (a) strategies for controlling all stages of learning, such 

as metacognitive control strategies, emotion control strategies, motivation control 

strategies, and environment control strategies (Corno, 1993; Corno, & Mandinach, 

1983; Pintrich, 1999a), and (b) strategies for maintaining learning in the face of 

challenges such as temptations and distractions. Thus, self-regulation is worth further 

investigation as a predictor of language learning (Dörnyei, 2005; M. Sawyer, personal 

communication, February 21, 2007). 
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Research findings by educational psychologists show that self-regulation is one 

of the most important predictors of academic success (Pintrich, 2000; Zimmerman, 

2000) and that focusing on self-regulation instead of learning strategies should produce 

more promising and insightful findings in the field of foreign language learning 

(Dörnyei, 2005). Good self-regulators are ―self-initiators‖ (Purdie, Hattie, & Douglas, 

1996, p. 87) who have the ability to select learning methods or strategies useful for the 

achievement of the specific learning goals they have set autonomously and to evaluate 

their learning behaviors. Self-regulated learning strategies include goal-setting and 

planning, self-evaluation, information seeking, environmental structuring, and 

reviewing (Corno, 1986; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2008; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 

1986). 

In addition to applying self-regulation to L2 learning and investigating the 

interrelationships among motivational traits, self-regulation strategies, and the 

development of speaking and listening skills, it is also pedagogically valuable to 

investigate willingness to communicate (WTC), which is hypothesized to have causal 

relationships with perceived L2 communication confidence and L2 proficiency. The 

inclusion of WTC makes the results of the current study more valuable to researchers 

and practicing teachers, especially those researching and teaching in the communicative 

language teaching framework. 
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Statement of the Problems 

The first problem addressed in this study concerns the fact that no currently 

available questionnaire measures the relationships among motivation, willingness to 

communicate, self-regulation strategies, and the development of second language skills. 

The SILL has been widely used by strategy researchers, but it includes behavioral items 

describing specific strategies that are believed to positively influence foreign language 

acquisition. Because the frequency of their use is assessed using a scale that ranges 

from never to always (Tseng, Dörnyei, & Schmitt, 2006), it is not possible to ―assume a 

linear relationship between the individual item scores and the total scales scores‖ 

(Dörnyei, 2005, pp. 181-182). For example, learners can be good social strategy users 

even when they score low on some of the social strategy categories. As a result, data 

derived from the SILL arguably lack the psychometric properties suitable for use in 

quantitative studies. In fact, it has been pointed out that respondents choose many of the 

strategies presented in the SILL (M. Sawyer, personal communication, February 21, 

2007) as effective strategies whether they actually use them or not. Another frequently 

used questionnaire, the Language Strategy Use Inventory and Index (LSUII) (Cohen & 

Chi, 2002, See Appendix B), allows students to self-check their study habits and 

instructors to monitor their students’ learning. However, the LSUII is not appropriate 

for research purposes because the questionnaire includes items that merely describe 

behaviors that are purported to bring about good learning outcomes and does not have 

the required psychometric properties for adequate measurement. 



  

8 

The second problem concerns the lack of investigations into the influence of 

self-regulation on language learning. Although the importance of learning strategy use 

in foreign language learning emerging from the profiles of successful learners is 

undeniable; it provides only snapshots of students’ learning behaviors. In fact, the 

research findings discussed in the Introduction differed to some degree depending on 

the participants and research methods employed. In addition, many of the studies 

suffered from methodological shortcomings. Because research on L2 learning strategies 

has not yielded consistent results due to a lack of unambiguous common definitions, it 

is worth using self-regulation, an overarching concept encompassing various definitions 

of strategies, to investigate how self-regulation strategies affect the acquisition of 

foreign language speaking and listening skills. 

The third problem relates to the further exploration of the interrelationships 

among two motivational traits (intrinsic goal orientation and self-efficacy), three self-

regulation strategies (metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies, effort 

regulation strategies, and peer learning strategies), and willingness to communicate. 

These relationships are not well-established in second language learning. In educational 

psychology, self-efficacy is a prerequisite for effective self-regulated learning and 

therefore academic achievement. However, this relationship has not been empirically 

substantiated by L2 researchers despite the fact that many language teachers intuitively 

support it based on their learning and teaching experience. On the other hand, L2 

research shows that L2 learning motivation affects L2 proficiency (listening, grammar, 

and reading) (Yashima, 2002), which generates L2 communication confidence, a 
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construct that is similar to self-efficacy, in speaking and listening, which then promotes 

willingness to communicate. Self-efficacy also plausibly influences willingness to 

communicate, but this relationship has not yet been established. 

The fourth problem concerns how questionnaire data have been analyzed in the 

learning strategy studies conducted to date. Until recently, factor analyses have been 

mainly used in order to develop questionnaire items, and correlation and regression 

analyses used for exploring the relationships among dependent variables and 

independent variables. However, these statistical techniques are not free from 

measurement problems. Factor analysis, which is based on correlations among raw 

scores derived from ordinal Likert scales, is an inherently unstable analytical technique, 

and analyses of these ordinal scores can inaccurately distinguish the constructs 

measured by a questionnaire (Schumacker & Linacre, 1996; Smith, 1996; Waugh & 

Chapman, 2005; Wright, 1996). In addition, correlational and regression analyses do 

not explicate the cause and effect relationships between variables; they simply indicate 

the strength of the relatedness of the variables (Green & Salkind, 2005). 

 

The Purposes of the Study 

The first purpose of the present study is to create a valid and reliable Japanese 

version of the MSLQ (the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire) combined 

with a scale representing willingness to communicate. The Japanese MSLQ is designed 

to measure three self-regulation strategies (i.e., metacognitive during-task self-

regulation strategies, effort regulation strategies, and peer learning strategies), three 
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motivational constructs (i.e., intrinsic goal orientation, and self-efficacy for learning and 

performance), and willingness to communicate in the classroom English learning 

context. The questionnaire will be validated in part using the Rasch rating scale model. 

The second purpose is to clarify what types of self-regulation strategies (i.e., 

metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies, effort regulation strategies, and 

peer learning strategies) enable the Japanese participants to achieve higher speaking and 

listening proficiency. Metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies, effort 

regulation strategies, and peer learning strategies are hypothesized to promote the 

acquisition of speaking and listening skills. 

The third purpose of the present study is to examine the relationships among two 

motivational variables (i.e., intrinsic goal orientation and self-efficacy), willingness to 

communicate, three types of self-regulation strategies (i.e., metacognitive during-task 

self-regulation strategies, effort regulation strategies, and peer learning strategies), and 

listening and speaking proficiency. Among these variables, it has been demonstrated 

that greater L2 WTC increases L2 use, which in turn can lead to improved L2 speaking 

proficiency (Hashimoto, 2002). In addition, other relationships such as that between 

willingness to communicate (WTC), self-regulation strategies, and motivational 

variables are also examined. 
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Significance of the Study 

The present study can contribute to our understanding of new profiles of 

successful language learning in classroom contexts in theoretical, methodological, and 

practical ways. 

A valid and reliable version of the Japanese MSLQ offers useful information to 

researchers, practicing teachers, and students. For instance, the instrument can help 

researchers clarify similarities and differences between foreign language learning and 

studying other subjects, help teachers and students better understand effective and 

ineffective learning behaviors and offer both parties information regarding how learning 

behavior can be improved. 

Second, this study is one of the first attempts to use self-regulation in the field of 

foreign language learning and to investigate how a number of self-regulation strategies 

are related to better listening and speaking skills. Currently in Japan, a large number of 

university students, despite the availability of good learning resources, do not improve 

their listening and speaking skills to any great degree; the results of this study might 

shed light on pedagogical approaches that can help them manage their learning more 

effectively and thereby improve their listening and speaking proficiency. 

More important, in terms of theory development, this study can be informative 

in two ways: First, the interrelationships between both self-regulation strategies and 

motivational variables and learning outcomes in foreign language learning are tested. 

Second, this study is unique in the sense that willingness to communicate, a concept 

derived from the work of McCroskey and his associates (McCroskey, 1992; McCroskey 
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& Richmond, 1987, 1990) is added as an independent variable predicting oral/aural 

proficiency. Yashima’s (2002) study with Japanese undergraduate students using WTC 

as a dependent variable did not include speaking scores. If the convergence works, a 

new theoretical framework underpinning foreign language acquisition will have 

empirical support. 

 

Theoretical Perspective 

This study draws on the social cognitive view of self-regulation (Pintrich, 1989, 

1991; Zimmerman, 2000). According to social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977), 

humans have a self-management mechanism that leads them to proactively control their 

cognition, motivation, and behaviors. These types of control help them regulate and 

evaluate their behavior in response to their environment. Therefore, this theory 

postulates that the use of learning strategies and motivation are specific to the learning 

environment, and that good self-regulators can effectively control and regulate their 

cognition, motivation, and behavior until their goal has been achieved. 

In terms of motivation, this study is also based on expectancy-value theory, 

which posits that value, expectancy, and affect are three important motivational 

components variables in learning. The value component includes intrinsic and extrinsic 

goal orientations and task value, the expectancy component concerns control of one’s 

beliefs and self-efficacy, and the affective component relates to test anxiety. These three 

motivational components lead learners to choose tasks that are perceived as being more 

valuable than others, engage in tasks more actively and deeply, and persist in learning in 
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the face of distractions or difficulties (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich & Roeser, 

1994). 

In addition to social cognitive theory, the study partly relies on the volitional 

view of self-regulation deriving from volitional theory, which distinguishes self-

regulation from metacognition via volitional control. Learners need to exercise will 

power (i.e., volition) to put metacognitive abilities into practice. Because will power 

underlies self-regulated learning, metacognitive knowledge alone cannot bring about 

successful learning (Corno, 2001; Kuhl & Goschke, 1994; Zimmerman, 2001, M. 

Sawyer, personal communication, February 21, 2007). 

This volitional view of self-regulation is also important as some theorists and 

researchers that advocate a social cognitive view of self-regulation have proposed. For 

example, although Pintrich (2004) did not initially consider motivation and affect to be 

under volitional control, in his conceptual framework for self-regulated learning in 

college classrooms, ―strategies that are often labeled as volitional control strategies are 

included‖ (p. 395). Thus, volitional control strategies constitute an important part of 

self-regulation along with that of cognition, and they are manifested as effort regulation 

strategies in the MSLQ. 

The fourth theory underlying this study is self-determination theory (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985). This theory suggests that the use of several types of self-regulation is 

related to intrinsic motivation and several types of extrinsic motivation with different 

degrees of self-determination on a continuum: integrated regulation (the most self-

determined): identified regulation, introjected regulation, external regulation, and 
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amotivation (no self-determination) (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002). Compared with 

intrinsic motivation, the four types of extrinsic motivation are less self-determined and 

therefore self-regulated to varying degrees; integrated regulation is the most self-

regulated among the four, and external regulation, the least. Thus, the degree to which 

regulation is internalized is a key factor in learner motivation. 

Finally, this study also partly draws on the heuristic model of variables 

influencing WTC (MacIntyre, Clément, Dörnyei & Noels, 1998) and Yashima’s (2002) 

willingness to communicate model, which indicate that L2 proficiency influences 

perceived L2 communication competence, which in turn predicts L2 willingness to 

communicate. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

The first audience for this study is secondary school and university English 

teachers who teach students lacking motivation and effective strategies for learning 

English. The study potentially sheds light on how the three self-regulated learning 

strategies (i.e., during-task metacognitive self-regulation strategies, effort regulation 

strategies, and peer learning strategies) and two motivational variables (i.e., intrinsic 

goal orientation and self-efficacy) affect students’ foreign language learning. Among 

these variables, self-efficacy has not been explored often by foreign language learning 

researchers, although it has been demonstrated to have a direct and profound impact on 

learning outcomes in many subjects. If the causal relationship between self-efficacy, 



  

15 

self-regulation strategies, and listening and speaking skill improvement is demonstrated, 

it will provide valuable information to teachers. 

The second audience for this study is foreign language researchers. The results 

of this study will shed light on learners’ pathway to the development of English 

proficiency, through the specification of the roles that various types of self-regulation 

strategies, motivational factors, and willingness to communicate play in the 

development of listening and speaking skills. In addition, the results address the debate 

concerning the causal relationship between self-efficacy and academic achievement in 

foreign language classrooms, and provide a different perspective to the mixed findings 

of learning strategy use research. The results will also shed light on a construct 

relatively new to the field of second language acquisition, self-regulation. 

 

Delimitations 

The first delimitation of this study concerns the proficiency levels of the 

participants as measured by the Kanda English Proficiency Test (KEPT). The 

participants do not represent average Japanese university students, as they are relatively 

highly motivated English majors with intermediate to upper intermediate level English 

proficiency. This suggests that the results can only be generalized to lower English 

proficiency and less motivated learners at high schools and other universities with 

caution. Further replication of these integrated models in other target populations, such 

as Oral Communication courses for non-English majors and high school students will 
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provide further support for the usefulness of the shortened Japanese version of the 

MSLQ. 

In addition, because the participants are homogeneous in terms of their native 

language (Japanese) and culture, it is unclear how well the results can be generalized to 

English language learners who are speakers of other native languages and who grew up 

in a different culture; here again it would be prudent to exercise caution. 

A further delimitation concerns the generalizability of the questionnaire items 

developed and the models tested in the present study. The items were developed for 

secondary school and tertiary level English classes in Japan where the instruction is 

delivered in English and in which a version of communicative language teaching is 

applied to varying degrees. Therefore, extending the results of this study to high school 

and tertiary populations who are taught differently is not warranted. In particular, it is 

advisable that the questionnaire should not be used with students in Reading and 

Writing classes, or in classes where the instruction is mainly given in Japanese and in 

which pair or group work is not used. 

 

The Organization of the Study 

Chapter 2, The Review of the Literature, is divided into five main sections: 

foreign language learning strategy studies, theories of self-regulation, studies of self-

regulation, studies conducted in the field of educational psychology, and the similarities 

and differences between self-regulation, metacognition, and autonomy. The chapter 

ends with a statement of the research purposes and research questions. Chapter 3, the 
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Methods Chapter, provides a description of the participants, instrumentation, procedures, 

and analyses used in this study. Chapter 4, Preliminary Analyses, shows how the 

instruments used in this study were developed and validated. Chapter 5, Results, 

provides answers to the research questions and in Chapter 6, Discussion, the results are 

further explored by drawing on the underlying theory used in this study and by 

comparing them with previous empirical findings. In Chapter 7, Conclusion, the major 

findings are summarized, the limitations of the study are described, and suggestions for 

future research are made. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

In this chapter, I briefly review two important variables emerging from the good 

language learner studies, strategy use and autonomy. I also explain how this study is 

focused on self-regulated learning strategy use rather than learning strategy use. 

Subsequently, I review models of self-regulation, focusing primarily on Zimmerman’s 

(1998, 2000, 2002) model and Pintrich’s (2000, Pintrich & Zusho, 2002) model of self-

regulation, both of which are based on social cognitive views and self-determination 

theory. I then explain how motivational variables, especially intrinsic goal orientation 

and self-efficacy, affect self-regulated learning strategy use, which in turn influences 

academic performance. I then describe the relevance of WTC as a possible dependent 

and independent variable of English proficiency. The chapter ends with a brief listing of 

the purposes of the study and the research questions. 

 

Strategy Use 

Several important characteristics of good foreign language learners promote 

successful language learning. Two of these characteristics that are closely related to 

each other are effective learning strategy use and autonomy. Researchers unanimously 

agree on the importance of learning strategies for effective foreign language learning, 

and it is often assumed that good language learners use various learning strategies 

appropriately depending on the context. 
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However, defining strategies has presented a problem to researchers, and the 

definitions that have been proposed have differed from researcher to researcher 

(Dörnyei, 2005, 2006, Ellis, 1994; Wenden, 1991). In fact, the controversy over the 

definitions of strategies has been going on for approximately 30 years, and it has not yet 

been resolved (Dörnyei, 2005; Griffiths 2008). Oxford (1990) viewed learning 

strategies as ―specific actions taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more 

enjoyable, more self-directed, more effective, and more transferable to new situations‖ 

(p. 8). In contrast, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) defined strategies from a cognitive 

psychological viewpoint by drawing on information processing theory. They defined 

learning strategies as special thoughts and actions that learners employ to understand, 

learn, and retain new information, and they stated that strategies involve both 

declarative knowledge (i.e., the learner can explain why and how to use a specific 

strategy) and procedural knowledge (i.e., the learner can employ a specific strategy 

appropriately in a given situation). Cohen defined learning strategies as ―learning 

processes which are consciously selected by the learner‖ (1998, p. 4), emphasizing the 

choice or consciousness of actions. Sawyer (2006, personal communication) elucidated 

the core concept of learning strategies underlying several definitions, and summarized 

them as ―goal-oriented actions,‖ a definition that is congruent with Williams and 

Burden’s view that ―strategies are purposeful and goal-oriented‖ (2005, p. 145), and 

Cohen’s (2003) view implying that strategic behavior is goal-oriented, purposeful 

activity. 
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Based on their different viewpoints, researchers have produced various 

taxonomies of strategies. Nisbet and Shucksmith (1986) proposed six types of 

strategies: asking questions, planning, monitoring, checking, revising, and self-testing. 

Rubin (1987) categorized strategies as learning strategies, which include cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies (referring to conscious decisions about how to use cognitive 

strategies), communication strategies, and social strategies. Oxford (1990) developed a 

taxonomy made up of six categories: memory strategies, cognitive strategies, 

compensation strategies, metacognitive strategies, affective strategies, and social 

strategies (See Appendix A for sample items for each strategy). In her view, interactions 

with other people constitute an important element of language learning because the goal 

of much foreign language learning and teaching is to develop communicative 

competence. 

Based on these categories, Oxford developed a strategy survey instrument, the 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL). Although the SILL has been used in 

many studies, it has also been criticized as a research instrument. Although the 

reliability of the instrument is high, the six independent subcategories test similar 

constructs; thus, the participants responding to the SILL tend to endorse many of the 

items that represent strategies highly. For this reason, they naturally yield high 

reliability indices (Robson & Midorikawa, 2001). In addition, the results of the factor 

analysis Robson and Midorikawa conducted did not replicate Oxford’s six strategy 

categories. It appears that the taxonomies do not relate to a theory, but are largely based 

on her intuition. There is no clear boundary between memory strategies and cognitive 
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strategies, compensation strategies can be labeled as communication strategies, and 

many of the affective strategies and social strategies can be viewed as self-regulation 

strategies. Finally, of more importance, the items on the SILL are ―behavioural items‖ 

(e.g., ―Asking for clarification or verification‖ and ―Asking for correction‖) and 

therefore ―the scales employed in the SILL are not cumulative and computing the mean 

scale is not justifiable psychometrically‖ (Dörnyei, 2005, pp. 181-182; Tseng, Dörnyei, 

& Schmitt, 2006, p. 83). In other words, the items on the SILL constitute useful 

strategies that learners can employ, but getting a high score as a result of summing up 

the number of the strategies for each category that a learner uses does not guarantee that 

the learner is an effective learner because good language learners do not necessarily use 

a large number of strategies; they use strategies appropriately according to the learning 

situation and task (Dörnyei, 2005; Yamamori, Isoda, Hiromori, & Oxford, 2003). 

Researchers have identified strategies for learning the four skills as well as 

grammar and vocabulary (e.g., see O'Malley, Chamot, and Küpper (1989), Ross and 

Rost (1991), and Ozeki (2000) for listening strategies, and Moir and Nation (2002) and 

Nation (2001) for vocabulary learning strategies). Based on the results of previous 

studies (e.g., Rost & Ross, 1991; Rost, 2005; Vandergrift, 1997, 2003) and O’Malley 

and Chamot’s categorization of strategies (1990), White (2008) summarized the 

strategies successful listeners use into three categories: cognitive strategies, 

metacognitive strategies, and socio-affective strategies. For the economy of space, 

strategies only relevant to the present study are presented here. 
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1. Cognitive strategies 

 

2. Metacognitive strategies 

• focusing attention, concentrating and clearing the mind before listening; 

• applying an advance organizer before listening; 

• going in with a plan; 

• getting used to speed and finding ways of coping with it; 

• being aware when they are losing attention and refocusing concentration; 

• deciding what the main purpose of listening is; 

• checking how well they have understood; 

• taking notes; 

• paying attention to the main points; 

• identifying listening problems and planning how to improve them. 

 

3. Socio-affective strategies 

• asking for clarification; 

• checking that they have got the right idea; 

• providing themselves with opportunity for listening; 

• motivating themselves to listen; 

• lowering anxiety about listening; 

• providing a personal response to the information or ideas presented in the piece of 

listening; 

• empathizing with the speaker and trying to understand the reason for a particular 

message. 

 

(White, 2008, pp. 213-214) 

 
Regarding speaking strategies, Weaver, Alcaya, Lybeck, and Mougel (1998) 

developed a list of strategies that help improve speaking. The list is made up of three 

types of strategies: strategies learners can employ before they speak, while they are 

speaking, and after they speak. Again, for the economy of space, only strategies 

relevant to the present study are presented here. 

1. Before You Speak: Prepare and Plan 

• Identify the goal and purpose of the task: what is it you are to learn/demonstrate in 

this exercise? 

• Ask for clarification of the task if you are unsure of its goal, purpose, or how you are 

to do it. 

• Activate background knowledge; what do you already know about this situation/task? 
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• Relate the task to a similar situation; make associations. 

• Predict what is going to happen. 

• Plan your responses and contributions. 

• Cooperate in all areas if it is a group task. 

• Encourage yourself to speak out, even though you might make some mistakes. 

 

2. While You Are Speaking: Feeling in Control 

• Concentrate on the task, do not let what is going on around you distract you. 

• Use your prepared materials (when allowed). 

• Ask for clarification, help, or verification. 

• Delay speaking. It's OK to take time to think out your response. 

• Don’t give up. Don't let your mistakes stop you. If you talk yourself into a corner or 

become frustrated, back up, ask for time, and start over in another direction. 

• Think in the target language. 

• Encourage yourself (use positive self-talk). 

 

Be involved in the conversation 

• Direct your thoughts away from the surrounding context and concentrate on the 

conversation. 

• Listen to your conversation partner. Often you will be able to use the structure or 

vocabulary they use in your own response. 

• Cooperate to negotiate meaning and to complete the task. 

• Anticipate what the other person is going to say based on what has been said so far. 

• Empathize with your partner. Try to be supportive and helpful. 

• Take reasonable risks. Don't guess wildly, but use your good judgment to go ahead 

and speak when it is appropriate, rather than keeping silent for fear of making a 

mistake. 

 

Monitor your performance 

• Monitor your speech by paying attention to your vocabulary, grammar, and 

pronunciation while speaking. 

• Activate your new vocabulary. Try not to rely only on familiar words. 

• Imitate the way native speakers talk. 

• Compensate by using strategies such as circumlocution, synonyms, guessing which 

word to use, getting help, using cognates, making up words, using gestures. 

• Adjust or approximate your message. If you can't communicate the complexity of 

your idea, communicate it simply. 

 

3. After You Speak 

Evaluate your performance 

• Reward yourself with positive self-talk for completing the task. 

• Evaluate how well the activity was accomplished. 

• Identify the problem areas. 

• Share with peers and instructors (ask for and give feedback, share learning strategies). 
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• Be aware of others’ thoughts and feelings. 

 

Plan for future tasks 

• Plan for how you will improve for the next time. 

• Look up vocabulary and grammar forms you had difficulty remembering. 

• Ask for help or correction. 

• Work with proficient users of the target language. 

 

In addition, and more relevant to Japanese adult learners of English, the results 

of a study conducted by Takeuchi (2003) are suggestive of effective strategies that help 

improve speaking skills. He interviewed 18 ―expert‖ English speakers whose mother 

tongue is Japanese, and reported commonly reported strategies. They include strategies 

pertinent to the present study such as memorizing formulaic expressions, listening 

practice using dictation, reading aloud practice, employing intensive and continuous 

self-study, seeking opportunities to speak English with native speakers of the language, 

talking to themselves in English, and practicing conversations with peers. 

However, given the inconsistency in the definitions of learning strategies, 

Dörnyei (2005) suggested that future researchers should focus on self-regulation 

strategies, as they encompass the whole learning process from goal setting to the 

completion of the learning task, and because definitions of self-regulation, which are 

discussed below, are better established in educational psychology and more consistent 

than the definitions of learning strategies. In fact, in the educational psychology 

research community, the clearly defined concept of self-regulation replaced the notion 

of learning strategies in the 1990s (Dörnyei, 2006). In the field of second language 

acquisition as well, Rubin (2001), who stressed the importance of and developed a 

taxonomy of learning strategies, has recently advocated the concept of learner self-
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management in place of learning strategies (2001). The concept of learner self-

management includes knowledge and procedures, or, in Dörnyei’s terms, the ability to 

employ metacognitive strategic procedures, such as those for planning, monitoring, and 

evaluating, and the ability to utilize useful knowledge and beliefs, such as knowledge of 

tasks, the learners themselves, and strategies. Thus, the knowledge of learning strategies 

has become only a part of strategic learning behaviors. Rubin (2008) also stated that 

there is increasing evidence that management of learning is crucial to success. In 

addition, Oxford and Lee az(2008) has moved toward to the use of self-regulation 

because she now believes that what matters is not so much the frequency of strategy use 

as the volition to maintain learning while using strategies effectively. 

 

Autonomy 

The second important characteristic that has emerged from the studies of good 

language learners is autonomy. In the foreign language learning literature, autonomy is 

the condition in which ―learners…assume a maximum amount of responsibility for 

what they learn and how they learn‖ (Richards & Schmidt, 2002, p. 44). Little (1991, p. 

4) described autonomy in greater detail. 

Essentially autonomy is a capacity–for detachment, critical reflection, decision-

making, and independent action. It presupposes, but also entails, that the learner 

will develop a particular kind of psychological reaction to the process and 

content of learning. The capacity for autonomy will be displayed both in the way 

the learner learns and in the way he or she transfers what has been learned to 

wider contexts. 
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Littlewood (1996) also described autonomy as a capacity, but in his view, it is 

composed of two elements, ability and willingness, the latter of which is based on the 

motivation and the confidence to take responsibility for making decisions in learning. 

This view provided a new perspective to the conceptualization of autonomy by 

explicating motivation and confidence as important components. 

More recently, Benson redefined autonomy as ―the capacity to take control of 

one’s own learning‖ (2001, p. 47) because ―control‖ is more easily investigated than 

―responsibility.‖ His model of autonomy postulates that learners exercise three types of 

control that are interdependent: learning behaviors (i.e., language management), 

psychology of learning (i.e., cognitive processes), and learning situations (i.e., learning 

content). The first two types of control are also important components in self-regulation, 

but the last type differs from self-regulation in that it is not assumed that learners select 

the learning content in self-regulation. 

For autonomy to occur, an autonomous language learner must be ―one who is 

equipped with the appropriate skills and strategies to learn a language in a self-directed 

way‖ (Williams & Burden, 2005, p. 147). In other words, the knowledge and use of 

strategies is a necessary precondition for learners to be autonomous. 

 

Autonomy and Self-Determination Theory 

Autonomy is one of the main concepts emphasized in self-determination theory 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000), which posits that autonomy, competence, 

and relatedness are innate needs that humans want to satisfy, and that they help people 



  

27 

to be more self-determined (Dörnyei, 2001, p. 51). Deci and Ryan (1985) postulated 

that due to their fundamental need for a sense of competence, humans strive for 

challenging activities in order to experience optimal stimulation and they find those 

activities intrinsically motivating. They also argued that it is only when humans feel 

competent and self-determined that intrinsic motivation is maintained (Eccles & 

Wigfield, 2002). People can be proactive and regulate their behavior by controlling 

social and environmental factors or they can be reactive and controlled by external 

factors (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

Self-determination theory states that intrinsic motivation and different degrees of 

extrinsic motivation influence the degree of self-determination, which in turn affects 

self-regulation. For example, intrinsically motivated learners are willing to complete a 

given task because it is interesting or for the sense of achievement they feel, while 

extrinsically motivated learners engage in the task to obtain a reward or because they 

will be punished if they do not do the task. Several levels of extrinsic motivation are 

hypothesized to exist between intrinsic motivation and amotivation. Therefore, several 

types of regulation based on different degrees of extrinsic motivation exist: integrated 

regulation, identified regulation, introjected regulation, and external regulation. The 

more internalized these four types of extrinsic motivation are, the closer they are to 

intrinsic motivation and the more they enable learners to be autonomous. In practical 

terms, if classroom teachers encourage learners to take responsibility for their learning, 

offer them options to choose from, and allow them to become involved in the decision-

making process, the students’ sense of self-determination should be enhanced (Deci, 
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Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991). In educational psychology, it is generally assumed 

that fostering autonomy is a vital aspect of successful learning because it encourages the 

use of effective learning strategies and greater self-regulation and it provides both the 

impetus and opportunity for learners to become more actively involved in learning 

tasks; therefore, promoting learner autonomy is one of the most effective ways to 

motivate language learners (Dörnyei, 2001). 

Noels, Pelletier, Clément and Vallerand (2000) and Noel, Clément and Pelletier 

(2001) related the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation variables advocated in self-

determination theory to L2 learning motivation, and found that these variables could be 

applied to L2 learning and that identified regulation and intrinsic motivation were most 

strongly correlated. 

 

Autonomy and Self-Regulation 

As seen from the above discussion, autonomy and self-regulation are similar. 

Self-regulation, viewed from the social cognitive perspective, is learners’ proactive or 

reactive process of regulating their course of learning cognitively, motivationally, and 

behaviorally. Autonomy is, as indicated in Little’s definitions, a capacity that learners 

develop or possess that permits them to take responsibility for what they learn and how 

they learn. 

However, autonomy and self-regulation also differ in several ways. First, self-

regulation involves several phases: forethought, performance or volitional control, and 

self-reflection (Zimmerman, 1989, 2000, 2002). Autonomy is also ―multidimensional‖ 
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and although various behaviors can indicate the presence of autonomy, researchers 

―have provided little evidence to indicate that autonomy consists of a particular 

combination of behaviours‖ (Benson, 2001, p. 51). 

The second difference concerns a measurement problem regarding autonomy. 

Holec (1988) made the point that having autonomy does not necessarily guarantee that 

the learner is autonomous. Holec stated that: 

…the autonomous learner is not automatically obliged to self-direct his learning 

either totally or even partially. The learner will make use of his ability to do this 

only if he so wishes and if he is permitted to do so by the material, social and 

psychological constraints to which he is subjected. (p. 8) 

 

The above claim indicates that the use of direct observation is vital in research 

on autonomy, as opposed to relying on indirect measures of autonomy as provided by a 

questionnaire. 

However, Littlewood (1996) proposed a new perspective on autonomy. In his 

conceptualization, autonomy is a capacity that includes ability and willingness, and 

willingness requires both motivation and confidence if learners are to take responsibility 

for making choices (1996, p. 428). Interpreting Littlewood’s perspective, Benson 

postulated that willingness and ability are interdependent because in general the more 

ability learners have, the more confident they are, and the more confident they are, the 

more ability. Littlewood’s revision of the concept of autonomy is an improvement on 

Holec’s conceptualization, and as a result, it has become more similar to the construct 

of self-regulation, which relies on motivation and self-efficacy. 
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The third difference is that in Benson’s definition of autonomy the choice of 

learning content is one of the primary areas that learners control, whereas this is not the 

case where self-regulation is concerned because when self-regulated learning is 

discussed in classroom contexts, the tasks are usually provided by the teacher or the 

course materials. 

The last difference concerns the teachability of self-regulation and autonomy. 

Whereas teachers or peers can demonstrate or teach self-regulation strategies to learners, 

they can only foster autonomy among learners. Learners can engage in distinctly 

different behaviors when they become autonomous and therefore there are no clearly 

fixed set of behaviors learners employ (Benson, 2001). 

In sum, autonomy is similar to self-regulation, but it differs in at least four 

respects. However, this does not mean that one concept is superior to the other. It 

appears that each of these two concepts were formulated, adopted, and applied as an 

important factor in different fields, and especially in educational psychology. In fact, 

Benson (2001), although emphasizing the importance of autonomy in language learning, 

argued that self-regulation should ―be explored fully in the literature on autonomy in 

language learning‖ (p. 42). 

However, a primary concern for researchers is whether autonomy and self-

regulation can be measured validly using a questionnaire. As discussed above, self-

regulation appears to be more easily measured by a questionnaire because the definition 

is better operationalized with a set of behaviors composing it, whereas there is little 

reason to define autonomy as being composed of any particular combination of 
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behaviors (Benson, 2001). Therefore, for the investigation of learner autonomy, the 

observation of student behaviors is crucial, and administering a questionnaire does not 

serve a useful purpose (J. Fanselow, personal communication, January 11,
, 
2009). On 

the other hand, measuring self-regulation strategy use with a valid and reliable 

questionnaire, the MSLQ (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia & McKeachie, 1991, see Appendix 

C), seems more fruitful for researchers conducting quantitative studies, although it is 

ideal to use other measures such as structured interviews and observations as well 

(Pintrich & De Groot, 1990, p. 38). The MSLQ, which is partly based on self-

determination theory, also measures motivational variables such as intrinsic goal 

orientation, extrinsic goal orientation, and self-efficacy, which are closely related to 

autonomy and self-regulation. 

 

Metacognition 

Metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive strategies, which learners use 

when they reflect on their learning, are considered the most important and powerful 

strategies (Goh, 1997; 2008; Lam, 2009; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, Vandergrift, 2003), 

in part because some form of metacognitive awareness is necessary for regulating 

learning (Williams & Burden, 2005, p. 155). The importance of metacognitive 

knowledge in learning was first espoused by Flavell (1987), who viewed metacognitive 

strategies as all the knowledge that individuals have about how they understand 

themselves as learners; this includes knowledge of their goals and needs. As such, it 

includes learners’ views of the effects of personality, language aptitude, and motivation 
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on language learning. Wenden (1999, 2001), building on Flavell’s conceptualization of 

metacognition, described three types of metacognitive knowledge: knowledge about the 

person, task, and strategies. Person knowledge involves learners’ beliefs about 

themselves as learners, including their learning styles, abilities, and knowledge. Task 

knowledge describes knowledge about task demands, task objectives, and task type. 

Finally, strategic knowledge refers to knowledge about language learning and 

knowledge of effective strategies for given situations. Summarized in more concrete 

terms, Williams and Burden (2005) defined metacognition as 

…an awareness of what one is doing and the strategies one is employing, as well 

as knowledge about the actual learning process. They also include an ability to 

consciously manage and regulate consciously learning strategies that are 

appropriate for particular situations. They involve an awareness of one’s own 

mental processes and the ability to reflect on how one learns… 

(p. 148) 

 

What is common among different researchers is the notion that metacognition 

describes the process in which learners monitor their involvement in a learning task and 

decide to utilize effective strategies in order to better cope with task demands and 

complete the task successfully, based on their previous learning experiences. O’Malley 

and Chamot (1990) identified and categorized seven metacognitive strategies learners 

use in L2 learning. 

1. Planning: Predicting the concept or content of an upcoming task and making a plan 

to complete it including the consideration of effective strategies for going about it; 

2. Directed attention: Deciding to focus their attention on a task before their 

engagement in it, disregarding unrelated things, and holding their attention; 
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3. Selective attention: Deciding on the important parts of the language that help them 

complete the task successfully before or during engagement in it; 

4. Self-management: Being aware of factors that encourage successful task completion, 

trying to create a good learning environment, and controlling their own learning 

behavior or performance in order to use previous knowledge; 

5. Self-monitoring: Examining, confirming, or modifying comprehension or 

performance during the engagement in the task; 

6. Problem identification: Identifying elements of the task that need to be modified, 

and factors that prevent successful task completion, and; 

7. Self-evaluation: Gauging learning outcomes or performance by a given criteria, 

whether their own or given by others, reflecting on strategy use and ability. 

 

Thus, if examined closely, metacognitive strategies overlap with many of the 

important strategies used in self-regulated learning. In fact, it would be more accurate to 

say that metacognitive self-regulation strategies are one type of self-regulated learning 

strategy. What should be noted here is that metacognition differs from self-regulation in 

that metacognition does not necessarily include or emphasize volitional or performance 

control and motivational control of self-regulation (Dörnyei, 2005). 

 

Self-Regulation 

Self-regulation is theoretically and conceptually similar to metacognition; 

therefore, the two constructs are difficult to distinguish from one another (Dörnyei, 
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2005). Social cognitive theorists such as Pintrich (2000) have described self-regulation 

as ―an active, constructive process whereby learners set goals for their learning and 

attempt to monitor, regulate, and control their cognition, motivation, behavior, guided 

and constructed by their goals and contextual features in the environment‖ (p. 453). 

This definition represents the common key characteristic of a number of self-regulation 

models, which is the regulation of cognition, motivation, and behavior. The relationship 

between self-regulation and motivation, first postulated by Pintrich (2000), is an 

important component of self-regulation. In Zimmerman’s (1989, 2000, 2002) social 

cognitive view, self-regulation describes ―self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actions 

that are planned and cyclically adapted to the attainment of personal goals‖ (2000, p. 

14) in learning. Self-regulation has ―a self-directed feedback loop during learning‖ that 

creates a cycle in which learners monitor and evaluate their choices of ―learning 

methods or strategies and respond to the feedback‖ (Zimmerman, 2000, p. 15). 

In addition, Zimmerman (1989) described self-regulated learning as ―the ability 

to be metacognitively, motivationally, and behaviorally active participants in the 

learning process‖ (p. 4). She described self-regulated learners as those who can use 

metacognitive strategies to ―plan, organize, self-instruct, self-monitor, and self-

evaluate‖ (1989, p. 4) while they are learning. They have the confidence and 

willingness to do a specific task, and they display behavioral characteristics such as 

environmental structuring, which is the ability to create and select an environment 

conducive to learning. 
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Although a number of models that are made up of different constructs have been 

proposed (Pintrich, 2000, 2002; Zimmerman, 1998, 2000, 2002), most social cognitive 

models postulate that by employing various cognitive and metacognitive strategies, 

learners regulate their learning, their motivation to use these strategies, and their 

cognition and effort (Pintrich, 1999b; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). In general, self-

regulated learning theories ―assume that (a) students can personally improve their 

ability to learn through the selective use of metacognitive and motivational strategies; 

(b) can proactively select, structure and even create advantageous learning 

environments, and; (c) can play a significant role in choosing the form and amount of 

instruction they need‖ (Dörnyei, 2005, p. 21). Thus, self-regulated learning is a 

promising area for research and pedagogical applications, as numerous studies (e.g., 

Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Yumusak, Sungur, & Cakiroglu, 2007) have shown that 

self-regulated learning generally leads learners to higher levels of academic 

achievement. 

 

Models of Self-Regulation 

Four models of self-regulated learning are presented below. The first two models, 

which were proposed by Zimmerman (1998, 2000, 2002) and Pintrich (2000; Pintrich & 

Zusho, 2002), are based on social cognitive theory. I then compare them with 

Gollwitzer’s (1996) model, which is based on volitional theory. Finally, I review 

Boekaerts’ (2005) volitional theory model, which was influenced by Kuhl’s (1987) 
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Action Control Theory and was proposed in order to compensate for a weakness in 

Gollwitzer’s model. 

 

Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000, 2002)Model of Self-Regulation 

Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000, 2002) model of self-regulation involves three 

processes of self-regulation: personal self-regulation, behavioral self-regulation, and 

environmental self-regulation, each of which is employed ―reactively‖ and 

―proactively‖ (Zimmerman, 2000, p. 21). Personal self-regulation includes monitoring 

and adjusting cognitive and affective states. Behavioral self-regulation comprises self-

observations and adjusting performance processes, while environmental self-regulation 

concerns observing and adjusting environment to yield intended outcomes (Zimmerman, 

1990). Zimmerman postulated that humans regulate their own behaviors by responding 

to their environment and mental states. What is noteworthy about this model is the three 

cyclical phases involved in the self-regulation process: forethought, volitional or 

performance control, and self-reflection (see Figure 1). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000, 2002) model of self-regulatory processes. 

Volitional or 

performative control 

Forethought Self-reflection 
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Forethought. 

Forethought, which is a thinking stage that occurs before action is taken, is the 

first stage of self-regulation in the learning process. This stage involves two important 

processes that must occur if a learning task is to be completed successfully: setting an 

appropriate learning goal and planning procedures and strategies (i.e., task analysis 

behaviors), including the amount of planning effort, time, and resources to be spent. 

Goals can come from several sources: the teacher, a textbook, or the learners. In fact, 

goal setting is one of the key concepts underlying the forethought stage, and therefore 

self-regulation, because it exerts profound influences on the selection of procedures and 

strategies to be employed. 

Affecting these two important processes in the forethought stage are self-

motivational belief variables such as self-efficacy, outcome expectations, intrinsic 

interest/value (i.e., valuing the task/skill for its own merits), and intrinsic (or learning) 

goal orientations (i.e., valuing the process of learning for its own merits). Researchers 

believe that they affect one another and affect goal setting, procedures, and strategy 

planning. 

 

Volitional or Performance Control. 

After setting a goal and formulating a plan for learning in the forethought stage, 

learners move to the volitional or performance control stage, which is the main stage 

where learning occurs. Learners regulate or maintain their concentration, attention, and 

motivation so that they can efficiently learn and attain the initially determined goal. For 
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this to occur, they usually need to be involved in two types of self-regulatory processes, 

self-control and self-observation. Self-control refers to the deployment of the strategies 

selected at the forethought phase (2002, p. 68), which are needed when concentrating on 

the task and optimizing effort. This includes key behaviors, such as attention focusing 

and self-instruction. Attention focusing means keeping concentration and attention on 

the task, even in the face of distractions (e.g., noise coming from outside the classroom) 

and competing goals (e.g., ―I want to watch TV although I know I have to study for the 

lesson tomorrow.‖). Self-instruction is a self-control strategies in which learners talk to 

themselves and lead themselves to their learning goal. Learners can also use imagery 

(i.e., utilizing images to enhance learning) and task-specific strategies. 

Self-observation refers to self-recording personal events and self-

experimentation to determine the cause of these events (2002, p. 68). One of the key 

behaviors is self-monitoring. Self-monitoring involves activities where learners notice 

and confirm their progress by monitoring specific aspects of one’s own performance. 

For instance, learners can check to see that they are using effective strategies, they are 

on a mastery path, and the originally planned strategies are working well. These 

processes interact with and support one another when learners are engaged in this 

volitional or performance control stage. 

 

Self-Reflection. 

Self-reflection, the next stage of self-regulation, occurs after learners engage in 

learning activities. There are two major classes of self-regulatory processes: self-
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judgments and self-reaction. A typical self-reflection process is self-evaluation, which 

involves learners comparing their performances against some standard, such as their 

prior performance or other learners’ performances (2002, p. 68). Another type of self-

reflection is causal attribution, which involves learners’ beliefs about the causes of their 

successful or unsuccessful outcomes. 

Self-reactions take several forms. One typical process is self-satisfaction and 

positive affect regarding successful performances. Increased self-satisfaction positively 

affects and improves motivation, whereas decreased self-satisfaction negatively affects 

and undermines further efforts to learn (2001, p. 68). Another type of self-reaction is 

adaptive or defensive responses. Learners resort to defensive reactions and avoid 

opportunities to learn in order to protect their self-images. Examples are non-

participation in class activities or dropping a course. On the other hand, they might 

resort to adaptive reactions and modify ineffective learning strategies to enhance their 

learning. 

Thus, self-evaluation, attributions, and self-reactions are closely related 

activities occurring at this stage, which involves learners in evaluating their learning 

outcomes by comparing them to their pre-determined goals and judging whether they 

have successfully completed the task while reflecting on the information gained from 

the self-monitoring process. If good self-regulators judge that their goals have been 

successfully achieved, they attribute the results to intrinsic causes such as ability and 

effort, and as a result, positive reactions are generated, whereas when the goals have not 

been reached, they attribute their failure to modifiable causes, such as ineffective 
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strategy use and a lack of effort, thus protecting themselves from negative self-

evaluation. The self-reflection stage is, therefore, important for self-regulated learning 

because it helps learners maintain a positive self-image and motivation for learning, 

which can affect future intrinsic and extrinsic goal orientation, strategy use, and task 

value. 

In Zimmerman’s model, these three stages of forethought, volitional or 

performance control, and self-reflection are cyclic; each affects the next stage by 

facilitating effective self-regulation and self-reflections learners made on their previous 

learning experience influence the subsequent forethought processes. Volition is 

emphasized and is congruent with the view advocated by theorists focusing on 

volitional aspects of self-regulation. In addition, unlike previous models, which treat 

motivation and self-regulation independently, the importance of motivation 

maintenance is emphasized. 

 

Pintrich’s (2000) and Pintrich and Zusho’s (2002) Model of Self-Regulation 

A conceptual framework for self-regulated learning in the college classroom 

proposed by Pintrich (2000) and Pintrich and Zusho (2002) is similar to Zimmerman’s 

(1998, 2000, 2002) model, but self-regulated learning processes are described in greater 

detail. Pintrich’s model originated from social cognitive theory and the self-

determination theory. He postulated that self-regulation strategies help learners interact 

with and make effective use of their environment, and that they therefore positively 

affect learning outcomes. Based on this belief, he developed a model of self-regulation 
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encompassing four phases (a) forethought, planning, and activation; (b) monitoring; (c) 

control, and; (d) reaction and reflection. Self-regulation occurs in each phase in four 

areas: cognition, motivation, and affect, behavior and context (see Table 1). 

 

Forethought, Planning, and Activation. 

In this phase, learners generate ideas about the whole learning process before 

initiating learning behaviors. The major cognitive activities are goal setting, planning 

strategy use, and activating prior knowledge relevant to the learning task and 

metacognitive knowledge. Metacognitive knowledge includes declarative knowledge 

(i.e., what strategies should be effectively utilized for the successful completion of the 

task) and procedural knowledge (i.e., how learners can effectively use them for the 

successful completion of the task). Motivation variables included in this phase are goal 

orientation, self-efficacy, task value, (intrinsic) interest, and judgments of task 

easiness/difficulty. Goal Orientation is made up of the intrinsic and extrinsic types of 

goals that learners set. Intrinsic goals concern goals such as ―I want to improve my 

listening skills so that I can communicate with native speakers more easily.‖ These 

goals can be identified with mastery goal orientations because the learners are genuinely 

interested in learning the target skills/content. On the other hand, extrinsic goal 

orientations are broad and include instrumental motivation (e.g., ―I will study English 

hard to get a good grade.‖) and performance goal orientations. Self-efficacy is the 

learners’ beliefs in their capabilities to accomplish the target task (e.g., ―I think I can do 

the task.‖), which is similar to self-confidence, but different in that self-confidence is 
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more general and broader (e.g., ―I can usually do a good job in an English class‖). Self-

efficacy beliefs are driving forces that lead people to implement and continue actions in 

order to attain pre-determined learning goals. Task value indicates whether students 

believe that a specific task is worth doing, which can depend on the perceived 

usefulness of the task for the improvement of skills and knowledge. (Intrinsic) interest 

concerns learners’ genuine interest in the task (e.g., ―I like this task‖). Finally, judgment 

of the ease or difficulty of the task concerns the learners’ assessment of task difficulty 

against a certain criterion, such as tasks they have engaged in before or their perceived 

competence to successfully complete a task; for this reason this type of judgment is 

related to self-efficacy. It can be postulated that all five variables (i.e., goal orientations, 

self-efficacy, task value, (intrinsic) interest, and judgments of the task easiness/ 

difficulty) are related to one another to varying degrees. 

The two most important behavioral self-regulatory activities that occur during 

this phase are time and effort planning and learning behavior observation planning 

(Pintrich & Zusho, 2002, p. 21). Time and effort planning occurs when learners plan 

learning activities to achieve the goals they set and when they consider how much time 

and energy to spend on various learning stages. Learning behavior observation planning 

concerns how learners control and regulate their learning behavior by using strategies. 
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Table 1. Phases and Areas for Self-Regulated Learning (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002) 

Areas for Self-Regulation 

Phases Cognition Motivation/Affect Behavior Context 

Forethought, 

planning,  

and activation 

Target goal setting 

Prior content knowledge 

activation 

Metacognitive knowledge 

activation 

 

Goal orientation adoption 

Efficacy judgments 

Ease of learning judgments, 

Perceptions of task difficulty 

Task value activation 

Interest activation 

 

Time and effort planning 

Planning for self-observations of 

behavior 

Perceptions of task 

Perceptions of context 

Monitoring 

 

Metacognitive awareness and 

monitoring of cognition, 

judgment of learning 

 

Awareness and monitoring of 

motivation and affect 

 

Awareness and monitoring of 

effort, time use, need for help 

Monitoring changing task and 

context conditions 

Control 

 

Selection and adaptation of 

cognitive strategies for learning, 

thinking 

 

Selection adaptation of strategies 

for managing motivation and 

affect 

Increase/decrease effort 

Persist, give up 

Help-seeking behavior 

Change or renegotiate task 

Change or leave context 

Reaction and  

Reflection 

Cognitive judgments 

Attributions 

 

Affective reactions 

Attributions 

Choice behavior Evaluation of task 

Evaluation of context 
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Contextual self-regulation can also occur in response to learners’ perceptions of 

the learning environment, such as the support they can receive from others and gradual 

increases in task demands. 

 

Monitoring. 

In the second phase, learners move on to monitoring their cognition, motivation, 

affect, behavior, and learning context. They also monitor their metacognition, on-going 

metacognitive judgments of learning (i.e., monitoring and confirming what they do and 

do not understand), and metacognitive awareness (i.e., what they know about the task; 

Schunk’s (2005) ―feeling of knowing‖). This differs from Zimmerman’s model of self-

monitoring, which involves activities where learners investigate and confirm their 

progress. Monitoring is also related to motivation, as monitoring involves perceptions 

of anxiety, self-efficacy, interest, the value attached to a specific learning task, and 

attributions. Self-regulatory behavioral processes that can be carried out are time and 

effort management and modifying behavior in reference to learning progress. 

Contextual self-regulation can involve observation and adjusting learning to changes in 

the task environment. 

Thus, in this phase, ―self-observation of behavior‖ and motivation in relation to 

the task, ―awareness and monitoring of effort, time use, need for help‖ and 

―metacognitive awareness and monitoring of cognition‖ occur (Pintrich & Zusho, 2002, 

p. 258). 
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Control. 

The third phase is the control phase. By using the information obtained from the 

monitoring phase, learners control their learning behavior in terms of cognition, 

motivation and affect, behavior, and context, in order to achieve successful learning 

outcomes. Learners engage in cognitive and metacognitive behaviors in order to 

improve their understanding of the content or the target skills. They judge the 

effectiveness of the strategies they have used and if some strategies are perceived as 

ineffective, they might change them. Motivational self-regulation is carried out in order 

to protect, maintain, or enhance efficacy. This can occur when learners encourage 

themselves and avoid situations that provoke negative emotions such as anxiety. 

Learners can also regulate their behaviors in order to be on a mastery path by making 

more effort, persisting, seeking help from reliable sources such as teachers, maintaining 

or creating a good learning environment, and decreasing whatever prevents their 

learning. Thus, in this third stage, it is important for learners to increase their effort, 

persist, engage in help-seeking behavior, and select and adapt cognitive strategies for 

learning and thinking. 

 

Reaction and Reflection. 

After learning activities have been completed in the control phase, learners can 

engage in reflection on and reaction to their learning outcomes by evaluating their 

achievement and making positive or negative attributions. For instance, successful 

outcomes might be attributed to positive resources such as competence, the selection of 
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effective strategies, and effort. However, if the results do not meet their expectations, 

they might attribute them to incompetence, the use of ineffective strategies, or a lack of 

effort. Reflection potentially exerts a strong impact on the regulation of motivation, 

behavior, and context. In terms of motivation, good self-regulated learners try to 

attribute their success to unmodifiable intrinsic factors, such as competence, in order to 

enhance their self-efficacy and motivation. Even when facing undesired outcomes, they 

act strategically and attribute them to extrinsic factors that are modifiable in order to 

protect their ego, motivation, and self-efficacy. Effective learners also reflect on and 

react to their learning behaviors while engaged in learning (e.g., ―Am I working hard?‖) 

and learning contexts (e.g., ―This task is easier than those I have done before.‖). Thus, 

in this final stage, learners respond to the final outcome and consider what that outcome 

can be attributed to. 

In the above model, these four phases are not necessarily linearly linked and 

they include processes in the four areas. It is worth noting that motivation is a factor in 

each phase of self-regulated learning (Schunk, 2005); thus, motivation plays an 

important role in self-regulation as well as in goal orientations. More important, Pintrich 

(1999a) argued that the volitional control is almost identical to self-regulation and it 

underlies self-regulation occurring in any of the four areas (i.e., cognition, motivation 

and affect, behavior, and context). This model is derived from Pintrich’s studies, which 

concerned the relationships among students’ motivational orientation, self-regulated 

learning, and academic achievement. Based on this model, Pintrich and his associates 
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(1993) developed the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) to 

investigate learning strategies and motivational beliefs. 

Thus, Zimmerman’s model (2002) and Pintrich’s model (2000, 2002) share a 

number of similarities; as both are based on social cognitive theory, they define self-

regulation as a goal-oriented mechanism that initiates task engagement at the 

forethought phase, proceeds on to the monitoring phase, then on to the control phase, 

and finally arrives at the reflection and reaction phase; the overarching purpose is for 

learners to regulate their learning behavior (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002, Puustinen & 

Pulkkinen, 2001). In addition, both models emphasize that motivation plays a 

significant role in regulating learning behavior so as to bring about academic 

achievement. This close link between motivation and self-regulated learning has been 

supported by empirical research. For example, Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie 

(1993) found that students’ motivational constructs and several cognitive and 

metacognitive self-regulation strategies were moderately correlated. 

However, there are also differences between these two models. As discussed 

above, whereas Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000, 2002) model is characterized by the self-

regulation system in which the three phases are cyclically linked, Pintrich’s (2000) and 

Pintrich and Zusho’s (2002) model includes the proposal that self-regulation occurs in 

four phases and learning is regulated in terms of cognition, motivation, affect, behavior, 

and context in each phase. 
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Self-Regulation Models Based on Volitional Views 

Different theoretical positions have been proposed to account for how and why 

learners select particular self-regulated processes or strategies. As discussed above, 

social cognitive theory posits that people are motivated by their expectations of the 

learning outcome and their degree of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) and that learners’ 

ability to self-regulate their learning is determined by personal processes, such as 

cognition and affect, environmental and behavioral events, and the interaction between 

the two (Zimmerman, 2001, p. 19). Volitional theorists acknowledge the importance of 

motivation, but they view the motivation for self-regulated learning differently from 

social cognitive theorists. 

Volitional views of self–regulation differ from the two models described above 

in terms of volitional control. Theorists who have adopted volitional views of self-

regulation have proposed that volitional control, or will power, is the core component of 

the self-regulatory process. Two definitions are used in the self-regulation literature: 

―(a) strategies for taking strong control of practically all phases of learning, such as 

cognition, motivation, and task, and (b) strategies that are purported to help learners 

continue learning in the face of difficulties‖ (Oxford & Lee, 2008). Volitional theorists 

adopted the latter definition. Kuhl and Kraska (1989) defined volition as ―the ability to 

maintain and enact an action tendency the organism is committed to despite the 

impulsive nature of competing action tendencies‖ (p. 344). Corno (1993) explicated 

volition in more concrete terms germane to learning; volition denotes both the strength 

of will required to successfully complete a task and the diligence of pursuit, or more 
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specifically, a ―dynamic system of psychological control processes that protect 

concentration and directed effort in the face of personal and/or environmental 

distractions, and so aid learning and performance‖ (1993, p. 16). She stated that 

motivational processes generate and promote decisions, whereas volitional processes 

help learners carry out those decisions and protect their learning from distractions (p. 

23). Once learners are motivated enough to initiate learning, volitional processes take 

over to sustain the learning process and help them avoid distractions from competing 

goals. This view is in line with Kuhl’s (1987) argument that motivational processes 

encourage learners to make the decision to initiate learning behavior, but that after 

learning is initiated, volitional processes take over if learners are to achieve successful 

outcomes. 

In line with these definitions, Heckhausen and Kuhl’s (1985) view of volition 

indicates that volition appears to underlie other self-regulation strategies, including 

metacognitive self-regulation and peer learning strategies; their view emphasizes a 

predisposition to use available resources to protect and maintain the original intentions 

(p. 153). Kuhl and Goschke (1994) elucidated several volitional control strategies that 

learners can adopt to persist in the face of distractions: (a) cognitive control strategies to 

stay engaged in learning and optimize decision-making processes by avoiding 

distractions, (b) emotional control strategies to minimize negative emotional states, such 

as anxiety; (c) motivational control strategies, which help maintain and enhance 

motivation for learning, and; (d) environmental control strategies, which help facilitate 

the creation of an environment conducive to learning. 
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Taken together, these conceptualizations indicate that volitional strategies play 

the most significant role in effective self-regulation, or rather volition is self-regulation 

itself. In fact, Corno (1993) went so far as to argue that volition is a broader concept 

than self-regulation; while as Zimmerman’s (2000) model and Pintrich and Zusho’s 

(2002) self-regulation model indicate, self-regulation models center around cognitive, 

motivational, behavioral, and environmental processes, volition includes other factors 

such as personality characteristics and aptitude (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Thus, as 

Corno (1993, 1994) suggested, it is natural that volitional processing underlies and 

facilitates effective action employed in academic achievement; it helps to protect and 

maintain learners’ intentions to accomplish their learning goals in the face of competing 

goals and other distractions. 

A wealth of anecdotal evidence indicates that in any academic subject, learners 

who can continue their learning and regulate their effort despite task difficulties or 

environmental distractions and temptations usually achieve successful learning 

outcomes. 

Two models proposed by volitional theorists of self-regulation that are germane 

to the present study are reviewed in the next section. 

 

The Rubicon Model of Self-Regulation 

This view of self-regulation based on volitional theory is depicted in the 

Rubicon Model of Self-Regulation (Figure 2 below), which Gollwitzer (1996) 

developed to capture the process of successful learning: 
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The Rubicon Model explains the four stages of learning that successful learners 

experience: Motivation (pre-decisional phase), Volition (pre-actional phase), Volition 

(actional phase), and Motivation (post-actional phase). In the pre-decisional phase, 

learners formulate wishes, a process that is followed by deliberating, which involves 

thinking about the wishes carefully. Then, learners make decisions about their 

objectives, hopes, and where to put effort. This phase can include the formulation of 

vague learning plans. After specific goals are set, the learners ―cross the Rubicon‖ and 

go on to Stage 2: Volition (pre- actional phrase), during which they have to make a 

commitment by firmly deciding 

 
Figure 2. The Rubicon model of action phases (Gollwitzer, 1996). 
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to accomplish the goal. This is followed by the formation of implementation intention, 

in which they further solidify their intention to take some action toward the goal. When 

the intention becomes strong enough, specific actions are formulated in the form of 

detailed plans. Following these steps, learners go on to Stage 3, Volition (actional 

phase). In this phase, goal-oriented actions that effectively help them achieve the goals 

are taken. Thus, in these two stages, volitional control is emphasized in the form of 

commitment, intention, and action. In Stage 4, Motivation (post-actional phrase), they 

have completed the learning. At the Realization point, which marks the termination of 

the action phase, learners have achieved their intended goals. However, this is not the 

end of the self-regulation process. The next important stage is Assessment (self-

reflection) in which the learners reflect on and assess the learning processes and 

strategies they have used. If they are successful, the learners’ sense of satisfaction might 

be increased; however, if they are unsuccessful, they might revise their strategies and 

experience negative feelings about the goal. It should be noted that in this model, 

motivation and volition are defined as separate constructs, and that while motivation is 

important for goal formulation at the initial stage of learning, volition leads learners to 

formulate the learning plan and goal, protects them from distractions and helps them 

maintain their learning so that they can achieve the initially set goal. 

However, this model is not free from problems. As Boekaerts and Corno (2005) 

explicated, it does not represent the processes of self-regulation in classroom learning 

particularly well because classroom learning is less linear than the model suggests and 

more complex when different goals interact and conflict with each other and change 
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over time (p. 202). In addition, the model implies that once learners have crossed the 

Rubicon, they do not revert to a previous stage; however, they can do so for a number 

of reasons, one of which is the influence of competing goals. Finally, this model 

describes successful self-regulated learners, and therefore does not explain the 

processes engaged in by unsuccessful learners. 

 

The Dual-Processing Self-Regulation Model 

Boekaerts and Corno (2005) presented Boekaerts’ dual processing self-

regulation model (see Figure 3) in order to explicate the processes of self-regulated 

learning in classroom situations. Working memory, in which representations of learning 

strategies, metacognitive strategies, beliefs, individual differences in learning styles, 

and memories of successful and unsuccessful learning experiences are stored, leads 

learners to appraise the task and/or learning context in terms of whether it is favorable, 

valuable, and supportive at the initial appraisal stage. When learners perceive the task or 

learning context as valuable, their attention is focused on the learning goals and they 

have a greater probability of adopting a mastery/growth path that leads to the mastery of 

specific skills or knowledge. On the other hand, if they think that the task is not worth 

doing, they do not like the teacher, or they feel debilitating anxiety, their attention will 

be focused on seeking emotionally positive experiences by moving to the well-being 

track, which is contrary to the mastery path. Thus, students choose between two 

potential goals. Learners on the mastery track tend to stay on that track provided that 
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they have developed refined volitional strategies. Those on the well-being track stay as 

they are if they do not develop volitional strategies. 

This model is unique because it implies that learners on the mastery path can get 

off track and go on to the well-being track when they anticipate negative results. This 

can be caused by the perception that a task is too difficult and out of their control. 

Moreover, individuals on the well-being track can change to the mastery track if they 

adopt effective volitional strategies, such as persistence and expending greater effort. 

Whichever path they are on, learners eventually evaluate their actions at the self-

assessment stage. Students on the mastery path look back on their learning processes 

and assess whether they have taken actions that contribute to the achievement of the 

intended goal of improved competence, while those on the well-being path assess 

whether they have engaged in behaviors that help them maintain a desired emotional 

state and protect their self-image. After completing this self-assessment stage, learners 

generally do not revert to the previous stage nor change course to a different goal. 

Finally, when learners on the mastery path have achieved their goal, they look 

back on their learning processes, confirm the usefulness of the metacognitive strategies 

that they used, and store the representations in working memory. If they do not succeed, 

they reflect on their learning processes and revise their metacognitive strategies. The 

same can be said of those on the well-being path with their goal of maintaining their 

self-image. As the authors claim, this model seems more realistic and better represents 

learners’ classroom behavior than the Rubicon Model of Self-Regulation. 
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Task /Context 

WM Self-concept
Competence

Appraisal

LI Affect

Mastery Path Well-being path

Self-Assessment

 

Figure 3. Dual processing self-regulation model (Boekaerts, 2005) 

 

Volitional control (i.e., effort regulation), self-efficacy, and metacognitive 

strategies are emphasized in this model, and all of these constructs are included in 

Pintrich’s model and the MSLQ. Thus, volitional strategies have been recognized as 

important in educational psychology, but they are rarely discussed in the language 

learning literature (Oxford & Lee, 2008) and there are still a limited number of studies 

conducted on volitional strategies (Corno, 2000, Oxford & Schramm, 2007; Rheinberg, 
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Vollmeyer, & Rollett, 2000), all of which indicate the necessity of volitional strategies 

that help maintain the learning when learners lose motivation and encounter problems. 

In fact, Rheinberg et al. indicated that volitional control strategies have to be 

continually utilized in order to maintain learning. 

 

Expectancy-Value Theory 

Pintrich’s self-regulation model was also partly derived from expectancy-value 

theory. Expectancy-value theory posits that human behaviors are combined results of 

their expectations of success and the value they attach to the success (Atkinson, 1958, 

Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Students with high achievement motivation look for 

challenges, are more likely to persist on learning, and are willing to take risks (Atkinson, 

1958). Expectancy-value theory posits that value, expectancy, and affect are three 

important motivational component variables in learning. The value component includes 

intrinsic and extrinsic goal orientations and task value, expectancy component concerns 

control of one’s beliefs and self-efficacy, and the affective component relates to test 

anxiety. These three motivational components lead learners to choose tasks that are 

perceived to be more valuable than others, engage in tasks more actively and deeply, 

and persist in the face of distractions or difficulties (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich, 

Roeser & De Groot, 1994). 

Based on this theory, Atkinson developed achievement motivation theory and 

the expectancy-value model (1964). This theory proposes that expectancy and success 

are generated from particular factors, such as learners’ self-efficacy, goal orientations, 
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and perceptions of themselves. In other words, the theory states that self-efficacy and 

goal orientations influence learning outcomes. These value and expectancy components 

lead to effort, persistence, and ultimately to academic achievement. 

In recent years researchers (e.g., Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) have refined the 

theory and have proposed a model of expectancy-value theory of achievement 

motivation, which explicates how goal orientations, subjective task values, and self-

efficacy predict academic achievement. Wigfield and Eccles’ (2001) model differs from 

Atkinson’s (1964) expectancy value model in a number of ways. One noteworthy 

difference is that in the new model, expectancies and values are hypothesized to be 

positively related to each other as opposed to Atkinson’ model that hypothesizes an 

inverse relationship between the two variables. In Wigfield and Eccles’ model (2001), 

task-specific beliefs (i.e., perceptions of competence or self-efficacy, those of the 

difficulty of tasks, and learners’ goals) are hypothesized to influence expectancies and 

values, which in turn are assumed to directly influence performance, persistence, and 

task choice. 

 

Motivational Variables Employed in the Motivated Strategies for 

Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) 

The original MSLQ (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991) is a self-

report instrument that is designed to measure five types of motivational components 

divided into three large categories: (a) intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal 

orientation, and task value, which are value components; (b) control beliefs and self-
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efficacy for learning and performance, which are considered expectancy components, 

and; (c) test anxiety, which is an affective component. Only those variables included in 

the present study are discussed below. 

 

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Goal Orientations 

The importance of goal orientations originates in the assumption that they lead 

to levels of motivation and dimensions of information processing that are valuable for 

facilitating achievement. As discussed above, the importance of intrinsic and extrinsic 

goal orientations is derived from self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), which 

postulates that intrinsic motivation and different degrees of extrinsic motivation, which 

form a continuum, influence the degree of self-determination, which in turn affects self-

regulation. Intrinsic motivation/orientation refers to a state in which learners are willing 

to learn a subject matter or target skills for a variety of reasons, such as a genuine 

interest in the content, a wish to improve knowledge or skills, or a desire to feel a sense 

of achievement. On the other hand, extrinsic motivation/orientation involves situations 

in which learners are driven to learn based on a reward external to the subject matter or 

target skills. 

Intrinsic motivation is important for learning. Self-determination theory, as 

advocated by Deci and Ryan (1985), hypothesizes that human beings naturally look for 

what evokes their interest and attempt to overcome the challenges they encounter, and 

that these drives promote a self-initiated or self-determined behavior. While solving 

problems, they experience a sense of satisfaction or pleasure and develop a sense of 
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competence or confidence in their abilities. Thus, intrinsic goal orientation is seen as 

being crucial for the development of competence and self-determination. 

In the field of education, Vallerand, Pelletier, Blais, Briere, Senecal, and 

Vallieres (1993) and Vallerand (1997) developed a taxonomy of three types of intrinsic 

motivation relevant to language learning: intrinsic motivation related to the desire to 

learn new ideas and to deepen knowledge (e.g., ―I want to learn English in order to 

understand how native speakers think and interact with each other.), intrinsic motivation 

based on the desire to complete a task or to attain a goal (e.g., ―I want to improve my 

English in order to communicate with native speakers naturally.‖), and intrinsic 

motivation generated by the desire to experience enjoyment, fun, and excitement (e.g., 

―I want to improve my listening skills to understand a movie in English because it is 

fun.‖). The first two types of intrinsic motivation are similar to or can be identified with 

a mastery goal orientation to different degrees, because learners with the first type are 

interested in gaining knowledge and those with the second type are genuinely interested 

in learning the target skills/content. Empirical studies show that intrinsic goal 

orientation is related to many types of academic outcomes, such as improved self-

efficacy and the use of self-regulatory strategies (Pintrich, 1999b; Pintrich, et. al., 1991). 

In the MSLQ, intrinsic goal orientation specifically concerns the extent to which 

learners perceive that they are engaging in a particular task for reasons such as 

challenge, curiosity, and mastery (Pintrich et al., 1991). Items that are designed to 

measure this construct include: ―In a class like this, I prefer course material that really 
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challenges me so I can learn new things‖ and ―The most satisfying thing for me in this 

course is trying to understand the content as thoroughly as possible.‖ 

Extrinsic motivation/goal orientation refers to the state in which learners are 

driven to learn based on instrumental goals, such as obtaining a reward, getting a good 

grade, or avoiding situations that are likely to threaten their ego. Several levels of 

extrinsic motivation are hypothesized to exist on a continuum between intrinsic 

motivation and amotivation. Therefore, several types of regulation based on different 

degrees of extrinsic motivation exist: integrated regulation, identified regulation, 

introjected regulation, and external regulation. The more internalized the last four types 

of extrinsic motivation are, the closer they are to intrinsic motivation and the more they 

enable learners to be autonomous and more self-determined. Integrated regulation is the 

highest degree of self-determination and external regulation the lowest level of self-

determination. Identified regulation occurs when learners learn for personally important 

reasons, such as learning the subject matter because it is important to their mental 

growth. Introjected regulation, which occurs when learners are driven to learn in 

reaction to some kind of pressure, such as avoiding a punishment, is similar to 

performance goal orientation. Finally, external regulation occurs in situations where 

people learn for external reasons, such as because of financial benefits they can obtain. 

In the MSLQ, extrinsic goal orientation, which complements intrinsic goal 

orientation, describes the degree to which learners perceive that they are engaging in a 

particular task for reasons such as ―grades, rewards, performance, evaluation by others, 

and competition‖ (Pintrich et al., 1991). Items designed to measure this construct are: 
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―Getting a good grade in this class is the most satisfying thing for me right now‖ and ―I 

want to do well in this class because it is important to show my ability to my family, 

friends, or others.‖ 

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations were developed in the field of education and 

educational psychology, but the application of the self-determination theoretical 

framework to second/foreign language learning has been a recent endeavor. Some 

researchers have indicated that intrinsic and extrinsic goal orientations are important 

predictors of English learning outcomes. For example, Hayashi (2005) conducted a 

study using self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) in order to investigate how 

Japanese learners’ motivation for learning English fluctuated from junior high school to 

the third-year of the university. Based on data gathered from 481 university students, 

those who maintained their motivation fairly well appeared to be intrinsically motivated 

and to display identified regulation or internalized external regulation. 

Noels, Pelletier, Clément and Vallerand (2000) conducted exploratory factor 

analyses and reliability analyses of the extrinsic motivation types (although integrated 

regulation was not included) hypothesized in self-determination theory. One of their 

research purposes was to investigate whether these extrinsic motivation subtypes 

formed valid and reliable scales useful in the investigation of L2 motivation. The 

participants were 159 English psychology class students studying at a Canadian 

university. The researchers found that the extrinsic motivation subtypes emerged as 

distinct factors and that self-determination theory was applicable to L2 learning, 

although they reported that identified regulation was more strongly correlated with the 
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criterion variables than intrinsic motivation. Based on the results, they concluded that 

the motivational constructs that have been identified in L1 settings might be applicable 

to L2 learning. 

In fact, several scholars have pointed out that integrative and instrumental 

motivations have definitional ambiguity, and therefore have produced inconsistent 

results (Noels et al., 2000). Some researchers have begun to seek alternative models to 

supplement these two types of motivation (Dörnyei, 2006; Irie, 2003; McClelland 2000, 

Yashima, 2000, 2002). Intrinsic and extrinsic model of L2 learning motivation is one 

such attempt (Dörnyei, 2006; Noels et al., 2000; Williams & Burden, 2005). However, 

in the current study, only intrinsic goal orientation was used due to the fact that it fairly 

consistently predicted self-regulation (Benson, 2000) and academic achievement 

(Benson, 2000; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2009; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2008; Noels et al., 

2000; Zimmerman, 2000). 

 

Self-Efficacy 

A famous American writer once said: ―Self-trust (or confidence) is one of the 

secrets of success.‖ It seems that many people agree with this: Life experience shows 

that confidence is a powerful factor that helps people cope with life’s many challenges, 

and this is especially true of learning at school. When engaged in a learning task, people 

encounter challenging situations because the essence of learning involves tackling tasks 

that are progressively more challenging. 
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Self-esteem, a notion similar to confidence, has been well established in 

educational psychology and investigated in terms of its relation to academic 

performance. Two types of self-esteem are global and situational self-esteem (Dörnyei, 

2005). Although psychologists initially believed that self-esteem was one of the most 

influential factors affecting academic achievement, studies examining the relationship 

yielded inconclusive or contradictory results. These results were explicitly demonstrated 

by Hansford and Hattie (1982). The researchers analyzed a number of studies and found 

that correlations between the two variables ranged from .96 to -.77. One of the reasons 

for these equivocal results could have been that the definition of self-esteem, especially 

that of global self-esteem, was too broad and did not match the tasks used in the 

measurement of academic achievement. As a result, many researchers lost interest in 

self-esteem (Dörnyei, 2005, 2006). 

Subsequent research was focused on self-beliefs such as confidence. In the 

1990’s, several educational psychologists brought students’ self-beliefs into sharp focus 

in a series of studies of academic motivation and achievement. Two types of self-beliefs 

have been the focus of research ever since, self-efficacy and self-concept beliefs 

(Pajares & Schunk, 2001). Self-efficacy refers to learners’ judgments about their 

abilities to successfully complete a specific task (Paulsen & Gentry, 1995; Schunk, 

1996; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992), while self-concept describes 

learners’ perceptions of themselves ―accompanied by an evaluative judgment of self-

worth‖ (Pajares & Schunk, 2001, p. 252). 
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These two types of self-beliefs were derived from Bandura’s social cognitive 

theory that individuals develop perceptions of their own capability of performing a task, 

and that these perceptions influence the pursuit of goals and the degree to which they 

exercise control over their environments. In this view, human beings are thought to be 

proactive and self-regulating instead of being reactive and controlled by the forces that 

are biologically and environmentally imposed on them (Bandura, 1986). In other words, 

these self-beliefs enable individuals to take control of their feelings, thoughts, and 

actions. 

In the field of educational psychology, self-efficacy and self-concept have been 

reported to positively correlate with academic learning outcomes in a number of studies. 

Of the two, the variable of interest in the present study is self-efficacy; it has been 

especially well documented as one of the powerful predictors of academic achievement 

in the educational psychology literature (e.g., Paulsen & Gentry, 1995; Pintrich et al., 

1991, 1993). 

One of the most noteworthy studies in this area is Multon, Brown, and Lent’s 

(1991) meta-analysis of research conducted between 1977 and 1988. They reported that 

learners’ self-efficacy beliefs are positively correlated with their academic performance 

(r = .38) and that they accounted for nearly 14% of its variance. If these results are 

accurate, self-efficacy beliefs are one of the strongest indicators of academic 

achievement. 

How self-efficacy beliefs affect learner performance has been explicated in 

research based on social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986; Pajares & Schunk, 2001; 
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Schunk, 1981; Schunk & Hanson, 1985). Self-efficacy beliefs influence the choices 

learners make about the tasks and actions they take; learners tend to choose tasks and 

actions that bring about success or that they feel confident about, while they tend to 

avoid those that are likely to yield unfavorable results or they are not confident about. In 

addition, self-efficacy beliefs determine how many resources (i.e., time and energy) 

learners devote to a specific task (Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Schunk & Hanson; 1985b; 

Schunk, Hanson, & Cox, 1987a). 

Interpreting Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory, Rothman, Baldwin, and 

Hertel (2004) explicated that self-efficacy beliefs are a crucial factor in determining 

whether learners initiate and then maintain changes in their behavior (p. 132). They 

argued that self-efficacy beliefs, or more specifically, a person’s confidence in their 

ability to act, enable learners to self-regulate their learning because these beliefs help 

them sustain effort and persevere when faced with difficulties (p. 132). Consequently, 

learners with high self-efficacy anticipate successful results, engage in difficult tasks, 

and maintain their commitment to learning, even in the face of potential failure. 

Another view of self-efficacy postulates that this self-regulating force derives from 

learners’ belief that difficult tasks are opportunities to learn and improve themselves, 

rather than threats to their self-concept. Therefore, it can be hypothesized that self-

efficacy beliefs exert strong effects on the learning outcomes that they have finally 

reached (Pajares & Schunk, 2001). 

Researchers, however, must be careful not to confound self-efficacy with self-

concept; self-efficacy refers to one’s confidence in performing a task, whereas self-
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concept concerns one’s views and feelings of oneself (Pajares & Schunk, 2001). In 

addition, self-efficacy beliefs are easily affected by perceptions of the task environment 

(Pajares & Schunk, 2001, p. 243). This implies that learners’ self-efficacy beliefs can 

change depending on the type of task they engage in. This variability requires 

researchers to measure the relationship between self-efficacy beliefs and academic 

achievement in a particular context, such as in classroom learning. In fact, research 

indicates that basic skills or course-based measures such as course grades are more 

sensitive to the effects of self-efficacy on academic learning outcomes than general 

standardized achievement measures (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991). This finding 

suggests that language learning studies should be conducted using classroom learning 

contexts and course grades or proficiency tests of specific skills as learning outcome 

measures. In the MSLQ, self-efficacy items measure two facets of expectancy: 

expectancy for success (e.g., Item 6 below) and self-efficacy (e.g. Item 15 below) 

(Pintrich et al., 1991): 

Item 6. I’m certain that I can understand the most difficult material presented in the 

readings for this course. 

Item 15. I’m confident I can understand the most complex material presented by the 

instructor in this course. 

 

 Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Motivation (Goal Orientation) 

It is well known that self-efficacy and intrinsic motivation are closely related; 

persons who possess a high degree of self-efficacy are also intrinsically interested in 
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going about a particular task. Self-efficacy beliefs are likely to induce learners to choose 

particular tasks that do not threaten their ego. Self-efficacy beliefs determine to what 

degrees learners devote their resources to a specific task (Pajares & Schunk, 2001; 

Schunk & Hanson; 1985b; Schunk, Hanson, & Cox, 1987). Based on Bandura’s (1986) 

social cognitive theory, Pajares and Schunk (2001) stated that confident learners engage 

in difficult tasks as challenges to be overcome and mastered instead of threats to be 

avoided. 

However, the reverse might hold true as well; persons who are intrinsically 

interested in a particular task are likely to devote time and energy to it and to 

successfully complete it, and as a result, they tend to enhance their self-efficacy. As 

discussed above, self-determination theory posits that human beings naturally seek what 

stimulates their interest and they feel inclined to solve the problems that interest entails. 

Successfully overcoming the difficulties they encounter results in enhanced self-

efficacy. Intrinsic goal orientation might be one source of self-efficacy. 

Research in the field of second language acquisition suggests that self-efficacy 

and intrinsic goal orientations can apply to L2 learning and that they are closely related. 

Wu (2003) investigated the effects of environmental variables (i.e., instructional support, 

and moderately challenging tasks) on L2 learning with 235 young Chinese learners of 

English within the self-determination theoretical framework. The results indicated that 

there were several ways to effectively develop students’ perceived competence as well 

as autonomy, which in turn significantly enhanced their intrinsic motivation. 
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Likewise, in the self-determination framework, Noels’ (2010) investigated a 

hypothesized model explicating the relationships among autonomy, relatedness, 

competence, intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic orientation, and motivational intensity. 

The participants were 146 English-speaking university students registered in French 

language courses (Age ranging from 17 to 43 years old, with 72.9% female). She 

collected the data three times (Time 1: at the beginning, Time 2: in the middle, and 

Time 3: at the end) in one semester using a web-based questionnaire and analyzed the 

data using cross-lagged panel analysis. The results showed that intrinsic goal orientation 

and perceived competence became more highly correlated as time passed (Time 1, r 

= .23, Time 2, r = .37, and Time 3, r = .51). She concluded that initial feelings of 

competence (Time 1) predict greater intrinsic and self-determined orientation by Time 2, 

and these orientations predict greater feelings of competence by Time 3. Both of these 

studies have demonstrated that self-efficacy is a strong predictor of intrinsic goal 

orientation and they therefore lend support to some of the hypotheses proposed in the 

present study. 

 

 Self-Efficacy, Self-Regulation, and Academic Achievement 

A number of researchers have been particularly instrumental in tracing the 

relationships among self-efficacy, self-regulation, and academic achievement. Pintrich 

and De Groot (1990) hypothesized that learners need to be armed with study skills and a 

strong will for successful classroom learning and that self-efficacy has a strong impact 

on the acquisition and the use of these two key variables. Self-efficacy can promote 
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learners’ cognitive engagement by facilitating more cognitive strategy use, which in 

turn leads to greater academic achievement. This line of inquiry has been pursued by 

other researchers (Feather, 1988; Schunk, 1985; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990), 

who have demonstrated that when engaged in learning tasks, students with high efficacy 

are likely to deploy more cognitive and metacognitive strategies, and persist longer at 

those tasks than those with low efficacy. Schunk and Pajares (2002) stated that 

―academic self-efficacy affects cognitive strategy use and self-regulation through the 

use of metacognitive strategies‖ (p. 247) and academic self-efficacy is positively 

correlated with classroom learning and home study measures including examinations 

and reports. Similar investigations have been conducted by Zimmerman and his 

associates (Zimmerman, 1994; Zimmerman & Bandura, 1994; Zimmerman & Martinez-

Pons, 1990), who found that highly efficacious students achieve good academic results. 

Pintrich and De Groot (1990) investigated the relationship among motivational 

orientations, self-regulation, and academic performance with 173 seventh graders. They 

obtained data for self-efficacy, test anxiety, intrinsic value, and self-regulation from 

students’ self-reports and performance data from classroom assignments. Self-efficacy 

and intrinsic value were positively correlated with self-regulation (r = .44, r = .73, 

respectively), and self-efficacy was also positively correlated with academic 

performance measures (e.g., two course grades, r = .34, .35; essay, r = .25; 

examinations/quizzes, r = .24). Regression analyses conducted on average grades (r
2
 

= .22) revealed that self-efficacy (partial r = .18, p < .02) and self-regulation (partial r 

= .22, p < .005) were significant predictors of the course grades. 
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 The Relationships Among Self-Efficacy, Self-Regulation, and L2 Academic 

Achievement 

Bandura (1997) suggested that a causal relationship between self-efficacy beliefs 

and learning achievement can be observed in academic contexts. Therefore, it is 

possible that this causal relationship also applies to foreign language learning in a 

university. However, only a limited number of studies investigating the relationship 

between L2 learning/proficiency and self-efficacy beliefs in EFL contexts, such as 

Japan, have been conducted. One such study was conducted by Wong (2005), who 

investigated the relationship between language
 
learning strategies and language learning 

self-efficacy with
 
74 graduate school pre-service teachers, who were also ESL learners, 

at a teachers’ college in Malaysia.
 
She used six categories of language learning 

strategies that emerged from the participants’ responses to a questionnaire. A 

correlational analysis revealed that the six categories had statistically significant 

positive relationships with self-efficacy beliefs. In other words, a group of language 

learners with high efficacy reported more frequent
 
use of a larger number of language 

learning strategies
 
than a low self-efficacy group. 

Chularut and DeBacker (2004) also showed the importance of self-efficacy 

beliefs in foreign language learning with 79 ESL students. They investigated the effects 

of the use of one learning strategy, concept-mapping, on learning achievement, two 

self-regulation strategies (self-monitoring and knowledge acquisition strategies), and 

self-efficacy beliefs. A pretest/posttest, experimental and control group design was used. 



  

71 

They found a statistically significant interaction effect of time, instruction method, and 

English proficiency level for self-monitoring, self-efficacy, and achievement. The 

concept-mapping group showed significantly greater gains from pretest to posttest than 

the control group for the four variables. This suggests that knowledge of concept 

mapping increased self-efficacy, which in turn, motivated the participants to use self-

regulation strategies; all of these factors could have enabled those students to attain 

higher learning outcomes. 

Wang’s (2007) qualitative case study results also indicated that self-efficacy 

beliefs exert a strong impact on language learning and that there is a close link between 

self-efficacy beliefs and self-regulated learning in ESL contexts. The researcher 

observed four Chinese children studying English, and provided a thick description of 

their learning behaviors centered around their self-efficacy beliefs and self-regulation 

strategy use in their home learning and school learning contexts. The findings revealed 

that the students had higher self-efficacy in listening and speaking tasks than reading 

and writing tasks and that their self-efficacy beliefs were linked to their knowledge in 

the content area and self-perceived English proficiency as well as the perceived 

difficulty of tasks, interest, and attitude toward English. 

 

Self-Regulation Strategy Variables Measured in the MSLQ 

The original MSLQ is designed to measure nine types of self-regulation 

strategies that divide into two large categories: (a) rehearsal, elaboration, organization, 

critical thinking, and metacognitive self-regulation, which fall into cognitive and 
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metacognitive strategies and (b) time and study environment, effort regulation, peer 

learning, and help seeking, which are categorized into resource management strategies. 

Self-regulation is an overarching concept that encompasses a number of phases and 

strategies, as discussed above. Here the strategies that are included in the present study 

are discussed. Among them, metacognitive strategies are one of the most important self-

regulation strategies along with effort regulation strategies because they appear to partly 

include the other self-regulation strategies. 

 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies 

Metacognitive self-regulation concerns learners’ awareness, knowledge, and 

control of cognition and it appears that the metacognitive self-regulation strategies 

included in the MSLQ are made up of three general processes; planning, monitoring and 

regulating (Pintrich, et al., 1991). However, as reflected in Zimmerman’s (1998, 2000, 

2002) model and Pintrich’s (2000) and Pintrich et al.’s (2002) model, metacognitive 

strategies include planning and goal-setting before initiating a learning task (pre-task 

metacognitive self-regulation strategies), monitoring progress and strategy use while 

engaged in learning (during-task metacognitive self-regulation strategies), and 

evaluating one’s own performance and reflecting on the whole learning process after the 

learning is completed (post-task metacognitive self-regulation strategies). Research in 

educational psychology (Schunk & Pajares, 2002; Vrugt & Oort, 2008) indicates that 

the use of metacognitive self-regulation strategies have profound effects on academic 

performance and the development of proficiency, and in second/foreign language 
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learning (Goh, 1997; Vandergrift, 2003 for listening; Lam, 2009; Nakatani, 2005, for 

speaking) successful language learners employ metacognitive strategies effectively. For 

example, Vandergrift (2003) investigated the types of strategies used and the 

differences in strategy use by more skilled and less skilled listeners. The participants 

were 36 grade 7 students (12-13 years old) learning French in Canada. Students had 

been exposed to core French instruction from three to six years. Data were collected 

using a think-aloud procedure at individual sessions. The statements were transcribed 

verbatim and analyzed using a taxonomy of listening comprehension strategies that 

comprise metacognitive strategies, cognitive strategies, and socioaffective strategies. 

ANOVA results revealed that more skilled listeners used metacognitive strategies more 

frequently than less skilled listeners. Thus, the study suggested that metacognitive 

strategies is a key factor in developing L2 listening skills. 

Examples of metacognitive self-regulation strategies employed in the MSLQ 

are: Item 33, ―If course materials are difficult to read, I change the way I read the 

material‖ and Item 54, ―Before I study new course material thoroughly, I often change 

the way I read the material.‖ 

 

Effort Regulation Strategies 

Pintrich et al. (1993) defined effort regulation strategies as resource 

management strategies that help learners regulate their volition. More specifically, they 

focused on learners’ abilities to maintain their effort and concentration when they are 

faced with uninteresting tasks or distracting factors. It is well known that effort and 
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persistence contribute to success in learning. This view has been shared by many 

educators and is especially emphasized among theorists who advocate a volitional 

perspective of self-regulated learning; as Corno (1993) enumerated, ―volition is a 

psychological control mechanism that protects concentration and directed effort in the 

face of personal and/or environmental distractions‖ (p. 16) in order to facilitate good 

learning and performance. This conceptualization is congruent with effort regulation, 

and thus, volition, an important and overarching component of self-regulation that 

might underpin metacognition, is included on the MSLQ. 

In effect, the concept of volition has been advocated as one of the most 

important factors underpinning successful learning in Japanese education. This also 

appears to be the case in education in European countries; Deimann and Bastiaens 

(2010) emphasized the importance of volition, especially in light of distance education, 

and they developed a model of volitional competence that is made up of volitional self-

efficacy, consequence control, emotion control, and metacognition. Thus, it was 

indicated that volition underlies metacognition. 

A number of studies showed a clear pattern that an intrinsic goal orientation is 

a positive predictor of students’ use of effort regulation strategies, that is, persistence 

and effort expenditure. 

An investigation conducted by Pintrich and DeGroot (1990) indicated that 

college student motivation is related to cognitive engagement in learning and that both 

self-efficacy and intrinsic value are correlated with self-regulated learning and 

persistence. More important, a study conducted by Elliot, McGregor, and Gable (1999) 
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indicated that while mastery goal orientation (i.e., intrinsic goal orientation) is a 

predictor of effort regulation stratey use that brings about persistence and effort 

expenditure, which in turn yields academic achievement, performance goal orientation 

(i.e., extrinsic goal orientation) can be led to academic success when mediated by the 

deployment of effort regulation strategies. Examples of effort regulation strategy items 

on the MSLQ are ―I work hard to do well in this class even if I don’t like what we are 

doing‖ and ―Even when course materials are dull and uninteresting, I manage to keep 

working until I finish.‖ 

 

Peer Learning Self-Regulation Strategies 

Pintrich et al. (1991, 1993) described peer learning self-regulation strategies as 

strategies employed by learners to learn from each other. For instance, learners might 

ask questions to find answers to what they do not understand, confirm their 

understanding of lectures, and deepen their understanding of the course components. 

Cooperating with peers produces positive influences on learning outcomes (Pintrich et 

al., 1991). In effect, peer-learning strategies are valuable in promoting self-regulated 

learning and facilitating metacognition. External feedback, whether implicit or explicit, 

from peers can provide learners with clearer conceptions of what good performance is, 

how current performance relates to good performance, and how to fill the gap between 

current and good performance (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006; Orsmond, Merry, & 

Reiling, 2002). In addition, discussing the course content with peers, teaching them, and 

answering questions encourage learners to raise their awareness of the course goals and 
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teachers’ expectations, and promote self-assessment and critical thinking, important 

components of metacognition. Finally, peer feedback is potentially motivational and can 

encourage learners to persist (Boyle & Nicol, 2003; Nicol & Boyle, 2003; Orsmond, 

Merry, & Reiling, 2002). In fact, Paulsen and Gentry’s (1995) study indicated that peer 

learning is directly related to intrinsic goal orientation and text anxiety, although it is 

negatively related to control beliefs. 

Yumusak, Sungur, and Cakiroglu (2007) investigated the contribution of 

motivational beliefs (e.g., intrinsic goal orientation, extrinsic goal orientation, and self-

efficacy), cognitive strategies (e.g., rehearsal and critical thinking), metacognitive self-

regulation strategies, and resource management strategies (e.g., effort regulation 

strategies and peer learning strategies) to academic achievement with 519 Turkish high 

school students. The results of multiple linear regression analyses indicated that peer 

learning strategies (B = 0.04, p < .05) as well as a number of motivational beliefs (i.e., 

extrinsic goal orientation and task value), cognitive strategies (i.e., rehearsal strategies 

and organization strategies), and another self-regulation strategy (i.e., time and study 

environment self-regulation strategies) significantly predicted the biology achievement 

test scores. 

These strategies seem to be particularly important in the constructivist approach 

to second or foreign language learning in which there are frequent opportunities for 

students to interact with peers, ask each other about what they do not understand, check 

task procedures, exchange opinions in class discussions, make group presentations, and 

prepare for group projects. Theorists who advocate cooperative learning believe that it 
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yields a number of positive effects, including enhancing intrinsic motivation, self-

efficacy, perseverance, interpersonal skills, autonomy, as well as developing 

achievement/proficiency (Dörynei, 1997). Two example items designed to measure 

peer-learning self-regulation strategies on the MSLQ are ―When studying together for 

this course, I often try to explain the material to a classmate or a friend‖ and ―I try to 

work with other students from this class to complete the course assignments.‖ 

 

Self-Regulation in Foreign Language Learning 

The concept of self-regulation in general education and educational psychology 

offers insights into L2 learning. Dörnyei (1998) included motivational facets in self-

regulation in L2 and developed Dörnyei and Otto’s (1998) process model of motivation. 

This model, which is similar to Gollwitzer’s (1996) model, is made up of three stages, a 

preactional phase, actional phase, and postactional phase (Dörnyei, 2002, p. 87), which 

are meant to describe the dynamic nature of motivation. In the preactional phase, 

learners are involved in three processes: goal setting, intention formation, and the 

initiation of intention enactment. After these processes are completed, they ―cross the 

Rubicon of Action‖ and implement the intended action. In this second stage, they 

experience three processes: subtask generation and implementation, a complex ongoing 

appraisal process, and the application of a variety of action control mechanisms 

(Dörnyei, 2002, p. 90). Here they use three types of self-regulatory strategies: 

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

strategies, in order to control their actions (Dörnyei, 2002, p. 90). Finally, in the 
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postactional phase, learners evaluate the outcomes and consider whether their behavior 

should be maintained or modified. 

 

Empirical Research on Self-Regulation 

A wealth of literature links different motivational variables to learners’ use of 

cognitive and metacognitive learning strategies and academic learning. In addition, 

research on the relationship between self-regulation and learning has been conducted 

from elementary schools to universities with the MSLQ in a number of countries 

(Duncan & McKeachie, 2005). 

Yamauchi and Tanaka (1998) investigated the relationships among autonomy, 

self-referenced beliefs, and self-regulated learning with 356 Japanese elementary school 

children. They found a positive relationship between higher quality self-regulated 

learning and more self-determined motivational traits. For example, learning orientation, 

performance orientation, and deep processing were correlated with capacity beliefs 

regarding ability (r = .23, r = .31, p < .001; r =.12, p < .01, respectively), and learning 

orientation, performance orientation, and deep processing was positively correlated with 

capacity beliefs regarding effort (r = .39, r = .31, r =.12, p < .001, respectively), which 

was positively correlated with learning orientation self-regulated learning (r = 41, p 

< .001) (p. 812). 

Tanaka and Yamauchi (2000) investigated the relationship between motivational 

traits with differing degrees of autonomy and both perceived control beliefs and self-

regulated English learning among 121 Japanese undergraduate students taking required 
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psychology and English classes. Structural equation modeling results showed that 

intrinsic motivation and identified regulation, which are motivational variables related 

to high levels of autonomy, were positively related to self-regulated learning. The 

researchers concluded that intrinsic motivation and identified regulation based on the 

more self-determined type of extrinsic motivation are linked to self-regulated learning, 

which affects learners’ academic performance. These results are congruent with those 

reported by Yamauchi and Tanaka (1998): higher quality self-regulated learning is 

predicted by more self-determined kinds of motivation. However, there was a weakness 

with the measurement of the students’ English achievement. The researchers used the 

students’ final English class grades from the end of grade 12. Based on personal 

communication with high school teachers, I have been told that the final grades do not 

accurately reflect students’ English achievement because Japanese students who enter a 

university based on their high school teachers’ recommendations often study little after 

they are accepted by the university. In addition, students attending a particular 

university come from a wide range of high schools, and the grades from these high 

schools are not standardized. The use of a more reliable test that measures students’ 

English achievement and proficiency would have improved the study. 

Kosnin (2007) conducted a multiple regression analysis with 460 second-year 

engineering undergraduate students in Malaysia in order to (a) determine whether the 

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire is a valid and reliable measure that can 

be used to predict Malaysian student academic achievement, and (b) examine the effects 

of self-regulated learning on academic achievement as measured by the students’ grade 
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point average. The analyses indicated that the internal consistency reliability 

coefficients for the Malaysian MSLQ sub-scales ranged from .41 to .91.The researcher 

intended to obtain and use relatively reliable scales in order to conduct the second part 

of the study, so he chose Intrinsic Goal Orientation (α= .66), Extrinsic Goal 

Orientation (α= .72), Task Value (α= .77), Self-efficacy for Learning and 

Performance (α= .91), and several learning strategy scales including Metacognitive 

Self-regulation (α= .78) and Resource Management Strategies (α= .80). On the 

motivational subscales, the reliability estimates for Control of Learning Behavior (α

= .50) and Test Anxiety (α= .63) were low. Regarding the learning strategies, a higher-

order scale, Resource Management Strategies, was used instead of the components 

because their reliability indexes were low except Study Time and Environment (α

= .67): Effort Regulation (α= .48), Peer Learning (α= .41), and Help Seeking (α

= .41). This procedure allowed the researcher to use all the variables in the MSLQ. Thus, 

the results indicated that the Malaysian version of the MSLQ by employing a higher-

order scale, Resource Management Strategies, is a valid and reliable measure. 

In the second part of the study, a multiple regression analysis was run. The 

dependent variable was academic achievement as measured by the students’ grade point 

average and the independent variable was self-regulated learning strategies. The results 

show that self-regulated learning accounted for 35.2% of the variance in GPA (F = 

45.78; df = 4, 326; p < .0005, β = .41). Resource management strategies (i.e., time and 

study environment self-regulation strategies, effort regulation strategies, peer learning 
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strategies, and help seeking strategies) significantly predicted GPA (β = .34 and .53, p 

< .001, respectively), text anxiety, metacognitive self-regulation strategies, and lack of 

self–efficacy significantly predicted academic achievement (β = .40, .14, .28, and -.17, p 

< .01 respectively). However, self-efficacy did not significantly contribute to the 

outcome. In addition, the results of separate multiple regression analyses indicated that 

self-regulated learning accounted for 33.6% of the variance in GPA for high achievers 

and only 13.7% for low achievers, 

The results also indicated that the predictors differed for high achievers and low 

achievers. For high achievers, control of learning behavior and resource management 

strategies (i.e., time and study environment self-regulation strategies, effort regulation 

strategies, peer learning strategies, and help seeking strategies) significantly predicted 

GPA (β = .34 and .53, p < .001, respectively), but self-efficacy had a negative impact on 

GPA (β = -.29, p < .001). For low achievers, metacognitive learning strategies and test 

anxiety significantly predicted GPA (β = .38, p < .001; and -.20, p < .01 respectively), 

but control of learning behavior and task value had negative impacts on GPA (β = -.18 

and -.17, p < .05, respectively). This could mean that high achievers use resource 

management strategies such as Study Time and Environment, Effort Regulation, Peer 

Learning, and Help Seeking, in addition to cognitive self-regulation strategies, while for 

low achievers, the use metacognitive self-regulation is a key to achievement. 

Mousoulides and Philippou (2005) investigated the relationships among several 

motivational variables, self-regulation strategy use, and achievement in mathematics 

with pre-service math teachers in Cyprus. They hypothesized that self-efficacy and self-
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regulation strategy use directly influence students’ math scores, whereas a mastery goal 

orientation (i.e., intrinsic goal orientation), extrinsic goal orientation, and task value 

indirectly influence math achievement through their effects on self-efficacy. They also 

hypothesized that academic achievement in math is partly the result of the cognitive 

strategies that students use, their motivational beliefs, and self-regulation strategies. 

Data were collected from 194 pre-service teachers with a modified version of the 

MSLQ and a mathematics achievement test. As shown in Figure 4, the data fit the 

hypothesized model and therefore provide one plausible explanation for the 

interrelationships of these variables. The results showed that self-efficacy was a strong 

predictor of math achievement, but contrary to their expectations, self-regulation 

strategy use had a negative effect on math achievement. The researchers speculated that 

a possible reason for this unexpected result was that the pre-service teachers held ―high 

beliefs regarding their self-regulation strategy use regardless of their ability‖ (p. 15). 

The last result appears to deny the usefulness of self-regulation strategy use, but 

Pintrich (1990) himself acknowledged the paradox; it sometimes happens that self-

regulated learning strategies have a negative effect on academic achievement. However, 

he did not discuss the possible reasons for this unexpected causal relationship. 
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Note: Regression values between latent factors appear in bold. Statistically insignificant 

paths appears as dotted lines. MGO = Mastery Goal Orientation; EGO = Extrinsic Goal 

Orientation; TV = Task Value; SE = Self-Efficacy; SRSu = Self-Regulated Strategy 

Use; Achievement = Mathematics Achievement; MCS = Metacognitive Strategies; CS 

= Cognitive Self-Regulation; Elab = Elaboration; Org = Organization. 

Figure 4. The proposed model with regression coefficients (Mousoulides & Philippou, 

2005). 
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Pintrich and De Groot (1990) investigated the relationships among motivational 

orientations (self-efficacy, intrinsic value, and test anxiety), self-regulation strategies 

(metacognitive strategies and effort management strategies), and academic performance 

with 173 seventh graders from eight science and seven English classes in the United 

States. They used the MSLQ to obtain self-report questionnaire data and classroom 

assignments (two grades, seat work, exams/quizzes, and essays/reports) to collect 

academic performance data in an attempt to determine whether motivational variables 

and two self-regulation strategies, metacognitive strategies and effort management 

strategies are directly related to academic performance. They found that two 

motivational components, self-efficacy and intrinsic value, were positively correlated 

with cognitive engagement (r = .33, r = .63, p < .0.01, respectively) and academic 

performance in classroom learning (e.g., exams/quizzes, r = .24, r = 20, p < .0.1, 

respectively). In addition, it was found that that self-regulated learning components 

significantly correlated with intrinsic value and self-efficacy (r = .73, r = 44, p < .0.01, 

respectively). Finally, a regression analysis on average grades (R
2
 = .22) indicated that 

the strongest predictors were self-regulation (partial r = .22, p < .02) and self-efficacy 

(partial r = .18, p < .005), but the regression analyses on seat work (R
2
 = .10) revealed 

that the three motivational variables were not significantly related to academic 

performance as measured by seat work. The results led the researchers to conclude that 

self-regulated learning is closely related to self-efficacy and intrinsic value and that 

motivation alone is not an adequate predictor of successful academic performance; self-

regulation is an important skill to have in order to put motivation into practice. 
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One of the most cited studies in regard to self-regulation was conducted by 

Zimmerman and Martinez-Pons (1986), who used structured interviews with 40 10th 

grade students from a high achievement track and 40 from other lower achievement 

tracks in the United States in order to elicit students’ use of self-regulated learning 

strategies in different learning contexts including classroom learning and studying at 

home. The participants were asked to report the strategies that helped them learn in 

these learning environments. The researchers reported that students from the high 

achievement track used significantly more strategies than those from the low 

achievement track. 

Overall, investigations of the relationship between self-regulated learning and 

academic achievement have shown promising results. Self-regulated learning and the 

MSLQ can be applied to students who are learning English in Japan because foreign 

language learning in an EFL context requires patience, time, and effort, that is, self-

regulated learning, and classroom learning alone does not guarantee the improvement of 

language skills. A limited number of researchers have investigated the relationship 

among self-regulation strategies, motivational traits, and subskills of L2 English 

proficiency, and the concept of self-regulation has not been adequately dealt with in the 

L2 field. In addition, few researchers have used the MSLQ to investigate learners’ self-

regulated learning strategy use and language proficiency improvement in the field of 

foreign language learning. 

Wang’s (2007) study was one of the few investigations of the relationship 

between self-regulated learning and English skills. Wang reported that the most 
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commonly used strategies by Taiwanese EFL elementary school students in his study 

were ―seeking social assistance, seeking information, reviewing records, and 

environmental structuring‖ (p. 1). These self-regulation strategies are intuitively 

convincing to many practicing teachers. However, the quality of self-regulation 

strategies varied from skill to skill among the four language skills of speaking, listening, 

reading, and writing. 

Liem, Lau, and Nie (2008) investigated the relationships among, self-efficacy, 

task value, achievement goals (i.e., mastery goal orientation or intrinsic goal orientation 

and performance goal orientation or extrinsic goal orientation), learning strategies (i.e., 

cognitive and metacognitive strategies), task disengagement (i.e., lack of effort 

regulation), peer relationship, and English achievement outcome. The participants were 

1,475 year-9 students recruited from 147 classes in 39 secondary schools in Singapore. 

The data were collected with a modified version of the MSLQ and the Patterns of 

Adaptive Learning Survey as well as a multiple-choice English achievement test 

developed by researchers. A structural equation model (χ2
/df = 3.62, p < .001, CFI 

= .94, SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .04, and TLI = .93) suggested that Self-Efficacy 

significantly predicted Mastery Goal Orientation (i.e., Intrinsic Goal Orientation) (β 

= .15, p < .01), which in turn predicted Metacognitive Learning Strategies (β = .32, p 

< .01), Peer Relationship (β = .08, p < .01), and predicted Task Disengagement (β = -

.20, p < .05), and all of these significantly predicted English Achievement (β = .11, -

.15, and .08, p < .01, respectively). This study is worth considering in another respect: 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies, Effort Regulation Strategies, and Peer 
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Relationship underlying Peer Learning Strategies are independent constructs instead of 

the overarching higher-order construct, self-regulation strategies, that subsume them. 

Finally, also relevant to the present study is an investigation conducted by Abar 

and Loken (2010) with 205 11th and 12th grade American high-school students. The 

study was carried out in math and English classes in 2007 and 2008. Using latent profile 

analysis on self-reports of seven aspects of self-regulated learning, including 

metacognitive self-regulation strategies and effort regulation strategies from the MSLQ 

and academic self-efficacy from another established questionnaire, the researchers 

identified three distinct groups: the high SRL (Self-regulated learning) group (15% of 

the sample), the low SRL group (37%), and the average SRL group (48%). The high 

SRL group reported high metacognitive self-regulation strategies, effort regulation 

strategies and academic efficacy. The low SRL group was characterized by low 

metacognitive self-regulation strategies, effort regulation strategies, and academic 

efficacy. Finally, the average SRL group was close to the population average across all 

aspects of self-regulated learning. The profiles were clearly delineated, with an 

individual group posterior probability of profile membership of, .94, .93, and .92. 

Follow-up ANOVAs with Tukey post-hoc tests indicated that all profile comparisons 

were significant across all indicators (p < .05); in terms of the use of metacognitive self-

regulation strategies, effort regulation strategies, and academic efficacy, the three SRL 

learning groups were significantly different from each other. Thus, the results appeared 

to validate the well-documented results that self-regulation strategies and self-efficacy 

are two of the key factors of academic achievements. 
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Willingness to Communicate 

McCroskey and his associates (McCroskey, 1992; McCroskey & Richmond, 

1987) were the first to conceptualize the construct of L1 WTC, which centers around 

communication apprehension and personality traits, such as introversion, and its effect 

on people’s tendency to approach or avoid communication opportunities (McCroskey, 

1992, p. 17). L1 WTC was thought to be a relatively fixed personality trait that did not 

change across many communication situations. Later, MacIntyre (1994) developed an 

L2 WTC path model in which higher WTC was based on greater perceived 

communicative competence and a lower level of communication apprehension. 

MacIntyre and Charos (1996) modified MacIntyre’s original model and tested a path 

model of WTC in L2 communication. They found that Motivation (having a language 

learning goal, the effort made to achieve the goal, and a desire to reach the goal) and 

Perceived L2 Competence significantly influenced L2 WTC, Perceived L2 Competence, 

and L2 WTC, significantly affected L2 Communication Frequency, and L2 Anxiety 

mediated through L2 WTC indirectly affected L2 Communication Frequency. 
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Figure 5. Relationships among the latent variables in MacIntyre and Charos’ (1996) 

model of L2 willingness to communicate applied to monolingual university students. 

 

When WTC was introduced to the field of second language learning, it was not 

conceptualized as a stable trait, but as a state variable that could change across various 

communication situations or social contexts. MacIntyre, Clement, Dörnyei, and Noels 

(1998) developed the model for L2 learning, based on MacIntyre and Charos’ (1996) 

model (Figure 5), shown in Figure 6. 

In this model, L2 WTC is defined as ―a readiness to enter into discourse at a 

particular time with a specific person or persons‖ (MacIntyre et al., 1998, p. 547). As 

indicated above, the model is made up of social and individual contexts, an affective-

cognitive context, motivational propensities, situated antecedents, and 
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Figure 6. Heuristic model of variables influencing WTC (MacIntyre et al., 1998, 

 p. 547). 

 

behavioral intentions. These interact in complex ways, and they influence WTC, which 

in turn influences L2 use. Thus, the model indicates that L2 WTC is not a stable 

personality trait but a state that is influenced by many internal and external factors. 

What is noteworthy about this model is that State Communication Self-Confidence, 

unlike trait-like or global Self-Confidence, directly affects L2 WTC; the former is 

defined as a temporary feeling of confidence within a given situation, and includes State 
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Perceived Competence in L2 situations, which is defined as a speaker’s sense of her 

ability to communicate well in a given situation. Therefore, State Communication Self-

Confidence can be interpreted as self-efficacy in a given communication situation or a 

given communicative classroom task. 

The development of the L2 WTC model has sparked investigations of what 

factors contribute to WTC (e.g., Clement, Baker, & MacIntyre, 2003). Common among 

WTC researchers is the combination of the WTC model and Gardner’s (1985, 1988) 

socio-educational model, which includes integrativeness, attitudes toward the learning 

situation, and motivation. In English-learning contexts in Canada, integrative 

orientation has been found to exert powerful influences on learners’ motivation for 

learning English. MacIntyre and Clement’s (1996) study, which was conducted in a 

Canadian monolingual context, indicated that L2 motivation influenced L2 WTC, and 

that higher levels of WTC led to an increased frequency of L2 communication. Other 

studies conducted in different contexts have also revealed that WTC predicted the 

frequency of L2 communication, and that L2 motivation predicted WTC, or frequency 

of communication, or both (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; MacIntyre & Clement, 1996). It 

is plausible that the increased use of the L2 leads to improvements in learners’ speaking 

and listening skills. 

A growing number of studies investigating the interrelationships among WTC 

and related variables (e.g., motivational variables) have been carried out in the Japanese 

EFL context. Yashima (2002) conducted a study testing a L2 communication model 

with 297 university information science majors based on MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) 
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model and Gardner’s (1985, 1988) socio-educational model (1985). The structural 

equation model (see Figure 7) included four latent variables: International Posture, L2 

Proficiency, L2 Communication Confidence, and L2 Learning Motivation. The results 

indicated that International Posture predicted L2 Motivation, which, in turn, 

significantly predicted L2 Proficiency. In addition, L2 Motivation positively affected L2 

Communication Confidence, which led to increased L2 WTC. Thus, the antecedents 

represented in MacIntyre et al.’s (1998) model and Gardner’s (1985, 1988) socio-

educational model were basically confirmed when they were applied to the Japanese 

EFL context; L2 Communication Competence, which is negatively correlated with 

communication anxiety, facilitated L2 WTC. 

The direct path from International Posture to L2 WTC was hypothesized based 

on the idea that those who are more interested in intercultural contact, i.e., as 

operationalized by the international posture construct, are believed to use the L2 more 

often than those who are less interested in such contact. Thus, it is hypothesized that 

greater L2 WTC eventually leads to higher L2 proficiency. In fact, the study showed an 

indirect statistically significant relationship between listening skills and L2 WTC, but 

the relationship between speaking skills and WTC could not be measured probably due 

to the choice of an inappropriate language proficiency test, the TOEFL. Thus, the study 

did not indicate that L2 WTC leads to greater communicative competence. 



  

93 

 

Note. WTC L2 = Willingness to Communicate in L2; CA = Communication Anxiety in 
L2; PC = Perceived Communication Competence in L2; LISN = Listening 
Comprehension; GRAM = Grammar & Vocabulary; READ = Reading Comprehension; 
IFO = Intercultural Friendship Orientation in Learning English; IVA = Interest in 
International Vocation/Activities; IFA: Interest in Foreign Affairs; AAT = Intergroup 
Approach Avoidance Tendency; MI = Motivational Intensity; DLE = Desire to Learn 
English. 
Figure 7. L2 communication model in the Japanese EFL context (Yashima, 2002). 

 

Matsubara (2007) investigated the relationships between motivational variables, 

WTC and group dynamics. The participants were 237 non-English major students 

studying at a university in northern Japan. Her survey-based structural equation 

modeling study indicated that Student-centered Approach and Intergroup Approach 

Tendency were significantly correlated with students’ L2 WTC scores. The results also 
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indicated that students who prefer a student-centered approach actively use English 

outside the classroom (p. 10). Thus, it appears that group or peer learning fosters L2 

WTC, which in turn increases the use of the L2 outside the classroom, and increased L2 

use is hypothesized to improve oral skills. 

Hashimoto (2002) conducted a study investigating affective variables that might 

encourage L2 use with 52 Japanese undergraduate and graduate students studying at the 

University of Hawaii at Manoa. The participants’ TOEFL scores ranged from 

approximately 550 to 620. She used a shortened version of the Attitude/Motivation Test 

Battery (Gardner, 1985, 1988) to investigate what factors (including L2 WTC, 

motivation, perceived competence, instrumental orientation and language anxiety) 

influence L2 use. The structural equation modeling results suggested modifications to 

MacIntyre and Charos’ (1996) model, but indicated statistically significant positive 

paths from WTC and motivation to the frequency of L2 communication (β= .20, β

= .42, respectively) and from L2 WTC to motivation (β= .25). These results suggest 

that students who are more motivated and who are willing to communicate tend to use 

the L2 more frequently, and that L2 WTC influences motivational traits. 

 

L2 WTC as a Predictor Variable 

As indicated thus far, a number of researchers have investigated the factors 

hypothesized to influence L2 WTC, and perceived competence was found to be one of 

the strongest predictors. However, several researchers have examined the hypothesized 
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causal relationship between WTC and increased proficiency as measured by proficiency 

tests and course grades. 

Matsuoka (2006) reported similar findings in her investigation of the factors 

underlying L2 WTC and those predicting English proficiency as measured by the 

CASEC (Computer Assisted System of English Communication) test in the Japanese 

EFL context using a stepwise multiple regression analysis with 180 nursing majors. The 

results indicated that Perceived Communication Competence was the strongest 

predictor of L2 WTC (β ＝.47). In addition, she found that Perceived Communication 

Competence and L2 WTC were statistically significant predictors of English 

proficiency. Perceived communication competence accounted for 20% of the variance 

and L2 WTC accounted for an additional 1% of the variance of English proficiency. 

The correlation analysis indicated that L2 WTC and English Proficiency were 

moderately correlated (r = .33), and the stepwise multiple regression analyses indicated 

that English Proficiency was not a statistically significant predictor of L2 WTC; 

however, L2 WTC was a statistically significant predictor of English proficiency (β 

= .16 at the second step). 

More relevant to the present study, the structural equation model that she tested 

indicated that self-efficacy had a statistically significant path to Perceived 

Communication Competence (β= .81), and self-efficacy was a statistically significant 

predictor of L2WTC (β= .66) and English proficiency (β= .36). This study was 

valuable in the sense that it indicated that L2 WTC is a statistically significant predictor 

of English proficiency (β = .16) and that self-efficacy, which is a strong predictor of 
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academic achievement in educational psychology (Pintrich et al., 1990), can be applied 

to L2 communication and learning. Overall, her study lends support to the convergence 

of a L2 WTC model and a self-regulation model. 

Yashima and Zenuk-Nishide (2008) conducted a longitudinal study to explore 

the relationship among international posture, L2 WTC, and English proficiency as 

measured by TOEFL scores. Two groups of 152 high school students participated in the 

study over approximately 2.5 years. The high school has a specially designed English 

curriculum focused on academic English critical thinking and creativity in self-

expression. A questionnaire and TOEFL ITP were administered at the beginning and 

end of the study period. The questionnaire measured motivation, international posture, 

WTC, and frequency of self-initiated communication. The results showed that TOEFL 

mean scores improved significantly (from 342.9 to 442.3); t(133) = -22.55, p < .00 and 

the students’ communication increased significantly, t(128) = -4.18, p < .00, but the 

increase in international posture was not significant. The subsequent qualitative analysis 

revealed that over 83% of the students developed positive feelings toward 

communication in English in the two and half years’ high school education; although a 

chi-square analysis did not support this result statistically. The results did not clearly 

show a cause and effect relationship or a statistically significant correlation between 

WTC and English proficiency. 

Based on these studies and personal communications with a number of WTC 

researchers, it can be hypothesized that greater L2 WTC increases L2 use, which in turn 

can lead to higher L2 oral proficiency. 
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The Relationship Between L2 WTC and Self-Efficacy 

As defined above, self-efficacy is a person’s perception that they can perform a 

task or achieve a goal successfully (Bandura, 1996). It is plausible that self-efficacy has 

a positive relationship with perceived L2 competence. In fact, a number of L2 WTC 

researchers (e.g., MacIntyre, Baker, Clement, & Conrad, 2001) have reported that the 

most powerful indicators of L2 WTC are perceived L2 competence, low anxiety, and 

motivational intensity, which generate self-efficacy. Thus, it is widely believed that L2 

WTC and self-efficacy are directly or indirectly positively interrelated. Matsuoka’s 

(2006) structural equation model indicated that self-efficacy was the strongest predictor 

of L2 WTC (β= .66) and that motivational intensity (β= .72) and perceived 

competence (β= .81) were influenced by self-efficacy. However, self-efficacy was 

only a moderately strong predictor of English proficiency, a finding that differs from the 

efficacy literature. This suggests that highly efficacious people do not always 

demonstrate high English proficiency. There are several plausible reasons for this weak 

relationship. One explanation is that a person’s self-efficacy is context specific, and the 

questionnaire items might not have measured social communication situations that those 

learners encountered frequently. Another possible reason is that self-efficacy partly 

reflects people’s past experience (Pajares & Schunk, 2001), but having successful past 

learning experiences does not necessarily guarantee that those successful learning 

experiences can be applied to new learning experience. This hypothesis is supported by 

Collins’ (1982) self-efficacy study with 230 fifth graders studying mathematics. Collins 
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reported that children with high efficacy outperformed those with low self-efficacy and 

concluded that regardless of the children’s mental ability, self-efficacy beliefs exerted a 

profound effect on mathematics performance as measured by an achievement test. In 

addition, some researchers have proposed that self-efficacy and achievement affect each 

other in a reciprocal fashion. Matsuoka’s (2006) results lead us to the investigation of 

interrelationships among these three variables: L2 WTC, self-efficacy, and oral 

proficiency. 

 

An Empirical Study Examining the Relationships Among the Variables Employed 

in the Present Study 

MacIntyre, MacMaster, and Baker’s (2001) study supports the rationale and 

value of the present study. The researchers examined the relationships among 22 

motivational variables that are hypothesized in four theoretical models in order to 

determine how these variables overlap and whether they can be applied to L2 learning. 

The 22 motivational scales include 10 variables from Gardner’s socio-educational 

model of second language learning (1985, 1988) that are represented in the AMTB, 

(e.g., Integrative Orientation, Instrumental Orientation, and Self-Confidence), three 

scales from Kuhl’s (1994) Action Control (e.g., Failure-Related Action Orientation vs. 

Preoccupation and Decision-Related Action Orientation vs. Hesitation), six measures 

from Pintrich et al.’s (1991) MSLQ (e.g., Intrinsic Goal Orientation, Extrinsic Goal 

Orientation, Task Value, and Self-efficacy for Learning and Performance), and 

McCroskey and associates’ (McCroskey & McCroskey, 1988; McCroskey & Baer, 
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1985; McCroskey, Richmond, & McCroskey, 1987) three communication measures 

(e.g., Self-perceived Communication Competence Scale and Willingness to 

Communicate). The participants were 153 Canadian high school students. Their first 

language was English and they had four to 15 years of experience learning French. The 

researchers first examined the correlations among the four test batteries, and then 

attempted to verify the consistency of the proposed models in their study with the 

originally hypothesized models using structural equation modeling, and finally 

examined the overlap of these survey instruments. 

The first part of the study revealed that some variables in the AMTB were 

significantly correlated with those in the MSLQ: Instrumental Orientation with Intrinsic 

Orientation (r = .47), Extrinsic Goal Orientation (r = .62), Task Value (r = .62), and 

Self-Efficacy (r = .55), and Integrative Motivation correlated positively with Intrinsic 

Orientation (r = .54), Extrinsic Goal Orientation (r = .56), Task Value (r = .65), and 

Self-Efficacy (r = .59). These results indicated that motivational variables measured by 

the MSLQ can be applied to second language learning, but at the same time these 

variables need further analyses. 

The analyses suggested the following results: 

1. The AMTB model displayed adequate fit (GFI = .90, AGFI = .81, and although the 

Chi-square test was significant (χ2
 (25) = 66.3, p < .05)), the Chi-square degrees of 

freedom was low). 
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2. The Action Control Scale was a good-fitting model. The Chi-square was 

nonsignificant (χ2
 (51) = 62.12, ns), and the Chi-square degrees of freedom ratio was 

well below 2.0. 

3. The MSLQ was not as robust and acceptable as the other models: The Chi-square test 

was significant (χ2
 (237) = 817.08, p < .05), and the Chi-square degrees of freedom 

(3.24) was well above 2.0. This indicated that there were still a great deal of variance 

unexplained by the model, but if they had allowed the latent variables to correlate 

among themselves, it would have yielded a better fitting model. The Chi-square test was 

still significant, χ2
 (237) = 440.03, p < .05, but the Chi-square degrees of freedom 

(1.87) was below 2.0. The Goodness of Fit Index (.80), the Adjusted Good of Fit index 

(.74), the Tucker-Lewis Index (.84), and the Normed Fit Index (.75) suggested that this 

was not an adequate model. 

4. A Communication-related measure model was a well-fitting model. Although the 

Chi-square test was significant, χ2
 (32) = 49.998, p < .05, the Chi-square degrees of 

freedom (1.56) was lower than 2. The Goodness of Fit Index (.80), the Adjusted 

Goodness of Fit Index (.74), the Tucker-Lewis Index (.98), and the Normed Fit Index 

(.96) suggested that this was not an adequate model. 

Finally, a factor analysis of motivational constructs underlying these four 

models suggested a three-factor solution. The first factor that emerged can be identified 

as Attitudinal Motivation, which included all of the constructs from the AMTB (i.e., 

Integrative Motivation, Instrumental Motivation, Motivational Intensity, and Self-

Confidence) and all of those constructs from the MSLQ except Text Anxiety (i.e., Task 
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Value, Intrinsic Goal Orientation, and Extrinsic Goal Orientation, and Self-Efficacy). 

The second factor was named Motivated Action, which included constructs from Kuhl’s 

Action Control scale. The third factor was Self-Confidence (L2 Communication 

Apprehension and Perceived Competence). In addition, what is worth considering is 

that WTC was not only correlated to the second communication factor (r = .418, p 

< .05) but also the other two factors, Attitudinal Motivation and Motivated Action (r 

= .418, -.377, p < .05, respectively). 

Thus, MacIntyre et al.’s (2001) study validated the rationale of the present study 

that investigates the interrelationship among self-regulation strategies, motivational 

variables, WTC and oral and aural skills in English learning by using the WTC and 

MSLQ; the MSLQ includes motivational variables that are linked to self-regulation 

strategy use in educational psychology and appears to be linked to them. 

 

Gaps in the Literature 

Few researchers have simultaneously tested the relative strength of achievement 

goals and these motivational beliefs on the future use of strategies and learning 

outcomes. A large number of studies to date have employed correlational methods 

examining the relationship between goal orientations, motivations, self-regulation 

strategy use, and achievement. However, there is one inherent limitation to the 

approach; relatively few facets of self-regulated learning can be examined 

simultaneously (Aba & Loken, 2010). 
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More important, several important gaps exist in the fields of second and foreign 

language learning. First, there is no valid and reliable questionnaire that can be used to 

measure motivational variables and self-regulation strategies in English learning in 

university courses in Japan. Second, although self-regulation has been investigated in 

relation to several motivational variables and academic achievement by educational 

psychologists, a limited number of studies have been conducted in second and foreign 

language learning and the relationships among motivational variables, self-regulation 

strategies, and English proficiency have yet to be explored, especially using structural 

equation modeling. In addition, this is one of the first studies to incorporate willingness 

to communicate as a variable related to self-regulation. More important, as MacIntyre, 

Baer, Clement, and Conrod (2001) suggested, a limited number of researchers have 

examined the relationships of WTC with different modes of communication (speaking, 

listening, reading, and writing). No researchers have developed a path model testing the 

interrelationships among WTC, self-regulation strategies, and English subskills. 

 

Purposes of the Study and Research Questions 

The first purpose of this study is to create a shortened Japanese version of the 

MSLQ that includes a scale representing Willingness to Communicate and that can be 

used in the high school and university L2 learning context. In other words, the first 

purpose is to develop a questionnaire that measures Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation, Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies, Peer Learning Strategies in terms of speaking and listening activities. 
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The second purpose is to identify any differences existing in the use of three 

self-regulation strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, Effort 

Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies, by students with differing levels of 

listening and speaking proficiency. The investigation might shed light on how Japanese 

university students improve their listening and speaking proficiency. 

The third purpose is to explore the relationships among two motivational 

variables (i.e., Intrinsic Goal Orientation and Self-Efficacy), Willingness to 

Communicate, three types of self-regulation strategies (i.e., Metacognitive During-Task 

Self-Regulation Strategies, Effort Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies), 

and English Speaking and Listening Skills. 

The following research questions guide this study: 

1. To what extent is a shortened Japanese version of the MSLQ that includes 

Willingness to Communicate valid for a sample of Japanese university learners? 

 

2. To what extent do participants with different levels of Speaking and Listening Skills 

differ in terms of three self-regulation strategies, Effort Regulation Strategies, 

Metacognitive During-Task Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies? 

 

3. What are the relationships among two motivational variables (i.e., Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation and Self-Efficacy), Willingness to Communicate, three types of self-

regulation strategies (i.e., Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task 
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Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies) and English Speaking and 

Listening Skills? 

 

Based on social cognitive theory and the empirical results reviewed in this 

chapter, the proposed models are depicted in Figures 8 and 9, which are hypothesized to 

describe the interrelationships among variables in L2 learning. These hypothesized 

models are a partial convergence of a few empirical models developed by McKenzie, 

Gow, and Schweitzer’s self-regulation model (2004), Mousoulides and Philippou’s self-

regulation model (2005), and Yashima’s WTC model (2002). The hypothesized models 

predicting L2 Speaking and Listening Skills are almost identical except for the fact that 

L2 Speaking Skills is defined by four speaking subskills. 

In the hypothesized speaking model displayed in Figure 8, Self-Efficacy, 

Willingness to Communicate (WTC), Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking (IGOS), 

Effort Regulation Strategies (ER), Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies (PL) are latent variables and, L2 Speaking 

Skills is a latent variable with indicator (observed) variables defining it (i.e., 

Pronunciation, Fluency, Grammar and Vocabulary, and Communication Effectiveness). 

It should be noted that in the past models (e.g., McKenzie, Gow & Schweitzer, 2004; 

Mousoulides & Philippou, 2005) using the MSLQ in educational psychology, the 

overarching construct of Self-Regulation Strategies subsumes Effort Regulation 

Strategies, Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning Strategies, and, 

thus forming a first and second order constructs. 
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On the far left of the model, Self-Efficacy is envisaged to have a direct influence 

on Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking (H1) in accordance with L2 motivation 

literature (Noel, 2010; Wu, 2003). In addition, it is hypothesized that Self-Efficacy 

influences Self-Regulation Strategies (H2). This is underpinned by the self-regulation 

studies conducted in educational psychology (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) and self-

determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002). Furthermore, it is postulated that Self-

Efficacy, similar to perceived competence in L2 literature, is expected to predict 

Willingness to Communicate (H3) in accordance with studies in the L2 field (MacIntyre 

& Charos, 1996, Yashima, 2000, 2002). Self-Regulation Strategies situated in the center 

subsume Effort Regulation Strategies (H4), Peer Learning Strategies (H4), and 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H4). These interrelationships 

reflect previous research conducted at the tertiary levels in educational psychology 

(McKenzie, Gow, & Schwirtzer, 2004; Mousoulides & Philippou, 2005) using the 

MSLQ in educational psychology. However, it still remains unknown whether these 

interrelationships hold true for L2 language learning, and therefore investigating this is 

set as one of the main purposes of this present study. 

In addition, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking is assumed to predict both 

Self-Regulation Strategies (H5) and L2 Speaking Skills (H6) in accordance with self-

determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002), L2 motivation research (Dörnyei & 

Schmidt, 2001) and previous studies (Liem, Lau, & Nie, 2008). However, it remains 

unknown whether it directly influences L2 Speaking Skills or indirectly influences, 

mediated by Self-Regulation Strategies. Of primary importance, Self-Regulation 
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Strategies are expected to have a direct influence on L2 Speaking Skills (H7), which has 

been well documented in a host of studies conducted in the educational psychology 

literature (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 2000) and Pintrich’s Self-

Regulation Model (2002). Finally, in accordance with L2 literature (Hashimoto, 2002), 

it is anticipated that a high degree of Willingness to Communicate motivates learners to 

speak more, possibly improving L2 Speaking Skills (H8). 
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Self-Regulation
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Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Speaking; MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; Speak = 

L2 Speaking Skills; PRONUN. = Pronunciation; FLUENCY: Fluency; GRAVOC. = 

Grammar and Vocabulary; Com. = Communicative Effectiveness. 

Figure 8. A hypothesized model explicating interrelationships among self-regulation 

strategy use, motivational variables, willingness to communicate, and L2 speaking skills. 

Speak 

 

H4 

H1 

H3 

H5 

H2 

H6 

H7 

H4 

H4 

H8 

SE 



  

107 

In the hypothesized listening model, Self-Efficacy (SE), Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening (IGOL), Willingness to Communicate (WTC), Effort 

Regulation Strategies (ER), Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and 

Peer Learning Strategies (PL) are latent variables, and L2 Listening Skills is a measured 

variable. In the listening model, the same interrelationships are assumed to exist 

because speaking and listening skills are inseparable and employed interactively in real 

communication (Lynch, 2009; Rost, 2005). Therefore, the same models were 

hypothesized. 

On the far left side of the model, Self-Efficacy is hypothesized to directly 

influence Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening (H1) in accordance with L2 

motivation literature (Noel, 2010). In addition, it is hypothesized that Self-Efficacy 

influences Self-Regulation Strategies (H2). This relationship is underpinned by the self-

regulation studies conducted in educational psychology (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) 

and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002). Furthermore, it is postulated 

that Self-Efficacy, similar to perceived competence in L2 literature, predicts 

Willingness to Communicate (H3). Self-Regulation Strategies in the center subsume 

Effort Regulation Strategies (H4), Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies (H4), and Peer Learning Strategies (H4). These interrelationships reflect 

previous research conducted at the tertiary levels (Mckenzie, Gow, & Schweitzer, 2004; 

Mousoulides & Philippou, 2005) with the MSLQ. However, it is still unknown whether 

these interrelationships hold true for L2 language learning. 
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Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening is assumed to predict Self-Regulation 

Strategies (H5) and L2 Speaking Skills (H6) in accordance with self-determination 

theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002), L2 motivation research (Dörnyei & Schmidt, 2001), 

and previous studies (Liem, Lau, & Nie, 2008). However, it remains unknown whether 

it directly influences L2 Listening Skills or indirectly influences, mediated by Self-

Regulation Strategies. Of primary importance, Self-Regulation Strategies are expected 

to directly influence Listening Skills (H7); this relationship has been well documented in 

a host of studies conducted by educational psychologists (Pintrich, 2004; Pintrich & De 

Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 2000). 

Finally, in accordance with L2 literature (Hashimoto, 2002), it is hypothesized 

that a high degree of Willingness to Communicate motivates learners to speak more, 

and this leads to improved L2 Speaking Skills (H8). 

The same relationships among the variables are hypothesized in the model 

predicting L2 listening skills (see Figure 9). 
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Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; IGOL = Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening; MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; Listen = 

L2 Listening Skills. 

Figure 9. A hypothesized model explicating interrelationships among self-regulation 

strategy use, motivational variables, willingness to communicate, and L2 listening skills. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

Setting and Sample 

The participants in this study were 279 second-year English majors (78 male 

students and 201 female students) studying in a private Japanese university in eastern 

Japan. The participants’ ages ranged from 19 to 21 years old. Nearly half of the 

participants, 125 students, had been abroad to study English or had lived abroad while 

in high school or university because a parent had been transferred to an overseas post. 

The range of the stay varied from two weeks to two years. The participants’ general 

English proficiency was measured with the TOEIC, which they were strongly 

encouraged to take, as many major Japanese corporations require that job applicants 

have a specified minimum TOEIC score. Their scores ranged from 450 to 920, and the 

mean (SD) was 560.7 (57.8). Their general English proficiency was also estimated with 

the Kanda English Proficiency Test (KEPT). The KEPT measures students’ speaking, 

listening, reading, and writing skills (See Appendices D and E for samples of the 

speaking and listening section questions and Appendix F for the KEPT Oral Tests Band. 

See Table 33 in Chapter 4 for the range, mean, and SD of each section). Judging from 

the participants’ TOEIC and KEPT scores, the sample represented a fairly wide range of 

English proficiency levels. The students are divided into four proficiency levels 

(advanced, upper-intermediate, lower-intermediate, and low) when placed into classes 

based on their KEPT scores. 
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The results of an in-house survey study conducted by the university 

administrators (2005) indicated that the students in the English Department are highly 

motivated to communicate in English with native speakers of English, their peers, and 

teachers, irrespective of their nationalities. In addition, a study conducted by Onoda 

(2008) indicated that the students’ motivation to study English does not decline in their 

first year of study in the university. Most of them maintain their motivation until the 

first or second term of the second year. 

First-year students take three English classes taught by native speakers of 

English: Freshman English, which is focused on developing listening and speaking 

skills, a Reading course, and a Writing course. The Freshman English course meets four 

times per week, and the Reading and Writing courses meet once per week. All classes 

are 90 minutes. The students also take a Basic English seminar once a week. This 

course, which is taught by a Japanese instructor, is designed to reinforce reading, 

grammar, and vocabulary skills. 

Second-year students are required to take Media English, Advanced Reading, 

and Advanced Writing, all of which are 90-minutes classes that meet twice a week. 

Eleven sections of these courses are taught by native speakers of English and one 

section is taught by a Japanese instructor. 

The students are accustomed to classes being conducted entirely in English, and 

anecdotal evidence suggests that this is one of the main reasons they improve their 

listening skills in the first and second year. The students’ second-year TOEIC listening 
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section scores (M = 315.3, SD = 29.3) are much higher than their reading section scores 

(M = 245.4, SD = 28.5). 

Most students expressed a wish to improve their speaking skills in a 2005 survey 

conducted by the university administrators, but little information is available regarding 

how much improvement students make from their entry into the program to the end of 

the first year, and from the beginning to the end of the second year except for some data 

from the KEPT (see Table 33 for their 2009 speaking and listening scores). Although 

some students show considerable improvement, anecdotal evidence indicates that most 

do not improve their speaking skills appreciably in the two-year Comprehensive 

English program. 

This study was initiated after getting approval from the university administrators. 

On April 21st, 2007, I explained to the director and the deputy director of the English 

Language Institute that the study would involve second-year English majors’ KEPT 

data. A few days later, I received permission to use the data from the deputy director of 

the English Language Institute, on the condition that students submitted a consent form. 

Before the administration of the survey in each class, the students were informed about 

the study and asked to complete the consent form (See Appendix G). The explanation 

and consent indicated that: (a) their participation in the study would not affect their 

grades in any way, (b) personal information, including their name and KEPT scores, 

would be unidentifiable when the study was published, and (c) they could opt out of the 

study at any time. No participants in the 12 sections of the Media English course asked 

to withdraw from the study, and all agreed to complete the revised MSLQ. 
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Instrumentation 

The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (Japanese Version) 

The original Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich 

et al., 1991, 1993) was developed based on the social-cognitive framework of 

motivation and learning and the self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000, 

2002). The original designers administered the instrument to students at the University 

of Michigan and the items were revised a number of times to improve reliability so that 

they would better predict the academic success of the first-year students. Because the 

social-cognitive view of motivation presupposes that motivation and learning strategy 

use are situation-specific, the MSLQ is best used in a specific course. 

As described in Chapter 2, the original MSLQ is an 81-item self-report 

instrument designed to measure two categories of constructs, motivation and learning 

strategies. Part 1 is made up of six motivation subscales: (a) intrinsic goal orientation, 

(b) extrinsic goal orientation, (c) task value, (d) control of learning beliefs, (e) self-

efficacy for learning and performance, and (f) test anxiety. Part 2 is made up of nine 

learning strategy subscales: (a) rehearsal, (b) elaboration, (c) organization, (d) critical 

thinking, (e) metacognitive self-regulation, (f) time and study environment management, 

(g) effort regulation, (h) peer learning, and (i) seeking help. Eight reverse-coded items 

are included on the MSLQ (See G for the original MSLQ). 

A shortened version of the MSLQ designed to measure the attitudes and beliefs 

of students studying English in a Japanese university was created based on the original 
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MSLQ. Because the original MSLQ was developed to measure academic learning in 

university courses, it is not clear whether self-regulation strategies can be applied to 

implicit learning; the concept of implicit learning is not discussed in studies of 

academic learning. In the L2 field, such implicit learning has been claimed to exist, and 

a typical example is vocabulary learning through extensive reading (Nation, 2007a, 

2007b). However, the Japanese version of the MSLQ is considered to be only 

applicable to explicit or conscious learning. 

The constructs investigated in this study were selected from those elucidated 

above, but the questionnaire items were modified so that they would be appropriate for 

the participants and educational context in this study. 

The questionnaire was developed after (a) gathering information from the 

second language acquisition literature concerning metacognition, learning strategies, 

motivation, and willingness to communicate, (b) obtaining feedback from a focus group 

of students, (c) consulting with my primary dissertation supervisor and university 

colleagues (professors majoring in applied linguistics), and (d) piloting of the 

questionnaire and conducting statistical analyses on a pilot version. A fuller explanation 

of the procedure is presented later in this chapter and in Chapter 4. The constructs 

included in the final version of the questionnaire are as follows: 

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation: This type of orientation, which is related to a mastery 

orientation (Dörnyei, 1998), refers to reasons for learning that are concerned with the 

pursuit of ―challenge, curiosity and mastery‖ (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 
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1991, p. 13). Intrinsic goal orientations for speaking and for listening are measured in 

this study. Seven items are used to measure intrinsic goal orientation for speaking. An 

example item is: The most satisfying thing in this class is that I can express myself in 

English as well as possible. Four items are used to measure intrinsic goal orientation for 

listening. An example item is: The most satisfying thing in this class is that I can 

understand what the teacher is saying. 

 

Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance: This construct includes two facets of 

expectancy: expectancy for success (i.e., expectation of good performance) and self-

efficacy (i.e., self-confidence to successfully complete a given task). Eight items are 

used to measure this construct. An example is: I believe I will receive an excellent grade 

in this course. 

 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies: Although metacognition is 

defined as ―…the awareness, knowledge and control of cognition‖ (Pintrich, et al., 1991, 

p. 25), the self-regulation aspects of metacognition (not the knowledge aspect) are 

emphasized on the MSLQ. Three processes make up metacognitive self-regulatory 

activities: planning (e.g., goal setting), monitoring (e.g., tracking one’s attention, self-

testing, and questioning), and regulating (the fine-tuning and continuous adjustment of 

one’s cognitive activities) (p. 25). Seven items were used to measure metacognitive 

during-task self-regulation strategy use. An example item is: When I don’t understand 

English spoken in this class, I keep looking for hints for understanding it. 
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Effort Regulation Strategies: The first type of resource management strategy is effort 

regulation, which is defined as the ―ability to control one’s effort and attention in the 

face of distractions and uninteresting or difficult tasks… Effort management is 

important to academic success because it not only signifies goal commitment, but also 

regulates the continued use of learning strategies‖ (Pintrich, et al., 1991, p. 29). Ten 

items were used to measure effort regulation strategy use. An example item is: Even if 

the speaking activities are difficult, I don’t give up but try to engage in them. 

 

Peer Learning Strategies: The second type of resource management self-regulation 

strategy, peer learning, refers to a type of cooperative learning among learners. This is 

based on the finding that collaborating with peers affects achievement positively 

(Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1991, p. 30). Five items were used to measure 

this construct. An example item is: When studying for this course, I often set aside time 

to discuss the class (what has been taught in class) with a group of students from the 

class. 

 

These motivational constructs were selected based on the self-regulation literature (e.g., 

Rothman, Baldwin, & Hertel, 2004) in the field of educational psychology and social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986), which indicate that self-efficacy has profound 

impacts on the use of self-regulation strategies. In addition, self-determination theory 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2002) suggests that intrinsic motivation encourages learners 
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to self-regulate the most when compared with several types of extrinsic motivation. The 

self-determination framework on which the present study was based discourages the 

inclusion of extrinsic motivation despite findings (e.g., Dörnyei, 2003a) that it 

positively influences foreign language learners in EFL contexts. Of equal importance, 

self-regulation strategies were selected for use in the present study based on several 

perspectives. First, volitional theories of self-regulation (e.g., Corno, 1994, 2001) 

espouse that will power has the strongest underlying influence on learning in any 

domain. In addition, research and my personal teaching experience indicate that the use 

of metacognitive self-regulation strategies brings about achievement in academic 

subjects (e.g., Pintrich, Wolters, & Baxter, 2000) and in L2 learning (Rubin, 1975, 

2001). Finally, the classes in the Media English course in which the present study was 

conducted was mainly taught by native speaker teachers in the communicative language 

teaching framework. In this class, it was reported that pair or group learning tasks were 

frequently used during class or outside the class where students were expected to 

employ peer learning self-regulation strategies. 

 

Willingness to Communicate in L2 Questionnaire 

The Willingness to Communicate in L2 Questionnaire was designed to measure 

the participants’ willingness to communicate in English. It was made up of 15 items 

from instruments developed by Beglar and Ono (2008) (See Appendix H), Yashima 

(2002), and Sick and Nagasaka (2000). I developed and revised other items after 

interviewing a focus group of students. Items with a wide range of endorsability were 
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selected from the three resources. Fifteen items were created to measure this construct. 

An example item is: I would be willing to start a conversation with my native speaker 

teacher outside of class. 

 

The Kanda English Proficiency Test 

The Kanda English Proficiency Test (KEPT) is an in-house instrument designed 

to measure university students’ overall English proficiency. First-year students take the 

test in March, just before entering the university, second- and third-year students take 

the test in January, and fourth-year students are not required to take the test. The KEPT 

is particularly important for second-year students because if their score is high enough, 

they are permitted to take the English 3 courses of their choice. This test, which is made 

up of speaking, listening, reading, and writing sections, has been revised several times 

in the past several years, is considered to be valid, and yields high reliability 

coefficients (e.g., the reliability estimate for the 2009 speaking section for second-year 

English majors was .97). Only the speaking and listening sections were used in the 

present study. 
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The KEPT Speaking Test 

The KEPT speaking test is a group test in which three or four students are given 

a speaking prompt. For instance, one prompt is: Please discuss the following with your 

group members: If you are travelling in a new place by yourself, who would you ask if 

you did not know how to go someplace? Why? What else could you do to find out how 

to go? (See Appendix D for another example). The examinees are encouraged to 

interact freely and discuss the topic with one another, and although an examiner 

moderates the discussion when necessary, the participants largely control the session. 

Two examiners, who are native speakers of English, evaluate the individual 

performances using a 0-4 scale (0–0.5 = Unacceptable; 1.0–1.5 = Poor; 2.0–2.5 = Fair; 

3.0–3.5 = Very Good; 4 = Excellent) and four assessment criteria: (a) pronunciation, (b) 

fluency, (c) grammar and vocabulary, and (d) communicative effectiveness. The KEPT 

scoring rubric for speaking is shown in Appendix F. The raters’ raw scores are analyzed 

with the multi-faceted Rasch model implemented in FACETS (Linacre, 2006), which 

adjusts for rater severity. This permits the estimation of Rasch fair-average scores based 

on the ratings awarded by the two raters. The Rasch logit measures produced by 

FACETS are used for fair and objective evaluation purposes, while the raw scores are 

used for placement purposes and are reported to the students. The speaking test 

measures used in this study were Rasch logits. 
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The KEPT Listening Test 

The 39-item listening comprehension section requires examinees to listen to 

seven long passages covering different topics (e.g., sightseeing, wild animals, and 

school events) and to answer five multiple-choice comprehension questions per passage 

(See Appendix E for sample items). Examinees are given one minute to read the 

questions before each listening passage begins. They are allowed to take notes while 

listening, but they must answer all five questions in one minute and thirty seconds. Each 

passage is narrated only once. The last four test questions, which are associated with a 

shorter passage, are answered using the procedure described above. These items are 

used as anchor items for the subsequent test equating across different test forms of the 

test. 

The listening section raw scores are analyzed using the 1-parameter IRT model, 

and the person ability estimates produced by BILOG are converted into CEEB scores, 

which have a mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100 (CEEB = 100 x z score + 500, 

where z score = IRT person logit ability). The purpose of this transformation is to 

eliminate negative numbers, making the scores more easily interpretable for the students. 

The final listening score ranges from 200 to 800. 

The instrument was employed in the present study after piloting it with students similar 

to the participants in the main study. 
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Research Design and Procedures 

Research Question 1 concerned developing a short version of the MSLQ 

appropriate for use with Japanese EFL learners. In order to accomplish this, a professor 

who majored in applied linguistics and I examined the items carefully. The items were 

revised based on a review of learning strategy and motivational variables empirically 

investigated in the L2 literature (see Richards (2005) and White (2008) for listening 

strategies; Weaver, Alcaya, Lybeck, and Mougel (1994), Kawai (2008), and Lam 

(2009) for speaking strategies, and Dörnyei (1998) for language learning motivation). 

At this initial stage, negatively worded items were rewritten as positively worded items 

to avoid the problems associated with reverse coding (Wolfe & Smith, 2007a, 2007b). 

In addition, items measuring willingness to communicate were added based on 

studies conducted in Japan (Beglar & Ono, 2008, Sick & Nagasaka, 2000; Yashima, 

2000, 2002). Some of the items were used as is, while others were revised to better fit 

the participants in this study. 

The revised items were further examined for their likely convergence on the 

target constructs with my dissertation supervisor. Sixty-five items were developed 

initially: Nine items measured intrinsic goal orientation for speaking, five items 

measured intrinsic goal orientation for listening, nine items measured self-efficacy, 

seven items measured metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies, 12 items 

measured effort regulation strategies, eight items measured peer learning self-regulation 

strategies, and 15 items measured willingness to communicate. 
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I translated these revised items into Japanese and administered them to a focus 

group of seven students who were considered good English learners by teachers in the 

English department. The students had demonstrated sustained motivation for learning 

English and improvements in their TOEIC scores from the time they entered the 

university. In addition, their mean TOEIC scores at the end of their third
 
year in the 

program were high at 818.5 (SD = 38.26, and their GPAs were 3.81 (SD = .14) (4.0 = A, 

5.0 = A+). 

After analyzing their responses, I had three meetings with the students to discuss 

the items, especially those to which they gave unexpected responses. After this step was 

completed, the items were further scrutinized statistically; the wordings were inspected 

and I revised the items further in order to minimize possible misunderstandings on the 

part of the participants in the main study. 

The final set of items was back-translated into English by two Japanese 

university teachers majoring in English education and applied linguistics and the 

translations were compared with the original English wording. When significant 

discrepancies between the two were identified, I discussed the wording with the two 

teachers and made the necessary revisions. 

The revised questionnaire was again shown to the same focus group of seven 

students and discussed in two meetings to identify any final problems with the wording. 

These meetings were conducted in order to check whether the revised wordings were 

understandable and acceptable to the second-year students. Minor changes were made 

to items that were identified as being potentially difficult to comprehend clearly. 
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Through this process, the shortened Japanese version of the MSLQ and the Willingness 

to Communicate in L2 Questionnaire were developed. 

Before administering the questionnaire, I sent a formal e-mail letter (Appendix I) 

to all eight Media English teachers asking them to administer the questionnaire to their 

classes in December, 2008. This letter was also sent to the deputy director of the 

English Language Institute (The same individual who approved my use of the KEPT 

data). In the letter, I explained the purposes of the study. All eight teachers agreed to 

administer the questionnaire in their class in the first or second week in January (i.e., at 

the end of the Japanese academic year). Subsequently, I sent another formal e-mail 

letter explaining the guidelines for them to observe (e.g., Ask the students to read the 

explanation of the study first, have them read and sign the consent form before 

beginning, administer the survey at the beginning of the class, ask them to read each 

item carefully, and write NA when they do not clearly understand the items or they do 

not think the items are applicable to their learning behavior). They were willing to 

observe the guidelines, but three teachers asked me to stay in their classes while the 

questionnaire was administered in case any students had questions about the items. This 

was reasonable given that these teachers were native speakers of English who were 

unable to read the questionnaire items because they were written in Japanese. 

The final Japanese version of the MSLQ was administered to 287 second-year 

students in 15 classes in January, 2009. It took approximately 20 minutes of class time 

according to the teachers who administered the questionnaire. After administering the 

questionnaire, the teachers reported the number of completed and unused questionnaire 
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sheets as well as the number of respondents, absentees, and late comers when they 

returned the completed questionnaires. Some teachers, at their own discretion, 

instructed absent students and late comers to complete the questionnaire at home and 

submit it to me in person. These questionnaires were included in the analyses after 

inspecting their answer patterns carefully for any anomalies. 

The students’ KEPT scores were obtained from the KEPT committee after 

obtaining the consent of the participants in April, 2009. 

 

Analyses 

Research Question 1 concerned developing a shortened version of the MSLQ 

appropriate for Japanese university learners of English. This question is answered by 

employing a sequential procedure. 

Initially, all motivation and self-regulation items were revised or developed 

based on L2 literature, and willingness to communicate items were added from previous 

empirical studies. The revision and development of these items included rephrasing 

reverse-coded items into positively worded items. The revised items were piloted with 

331 second-year university students who were similar to the participants in the main 

study. The results were analyzed using the Rasch rating scale model implemented with 

WINSTEPS 3.63.2 (Linacre, 2005). Item quality was investigated by inspecting (a) item 

fit to the Rasch model and construct dimensionality using a Rasch principal components 

analysis of item residuals. In addition, the performance of the rating scale was evaluated 

using the six criteria for determining acceptable rating scale performance suggested by 
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Linacre (1997, 2002). The Rasch logit scale values were converted to Rasch CHIPS 

measures in order to eliminate negative numbers and to increase ease of interpretation. 

Research question 2 concerned how students with high, middle, and low 

speaking and listening proficiencies differed in terms of self-regulation strategy use. 

This question is answered by running a series of one-way ANOVAs. First, the Rasch 

person ability estimates for the constructs measured by the questionnaire were obtained. 

A summary of these analyses is provided in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Summary of the ANOVAs Used to Answer Research Question 2 

Analysis Independent Variable Dependent Variable 

1 Three levels of speaking ability (Low, Middle, and 

High) as measured by the KEPT 

Effort regulation strategy use 

2 Three levels of listening ability (Low, Middle, and 

High) as measured by the KEPT 

Effort regulation strategy use 

3 Three levels of speaking ability (Low, Middle, and 

High) as measured by the KEPT 

Metacognitive during-task 

self-regulation strategy use 

4 Three levels of listening ability (Low, Middle, and 

High) as measured by the KEPT 

Metacognitive during-task 

self-regulation strategy use 

5 Three levels of speaking ability (Low, Middle, and 

High) as measured by the KEPT 

Peer learning strategy use 

6 Three levels of listening ability (Low, Middle, and 

High) as measured by the KEPT 

Peer learning strategy use 

 

A Bonferroni adjustment was made to avoid committing a Type I error. 

Statistically significant results were followed by post hoc tests to identify specific 

differences between groups. 

Research Question 3 concerned the hypothesized relationships among the two 

motivational variables, three self-regulation strategies, willingness to communicate, and 

speaking and listening proficiency scores. This question is answered using structural 

equation modeling. The models shown in Figures 8 and 9 are based on a number of 

hypothesized relationships that are supported by previous empirical studies. 
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Figure 8 is a hypothesized model predicting speaking skills. Self-efficacy is 

hypothesized to influence intrinsic goal orientation (Bandura, 1991, 1993; Noels, 2010) 

(H1), self-regulation strategy use (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990, Schunk, 1985; Schunk & 

Pajares, 2002; Zimmerman & Martitnez-Pons, 1990; Wang, 2007) (H2), and willingness 

to communicate (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2000, 2002) (H3). Bandura 

(1991, 1993) stated that learners’ perceived self-efficacy to self-regulate their learning 

and to achieve positive academic outcomes determine the types of goals they set and the 

amount of motivation they generate. In most cases, higher degrees of perceived self-

efficacy lead them to set higher level goals and to demonstrate firmer commitment to 

achieving those goals. Noel (2010) demonstrated in her one-year time-series 

intervention study with 312 Canadian university English learners that highly self-

efficacious students gradually increased their intrinsic motivation. Self-efficacy also 

promotes self-regulated strategy use, which in turn leads to greater academic 

achievement (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). In this regard, Schunk and Pajares (2002) 

stated that the same causal relationship exists, explicating that self-efficacy influences 

self-regulation, and particularly metacognitive strategies. In addition, perceived L2 

communication confidence, which can be identified with self-efficacy, was 

demonstrated to have a direct influence on willingness to communicate. The more 

confident learners are, the more willing they are to communicate. 

Subsequently, intrinsic goal orientation is also hypothesized to predict self-

regulation strategies (H4), Based on self-determination theory, Deci and Ryan (1985, 

2002) elucidated that intrinsic goal orientation is an important factor in the development 
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of competence and self-determination because individuals with greater intrinsic 

motivation are more likely to self-regulate their learning behavior to a higher degree. In 

addition, empirical studies have shown that intrinsic goal orientation is related to 

increased self-efficacy, the effective use of self-regulatory strategies, as well as 

academic achievement (Pintrich et al., 1991; Pintrich & Garcia, 1991). Pintrich and De 

Groot’s (1990) correlational study indicated that intrinsic value was positively 

correlated with self-regulation (r = .73) for the participants in their study. 

Most important, self-regulation strategies are also hypothesized to be a higher-

order construct that is made up of three lower-order constructs: effort regulation 

strategies, peer learning strategies, and metacognitive self-regulation during-task 

strategies (H5). Pintrich et al.’s (1991) conceptualization of learning strategies in the 

MSLQ encompasses two self-regulation strategies; cognitive and metacognitive 

strategies, which include metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies and 

resource management strategies, the latter of which includes effort regulation strategies 

and peer learning strategies. This categorization indicates a higher-order construct, a 

self-regulation strategy construct that subsumes three lower-order self-regulation 

strategies. In addition, empirical studies (McKenzie, Gow, & Schweitzer, 2004; 

Mousoulides & Philippou, 2005) employing structural equation modeling indicate that 

self-regulatory learning strategies encompass cognitive and metacognitive self-

regulation strategies such as metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies and 

resource management strategies such as effort regulation and study time management 

strategies, supporting the higher-order self-regulation strategy construct. 
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Finally, intrinsic goal orientation, self-regulation strategy use, and willingness to 

communicate are hypothesized to predict speaking skills (H6, H7, H8) and listening skills 

(H9, H10, H11). As discussed above, in self-determination theory, intrinsic goal 

orientation is a necessary prerequisite for self-regulation (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002), 

which in turn can promote academic achievement. 

Pintrich and De Groot’s (1990) regression study indicated that self-regulation 

(partial r = .22, p < .005) predicted academic achievement as measured by course 

grades. In addition, the studies by McKenzie, Gow, and Schweitzer (2004) and 

Mousoulides and Philippou (2005) indicated causal relationships between self-

regulation strategy use and academic achievement. 

An attempt was made to identify a minimum of four good performing items to 

measure each latent construct. These items were selected based on three criteria: (a) the 

Rasch Infit and Outfit MNSQ statistics were within the .5-1.5 range, (b) the point-

measure correlations were > .60, and (c) the items displayed high loadings on the latent 

construct (> .70). 

 

The Rasch Model 

The Rasch Model was first developed by George Rasch (1960, 1980). His 

endeavor to create objective measurement is summarized in the following passage. 

a person having a greater ability than another person should have the 

greater probability of solving any item of the type in question, and 

similarly, one item being more difficult than another means that for any 

person the probability of solving the second item is the greater one 

(Rasch, 1960, p. 117) 
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Not only does the use of the Rasch model result in objective measurement, but it 

also orders persons according to their estimated ability and orders items according to 

their estimated difficulty on the same interval measurement scale (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 

10). The Rasch model allows for the estimation of person ability independent of the 

distribution of difficulty of the test items. At the same time, the estimate of item 

difficulty is independent of the distribution of the abilities of the participants (Bond & 

Fox, 2006). Each respondent’s ability interacts with an item’s difficulty to produce an 

observed outcome (Linacre, 2002). 

 

The Rasch Rating Scale Model 

This property of simultaneous conjoint measurement, which is defined as 

measuring person ability and item difficulty simultaneously, is the most powerful 

advantage of the Rasch model over classical test theory. Conjoint measurement is 

represented in the following equation for the Rasch rating scale model. It illustrates a 

case in which a respondent n answers an item i and where all the items on the 

instrument are measured on the same rating scale (Andrich, 1978). 

In Pnij / Pni(j-1) =Bn – Di =Fj,  

where 

 Pnij  is the probability of respondent n scoring in category j of item i, 

Pni(j－1) is the probability of respondent n scoring in category j-1 of item i, 

Bn  is the person measure of respondent n, 

Di  is the difficulty of item i, and 
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Fj  is the difficulty of category step j. 

 

The Rasch model is the best available statistical model for objectively 

measuring item difficulty and person ability because it produces an equal interval scale 

that allows for objectivity in measurement and a direct comparison of data to a set 

standard, that is, the predictions made by the mathematical model (Bond & Fox, 2006). 

This feature is brought into full play when the Rasch model is used to analyze Likert-

scale data, as ordinal Likert-scale data are frequently treated as if they are true interval 

data when classical test theory and/or raw scores are used. The Rasch model also 

produces invariant measures in which item difficulty estimates remain stable across 

suitable samples of persons and person ability estimates remain stable across suitable 

samples of items. Invariance, however, is possible only when items and persons display 

adequate fit to the Rasch model (Bond & Fox, 2007, p. 301). 

 

Fit to the Rasch model. 

Fit to the Rasch model is assessed using a variety of fit statistics, all of which 

indicate the degree to which the observed data behave in ways predicted by the 

expected model. The four types of Rasch fit statistics, unstandardized and standardized 

infit and outfit indices, enable researchers and test makers to develop instruments in 

which all items meet the requirements set forth by the model. Item fit statistics indicate 

how well the items meet the expectations of the Rasch model and to what extent person 

responses to any single item are consistent with their responses to the other items on the 
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scale. Person fit statistics show to what extent a person responds to the items in ways 

that are consistent with the other persons in the sample. 

The two unstandardized fit statistics are outfit MNSQ, the unweighted mean 

square, and infit MNSQ, the information weighted mean square. Outfit MNSQ is 

calculated based on the conventional sum of squared standardized residuals (Bond & 

Fox, 2006, p. 238), and indicates the discrepancy between the observed and expected 

data. Infit MNSQ is the outfit mean square statistic adjusted using its standard deviation 

(Bond & Fox, 2006, p. 238), an adjustment that decreases the effect of outliers on the fit 

statistic. The optimal value for infit and outfit MNSQ statistics is 1.00, and Linacre 

(2009) has suggested that rating scale items with mean-square fit values between 0.5 

and 1.5 are performing adequately, as such items do not diverge substantially from 

model expectations. 

The Rasch model also provides two standardized fit statistics: infit ZSTD (Z 

standard) and outfit ZSTD. The standardized fit statistics are especially useful when the 

sample size is small or the test is short (Linacre, 2006, p. 201); however, it is very 

sensitive and therefore easily inflated by large sample sizes. Standardized infit or outfit 

values exceeding 2.0 indicate that the item mistfits the model, and that it might not be 

measuring the same latent variable as the other items; items with values exceeding 2.0 

should be considered for deletion because ―off-variable noise is greater than useful 

information‖ (Linacre, 2006, p. 201). 
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The Rasch model and construct dimensionality. 

Unidimensionality, which means that the items that form a scale measure a 

single dominant dimension, is an assumption of the Rasch model and underlies accurate 

measurement and interpretation: Person ability and item difficulty estimates are 

trustworthy only if each item contributes to the measurement of a single attribute 

because including more than one construct in a single scale is a source of measurement 

error (Bond & Fox, 2007). It follows that unidimensionality increases construct validity 

because the measures derived from a unidimensional instrument represent the single 

theoretical construct being examined. In the Rasch model, the Rasch principal 

component analysis of item residuals helps researchers detect items that do not function 

as indicators of the construct being measured by providing a mechanism for detecting 

potential secondary constructs measured by a subset of the items. As a general rule, if 

the amount of variance explained by the Rasch rating scale model exceeds 50%, the 

first contrast accounts for less than 15% of the variance, and the eigenvalue of the first 

contrast is less than 3.0, the items are considered to comprise a fundamentally 

unidimensional construct (Linacre, 2008). These three criteria are used in this study to 

assess the dimensionality of the hypothesized constructs. 

 

The Wright map. 

Yet another advantage of the Rasch model over analyses based on classical test 

theory is the Wright map, which displays the relationship between item difficulty and 

person ability estimates on the same interval logit scale. By convention, a person has a 
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50% probability of success on an item located at the same location on the logit scale 

(Bond & Fox, 2007). The Wright map allows researchers to view the range and 

distribution of item and person estimates, detect floor and ceiling effects, the presence 

of outliers, and items that are redundant because they have the same difficulty estimate. 

Furthermore, researchers can identify items that do not contribute to the precise 

measurement of any participants because they are too easy or too difficult to endorse. 

These items can then be deleted or revised. 

 

Rasch reliability and separation. 

The Rasch model provides both item reliability and person reliability estimates. 

Item reliability indicates the degree of replicability of item placement among the items 

measuring the same construct if the same items are administered to another group of 

participants with the same or similar abilities. The person reliability statistic is an 

estimate of the degree of replicability for a given person’s placement among the 

participants who responded to the same items if they are given another group of items 

measuring the same construct. Both reliability indexes are analogous to Cronbach’s α

and they vary from 0 (not reliable at all) to 1.0 (highly reliable) (Bond & Fox, 2007). 

The Rasch model also produces an item and person separation statistic. Item separation 

indicates the number of statistically distinct groups of items with similar levels of 

endorsibility. For example, if the item separation statistic is 3.0, there are three 

statistically distinct groups of item difficulty estimates. Similarly, person separation 

indicates the extent to which person ability estimates are separated in relation to their 
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standard errors. For example, if the person separation statistic is 3.0, it indicates that 

there are three statistically distinct groups of participants in the sample. 

In the present study, the Rasch model was employed in the development of a 

revised version of the MSLQ that was designed to measure motivational and self-

regulation strategy constructs and willingness to communicate in learning English at 

senior high school and university levels. Because of the large sample size (N = 279) in 

this study, the unstandardized Infit and Outfit MNSQ statistics are used because the 

standardized fit statistics are too sensitive with large sample sizes. The values suggested 

by Linacre (2005) of 0.5 to 1.5 were used when determining acceptable fit between the 

data and the Rasch model. 

 

Structural Equation Modeling 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) has been increasingly applied in second 

language acquisition and motivation studies in the past few decades. This trend is due to 

its potential as an analytical method and its advantages over conventional statistical 

techniques, such as correlation and multiple regression. The potential of structural 

equation modeling lies in the fact that it is an integration of several conventional 

statistical procedures: exploratory factor analysis, correlation, regression, and path 

analysis. 

Structural equation modeling was developed from path analysis, which is ―a 

recursive or unidirectional causal flow model‖ (Maruyama, 1998, p. 16). The primary 

purpose of path analysis is to determine the causal relationships among a set of 
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hypothesized constructs. The relationships that are tested are unidirectional, that is, 

from the predictor variables or independent variables to the criterion variable or 

dependent variable. Path models, however, have several constraints. First, theoretical 

constructs can be inaccurately or imprecisely operationalized when the observed 

variables are measured in only one way (Maruyama, 1998, p. 20). Second, if a 

hypothesized model includes bidrectional relationships between the predictor variables 

and the criterion variable, the model cannot be tested using SEM techniques based on 

regression analyses (p. 20). These problems present limitations to researchers that are 

shared by conventional statistical techniques, such as multiple regression and ANOVA. 

The work of Jöreskog (1969) and the development of sophisticated computer 

programs, such as LISREL (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993), EQS (Bentler, 1989), and 

AMOS (Arbuckle, 1997), have allowed researchers to overcome the limitations 

associated with path analysis and thereby expand the potential scope of research. 

Structural modeling has advanced to regression of explanation, where the predictors 

have regression weights in relation to the criterion variable (Maruyama, 1998, p. 21). 

This allows researchers to determine which particular variables have the strongest 

predictive power and to determine how well the predictors explain the criterion variable. 

Thus, SEM has enabled researchers to utilize all the information that is provided by 

regression analyses and further to consider additional information provided by indirect 

predictors. The basic structural model is illustrated in Figure 10. 

Figure 10 represents a typical SEM regression model. The X’s refer to predictor or 

independent variables, Y stands for the criterion or dependent variable, the bs are the 
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regression coefficients, and the e is the residual, which is the variance that is not 

explained by the three predictors, X1, X2, and X3. In addition, the curved doubled- 

headed arrows connecting the predictor variables indicate that these variables are 

correlated. Thus, the size of the regression coefficients reflects both the intercorrelation 

of each predictor variable with the criterion variable and the intercorrelations among the 

predictor variables. Structural models become more complex as the number of 

predictors increases. Similar to regression models, the primary challenge researchers 

face is selecting predictor variables that are orthogonal to one another yet strongly 

related to the criterion variable. 

 

X1

X2

X3

Y

b1

b2

b3

e
 

Figure 10. Structural model deriving from a regression model with three predictors. 

 

Advantages of Structural Equation Modeling 

Structural equation modeling is now regarded as an advanced statistical 

methodology used to confirm hypothesized models in which the relationships among 

multiple variables are based on a structural theory and to explore the strengths of those 

relationships (Byrne, 2006). SEM has two distinctive features: The causal processes 

under investigation are represented by regression equations, and these equations are 

represented in pictorial models so that a clear conceptualization of the underlying theory 
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can be obtained (Byrne, 2006, p. 3). The hypothesized model is tested statistically by 

analyzing the interrelationships of all the variables in order to measure to what extent 

the model fits the data (Byrne, 2006, p. 3). 

Byrne (2003, pp. 3-4) listed several advantages of applying structural modeling 

when conducting research. First, it is a confirmatory approach to testing hypothesized 

models. Second, with the assumption that the relationships are specified based on a 

theory, structural modeling can be used to provide empirical support for the 

hypothesized relationships in the model. Third, unlike traditional multivariate statistical 

techniques, such as multiple regression, SEM can be used to assess and determine 

explicit estimates of measurement error; thus, measurement inaccuracies can be 

detected and avoided. Fourth, whereas in other multivariate statistical procedures, data 

are analyzed based only on observed measurements, structural models include both 

latent and observed variables simultaneously. Lastly, no other statistical procedure can 

be easily utilized to investigate the interrelationships of multiple variables as well as 

their direct and indirect effects on a particular outcome. These highly desirable 

characteristics of structural models suit the investigation of the complex relationships 

among the motivation variables, self-regulation variables, willingness to communicate, 

and speaking and listening test scores used in the present study. 



  

138 

 

SEM Procedures 

Model specification. 

Structural equation modeling requires the specification of the model to be tested, 

which is a statistical statement or a pictorial representation of the relationships among 

the variables that are based on relevant theories and/or the results of empirical studies 

(Hoyle, 1995). Once the model is specified, its plausibility is tested using the data that 

have been gathered. This involves checking the goodness-of-fit between the 

hypothesized model and the model generated based on the sample data (Byrne, 2006, p. 

7). The discrepancy between the hypothesized model and the observed data is expressed 

as residuals. In practical terms, the researcher applies the observed data to the 

hypothesized model and checks how well they fit the model by considering goodness-

of-fit statistics. 

There are a number of goodness-of-fit statistics that indicate how well the data 

fit the hypothesized model. In this study, model fit is assessed using CFI (comparative 

fit index), RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation), AIC (Akaike 

Information Criterion), the Independence Chi-Square (χ2
), and SRMR (the Standard 

Root Mean Residual). 

CFI compares the existing model fit with a null model in which it is assumed 

that the indicator variables (the latent variables) in the model are uncorrelated (the 

"independence model"). In other words, it compares the null model with the observed 

covariance matrix to gauge the percent of lack of fit that is accounted for by going from 

the null model to the hypothesized model. CFI is a reliable index because the values are 
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not affected by sample size. By convention, CFI values equal to or greater than .90 are 

considered to indicate adequate fit of the model to the data (Koshio, 2008). 

RMSEA is computed as ((chi-square /((n-1)degree of freedom))-(degree of 

freedom/((n-1)degree of freedom))) x .5, where n is number of subjects. RMSEA is 

often utilized because like CFI, RMSEA values are not strongly affected by sample size 

and it does not require comparison with a null model. RMSEA values less than or equal 

to .08 indicate adequate fit, while values less than or equal to .05 indicate good fit 

(Arbuckle; 2007; Koshio, 2008; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). Recently, RMSEA ≤ .06 

has been suggested by Hu and Bentler (1998) as the cutoff value for good model fit. 

AIC is used to compare differing number of latent variables. The AIC can be 

calculated in two ways:χ2
 + 2q, where q is the number of parameters in the model, or

χ2
 – 2df. The first AIC is positive and the second AIC is negative, but either AIC value 

close to zero indicates a more parsimonious model. The AIC indicates model fit and 

model parsimony (overidentified model). In Amos, the AIC measure is calculated as χ2
 

+ 2q, where q is the number of parameters in the model. Williams and Holahan (1994) 

found that among the many parsimony-based fit indices for multiple indicator models, 

the AIC performed best (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004, pp. 104-105). There is no 

absolute value for this model fit criterion, and when comparing a few models, a smaller 

value indicates the better model (Koshio, 2008). 

The Independence Chi-Square (χ2
) statistic is commonly reported despite the 

fact that it is not an adequate indicator of model fit with large sample sizes. 
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SRMR is used as a descriptive measure of overall model fit (Schermelleh-Engel, 

Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003). It was introduced to overcome a shortcoming of RMR 

(The Root Mean Square Residual) (Bentler, 1995, p. 271), which was an overall 

badness-of-fit measure based on the fitted residuals (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1981). In 

general, SRMR indices less than .05 indicate good fit, and values from 0.5 to 1.0 are 

interpreted as acceptable (Hu & Bentler, 1995). 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

 

In this chapter, I first analyze the 65 items that make up the shortened version of 

the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). Second, I explain the 

procedure for examining construct dimensionality using a Rasch principal component 

analysis of item residuals and inspecting item functioning using the Rasch rating scale 

model (Andrich, 1978). These analyses are necessary for developing a shortened 

version of the MSLQ. I also present the rating-scale criteria proposed by Linacre (1997, 

2002) and guidelines for interpreting Rasch output proposed by Linacre (2008, 2009). 

Third, I present and discuss the results of the Rasch analysis of the items measuring the 

hypothesized constructs. Fourth, I present the manner in which I selected well 

performing items that measured the intended constructs adequately; these items formed 

the basis for the subsequent statistical analyses that were run. Fifth, I ensure that the 

data have met the five assumptions of the structural equation models tested in the main 

study. Finally, I inspect the KEPT speaking and listening data to ensure that it is 

normally distributed and does not include outliers. Rasch person ability estimates for 

the speaking and listening sections on the KEPT are also obtained. 

 

The Development of a Shortened Version of the MSLQ 

Initially 65 items were developed for the shortened MSLQ, which was designed 

to measure seven constructs: Self-Efficacy (9 items), Willingness to Communicate (15 
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items), Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking (9 items), Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening (5 items), Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (7 items), 

Effort Regulation Strategies (12 items), and Peer Learning Self-Regulation Strategies (8 

items). 

 

Rasch Analysis of the Shortened Japanese Version of the MSLQ 

The shortened Japanese version of the MSLQ was administered to 287 second-

year student students in 12 classes in January, 2009. The data were analyzed with the 

Rasch rating scale model using WINSTEPS 3.63.2 (Linacre, 2005). 

 

Selecting Items for Each Construct 

In order to investigate the dimensionality of the items that were purported to 

measure a particular construct and select items with high residual loadings (> .40), a 

series of Rasch principal component analyses were conducted. All 65 items were 

included in the initial analysis based on the idea that the residuals of items hypothesized 

to measure the same construct are correlated. If this is the case, then items designed to 

measure the same construct will cluster together, as they will display high residual 

correlations. However, this will likely occur for only one or at most two constructs in 

any analysis given that the Rasch principal component analyses of item residuals results 

are made up of two primary components, one with positive and one with negative 

residual loadings. The results are displayed in Table 3. Note that except for the 
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Willingness to Communicate and Self-Efficacy items, items with residual loadings 

below .20 have been deleted for clarity. 

Given that the items measuring Willingness to Communicate and Self-Efficacy 

were mixed to some extent (e.g., item SE 3 had a residual loading of .52) in the initial 

analysis, those items were next analyzed together to determine whether they measured 

separate constructs or the same construct. As shown in Table 4, and using a criterion of 

> .40 to identify meaningful residual loadings, the items hypothesized to measure Self-

Efficacy and Willingness to Communicate appeared to form separate constructs given 

that all of the positive residual loadings > .40 were from items measuring Self-Efficacy, 

and the negative residual loadings > .40 were from items measuring Willingness to 

Communicate. 

In order to more clearly determine the degree of the relationship between 

Willingness to Communicate and Self-Efficacy, Rasch person ability estimates were 

produced using the Willingness to Communicate items and the Self-Efficacy items. 

Those estimates were then exported to SPSS where a Pearson correlation was run. The 

results indicated that the person ability estimates were correlated at .669 (p < .01, two-

tailed); thus, they shared 45% (.669
2
 = 45%) common variance. This was further 

evidence that the two constructs were fundamentally independent. 

Item SE 3 and items WTC 10, WTC 9, and WTC 1, which loaded differently 

from the other items, are inspected in the subsequent analyses of the individual Self-

Efficacy and Willingness to Communicate constructs. 
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Table 3. Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals Results for All Items 

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

WTC 2 .63 51.8 1.22 1.25 
WTC 7 .62 51.4 1.01 1.01 
WTC 14 .61 51.0 1.09 1.10 
WTC 11 .58 53.5 1.33 1.42 
WTC 4 .57 50.2 1.12 1.11 
WTC 8 .53 53.8 1.49 1.49 
SE 3 .52 54.3 1.01 1.09 
WTC 13 .50 51.6 1.31 1.32 
WTC 5 .49 50.5 1.02 1.06 
WTC 12 .46 53.1 1.55 1.52 
WTC 15 .44 50.6 1.13 1.11 
WTC 3 .35 50.4 .83 .84 
SE 2 .33 53.4 1.11 1.10 
PL 7 .33 51.4 1.42 1.47 
WTC 6 .21 50.3 1.13 1.26 
SE 4 .15 51.2 .54 .54 
WTC 1 .11 50.0 .85 .85 
WTC 9 .04 49.4 1.04 1.01 
SE 1 .01 51.6 .99 1.04 
SE 5 .00 49.5 .68 .72 

ER 3 -.48 47.4 .62 .62 
ER 5 -.46 47.8 .85 .85 
ER 12 -.45 47.5 .67 .64 
ER 8 -.44 51.4 1.05 1.06 
MCSDT 8 -.43 46.4 .86 .91 
MCSDT 1 -.43 49.1 .61 .65 
ER 2 -.41 48.9 .72 .74 
PL 10 -.40 46.7 1.10 1.01 
SE 9 -.40 48.9 .76 .77 
ER 6 -.39 48.2 .81 .81 
MCSDT 7 -.38 48.6 .75 .77 
PL 4 -.35 46.8 1.21 1.20 
PL 9 -.32 48.2 .89 .87 
PL 11 -.31 46.3 1.09 1.03 
IGOS 6 -.30 47.7 1.08 1.08 
SE 7 -.30 49.3 .91 .94 
IGOS 12 -.28 46.9 1.14 1.13 
ER 10 -.28 46.9 1.93 1.79 
ER 1 -.26 51.7 .87 .87 
ER 11 -.26 48.2 1.44 1.54 
ER 7 -.20 52.6 1.13 1.14 
IGOS 14 -.20 49.0 .70 .69 

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; IGOL = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening; IGOS = 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; MCSDT = 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; PR = Peer Learning Strategies. 
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Table 4. Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals Results for the Willingness to 

Communicate and Self-Efficacy Items 

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

SE 6 .63 49.1 .74 .75 

SE 8 .59 48.7 1.03 1.07 

SE 1 .53 50.6 1.11 1.22 

SE 5 .50 48.3 .78 .79 

SE 9 .47 47.7 1.09 1.15 

SE 7 .45 48.1 1.24 1.36 

SE 4 .45 50.2 .56 .556 

WTC 10 .35 47.6 .97 1.13 

WTC 9 .31 48.2 1.12 1.08 

WTC 1 .29 48.8 .90 .95 

SE 2 .10 52.6 1.15 1.13 

WTC 2 -.57 50.8 1.04 1.03 

WTC 14 -.52 50.0 .87 .86 

WTC 4 -.48 49.1 .94 .90 

WTC 7 -.47 50.4 .79 .79 

WTC 8 -.46 53.0 1.34 1.31 

WTC 11 -.44 52.7 1.21 1.19 

WTC 13 -.39 50.6 1.16 1.14 

WTC 5 -.36 49.5 .90 .92 

WTC 12 -.32 52.2 1.43 1.38 

WTC 15 -.22 49.5 .98 .95 

SE 3 -.08 53.6 .91 .89 

WTC 3 -.08 49.3 .79 .79 

WTC 6 -.05 49.2 1.12 1.12 

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate. 

 

Next, all the items except for those measuring Willingness to Communicate and 

Self-Efficacy (i.e., the items hypothesized to measure Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, Effort Regulation Strategies, 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies) 

were entered into the analysis. The results are displayed in Table 5. 
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The items with positive residual loadings > .40 were designed to measure Effort 

Regulation Strategies and those items with negative loadings > -.40 were designed to 

measure Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening. 

In addition, the items measuring Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking had 

both positive and negative loadings (see Table 5) and they were designed to be similar 

to Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening because both refer to Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation; thus, the next analysis was carried out to investigate the dimensionality of 

the items designed to measure Effort Regulation Strategies, Intrinsic Goal Orientation 

for Speaking, and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening. 

Using a criterion of > .40 to identify meaningful residual loadings, the Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking items appeared to 

form separate constructs given that the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening items all 

had positive residual loadings, while the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking items 

all had negative residual loadings (see Table 6). However, item ER 11 had a positive 

residual loading of .44, while items ER 4, ER 12, and ER 3 had negative residual 

loadings >. 40. Because the items measuring Effort Regulation Strategies and Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking were not distinct in this analysis, they were next 

analyzed together to determine their dimensionality. Items IGOS 12 and IGOS 1, which 

loaded differently from the other IGOS items, were inspected in the subsequent 

analyses of individual constructs. 
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Table 5. Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals Results for the Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, Effort Regulation 

Strategies, and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer 

Learning Strategies Items 
Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 
ER 3 .60 47.9 .56 .57 
ER 12 .58 48.0 .63 .61 
ER 5 .46 48.3 .78 .78 
ER 6 .45 48.8 .78 .80 
MCSDT 7 .43 49.1 .70 .72 
ER 4 .42 49.0 .65 .67 
MCSDT 8 .42 46.8 .80 .84 
PL 11 .41 46.7 1.07 .97 
ER 2 .35 49.5 .68 .70 
PL 10 .27 47.1 1.03 .95 
PL 4 .26 47.2 1.15 1.09 
ER 8 .18 52.1 .94 .94 
IGOS 6 .17 48.3 1.07 1.04 
IGOS 5 .14 49.0 .69 .70 
IGOS 2 .10 47.8 .98 .93 
IGOS 14 .09 49.6 .75 .73 
ER 10 .08 47.3 1.92 1.77 
MCSDT .08 49.7 .58 .61 
PL 9 .07 48.7 .86 .84 
IGOS 3 .06 49.7 .92 .99 
MCSDT 3 .01 50.4 1.11 1.20 
IGOL 15 -.51 53.6 1.01 1.00 
IGOL 7 -.49 52.3 .94 .98 
IGOL 11 -.43 51.9 1.15 1.16 
PL1 -.41 54.6 1.09 1.09 
IGOL10 -.38 51.0 1.43 1.59 
PL 6 -.29 51.9 1.33 1.31 
IGOS 1 -.28 53.1 1.21 1.23 
PL 3 -.28 53.8 1.28 1.29 
PL 7 -.21 52.2 1.65 1.77 
ER 9 -.20 51.8 1.48 1.47 
MCSDT 27 -.14 51.3 .98 .98 
ER 1 -.14 52.5 .87 .87 
ER 11 -.11 48.8 1.40 1.52 
IGOS 12 -.07 47.4 1.12 1.12 
MCSDT 25 -.05 48.9 .90 .97 
ER 7 -.05 53.5 1.14 1.16 
MCSDT 6 -.04 51.2 .91 .92 
IGOS 4 -.02 49.7 .67 .67 
MCSDT 28 -.01 49.6 1.24 1.35 
Note. ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; MCSDT = 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; IGOL = Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking. 
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Table 6. Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals Results for the Effort 

Regulation Strategies, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, and Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Speaking Items 

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

IGOL 11 .58 52.1 1.11 1.12 

IGOL 10 .54 51.1 1.47 1.72 

IGOL 7 .45 52.5 .98 1.05 

ER 11 .44 48.8 1.40 1.51 

IGOL 15 .40 53.9 1.07 1.07 

ER 9 .33 52.0 1.60 1.57 

IGOS 12 .17 47.4 1.08 1.06 

ER 10 .15 47.3 1.87 1.73 

IGOS 9 .14 50.1 1.04 1.23 

ER 7 .11 53.7 1.19 1.20 

IGOS 1 .09 53.4 1.24 1.27 

ER 1 .05 52.7 .89 .89 

ER 4 -.54 49.0 .70 .70 

IGOS 13 -.46 49.5 .97 .94 

ER 12 -.44 48.0 .68 .65 

ER 3 -.44 47.8 .56 .58 

IGOS 14 -.40 49.7 .71 .70 

IGOS 5 -.38 49.1 .72 .72 

IGOS 2 -.37 47.8 .97 .91 

ER 5 -.29 48.3 .79 .77 

ER 6 -.29 48.8 .82 .80 

IGOS 6 -.29 48.3 1.09 1.04 

ER 2 -.23 49.5 .72 .74 

IGOS 4 -.22 49.7 .68 .68 

IGOS 3 -.20 49.8 .94 1.00 

IGOS 8 -.14 47.5 1.06 1.04 

ER 8 -.08 52.3 .97 .97 

Note. ER = Effort Regulation Strategies, IGOL = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening, IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking. 

 

Using a criterion of > .40 to identify meaningful residual loadings, the Effort 

Regulation Strategy items and the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking items 

appeared to form separate constructs given that all of the positive residual loadings 

> .40 were from items measuring Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, while the 

negative residual loadings > .40 were from items measuring Effort Regulation 
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Strategies (see Table 7). Item ER 4 appeared to belong with the IGOS items, but as the 

loading was close to zero (.07), it was judged that it did not affect the analyses. In order 

to determine the strength of the relationship between the two sets of items, Rasch 

person ability estimates were produced using the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

 

Table 7. Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals Results for the Effort 

Regulation Strategies and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking Items 

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

IGOS 4 .68 50.1 .72 .74 

IGOS 14 .62 50.0 .78 .78 

IGOS 2 .55 48.0 1.00 .95 

IGOS 5 .41 49.4 .73 .73 

IGOS 6 .29 48.5 1.17 1.15 

IGOS 3 .28 50.1 1.00 1.08 

IGOS 12 .26 47.5 1.21 1.31 

IGOS 1 .22 54.0 1.30 1.35 

ER 4 .07 49.3 .70 .70 

ER 8 -.44 52.9 .92 .93 

ER 6 -.43 49.1 .82 .82 

ER 5 -.42 48.5 .80 .88 

ER 2 -.39 49.8 .71 .74 

ER 3 -.36 48.1 .55 .56 

ER 9  -.35 52.5 1.67 1.65 

ER 12 -.23 48.2 .66 .63 

ER 7 -.20 54.4 1.16 1.16 

ER 11 -.18 49.1 1.15 1.75 

ER 10 -.15 47.5 1.93 1.74 

ER 1 -.09 53.2 .93 .93 

Note. ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking. 
 

Speaking items and then a new set of person ability estimates was produced using the 

Effort Regulation Strategy items. A Pearson correlation was run with these estimates; 

the results indicated that the person ability estimates were correlated at .677 (p < .01, 

two-tailed); thus, they shared 46% (.677
2
 = 46%) common variance. This was further 

evidence that the two constructs were fundamentally independent. Item ER 4, which 
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loaded differently from the other ER items, was inspected in the subsequent analyses of 

individual constructs. 

In order to investigate the relationship between the items measuring Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Listening and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, Rasch 

person ability estimates were produced first using the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening items and then the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking items. A Pearson 

correlation was run, and the results indicated that the person ability estimates were 

correlated at .435 (p < .01, two-tailed); thus, they shared 19% (.435
2
 = 19%) common 

variance. This was further evidence that the two constructs were fundamentally 

independent. 

Next, all the items except for those measuring Willingness to Communicate, 

Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking, and Effort Regulation Strategies (i.e., the items hypothesized to measure 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies and Peer Learning Strategies) 

were inspected using the same procedure. The results of the Rasch principal 

components analysis of item residuals are shown in Table 8. 

The items above the .40 cut-off point appeared to generally separate as 

hypothesized, but two Peer Learning Strategy items, Item PL 11 (In this class, I try to 

speak to my classmates in English) and Item PL 4 (I have classmates to discuss what I 

don’t understand with during or after class) had residual loadings above .40 and they 

loaded with the Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies items. In order 

to more clearly determine the relationship between the items measuring Metacognitive 
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During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies and Peer Learning Strategies, a Pearson 

correlation was run with the Rasch person ability estimates derived from the two sets of 

items. The results indicated that the person ability estimates were correlated at .647 (p 

< .01, two-tailed); two-tailed); thus, they shared 42% (.647
2
 = 42%) common variance. 

 

Table 8. Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals Results for the Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies and Peer Learning Strategies Items 

Item Loading Measure Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ 

MCSDT 8 .62 46.6 .81 .82 

MCSDT 7 .52 49.1 .73 .73 

PL 11 .49 46.5 1.06 .97 

PL 4 .40 47.1 1.09 1.01 

PL 10 .34 47.0 1.04 .94 

PL 9 .17 8.7 .83 .81 

MCSDT 3 .16 50.4 1.10 1.12 

MCSDT 1 .13 49.7 .69 .73 

PL 1 -.53 54.8 1.00 1.02 

PL 6 -.43 52.0 1.32 1.30 

PL 7 -.43 52.3 1.57 1.63 

PL 3 -.36 54.1 1.17 1.17 

MCSDT 27 -.20 51.4 .94 .94 

MCSDT 25 -.08 48.9 .88 1.02 

MCSDT 6 -.07 51.3 .92 .91 

Note. MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer 

Learning Strategies. 

 

This was supporting evidence that the two constructs were fundamentally independent. 

The Peer Learning Strategies construct included items that had positive and negative 

loadings > .40, and items MCDT 27, MCDT 25, and MCDT 6 loaded differently from 

the other MCSDT items. However, they were further inspected in the next stage. 

This preliminary analysis suggests that all the hypothesized constructs have an 

acceptable degree of unidimensionality. Subsequently, the items measuring each 

construct were inspected separately with the Rasch rating scale model. 
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Rasch Model Criteria for Selecting Items 

Six criteria for determining acceptable rating scale performance suggested by 

Linacre (1997, 2002) were applied in this study: (a) a minimum of 10 observations 

should be present for each category; (b) the probability curves should be peaked for 

each category; (c) the average category measures should increase with the rating scale 

categories; (d) the Outfit MNSQ statistic should be less than 2.0; (e) threshold levels 

should increase with the rating scale categories, and, (f) the category thresholds should 

have a minimum separation of 6.37 CHIPS for a 3-point scale, 5.00 CHIPS for a 4-point 

scale, 3.69 CHIPS for a 5-point scale, 2.68 CHIPS for a 6-point scale, and 1.87 CHIPS 

for a 7-point scale (Wolfe & Smith, 2007a, 2007b). 

The items that were hypothesized to measure a single construct were analyzed to 

further investigate their dimensionality and fit to the Rasch model. The results are 

presented in the order of the constructs identified in the preceding principal component 

analyses of item residuals. In this process, the items that were purported to measure a 

single construct were also evaluated in terms of their degree of logical coherence. The 

following criteria suggested by Linacre (2009) were used to assess dimensionality: 

1. The variance explained by the Rasch measures should be > 50%. 

2. The variance explained by the items should be greater than 4 times the variance 

explained by the first residual contrast. 

3. Less than 5% variance in the first residual contrast is excellent. 

4. The eigenvalue of the first residual contrast should be < 3.0 (< 1.5 is excellent). 
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Item fit to the Rasch model was assessed using the following criteria provided 

by Bond and Fox (2007). Items whose infit or outfit mean square statistics are above 1.4 

indicate haphazard response patterns and are interpreted as underfitting the model. 

Items whose infit or outfit mean square statistics are below .60 are too deterministic and 

the response patterns are interpreted as overfitting the model. 

 

Self-Efficacy 

Initially, nine self-efficacy items were analyzed using the Rasch rating scale 

model. After determining that the items formed a fundamentally unidimensional 

construct, rating scale functioning was investigated for the Self-Efficacy items. Two 

problems with the rating scale structure were identified: Categories 2 (Not very true) 

and 3 (Slightly untrue) were disordered and some category thresholds were not 1.87 

CHIPS apart (Wolfe & Smith, 2007b, p. 210). These results indicate that the original 

scale needed to be modified so that it would fit the guidelines proposed by Linacre 

(1997, 2002). The disordered categories (i.e., categories 2 and 3) were first collapsed, 

and then adjacent categories, such as category 6 (Very true) and 7 (Absolutely True), 

whose thresholds did not meet the criterion, were collapsed. Finally, category 1 (Not 

true at all), which had a small number of responses, was collapsed with category 2. 

Optimal scale functioning was arrived at by collapsing the first three, the next two, and 

the final two categories (i.e., the categories were recoded as 1112233). The final 3-point 

rating scale for Self-Efficacy is shown in Table 9. 
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The 3-point rating scale met the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each 

category had more than 10 observations, the average category measures increased with 

the rating scale categories, the Outfit MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold 

levels increased with the rating scale categories, and the category thresholds had a 

separation greater than 6.37 CHIPS (for the 3-point scale). 

 

Table 9. Rating Scale Functioning for the 3-point Self-Efficacy Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true 747 (27) .93 .97 None (-11.70) 

2 Neutral 1289 (47) .96 1.03 -6.51 .00 

3 True 726 (26) 1.07 1.23 6.51 11.69 

 

Determining that the nine items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct 

was carried out using the Rasch PCA of item residuals. The Rasch measures explained 

65.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 17.3), which exceeded the 50% criterion, and the 

first residual contrast explained 7.5% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.0). This was 

below the 10% criterion for variance in the first contrast and below the 3.0 eigenvalue 

criterion. The second through fifth residual contrasts accounted for 3.6-7.5% of the 

variance (eigenvalues ranged from .9-1.5). Taken together, the results indicated that no 

significant second construct was measured by the Self-Efficacy items. 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations 

were acceptable, as they ranged from .49 to .78. This indicated that each item was 

relatively highly correlated with the whole scale and that they were plausibly measuring 

one construct, Self-Efficacy. All the items except item SE 3 (Outfit MNSQ = 1.52) and 

item SE 9 (Outfit MNSQ = 1.60) were within the .5-1.5 MNSQ range (Infit MNSQ, .57-
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1.30 and Outfit MNSQ, .56-1.60). To investigate whether these two items should be 

deleted from subsequent analyses, persons who had unexpected responses to the items 

(14 people, 5% of the total sample) were temporarily deleted and the analysis was rerun. 

The fit statistics for both items improved markedly. Item SE 3 had an Infit MNSQ 

of .92 and ZSTD of -.9 and an Outfit MNSQ of .75 and ZSTD of -1.6. Item SE 9 had an 

Infit MNSQ of 1.09 and ZSTD 1.1 and an Outfit MNSQ of 1.09 and ZSTD of .9. The 

results showed that the poor fit was caused by a very small number of respondents and 

that the items were fundamentally sound. For this reason, items SE 3 and SE 9 were 

retained in the subsequent analyses. 

 

Table 10. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Self-Efficacy Items 

 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

SE 3 58.9 .6 1.16 1.9 1.52 3.6 .57 

SE 2 56.2 .5 1.18 2.2 1.15 1.5 .60 

SE 1 51.8 .5 1.99 -.1 1.08 1.0 .64 

SE 4 51.0 .5 .57 -6.9 .56 -6.5 .78 

SE 6 48.1 .5 .77 -3.4 .73 -3.6 .75 

SE 8 47.0  .5 .95 -.6 .93 -.8 .69 

SE 5 46.5  .5 .83 -2.3 .80 -2.4 .70 

SE 7 45.5 .5 1.21 2.7 1.30 2.9 .53  

SE 9  45.0 .5 1.30 3.6 1.60 5.3 .49  

 

Figure 11 displays the Wright map for Self-Efficacy. The CHIPS scale is 

displayed on the left side of the figure. Persons with a higher degree of self-efficacy and 

items that are more difficult to endorse are placed higher on the map. Conversely, 

persons with lower self-efficacy and items that are easier to endorse are located toward 

the bottom of the figure. The mean person ability estimate (SD) of 49.83 (7.13) and 

mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (4.62) indicate that the items are well 
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centered on the participants’ ability estimates. Item SE 9 (I believe I will improve my 

speaking skills if I work hard in this class) (difficulty estimate = 45.0) was the easiest 

item to endorse and item SE 3 (I believe I will be able to complete the most difficult 

speaking task given in this class) (difficulty estimate = 58.9) was the most difficult. An 

inspection of the empirical item hierarchy indicated that the difficulty order was 

primarily determined by the level of the tasks the students are expected to perform. 

Difficult items such as item SE 3 and item SE 2 (I believe that I will understand the 

most difficult listening passages in the course) asked the respondents whether they 

believe they can do the most difficult speaking and listening task. On the other hand, 

easy items, such as items SE 7, SE 9, SE 5, SE 8, and SE 6, asked about confidence in 

achieving more general goals that average students can probably achieve if they invest a 

reasonable amount of time and energy.  

The Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was adequate at .78 (1.87), 

and the Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was very high at .99 (8.74). The 

person separation index indicated that there were approximately two statistically distinct 

groups of participants in terms of their ability estimates, and the item separation index 

indicated that there were nearly nine distinct levels of item difficulty. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with more    |  More difficult to endorse items 

self-efficacy        | 

   70                + 

                .##  | 

                     | 

                     | 

                .## T| 

                .##  | 

   60                +T 

           .#######  |  SE 3: successfully complete difficult tasks 

           .####### S|  SE 2: understand most difficult passages 

              #####  |S 

            #######  | 

         .#########  |  SE 1: get excellent grade  SE 4: do well on  

   50 ############# M+M       activities 

           .#######  |  SE 6: do well 

           ########  |  SE 5: understand what the teacher says  

          .########  |S SE 8: complete assignments 

            .###### S|  SE 7: improve listening  SE 9: improve speaking 

            #######  | 

   40                +T      

               .###  | 

               .###  | 

                    T| 

                     | 

                  #  | 

   30                + 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

   20                + 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

   10                + 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

                     | 

    0            .#  + 

Persons with less    |  Easier to endorse items 

self-efficacy        | 

------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Note. Each # is 3 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 

standard deviations from the mean. 

Figure 11. Wright map for Self-Efficacy. 
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Willingness to Communicate 

The 15 items designed to measure Willingness to Communicate were analyzed 

using the Rasch rating scale model. The Rasch PCA of item residuals results were 

initially inspected. The Rasch measures explained 61.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 

24.4), which exceeded the 50% criterion, and the first residual contrast explained 5.4% 

of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.1). This was below the 10% criterion for variance and 

below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for the first residual contrast. The second through 

fifth residual contrasts accounted for 4.0-3.1% of the variance (eigenvalues ranged from 

1.6-1.2). Taken together, the results indicated that there was no significant second 

construct. 

After determining that the items formed a fundamentally unidimensional 

construct, rating scale functioning was investigated. Two problems with the rating scale 

structure were identified: Category 2 (Not very true) and category 3 (Slightly untrue) 

were disordered and some category thresholds were not 1.87 CHIPS apart. Therefore, a 

similar procedure to restructure the 7- point Likert scale was implemented to solve the 

problems. The original 7-point scale was collapsed in various combinations. Optimal 

rating scale functioning was arrived at by collapsing categories 1 and 2, 3 and 4, and 5 

and 6 (i.e., renumbering the categories as 1122334). 

The final rating scale functioning for Willingness to Communicate is shown in 

Table 11. The 4-point rating scale met the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each 

category had more than 10 observations, the average category measures increased with 

the rating scale categories, the Outfit MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold 
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levels increased with the rating scale categories, and the category thresholds had a 

separation greater than 5.00 CHIPS (for the 4-point scale). 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations were 

acceptable, as they ranged from .58 to .76. This indicated that the items are relatively 

highly correlated with the whole scale and they are plausibly measuring one construct, 

Willingness to Communicate. All the items were within the .5-1.5 MNSQ range (Infit 

MNSQ, .74-1.38 and Outfit MNSQ, .73-1.35). A summary of the Rasch item statistics 

is shown in Table 12. 

 

Table 11. Rating Scale Functioning for the 4-point Willingness to Communicate Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true 735 (16) 1.08 1.08 None (-1404) 

2 Slightly untrue 1684 (37) .90 1.01 -8.61 -4.40 

3 Slightly true 1494 (32) .89 .89 .35 4.55 

4 Very true 670 (15) 1.08 1.10 8.26 (13.79) 

 

Figure 12 displays the Wright map for Willingness to Communicate. The CHIPS 

scale is displayed on the left side of the figure. Persons with a higher degree of 

Willingness to Communicate and more difficult to endorse items are toward the top of 

the map. Conversely, persons with lower willingness to communicate and items that are 

easier to endorse are located toward the bottom of the figure. The mean person ability 

estimate (SD) of 49.66 (6.06) and mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (2.71) 

indicate that the items are well centered on the participants 
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Table 12. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Willingness to Communicate Items 
 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-Measure 

Correlation 

WTC 8 55.2 .4 1.20 2.4 1.22 2.4 .58 

WTC 11 54.9 .4 1.13 1.6 1.05 .7 .60 

WTC 12 53.6 .4 1.38 4.4 1.29 3.3 .61 

WTC 7 50.9 .4 .83 -2.3 .82 -2.4 .72 

WTC 2  50.9 .4 .98 -.2 .95 -.7 .69 

WTC 13 50.9 .4 1.05 .7 1.02 .3 .65 

WTC 14 49.6  .4 .74 -3.8 .73 -3.7 .76 

WTC 5 49.3 .4 .81 -2.6 .83 -2.2 .71 

WTC 15 49.0 .4 .99 -.2 .99 -.1 .68 

WTC 6 48.7 .4 1.01 .1 1.07 .9 .64 

WTC 3 48.7 .4 .83 -2.3 .86 -1.9 .69 

WTC 4 48.3 .4 .79 -3.0 .80 -2.6 .72 

WTC 1 47.6 .4 .98 -.3 1.14 1.7 .64 

WTC 9 46.6 .4 1.20 2.0 1.22 2.5 .57 

WTC 10  45.8 .4 1.07 1.0 1.35 3.8 .59 

 

Item WTC 10 (I would be willing to participate in a group discussion in this class) 

(difficulty estimate = 45.8) was the easiest item to endorse. Item WTC 8 (I would be 

willing to use my English to phone an international student to invite him/her to a club 

activity outside of class) (difficulty estimate = 55.2) and item WTC 11 (I would be 

willing to participate in speaking English with a group of students who have already 

started talking with a native speaker teacher outside of class) (difficulty estimate = 

54.9) were the most difficult items to endorse. An inspection of the empirical item 

hierarchy indicated a clear contrast between easy and difficult items; students were 

more willing to engage in tasks that they were accustomed to engaging in with a group 

of students, a type of collaborative learning where other students and the teacher 

scaffolded or helped and gave encouraging feedback (Dörnyei 2001b) as exemplified by 

item WTC 10 (I would be willing to participate in a group discussion in this class), 

item 9 (I would be willing to give a presentation in English during this class), and item 
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6 (I would be willing to interview other teachers at this university for the project given 

in this class). On the other hand, the participants were less willing to engage in tasks 

that required higher level interactional and strategic competence and will power 

(MacIntyre, 2010) and were not likely to entail any support from others, such as peers 

and teachers, as indicated by item WTC 11 (I would be willing to participate in 

speaking English with a group of students who have already started talking with a 

native speaker teacher outside of class) and WTC 8 (I would be willing to use my 

English to phone an international student to invite him/her to a club activity outside of 

class). 

The Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was acceptably high at .88 

(2.76), and the Rasch item reliability estimate was very high at .98 (6.65). The person 

separation index indicated that there were nearly three statistically distinct groups of 

participants in terms of their ability estimates, and the item separation index indicated 

that there were approximately six distinct levels of item difficulty. 

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening 

Five items designed to measure Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening were 

analyzed. An inspection of the Rasch PCA of item residuals was implemented to check 

the unidimensionality of the items. The Rasch measures explained 48.8% of the 

variance (eigenvalue = 3.8), which was slightly below the 50% criterion. Therefore, the 

item loadings were scrutinized. The results indicated that item IGOL 9 (I would like to 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 Persons with   |  More difficult to endorse items 
 higher WTC     | 
  100        .  + 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
   90           + 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
   80           + 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
   70           + 
             .  | 
                | 
            .#  | 
             .  | 
             . T| 
   60       .#  + 
           .##  | 
        .#####  | 
         .#### S|T WTC 11: speak with NS teacher WTC 8: phone an 
                |  international student 
      ########  |S WTC 12: work part-time using only English 
      .#######  |  WTC 13: interview foreigners  WTC 2: converse with 
                |  international student   WTC 7: converse with foreigners 
   50.######## M+M WTC 14: guide a visitor WTC 5: ask a teacher 
       .######  |  WTC 1:  ask a teacher   WTC 15: discuss with classmates 
                |  WTC 3:  converse with teacher  WTC 4 guide a visitor 
                |  WTC 6   interview teachers 
  .###########  |S WTC 9:  give a presentation during class 
        ######  |T WTC 10: participate in a group discussion 
        ###### S| 
           .##  | 
   40       .#  + 
             . T| 
            .#  | 
             .  | 
                | 
             .  | 
   30           + 
             .  | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
   20           + 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
   10           + 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
                | 
    0        #  + 
 Persons with   |   Easier to endorse items 
 lower WTC      | 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note. Each # is 4 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 

standard deviations from the mean. 

Figure 12. Wright map for Willingness to Communicate. 



  

163 

 

choose listening tasks that are useful for me) displayed a weak residual loading (-.01) 

and that it did not fit well (Infit MNSQ = .48 and Outfit MNSQ = . 49). Although the 

item IGOL 9 was designed to refer to Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, when 

carefully examined, it appeared to belong to a slightly different construct; it describes 

the learner’s perception of the value of particular listening tasks rather than their 

perception of intrinsic interest in listening tasks. In addition, a confirmatory factor 

analysis indicated that item IGOL9 did not load with the other listening items. Deleting 

the item improved unidimensionality considerably, as the variance accounted for by the 

Rasch model increased from 48.8% to 62.1%. This confirmed that item IGOL9 needed 

to be deleted. After the deletion, four items measuring Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening remained: items IGOL 7, 10, 11, and 15. 

The Rasch model accounted for 62.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 6.5). The 

variance explained by the first residual contrast, 20.2% (eigenvalue = 2.1) was above 

the 10.0% criterion; however, the second residual contrast, 9.2% (eigenvalue = 1.0), and 

the third residual contrast, 8.5% (0.9) were below the 10.0% criterion. The eigenvalue 

of the first residual contrast was below the 3.0 criterion set by Linacre (1997, 2002) and 

the eigenvalues of the next two residual contrasts were below the 1.4 eigenvalue 

criterion that has been found to occur with random noise in the data. Overall, the results 

indicated that there was no significant second factor included in the Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening items. 
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After determining that the items formed a fundamentally unidimensional 

construct, rating scale functioning was investigated. Two problems with the rating scale 

structure were identified: Category 2 (Not very true) and category 3 (Slightly untrue) 

were disordered and some category thresholds were not 1.87 CHIPS apart. The original 

7-point scale was collapsed in various combinations; optimal scale functioning was 

arrived at by collapsing the first three, the next two, and the final two categories (i.e., 

renumbering the categories as 1112233). 

The final rating scale for Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening is shown in 

Table 13. The 3-point rating scale met the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each 

category had more than 10 observations, the average category measures increased with 

the rating scale categories, the Outfit MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold 

levels increased with the rating scale categories, and the category thresholds had a 

separation greater than 6.37 CHIPS (for the 3-point scale). 

 

Table 13. Rating Scale Functioning for the 3-point Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true 288 (26) .99 1.00 None (-12.18) 

2 Neutral 570 (52) .96 .97 -7.02 .00 

3 True 227 (21) 1.03 1.03 7.02 12.18 

 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations 

were acceptable, as they ranged from .68 to .75 (see Table 14). This indicated that each 

item is relatively highly correlated with the whole scale and that they are plausibly 

measuring one construct, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking. All the items were 

within the .5-1.5 MNSQ range (Infit MNSQ, .89-.95 and Outfit MNSQ, .90-.94). 
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Table 14. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening Items 
 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

IGOL15 53.7 .5 .95 -.7 .93 -.8 .73 

IGOL 7 49.9 .5 .92 -1.0 .92 -1.0 .75 

IGOL11 52.3 .6 .89 -1.2 .90 -.6 .72 

IGOL10 51.1 .6 .93 -.7 .94 2.5 .68 

 

Figure 13 displays the Wright map for the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening 

measures. The CHIPS scale is displayed on the left side of the figure. Persons with a 

higher degree of Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening and items that are more 

difficult to endorse are placed higher on the map. Conversely, persons with lower 

intrinsic goal orientation for listening and items that are easier to endorse are located 

toward the bottom of the figure. The mean person ability estimate (SD) of 49.08 (6.65) 

and mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (2.46) indicate that the items are well 

centered on the participants. Item IGOL 10 (The most satisfying thing for me is that I 

can understand what the teacher is saying) was the easiest item to endorse (item 

difficulty estimate = 45.8) and Item IGOL 15 (I enjoy making my personal learning 

plan in this class) was the most difficult (item difficulty estimate = 53.7). An inspection 

of the empirical item hierarchy indicated that there was little difference in the mean 

item difficulty estimates because the four items were clustered around the mean as 

displayed in Figure 14. However, the participants felt more motivated to understand  
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------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Persons with more IGOL     |  More difficult to endorse items 
  100                  .#  + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
   90                      + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
   80                      + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
   70                      + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                      .##  | 
                          T| 
   60                      + 
                   .#####  | 
                        .  | 
                          S|T 
                  .######  |  IGOL15: set personal goals 
                           |S 
   50        .###########  +M IGOL11: understand listening materials 
                          M|S IGOL7:  achieve my personal goals 
                  .######  |  IGOL10: understand what teacher says 
                        .  |T 
                           | 
                  ####### S| 
   40                   .  + 
                           | 
                    .####  | 
                          T| 
                           | 
                           | 
   30                      + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
   20                      + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
   10                      + 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
                           | 
    0              .#####  + 
Persons with less IGOL     |  Easier to endorse items 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note. Each # = 4 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 
standard deviations from the mean. 
Figure 13. Wright map for Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening. 
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what the teacher is saying (IGOL 10) and the listening materials (IGOL 11), whereas 

they were less motivated to set personal goals or achieve those goals (IGOS 15). 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was fairly high at .85 (2.47), 

and the Rasch item reliability estimate was very high at .98 (8.00). The person 

separation index indicated that there were approximately two and a half statistically 

distinct groups of participants in terms of their ability estimates, and the item separation 

index indicated that there were eight distinct levels of item difficulty. 

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking 

Nine items measuring Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking were analyzed. In 

order to determine that the nine items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct, a 

Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was implemented. The Rasch measures explained 

52.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.6), which exceeded the 50% criterion, and the 

first residual contrast explained 10.7% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.6). This was 

slightly above the 10% criterion for variance in the first contrast, but well below the 3.0 

eigenvalue criterion. The second through fifth residual contrasts accounted for 9.3-7.1% 

of the variance (eigenvalues ranged from 1.4-1.0). Taken together, the results indicated 

that there was no significant second factor among the items. 

After determining that the items formed a fundamentally unidimensional 

construct, the rating scale functioning was investigated. Two problems with the rating 

scale structure were identified: Categories 2 (Not very true) and 3 (Slightly untrue) were 
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disordered and some category thresholds were not 1.87 CHIPS apart. Therefore, the 

original 7-point scale was therefore collapsed in various combinations; optimal scale 

functioning was arrived at by collapsing the first three, the next two, and final two 

categories (i.e., rescaling the categories as 1112233). 

The final rating scale for Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking is shown in 

Table 15. The 3-point rating scale met the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each 

category had more than 10 observations, the average category measures increased with 

the rating scale categories, the Outfit MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold 

levels increased with the rating scale categories, and the category thresholds had a 

separation greater than 6.37 CHIPS (for the 3-point scale). 

 

Table 15. Rating Scale Functioning for the 3-point Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true 203 (11) 1.03 1.07 None (-13.17) 

2 Neutral 899 (50) .96 1.02 -8.07 .00 

3 True 701 (39) 1.07 .99 8.07 13.17 

 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations 

were acceptable, as they ranged from .53 to .80 (see Table16). This indicated that each 

of the items was relatively highly correlated with the whole scale and that they were 

plausibly measuring one construct, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking. Item fit to 

the Rasch model was generally good, as all the items were within the .5-1.5 range (Infit 

MNSQ = .73–1.46 and Outfit MNSQ = .71–1.48) with the exception of item IGO 12 

(Infit MNSQ = 1.38, ZSTD = -4.1, Outfit MNSQ = 1.61, ZSTD = .46) and item IGO 1 

(Infit MNSQ = 1.46, ZSTD = 5.4, Outfit MNSQ = 1.90, ZSTD = 6.7). To investigate 
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whether item IGO 12 should be deleted from the subsequent analyses, six respondents 

(2.2% of the total sample) who gave unexpected responses to this item were temporarily 

deleted and the analysis was rerun. The fit statistics improved considerably (Infit 

MNSQ = .87, ZSTD = -1.5, Outfit MNSQ = .85, ZSTD = -1.6); therefore, it was 

decided to retain the item for the subsequent analyses. In addition, nine respondents 

(3.2% of the total sample) who gave unexpected responses to item IGO 1 were 

temporarily deleted and the analysis was rerun. The fit improved to an acceptable 

degree (Infit MNSQ = 1.32, ZSTD = 3.8, Outfit MNSQ = 1.21, ZSTD = 1.7); therefore, 

it was decided to retain the item for the subsequent analyses. 

 

Table 16. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking Items 
 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

IGOS 1 59.7 .5 1.46 5.4 1.48 6.7 .53 

IGOS 3 51.1 .5 1.09 1.1 1.01 1.0 .68 

IGOS 4 52.5 .6 .78 -2.8 .77 -2.9 .79 

IGOS 14 52.3 .6 .73 -3.8 .71 -3.8 .80 

IGOS 13 52.3 .6 .89 -1.2 .90 -1.2 .77 

IGOS 5 51.1  .6 .93 -.7 .94 -.7 .76 

IGOS 6 48.6  .6 1.24 2.6 1.25 2.6 .67 

IGOS 2 47.4 .6 1.04 -.0 .99 .0 .71 

IGOS 12 45.8 .6 1.38  -4.1 1.44 4.6 .60 

 

Figure 14 displays the Wright map for the Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking measures. The CHIPS scale is displayed on the left side of the figure. Persons 

with a higher degree of Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking and items that are more 

difficult to endorse are placed higher on the map. Conversely, persons with lower 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking and items that are easier to endorse are located 

toward the bottom of the figure. The mean person ability estimate (SD) of 54.94 (7.47) 
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and mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (2.51) indicate that the items were 

reasonably well centered on the participants. Item IGOS 12 (The most satisfying thing in 

this class is that I can express myself in English as well as possible) (difficulty estimate 

= 45.8) was the easiest item to endorse. Item IGOS 1 (I like tasks that challenge me) 

(difficulty estimate = 59.7) was the most difficult item to endorse. An inspection of the 

empirical item hierarchy indicated that there was little difference in the difficulties of 

the items because almost all the items clustered around the mean as displayed in Figure 

15. However, the students were motivated to enjoy using English (IGOS 2) and to 

express themselves by speaking English (IGOS 12) in general, whereas they were 

comparatively less motivated to engage in particular speaking activities that improve 

their speaking skills (IGOS 13) and those that require active engagement (IGO 1 and 

IGOS 4). In addition, the analyses showed that items IGOS 1 and 2 performed 

acceptably well. 

The Rasch person reliability estimate (separation) was slightly low at .71 (1.58), 

and the Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was high at .94 (3.99). The person 

separation index indicated that there were less than two statistically distinct groups of 

participants in terms of their ability estimates, and the item separation index indicated 

that there were approximately four distinct levels of item difficulty. 

 

Effort Regulation Strategies 

Initially, twelve items designed to measure Effort Regulation Strategies were 

analyzed using the Rasch rating scale model. The first step, which involved determining  
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------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with more   |  More difficult to endorse items 
IGOS                | 
  100 ############  +  
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   90               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   80               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   70              T+ 
                    | 
           .######  | 
                    | 
           .######  | 
                   S| 
   60     ########  +  IGOS 1: like tasks that challenge me. 
                    | 
         #########  | 
          .####### M|T 
                 .  |S 
           .######  |  IGOS 13: like activities that improve speaking 
                    |           skills IGOS14: enjoy speaking activities 
   50     .#######  +M IGOS 4:  pleasure doing activities in English IGOS3 
                    |  IGOS 5:  engage in activities actively 
              .###  |  IGOS 6:  prefer activities that arouse my curiosity 
                   S|S IGOS 2:  enjoy studying using English 
                ##  |T IGOS 12: express myself in English as well as 
               .##  |           possible 
                    | 
   40           .# T+ 
                    | 
                .#  | 
                    | 
                 .  | 
                    | 
   30               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   20               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
   10               + 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
                    | 
    0           .#  + 
Persons with less   |  Easier to endorse items 
IGOS                | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Note. Each # = 4 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 
standard deviations from the mean. 
Figure 14. Wright map for Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking. 
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that the twelve items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct, was performed by 

examining the Rasch PCA of item residuals. The Rasch measures explained 66.5% of 

the variance (eigenvalue = 23.8), which exceeded the 50% criterion, and the first 

residual contrast explained 5.6% of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.0). This was below the 

10% criterion for variance and below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for the first contrast. 

The second through third residual contrasts accounted for 3.8-3.3% of the variance 

(eigenvalues ranged from 1.4-1.2). The results indicated that there was no significant 

second construct among the items. 

After determining that the items formed a fundamentally unidimensional 

construct, the rating scale functioning was investigated. A problem was identified 

regarding the rating scale structure. All the category thresholds were less than the 1.87 

CHIPS criterion; therefore, the original 7-point scale was collapsed in various 

combinations. Optimal scale functioning was arrived at by collapsing the first three, the 

next two, and the final two categories (i.e., the categories were renumbered as 1112233). 

The final 3-point rating scale is shown in Table 17. The 3-point rating scale met 

the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each category had more than 10 observations, 

the average category measures increased with the rating scale categories, the Outfit 

MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold levels increased with the rating scale 

categories, and the category thresholds had a separation greater than 6.37 CHIPS (for 

the 3-point scale). 
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Table 17. Rating Scale Functioning for the 3-point Effort Regulation Strategies Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true 695 (19) 1.04 1.11 None (-10.47) 

2 Neutral 1447 (40) .95 .90 -5.14 .00 

3 True 1460 (41) 1.00 1.04 5.14 10.47 

 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations 

were acceptable, as they ranged from .48 to .70 (see Table 18). This indicated that the 

items were relatively highly correlated with the whole scale and that they were 

plausibly measuring one construct, Effort Regulation Strategies. All the items were 

within the .5-1.5 range (Infit MNSQ, .69-1.42 and Outfit MNSQ, .64-1.46) with the 

exception of item ER 10 (Infit MNSQ = 1.55) and item ER 11 (Outfit MNSQ = 1.51). 

To investigate whether items ER 10 and ER 11 should be deleted from the subsequent 

analyses, 15 persons (5%) who gave unexpected answers to item ER 10 and 12 persons 

(4.3% of the sample) who gave unexpected responses to item ER 11 were temporarily 

deleted and the analysis was rerun. The statistics for item ER 10 improved sufficiently: 

Infit MNSQ = 1.41, Infit ZSTD = 2.1, Outfit MNSQ = 1.32, and Outfit ZSTD = 2.23. 

The fit statistics for item ER 11 also improved sufficiently: Infit MNSQ = 1.10, Infit 

ZSTD = 1.2, Outfit MNSQ = 1.13, and Outfit ZSTD = 1.4. The results showed that the 

poor fit was caused by a small number of respondents, so items ER 10 and ER 11 were 

retained in the subsequent analyses. 
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Table 18. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Effort Regulation Strategies Items 

 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

ER 7 58.1 .5 1.15 1.9 1.17 1.7 .60 

ER 1 55.9 .5 .92 -1.1 .90 -1.2 .66 

ER 8 55.4 .5 .86 -1.9 .87 -1.6 .70 

ER 9 54.5 .5 1.42 5.1 1.43 4.7 .53 

ER 2 49.1 .5 .73 -3.9 .72 -3.4 .69 

ER4 47.8 .5 .93 -.8 .93 -.6 .61 

ER 6 47.6 .5 .83 -2.3 .88 -1.2 .65 

ER 11 47.0 .5 1.36 4.1 1.51 4.2 .48  

ER 5 46.4 .5 .81 -2.5 .88 -1.0 .65 

ER 3 46.2 .5 .69 -4.3 .64 -3.6 .68 

ER 10 46.1 .5 1.55 5.8 1.46 3.5 .50 

ER 12 45.9 .5 .74 -3.5 .72 -2.6 .67  

 

Figure 15 displays the Wright map for Effort Regulation Strategies. The CHIPS 

scale is displayed on the left side of the figure. Persons with more frequent use of effort 

regulation strategies and items that are more difficult to endorse are placed higher on 

the map. Conversely, persons with less frequent use of effort regulation strategies and 

items that are easier to endorse are located toward the bottom of the figure. The mean 

person ability estimate (SD) of 53.16 (6.40) and mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 

50.00 (4.37) indicate that the items are well centered on the participants. Item ER 12 (I 

listen to a story or lecture even though the content is difficult) (difficulty estimate = 

45.9) was the easiest item to endorse and item ER 7 (Even though there are other 

temptations, I prioritize assignments given in this course) (difficulty estimate = 58.1) 

was the most difficult. An inspection of the empirical item hierarchy indicated that the 

difficulty order was primarily determined by how much will power the behavior or 

activity requires. Item ER 10 (I attend this class regularly) does not require much will 

power, and items ER 12, ER 3, and ER 5 are listening activities that require engagement 
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with the listening passage. On the other hand, item ER 7 (Even though there are other 

temptations, I prioritize assignments given in this course) and item ER 1 (I’m so 

interested in studying for this class that I complete what I have planned to do) require 

such high degrees of will power that only self-determined people or those with high 

self-management skills can accomplish them. 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was adequate at .81 (2.03), 

and the Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was high at .99 (8.37). The person 

separation index indicated that there were two statistically distinct groups of 

participants in terms of their ability estimates, and the item separation index indicated 

that there were nearly eight distinct levels of item difficulty. 

 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies 

Seven items designed to measure Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies were analyzed with the Rasch rating scale model. First, the results of the 

Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis were inspected. The Rasch measures explained 

51.3% of the variance (eigenvalue = 7.4), which exceeded the 50% criterion, and the 

first residual contrast explained 11.1% of the variance (eigenvalue = 1.6). This was 

slightly above the 10% criterion for variance and below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion for 

the first contrast. The second through fifth residual contrasts accounted for 9.3-6.8% of 

the variance (eigenvalues ranged from 1.6-1.0). The results indicated that there was no 

significant second construct in the Metacognitive Self-Regulation During-Task Strategy 

items. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Persons with more      |  More difficult to endorse items 
Frequent use of effort | 
regulation strategies  | 
  100             .##  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
   90                  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
   80                  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
   70                  + 
                  .##  | 
                      T| 
                 ####  | 
                    .  | 
                #####  | 
   60         ####### S+ 
            .########  |T ER 7:  I prioritize assignments 
               ######  |  ER 1:  I attend this class regularly 
        .############  |S ER 8:  I concentrate in class  
             ######## M|  ER 9:  I spend time completing assignments 
          ###########  | 
   50         .######  +M 
        .############  |  ER 2:  I work hard ER 4: I don’t give up  
                       |  ER 6:  I engage in the speaking activities 
                 .### S|  ER 11: I do what I am told ER 3: I don’t give up  
                       |  ER 5:  I engage in the speaking activities 
             .#######  |S ER 10: I attend class regularly 
                  .##  |  ER 12: I listen when the content is difficult 
                    #  |T 
   40              .# T+ 
                    .  | 
                    .  | 
                       | 
                       | 
                    .  | 
   30                  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
   20                  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
   10                  + 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
                       | 
    0               .  + 
Persons with less      |  Easier to endorse items 
frequent use of effort | 
regulation strategies  | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Note. Each # is 3 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 

standard deviations from the mean. 

Figure 15. Wright map for Effort Regulation Strategies. 
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After determining that the items formed a reasonably unidimensional construct, 

the rating scale functioning was investigated for the Metacognitive Self-Regulation 

During-Task Strategies items. There were two problems identified with the rating scale 

structure of this construct. Category 2 (Not very true) and category 3 (Slightly untrue) 

were disordered and some category thresholds were not 1.87 CHIPS apart. Therefore, 

the original 7-point scale was collapsed in various combinations, and optimal scale 

functioning was obtained by collapsing Categories 1 and 2, 3 and 4, and 5 and 6 (i.e., 

renumbering the categories as 1122334). 

The final rating scale functioning is shown in Table 19. The 4-point rating scale 

met the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each category had more than 10 

observations, the average category measures increased with the rating scale categories, 

the Outfit MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold levels increased with the 

rating scale categories, and the category thresholds had a separation greater than 5.00 

CHIPS (for the 4-point scale). 

 

Table 19. Rating Scale Functioning for the 4-Point Metacognitive Self-Regulation 

During-Task Strategies Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true 121 (6) 1.10 1.12 None (-16.96) 

2 Slightly not true 610 (28) .95 .94 -11.65 -6.41 

3 Slightly true 1078 (50) .94 .98 -1.03 5.92 

4 Very true 346 (16) 1.03 1.02 12.68 (17.85) 

 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations 

were acceptable, as they ranged from .57 to .73 (see Table 20). This indicated that each 

of the items is relatively highly correlated with the whole scale and that they are 
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plausibly measuring one construct, Metacognitive Self-Regulation During-Task 

Strategies. All the items were within the .5-1.5 MNSQ range (Infit MNSQ, .94-1.10 and 

Outfit MNSQ, .94-1.12). The analyses indicated that items MCSDT 27, 25, and 6 

should be retained in the following analyses. 

 

Table 20. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies Items 
 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-measure 

correlation 

MCSDT 27 55.2 .4 1.28 3.4 1.29 3.4 .59 

MCSDT 6 54.9 .4 .93 -.9 .98 -.9 .67 

MCSDT 3 53.6 .4 1.12 1.4 1.13 1.6 .67 

MCSDT 1 50.9 .4 .82 -2.4 .84 -2.1 .57 

MCSDT 7 50.9 .4 .78 -2.9 .77 -3.2 .73 

MCSDT 25 50.9 .5 1.07 .9 1.11 1.3 .61 

MCSDT 8 49.6 .5 .94 -.8 .93 -.8 .63 

 

Figure 16 displays the Wright map for the Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies measures. The CHIPS scale is displayed on the left side of the 

figure. Persons with more frequent use of Metacognitive Self-Regulation During-Task 

Strategies and more difficult to endorse items are toward the top of the map. Conversely, 

persons with less frequent use of Metacognitive Self-Regulation During-Task Strategies 

and items that are easier to endorse are located toward the bottom of the figure. The 

mean person ability estimate (SD) of 53.17 (6.39) and mean item difficulty estimate 

(SD) of 50.00 (3.04) indicate that the items are well centered on the participants. Item 

MCSDT 8 (When I don’t understand English spoken in this class, I guess it from what I 

understand) (difficulty estimate = 49.6) was the easiest item to endorse, and item 

MCSDT 27 (In this class, I try to make comments on what other people said) (difficulty 

estimate = 55.2) was the most difficult item to endorse. An inspection of the empirical 
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item hierarchy indicated that the difficulty order was primarily determined by how 

frequently the participants use Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies in 

a particular classroom context. 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was slightly low at .72 (1.59), 

and the Rasch item reliability (separation) estimate was excellent at .98 (6.51). The 

person separation index indicated that there were nearly two statistically distinct groups 

of participants in terms of their ability estimates, and the item separation index indicated 

that there were six distinct levels of item difficulty. 

 

Peer Learning Strategies 

Eight items measuring Peer Learning Strategies were analyzed with the Rasch 

rating scale model. In order to determine that the eight items formed a reasonably 

unidimensional construct, a Rasch PCA of item residuals analysis was conducted. The 

Rasch measures explained 71.4% of the variance (eigenvalue = 20.0), which exceeded 

the 50% criterion, and the first residual contrast explained 6.8% of the variance  

(eigenvalue = 1.9). This was below the 10% criterion for variance in the first contrast 

and below the 3.0 eigenvalue criterion. The second through fifth residual contrasts 

accounted for 5.4-3.5% of the variance (eigenvalues ranged from 1.5-1.0). Taken 

together, the results indicated that no significant second construct was measured by the 

items. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Persons with more     |  More difficult to endorse items 

frequent use of MCSDT |  

strategies            | 

 100               .  + 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

   90                 + 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

   80                 + 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                   .  | 

   70                 + 

                   #  | 

                     T| 

                 .##  | 

                      | 

                .###  | 

   60         .##### S+ 

            .#######  | 

           #########  |T 

                      | 

          ########## M|S MCSDT 27: I make comments on what others said 

                      |  MCSDT 6:  I think through a topic 

           .########  |  MCSDT 3:  When confused, I look for clues 

   50      .########  +M MCSDT 1:  I concentrate to understand main points 

             .######  |  MCSDT 25: I imitate NS teacher’s speech 

                      |  MCSDT 7:  I look for hints 

               ##### S|S 

                .###  |  MCSDT 8:  When I don’t understand, I guess 

                 .##  |T 

                  .#  | 

   40              . T+ 

                   .  | 

                   #  | 

                      | 

                   .  | 

                      | 

   30                 + 

Persons with less     |  Easier to endorse items 

frequent use of MCSDT | 

strategies            | 

------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Note. Each # = 4 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 

standard deviations from the mean. 

Figure 16. Wright map for Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. 
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After determining that the items formed a fundamentally unidimensional 

construct, the rating scale functioning was investigated for the Peer Learning Strategy 

items. Some category thresholds were not separated by the minimum 1.87 CHIPS, so 

the original 7-point scale was collapsed in various combinations. Optimal scale 

functioning was arrived at by collapsing the categories 4 and 5 (i.e., the categories were 

renumbered in the command file as 1234456). 

The final rating scale for Peer Learning Strategies is shown in Table 21. The 6-

point rating scale met the criteria set by Linacre (1997, 2002). Each category had more 

than 10 observations, the average category measures increased with the rating scale 

categories, the Outfit MNSQ statistic was less than 2.0, the threshold levels increased 

with the rating scale categories, and the category thresholds had a separation greater 

than 2.68 CHIPS (for the 6-point scale). 

 

Table 21. Rating Scale Functioning for the 6-Point Peer Learning Self-Regulation 

Strategies Scale 

  

Count (%) 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Structure 

calibration 

Category 

measure 

1 Not true at all 107 (5) 1.40 1.49 None (-12.32) 

2 Not very true 167 (7) 1.05 1.07 -5.66 -6.47 

3 Slightly untrue 279 (13) .85 .80 -3.77 -2.66 

4 Slightly true 785 (35) .90 .83 -3.62 -1.71 

5 Very true 401 (18) .92 .91 7.04 6.98 

6 Completely true 493 (22) .98 .98 6.01 (13.22) 

 

An inspection of item functioning indicated that the point-measure correlations 

were acceptable, as they ranged from .56 to .67 (see Table 22). This indicated that the 

items were relatively highly correlated with the whole scale and they were plausibly 
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measuring one construct, Peer Learning Strategies. All the items showed adequate fit to 

the Rasch model, as they were within the .5-1.5 MNSQ range (Infit MNSQ = .71-1.44 

and Outfit MNSQ = .71-1.46). In addition, the analyses showed that items PL 11, PL 4, 

PL 10, and PL 9 should be retained for further analyses. 

Figure 17 displays the Wright map for the Peer Learning Strategies. The CHIPS 

scale is displayed on the left side of the figure. Persons with more frequent use of the 

strategies and items that are more difficult to endorse are placed higher on the map. 

Conversely, persons with less frequent use of the strategies and items that are easier to 

endorse are located toward the bottom of the figure. The mean person ability 

 

Table 22. Summary of the Rasch Statistics for the Peer Learning Self-Regulation 

Strategies Items 

 

Item 

 

Measure 

 

SE 

Infit 

MNSQ 

Infit 

ZSTD 

Outfit 

MNSQ 

Outfit 

ZSTD 

Pt-Measure 

Correlation 

PL 7 52.4 .3 1.44 4.6 1.46 4.7 .51 

PL 6 51.9 .3 1.06 .7 1.05 .6 .65 

PL 1  55.2 .3 .96 -.5 1.00 .1 .52 

PL 11 45.6 .3 .99 -.1 .94 -.6 .58 

PL 3 54.3  .3 .98 -.2 .99 -.1 .59 

PL 4 46.1  .3 .97 -.4 .91 -1.0 .61 

PL 10 46.2 .3 .91 -1.0 .83 -1.9 .67 

PL 9 48.3  .3 .71  -3.8 .71 -3.7 .66 

Note. PL = Peer Learning Strategies. 
 

estimate (SD) of 53.28 (53.73) and mean item difficulty estimate (SD) of 50.00 (3.65) 

indicate that the items are well centered on the participants. Item PL 11 (In this class, I 

try to speak to my classmates in English) (difficulty estimate = 45.8) was the easiest 

item to endorse and item PL 1 (I often try to explain what we have learned to my 

classmates after class) and item PL3 (When studying for this course, I often set aside 

time to discuss the class with a group of students from the class) were the most difficult 
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items to endorse. An inspection of the empirical item hierarchy indicated that difficult 

to endorse items (e.g., items PL 1 and PL 3) refer to special group learning tasks that 

require initiative and volition, whereas the easy to endorse items measure behavior that 

the students probably expected or sought to do when they applied to the university. 

These items were item PL 11 (Speaking English in class), item PL 4 (I have classmates 

to discuss what I don’t understand with during or after school), and item PL 10 (The 

comments from my classmates on my presentation in this class are useful).  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Persons with      | More difficult to endorse  

more frequent use | 

Of PL strategies  | 

   70             + 

                  | 

                  | 

              .   | 

               .  | 

               #  | 

   60         .# T+ 

             .##  | 

       .######## S|T 

         .######  |  PL 1:  I explain what we have learned after class 

     ########### M|S PL 3:  I often set aside time to discuss the class 

    .###########  |  PL 6:  Like discussing group activities outside class 

    50  .####### S+M PL 7:  I speak to classmates outside of class 

              ##  |  PL 9:  Exchanging opinions about the course is useful 

               #  |S PL 10: Comments from classmates are useful  

                  |  PL 4:  I discuss what I don’t understand after school 

              .# T|  PL 11: I try to speak to my classmates in English 

                  |T 

                  | 

   40          .  + 

                  + 

Persons with      |  Easier to endorse items 

less frequent use | 

Of PL strategies  | 

------------------------------------------------------- 

Note. Each # is 5 persons. M = Mean; S = 1 standard deviation from the mean; T = 2 
standard deviations from the mean. 
Figure 17. Wright map for Peer Learning Strategies. 

 

The Rasch person reliability (separation) estimate was slightly low at .71 (1.58), 

and the Rasch item reliability estimate (separation) was very high at .99 (11.98). The 
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person separation index indicated that there was one group of participants in terms of 

their ability estimates, and the item separation index indicated that there were nearly 

twelve distinct levels of item difficulty. 

 

Selecting Items for the Structural Equation Model 

In order to answer research question 3, which requires the use of structural 

equation modeling, good performing items needed to be selected to measure each latent 

construct. Structural equation modeling requires unidimensional constructs, and this 

necessitates the use of highly correlated items. Part of the approach used in this study 

has been described in detail above; here I briefly review the process I used. In order to 

examine the dimensionality of the 64 items from the shortened Japanese version of 

MSLQ, I first conducted a Rasch analyses with the items measuring Self-Efficacy, 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, 

Willingness to Communicate, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

Effort Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies. I then inspected the 

dimensionality of the principal component analysis of item residuals results in the 

WINSTEPS output tables. Items whose residuals were highly correlated were analyzed 

together by conducting a factor analysis using principal axis factoring with Varimax 

rotation. I then selected five items with loadings > .50 to measure each construct (Field, 

2005). The remaining items were then reanalyzed using the Rasch model in order to 

identify the next set of items with highly correlated residuals. This procedure continued 
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until all seven of the above-mentioned constructs were identified. The final set of 

constructs and the items measuring those constructs are shown in Table 23. 

 

Table 23. The Final Set of Constructs and the Items Measured in this Study 

Construct Items 

Willingness to Communicate (WTC) WTC 1, WTC 2, WTC 3, WTC 4, WTC 5, 

WTC 6, WTC 7, WTC 8, WTC 9, WTC 

10, WTC 11, WTC 12, WTC 13, WTC 14, 

and WTC 15 

 

Self-Efficacy (SE) SE 1, SE 2, SE 3, SE 4, SE 5, SE 6, SE 7, 

SE 8, and SE 9 

 

Effort Regulation Strategies (ER) ER 1, ER 2, ER 3, ER 4, ER 5, ER 6, ER 

7, ER 8, ER 9, ER 10, ER 11, and ER 12 

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking (IGOS) 

IGOS 1, IGOS 2, IGOS 3, IGOS 4, IGOS 

5, IGOS 6, IGOS 12, IGO 13, and IGO 14 

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening (IGOL) 

 

IGOL 7, IGOL 10, IGOL 11, and IGOL 15 

 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies 

MCSDT 1, MCSDT 3, MCSDT 6, 

MCSDT 7, MCSDT 8, MCSDT 25, and 

MCSDT 27 

 

Peer Learning Strategies  PL 1, PL 3, PL 4, PL 6, PL 7, PL 9, PL 10, 

and PL 11 

 

Selecting Items with Exploratory Factor Analyses 

Subsequently, exploratory factor analyses were conducted with selected items 

measuring the seven constructs. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy statistic ranged from .657 (IGOL) to .929 (WTC) and Bartlett's Test of 

sphericity was significant (p < .001) for all seven constructs. The four or five items with 

the highest factor loadings (> .50) were selected for subsequent use in the structural 
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equation models. These results, which generally confirmed the a priori hypotheses and 

preceding Rasch analyses, are presented in the order of the constructs identified in the 

analyses in Tables 24 to 30. 

The results of the factor analysis for the items hypothesized to measure Self-

Efficacy are displayed in Table 24. Based on the factor loadings, items SE 1, SE 4, SE 5, 

SE 6, and SE 8 were selected for use in the structural equation model. 

 

Table 24. Self-Efficacy Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor 1 h
2
 

SE 1 .648 .420 

SE 2 .561 .314 

SE 3 .579 .336 

SE 4 .789 .623 

SE 5 .708 .501 

SE 6 .816 .665 

SE 7 .472 .223 

SE 8 .682 .465 

SE 9 .448 .200 

Eigenvalue 4.28  

% of variance 41.64%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 

The results of the factor analysis for the items designed to measure Willingness 

to Communicate are displayed in Table 25. Items WTC 2, WTC 4, WTC 5, WTC 7, and 

WTC 14 were selected for use in the structural model. 
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Table 25. Willingness to Communicate Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor 1 h
2
 

WTC 1 .590 .348 

WTC 2 .719 .517 

WTC 3 .681 .464 

WTC 4 .763 .582 

WTC 5 .710 .504 

WTC 6 .591 .350 

WTC 7 .768 .591 

WTC 8 .556 .309 

WTC 9 .507 .257 

WTC 10 .548 .300 

WTC 11 .577 .333 

WTC 12 .612 .374 

WTC 13 .652 .425 

WTC 14 .810 .656 

WTC 15 .705 .497 

Eigenvalue 7.04  

% of variance 43.37%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 

The factor analysis results for the items hypothesized to measure Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening are displayed in Table 26. Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening items IGOL 7, IGOL 10, IGOL 11, and IGOL 15 were selected for use in the 

structural equation model. 

 

Table 26. Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor 1 h
2
 

IGOL 7 .786 .589 

IGOL 10 .675 .455 

IGOL 11 .768 .590 

IGOL 15 .782 .611 

Eigenvalue 2.25  

% of variance 56.0%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
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The results of the factor analysis for the items designed to measure Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking are shown in Table 27. Items IGOS 2, IGOS 3, IGOS 4, 

IGOS 5, and IGOS 14 were selected for use in the structural model. 

 

Table 27. Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor 1 h
2
 

IGOS 1 .544 .296 

IGOS 2 .804 .646 

IGOS 3 .710 .505 

IGOS 4 .830 .690 

IGOS 5 .791 .625 

IGOS 6 .631 .406 

IGOS 12 .576 .332 

IGOS 14 .833 .694 

Eigenvalue 4.19  

% of variance 52.42%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 

The results of the factor analysis for the items measuring Effort Regulation 

Strategies are shown in Table 28. Based on results, items ER 2, ER 3, ER 5, ER 8, and 

ER 12 were selected for use in the structural equation model. 
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Table 28. Effort Regulation Strategies Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor 1 h
2
 

ER 1 .630 .397 

ER 2 .772 .596 

ER 3 .816 .666 

ER 4 .690 .476 

ER 5 .780 .608 

ER 6 .701 .579 

ER 7 .606 .367 

ER 8 .740 .548 

ER 9 .500 .250 

ER 10 .469 .220 

ER 11 .421 .177 

ER 12 .780 .617 

Eigenvalue 5.50  

% of variance 45.84%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 

The factor analysis results for the items measuring Metacognitive During-Task 

Self-Regulation Strategies are shown in Table 29. Based on results, items MCSDT 3, 

MCSDT 6, MCSDT 7, and MCSDT 8 were selected for use in the structural model. 

 

Table 29. Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation  

Strategies Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor h
2
 

MCSDT 1 .552 .273 

MCSDT 3 .600 .359 

MCSDT 6 .576 .332 

MCSDT 7 .754 .569 

MCSDT 8 .663 .440 

MCSDT 25 .556 .309 

MCSDT 27 .503 .253 

Eigenvalue 3.15  

% of variance 36.22%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
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The factor analysis results for the items measuring Peer Learning Strategies are 

shown in Table 30. Based on results, items PL 4, PL 9, PL 10, and PL 11 were selected 

for use in the structural equation model. 

 

Table 30. Peer Learning Self-Regulation Strategies  

Items Factor Loading Matrix 

Item Factor 1 h
2
 

PL 1 .382 .146 

PL 3 .460 .212 

PL 4 .631 .398 

PL 6 .531 .282 

PL 7 .319 .102 

PL 9 .707 .499 

PL 10 .714 .570 

PL 11 .579 .335 

Eigenvalue 3.12  

% of variance 31.05%  

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 

As shown above, the four or five items with highest loadings on their 

appropriate latent factor were selected for running the structural equation models for 

speaking and listening. The items selected for use in the structural equation models are 

summarized in Table 31. 

 

Table 31. Items Selected for Use in the Structural Equation Models 

Construct Items 

SE  SE 1, SE 4, SE 5, SE 6, SE 8 

WTC  WTC 2, WTC 4, WTC 5, WTC 7, WTC 14 

IGOL IGOL 7, IGOL 10, IGOL 11, IGOL 15 

IGOS IGOS 2, IGOS 3 IGOS 4, IGOS 5, IGOS 14 

ER ER 2, ER 3, ER 5, ER 8, ER 12 

MCSDT MCSDT 3, MCSDT 6, MCSDT 7, MCSDT 8 

PL PL 4, PL 9, PL 10, PL 11 
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Assumptions of Structural Equation Modeling 

In order to conduct structural equation modeling, the data have to meet several 

assumptions. First, SEM requires a large sample size because it is an integration of 

factor analysis, multiple regression, and path analysis. The present study included 279 

cases after deleting eight participants who did not answer approximately half of the 

items. This number is adequate for structural modeling (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 

Second, missing data must be estimated or the cases with missing data must be 

deleted. In this study, missing data were found in 38 cells (0.3% of the data set); the 

missing values were replaced with the item mean (Field; 2005; Green & Salkind, 2005). 

The third assumption concerns multivariate normality, which is the requirement 

that all the variables and all the linear combinations of the variables are normally 

distributed. This requires that the measured variables are screened for both univariate 

and multivariate outliers and that the skewness and kurtosis statistics of the measured 

variables are calculated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 660). With a sample size of 200 

or more, visually inspecting the distribution and ensuring that it looks reasonably 

normal is acceptable (Field, 2005, 2009, p. 72). An inspection of the current data set 

indicated that it appeared to be normally distributed. 

The fourth assumption concerns the absence of outliers. Potential outliers were 

investigated by inspecting the box plots of variables and transforming the total raw 

score for the variable into z-scores; z-scores > 3.29 were considered outliers (Field, 

2005, p. 72). Box plots were examined and the total raw score for each variable was 
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transformed into z-scores. No score was identified as an outlier in the box plots and no 

participants had a z-score > 3.29. 

The fifth assumption is linearity, which means that the relationships among pairs 

of variables are linear. Linearity among pairs of measured variables was evaluated by 

examining scatterplots. There was no indication of a violation of linearity; therefore, it 

was judged that the data met the linearity assumption. 

The sixth assumption is the absence of multicolinearity (i.e., two variables that 

are correlated > .90) and singularity (i.e., variables that are perfectly correlated). 

Pearson correlations were calculated for all pairs of variables. As shown in Table 31, no 

two variables were correlated above .90 so the assumption of no multicolinearity and 

singularity was met. 

 

Table 32. Correlation Matrix of the Variables

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. SE ---       

2. IGOS .688** ---      

3. IGOL .349** .438** ---     

4. WTC .558** .541** .247** ---    

5. MCSDT .558** .617** . 404** .432** ---   

6. ER .566** .618** . 396** .407** .735** ---  

7. PL .452** .603** .408** .388** .599** .592** --- 

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking; IGO = 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; MCSDT 

= Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation 

Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies.  

**p < .001 

 

After the structural model is estimated, the final assumption is that the residuals 

should be small or near zero. The existence of large residuals, which sometimes occurs 

even when the model fits reasonably well, is problematic, as it indicates that the 
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estimates of some covariances are poor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 661). 

Mahalanobis distance, Cook’s distance, and Centered Leverage were examined; none of 

these indices indicated the presence of large residuals. 

 

KEPT Speaking and Listening Scores 

In order to run structural equation modeling analyses with current data, the KEPT 

speaking and listening scores need to satisfy the assumption that the data is normally 

distributed and does not include statistical outliers. KEPT scores were collected in April 

2009 after the participants signed a consent form (See Appendix G). The descriptive 

statistics for the KEPT results are presented in Table 33. 

 

Table 33. Descriptive Statistics for the KEPT Scores (N = 279) 

  

Speaking 

Pronunciation 

 

Speaking 

Fluency 

Speaking 

Grammar/ 

Vocabulary 

Speaking 

Com. 

Effect. 

 

Speaking 

Total Score 

 

 

Listening 

M 2.55 2.68 2.57 2.77 10.54 549.36 

SE .03 .03 .03 .03 112.48 4.28 

95% CI  [2.48, 2.61] [2.61, 2.74] [2.52, 2.63] [2.71, 2.83] [10.32, 10.76] [540.94, 557.78] 

SD .55 .53 .45 .54 1.86 71.46 

Skewness .53 .34 .57 -.20 .42 .40 

SES .15 .15 .15 .15 .15 .15 

Kurtosis .35 -.08 .37 .13 .20 .69 

SEK .29 .29 .29 .29 .29 .29 

Note. CI = Confidence interval; Speaking Com. Effect. = Speaking Communication 

Effectiveness. 

 

The skewness and kurtosis statistics for the speaking and listening sections were 

acceptable, and no outliers were identified. Although the KEPT Speaking Test 

demonstrated a high reliability coefficient of α= .98, one concern was the reliability of 

the KEPT Listening Test, which was low α= .62. There was a likelihood that the low 

reliability might affect the results of Research Question 2 to identify differences in the 
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use of three Self-Regulation Strategies among students based on their listening skills. 

Of more importance, there was also a possibility that the low reliability might influence 

the investigation of the Hypothesized Listening Model in regard to the good-of-fit 

statistics.  
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 

In this chapter, I provide answers to the three research questions presented in 

Chapter 2. 

 

Research Question 1: The Shortened Japanese MSLQ 

Research question 1 concerned the creation of a shortened Japanese version of 

the MSLQ that measures, Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, Willingness to Communicate, Effort 

Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer 

Learning Strategies in relation to Speaking and Listening Skill development in a 

university EFL classroom. 

 As explicated in Chapters 3 and 4, the questionnaire was developed by revising 

the original MSLQ items to make them more appropriate for the Japanese university 

participants in this study. The item analysis and selection procedure was based on a 

reading of the L2 literature, obtaining feedback from a focus group of students, expert 

review, and conducting a Rasch analysis of the items. Most important, Rasch analyses 

were fully utilized in the item selection procedure. First, a series of Rasch principal 

component analyses of item residuals was conducted with the initial 65 items to check 

that items designed to measure the same construct displayed high residual correlations. 

Items hypothesized to measure a single construct were analyzed to investigate their 
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dimensionality and fit to the Rasch model. In this process, the six criteria for 

determining acceptable rating scale performance (Linacre, 1997, 2002) were applied to 

check category structure. As a result, the original 7-point Likert scale for most of the 

constructs were collapsed to three categories. A 4-point scale was used for two 

constructs and a 6-point scale was used with one construct. The Rasch item reliability 

estimates ranged from .95 to .99. 

As a result of this process, 64 items were selected to measure Self-Efficacy (nine 

items), Willingness to Communicate (15 items), Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking 

(nine items), Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening (five items), Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (seven items), Effort Regulation Strategies (12 

items), and Peer Learning Strategies (eight items) (see Table 23). 

Of these 64 items, those with factor loadings above .50 were selected for use on 

the final form of the questionnaire. Producing a relatively short, efficient questionnaire 

can potentially help researchers and teachers to collect more accurate data because the 

students are less likely to experience fatigue or boredom when responding to the 

questionnaire items. The final set of constructs and items measuring each construct are 

displayed in Table 34. 
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Table 34. The Final Set of Constructs and the Items Measuring Those Constructs 

Construct Items 

Self-Efficacy (SE) 

 

SE 1, SE 2, SE 3, SE 4, SE 5, SE 6, and 

SE 8  

 

Willingness to Communicate (WTC) WTC 1, WTC 2, WTC 3, WTC 4,  

WTC 5, WTC 6, WTC 7, WTC 8,  

WTC 9, WTC 10, WTC 11, WTC 12, 

WTC 13, WTC 14, and WTC 15  

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening 

(IGOL) 

 

IGOL 7, IGOL 10, IGOL 11, and IGOL 

15 

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking 

(IGOS) 

IGOS 1, IGOS 2, IGOS 3, IGOS 4, IGOS 

5, IGOS 6, IGOS 12, and  

IGOS 14 

 

Effort Regulation Strategies (ER) ER 1, ER 2, ER 3, ER 4, ER 5, ER 6, ER 

7, ER 8, ER 9, and ER 12 

 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies 

MCSDT 1, MCSDT 3, MCSDT 6, 

MCSDT 7, MCSDT 8, MCSDT 25, and 

MCSDT 27 

 

Peer Learning Strategies  PL 4, PL 6, PL 9, PL 10, and PL 11  

 

 

Research Question 2: Self-Regulation Strategy Use 

Research Question 2 asked how differently participants with different speaking 

and listening abilities used the three self-regulation strategies. In order to answer this 

research question, the 279 participants were first divided into three speaking ability 

groups and listening ability groups (n = 93) based on Rasch person ability estimates: the 

high speaking ability group (high), the intermediate speaking ability group (middle), 

and the low speaking ability group (low). Thus, the oral and aural proficiency groups 
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was treated as the independent variables, and the three self-regulation strategies were 

treated as dependent variables. 

The same procedure was used for the Rasch person ability estimates for listening 

comprehension ability. Three groups were formed: the high listening ability group 

(high), the intermediate listening ability group (middle), and the low listening ability 

group (low). Descriptive statistics are reported in Tables 35 to 40. 

 

The Relationship Between Effort Regulation Strategy Use and Speaking and 

Listening Abilities 

The differences among the three speaking ability groups for Effort Regulation 

Strategies, hypothesized to be one of the core self-regulation strategies (Pintrich & De 

Groot, 1990), are displayed in Table 35. As shown by the means and confidence 

intervals for each group, the high and middle groups are similar, but as indicated by the 

non-overlapping confidence intervals, both are distinct from the low group. Although 

the kurtosis of the high group is large, it does not pose a problem for ANOVAs. 

 

Table 35. Descriptive Statistics for Effort Regulation Strategy Use by the Three 

Speaking Ability Groups (n = 93) 

 High group Middle group Low group 

M 55.33 54.81 52.88 

SE .44 .44 .44 

95% CI [54.95, 56.29] [52.95, 55.51] [52.00, 53.75] 

SD 4.16 3.79 4.30 

Skewness .51 .81 1.40 

SES .25 .25 .25 

Kurtosis 5.73 1.55 1.54 

SEK .50 .50 .50 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 
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Descriptive statistics for the three listening ability groups for effort regulation 

strategy use are displayed in Table 36. Although the means of the three groups are 

similar, the confidence intervals make it clear that the high group is distinct from the 

middle and low groups. Although kurtosis for the high and low groups is large, this 

does not pose a problem for ANOVAs. 

 

Table 36. Descriptive Statistics for Effort Regulation Use by Three Listening Ability 

Groups (n = 93) 

 High group Middle group Low group 

M 55.64 53.93 52.53 

SE .43 .43 .43 

95% CI [54.61, 56.31] [53.09, 54.91] [51.68, 53.39] 

SD 5.31 3.23 3.68 

Skewness .99 .18 .98 

SES .25 .25 .25 

Kurtosis 2.98 0.48 2.40 

SEK .50 .50 .50 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 

 

The Relationship Between Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy 

Use and Speaking and Listening Abilities  

Descriptive statistics for the three speaking proficiency groups for 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy Use are displayed in Table 37. 

The means and confidence intervals show a clear separation between the high group and 

the other two groups. The skewness and kurtosis statistics are within normal ranges for 

all three groups. 
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Table 37. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy 

Use by Three Speaking Ability Groups (n = 93) 

 High group Middle group Low group 

M 55.49 53.36 51.78 

SE .67 .67 .67 

95% CI [54.10, 56.88] [52.13, 54.59] [50.44, 53.12] 

SD 6.50 6.00 6.76 

Skewness .71 -.63 .38 

SES .25 .25 .25 

Kurtosis .89 .67 .21 

SEK .50 .50 .50 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 

 

Descriptive statistics for the three listening proficiency groups for Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy Use are shown in Table 38. The means and 

confidence intervals show a clear separation between the high group and the other two 

groups. Skewness and kurtosis values are within normal bounds. 

 

Table 38. Descriptive Statistics for Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy 

Use by Three Listening Ability Groups (n = 93) 

 High group Middle group Low group 

M 55.04 53.54 52.04 

SE .67 .67 .67 

95% CI [53.48, 56.60] [52.40, 54.70] [50.77, 53.31] 

SD 7.56 5.56 6.17 

Skewness .32 -.02 .47 

SES .25 .25 .25 

Kurtosis 1.10 -.76 1.18 

SEK .50 .50 .50 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 
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The Relationship Between Peer Learning Strategy Use and Listening and Speaking 

Abilities 

Descriptive statistics for three listening proficiency groups for Peer Learning 

Strategy Use are displayed in Table 39. The means and confidence intervals show a 

clear separation between the high and middle groups, and the low group. Skewness and 

kurtosis values are within normal bounds. 

 

Table 39. Descriptive Statistics for Peer Learning Strategy Use by Three Listening 

Ability Groups (n = 93) 

 High group Middle group Low group 

M 58.48 57.55 55.99 

SE .75 .75 .75 

95% CI [54.52, 59.85] [56.14, 58.96] [54.52, 57.45] 

SD 7.56 6.85 7.12 

Skewness .24 .49 .16 

SES .25 .25 .25 

Kurtosis -.63 .28 .26 

SEK .50 .50 .50 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 

 

Descriptive statistics for the three speaking proficiency groups for Peer Learning 

Strategy Use are displayed in Table 40. The means and confidence intervals show a 

clear separation between the high group and the other two groups. Skewness and 

kurtosis values are within normal bounds. 
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Table 40. Descriptive Statistics for Peer Learning Strategy Use by Three Speaking 

Ability Groups (n = 93) 

 High group Middle group Low group 

M 53.07 51.48 50.39 

SE .76 .76 .76 

95% CI [51.95, 54.21] [50.34, 52.63] [49.13, 51.65] 

SD 5.48 5.54 6.13 

Skewness -.25 .04 .51 

SES .25 .25 .25 

Kurtosis .38 .24 -.05 

SEK .50 .50 .50 

Note. CI = Confidence interval. 

 

Six one-way ANOVAs were conducted after confirming that the following 

assumptions were met (Green & Salkind, 2005, p. 177): (a) The dependent variable is 

normally distributed, (b) the variances of the dependent variable are the same for all 

groups, and (c) the cases represent random samples from the population and the scores 

on the test variables are independent of each other. 

Because making multiple comparisons can result in a Type 1 error, that is, 

rejecting a null hypothesis when it is true, the alpha (α) level was adjusted for the 

pairwise comparisons with the Holm’s sequential Bonferroni method (Green & Salkind, 

2005, p. 417). This method is preferable to the Bonferroni method because it is less 

conservative and therefore less likely to result in a Type I error. 

First, the six pairwise comparisons (three self-regulation strategies as dependent 

valuables and two skills as independent variables) were run. As discussed above, the 

oral and aural proficiency groups were the independent variables, and the three self-

regulation strategies were the dependent variables. This approach was selected because 

the purpose was not to investigate how strategy use influenced speaking and listening 

skill development but to explore how participants with different speaking and listening 
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abilities use the three self-regulation strategies. The results are ranked from the smallest 

p-value to the largest p-value. They indicate the following order (arranged from most to 

least significant). 

 

Table 41. The Series of ANOVAs Conducted in this Study 

ANOVA p-value Critical value 

Effort regulation strategies and speaking abilities .000 .008 

Effort regulation strategies and listening abilities .000 .010 

Metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies 

and speaking abilities 

.000 .012 

Metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies 

and listening abilities 

.007 .017 

Peer learning strategies and listening abilities .062 .025 

Peer learning strategies and speaking abilities .182 .050 

 

Effort Regulation Strategies and Speaking Abilities 

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the relationship between 

speaking ability group (three levels: high, middle, and low) and the dependent variable, 

the Rasch person ability estimates for Effort Regulation Strategies. The critical value set 

for this comparison was .008. The ANOVA was significant, F(2, 276) = 8.16, p = .000, 

ɲ2
 = .056. The strength of relationship between Effort Regulation Strategy Use and 

speaking abilities, assessed by ɲ2
, was weak, with the speaking ability group factor 

accounting for 5.6% of the variance of the dependent variable. 

Follow-up Scheffé tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among 

the means. The Scheffé test was chosen because the test of homogeneity as measured by 

Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances, was nonsignificant, p = .77 > .05. The 

post hoc test results indicated that there were significant differences in the means 

between the high speaking and the middle speaking groups (p = .034) and the high and 
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low speaking groups (p = .00), but there was no significant difference between the high 

and middle speaking groups (p > .05). 

 

Effort Regulation Strategies and Listening Abilities 

A second one-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate differences among the 

three listening ability groups (three levels: high, middle, and low) for the dependent 

variable, the Rasch person ability estimates for Effort Regulation Strategies. The critical 

value set for this comparison was .010. The ANOVA was significant, F(2, 276) = 11.53, 

p = .000, ɲ2
 = .077. The strength of relationship between Effort Regulation Strategy Use 

and listening abilities, assessed by ɲ2
, was moderate, with the listening abilities 

accounting for 7.7% of the variance of the dependent variable. 

 Follow-up Scheffé tests were conducted to make post hoc comparisons. Follow-

up Scheffé tests were chosen because the test of homogeneity as measured by Levene’s 

Test of Equality of Error Variances, was nonsignificant, p = .75 < .05. The post hoc test 

results indicated that there were significant differences in the means between the high 

listening ability and the low listening ability groups (p = .00) and the high and middle 

listening ability groups (p = .047). The difference between the low and middle groups 

was not significant (p > .05). 

 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies and Speaking Abilities 

A third one-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate differences between the 

speaking ability group factor (three levels: high, middle, and low) and the dependent 

variable, Rasch person ability estimates for Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 
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Strategies. The critical value set for this comparison was .012. The ANOVA was 

significant, F(2, 276) = 7.82, p = .000, ɲ2 
= .054. The strength of the relationship 

between the speaking abilities and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy 

use, as assessed by ɲ2
, was weak, with speaking abilities accounting for 5.4% of the 

variance of the dependent variable. 

Follow-up Scheffé tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among 

the means. The selection of Scheffé tests for post hoc comparisons was due to the fact 

that the test of homogeneity as measured by Levene’s Test of Equality of Error 

Variances, was nonsignificant, p = .71 > .05. One significant difference was found 

between the high speaking group and the low speaking group (p = .001). 

 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies and Listening Abilities 

A fourth one-way ANOVA was conducted to investigate differences between 

the listening ability group factor (three levels: high, middle, and low) and the dependent 

variable, the Rasch person ability estimates of Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies. The critical value set for this comparison was .017. The ANOVA 

was significant, F(2, 276) = 5.00, p = .007, ɲ2 
= .035. The strength of the relationship 

between listening abilities and Metacognitive During-Task Strategy Self-Regulation 

Use, as assessed by ɲ2
, was weak, with listening abilities accounting for 3.54% of the 

variance of the dependent variable. 

Follow-up Scheffé tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences among 

the means. Scheffé tests were selected for post hoc comparisons because the test of 
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homogeneity as measured by Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances, was 

nonsignificant, p = .71 > .05. There was a significant difference in the means between 

the high listening ability group and the low listening ability group (p = .007), but no 

significant differences between the high and middle listening ability groups (p > .05). 

 

Peer Learning Strategies and Listening Abilities 

A fifth one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the relationship between 

the listening ability group factor (three levels: high, middle, and low) and the dependent 

variable, the Rasch person ability estimates of Peer Learning Strategies. The critical 

value for this comparison was set at .025. The ANOVA was nonsignificant, F(2, 276) = 

2.82, p = .062 > .025. 

 

Peer Learning Strategies and Speaking Abilities 

A sixth one-way ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the relationship between 

the speaking ability group factor (three levels: high, middle, and low) and the dependent 

variable, the Rasch person ability estimates of Peer Learning Strategies. The critical 

value for this comparison was set at .05. The ANOVA was nonsignificant, F(2, 276) = 

11.53, p = .182 > .05. 

To summarize, the following significant differences were found between: (a) the 

high and low speaking ability groups and the high and middle speaking ability groups in 

Effort Regulation Strategies, (b) the high and low listening ability groups and the high 

and middle listening ability groups in Effort Regulation Strategies, (c) the high and low 
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speaking ability groups in the Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

and (d) the high and low listening ability groups in the Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies. 

 

Research Question 3: A Structural Equation Model of Self-Regulation Strategies 

Research question 3 concerned the relationships of Willingness to Communicate, 

two motivational variables (i.e., Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Goal Orientation), three 

self-regulation strategy variables (i.e., Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies), and Speaking 

and Listening Skills. 

Before hypothesizing and presenting the models, the interrelationships among 

Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

and Peer Learning Strategies (displayed in Figure 18) were tested with confirmatory 

factor analysis. This step was taken because no previous researchers in the fields of 

education and second language acquisition have investigated the relationships among 

these variables. 
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ER

PL

MCSDT

 

Figure 18. A hypothesized model explicating the interrelationships among Effort 

Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer 

Learning Strategies. 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted with the part of the model 

depicting the interrelationships among Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies (see Figure 19) 

using AMOS 7.0J (Arbuckle, 2006). The purpose of this analysis was to (dis)confirm 

the hypothesized structure of interrelationships among the three self-regulation 

strategies before testing the complete models. 

The results indicated that the hypothesized relationships among Effort 

Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer 

Learning Strategies latent variables displayed adequate fit when tested with the 

speaking data (χ2
 = 124.4. AIC= 178.4, CFI = .944, RMSEA = .072, SRMR = .68, p 
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= .00) and the listening data (χ2
 = 286.2. AIC= 358.2, CFI = .890, RMSEA = .082, 

NNFI = .843, SRMR = .75, p = .00). 

These results support the approach taken by Pintrich et al. (1991), who 

differentiated Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies from Effort Regulation 

Strategies and Peer Learning Strategies. The latter two strategies are subsumed into 

Resource Management Strategies, while Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies are 

categorized as one type of learning strategy. These conclusions were based on multiple 

factor analyses with a large number of participants at the University of Michigan 

(Duncan & McKeachie, 2005). In addition, the confirmed relationships appear to be 

corroborated by the argument that will power represented by Effort Regulation 

Strategies is an underlying element that enables learners to deploy Metacognitive Self-

Regulation Strategies and Peer Learning Strategies (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). On the 

other hand, the effects of Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies on language 

learning outcomes are well documented (Goh, 2008; Lam, 2009, O’Malley & Chamot, 

1994; Vandergrift, 2003, 2007a; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1990; Zeng, 2007) and 

they are brought into full play only with the support of will power. 

 

Hypothesized Structural Equation Models 

Based on social cognitive theory and the empirical research results reviewed in 

Chapter 2, the hypothesized speaking and listening models are depicted in Figures 19 

and 20. These models are hypothesized to describe the interrelationships among 

variables that represent a partial convergence of Yashima’s (2002) WTC model, 
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Mousoulides and Philippou’s (2005) empirical self-regulation strategy model, and 

McKenzie, Gow, and Schweitzer’s (2004) empirical self-regulation strategy model. 

Self-Efficacy

IGOS

ER

PL

MCSDT

WTC

L2 Oral
Proficiency

PRONUN

FLUENCY

GRAVOC

COMM

 

 

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking; WTC = 

Willingness to Communicate; MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; Speak = 

L2 Speaking Skills; PRONUN = Pronunciation; FLUENCY = Fluency; GRAVOC = 

Grammar and Vocabulary; Comm = Communicative Effectiveness.  

Figure 19. A hypothesized model explicating interrelationships among self-regulation 

strategy use, motivational variables, willingness to communicate, and L2 speaking skills. 
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Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; IGOL = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening; WTC = 

Willingness to Communicate; MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; Listen = 

L2 Listening Skills. 

Figure 20. A hypothesized model explicating interrelationships among self-regulation 

strategy use, motivational variables, willingness to communicate, and L2 listening skills. 

 

The correlation matrix for the latent variables is presented in Table 42. These 

results support the hypothesized speaking model displayed in Figure 19 and part of the 

hypothesized listening model displayed in Figure 20.
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Table 42. Correlation Matrix for All Variables 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. SE              

2. IGOS .663**             

3. IGOL .361* .456**            

4. WTC .528** .469** .269**           

5. MCSDT .528** .594** .303** .526**          

6. ER .586** .609** .389** .338** .519**         

7. PL .462** .586** .331** .294** .509** .649**        

8. Speak .301** .288** -.057 .313** .547** .201** .242*       

9. Pro .273** .213** -.088 .273** .468** .345** .210* .895**      

10. Flu .299** .288** -.015 .328** .536** .334** .225** .946** .825**     

11. Gra & Voc .242** .233** -.073 .248** .486** .245** .123* .902** .744** .812**    

12. Comm .272** .305** -.034 .279** .491** .343** .332* .811** .661** .786** .574**   

13. Listen .286** .204** .217* .150* .286** .242** .210* .437** .380** .449** .411** .347**  

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking; IGO = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening; WTC 

= Willingness to Communicate; MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation 

Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; Speak = L2 Speaking Skills (Composite scores of Pro, Flu, Gra & Voc, and Comm); 

Pro = Pronunciation; Flu = Fluency; Gra & Voc = Grammar and Vocabulary; Comm = Communicative Effectiveness; Listen = 

L2 Listening Skills. 

*p < .05, **p < .001 (2-tailed) 
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The hypothesized relationships represented in Figure 19 and 20 are generally supported 

by the correlation coefficients displayed in Table 42. Self-Efficacy is highly correlated 

with Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking (r = .663, p < .001), Effort Regulation 

Strategies (r = .586, p < .001), and Willingness to Communicate (r = .528, p < .001). 

However, Self-Efficacy has a moderate to weak correlation with Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening (r = .361, p < .001). In addition, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking is strongly correlated with Effort Regulation Strategies (r = .609, p < .001), 

while Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening had a moderate correlation with Effort 

Regulation Strategies (r = .389, p < .001). 

 

Table 43. Correlations of the Key Variables 

Hypothesized relationship Pearson correlation  

SE is strongly correlated with IGOS .663** 

SE is strongly correlated with ER  .586** 

SE is strongly correlated with WTC .528** 

IGOS is strongly correlated with ER .609** 

MCSDT is strongly correlated with ER .519** 

MCSDT is strongly correlated with PL   .509** 

ER is strongly correlated with PL .649** 

IGOS is moderately correlated with Speaking Skills .301** 

WTC is moderately correlated with Speaking Skills .313* 

*p < .05, **p < .001 (2-tailed) 

 

It is hypothesized that the self-regulation strategies, Effort Regulation Strategies, 

Metacognitive During-Task Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies, are strongly 

correlated with one another. The results appear to support these relationships; 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation During-Task Strategies is strongly correlated with Effort 

Regulation Strategies (r = .519, p < .001) and Peer Learning Strategies (r = .509, p 
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< .001). Effort Regulation Strategies is strongly correlated with Peer Learning 

Strategies (r = .649, p < .001). Although the self-regulation strategies are closely related, 

they form distinct constructs because the magnitude of the correlation coefficients do 

not indicate multicolinearity. 

Based on L2 studies, it is hypothesized that Perceived Competence, or Self-

Efficacy, predict Willingness to Communicate, which in turn influences L2 use. 

Increased L2 use is hypothesized to eventually improve L2 skills. Willingness to 

Communicate is strongly correlated with Self-Efficacy (r = .528, p < .001), moderately 

correlated with Speaking Skills (r = .313, p < .05) and weakly correlated with Listening 

Skills (r = .150, p < .05). However, it should be remembered that Speaking Skills are 

made up of composite scores of four subskills: Pronunciation, Fluency, Grammar and 

Vocabulary, and Communication Effectiveness. 

Finally, based on previous research, it is postulated that Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation is correlated with L2 Skills. The results indicated that Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Speaking was moderately correlated with Speaking Skills (r = .288, p 

< .001) and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening was also weakly correlated with 

Listening Skills (r = .217, p < .001). 

These results are generally congruent with the findings of motivation and self-

regulation studies conducted by educational psychologists (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) 

and research on the predictors of L2 Willingness to Communicate (Yashima, 2000, 

2002). 



  

215 

As an addendum, as shown in Table 42, the speaking subskills (i.e., 

Pronunciation, Fluency, Grammar and Vocabulary, and Communication Effectiveness) 

displayed strong intercorrelations. Fluency correlated with Pronunciation at .825 (p 

= .001), Grammar and Vocabulary correlated with Fluency at .812 (p = .001), and 

Communication Effectiveness correlated with Fluency at .786 (p = .001). These 

correlation coefficients indicate that these four skills plausibly measure the same 

construct. 

 

Hypothesized Structural Models for L2 Speaking and L2 Listening 

In the hypothesized speaking model displayed in Figure 19, Self-Efficacy, 

Willingness to Communicate, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, Effort 

Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning Strategies, and Speaking Skills are latent variables 

with indicator (observed) variables defining them. In the speaking model, Self-Efficacy 

is hypothesized to have a direct influence on Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking 

(H1) in accordance with L2 motivation literature (e.g., Noel, 2010). Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Speaking, in turn, is hypothesized to positively affect Effort Regulation 

Strategies (H2) and L2 Speaking Skills (H3) in accordance with self-determination 

theory (Deci & Ryan, 2002) and previous studies (e.g., Abar & Loken, 2010; Elliot, 

McGregor & Gable, 1999; Noel, 2010). However, it is unknown whether it directly 

influences L2 Speaking Skills or whether its influence is mediated by Effort Regulation 

Strategies. In addition, it is hypothesized that Self-Efficacy positively influences Effort 

Regulation Strategies (H4) (Bandura, 1986; 1997). Of primary importance, Effort 
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Regulation Strategies are assumed to positively influence Peer Learning Strategies (H5) 

and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H6) (Corno, 1993, 1994). 

Furthermore, as discussed above, Peer Learning Strategies are expected to influence 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H7), which, in turn, are 

hypothesized to predict L2 Speaking Skills (H8), as is well documented in the L2 

literature (e.g., Lam, 2009; O’Malley & Chamot, 1994; Wang, Haertel & Walberg, 

1990; Zeng, 2007). Because the hypotheses are based on the educational psychology 

literature (e.g., Pintrich & Zusho, 2002, Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman, 2000), 

it remains unknown whether these interrelationships among Self-Regulation Strategies 

hold true for L2 language learning; thus, illuminating these relationships is one of the 

main purposes of the present study. Furthermore, it is postulated that Self-Efficacy, 

which is similar to Perceived Competence in the L2 literature, predicts Willingness to 

Communicate (H9) (e.g., MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2000, 2002). Finally, in 

accordance with the L2 literature (e.g., Hashimoto, 2002; Matsuoka, 2006), it is 

hypothesized that a high degree of Willingness to Communicate motivates learners to 

speak more, and that this leads to improved L2 Speaking Skills (H10). This also is 

derived from common intuitions that the more willing learners are to communicate, the 

more frequently they speak, and the more they can improve their speaking skills as a 

result. 

In the hypothesized listening model, Self-Efficacy, Willingness to Communicate, 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, Effort Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning 

Strategies, are latent variables and Listening Skills is an observed variable. 
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On the far left of the listening model, Self-Efficacy is hypothesized to positively 

influence Intrinsic Goal Orientation (H1) in accordance with the L2 motivation literature 

(e.g., Noel, 2010). Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, in turn, is anticipated to 

positively influence Effort Regulation Strategies (H2) and L2 Listening Skills (H3), in 

accordance with self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2002) and previous 

empirical studies (e.g., Abar & Loken, 2010; Elliot, McGregor & Gable, 1999). 

However, it remains unknown whether it directly influences Listening Skills or exerts 

an indirect influence, mediated by Effort Regulation Strategies. In addition, it is 

hypothesized that Self-Efficacy positively influences Effort Regulation Strategies (H4) 

(Bandura, 1986; 1997). Of primary importance, Effort Regulation Strategies is 

hypothesized to positively influence Peer Learning Strategies (H5) and Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H6) (Corno, 1993, 1994). Furthermore, as 

discussed above, Peer Learning Strategies are expected to positively influence 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H7), which are, in turn, 

hypothesized to predict L2 Speaking Skills (H8), a relationship that is well documented 

in the L2 literature (Goh, 2008; O’Malley & Chamot, 1994; Vandergrift 2003, 2007a, 

Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1990; Zeng, 2007). The interrelationships among the self-

regulation strategies are hypothesized based on educational psychology literature 

(Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002, Zimmerman, 2000), but it remains 

unknown whether these relationships hold true for L2 language learning. Investigating 

this issue is thus one of the main purposes of the present study. Furthermore, it is 

postulated that Self-Efficacy predicts Willingness to Communicate (H9) (MacIntyre & 



  

218 

Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2000, 2002). Finally, in accordance with the L2 literature 

(Hashimoto, 2002; Matsuoka, 2006), it is hypothesized that a high degree of 

Willingness to Communicate motivates learners to speak more, and that this leads to 

improved L2 Listening Skills (H10). 

Thus, the same interrelationships are assumed to exist because speaking and 

listening skills are inseparable and employed interactively in real communication 

(Lynch, 2009; Rost, 2005); learners can improve their speaking skills by listening, and 

higher listening comprehension skills can enhance their productive communication 

skills (Lynch, 2009). However, no previous researchers have clarified whether 

Willingness to Communicate significantly influences Listening Skills because learners 

can potentially produce little language even while being exposed to a great deal of aural 

input. In fact, focused extensive listening without having any interlocutors can improve 

L2 listening skills effectively (Dekeyser, 2007; Ryan, 1997). 

 

Analyses and Results 

Speaking Model Modification and Specification 

The speaking and listening models displayed in Figures 19 and 20 were tested 

using AMOS 7.0J (Arbuckle, 2006). Goodness-of-fit statistics for the model are shown 

in Table 44. The hypothesized speaking model met multiple criteria for adequate model 

fit, and the standardized path coefficients indicated that all the paths except the one 

from Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking to L2 Speaking Skills (H3) were 

statistically significant. In conjunction with the path coefficient statistics, the Wald test 
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indicated that the elimination of Item IGOS 3 would improve model fit. A decision was 

made to eliminate Item IGOS 3 (Modified Model 1) because it had the lowest loading 

among the four IGOS items (see Table 27). Feedback from the focus group of students 

suggested that item IGO 3: (I like activities that offer everyone equal chance to 

participate.) might have been interpreted by some students to include an obligation of 

being included, and was also interpreted as referring to listening behaviors. The path 

from Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking to Speaking Skills was deleted (Modified 

Model 2) because it was not statistically significant. This weak relationship can be 

explained by the argument made by Pintrich and De Groot (1990): For effective self-

regulated learning that leads to academic achievement, both skills (i.e., self-regulation 

strategies) and will (i.e., volition and also motivation that volition reinforces) are 

needed. This means that although it might be true that Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking influences Speaking Skills, the motivation might not be  

 

Table 44. Goodness-of-fit Statistics for the Initial and Modified Models (N = 279) 

 

Initial speaking 

model 

Modified speaking 

model 1  

Modified speaking 

model 2  

Modified 

speaking model 3 

Chi-square 

value 757.23 619.72 688.30 619.73 

Chi-square p .00 .00 .00 .00 

CFI .90 .93 .82 .93 

RMSEA .067 .059 .061 .059 

RMSEA CI [.061, .075] [.052, .066] [.057, .067] [.052, .066] 

SRMR .07 .06 .06 .06 

AIC 889.23 747.72 818.30 745.73 

Note. Item IGOS 3 was deleted in Modified Model 1. The path from IGOS to L2 

Speaking was deleted in Modified Model 2. Both changes were implemented in 

Modified Model 3.
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Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking; MCSDT = 
Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; 
Speak: L2 Speaking Skills; PRO = Pronunciation; FLU = Fluency; GRAVOC = Grammar and Vocabulary; COMM = 
Communicative Effectiveness. 
Figure 21. The modified speaking model 3 
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Table 45. Item Loadings for Modified Speaking Model 3. 

SE WTC IGOL MCSDT ER PL Speaking 

SE4 .79 WTC2 .75 IGOS4 .81 MCSDT3 .82 ER2 .70 PL4 .64 PRO .85 

SE5 .74 WTC4 .80 IGOS5 .79 MCSDT6 .56 ER3 .80 PL9 .68 FLU .95 

SE6 .83 WTC7 .78 IGOS14 .83 MCSDT25 .62 ER5 .76 PL10 .73 GRA&VOC .86 

SE8 .86 WTC14 .82   MCSDT27 .59 ER12 .84 PL11 .68 COMM .82 

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; IGOS = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking; MCSDT = 
Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; PRO 
= Pronunciation; FLU = Fluency; GRA&VOC = Grammar and Vocabulary; COMM = Communicative Effectiveness. 
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sufficiently robust to cause speaking skill development. Both changes were 

implemented (Modified Model 3, Final Model). Goodness-of-fit statistics for the 

initially hypothesized model and modified models are displayed in Table 44. These 

changes enhanced the goodness-of-fit statistics. 

The goodness-of-fit statistics for the final speaking model met the multiple 

criteria for adequate model fit: CFI = .928, RMSEA = .059, SRMR = .06 and AIC = 

745.729. Values approaching .90 for the CFI, .05 to .06 for the RMSEA, and .05 for 

SMRM are considered indicative of adequate fit of the proposed model with the 

observed covariance matrix (Hu & Bentler, 1998). In conjunction with these statistics, 

the AIC statistic, which is used to compare adequacy of alternative models, was lowest 

in the final model; a lower AIC value indicates greater model adequacy (Koshio, 2008, 

p. 111). These results lent support to the adequacy of the final speaking model. 

Standardized path coefficients for the final model are shown in Figure 21. The 

theoretically driven paths were statistically significant except for the path from Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking to L2 Speaking Skills (H3). 

Of primary concern, Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking 

were hypothesized to predict Self-Regulation Strategy Use, which was expected to 

positively influence L2 Speaking Skills. In general, these relationships were supported 

by the current data. As hypothesized (H1), Self-Efficacy significantly influenced 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking in accordance with the motivation literature in 

L2 and educational psychology, as represented by the path coefficient (B = . 79, p = .01). 
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In turn, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking significantly predicted Effort 

Regulation Strategies (B =.49, p = .01) in accordance with hypothesis H2. However, 

contrary to what L2 motivation literature indicates, the hypothesis (H3) that Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking predicts L2 Speaking Skills was not supported by the 

present data. Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking significantly predicted Effort 

Regulation Strategies and indirectly influenced Speaking Skills. This explains the lack 

of the significant relationship between Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking and L2 

Speaking Skills. It is likely that Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, through the 

mediation of three self-regulation strategies or at least Effort Regulation Strategies and 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, influenced Speaking Skills. In 

other words, part of the variance of Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking on L2 

Speaking Skills is accounted for by the three Self-Regulation Strategies, mainly Effort 

Regulation Strategies, and possibly Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies, and there is an indirect influence of Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking 

on L2 Speaking Skills, as some self-regulation studies indicated (McKenzie, Grow & 

Schweitzer, 2004). As hypothesized (H4), Self-Efficacy was a significant predictor of 

Effort Regulation Strategies (B = .32, p = .01). This agrees with research results 

conducted in educational psychology (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). Of primary 

importance, the hypothesized interrelationships of the three self-regulation strategies 

were confirmed in this study. As hypothesized, Effort Regulation Strategies influenced 

Peer Learning Strategies (H5) (B = .58, p = .01) and Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies (H6) (B = .45, p = .01) in accordance with the volitional views of 
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self-regulation. In addition, it was confirmed that Peer Learning Strategies significantly 

influenced Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H7) (B = .42, p = .05 

level). There was also a significant direct effect of Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies on L2 Speaking Skills (H8) (B = .25, p = .05). Finally, as 

postulated (H9), Self-Efficacy strongly predicted Willingness to Communicate (B = .60, 

p = .01), which in turn predicted L2 Speaking Skills (H10) (B = .24, p = .05). Thus, the 

results indicated that Self-Efficacy is a similar concept to perceived competence and 

that if learners are willing to communicate, they can improve their speaking skills; thus, 

the common wisdom that learners acquire communicative ability at least in part by 

communicating was supported. 

Most of the initially hypothesized relationships were supported by the current 

data, while some relationships did not hold for L2 learning. First , the hypotheses that 

the overarching construct of Self-Regulation Strategies subsumes Effort Regulation 

Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning 

Strategies, thus forming first and second order constructs were not supported. Instead, 

Effort Regulation Strategies predicted Peer Learning Strategies and Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies predicted 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. These were new findings in 

self-regulation research. Second, unlike past research conducted in the field of 

educational psychology, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking did not directly 

influence the development of Speaking Skills; it was an indirect predictor, as it was 

mediated by the three self-regulation strategies. 
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Listening Model Modification and Specification 

Given the results of the confirmatory factor analysis, the same procedure was 

undertaken with the listening model as with the speaking model. Goodness-of-fit 

statistics for the hypothesized listening model are shown in Table 46. The fit of the 

initially hypothesized model approached the multiple criteria for adequate fit, and the 

standardized path coefficients for the initial model indicated that all the paths, except 

the one from Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening to L2 Listening Skills (H3) and the 

one from Willingness to Communicate to L2 Listening Skills (H10) were statistically 

significant. In addition, when the path from Intrinsic Goal Orientation to L2 Listening 

Skills was included in the model, the effects of Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies became negative (B = -.12, p = .05) despite the fact that 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-regulation Strategies and L2 Listening Skills were 

significantly and positively correlated (r = .286, p = .01, see Table 42). These results 

indicate that the model needed to be modified. The Wald test did not indicate that any 

specific items should be eliminated or correlated. Given the fact that the path from 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening to L2 Listening Skills (H3) and the one from 

Willingness to Communicate to Listening Skills (H10) were not statistically significant, 

a decision was made to temporarily eliminate these two paths to compare the adequacy 

of the revised models. First, based on the results of the Wald test, the path from Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Listening to Listening Skills was eliminated, and the fit of the 

resulting Modified Model 1 was inspected. Next, the path from Willingness to 
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Communicate to Listening Skills was eliminated and the fit indices for the resulting 

Modified Model 2 (Final Model) were inspected. The goodness-of-fit statistics for the 

initially hypothesized model and modified models are shown in Table 46. 

The fit indices for the three models were virtually identical. Although model fit 

was not significantly improved by removing these paths, listening model 2 is more 

parsimonious; therefore, it was selected as the final model. Fit for the final model was 

adequate: CFI = .88, RMSEA = .07, and AIC = 741.75. 

 

Table 46. Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Initial and Modified Listening Models 

 

Initial listening 

model 

Modified listening 

model 1 

Modified listening 

model 2 

Chi-square value 627.43 625.81 627.75 

Chi-square p .00 .00 .00 

CFI .88 .88 .88 

RMSEA .070 .070 .069 

RMSEA CI [.063, .078] [.063, .078] [.062, .077] 

SRMR .071 .071 .069 

AIC 735.43 747.72 741.75 

Note. In Modified Model 1, the path from IGOL to Listening Skills was deleted. In 

Modified Model 2, the path from WTC to Listening Skills was deleted. 

 

Standardized path coefficients for the final model are shown in Figure 22. The 

theoretically driven paths were statistically significant except for the path from Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Listening to L2 Listening Skills (H3) and the one from Willingness 

to Communicate to L2 Listening Skills (H10). 

Self-Efficacy significantly influenced Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening in 

accordance with the first hypothesis (H1) derived from the motivation literature in the 

fields of second language acquisition and educational psychology, as represented by the 

path coefficient (B =. 48, p = .01). Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening significantly 
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predicted Effort Regulation Strategies (B = .22, p = .01) in accordance with the second 

hypothesis (H2). However, the third hypothesis (H3) was not supported, as Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Listening did not significantly predict Listening Skills. Note that 

this hypothesized path was also not significant in the speaking model. The same 

explanation offered previously might hold true here as well: Intrinsic Goal Orientation 

for Listening significantly predicted Effort Regulation Strategies, which indirectly 

influenced Listening Skills. The lack of the significant relationship between Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Listening and Listening Skills suggests that Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening, possibly mediated by the three self-regulation strategies, 

influences Listening Skills indirectly. In other words, part of the variance of Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Listening on Listening Skills was accounted for by the three Self-

Regulation Strategies, mainly Effort Regulation Strategies and possibly Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. The indirect influence of Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Listening on Listening Skills has been reported in some self-regulation 

studies (e.g., McKenzie, Grow & Schweitzer, 2004). In accordance with the fourth 

hypothesis (H4), Self-Efficacy was a significant predictor of Effort Regulation 

Strategies (B = .61, p = .01). This is congruent with previous research results in 

educational psychology. Of primary importance, the hypothesized interrelationships of 

the three self-regulation strategies were confirmed in this study. 
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Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; IGOL = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening; MCSDT = 
Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; 
Listen = L2 Listening Skills. 
Figure 22. The modified listening model 2. 
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Table 47. Item Loadings for Modified Listening Model 3. 

SE WTC IGOL MCSDT ER PL  
SE4 .78 WTC2 .75 IGOL7 .77 MCSDT3 .89 ER2 .70 PL4 .64   

SE5 .74 WTC4 .81 IGOL10 .68 MCSDT6 .56 ER3 .80 PL9 .67   

SE6 .84 WTC7 .78 IGOL11 .77 MCSDT25 .61 ER5 .77 PL10 .73   

SE8 .67 WTC14 .81 IGOL15 .78 MCSDT27 .59 ER12 .84 PL11 .67   

Note. SE = Self-Efficacy; WTC = Willingness to Communicate; IGOL = Intrinsic Goal Orientation for  
Listening; MCSDT = Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies; ER = Effort Regulation  
Strategies; PL = Peer Learning Strategies; Listening: L2 Listening Skills. 
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As hypothesized, Effort Regulation influenced Peer Learning Strategies (H5) (B = .57, p 

= .01) and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (H6) (B = .44, p = .01) 

in accordance with the volitional views of self-regulation. In addition, it was confirmed 

that Peer Learning Strategies significantly influenced Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies (H7) (B = .45, p = .05). As hypothesized and indicated in the L2 

literature, there was a significant direct effect of Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies on Listening Skills (H8) (B = .21 , p = .05), and as postulated in 

the ninth hypothesis (H9), Self-Efficacy strongly predicted Willingness to Communicate 

(B = .59, p = .01). However, the hypothesis that Willingness to Communicate would 

predict Listening Skills (H10) was not supported by the data. This indicates that 

Listening Skills are not as closely linked to Willingness to Communicate as Speaking 

Skills. 

Thus, like the Speaking Model, most of the initially hypothesized relationships 

were supported by the current data. First, the hypotheses that the overarching construct 

of Self-Regulation Strategies subsumes Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive 

Self-Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning Strategies, thus forming first and second 

order constructs were not supported. Instead, Effort Regulation Strategies predicted 

Peer Learning Strategies and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

and Peer Learning Strategies also predicted Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies. These were new findings in self-regulation research. Second, unlike past 

research conducted in the field of educational psychology, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 
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Listening did not directly influence the development of Listening Skills. It was an 

indirect predictor, as it was mediated through the three self-regulation strategies. Finally, 

the hypothesis that Willingness to Communicate would predict Listening Skills was not 

confirmed. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

Hypotheses from self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000), social 

cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), Pintrich’s self-regulation model (Pintrich, 2000; 

Pintrich & Zusho, 2002), the L2 and educational psychology literature, and L2 

Willingness to Communicate literature (Yashima, 2000, 2002) provide the present study 

with a multi-theory framework. Testing the theoretical model in this study was 

underpinned by the creation of a shortened Japanese version of the MSLQ for L2 

learning. The purpose was to illuminate the relationships among two motivational 

variables (Intrinsic Goal Orientation and Self-Efficacy), Willingness to Communicate, 

three self-regulation strategies (Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-

Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies), and both L2 Speaking 

and Listening Skills. 

 

Research Question 1: To create a shortened Japanese version of the MSLQ that 

includes a scale representing Willingness to Communicate and that can be used in high 

school and university L2 learning contexts.  

Research question 1 concerned the development of a shortened Japanese version 

of the MSLQ designed to measure two motivation variables (i.e., Self-Efficacy and 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking/Listening), three self-regulation strategies (i.e., 
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Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

and Peer Learning Strategies), and Willingness to Communicate. 

A shortened 56-item Japanese version of the MSLQ designed to measure Self-

Efficacy, Intrinsic Motivation for Speaking and Listening, Willingness to Communicate, 

Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

and Peer Learning Strategies in high school and tertiary-level English classrooms was 

developed and validated using Rasch measurement. The results lent strong support to 

the initial hypotheses that self-regulation strategies and the modified MSLQ can be 

applied to L2 learning. The results indicate that the basic human needs self-

determination theory posits, autonomy, competence, and relatedness, can be applied to 

L2 learning because they are represented by self-regulation strategies, Self-Efficacy and 

possibly Willingness to Communicate. 

As discussed above, the revised MSLQ questionnaire was developed using 

Rasch analyses, a more advanced measurement technique than conventional statistical 

methods based on classical test theory. The newly created questionnaire was reliable 

and valid for the sample of Japanese university students in this study, and as such, the 

questionnaire is useful for investigating students’ motivational beliefs, their use of three 

self-regulation strategies, their Willingness to Communicate, and the relationships 

among those variables and the L2 Oral and Aural Proficiency levels of Japanese 

students studying at secondary schools, technical schools, and universities. The final 

sets of items are displayed in Appendix J (the Japanese version) and Appendix K (the 

English version). 
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Practicality of the Shortened MSLQ 

The shortened 56-item Japanese version of the MSLQ has several uses for 

researchers, teachers, academic advisers, and learners. It can be used for conducting 

research, monitoring student learning behaviors, counseling students, self-assessment, 

discovering strengths and weaknesses in students’ motivational traits and strategy use, 

and predicting English-language learning outcomes (Duncan & McKeachie, 2005). This 

questionnaire can be administered in the same fashion as the original MSLQ; however, 

this newly created questionnaire has the advantage of including many items that present 

a variety of learning behaviors and strategies. The questionnaire covers various learning 

behaviors associated with motivational traits and self-regulated learning strategies 

observed in diverse learning contexts. Hence, the questionnaire provides valuable 

information for teachers, advisers, and students. It is also possible to decrease the 

number of items by selecting those items that best suit a particular teaching context but 

care should be taken not to negatively affect the reliability of the questionnaire. 

 

Suggestions for Using and Interpreting the Questionnaire 

Two suggestions can be made for using the questionnaire effectively. The first 

suggestion relates to the relevance of the items to a particular context. It is useful to 

select items that are germane to the particular context that includes the following 

conditions: (a) the class is conducted in the communicative language teaching 

framework or a style in which the four skills are effectively integrated, (b) that the class 
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is conducted in English with a primary focus on the development of speaking and 

listening skills, and (c) cooperative or collaborative learning tasks such as discussion 

and presentations are incorporated in and outside of class activities. 

The second suggestion concerns the use or interpretation of some items. In this 

new questionnaire, two Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening items potentially pose 

interpretation ambiguity. Two items measuring this construct concern listening (item 

LGOL 10: The most satisfying thing in this class is that I can understand what the 

teacher is saying, and item LGOL 11: The most satisfying thing in this class is that I 

can understand the listening materials). However, the other two items (item LGOL 7: I 

enjoy achieving my personal goals during class, and item LGOL 15: I enjoy setting my 

personal goals during class) can refer to both speaking and listening. However, the 

Rasch analyses indicated that these two groups of items measured a single listening 

factor. The theoretical justification for this result derives from the feedback session with 

the focus group of students described above. They suggested that listening tasks occupy 

at least the first half of the class time, they are often used in a teacher-centered manner, 

and they tend to involve individualized learning with textbook tasks that are centered on 

comprehension questions and fill-in-the-blanks exercises. This means that listening 

comprehension outcomes can be measured objectively, can be identified easily, and can 

be selected as course objectives. In contrast, the evaluation of speaking skills is more 

likely to be based on subjective perceptions, and are therefore inherently more vague, 

subjective, and difficult to set objectives for. 
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The information the students had obtained from the listening materials was used 

and further exploited in the subsequent speaking tasks, such as summary completion, 

dictogloss, story-telling, group discussion for critiquing the issue, and group 

presentations, all of which are the more student-centered components of the course. It 

appears that this teaching approach, in which the primary emphasis was on speaking 

tasks, as well as the nature of learning based on listening activities, led the students to 

set listening goals involving understanding the main points and key words and phrases 

of the news story so that they can summarize and discuss those ideas. In line with these 

analyses, the focus group students suggested that items IGOL 7 and IGOL 15 can be 

interpreted as LGOL 7 (I enjoy achieving my personal goals for listening during class), 

and LGOL 15 (I enjoy setting my personal goals for listening during class), respectively. 

 

Research question 2: To what extent do participants with different levels of Speaking 

and Listening Skills differ in terms of three self-regulation strategies, Effort Regulation 

Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies? 

Research question 2 was answered in the second phase of the study. The results 

of the ANOVAs and post hoc tests indicated that significant differences existed (a) both 

between the high and low proficiency groups and the high and middle proficiency 

groups for Effort Regulation Strategies, and (b) between the high and low proficiency 

groups for Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. However, no 

significant differences were found among the three proficiency groups in the use of Peer 

Learning Strategies. This indicates that the use of Effort Regulation Strategies and 
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Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies helped the participants improve 

their L2 speaking and listening skills, while there were no differences in the use of Peer 

Learning Strategies that affected their L2 speaking and listening skills. 

The results support the self-determination theory and social-cognitive theory and 

the empirical results of investigations of the relationships between self-regulation 

strategy use and academic achievement reported in the field of educational psychology 

(Corno, 1986; Pintrich, 1999ab; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990; Zimmerman & Martinez-

Pons, 1990) and L2 learning (Goh, 2008; Lam, 2009; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; 

Vandergrift 2003, 2007ab; Wang, Haertel, & Walberg, 1990; Zeng, 2007) that 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies have a profound influence on academic 

learning and L2 learning outcomes. More important, it was found that in addition to 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, Effort Regulation Strategies are 

among the most important strategies that help improve learners’ L2 speaking and 

listening skills. This relationship is congruent with the theory of volitional mechanisms 

in self-regulation advocated by Kuhl and Goschke (1994), which states that explicit 

metacognitive knowledge is used to improve volitional efficiency. Of more importance, 

this relationship seems to be corroborated by the volitional theorists’ views of self-

regulation (Snow, Corno, & Jackson, 1996). Self-regulation is conceptualized as being 

based on volitional aspects of self-management; thus, Kuhl and Goschke (1994) argue 

that volition plays a significant role in all phases of the self-regulation process. In fact, 

the strongest support for this conceptualization and the results of the present study 
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comes from Corno (1993), who stated that volition is a larger concept than self-

regulation because it also includes personality and emotion. 

The results might be explained by the new conceptualization of autonomy as a 

capacity composed of ability and willingness, the latter of which requires both 

motivation and confidence, developed by Littlewood (1996). Ability and willingness 

lead learners to take responsibility for decision-making in learning, which in turn brings 

about successful learning outcome. 

Information concerning the results was obtained from feedback from the focus 

group of seven students; they suggested plausible reasons for the differences in the use 

of Effort Regulation Strategies and Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies and the 

lack of significant differences in the use of Peer Learning Strategies among the three 

groups. A majority of the students said that one of the secrets of successful learning lies 

in a strong will to continue learning by developing the habit of studying regularly and 

using effective learning approaches. A strong will is particularly necessary for learning 

when distractions occur. In addition, setting clear learning goals, preparing for class, 

monitoring learning, fine-tuning and continuous adjusting one’s cognitive activities, and 

reviewing the class facilitate productive learning. Thus, they stressed the importance of 

Effort Regulation Strategies and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies 

in language learning. 

Their feedback also helps explain the lack of significant differences in Peer 

Learning Strategy use. They acknowledged the value of learning with classmates 

outside the class as well as during-class Peer Learning because Peer Learning can create 
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good opportunities for effective learning; however, it can be ineffective, particularly for 

learners who already understand everything and who have achieved high oral and aural 

proficiency, and for persons who prefer individualized learning. In addition, a lack of 

concentration and learning hindrances can occur in the presence of negative peer 

pressure from partners or group members. This phenomenon might be germane to the 

well-being path depicted in Boekaerts’ Dual Processing Self-regulation Model 

(Boekaerts & Corno, 2005). 

The seven focus group students also reported that some Peer Learning Strategies 

employed outside the class pose a problem to some people living far from school 

because they cannot stay after class and discuss the content of the class, discuss the 

assignments, or prepare for project work. Having discussed negative aspects of some 

Peer Learning Strategies, the focus group students stressed the importance of Peer 

Learning Strategies in class because, given the fact that pair and group work occupy the 

central place in the classroom learning environment, students cannot develop their 

speaking skills without speaking with their peers in discussion groups, story-telling 

tasks, story-retelling tasks, dictogloss, and presentation tasks. However, Peer Learning 

Strategies might not work effectively if their partners have not prepared ideas to 

contribute to the pair or group tasks, and if they demonstrate little motivation to engage 

in the tasks. 

To sum up, the value of Peer Learning Strategies depends on the peers’ interests, 

motivation, will power, language proficiency, time availability, learning styles, and 

their ability to deploy self-regulation strategies. Thus, Peer Learning Strategy use is 
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complex and includes both positive and negative aspects; as a result, some participants 

in the present study often used them effectively, but others did not employ them for the 

reasons given above, irrespective of their oral and aural proficiency levels. This 

possibly created a non-significant result in regards to the effects of Peer Learning 

Strategies. 

Taken together, volition or will power has a positive relationship with L2 oral 

and aural skill development, and volition, operationalized as Effort Regulation 

Strategies, instigates the use of Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

or at least both volition and skills are employed simultaneously or interactively as 

Pintrich and De Groot (1990) suggested. This relationship was further investigated by 

testing hypothesized structural models; the results so far appear to support the 

application and value of Effort Regulation Strategies and Metacognitive During-Task 

Self-Regulation Strategies to L2 Speaking and Listening Skill development in class. 

 

Research Question 3: What are the relationships among two motivational variables 

(i.e., Intrinsic Goal Orientation and Self-Efficacy), Willingness to Communicate, three 

types of self-regulation strategies (i.e., Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies) and English 

listening and speaking skills? 

Research question 3 was answered in the third phase of the analyses. The 

interrelationships among Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation, Effort Regulation 

Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning 
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Strategies, Willingness to Communicate, and English Speaking and Listening Skills 

were investigated using structural equation modeling. An L2 speaking model and an L2 

listening model were tested independently to explore the interrelationships among the 

variables and further validate the application of the self-regulation strategies in the 

shortened version of MSLQ to L2 learning. Two models were tested because, as noted 

earlier, L2 speaking and listening skills are inseparable in real communication settings 

(Rost, 2005); therefore, merely developing a model for one of the skills does not reflect 

the reality of classroom learning conducted in the communicative language teaching 

framework. If the two models indicate identical or similar relationships among the 

latent variables, they lend strong support to the use of self-regulation strategies in L2 

learning and for the hypothesized interrelationships among the motivational variables, 

self-regulation strategies, Willingness to Communicate, and L2 Speaking and Listening 

Skills. 

Ten hypotheses regarding the interrelationships between latent (unobserved) and 

measured (observed) variables were tested. The results indicated that in both the 

Speaking and Listening models, most of these hypotheses were supported. Therefore, 

they provided independent support for the application of self-regulation strategies to L2 

Speaking and Listening development and the interrelationships among two motivational 

variables, three self-regulation strategies, Willingness to Communicate, and both L2 

Speaking and Listening Skills, as demonstrated by motivation studies based on self-

determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), self-regulation studies (e.g., Pintrich & De 

Groot, 1990), and Willingness to Communicate studies (MacIntyre & Charos, 1986; 
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Matsuoka, 2006; Yashima, 2000, 2002). Here, it should be noted that the three self-

regulation strategies (i.e., Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task 

Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies) were not subsumed by the 

overarching variable of self-regulation. Instead, the structural equation model analyses 

supported the existence of unique interrelationships. 

In the L2 Speaking Skills model, Self-Efficacy had a strong impact on Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking, Effort Regulation Strategies, and Willingness to 

Communicate. These significant paths provided support for the causal relationships 

proposed by social-cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), self-determination theory (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985), and MacIntyre and Charos’ (1986) model of L2 WTC. These relationships 

have also been corroborated elsewhere (Noels, 2010; Wu, 2003; Yashima, 2000, 2002). 

Self-Efficacy was a significant predictor of Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking, a result that mirrored those reported in the fields of educational psychology 

(Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Schunk & Hanson; 1985; Schunk, Hanson, & Cox, 1987) and 

second language acquisition (Noels, 2010; Wu, 2003). It appears that Self-Efficacy 

beliefs determine the extent to which learners devote resources to a specific task, as 

proposed by social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986). Effort Regulation Strategies are 

one of the resource management strategies learners employ to self-regulate their 

volition when they face potential distractions (Pintrich et al., 1991). 

This relationship was also mentioned by the focus group students based on their 

learning experience in the Media English course. Their comments can be summarized 

as follows: Learners who are confident in completing a particular task are usually 
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intrinsically interested in doing so because they know how to go about it effectively and 

successfully based on successful past learning experiences. In addition, these learners 

enjoy engaging in the task, and they can control their motivation and volition and stay 

on a successful completion route or mastery track as depicted in Boekaerts’ Dual 

Processing Self-Regulation Model (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005). The anticipated success 

stimulates their intrinsic interest in the task because it offers feelings of pleasure, 

satisfaction, and fulfillment as well as favorable teacher and peer evaluation of their 

performance and skills. Thus, although the results of previous research help explain 

these two relationships, the focus group students also suggested that the relationship 

between Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking can be bidirectional, 

indicating that if students are intrinsically interested in a particular task and they do it 

for pleasure, they are likely to become actively involved in the task, maintain their 

motivation and goal orientation, eliminate distractions, and complete it successfully. 

This in turn enhances feelings of Self-Efficacy for doing the task. This sequence has 

received support in a longitudinal study by Noels (2010). Further support comes from 

self-determination theory, which posits that individuals who are intrinsically interested 

in a particular task are likely to devote time and energy to it and to complete it 

successfully. As a result, those persons tend to have enhanced Self-Efficacy. As 

discussed above, self-determination theory argues that human beings naturally seek 

what stimulates their intrinsic interest and feel inclined to solve the challenges and 

problems it entails. Successfully overcoming difficulties enhances their Self-Efficacy. 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation might be one source of Self-Efficacy. However, the model fit 
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statistics did not indicate that this was applicable for the present L2 data, but instead 

supported the hypothesized path from Self-Efficacy to Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking; the path was stronger and resulted in better model fit than when the path went 

from Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking to Self-Efficacy. These results support the 

proposal in social cognitive theory that Self-Efficacy is one of the most influential 

factors for learning (Bandura, 1986; Pajares & Schunk, 2001), a notion that has been 

corroborated elsewhere in educational psychology (Schunk, 1996; Zimmerman, 

Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). 

Support for the result that Self-Efficacy was a significant predictor of Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking is provided by the results of empirical studies in the field 

of second language acquisition. Research suggests that Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Goal 

Orientations can be applied to L2 learning and that they are closely related. For example, 

Wu’s (2003) study indicated that students’ Perceived Competence (i.e., Self-Efficacy) 

significantly and positively influenced their intrinsic motivation, and Noel (2010) found 

that feelings of competence predicted greater intrinsic and self-determined orientation, 

which in turn predicted greater feelings of competence. 

 

The Causal Relationship Between Self-Efficacy, Effort Regulation Strategies, and 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies 

As the confirmatory factor analyses indicated, the three self-regulation strategies 

(i.e., Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies) were not subsumed by the overarching 
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variable of self-regulation. Instead, the structural equation model analyses indicated 

unique interrelationships. The causal relationships between Self-Efficacy beliefs and 

self-regulation strategies supported self-regulation theories and the results of studies 

conducted in the field of educational psychology (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005; Gollwitzer, 

1996; Pintrich & Zusho, 2002; Zimmerman, 2000). Self-Efficacy directly predicted 

Effort Regulation Strategies, and indirectly predicted Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies and Peer Learning Strategies. 

The relationship between Self-Efficacy and both Effort Regulation Strategies 

and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies is congruent with Pintrich 

and De Groot’s (1990) results, which were based on data gathered with the MSLQ: 

Metacognitive Strategies, Effort Management Strategies, and Self-Efficacy were 

positively correlated with and predicted achievement. Regression analyses indicated 

that Self-Efficacy, and Self-Regulation Strategies as well as Test Anxiety predicted 

student academic performance. Pintrich and De Groot concluded that learners need 

Effort Regulation Strategies derived from will power or volition and Cognitive and 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies represented by skills, and that Self-Efficacy 

has a strong impact on the use of these two key self-regulation strategies. The results of 

the present study, which have also received support from other researchers (Pajares & 

Schunk, 2001; Schunk, 1981, 1985; Schunk & Hanson, 1985; Schunk, Hanson, & Cox, 

1987a; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990), demonstrate that highly efficacious 

students deploy more cognitive and metacognitive strategies and resource management 

strategies, persist longer at those tasks than those who do not deploy such strategies, 
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persevere when confronting obstacles, and are resilient in the face of adverse situations. 

Pintrich and De Groot argued for the importance of Effort Regulation Strategies and 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Strategies in learning. The strongest support derives 

from Schunk and Pajares’ conclusion based on their 2002 study: Academic self-efficacy 

affects self-regulation through the use of metacognitive strategies. Thus, it seems 

reasonably certain that Self-Efficacy influences various types of self-regulation 

strategies. 

The importance of self-efficacy in learning has been well-documented in the L2 

literature of autonomy. Littlewood (1996) conceptualized autonomy as a capacity based 

on ability and willingness, the latter of which is generated from motivation and 

confidence, and postulated that autonomous learning behaviors, similar to self-regulated 

learning behaviors, leads to successful language learning. 

 

The Causal Relationship Between Intrinsic Goal Orientation and Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies 

Another variable that influenced self-regulation strategies is Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Speaking. This relationship is proposed in self-determination theory 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000), which posits that the use of several types of self-regulation 

is related to intrinsic motivation and several types of extrinsic motivation, which 

embody different degrees of self-determination. It is theorized that compared with 

intrinsic motivation, the four types of extrinsic motivation are less self-determined and 

therefore less self-regulated to varying degrees. In other words, intrinsic motivation is a 
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strongest predictor of self-regulated behaviors in learning. In addition, improving 

intrinsic goal orientation makes learners autonomous, which in turn helps them achieve 

their learning goals (Dörnyei, 2001). 

This causal relationship was corroborated in a number of studies discussed in 

Chapter 2. In educational psychology, the relationship explicating Self-Efficacy, 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation, and a high degree of self-regulated learning strategy use is 

well documented (Pintrich, Roser, & De Groot, 1994; Wolters, Yu, & Pintrich, 1996). 

Second language acquisition research is also generally supportive of this relationship. It 

was reported that intrinsic motivation was closely related to or highly correlated with 

high levels of self-regulation (Hayashi, 2005; Noels, 2010), although Noels’ study 

indicated that autonomy, which is very closely related to self-regulation, develops long 

after intrinsic motivation is formulated. 

 

The Interrelationships Among Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking, Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies, and L2 Speaking Skills 

Further support for the causal relationships between Self-Efficacy beliefs and 

Effort Regulation Strategies and between Metacognitive During-Task Self-regulation 

Strategies and L2 Speaking Skills derives from the focus group students: Persons who 

are highly self-efficacious have the knowledge and will power necessary to execute 

cognitive and metacognitive strategies, both of which are essential for successful 

learning. They also added an insightful point: People who know how to study (i.e., have 
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sufficient cognitive and metacognitive knowledge) but who have not improved their 

language skills are often at the mercy of temptations and distractions. They speculated 

that will power as well as motivation might be pre-requisites for Metacognitive During-

Task Self-Regulation Strategies because preparation for and review of classroom 

learning is at least partly determined by possessing the will power to focus on the work 

and not to be distracted by temptations. This final point is reviewed when discussing the 

interrelationships among Effort Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning Strategies, and 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. 

The results of this study indicated that whereas Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking significantly predicted Effort Regulation Strategies, it did not influence L2 

Speaking Skills directly. Plausible logical reasons for the relationship between Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation for Speaking and Effort Regulation Strategies were discussed in 

Chapter 5. Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking did not directly influence L2 

Speaking Skills, but Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, mediated by Effort 

Regulation Strategies, influences L2 Speaking Skills indirectly. This relationship has 

not been reported in previous correlational studies and regression studies. However, 

similar findings are found in a number of studies (e.g., McKenzie, Gow, & Schweitzer, 

2004) in which motivational variables, self-regulation strategies, and academic 

achievement were investigated using structural equation modeling. These studies 

revealed that motivational variables, including Intrinsic Goal Orientation, predicted 

self-regulation strategies, which in turn influenced academic achievement. 
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The Interrelationships among Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking, Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Strategies, and L2 

Speaking Skills have been discussed in self-determination theory in terms of promoting 

autonomy. Deci and Ryan (1985) argued that only when humans feel competent and 

self-determined, is Intrinsic Goal Orientation maintained. In other words, Self-Efficacy 

enhances intrinsic goal orientation, which in turns encourages their active involvement 

in learning, that is, their use of Self-Regulation Strategies. Among the two Self-

Regulation Strategies in question, it might be that Effort Regulation Strategies is a 

precursor of Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. Holec (1988) 

argued that learners make use of his ability to take autonomous behavior only if they 

wish. 

A word of caution should be mentioned concerning the interpretation of the 

structural equation models and the regression coefficients. Interpreting regression 

coefficients in the structural equation model is problematic, as they change in 

accordance with the addition or deletion of other paths. On the other hand, the 

correlation coefficients already in the matrix are not altered by adding variables to the 

matrix. Therefore, in order to accurately interpret the structural equation models, 

correlation coefficients need to be considered in addition to regression coefficients. 
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Interrelationships Among Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-

Task Self-regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies 

One noteworthy finding in the present study is the interrelationships among 

Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, 

and Peer Learning Strategies. A plausible rational for Effort Regulation Strategies 

underlying Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies and Peer Learning 

Strategies is discussed above drawing on the literature and students’ feedback. Further 

support for these relationships comes from volitional theorists’ views of self-regulation. 

Snow, Corno, and Jackson (1996) theorized that self-regulation is a self-management 

mechanism that fosters people’s capacity to adjust their behavior. In addition, Tseng, 

Dörnyei, and Schmitt’s (2005) Self-Regulation Capacity on vocabulary learning Scale 

(SRCvoc), developed based on Dörnyei’s (2001) system of self-regulation strategies, 

includes Satiation Control to cope with boredom (e.g., When feeling bored with 

learning vocabulary, I know how to regulate my mood in order to invigorate the 

learning process), Emotion Control to control distracting emotions (e.g., When I feel 

stressed about my vocabulary learning, I cope with this problem immediately), as well 

as Metacognitive Control. When examined closely, these two control strategies overlap 

with Effort Regulation Strategies. To be more precise, Effort Regulation Strategies 

subsume the two self-regulation strategies, Satiation Control and Emotion Control. 

Tseng, Dörnyei, and Schmitt’s study indicated the overarching self-regulatory capacity 

in vocabulary learning is predicted by Satiation Control Strategies (B = .84) and 

Emotion Control Strategies (B = .88). The results lend further support to the possibility 
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that Effort Regulation Strategies include or overarch Satiation Control and Emotion 

Control Strategies and underlie self-regulation strategy use. 

Still another possible reason for the unique relationship that emerged from this 

study is that many of the Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy items are 

associated with the idea of difficulties. The results indicated that there was a direct path 

from Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies to L2 Speaking Skills, but 

such a path did not exist from Effort Regulation Strategies. This might be because the 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategy items incorporate some of the 

Effort Regulation concepts. In other words, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies include both skills and willpower (e.g., item MCSDT1: I concentrate in class 

so that I understand the main points). 

The causal relationship between Peer Learning Strategies and Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies was supported by the statistical results. As 

noted above, Peer Learning Strategies, which partly include behaviors executed during 

class, are mainly used by learners before and after class to reinforce their classroom 

learning (Pintrich et al. 1991, 1993). Examples include preparing for, confirming, and 

deepening their understanding in order to study effectively. Therefore, it is logical that 

they support the main self-regulation strategies employed during class (i.e., 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies) because what students do while 

engaged in learning tasks involves employing Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies. Support for this notion comes from studies by Nicol and 

Macfarlane (2006) and Orsmond, Merry, and Reiling (2002). The peer learning 



  

252 

described in these studies involved students in receiving feedback from their peers 

regarding their understanding and performance; this feedback facilitated and promoted 

their metacognition. In addition, peer discussion of the course contents creates an 

autonomy-fostering learning environment and makes learners more aware of the course 

goals and teachers’ expectations, thus fostering their metacognitive self-regulatory 

learning. Therefore, they process information more deeply. In addition, peer feedback 

encourages learners to persist (Boyle & Nicol, 2003; Nicol & Boyle, 2003; Orsmond, 

Merry, & Reiling, 2002). The influence of Peer Learning Strategies on Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies makes logical sense in second or foreign 

language learning, where learners constantly come across difficulties and have frequent 

opportunities to interact with peers. These analyses are in line with some of the 

advantages that the focus group students reported. They summarized the merits of peer 

learning using a proverb: Two heads are better than one. Jacobs, Power, and Inn (2002) 

argued that cooperative learning improves academic achievement and motivation to 

learn, and increases student responsibility for their own learning. However, it should be 

noted that they also pointed out negative aspects of peer learning, such as getting off 

topic and chatting with each other. 

Further support for these interrelationships is obtained from the correlation 

coefficients of these strategies in the present data: Effort Regulation Strategies are 

strongly correlated with Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (r 

= .519, p < .001) and Peer Learning Strategies (r = .649, p < .001); Peer Learning 

Strategies are also correlated with Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 
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Strategies (r = .509, p < .001). In addition, Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies are most highly correlated with the indicator variable, L2 Speaking Skills 

among these three strategies. The correlation of Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies with Pronunciation (r = .468, p < .001), Fluency (r = .536, p 

< .001), Grammar and Vocabulary (r = .486, p < .001), and Communication 

Effectiveness (r = .491, p < .001) were moderately strong. These findings lend further 

support to the notion that Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation has a direct 

impact on L2 Speaking Skills, and suggest that Effort Regulation Strategies and Peer 

Learning Strategies influence L2 Speaking Skills indirectly. 

 

The Causal Relationships Among Self-Efficacy, Willingness to Communicate, and 

L2 Speaking Skills 

The well-established relationship between Self-Efficacy and Willingness to 

Communicate (MacIntyre & Charos, 1996; Yashima, 2000, 2002) was found in this 

study as well. In addition, the results indicate that Self-Efficacy is similar to L2 

Perceived Competence. The relationship is a logical corollary; People who are confident 

using English are more willing to communicate with people in English. 

However, a new finding is that Willingness to Communicate predicted L2 

Speaking Skills. Although a number of researchers (Yashima, 2000, 2002) have 

indicated that L2 Proficiency predicts L2 Perceived Competence, which in turn 

influences WTC, a few researchers (Hashimoto, 2002; Matsubara, 2007; Matsuoka, 

2006; Yashima & Zenuk-Nishide, 2008) have suggested that higher WTC leads to 
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improvements in L2 Speaking Skills because it results in increased L2 use (Hashimoto, 

2002; MacIntyre, Baker, Clément, & Donovan, 2003). Feedback from the focus group 

corroborated the results that Willingness to Communicate predicted L2 Speaking Skills. 

Finally, further support comes from three sources: First, WTC is significantly correlated 

with L2 Speaking Skills (r = .313, p < .001), and its subcomponents, Pronunciation (r 

= .273, p < .001), Fluency (r = .328, p < .001), Grammar and Vocabulary (r = .248, p 

< .001), and Communication Effectiveness (r = .279, p < .001). Second, popular 

wisdom says that learners learn to communicate only by communicating. This makes 

sense because in order to develop speaking skills, and especially oral fluency, learners 

must orally interact with others (Wood, 2001). Finally, the focus group students agreed 

with the results, saying that persons with a high degree of L2 WTC look for chances to 

communicate in English and they are likely to use English to interact with classmates 

and others instead of using Japanese inside and outside the class. Naturally, such 

persons can improve their speaking skills. With limited access to native speakers in 

Japan, students need to foster Willingness to Communicate in order to utilize chances to 

speak English frequently. 

Generally, the same relationship was observed with the hypothesized model 

explicating the interrelationships among self-regulation strategy use, motivational 

variables, Willingness to Communicate, and L2 Listening Skills (see Figure 12); 

however, in this model the relationship between Willingness to Communicate and L2 

Listening Skills was not significant as indicated by the dotted line between these two 

factors in Figure 23. The strength of the paths as represented by their beta weights is 
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similar except for that between Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Goal Orientation (speaking 

model, B = .79; listening model, B = .48). The same rationale accounts for the causal 

relationships between any of the two variables investigated in this study. Given the 

nature of language learning, authentic communication, and the educational psychology 

and second language acquisition literature, these results are not surprising. Of primary 

importance, the adequate fit of the modified listening model partly confirms the validity 

of the hypotheses proposed in the present study. 

However, it is important to consider the non-significant relationship between 

Willingness to Communicate and L2 Listening Skills. There are three plausible reasons 

for the lack of a causal relationship. The first reason is based on the weak correlation 

coefficient—and therefore a logically weak conceptual relationship—between these two 

variables (r = .150, p < .05). The second reason rests on the observation that listening 

skills can be developed independently of speaking skills in foreign language learning 

contexts through intensive learning and practice (Dekeyser, 2007; Ryan, 1997), 

although speaking and listening are inseparable and integrated in real-life 

communication (Lynch, 2009; Rost, 2005). In fact, it is well known that although many 

Japanese university students improve their listening skills due to TOEIC test 

preparation, they do not necessarily improve their speaking skills. This means that even 

if students do not possess or develop high degrees of Willingness to Communicate, they 

can still develop good L2 Listening Skills through intensive training. 

This argument was confirmed by student comments. They suggested three major 

strategies to improve listening skills most efficiently in a short period of time: One is to 
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go to a self-access learning center every day and watch DVDs or TV news clips 

attentively for 30 minutes to one hour and write new words and expressions. A second 

idea is to work on TOEIC/TOEFL/IELTS Listening Section materials and check the 

answers and transcripts afterwards. These two activities are intensive listening activities 

and probably exemplars of language-focused listening activities (Nation, 2007b). The 

last idea is to watch movies or TV dramas, at least 80% of which is comprehensible, for 

pleasure, and dictate and imitate favorite scenes or phrases. This is a type of extensive 

listening activity that promotes listening fluency (Nation, 2007b, Ryan, 1997). These 

three reasons partially explain the weak relationship between Willingness to 

Communicate and L2 Listening Skills. 

 

Pedagogical Implications 

The results indicate that enhancing Self-Efficacy is important because it (a) 

directly influences Intrinsic Goal Orientation, Effort Regulation Strategies, and 

Willingness to Communicate, (b) indirectly influences Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies, and (c) ultimately influences L2 Speaking and Listening skills. It 

follows that improving Self-Efficacy as well as Intrinsic Goal Orientation and 

Willingness to Communicate is pedagogically meaningful. 

In order to promote Self-Efficacy, feasible suggestions for a number of teaching 

techniques can be made for L2 learning according to Bandura (1977). He identified four 

factors that improve Self-Efficacy beliefs: (a) performance accomplishment, (b) 

vicarious experience, (c) verbal persuasion, and (d) reduction of anxiety. 
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Performance accomplishment can be facilitated by personal mastery experiences 

or repeated successful experiences. For these learning experiences to occur, teachers 

must provide learners with repeated experiences of success (Bandura, 1986; Dörnyei, 

2001). As a result, learners can receive meaningful input at an appropriate level of 

difficulty. There are numerous ways to do this. For example, performance 

accomplishment can be fostered by repeating the same or similar tasks in non-

monotonous ways. Other effective approaches include incorporating tasks that learners 

are able to do rather than ones they are unable to do (Dörnyei, 2001; Onoda, 2008) as 

well as using meaning-focused input and output tasks (Nation, 2007a, 2007b). 

Vicarious experiences can be provided by having the student observe peers 

overcoming challenging or ego-threatening tasks and finally achieving success. These 

experiences can be promoted by teaching students learning strategies (i.e., self-

regulation strategies) that they can incorporate effectively, and by including tasks that 

encourage learners to display their ideas, skills, and performance abilities (Dörnyei, 

2001). 

Verbal persuasion can be implemented when learners receive positive or 

encouraging feedback from significant others such as teachers and peers (Dörnyei, 

2001), and by including peer evaluation tasks in the curriculum (Dörnyei & Murphey, 

2003). 

Finally, reducing anxiety can be facilitated by employing strategies such as pair 

or group work, promoting cooperation (Dörnyei, 2001; Jacobs, Power, & Inn, 2002), 
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and using familiar topics or tasks (Onoda, 2008) that provide good roles for learners and 

help maintain a positive self-image (Williams & Burden, 1998). 

Promoting Willingness to Communicate is important as it influences L2 

Speaking Skills. Several teaching techniques can be effectively employed for this 

purpose. For example, teachers can use tasks that students perceive as useful or valuable 

or suit their needs and expectations (e.g., discussion, presentation, and feedback task) 

(Onoda, 2008), and incorporate tasks and materials that are appropriate for the students’ 

proficiency level (e.g., those that suit meaning-focused input, meaning-focused output 

and fluency development tasks) (Dörnyei, 2001; Nation, 2007a, 2007b). In addition, 

teachers can provide opportunities for students to contribute their knowledge, skills, and 

expertise to the class (e.g., presentations) (Dörnyei, 2001; Dörnyei & Murphey, 2003), 

and promote interaction, cooperation and the sharing of personal information and 

opinions among learners (e.g., pair and group work) (Dörnyei, 2001; Jacobs, Power, & 

Inn, 2002). Moreover, anxiety-provoking elements can be reduced from language 

learning using pair and group work; communication anxiety negatively influences 

Willingness to Communicate. 

Enhancing intrinsic goal orientation or motivation can be an arduous task for 

language teachers. However, teachers can utilize (authentic) materials that stimulate 

students’ intellectual curiosity, arouse their intrinsic interest, and promote critical 

thinking (Brown, 2000; Dörnyei, 2001). In addition, highlighting and demonstrating 

aspects of L2 learning that students are likely to enjoy, such as group discussion and 

presentation, can effectively enhance intrinsic motives (Dörnyei, 2001). 
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Finally, it is effective to teach self-regulation strategies, especially Effort 

Regulation Strategies and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, to 

learners. Teachers can explain how students should control their will and emotions and 

how to set goals, plan strategy and time use, execute learning behavior, and evaluate 

and reflect on their learning outcomes. More important, teachers can provide 

opportunities for students to discuss how they employ self-regulation strategies with 

peers and teachers, and how they can evaluate and reflect on their progress and 

approach to learning. This can lead them to continue using the same approach if it is 

successful or to modify it if necessary. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

Summary of the Results 

This study has produced three important results. First, a shortened Japanese 

version of the MSLQ that measures English Speaking and Listening Skills was 

developed and validated using Rasch measurement. The new questionnaire measures 

Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Listening, Willingness to Communicate, Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies. The 

questionnaire provides people concerned with English learning at the secondary and 

tertiary level, such as researchers, teachers, advisers, and learners, with an instrument 

that measures a number of important constructs. 

Second, the results indicated that Effort Regulation Strategies and Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies are the major determinants that differentiate 

students with high and low speaking and listening skills. It was found that both volition 

and self-regulation skills helped learners improve their L2 speaking and listening skills. 

The results are congruent with Pintrich and De Groot’s (1990) postulation that learners 

need to be armed with study skills and a strong will for successful classroom learning. 

More important, the results are congruent with the volitional view of self-regulation that 

volition underlines every aspect of self-regulated learning. 
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Third, theoretically based structural models explicating the relationships among 

Willingness to Communicate, Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation, Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies, Effort Regulation Strategies, Peer Learning 

Strategies, and L2 Speaking and L2 Listening Skills were tested, modified, and 

validated. Most of the ten hypotheses associated with the models were supported by the 

data, indicating that the relationships described in the educational literature might also 

hold true for L2 English learning in secondary and tertiary level institutions. For both 

the L2 speaking and L2 listening Models, Self-Efficacy significantly influenced 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation, which in turn, significantly predicted Effort Regulation 

Strategies. In addition, Self-Efficacy was a significant predictor of Effort Regulation 

Strategies. Regarding the hypothesized interrelationships of the three self-regulation 

strategies, Effort Regulation influenced Peer Learning Strategies and Metacognitive 

During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. This finding was in substantial agreement with 

volitional views of self-regulation. In addition, Peer Learning Strategies significantly 

influenced Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies. As hypothesized and 

well documented in the L2 literature, there was a significant direct effect of 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies on L2 Speaking and L2 

Listening Skills. Finally, consistent with well documented research findings, Self-

Efficacy strongly predicted Willingness to Communicate. A new finding, however, is 

that Willingness to Communicate predicted L2 Speaking; however, the relationship 

between Willingness to Communicate and L2 Listening Skills was not significant. 



  

262 

Unlike what the L2 motivation literature indicates, the direct relationship 

between Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking and L2 Speaking and L2 Listening 

Skills was not supported; instead a new interrelationship was suggested. Intrinsic Goal 

Orientation for Speaking significantly predicted Effort Regulation Strategies, and 

indirectly influenced L2 Speaking Skills through Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies. This last finding has been reported previously by McKenzie, 

Grow, and Schweitzer (2004). 

Similar relationships were observed in the L2 Listening Model except for the 

one between Willingness to Communicate and L2 Listening Skills. Listening skills can 

be closely related to effective communication, but they can be developed independently 

from interacting with others in English. Thus, this three-stage study has been valuable 

in terms of applying the concept of self-regulation to L2 English learning and 

incorporating Willingness to Communicate as a predictor of L2 Speaking Skills. 

 

Theoretical and Pedagogical Implications 

Questionnaire items for Willingness to Communicate, Self-Efficacy, Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation, Effort Regulation Strategies, Metacognitive During-Task Self-

Regulation Strategies, and Peer Learning Strategies were successfully developed in the 

present study. It was also shown that Self-Regulation Strategies are important for L2 

speaking and listening skill development. 

Of more importance, this investigation shed new light on unique relationships 

among a number of variables, which previous researchers had not addressed, such as (a) 
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the indirect effect of Intrinsic Goal Orientation on L2 Speaking and L2 Listening Skills 

through self-regulation strategies, (b) the interrelationships of Effort Regulation 

Strategies, Peer Learning Strategies, and Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation 

Strategies, and (c) the new finding that Willingness to Communicate can improve L2 

Speaking Skills. These new findings have important consequences for the broader 

domain of second language acquisition research. 

Methodologically, Rasch measurement, feedback from a student focus group, 

and expert review were utilized to develop, revise, and select good performing items. A 

Rasch Principal Component Analyses of item residuals was used to determine the 

dimensionality of the constructs and a number of the Rasch results were used to select 

the best items for use in the subsequent structural equation analyses. In addition, the use 

of structural equation modeling yielded new insights into the direct and indirect causal 

relationships among the variables investigated in the study, which most previous 

strategy studies that relied on correlation and regression analyses could not address. 

Pedagogically, this study demonstrated that self-regulation strategies are 

important for developing L2 Speaking and Listening Skills, and in particular, the use of 

Effort Regulation Strategies (i.e., will power) underlies Metacognitive Self-Regulation 

Strategy use, both of which have a strong impact on the development of L2 Speaking 

and Listening skills. In addition, it is worthwhile for educators to understand the 

importance of learners developing Self-Efficacy and Intrinsic Goal Orientations because 

both strongly affect L2 Speaking and Listening Skills. In order to promote Self-Efficacy, 

for example, teachers can help learners experience personal mastery experiences (or 
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repeated successful experiences), allow them to observe peers overcoming challenging 

or ego-threatening tasks and achieving success, arrange for them to receive positive 

feedback from significant others, and reduce their anxiety while learning. Finally, 

finding ways to enhance learners’ Willingness to Communicate is important as this 

leads to greater Speaking Skills. The findings indicate that educators can undertake 

pedagogical interventions to enhance learners’ Self-Efficacy, which influences Intrinsic 

Goal Orientation, self-regulation strategies, and Willingness to Communicate. In 

addition, self-regulation strategies can be taught directly, and learners can discuss them 

with peers and the teacher, observe good learners using them, and teachers can have 

learners reflect on their learning. 

 

Limitations of the Study  

There are a number of limitations of the present study. The first limitation 

concerns the generalizability of the shortened version of Japanese MSLQ that was 

developed in the study. The questionnaire includes items that might not be appropriate 

in some contexts. For example, Peer Learning item 6 (I like discussing group activities 

(such as group presentation) with my classmates outside of class) and item 9 

(Discussing/Exchanging opinions about the course with my classmates is useful) should 

not be used to measure participants’ Peer Learning Strategy use when these tasks are 

not utilized, or more generally when communicative language teaching is not employed. 

The second limitation relates to the speaking and listening sections of the Kanda 

English Proficiency Test. Although the speaking test demonstrated high reliability (α
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= .98), the testing procedures might harbor an underlying weakness. Given the fact that 

it is a group speaking test conducted with four students, it is possible for an outgoing 

student to dominate the session. In fact, several students in the focus group reported that 

one of the best strategies to be successful in the speaking session is to take the floor as 

soon as the topic is given and to dominate the session. This suggests that in some cases, 

quieter and more introverted students’ speaking proficiency might have been 

underestimated, particularly if the examiners were not sufficiently familiar with the 

rating criteria. However, the KEPT committee chair indicated that the rating errors had 

been minimized due to prior examiner training sessions (G. Ockery, personal 

communication, January 27, 2010). 

A third limitation concerns the research methodology. The study mainly drew on 

the self-report data with supplementary focus group interviews. A concern with the 

indirect nature of self-report measures in the self-regulation study was noted by Pintrich 

and DeGroot (1990): Self-regulated learning occurs at a number of stages in several 

areas such as motivation and cognition, but a questionnaire can only capture a snapshot 

of the phenomena. Therefore, some researchers such as Zimmerman (2000) have 

indicated that qualitative methods should be used to capture the dynamic processes of 

self-regulated learning. A related issue is that the accuracy of the participants’ responses 

to some of the questionnaire items is unknown; it is unclear whether they have actually 

employed the strategies they have claimed to use on the questionnaire. This 

shortcoming suggests that classroom observations should be employed for future studies. 
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The final point concerns inherent limitations of structural question modeling. 

Although the proposed models were theoretically justifiable, the present findings do not 

rule out the existence of other possible models (Hagger, Chatzisarantis, & Harris, 2006). 

For example, Yashima (2000, 2002) has suggested that L2 Proficiency predicts 

Perceived L2 Competence (similar to Self-Efficacy in this study), which in turn predicts 

Willingness to Communicate. Because other plausible paths and models exist, the fit of 

data to one particular model does not mean that the model is the correct one; it simply 

indicates that the model is a plausible one. There is a likelihood that there are other 

alternative models that cannot be disconfirmed (Beglar, 2000). For example, the results 

of this study indicated that Self-Efficacy predicted Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking and Listening, but as documented in general education (personal 

communication with Everada Cunningham, February 18, 2011), it is possible that 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking and Listening predicts Self-Efficacy. The 

bidirectional relationship might hold true for the relationships among L2 Proficiency, 

Self-Efficacy, and Willingness to Communicate. The results of this study indicate that 

Self-Efficacy predicts Willingness to Communicate, which in turn influences L2 

Speaking skills. However, as discussed above, Yashima’s model (2000, 2002) indicates 

that L2 Proficiency predicts Perceived L2 Competence (similar to Self-Efficacy in this 

study), which in turn predicts Willingness to Communicate. This bidirectional 

relationship was discussed by Benson (2001), who indicated that in general the more 

ability learners have, the more confident they are, and that the more confident they are, 

the more ability they develop. 
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Another point that might be raised as a possible limitation is how L2 Speaking 

and Listening Skills predict Self-Efficacy was not investigated due to the limitation of 

the functions of the software AMOS, which does not allow for the analysis of data in 

such a time-series design, like M-plus. 

 

Future Directions 

Four suggestions can be made for future research. First, future researchers can 

triangulate questionnaire data by conducting classroom observations and structured 

interviews. Such data would help in the interpretation of the questionnaire results and 

likely provide new findings. 

Second, the models tested in this study should be replicated with other 

populations in order to test the stability and generalizability of the models. It would also 

be prudent to use different tests to measure listening and speaking proficiency and to 

measure classroom listening and speaking performance. 

Third, future researchers can adopt a cross-lagged panel design in which the 

relationships of the constructs from the present are measured at two time points in time 

(Hagger, Chatzisarantis, & Harris, 2006). Such a study would permit the examination of 

the relationships presented in the present study more accurately. Conducting 

longitudinal studies, as Pintrich (1999a, 1999b) suggested, would allow for the 

identification of changes in the reciprocal relationships between motivation and self-

regulation strategy use over time; this would allow for a description of the dynamic 

nature of self-regulation. 
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Fourth, future researchers can develop items that measure other constructs used 

on the MSLQ, such as task value, extrinsic goal orientation, time and study environment 

self-regulation strategies, and help-seeking strategies. Researchers could then 

hypothesize and test more complex models that explicate the relationship of these 

variables to L2 Speaking and Listening Skills and/or Reading and Writing Skills. 

 

Final Comments 

I undertook the present study to investigate a belief strongly held by practicing 

teachers at the secondary and tertiary levels in Japan: The control of will power (i.e., 

effort regulation strategies), in conjunction with metacognitive self-regulation strategies, 

are two important factors in facilitating successful learning in any domain, including 

foreign language learning. This belief was successfully supported by the results of all 

three phases of the study, and more important, the finding that will power underlies 

other self-regulation strategies emerged in this study. 

I hope that this study contributes to the literature concerning self-regulation 

strategy use, motivation, willingness to communicate, and their relationships to foreign 

language learning. The results of this study indicate that effort regulation strategies, 

metacognitive during-task self-regulation strategies, peer learning strategies, self-

efficacy, intrinsic goal orientation, and willingness to communicate are interrelated and 

either directly or indirectly influence L2 speaking and listening skill development in 

classroom English learning. To the best of my knowledge, this study has illuminated 

some new factors that lead to the development of L2 speaking and listening skills for 
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secondary school and university English learners. This study has also related 

willingness to communicate to self-regulation strategies and motivation, and uncovered 

the relationship among effort regulation strategies, metacognitive during-task self-

regulation strategies, and peer learning strategies in L2 learning. 

I hope that future researchers continue to investigate the application of self-

regulation strategies to L2 learning and to deepen our understanding of other possible 

ways in which self-regulation strategies and motivation lead learners to develop their 

speaking and listening skills. They might embark on this exploration by first replicating 

the relationships among the variables in the current study, and then modifying the 

relationships among those variables, and examining other possibilities not addressed in 

the current study. This might include investigating the relationships among effort 

regulation strategies, willingness to communicate, and L2 speaking/listening 

proficiency development, as suggested by MacIntyre and Doucette (2010). 
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE ITEMS OF THE STATEGY INVENTORY FOR LANGUAGE 

LEARNING (SILL) (OXFORD, 1990) 

 

Memory strategies: 

- I use a combination of sounds and images to remember the new word. 

 

Cognitive strategies: 

- I look for patterns in the new language. 

 

Comprehension strategies: 

- I make up new words if I do not know the right one. 

 

Metacognitive strategies: 

- I arrange my schedule to study and practice the new language consistently, not just 

when there is the pressure of a test. 

 

Affective strategies: 

- I try to relax whenever I feel anxious about using the new language. 

 

Social strategies: 

- I work with other language learners to practice, review, or share information. 
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APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE ITEMS OF THE LANGUAGE STRATEGY USE INVENTORY AND 

INDEX (LSUII) 

(Cohen & Chi, 2002) 

 

Listening strategies use: 

- Pay special attention to specific aspects of the language; for example, the way speaker 

pronounces certain sounds. 

 

Vocabulary strategy use: 

- Try using new words in a variety of ways 

 

Speaking strategy use: 

- Regularly seek out opportunities to talk with native speakers. 

 

Reading strategy use: 

- Finding reading material that is at or near my level. 

 

Writing strategy use: 

- Revise my writing once or twice to improve the language and content. 

 

Translation strategy use: 

- Translate parts of a conversation into my own language to help me remember the 

conversation. 
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APPENDIX C 

THE ORIGINAL MSLQ ITEMS 

 
(A) Motivation scales 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation: 1, 16, 22, 24 (α=. 74) 

Extrinsic Goal Orientation: 7, 11, 13, 30 (α= .62) 

Task Value: 4, 10, 17, 23, 26, 27 (α= .90) 

Control of Learning Beliefs: 2, 9, 18, 25 (α= .68) 

Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance: 5, 6, 12, 15, 20, 21, 29, 31 (α= .93) 

Test Anxiety: 3, 8, 14, 19, 28 (α= .80) 

 

(B) Learning strategies scales 

Rehearsal: 39, 46, 59, 72 (α= .69) 

Elaboration: 53, 62, 64, 67, 69, 81 (α = .75) 

Organization: 32, 42, 49, 63 (α = .64) 

Critical Thinking: 38, 47, 51, 66, 71 (α = .80) 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation 33r, 36, 41, 44, 54, 55, 56, 57r, 61, 76, 78, 79 (α= .79) 

Time and Study Environment Management: 35, 43, 52r, 65, 70, 73, 77r, 80r (α= .76) 

Effort Regulation: 37r, 48, 60r, 74 (α= .69) 

Peer Learning: 34, 45, 50, (α= .76) 

Help Seeking: 40r, 58, 68, 75 (α= .52) 

  

Note. r after the number indicates that the item is the reverse-coded.  

 

Table 1. MSLQ Constructs, Items, and Reliabilities 

Motivation scales 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation: 1, 16, 22, 24 (α= .74) 

Extrinsic Goal Orientation: 7, 11, 13, 30 (α = .62) 

Task Value: 4, 10, 17, 23, 26, 27 (α =.90) 

Control of Learning Beliefs: 2, 9, 18, 25 (α =.68) 

Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance: 5, 6, 12, 15, 20, 21, 29, 31 (α =.93) 

Test Anxiety: 3, 8, 14, 19, 28 (α = .80) 

 

Learning strategies scales 

Rehearsal: 39, 46, 59, 72 (α =.69) 

Elaboration: 53, 62, 64, 67, 69, 81 (α = .75) 

Organization: 32, 42, 49, 63 (α = .64) 

Critical Thinking: 38, 47, 51, 66, 71 (α = .80 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation: 33r, 36, 41, 44, 54, 55, 56, 57r, 61, 76, 78, 79 (α = .79) 

Time and Study Environment Management: 35, 43, 52r, 65, 70, 73, 77r, 80r (α = .76) 

Effort Regulation: 37r, 48, 60r, 74 (α = .69) 

Peer Learning: 34, 45, 50 (α = .76) 

Help Seeking: 40r, 58, 68, 75 (α =.52) 

 
 Part A: Motivation 

1. In a class like this, I prefer course material that really challenges me so I can learn new things. 

2. If I study in appropriate ways, then I will be able to learn the material in this course. 
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3. When I take a test I think about how poorly I am doing compared with other students. 

4. I think I will be able to use what I learn in this course in other courses. 

5. I believe I will receive an excellent grade in this class. 

6. I’m certain I can understand the most difficult material presented in the readings for this course. 

7. Getting a good grade in this class is the most satisfying thing for me right now. 

8. When I take a test I think about items on other parts of the test I can’t answer. 

9. It is my own fault if I don’t learn the material in this course. 

10. It is important for me to learn the course material in this class. 

11. The most important thing for me right now is improving my overall grade point average, so my main 

concern in this class is getting a good grade. 

12. I’m confident I can learn the basic concepts taught in this course. 

13. If I can, I want to get better grades in this class than most of the other students. 

14. When I take tests I think of the consequences of failing. 

15. I’m confident I can understand the most complex material presented by the instructor in this course. 

16. In a class like this, I prefer course material that arouses my curiosity, even if it is difficult to learn. 

17. I am very interested in the content area of this course. 

18. If I try hard enough, then I will understand the course material. 

19. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I take an exam. 

20. I’m confident I can do an excellent job on the assignments and tests in this course. 

21. I expect to do well in this class. 

22. The most satisfying thing for me in this course is trying to understand the content as thoroughly as 

possible. 

23. I think the course material in this class is useful for me to learn. 

24. When I have the opportunity in this class, I choose course assignments that I can learn from even if they 

don’t guarantee a good grade. 

25. If I don’t understand the course material, it is because I didn’t try hard enough. 

26. I like the subject matter of this course. 

27. Understanding the subject matter of this course is very important to me. 

28. I feel my heart beating fast when I take an exam. 

29. I’m certain I can master the skills being taught in this class. 

30. I want to do well in this class because it is important to show my ability to my family, friends, 

employer, or others. 

31. Considering the difficulty of this course, the teacher, and my skills, I think I will do well in this class. 

  

 Part B: Learning Strategies  

32. When I study the readings for this course, I outline the material to help me organize my thoughts. 

33. During class time I often miss important points because I’m thinking of other things. (REVERSED) 

34. When studying for this course, I often try to explain the material to a classmate or friend. 

35. I usually study in a place where I can concentrate on my course work. 

36. When reading for this course, I make up questions to help focus my reading. 

37. I often feel so lazy or bored when I study for this class that I quit before I finish what I planned to do. 

(REVERSED) 

38. I often find myself questioning things I hear or read in this course to decide if I find them convincing. 

39. When I study for this class, I practice saying the material to myself over and over. 

40. Even if I have trouble learning the material in this class, I try to do the work on my own, without help 

from anyone. (REVERSED) 

41. When I become confused about something I’m reading for this class, I go back and try to figure it out. 

42. When I study for this course, I go through the readings and my class notes and try to find the most 

important ideas. 

43. I make good use of my study time for this course. 

44. If course readings are difficult to understand, I change the way I read the material. 

45. I try to work with other students from this class to complete the course assignments. 

46. When studying for this course, I read my class notes and the course readings over and over again. 

47. When a theory, interpretation, or conclusion is presented in class or in the readings, I try to decide if 

there is good supporting evidence. 

48. I work hard to do well in this class even if I don’t like what we are doing. 

49. I make simple charts, diagrams, or tables to help me organize course material. 

50. When studying for this course, I often set aside time to discuss course material with a group of students 

from the class. 
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51. I treat the course material as a starting point and try to develop my own ideas about it. 

52. I find it hard to stick to a study schedule. (REVERSED) 

53. When I study for this class, I pull together information from different sources, such as lectures, 

readings, and discussions. 

54. Before I study new course material thoroughly, I often skim it to see how it is organized. 

55. I ask myself questions to make sure I understand the material I have been studying in this class. 

56. I try to change the way I study in order to fit the course requirements and the instructor’s teaching style. 

57. I often find that I have been reading for this class but don’t know what it was all about. (REVERSED) 

58. I ask the instructor to clarify concepts I don’t understand well. 

59. I memorize key words to remind me of important concepts in this class. 

60. When course work is difficult, I either give up or only study the easy parts. (REVERSED) 

61. I try to think through a topic and decide what I am supposed to learn from it rather than just reading it 

over when studying for this course. 

62. I try to relate ideas in this subject to those in other courses whenever possible. 

63. When I study for this course, I go over my class notes and make an outline of important concepts. 

64. When reading for this class, I try to relate the material to what I already know. 

65. I have a regular place set aside for studying. 

66. I try to play around with ideas of my own related to what I am learning in this course. 

67. When I study for this course, I write brief summaries of the main ideas from the readings and my class 

notes. 

68. When I can’t understand the material in this course, I ask another student in this class for help. 

69. I try to understand the material in this class by making connections between the readings and the 

concepts from the lectures. 

70. I make sure that I keep up with the weekly readings and assignments for this course. 

71. Whenever I read or hear an assertion or conclusion in this class, I think about possible alternatives. 

72. I make lists of important items for this course and memorize the lists. 

73. I attend this class regularly. 

74. Even when course materials are dull and uninteresting, I manage to keep working until I finish. 

75. I try to identify students in this class whom I can ask for help if necessary. 

76. When studying for this course I try to determine which concepts I don’t understand well. 

77. I often find that I don’t spend very much time on this course because of other activities. (REVERSED) 

78. When I study for this class, I set goals for myself in order to direct my activities in each study period. 

79. If I get confused taking notes in class, I make sure I sort it out afterwards. 

80. I rarely find time to review my notes or readings before an exam. (REVERSED) 

81. I try to apply ideas from course readings in other class activities such as lecture and discussion. 

 



  

294 

APPENDIX D 

KEPT (KANDA UNIVERISTY OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES) SPEAKING 

PROMPTS 

 

Music: 

Please discuss the following with your group members: Do you prefer Japanese music 

or foreign music? Why? Have you ever been to a concert or live music event? How did 

you like it? 

 

 

Relationships: 

Please discuss the following with your group members: If you are travelling in a new 

place by yourself, who would you ask if you did not how to go someplace?  Why? What 

else could you do to find out how to go? 
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APPENDIX E 

KEPT LISTENING TEST 

 

1. What can the woman see at the Royal Gardens? 

a. The town 

b. Flowers 

c. Fountains 

d. The queen 

 

2. What can the woman do in the City Center? 

a. Visit the Royal Gardens 

b. Take a subway 

c. Go underground 

d. View the city 

 

3. What does the woman need to buy? 

a. Some souvenirs 

b. Some flowers 

c. A light 

d. A map  

 

4. What will the woman do at the fried chicken restaurant? 

a. Go in 

b. Go past 

c. Go left 

d. Go right  

 

5. Which way would the woman go to get to the store the fastest? 

a. Right through the campus 

b. Straight through the campus 

c. Left under the highway 

d. Straight under the highway 

 

6. The man says the tunnel is... 

a. scary. 

b. nicer. 

c. noisy. 

d. clean.  

 

STOP WORK on Listening Section 
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APPENDIX F 

THE KEPT ORAL TESTS BAND 
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Pronunciation 

Think about: 

  Word level 

  Sentence Level: ability to ‘blend’ or link 
sound within or between words.   

  Stress, rhythm, and intonation 

  Accent 

Fluency 

Think about: 

 Automatization: ability to formulate utterances 
quickly and speak smoothly  

 Speaking speed 

 Hesitations and pausing  

 

Lexis / Grammar 

Think about: 

 Correct grammatical form 

 Suitability of vocabulary 

 Displaying ability to use (or attempting to use) 
different grammatical structures and 

vocabulary suitably in context. 

 Collocations and correct word choice 

Conversational skill 

Think about: 

 Participation and smoothness of interaction 
(turn-taking, responding to others, asking 

questions and introducing new gambits, 
paraphrasing, hedging)  

 

 

0 

 

~ 

 

0.5 

Unacceptable pronunciation 

 Very heavy accent, that would lead to a 
breakdown in communication  

 Only uses katakana-like phonology and 
rhythm; words not blended together 

 

Unacceptable fluency 

 Fragments of speech 

 Halting, often incomprehensible 

 Communication nearly impossible 

Unacceptable lexical & grammatical usage 

 No evidence of grammar knowledge 

 Knows few words, and uses them in isolation 

 Unable to share simple ideas 

 Communication not possible 

Unacceptable conversational interaction 

 Shows no awareness of other speakers; may 
speak, but not in a conversation-like way 

 Communication not possible 

 

1.0 

 

~ 

 

1.5 

Poor pronunciation 

 Uses somewhat Katakana-like pronunciation; 
does not blend words  

 Likely to have comprehension difficulties with 
interlocutors 

Poor fluency 

 Slow strained, unnatural speech 

 Frequent unnatural groping for words 

 Long unnatural pauses 

 Communication difficult 

Poor lexical & grammatical usage 

 Some very limited grammar knowledge 
evident 

 Limited vocabulary but inexpert usage 

 Little or no attempt at complex vocabulary or 
grammar 

 Ideas can be shared, but with likely 
comprehension difficulties 

Poor conversational interaction 

 Does not initiate interaction  

 Uses mostly a monologue style 

 May show some basic turn-taking but does not 
relate ideas well, or give much explanation 

 

 

2.0 

 

~ 

 

2.5 

Fair pronunciation 

 Has not mastered some difficult sounds of 
English, but should be mostly understandable 
to interlocutors  

 Makes regular attempts to blend words but 
may still stress words incorrectly 

Fair fluency 

 Speech is hesitant; somewhat unnatural  

 Unnatural groping for words and unfilled 
spaces may persist, but it does not completely 
impede communication  

 May overuse fillers, or demonstrate other 
unnatural usages 

Fair lexical & grammatical usage 

 Overly reliant on a small range of simple 
grammar and vocabulary to express ideas  

 Shows little or no evidence of ability to control 
difficult grammar or vocabulary  

Fair conversational interaction 

 Consciousness of turn taking  

 Maintains interaction by responding to others 
without unnatural gaps or pauses 

 Shows meaningful agreement or disagreement 
to others’ opinions (assent / dissent, etc.) 

 

3.0 

 

~ 

 

3.5 

Very good pronunciation 

 May not have mastered all the sounds of 
English, but has good control of sentence stress 
and intonation. 

 Accent does not interfere with comprehension; 
can blend words consistently 

Very good fluency 

 Occasional misuse of fillers, groping and 
frequent repair may still be evident, but is not 
overly distracting to listeners. 

 

Very good lexical & grammatical usage 

 Shows evidence of ability to control difficult 
grammar or vocabulary and attempts to use a 
range of forms. 

 May continue to make mistakes, but should be 
comprehensible. 

Very good conversational interaction 

 Appears confident  

 Responds appropriately to others 

 May direct conversation 

 Shows ability to negotiate meaning quickly 
and naturally 

 May begin to use paraphrase or clarification as 
a means to scaffold for lower level 
interlocutors 

 

4 

 

~ 

 

? 

Excellent pronunciation 

 Appears to have mastered much of the sound 
system of English 

 Accent does not impede communication 

Excellent fluency 

 Conversation should proceed smoothly, with 
little impediment. 

 Uses fillers, markers, and lexical chunks 
effectively. 

 Groping may occur, but seems natural & 
fluent. 

Excellent grammar & vocabulary usage 

 Demonstrates excellent control of a range of 
grammar and vocabulary 

 Mistakes may still occur, but these should not 
impede meaning 

 Chunked lexical items, such as idioms and 
collocations may be present and used correctly 

Excellent conversational interaction 

 Very confident and natural  

 May ask others to expand on views  

 Negotiates, holds and relinquishes turns 
appropriately 

 Explains how own and others’ ideas are 
related, interacts smoothly 
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APPENDIX G 

CONSENT FORM 

 
研究協力同意書  

 
現在、学習意欲、自律学習、そして英語力の関係についての研究を行って

いいます。その研究の主旨をご理解いただき、アンケート調査にご協力い

ただくとともに皆さんの KEPT の点数を研究目的で使用することに許可を

いただけますようお願い申し上げます。ご協力いただける方は、下記にご

署名いただき、ご提出いただければ幸いです。なおアンケート調査と

KEPT の点数は研究目的のみに使用し、個人が特定できないようにするこ

と及び個人情報の管理は徹底することを誓います。またアンケート調査は

成績には影響しません。質問を注意深く読み正直に答えてください。また、

アンケートに答えたくない方は答えなくても構いません。 

 

英米語学科教授 

 

小野田 榮 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

研究の主旨を理解し、私のアンケート調査と KEPT の点数を研究目的で

使用することを許可いたします。 

 

 

日付:                                お名前: 
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APPENDIX H 

WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE ITEMS (BEGLAR & ONO, 2008) 

 

1. I would be willing to volunteer answer questions during English class. 

2. I would be willing to start a conversation in English with an international student. 

3. I would be willing to start a conversation with my teachers outside of class 

4. I would be willing to guide an English-speaking visitor around my hometown. 

5. I would be willing to ask my teacher in English about his or her country. 

6. I would be willing to interview a teacher in English for a club activity. 

7. I would be willing to participate in an English conversation with a foreigner on a train. 

8. I would be willing to use my English to phone an international student to invite 

him/her to a club activity. 

 

1. 英語の授業中、当てられなくても自発的に先生の質問に答えようとする。 

2. 留学生に、自分から英語で話しかけることになったら、ためらいなくで

きる。 

3. 授業外で、英語の先生に自分から英語で話しかけることになったら、た

めらいなくできる。 

4. 英語を話す旅行者に自分の地元を案内することになったら、ためらわず

にやる。 

5. 外国人英語講師に母国について尋ねることになったら、進んでやる。 

6. クラブ活動のために、英語で先生にインタビューすることになったら、

ためらいなくやる。 

7. 電車の中で外国人と英語で会話することになったら、ためらいなく話す。 

8. 英語で留学生に電話をかけ、自分の所属するサークルに招待することに

なったら、進んでやる。 
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APPEXDIX I 

REQUEST TO MEDIA ENGLISH TEACHERS TO ADMINISTER THE 

JAPANESE VERSION OF MSLQ 

 

December 11, 2008 

 

Dear Media English teachers, 

 

I hope this message finds you well.  

As I explained at the Media English Orientation session in April, I have been 

investigating the relationships among willingness to communicate, motivational 

variables, self-regulation strategies, and L2 speaking and listening skill 

development. I would appreciate it if you could administer the newly revised 

MSLQ (the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire) with your class. The 

procedure for the survey administration is very simple and it is explained in 

Japanese. Give the survey to your students, tell them to read the explanation about 

the research and consent form carefully, and ask them to sign their name in the 

blank. There are about 70 questions and it will be completed in 20 minutes or so. I 

would like to have a brief meeting on a day you can attend in the English 

Department office or if you prefer, I would bring printed copies of the 

questionnaire at lunch break of the day you specify and explain the procedure 

briefly to you. I was wondering if you could inform me of the date you can attend 

the meeting or you would like me to visit. If you prefer me conducting the survey 

on my own, please do not hesitate to say so. Your cooperation will be highly 

appreciated. 

 

Best wishes 

Sakae Onoda 
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APPENDIX J 

SHORTENED JAPANESE VERSION OF THE MSLQ  

(JAPANESEVERSION) 

 

Note that the items with an asterisk are those initially used for the structural equation models. 

 

Motivation 

Self-Efficacy (8 items) 

 

*SE 1 この授業ではよい成績を収めることができる自信がある。 

SE 2 授業で使われるもっとも難しいリスニング活動でも自分はできる自信がある。 

SE 3 授業で使われるもっとも難しいスピーキング活動でも自分はできる自信がある。 

*SE 4 この授業で使われる活動をうまく行う自信がある。 

*SE 5 この授業では、授業中先生が言っていることを理解できる自信がある。 

*SE 6 この授業の難易度、教師、そして私の英語力を考えると、この授業でうまくやっ

ていく自信がある。 

*SE 8 この授業で与えられる宿題をうまく行う自信がある。 

SE 9 このクラスで一生懸命勉強すればスピーキングの力を向上できる自信がある。 

 

Note. Item SE7 (このクラスで一生懸命勉強すればリスニングの力を向上できる自信がある) 
was deleted at the final stage of analysis because of a low factor loading (< .50).  

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking (7 items) 

 

*IGOS 2 英語だけで受けるこの授業は楽しい。 

*IGOS 3 この授業のスピーキング活動に非常に興味を持っている。 
*IGOS 4 この授業でクラスメートと英語で活動できることに大きな喜びを感じる。 

*IGOS 5 英語そのものが好きなので、できるだけ積極的に授業に臨んでいる。 

IGOS 6 このような授業では、自分の好奇心を刺激する活動が好きである。 

IGOS 12 この授業で自分がもっとも満足感を感じるのは、自分の考えを英語でできる

だけうまく話すことができるときである。 

*IGOS 14 この授業のスピーキング活動に取り組むのは楽しい。 

 

Note. Item IGOS 8 (この授業では、自分の役に立つスピーキング活動が好きである) was 

deleted after viewing the results of the Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals for the Effort 

Regulation Strategy, Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for 

Speaking items. Item IGOS 13 (このようなクラスでは、スピーキングの力を高める活動が好

きである) was deleted at the final stage of analysis because of a low factor loading (< .50).  
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Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening (4 items) 

 
*IGOL 7 この授業の中で個人的に学習目標を達成することを楽しんでいる。 

*IGOL 10 この授業で自分がもっとも満足感を感じるのは、教師が言っていることを十

分に理解できるときである。 

*IGOL 11 この授業で自分がもっとも満足感を感じるのは、リスニング教材を十分に理

解できるときである。 

*IGOL 15 この授業の中で個人的に学習目標を立てていることを楽しんでいる。 

 

Note. Item *IGOL 9 (自分に役に立つリスニング活動を選んで取り組みたい) was deleted from 

the analysis because it did not display good fit to the Rasch model. 

 
Willingness to Communicate (15 items) 

 

WTC 1 この英語の授業中に自分の(native speaker)の先生に進んで質問をする意欲

がある。 

*WTC 2 この授業外で、英語圏出身の留学生と自分の方から進んで会話を始める意欲

がある。 

WTC 3 この授業外で、自分のクラスの(native speaker の)先生と進んで会話を始め

る意欲がある。 

*WTC 4 この授業とかかわりなく）英語を話す知り合いの外国人を進んで自分の町の

案内をする意欲がある。 

*WTC 5 この授業で習っていない大学の英語の先生(native speaker)に出身の国につ

いて進んで英語で質問する意欲がある。 

WTC 6 この授業で課せられた projectのために、大学の他の英語の先生(native 

speaker)に進んでインタビューする意欲がある。 

*WTC 7 この授業外で、知り合いの外国人同士の英語の会話に進んで加わる意欲があ

る。 

WTC 8 この授業外で、英語を使って留学生に電話をして自分のサークルの活動に誘

う意欲がある。 

WTC 9 この授業の中で英語でプレゼンテーションをする意欲がある。 

WTC 10 この授業の中グループでディスカッションをする意欲がある。 

WTC 11 (この授業外で)ELI の先生とすでに話しを始めている学生集団の中に加わる

意欲がある。 

WTC 12 (この授業外で) SALCの受付として英語だけを使って働く意欲がある。 

WTC 13 この授業で課せられた project のために、大学外で外国人に進んでインタビュ

ーする意欲がある。 

*WTC 14 (この授業外で) 初めて出会う外国からの訪問者に英語を使って大学を案内す

る意欲がある。 

WTC 15 外国に留学し他の大学生と授業中に、英語でディスカッションをする意欲が

ある。 
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Learning Strategies 

Metacognitive During-Task Self-Regulation Strategies (7 items) 

 

MCSDT 1 授業に集中しているので、重要な点が理解できる。 

*MCSDT 3 この授業で聞いていて分からなくなると、ヒントになるものを探してそ

れを利用して理解しようとする。 

*MCSDT 6 ただ聞くのではなく、トピックを考えて何を学ぶ（聞き取る）べきか考

える。 

*MCSDT 7 この授業で聞いた英語が理解できない場合には、内容理解のためのヒン

トを得ようと聞き続ける。 

*MCSDT 8 英語を聞いていて分からない部分があると、分かった部分から推測す

る。 

MCSDT 25 英語を話すとき native speaker の話し方をまねる。 

MCSDT 27 この授業の中で行う討論では、他の人が言ったことにコメントするよう

にしている。 

 

Note. Item MCSDT 9 (この授業では何が理解できないのか考えるようにしている) was 

deleted at the final stage of analysis because of a low factor loading (< .50).  

 

Effort Regulation Strategies (10 items) 

 

ER 1 この授業のための勉強に興味を持っているので、自分の計画したことをしっか

りと終わらせている。 

*ER 2 自分たちのやっている活動が好きでなくとも、この授業でうまくやるために一

生懸命努力している。 

*ER 3 この授業のリスニング活動が難しいときでもあきらめず取り組む。 

ER 4 この授業のスピーキング活動が難しいときでもあきらめず取り組む。 

*ER 5 この授業のリスニング活動に興味がないときでも終わるまでしっかりと取り組

む。 

ER 6 この授業のスピーキング活動に興味がないときでも終わるまでしっかりと取り

組む。 

ER 7 他の誘惑があってもこの授業の課題を優先して行う。 

*ER 8 疲れたときでもこの授業での学習に集中するようにしている。 

ER 9 この授業での課題を行うのにたくさんの時間とエネルギーを使っている。 

*ER 12 難しい内容の話でもあきらめずに聞き続ける。 

 

Note. Items ER 10 (この授業にはきちんと出席している) and ER 11 (活動の目的がよく分か

らなくても指示通りに取り組む) were deleted at the final stage of analysis because of low factor 

loadings (< .50).  
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Peer Learning Strategies (5 items) 

 

*PL 4 この授業の後で、理解できないことをクラスメートと話し合うようにしている。 

PL 6 この授業外で、クラスメートとグループで行う活動(group presentation など)につ

いて話し合うのが好きである。 

*PL 9 クラスメートとこの授業の内容について話し合うことは有益である。 

*PL 10 この授業中自分の行った発表に関するクラスメートからのコメントは役に立つ。 

*PL 11 この授業では、クラスメートに英語で話そうとしている。 

 

Note. PL 1 (よくクラスメートにこの授業の後、授業の内容に関して説明しようとしている), 

PL 3 (クラスメートとこの授業の内容について話し合う時間をとっている), and PL 7 (この

授業外でも友人に英語で話そうとしている) were deleted at the final stage of analysis because 

of a low factor loading (< .50).  
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APPENDIX K 

SHORTENED JAPANESE VERSION OF THE MSLQ  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

 
Motivation  

Self-efficacy (8 items) 

 

 

*SE 1 I believe that I will receive an excellent grade in this class. 

SE 2 I believe that I will understand the most difficult listening passages in the course. 

SE 3 I believe that I will successfully complete the most difficult speaking tasks in this course. 

*SE 4 I believe that I will do well on activities used in this class. 

*SE 5 I believe that I will understand what the teacher says in this course. 

*SE 6 Considering the difficulty of this class, the teacher and my English ability, I think I will do 

well in this course. 

*SE 8 I believe that I will complete assignments given in this course. 

SE 9 I believe that I will improve my speaking skills if I work hard in this course. 

 

Note. Item SE7 (I believe that I will improve my listening skills if I work hard in this course.) was 

deleted at the final stage of analysis because of a low factor loading (< .50).  

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking (7 items) 

 

 

*IGOS 2 I enjoy studying in this course using only English. 

*IGOS 3 I am very interested in speaking activities in this course. 

*IGOS 4 I find it a pleasure doing activities with my classmates in English in this course. 

*IGOS 5 Since I like English, I try to engage in activities as actively as possible. 

IGOS 6 In a class like this, I prefer activities that arouse my curiosity. (REVISED) 

IGOS 12 The most satisfying thing in this class is that I can express myself in English as well as 

possible. 

*IGOS 14 I enjoy setting speaking activities in this course. 

 

Note. Item IGOS 8 (In this course, I like activities that are useful for me.) was deleted after viewing 

the results of the Rasch Principal Components of Item Residuals for the Effort Regulation Strategy, 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening, and Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Speaking items. In 

addition, item IGOS 13 (In a class like this, I like activities that improve my speaking skills.) was 

deleted at the final stage of analysis because of a low factor loading (< .50).  

 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation for Listening (4 items) 

 

 

*IGOL 7 I enjoy achieving my personal goals during class. 

*IGOL 10 The most satisfying thing in this class is that I can understand what the teacher is 

saying. 

*IGOL 11 The most satisfying thing in this class is that I can understand the listening materials. 

*IGOL 15 I enjoy making personal learning plans in this class.  

*IGOL 9         (I would like to choose listening tasks that are useful for me) was deleted from the 

analysis because the Rasch measurement did not display good fit to the model. 
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Willingness to Communicate (15 items) 

 
 

WTC 1 

I would be willing to ask my native speaker teacher a question in English. 

*WTC 2 I would be willing to start a conversation in English with an international student who 

comes from an English-speaking country. 

WTC 3 I would be willing to start a conversation with my native speaker teacher outside of 

class. 

*WTC 4 I would be willing to guide an English-speaking visitor around my hometown. 

*WTC 5 I would be willing to ask a teacher who does not teach my class in English about his or 

her country. 

WTC 6 I would be willing to interview other teachers at this university for the project given in 

this class. 

*WTC 7 I would be willing to participate in an English conversation between foreigners I know 

outside of this class. 

WTC 8 I would be willing to use my English to phone an international student to invite 

him/her to a club activity outside of class. 

WTC 9 I would be willing to give a presentation in English during this class. 

WTC 10 I would be willing to participate in a group discussion in this class. 

WTC 11 I would be willing to participate in speaking English with a group of students who 

have already started talking with a native speaker teacher outside of class. 

WTC 12 I would be willing to work part-time using only English as a receptionist of the SALC. 

WTC 13 I would be willing to interview foreigners in English outside of this university for the 

course project in this class. 

*WTC 14 I would be willing to guide an English-speaking visitor who I first met around my 

university outside of class. 

WTC 15 I would be willing to take part in a discussion in English with my classmates during 

class at a foreign university I am studying at. 

  

Learning Strategies  

Metacognitive During-task Self-regulation Strategies (7 items)  

 

MCSDT 1 

 

I concentrate in class so that I understand the main points. 

*MCSDT 3 When I become confused about something I’m listening to in class, I look for clues 

and try to figure it out. 

*MCSDT 6 I think through a topic and decide what I am supposed to learn from it rather than 

just listen to the explanation. 

*MCSDT 7 When I don’t understand English spoken in this class, I keep looking for hints for 

understanding it. 

*MCSDT 8 When I don’t understand English spoken in this class, I guess it from what I 

understand. 

MCSDT 25 I try to imitate the way a native speaker teacher is speaking. 

MCSDT 27 I try to make comments on what other people said. 

 

Note. Item MCSDT 9 (I try to determine what I don’t understand well in this course.) was deleted at 

the final stage of analysis because of a low factor loading (< .50)  
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Effort Regulation Strategies (10 items)  

ER 1 I’m so interested in studying for this class that I complete what I have planned to do. 

*ER 2 I often work hard to do well in this class even if I don’t like what we are doing. 

*ER 3 Even if the listening activities are difficult, I don’t give up but try to engage in them. 

ER 4 Even if the speaking activities are difficult, I don’t give up but try to engage in them. 

*ER 5 Even if the listening activities in this course are uninteresting, I don’t give up but try to 

engage in them. 

ER 6 Even if the speaking activities in the course are uninteresting, I don’t give up and try to 

engage in them. 

ER 7 I manage to prioritize a course assignment in the face of other temptations in this course. 

*ER 8 Even though I feel tired, I manage to concentrate on studying in class. 

ER 9 I spend a lot of time and energy completing assignments in this course.) 

*ER 12 I manage to listen to a story or a lecture even though the content is difficult. 

 

Note. Items ER 10 (I attend this class regularly.) and ER 11 (I usually do what I am told to do even 

if I do not understand the aims of activities.) were deleted at the final stage of analysis because of 

low factor loadings (< .50)  

 

Peer Learning Strategies (5 items) 

 

 

*PL 4 I discuss what I do not understand in class with my classmates after school. 

PL 6 I like discussing group activities (such as group presentation) with my classmates outside 

of class. 

*PL 9 Discussing/Exchanging opinions about the course with my classmates is useful. 

  PL10 Comments from my classmates on my presentation in this class are useful. 

*PL 11 I try to speak to my classmates in English in class. 

 

Note. Items PL 1 (After this class, I often try to explain what I have learned in class to a classmate.), 

PL 3 (When studying for this course, I often set aside time to discuss the class (i.e., what has been 

taught in class) with a group of students from the class.), and PL 7 (I try to speak to my classmates 

in English outside of class.) were deleted at the final stage of analysis because of low factor loadings 

(< .50).  


