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ABSTRACT 

Research has shown increasing interest in the influence of learner psychology on 

second language acquisition (e.g. Ellis, 2019; MacIntyre, Gregersen & Mercer, 2019). 

This research has demonstrated that motivation, focus, and feelings of autonomy and self-

efficacy are particularly important in creating the necessary conditions for learning to 

occur (e.g. Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011; Piniel & Csizér, 2016; Robinson, 

1995, 1997). When these factors converge, a learner can experience flow, which has been 

described as the “optimal experience” of engagement (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 

2008) and has been linked to language learning succes (Hong et al., 2017). Existing 

research has shown that student-centered, open-ended, authentic, and competitive 

activities tend to generate more flow than their opposites (Egbert, 2003; Zuniga & Rueb, 

2018). However, these studies are scarce and have focused on a very limited quantity of 

immediate language-class activities, thus excluding many other possible flow experiences 

from consideration.  

To expand this line of research, this study seeks to determine what types of 

language-class activities generate the most flow, as well as which of the theorized 

psychological components of flow are most strongly associated with such experiences. 

Eighty-two North American undergraduate, intermediate-level (estimated CEFR 

B1/ACTFL intermediate mid-high) students of French, Italian, German, and Spanish 

completed a questionnaire about their lifetime language-learning experiences. First, the 

participants rated a list of activities on perceived overall flow using a Likert scale. Next, 

they rated the same activities on four theorized psychological components of flow 

(enjoyment, focused attention, control, positive challenges) also on a Likert scale 
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(Csíkszentmihályi 1975, 1990, 2008; Egbert, 2003; Zuniga & Rueb, 2018). Finally, they 

answered open-ended questions about salient language-class experiences.  

The results of this study support the hypothesis that student-centered, open-ended, 

authentic, and competitive activities would generate more flow than their opposites 

(teacher-centered, closed-ended, inauthentic, and non-competitive). The results also 

revealed that enjoyment and challenges best predict flow. While competitive activities 

were shown to be particularly strong flow generators in the quantitative analysis, the 

qualitative analysis of the open-ended survey responses showed student-centered 

activities to be particularly associated with high-flow experiences, though usually in 

conjunction with other flow-generating categories. When taken together, these results 

suggest that, in order to create learning-favorable conditions through flow, teachers 

should use activities that belong to as many flow-generating categories as possible while 

also paying special attention to students’ perceptions of enjoyment and the challenges-

skills balance.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

It is unlikely that many language teachers would struggle to think of a time when 

their students were unmotivated and unfocused. It is also unlikely that many language 

students would struggle to think of such a moment. This student disengagement not only 

makes for a negative experience for both students and teachers, but also inhibits student 

learning due to the integral role that attention and iterative practice in the learning process 

(e.g. Robinson, 1995, 1997; DeKeyser, 2007; Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019).  

As a result, teachers and researchers have found themselves asking where this 

lack of motivation comes from and what can be done about it. In an attempt to explain the 

source of motivation, Dörnyei (2009) proposed the theory of the “L2 Motivational Self 

System,” which connected a growing body of psychological research on the “self” to 

other second language acquisition (SLA) motivational research that contended that 

successful language acquisition depended on factors found deep within the individual.   

Psychologists have proposed that there is not only a current self but also possible 

future selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986). Among these possible future selves, there is the 

ideal future self, which is what someone hopes to become (Higgins, 1987). If students 

believe that an activity will help them to become their ideal future selves, they are likely 

to feel motivated to do it. On the other hand, if they believe that completing the activity 

will not move them toward their ideal future selves, or will instead move them toward 

future selves that they do not want to become, they are unlikely to feel motivated to do it.  
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In the SLA realm, this ideal self is often described as that of an individual who is 

integrated into a valued target language community (Gardner, 2001). Given their diverse 

experiences and identities, different learners will naturally value different target language 

communities. However, the integration model holds that, no matter what this valued 

target language community may be, learners will keep their eyes on the prize of 

integrating into it, and as a result, will find those activities that help them accomplish this 

goal most useful and thus most motivating.   

While Gardner (2001) was thinking more about second language learners than 

foreign language learners when he proposed this theory, Dörnyei (2009) emphasized that 

a version of this theory could be applied to both second and foreign language contexts. 

After all, while foreign language learners may not need to integrate into the community 

that surrounds them, they do seek to connect with target-language communities in work, 

travel, and leisure. This, in a sense, is another type of integration, which likewise informs 

learners’ judgements of activities and leads them to feel more motivated to do those they 

feel will help them accomplish their goals.  

In contrast to Gardner’s (2001) and Dörnyei’s (2009) mostly individualistic 

visions of the self, Norton & Toohey (2011) proposed a more community-focused 

version. They contend that all students, as a result of their life experiences, come to class 

with ideas of the communities they want to fit into. Drawing upon cultural theory, Norton 

& Toohey call these communities “imagined communities,” which they define as groups 

of people who may or may not have met each other who share a common identify 

(Anderson, 1991; Norton & Toohey, 2011).  
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 Although Anderson (1991) originally proposed this framework to explain 

nationalism, an imagined community does not have to be a nation (but it can be). Any 

group of people can be an imagined community, from people who live in a certain area, 

to people who share a certain interest, to people who work in the same profession. As one 

might expect, language learners, for reasons related to their own perceptions of who they 

are (their identities), are likely to feel stronger affinities for some imagined L2 

communities than for others. 

When learners get to class, they judge what happens there through the lens of the 

imagined communities to which they see themselves belonging. If they see a clear 

connection between what they are doing in class and their current or future membership 

in imagined communities, they are likely to feel “invested” (Norton Peirce, 1995; Norton 

& Toohey, 2011) in their learning. This feeling of investment, like motivation, paves the 

way for interest, focused attention, and learning. On the other hand, if learners do not see 

the connection between what is happening in class and their current or future imagined 

communities, they are likely to feel uninvested and not learn optimally.  

In light of this, it is extremely important for teachers to understand learners’ 

perceptions of their future selves as members in imagined communities in order to ensure 

language learning success. This does not mean that teachers should not try to help 

students expand their horizons and see other possible imagined communities, but it does 

mean that teachers must take extra care when doing so. This includes clearly explaining 

why it is useful while also tying it into what learners know and care about.  
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This is necessary because, according to Fredrickson (2001), learning only occurs 

through a “broaden-and-build” model, wherein individuals do not start from zero but 

instead broaden their awareness in the presence of positive emotions. Sociocultural 

theory provides additional support for connecting the unknown to the known. This is 

because, according to sociocultural theory, learning only occurs in the zone of proximal 

development (ZPD), where learners are pushed just past their current skill level through 

the supportive mediation provided by others while using their past knowledge and 

experiences as support.  

If learners are faced with something that lies entirely outside of their 

experiences—something for which they have no framework to understand—they are 

likely to raise affective barriers, experience anxiety, and not internalize this out-of-reach 

content (Damasio, 2012). Poor mediation (or insufficient scaffolding) can also cause a 

similar effect, thus preventing learners from internalizing what they otherwise could have 

with better mediation (Swain, Kinnear & Steinman, 2015).  

Along with the lack of focus that has been described, this anxiety is a major 

problem for language learning. Research has repeatedly shown that anxiety can sabotage 

language use and acquisition by raising defensive affective barriers and redirecting focus 

(e.g. Horwitz, Horwitz & Cope, 1986; Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993; MacIntyre & 

Gardner, 1994; Phelps, 2006). However, research has also shown that there are different 

kinds of anxiety, each with very different effects on language learning, and that there are 

measures that can be taken to combat “bad” anxiety.    
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Piniel and Csizér (2013) say that it is important to pay attention to two kinds of 

anxiety. The first is what likely comes to mind when many hear the word “anxiety.” This 

is strong debilitating anxiety, which hinders performance. On the other hand, there is 

weaker facilitating anxiety, which actually helps learning as it keeps learners motivated 

and pushes them to a higher level of performance. This suggests that teachers should not 

worry about—and perhaps should even encourage—facilitating anxiety while at the same 

time working to reduce debilitating anxiety. However, in order to do so, they must 

recognize what distinguishes them so they can foster facilitating anxiety without crossing 

the line into debilitating anxiety. 

Both kinds of anxiety stem from a complex combination of learner identities and 

experiences and the situation at hand. Anxiety is closely tied to learners’ perceptions of 

self-efficacy—that is, their beliefs regarding their abilities to do what is necessary to 

accomplish a task (Bandura, 1986). If learners believe they have the skills to accomplish 

a task that lies within their ZPDs, and can see a way of moving forward to complete this 

task, they are far more likely to succeed than if they do not. Otherwise, they are likely to 

experience the debilitating anxiety that will prevent them from completing the task. Self-

efficacy is beneficial to motivation and investment, which are beneficial for learning. 

While a certain portion of self-efficacy, like anxiety, is tied to the individual 

students’ personalities and backgrounds, teachers can also boost learners’ feelings of self-

efficacy by reassuring learners of their abilities while presenting accessible yet 

challenging activities that lie within their students’ language-learning ZPDs. If the 

students can adapt the activities to their needs and interests, there is even a higher chance 
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that the students will believe in their self-efficacy. In addition, activities that learners find 

enjoyable are also likely to both reduce anxiety and help focus and motivation/investment 

(Piniel & Czisér, 2013).  However, this relationship is cyclical rather than linear, as 

reducing (debilitating) anxiety also helps to increase enjoyment and focus.  

Dewaele and MacIntyre (2014) suggest that increasing enjoyment is far more 

important and feasible than decreasing anxiety. For them, much foreign language class 

anxiety (FLCA), is inherent to the student, and as a result, the teacher’s power to reduce 

it is limited (though not nonexistent). On the other hand, they find that the teacher can 

have considerable influence on foreign language enjoyment (FLE) by carefully choosing 

interesting activities that fit students’ ZPDs and creating a positive classroom 

environment that promotes self-efficacy. Interestingly, they found that high anxiety does 

not necessarily inhibit language learning success provided that there is also high 

enjoyment. This makes sense when considered through the lens of facilitating and 

debilitating anxiety. 

Notably, Dewaele’s and MacIntyre’s (2014) and Piniel’s and Czisér’s (2013) 

studies also represent SLA forays into positive psychology, an area that has shown much 

promise and is very worthy of further study, as others suggest (e.g. Ellis, 2019; 

MacIntyre, Gregersen & Mercer, 2019). Given Dewaele’s and MacIntyre’s (2014) and 

Piniel and Czisér’s (2013) findings that debilitating anxiety can sabotage language 

learning and facilitating anxiety and enjoyment can improve it, it seems reasonable to ask 

if there is a theoretical framework that at the same time takes into account: a) the interest 

and/or FLE that fosters motivation and investment, b) the focused attention that has been 
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shown necessary for intake, c) learners’ self-efficacy over tasks, and d) the necessity to 

limit debilitating FLCA through the use of the ZPD. 

Such a framework exists, and it is called flow (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975). While in 

a state of flow, learners are fully-focused on an enjoyable activity that is neither too easy 

nor too difficult. This means that learners find the activity both purposeful and accessible 

given their skills. The activity lies within learners’ ZPDs and is not anxiety-inducing. In 

addition, the learners feel agency over the activity, meaning that they not only believe 

they have the appropriate skills to accomplish it (self-efficacy), but that they have real 

decision-making power that allows them to adapt it to their needs (Csíkszentmihályi, 

1975, 1990, 2008). As flow is a highly-positive emotional experience, affective barriers 

are lowered, learners’ minds are opened to learning, and attention can be given to the task 

at hand (Damasio, 2012; Fredrickson, 2001; Robinson, 1995, 1997; Phelps, 2006).  

Furthermore, the highly positive nature of the flow experience encourages learners to 

come back again and again, providing opportunities for the practice that has been shown 

to be necessary for language learning to occur (DeKeyser, 2007; Suzuki, Nakata & 

DeKeyser, 2019). 
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

Flow theory explained  

Flow, like other theories that have already been mentioned, has its origins in 

psychology. Mihályi Csíkszentmihályi first theorized flow in 1975, when he defined it as 

a mental state where “action follows upon action according to an internal logic that seems 

to need no conscious intervention by the actor” (p. 36). In other words, the person doing 

an activity is intrinsically motivated to do the activity and is completely immersed in it. 

As a result, this person is not focused on stopping and can keep going and going.  

However, it should be noted that this does not mean that a person having a flow 

experience is not paying attention to what s/he is doing. In fact, it is quite the opposite, as 

flow requires extremely focused attention. When Csíkszentmihályi says that there is no 

need for “conscious intervention,” he does not mean that the person does not have to 

think about what s/he is doing. Instead, he means that the person is self-motivated to stay 

on task, as shown by this quote from a poet who lost his sense of time while in flow: 

You’re right in the work, you lose your sense of time, you’re completely 

enraptured, you’re completely caught up in what you are doing…when you are 

working on something and you are working well, you have the feeling that there’s 

no other way of saying what you’re saying. (Tardy & Snyder, 2004)                            

 

  But where does flow come from and how can it be recognized? According to 

Csíkszentmihályi (1990), flow occurs when people are participating in their favorite 

activities. This is because these are the activities that individuals find most satisfying, and 

as a result, are most intrinsically motivated to perform. Csíkszentmihályi (1975) remarks 



   
 

9 
 

that “play is the flow experience par excellence” (p. 37). He understands “play” broadly 

to include any activity that one might want to do voluntarily.  

While not all flow-generating activities foster creativity, Csíkszentmihályi (1997) 

explains that create activities can be particularly strong generators, as can be seen in the 

composer or the researcher who becomes engrossed in his or her work. He explains that 

creativity is powerful for several reasons: (1) most of what is interesting in life comes 

from creativity; (2) the results of creativity are lasting; and (3) engaging in creativity 

makes us feel like we are “living more fully than during the rest of life” 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1997, pp. 1-2). In other words, creativity can be highly fulfilling and 

fulfillment is what drives flow. 

However, while Csíkszentmihályi repeatedly emphasizes that people find their 

favorite activities to be the most flow-generating (1975, 1990, 2008), he also emphasizes 

that intrinsic motivation and a sense of purpose must be present for flow to occur. In this 

way, it is fathomable that an unenjoyable yet purposeful activity could still generate 

fulfillment and flow. For example, if a graduate student has accepted a tenure-track job, 

s/he is likely to be motivated to finish his dissertation and to find flow while working on 

it—even if s/he does not enjoy this task—and he is also likely to feel fulfillment in 

knowing that s/he has reached a significant milestone and contributed to research. 

While there are patterns in the types of activities that tend to generate flow, the 

fact that people have different skills, interests, and motivations means that the same 

activities will not generate flow for all (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975). However, despite the 
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subjective nature of flow, all flow experiences share certain characteristics 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 2008).   

The first—and perhaps most salient—characteristic of flow is enjoyment. After 

all, flow is the state in which people feel most happy (or fulfilled), and Csíkszentmihályi 

(1975), in fact, first proposed flow as “a theoretical model for enjoyment” (p. 35). He 

explains that a person who enjoys an activity is self-motivated to do that activity, and 

finds it both purposeful and intrinsically rewarding (1975). However, as shown by the 

example of the dissertation, it is possible to find flow in unenjoyable activities so long as 

they are fulfilling. This fulfillment, depends on the perceived purpose of the activity. 

The second characteristic of flow is focused attention (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 

1990, 2008). This is only possible when people find an activity purposeful and see a clear 

goal. While rules help to focus attention on achieving a goal, the ideal specificity of the 

rules varies from one person to the next. That is, while some people find flow when given 

very clear guidelines, others find flow when the guidelines are more general and allow 

room for more creativity. Although a flow-generating activity does not have to be a 

game, Csíkszentmihályi (1975) says that games can be very strong flow generator due to 

their clearly-defined objectives and the rules that focus attention on these goals. 

This leads to the third characteristic of flow: control (Csíkszentmihályhi, 1975, 

1990, 2008). In order to experience flow, people must feel a sense of self-efficacy over 

the activity. In other words, they have agency over the activity. This is most likely to be 

the case when one has decision-making power over how to do an activity, thus allowing 

him or her to adapt it to his or her skills and interests. This means that space for creativity 
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can help an activity generate more flow, as Csíkszentmihályi (1997) suggests. However, 

as previously mentioned, too much freedom can be overwhelming for some. 

Herein lies the fourth and final flow component: a good balance between skills 

and challenges. In order to feel self-efficacy, one must believe that s/he has the skills 

necessary to complete an activity. For this to be possible, the activity must lie within the 

individual’s ZPD. If the activity is too hard, it will cause debilitating anxiety (Piniel & 

Csizér, 2016), while if is too easy, it will cause boredom (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 

2008). Neither is compatible with flow, and neither is conducive to learning. In fact, a 

person who is experiencing boredom or anxiety is experiencing what Czimmermann and 

Piniel (2016) call “anti-flow,” which they describe as the opposite of flow. While 

boredom leads to a lack of attention and interest, debilitating anxiety both raises 

defensive affective barriers and distracts attention from the activity at hand. 

As can be seen, the characteristics of flow are not independent but are instead 

tightly interwoven. In sum, these include: (1) enjoyment, (2) highly focused attention, (3) 

being in control over the accomplishment of the activity, and (4) the presence of 

challenges that align with a person’s abilities. If any one of these components is missing, 

an individual will not experience flow. While individuals’ diverse abilities and interests 

mean that the specific activities that cause flow vary from one person to the next, certain 

types of activities tend to be very flow inducing. These include playing games and 

engaging in creativity.  Since its conception in 1975, flow theory has been sporadically 

applied to SLA (e.g. Aubrey, 2017; Egbert, 2003; Zuniga & Rueb, 2018), where 

Csíkszentmihályi’s (1975) theory remains at the heart of this research.  
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Flow in dialogue with educational psychology   

The relationship between flow, emotions, and cognition 

Flow shows important points of contact with several educational psychology 

constructs. Most notable among these are emotions, cognition, and motivation. While it is 

important to understand that flow is not synonymous with any of these, it is also 

important to understand that all three of them are involved in flow experiences.  

Since the 1990s, researchers in psychology and linguistics have asserted that 

knowledge is rooted in bodily states, which may be physical or mental (e.g. Barsalou, 

1999; Glenberg & Robertson, 2000; Lakoff & Johnson, 1999; Parsons et al., 1995). As 

knowledge is “embodied” in these states, it is impossible to learn without their mediation 

of its acquisition and use (Niedenthal et al., 2005). This is because the same part of the 

brain, the amygdala, plays a role in both emotions and learning (Phelps, 2006).   

Among such bodily states are emotions and feelings. For James (1890), an 

emotion is a bodily response to a mental stimulus. When this bodily response is strong 

enough to be detected, a person consciously feels an emotion as a feeling state 

(Niedenthal et al., 2005; Zuniga & Rueb, 2018). Together, these emotions and feeling 

states help to regulate and individual’s mind and body to promote a state of stability 

known as homeostasis (Castiglione, 2015; Damasio, 2012).  

Flow is an emotion but not a feeling (James, 1890; Niedenthal et al., 2005; Zuniga 

& Rueb, 2018). This is because flow is a reaction to a stimulus that cannot be consciously 

perceived in the moment due to the fact that attention is focused on the task and not on 

feelings or emotions. In this case, the stimulus is a motivating activity that aligns with 
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learners’ views of their future selves in society (Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011) 

and is just the right difficulty to encourage self-efficacy (Piniel & Csizér, 2016) and 

avoid boredom (Csíszentmihályi, 1975, 1990). As flow is an emotion, and emotions 

mediate learning by opening and closing affecting barriers, flow, too, mediates learning.  

The relationship between, flow, emotions, cognition, and learning  

Based on past experiences, humans learn to associate stimuli with emotions in a 

process called emotional learning (Phelps, 2006). This means that, in the interest of 

promoting homeostasis, individuals will do what they can to re-engage with those stimuli 

that produce positive emotions while avoiding those that produce negative ones. Given 

that a flow-generating activity (a stimulus) promotes the highly-positive emotion of flow, 

individuals will seek to re-engage with this activity because they know it will be a 

pleasant experience (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990).  

This repeated engagement means repeated opportunities for learners to sharpen 

their skills through what DeKeyser (2007) calls “practice.” He defines practice as 

“specific activities in the second language, engaged in systematically, deliberately, with 

the goal of developing knowledge of and skills in the second language” (p. 1). This 

practice may be meaning- or form-focused. However, in order for practice to be effective, 

it must be structured to match language-learning goals and performed frequently. In this 

way, learners can develop procedural knowledge, which, with even more practice, leads 

to automaticity (Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019). This automaticity is the overarching 

goal of communicative, task-based, and action-based language teaching as it allows 

learners to be autonomous language users.  
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 However, DeKeyser’s cognition-focused approach to practice neglects the 

important influence of emotions. He says that learners engage in practice to develop 

knowledge and skills without exploring what belies these decisions. Yet, the Douglas Fir 

Group (2016) states that “L2 learning is an emotionally driven process, one that requires 

minimally that [the learners] be motivated to participate with others in particular contexts 

of action, in classrooms and society at large” (p. 28).  

This means that, in order for practice to be effective, the learners must see the 

connection between what they are doing and their possible future selves as members of 

target-language communities (Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011). Otherwise, they 

are not likely to see the purpose of this practice, and will raise defensive affective barriers 

that will inhibit learning (Damasio, 2012; Fredrickson, 2001, 2013). This is because 

affective barriers work as a defense method and are thus deployed when a person—

consciously or not—detects a threat to homeostasis (Damasio, 2012). 

According to Frederickson (2001), productive learning only occurs through a 

“broaden-and-build” process, where learners build upon prior knowledge and skills in 

order to advance. She explains that, within this framework, developing the skills targeted 

by an activity can only happen when affective-barrier-lowering emotions like joy and 

interest are present (Fredrickson, 2001). Joy encourages creativity, play, and limit 

pushing (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Frijda, 1986), while interest, a distinct emotion from 

joy (Fredrickson, 2001), encourages exploration, expansion, and growth 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1990; Izard, 1977; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Tomkins, 1962). Both favor 

behaviors that can help learners to develop their skills. However, if negative emotions 
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dominate over positive ones—or the positivity ratio is low—learning through broaden-

and-build is less likely to occur (Fredrickson, 2013; Trevino & Webster, 1992).  

When viewed through the lens of broaden-and-build theory, practice must 

generate joy, interest, or both if learning is to occur (Fredrickson, 2001). From this 

perspective, flow is good for learning because it requires interest (otherwise the learner 

will not focus on the activity) (Dörnyei, 2009; Gardner, 2001; Norton & Toohey, 2011) 

and it promotes joy (due to the satisfaction that one achieves while in a flow experience) 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 2008). While the fact that attention is focused on the 

activity while in flow means that learners are not conscious of their flow in the moment, 

they do recognize this joy when they are asked to reflect on their experiences, as shown 

by Csíkszentmihályi’s Experiential Sampling Method (1975, 1990, 2008).  

 The same task-focused attention that inhibits individuals from recognizing flow in 

the moment also contributes to learning (Robinson, 1995, 1997; Robinson, Mackey, 

Gass, 2012). This attention has both emotional and cognitive components (Phelps, 2006), 

and in the words of the Douglas Fir Group (2016), is “emotionally gated” (p. 36). Due to 

this emotional gatedness, people will only focus on what they believe to be important 

(Niedenthal & Kitayama, 1994). The more emotionally charged (or emotionally salient) 

something is the more likely it is to attract attention (Hansen & Hansen, 1988; Niedenthal 

& Kitayama, 1994; Öhman et al., 2001; Todeva, 2009). This is true both of stimuli that 

generate positive emotions and stimuli that generate negative emotions. That said, the 

presence of strong negative emotions can cause cognitive overload and distort the brain’s 

responses to stimuli (Douglas Fir Group, 2016). 
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However, despite the strong relationship between cognition and emotions, 

cognition can deploy strategies to moderate emotions. According to the Douglas Fir 

Group (2016), cognition is “emotionally attuned and can be used to regulate emotions 

through flexible strategies that are sensitive to the specific emotional context” (Douglas 

Fir Group, 2016, p. 36). This means that learners, be it on their own or with mediation, 

can learn to adjust their emotional responses to stimuli. For example, when learners are 

faced with something that they do not believe will help them to become members of the 

imagined communities they envision for themselves, both the learners themselves and the 

teacher can play a role in convincing them that the task at hand is indeed worthwhile. 

When the learners buy into the task, they are more likely to focus and learn.  

Flow in dialogue with cognitive and sociocultural theories of SLA  

Flow and cognitive SLA theories 

Attention is an important and emotionally-mediated component of both flow and 

cognitive SLA theory. For Egbert (2003), the ideal type of attention in SLA flow is 

“characterized by intense concentration and automaticity” (Egbert, 2003, p. 504). 

According to Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser (2019) repeatedly practicing the targeted tasks 

is a good way to develop this automaticity. However, given that attention is “emotionally 

gated,” it is important for learners to see the usefulness of the practice for it to work 

(Dörnyei, 2009; Douglas Fir Group, 2016; Norton & Toohey, 2011). 

 One frequently discussed theory of attention in SLA is the “Noticing Hypothesis.” 

This theory arose from a study where a language learner (Schmidt) was found to use the 

structures that he had mentioned noticing when writing in his diary (Schmidt & Frota, 
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1986). According to Schmidt (1990), it is not possible to learn without an awareness of—

or noticing—of language features. Learners can notice on their own, and they can also 

notice with the intervention of a teacher who calls their attention to specific structures. 

While it is possible to learn without metalinguistic knowledge, it is not possible to learn 

without attention to the language (Robinson, Mackey, Gass & Schmidt, 2012). However, 

noticing is only likely to occur when the learners believe that there is something 

important to be noticed (Niedenthal & Kitayama, 1994).  

This noticing hypothesis has given rise to focus on form in SLA. Proponents 

maintain that attention must be focused on language forms—that is, the words and 

structures that input contains. (Ellis, 2016; Morgan-Short, 2012; Robinson, 1995; 

Schmidt, 1993, 1995, 2010; Swain, 1998) Without this specific attention, they believe, 

learners are unlikely to acquire language structures.  

However, grammatically-focused instruction is not universally accepted. Peter 

Robinson (1997) cautions that too much focus on form can provide distracting 

interruptions from the larger task, while also reducing the authenticity of interactions. 

Others say that focus on form is unproductive and unnecessary, and instead advocate for 

tasks that focus on reception and/or production of communicative messages but not 

specific grammatical structures (Krashen, 1982; Prabhu, 1987; VanPatten, 2003). That 

said, an absence of focus on form(s) does not necessarily imply a lack of attention, and 

some research suggests that uninterrupted, free production tasks that focus on meaning 

rather than form(s) are indeed better for flow (Abbott, 2000).  
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While it is generally accepted that some sort of attention to language is needed for 

learning to occur, it is clear that focus on form is a difficult balancing act that requires 

teacher attention to learner goals. Although form-focused instruction can provide the 

feedback that some learners find necessary to stay on track while completing a task—and 

as a result, maintain flow—some learners will find it to be more distracting than helpful. 

This means that, if task- or action-based teachers opt to focus on form, they should be 

cognizant of students’ needs, and they should be sure to do it in a way that elicits feelings 

of usefulness and sharpens focus on a meaningful task rather than distracting from it.  

While focused attention is important for learning to occur, it should be noted that 

this is no guarantee of learning success. Or perhaps more correctly, it is no guarantee that 

the desired learning outcomes will be met. For example, it is highly possible that learners 

will draw erroneous conclusions and acquire incorrect language structures. In doing so, 

they are likely to use these incorrect structures in their own production. Although one 

could argue that the learners did “learn” something—because there was intake—it is 

highly unlikely that the learning goal was to acquire inaccurate structures. 

Likewise, it is fathomable that a learner might experience flow and learn 

something that, while correct, is not very useful in and of itself. If learners play a high-

flow verb conjugation game, for example, they may be able to recite verb forms more 

confidently, but they are unlikely to be able to use these verb forms automatically without 

being provided with authentic contexts in which to do so (Ellis & Shintani, 2014; Suzuki, 

Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019; Willis & Willis, 2007).  Therefore, it can be said that flow 

creates conditions that are favorable to learning but does not guarantee learning. For 
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learning to occur through flow, it is not only important that learners find an activity 

interesting, attention-focusing, control-inducing, and adequately challenging, but also that 

it be well designed for the desired learning outcomes to be met.  

Within the framework of today’s task- and action-based language teaching 

approaches, learning can be defined as developing the savoir-faire to complete 

meaningful actions. In order for learners to develop the skills necessary to complete these 

actions, they must complete meaningful tasks in class (Ellis & Shintani, 2014). This 

means that non-meaningful, grammar-focused activities, no matter how flow-generating 

they may be, are insufficient for reaching these learning objectives. Although it may not 

be fair to say that these activities have no place in task- or action-based language 

teaching, it is fair to say that they alone are not enough given that they do not provide 

opportunities to practice the targeted authentic tasks.  

The inadequacy of grammar-focused activities alone within a task- or action-

based framework can be explained by skill learning theory (DeKeyser, 2007; Suzuki, 

Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019), which holds that in order to develop procedural knowledge, 

and later automaticity, it is necessary for learners to practice doing what they hope to 

achieve automaticity in doing. In a task- or action-based approach, this might include 

such tasks as finding an apartment, going to the grocery store or planning a trip. These 

tasks require a web of procedural knowledge that goes beyond grammar structures. 

Furthermore, it is not enough to practice once: practice must be frequent and adequately 

spaced. That is, if students do not regularly practice doing the target tasks, they cannot 

expect to reach the desired level of automaticity (Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019.  
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Skills learning theory, as mentioned previously, is highly compatible with flow. 

Because flow is a highly-positive experience, and people learn to return to repeat positive 

experiences, it provides opportunities for learning to occur through practice. However, in 

order for this to happen, the activity must be both interesting and similar to the end goal 

that learners are working to achieve. Otherwise, the learners will not want to return to the 

activity and the activity will not prepare learners to do what they will have to do. 

Flow and sociocultural theory 

 Flow theory not only shows strong links to cognitive SLA theories but to 

sociocultural theory (SCT), too. While cognitive theories are most interested in how 

individuals develop on their own, SCT investigates how individuals learn—or “make 

meaning”—through their interactions with others. Perhaps the strongest connection 

between SCT and flow theory involves the zone of proximal development (ZPD). The 

ZPD refers to what one can learn while interacting with a teacher or more skilled peer 

who provides adequate mediation (Swain, Kinnear & Steinman, 2015; Vygotsky, 1978).  

 In order to learn in this ZPD, learners must actively engage with something that is 

partly known and partly new (van Lier, 1996). In other words, if something is too 

familiar, it is likely to be ignored for being uninteresting, whereas if something is too 

unfamiliar, it is likely to be ignored for being too foreign. This novelty and familiarity are 

not static. Instead, they can be adapted as learners interact and modify the task to fit their 

needs and ZPDs (van Lier, 1996). Furthermore, the greater the variety of interactive tasks 

learners engage in, the more likely they are to notice language elements and the more 

likely they are to develop a diverse linguistic repertoire (Douglas Fir Group, 2016).  
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 The ZPD, especially when considered through van Lier’s (1996) lens, shares 

many parallels with flow theory. According to Csíkszentmihályi (1975, 1990), an activity 

is only likely to generate flow if it is challenging enough to push an individual to a higher 

level of performance but not so challenging as to cause debilitating anxiety. This is most 

likely to happen when the activity strikes a balance between the new and the familiar (as 

van Lier [1996] says is necessary for learning). Furthermore, flow requires that 

individuals have enough autonomy over the activity at hand to adapt it to their needs. Van 

Lier (1996) says that this, too, is necessary for learning to occur under sociocultural 

theory. However, while the ZPD is much like the “flow channel” that exists between 

anxiety and boredom (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975), there is one significant difference 

between the two: while reaching the ZPD necessarily requires mediation from teachers, 

peers, or even non-human resources, reaching the flow channel does not. 

 That is, flow experiences can be had individually or in groups. While the first 

flow experiences that Csíkszentmihályi (1975) described involved people engaging in 

solitary activities, later studies in psychology and education have shown that group flow 

experiences, in which there is significant interaction among individuals, can be 

particularly powerful. SLA flow studies (e.g. Aubrey, 2017; Egbert, 2003) have revealed 

that flow was found in face-to-face and computer-mediated chats, respectively.  

More recently, Zuniga & Rueb (2018) directly studied the impact of groupwork 

and peer interaction on flow to find that interaction-based activities completed in groups 

of at least three generated the most flow. This was particularly the case if the activities 
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were also competitive or games. (The authors, however, do not describe the difference 

between these two seemingly similar categories). 

 These findings are unsurprising when interpreted through the lens of sociocultural 

theory. When students work in groups, stronger students can provide scaffolding to help 

weaker students to accomplish the task (Wells, 1999; Wood et al., 1976). Slightly larger 

groups make it more likely that there will be a stronger student who can help a weaker 

student. However, if students work in pairs that are not strategically created, it is possible 

that both students might be weak and unable to figure out the task, and if groups are too 

large, it is easy for weaker students to fade into the background. 

This teamwork can also work to help learners develop a sense of community 

(Dewaele, 2014). However, in order for games to be successful, it is important that there 

be a community of practice where peripheral participation is legitimized (Lave & 

Wenger, 1991). That is, a community where those students who do not currently master 

the language-use standards of the community are still seen as welcome and valuable. 

Otherwise, it is possible that weaker students might feel excluded and uninvested.   

The teacher’s role in creating flow 

 While all students bring experiences and identities to the classroom—identities 

formed by their interpretations of their own place in the world—teachers have significant 

power over these identities and can over students’ language learning success (Douglas Fir 

Group, 2016). In order for maximum learning to occur through flow, teachers must 

understand student identities and be careful to position all students as good yet different 

learners so that they feel the investment necessary to learn with an open mind. Teachers 
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should also seek to create communities of practice that welcome and value all (e.g. 

Broeckelman-Post et al., 2016; Bucholz & Sheffler, 2009; Dorman et al., 2006). 

 Research shows that, beyond the classroom environment, teachers also have 

significant power to influence positive emotions and learning through their activity 

choices (e. g. Curci, Lanciano, & Soleti, 2014; Egbert, 2003; Garrett & Young, 2009; 

Zuniga & Rueb, 2018). In doing so, they should attempt to reduce foreign language class 

anxiety by reassuring students of their abilities and choosing enjoyable activities (Piniel 

& Csízér, 2016; Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014), but should pay even more attention to 

foreign language class enjoyment, which is more within their control (Dewaele & 

MacIntyre, 20149. This is because much anxiety comes far more from the learners’ 

experiences—including their language skills and personalities—than from what is done 

in class (Dewaele et al., 2017; Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014).   

In addition, when considering how to maximize learning through flow, it should 

not be forgotten that, while all flow experiences are characterized by a combination of 

enjoyment, focused attention, being in control, and a balance between challenges and 

skills, the specific activities that trigger flow vary from one individual to the next 

(Arnold, 2011; Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990). This means that, in order for every student 

to achieve flow, teachers must be cognizant of these differences, and they must get to 

know their students’ unique experiences (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Gregersen & 

MacIntyre, 2014). 

 While those activities that tend to cause flow for the greatest number of students 

are a logical place to start—that is, those activities that are competitive (games), 
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authentic, student-centered, and at least somewhat open-ended—teachers should also be 

sure to provide something for everyone. Luckily, a diversity of activities can be 

beneficial for individual students. This is because varied activities help to keep class 

novel by continuing to create appropriate, new challenges while in turn generating 

positive emotions, and focused attention.  Furthermore, engaging in more varied activities 

means that students are more likely to possess more diverse linguistic repertoires 

(Douglas Fir Group, 2016).  

The current state of SLA flow research  

Now that flow has been connected to other SLA theories to demonstrate that it 

creates conditions that are favorable to learning, it is useful to consider how flow has 

been studied in SLA thus far. Like Csíkszentmihályi’s and his colleagues, these 

researchers have studied flow through observations, questionnaires and interviews 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1975; Nakamura & Csíkszentmihályi, 2009). While some measured 

flow in just one way, others heeded Csíkszentmihályi’s (2008) recommendation to study 

flow from multiple perspectives.  

This section will focus particularly on the types of activities that have been shown 

to generate flow. For the purposes of the present study, the word “activity” will be used 

to refer to tasks and exercises together. According to R. Ellis and Shintani (2014), a task 

focuses on meaning while an exercise is designed to practice specific language items. 

One of the earliest applications of a concept related to flow in SLA is Krashen’s 

(1982) “forgetting principle.” It states that “the best input is so interesting and relevant 

that the acquirer may even ‘forget’ that the message is encoded in a foreign language” (p. 
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66). While this statement shows some points of contact with Csíkszentmihályi’s (1975, 

1990, 2005) flow, it is not fully equivalent. This is because Krashen’s (1982) description 

of being immersed in an interesting activity only considers two out of four flow 

components: enjoyment and focus. In other words, while he refers to enjoyment and 

focus, Krashen (1982) makes no reference to control or positive challenges. However, 

Krashen did consider challenges in his Input Hypothesis, which emphasized the need for 

input only slightly beyond students’ current level (that is, a good level of challenges) 

(Krashen, 1981, 1982). Yet, neither the “forgetting principle” nor the Input Hypothesis 

mentions control, which is unlikely to be found in the teacher-centered receptive 

activities that Krashen proposes. 

    Turbee (1999) took Krashen’s theory a step further by looking at production-

based activities. Specifically, he looked at multi-user object-oriented domains (MOOs). 

In these online games, users work toward game-related goals, while also engaging in 

spontaneous conversations with members of a community that includes both their 

classmates and members of target-language communities. In addition, they try to perform 

better than other players to win the game. Here is a participant’s response to the MOO 

that depicts a flow experience:  

I’m really enjoying the Moo. I haven’t figured out all the commands, but I keep 

playing with it. When I first started I was hooked. I almost forgot to go to class 

and another time I was late to a class because I was on Moo. Whenever I get into 

a good conversation I like to stay and chat. Its (sic.) great to see how fluent 

Spanish speakers speak or in this case write. I had to cut down my time on it just 

because its (sic.) so addictive!!! I could easily spend an hour on it a day, but I 

have four other classes to think about! Sorry I was late! (Turbee, 1999) 
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All four flow components (enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges) are here. 

The student directly says she enjoyed the MOO and also mentions getting “hooked” 

(focus). The fact that she likes to “stay and chat” and can have “good conversation” 

shows that she is in control over the accomplishment of the task (she can converse how 

she likes), and the presence of commands that have yet to be figured out show that the 

student feels there are attainable challenges to be met. As flow theory would lead one to 

expect, this MOO is student-centered, open-ended, authentic, and competitive. It is 

student-centered because the student controls her gameplay, open-ended because she can 

say what she wants in the conversations, authentic because the conversations are focused 

on making meaning, and competitive because performing better than others is an 

expressed goal of the MOO.  

Egbert (2003) expanded on these findings in her study of high school Spanish 

students’ flow experiences. Her study consisted of seven in-class tasks performed over 

the course of a quarter of a school year, and the data were collected through Likert scale 

questionnaires, observations, and stimulated recall interviews. Two of these were online 

chat tasks with native speakers, which provided opportunities to make meaning while 

interacting with target language communities, as did Turbee’s (1999) MOO. However, 

the two chat tasks differed in their authenticity—that is, how much they were designed to 

elicit meaningful, purposeful communication (Ellis & Shintani, 2014; Willis & Willis, 

2007). While one was a scripted chat on dietary habits, the other was a more open-ended 

chat on artists, where the students had more freedom to generate their own questions and 

follow-ups. 
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Among the seven tasks she studied, Egbert (2003) found the most flow-inducing 

to be the unscripted artist chat. In fact, all but one of the thirteen students in the class 

reported this task to generate the highest possible level of flow. This corroborates 

Turbee’s (1999) findings, which suggested that student-centered, open-ended, and 

authentic activities would generate a lot of flow. (Egbert included no competitive 

activities). When compared with the scripted chat, the unscripted chat was more student-

centered because the students controlled the task through the questions and follow-ups 

they asked; more open-ended due to the unlimited possible conversation outcomes; and 

more authentic because it focused on promoting unscripted, meaningful communication 

rather than on eliciting certain structures or producing display knowledge. Accordingly, it 

is unsurprising that the less student-centered, less open-ended, and less authentic scripted 

chat would generate less flow. 

Likewise, the two lowest-scoring tasks both required reading a passage and 

answering closed-ended, comprehension-based questions that had one or a few correct 

answers. This is unsurprising given that these activities, like the scripted chat, possess 

very different characteristics from the unscripted chat. Both reading tasks were very 

closed-ended (there are one or a few right answers) and inauthentic (they focus on 

displays of knowledge rather than meaningful communication). In addition, both reading 

tasks were very teacher-centered because the teacher controlled the pacing and allowed 

the students very little control over the means of accomplishing the tasks.  

Aside from demonstrating the value of student-centered, open-ended, and 

authentic activities for generating flow, Egbert’s (2003) study is important in SLA flow 
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research thanks to its deconstruction of flow into four components: (1) challenge and 

skills, (2) attention, (3) interest, and (4) control. However, there are some significant 

limitations to this study. One of these is the small list of seven tasks, while another is the 

small sample size of one Spanish class. Both limit the generalizability of this study. Also, 

while the students were interviewed, there was no opportunity for them to provide open-

ended written responses, which may both provide more opportunities for reflection, as 

well as an opportunity to reach all students. There was also no apparent opportunity for 

students to mention flow experiences outside of the seven tasks included in the study.   

Therefore, future studies would do well to both include more respondents and a 

wider selection of activities. It would also be useful if the activities were chosen in such a 

way as to allow for comparisons between contrasting categories such as student-centered 

vs. teacher-centered, open-ended vs. closed-ended, authentic vs. inauthentic, and 

competitive vs. non-competitive. In this way, better generalizations could be drawn about 

which activities generate flow. While Egbert’s study did include activities belonging to 

most of these categories, one notable omission is the lack of competitive activities, which 

Turbee (1999) and Csíkszentmihályi (1975, 1990) suggested to be strong flow generators. 

More recent studies also corroborate Turbee’s (1999) and Egbert’s (2003) 

findings and directly link flow to learning. Hong et al. (2017) studied Southeast Asian 

students learning to recognize Chinese characters via an adaptive learning computer 

game, which, while structure-focused and thus less authentic than Turbee’s (1999) MOO 

was still student-centered, open-ended, and competitive. Hong et al. (2017), like Turbee 

(1999), found the (competitive) computer game to be potentially very addictive, thus 
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inducing both flow and learning, as measured by the fact that students who experienced 

more flow learned more Chinese characters. However, they also found that, for this to 

occur, the student must be intrinsically motivated, as shown by measurements of effort 

obtained from the game. That is, the student must see value in the activity and be self-

motivated to do it (Deci & Ryan, 1985). In other words, the activity must be enjoyable. 

This corroborates Csíkszentmihályi’s (1975, 1990, 2008) assertion that a sense of 

intrinsic rewards is necessary for flow to occur. 

In addition to showing the importance of student-centered and competitive 

activities for generating flow, this study is groundbreaking because it specifically linked 

flow to learning. That is, those students who achieved more flow also progressed further 

in the computer program and, as a result, learned more characters. However, the fact that 

this study only considers one activity could be considered a limitation, as could the fact 

that this is a form-focused inauthentic activity rather than a task that promotes 

meaningful language use (Ellis & Shintani, 2014).  

In another recent study, Aubrey (2017) did not look at computer games or online 

chats, but he did examine the meaningful, purposeful intercultural communication that 

both Turbee (1999) and Egbert (2003) found to be flow-inducing. In this study, one group 

of Japanese students of English as a foreign language (EFL) only interacted with other 

Japanese students to complete communicative tasks, while the other group was paired 

with international students who all had a more advanced level of English than they did. In 

fact, some of these international students were native English speakers.  
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Aubrey found that, when writing in their diaries, Japanese EFL students paired 

with fluent international students reported far more flow than those paired with Japanese 

EFL peers. Those paired with international students both found the activities enjoyable 

and appreciated the additional challenges and the subsequent sense of accomplishment. In 

addition to stressing the importance of attainable challenges, this study corroborates 

Egbert’s (2003) findings regarding the importance of activity authenticity for flow. As it 

seems, the students found conversations with fluent speakers to be more purposeful—and 

thus more enjoyable—then conversations with their classmates. This could be because 

the students saw their future selves (Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011) 

communicating with fluent speakers and believed this activity was more useful in helping 

them get there. 

While all of the aforementioned SLA flow studies only considered individual 

activities, Zuniga & Rueb (2018) focused on activity characteristics to allow for more 

accurate generalizations of what generates flow. In this study, four hundred twenty-four 

A2-B1 level students of French as second language (FLS) in Montreal completed a 

fourteen-item, Likert-scale-based flow questionnaire, inspired by Egbert’s (2003) study, 

after they completed each of four teacher-chosen activities. This questionnaire contained 

items related to for flow components: challenges-skills balance, attention, interest, and 

control.  

The teachers completed a questionnaire with details on the structure of the 

activities they chose, and using these details, the researchers coded the activities for 

twelve different task characteristics considered in the literature (Ellis, 2003; Nunan, 
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2009; Samuda & Bygate, 2008; Zuniga & Simard, 2016). Some of these included 

whether the task was a game or not, how information was distributed, the task modality 

(listening, spoken production, spoken interaction, reading, writing), the learning styles 

the task catered to (visual, auditory, kinesthetic), and how the students were grouped 

while completing the task (in groups of more than two, in pairs, or individually).   

 Unsurprisingly, Zuniga & Rueb (2018) found competitive games to be very good 

for flow. This is in line with Csíkszentmihályi’s (1975, 1990) findings, as well as with 

other SLA flow studies (Turbee, 1999; Hong et al., 2017). They also found that flow is 

most often achieved when the activity is completed spontaneously (that is, without 

planning), in groups of more than two, and in a way that allows for spoken interaction 

and movement. This sounds much like the interactive activities that sociocultural theory 

promotes (e.g. van Lier, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978).  

Given that these are characteristics of many common classroom games, these 

findings provided further support for the flow-generating potential of games. In addition, 

they corroborate Egbert’s (2003) and Aubrey’s (2017) findings that student-centered, 

open-ended, and authentic spoken interaction activities are good for flow. Another 

interesting finding of this study is that the participant’s French level had no significant 

impact on their flow experiences. That is, A2 and B1 students of French experienced flow 

under the same conditions. 

Zuniga’s and Rueb’s (2018) study is certainly noteworthy in its use of a large 

participant pool and its consideration of activity characteristics. In fact, it is the only 

existing study that allows for meaningful generalizations that will help teachers to modify 
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activities to elicit more flow. Yet, it does come with certain limitations. Although this 

study is very comprehensive, it may in fact, be too comprehensive for many teachers, 

who might find it difficult to keep twelve variables in mind when designing classroom 

activities. These categories included: game, competition, planning time, feedback, time 

limit, collaboration, novelty, information gap, evaluation, modes (listening, spoken 

production, spoken interaction, reading, writing), cognitive styles (visual, auditory, 

kinesthetic), and the distribution of the participants (individual, pair, group) (p. 268). This 

begs the question of whether these variables could perhaps be reduced to less without 

diminishing their reach.  

Also, while it is interesting to know that students are most likely to achieve flow 

while completing spoken interaction activities, most would agree that the four other 

modes (listening, spoken production, reading, and writing) are also important for 

language development. Yet, given that many variables and levels of variables proved 

statistically insignificant this study provides few suggestions to help generate flow in 

these modes other than to gamify activities by adding an element of competition, make 

them group activities, eliminate planning time, and incorporate movement. All other 

variables and variable levels proved statistically insignificant. However, if teachers 

gamify all activities, they risk creating a negatively competitive atmosphere that isolates 

weaker or shyer students. In addition, while the questions that the participants answered 

to rate activity flow were based on flow components, Zuniga & Rueb (2018), like others, 

did not consider which flow components were most predictive of flow.  
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That said, Tardy and Snyder (2004) investigate flow components a bit more 

deeply as they studied flow from the teacher’s perspective. According to 

Csíkszentmihályi (1996), there is good reason to believe that the teachers’ and the 

students’ descriptions of flow experiences would show considerable overlap because 

students and teachers feed-off of each other’s positive energy (Tardy & Snyder, 2004).  

Through their interviews, Tardy and Snyder (2004), found that teachers believed 

flow to occur when there is high interest (enjoyment) and involvement (focus), when 

discussion is authentic and purposeful, and when spontaneity (control) is encouraged. 

This aligns with the previously mentioned studies, and highlights the importance of 

enjoyment, focused attention, and control. However, it does not fully consider challenges, 

and it does not seek to determine which of these other three flow components are most 

important.  

In her questionnaire-based study of task complexity and modality, Cho (2018), on 

the other hand, only considered challenges. While she found that a good challenges-skills 

balance was necessary for flow (as anticipated), she did not look at the influence of the 

other three flow components. Dewaele and MacIntyre (2014), by contrast, only 

considered enjoyment as their study focused on FLE and not on flow.  

That said, Dewaele’s and MacIntyre’s (2014) study was remarkable in that it 

included an extremely large (n=1746) and linguistically diverse sample size, and 

considered lifetime language-class experiences rather than only immediate experiences.  

In asking the participants to describe when they had experienced the most foreign 

language enjoyment (FLE), the researchers found that role plays and debates were most 
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likely to generate FLE. In the way that they are presented in the sample responses, both 

of these activities could be categorized as student-centered, open-ended and authentic, all 

of which are categories of activities that other research has shown to generate flow (e.g. 

Aubrey, 2017; Egbert, 2003; Turbee, 1999; Zuniga & Rueb, 2018). However, the 

information presented does not allow one to decide if they were competitive. 

Justification for this study  

The literature has described flow as an “optimal experience” whose key 

components are (1) enjoyment, (2) focused attention (3) control over the activity and (4) 

a balance between abilities and challenges (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990). It is also 

known that flow creates conditions that are favorable to learning, including focused 

attention, an ideal challenges-skills balance, and a desire to reengage with the activity. 

However, despite flow theory’s genesis in the 1970s, SLA flow studies have been rather 

sporadic. This means that many questions about SLA flow remain.   

While the current literature provides some idea of what kinds of activities tend to 

generate flow—that is, those that are (1) student-centered, (2) open-ended, (3) authentic, 

and (4) competitive—the existing studies have significant limitations. One such 

limitation is that most studies included very small numbers of participants, who were all 

from the same educational context. (Aubrey, 2017; Egbert, 2003; Hong et al., 2017; 

Turbee, 1999). In other words, they were all studies of students enrolled in the same 

course. While this is understandable given logistical constraints and the desire to limit the 

influence of additional variables, Csíkszentmihályi (1975, 1990) emphasizes that flow 
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can occur in many contexts, and it would be useful for a study to provide a broader 

perspective.   

While Dewaele and MacIntyre (2014) used a much larger participant pool than 

the other researchers in studying the lifetime language-class experiences of 1746 

linguistically diverse participants (showing no significant differences in experiences 

across languages), they do not systematically consider the relationship between activities 

and flow, and do not have participants rate specific activities.  

Furthermore, instead of considering flow experiences completely, they only 

consider one flow component: enjoyment. However, while other studies look at more 

than one flow component, and examine activities more systematically than Dewaele and 

MacIntyre (2014), they are limited in their reach because they only consider one or a few 

immediately-completed activities (e.g. Aubrey, 2017; Egbert, 2003; Hong et al., 2017; 

Turbee, 1999). As a result, their conclusions are less generalizable than Dewaele’s and 

MacIntyre’s (2014).   

Zuniga and Rueb (2018) made what are perhaps the most generalizable language-

class flow conclusions. This is because they both used a large participant pool (n=424) 

and categorized activities based on their characteristics. However, like all previously 

cited studies, except for Dewaele and MacIntyre (2014), they only considered immediate 

class activities that likely do not represent the breadth of possible classroom activities. 

(The activities are not described in the chapter). 
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 In addition, it is reasonable to question the validity of Zuniga’s and Rueb’s 

categorization scheme for describing flow, given that most of their categories did not 

show statistically significant effects. As it seems, their categories “jeu” and 

“concurrence” (game and competition), which obtained very similar scores, could easily 

be combined into one, and some of the other statistically insignificant categories could be 

substituted with other categories that the literature has been shown to be good for flow.  

Zuniga and Rueb (2018) explain that competitive games are beneficial because 

they are open-ended and student-centered. Furthermore, they portray spoken interaction 

activities, one of the few other categories that obtained a statistically-significant result, as 

authentic due to the opportunities for negotiating meaning that they provide (273). In 

light of these conclusions, and the previously cited literature, it seems fair to include 

these three categories in a study of language-class flow.  

 In order to measure flow more accurately, it would be useful to use multiple 

measures. Egbert’s (2003) study is groundbreaking in that it had students rate the flow of 

activities by rating four flow components: (1) challenge and skills, (2) attention, (3) 

interest, and (4) control. (Zuniga & Rueb [2018] adopt this methodology).  

Yet, Egbert (2003) only looks at one Spanish class, only includes seven activities, 

and does not categorize activities. Furthermore, it does not fully consider the relative 

weight of the components. That is, does flow stem more from enjoyment or more from 

focused attention?  There is currently little basis on which to answer this question as the 

only known SLA study on the relationship between flow and its components (Cho, 2018) 
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examines but one flow component (challenges). Dewaele and MacIntyre (2014) study 

enjoyment, which is a flow component, but they do not study flow itself. 

The present study seeks to fill the described gaps in the existing SLA flow 

literature as it answers the following research questions based on the lifetime language-

learning experiences of a large and linguistically diverse participant pool: 

 (1) Which specific activities tend to generate the most language-class flow?  

(2) Which categories of activities tend to generate the most flow?  

(3) Which of the four flow components best predict flow?  

  While it is hypothesized that those activities that are student-centered, open-

ended, authentic and/or competitive will generate the most flow, the current research 

provides little basis on which to predict which of these characteristics will be the most 

important. Likewise, extremely little is known about which of the four flow components 

(enjoyment, focus, control, positive challenges) are most strongly correlated to flow, and 

any hypothesis would be little more than a guess. 

In summary, given the sizable gaps in the existing SLA flow literature, and the 

expanded reach of this study, it is expected that the present study will provide significant 

insight on language-class flow experiences that will allow teachers to harness the 

potential of flow to maximize language-learning success.  
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CHAPTER 3 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Overview 

 

 The goal of this chapter is to clearly explain how this study of students’ language-

class flow experiences was conducted and why. This first section provides a brief 

overview of the experimental design and data analysis so that the reader may more easily 

follow the detailed descriptions presented in the subsequent sections of this chapter.  

 The mixed-methods study described in this work examines students’ self-reported 

language-class flow experiences from multiple perspectives in order to determine which 

activities, categories of activities, and flow components most strongly predict flow 

experiences.  

The methodology of the present study was strongly based on that of Dewaele and 

MacIntyre (2014) and Zuniga & Rueb (2018), while incorporating Egbert’s (2003) 

deconstructive approach to flow. The data were collected through a Google Form. After 

consenting to participate in the study, choosing an alias, and providing details on their 

language backgrounds, the participants—all third- or fourth-semester university students 

of Spanish, French, Italian, or German at a large public university—were presented with 

definitions and examples of flow experiences, and were then asked to use a Likert scale 

to rate how much overall flow a list of diverse language-class activities generated for 

them. Next, the participants rated the same activities based on four key flow components 

emphasized by the current literature: enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges. These 

activities included activities that the participants were known to have done in their 

current and past language classes. Finally, the participants answered two open-ended 
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questions: one about their highest-flow language-class experiences and the other about 

their lowest-flow language-class experiences. In both cases, they were reminded of the 

definition of a flow experience and presented with examples of flow experiences. 

Following the data collection, a three-part analysis was conducted to answer the 

three research questions. While the first part, which sought to determine which specific 

activities generated the most flow, was exclusively quantitative, the other two parts, 

which sought to determine which categories of activities generated the most flow and 

which flow components best predicted flow experiences, consisted of both quantitative 

and qualitative components.  

In the first part of the analysis, two different flow scores were calculated for each 

activity using the data from the second and third parts of the questionnaire. One, the 

overall flow rating, was based on the participants’ direct ratings of flow, while the other 

deconstructed flow, was the mean of the enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges ratings 

for each activity. Descriptive statistics were calculated for both flow measures, and the 

two measures were compared via linear regression and a Pearson’s r Correlation. 

Normality tests were performed as well. Once it was determined that deconstructed flow 

was a stronger (and normally distributed) measure of flow, tests of statistical significance 

were run on the activity deconstructed flow scores. Lastly, the activities were ranked 

from most to least deconstructed flow.  

In the second part of the analysis, which consisted of both quantitative and 

qualitative components, the activities considered in the first part of the analysis were 

grouped into eight categories based on their characteristics. Inner-rater reliability showed 

these categories to be 95% reliable, and Cronbach’s alpha values were also calculated for 
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each category to measure their internal consistency (reliability). Then, mean 

deconstructed flow scores were calculated for each of these categories, descriptive 

statistics were calculated, and tests of statistical significance (paired samples t tests) were 

performed. A Bonferroni adjustment was also made. The categories were then ranked 

from greatest to least deconstructed flow. In the second portion of this analysis, the 

activities mentioned in participants’ descriptions of high- and low-flow experiences were 

also categorized, and the mentions of each category among high- and low-flow 

experiences were counted. Lastly, tests of statistical significance (chi-square tests) were 

performed to see if there were significant flow differences across categories. 

In the third and final part of the analysis, which also consisted of both quantitative 

and qualitative components, a linear regression was run on each activity’s flow 

component and overall flow scores, and Pearson’s r Correlations were also calculated to 

show the relationships between flow components and flow. Here, overall flow was used 

because of its independence from the component scores. That is, overall flow is not 

calculated from these scores. In the qualitative portion of this analysis, the same 

descriptions of high- and low-flow experiences used in the second part of the analysis 

were coded for mentions of a presence of lack of the four flow components. Then, the 

percentages of high-and low-flow experiences that involved (or lacked) each component 

were calculated to see which flow components best predicted high- and low-flow 

experiences. 
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Participants and recruitment 

 

The present study’s participants were selected with two goals in mind: 1) to 

represent the language student population of the university where the study was 

conducted and 2) to make sure that the participants would have the necessary quantity 

and quality of language-class experiences to answer the study questions. 

Following the class visits, eighty-two participants decided to participate in the 

study. All were students of at least one of the four most studied languages at the large 

North American public university where the study was completed. In descending order, 

these languages were Spanish, French, Italian, and German. These are not only the four 

most studied languages at the university where the study was completed, but they are also 

among the most studied in the United States and the world (Looney, 2018; Pajak, 2016). 

As the one known SLA flow study to consider students of various languages (Dewaele & 

MacIntyre, 2014) made no distinction between language groups in its data analysis, and 

no other study has suggested that such differences are important, the responses were 

considered together without attention to the language(s) of study. In this way, the present 

study is a study about language-learning rather than about Spanish learning. This is 

helpful for teachers and teacher educators who might teach or prepare teachers to reach 

multiple languages.  

Third- and fourth-semester students of the four languages were selected to 

participate in this study because they were believed to have the ideal quantity of recent 

language-class experiences to be able to rate the activities in the questionnaire. By 

contrast, students in basic classes might have never done a significant portion of the 

activities, while those in advanced classes might have little recollection of completing the 



   
 

42 
 

activities as a result of having done them long ago. While language proficiency was not 

tested in this study, and individual student proficiency can be expected to vary, an 

analysis of the course syllabi would lead one to conclude that the chosen third- and 

fourth-semester participants would have a mean proficiency level of CEFR B1 or ACTFL 

intermediate mid-high in their languages of study. 

The participants were recruited through researcher visits to target-level classes. 

During these class visits, the researcher described flow in non-technical terms as a state 

of complete absorption in an activity and then asked the students to orally describe when 

they had experienced this in their language classes. These 5-10-minute discussions were 

not included in the study but were instead intended to stimulate the students’ memories of 

flow experiences. The researcher then briefly explained that, in order to improve 

language teaching and learning, he would be conducting a study on these experiences, 

and would need the students’ participation. The researcher distributed forms with a link 

to the study, and following each class visit, sent thank-you and follow-up emails to the 

instructors so that they could remind their students to participate. Depending on the 

wishes of the instructor, some of the class visits were conducted in English, while others 

were conducted in French, Italian, Spanish, or German. None of these classes were the 

researcher’s own. 

 As might be expected given the university’s significantly higher enrollments in 

Spanish courses, a noticeable majority of the participants in the study (52/82) were 

students of Spanish. By comparison, seventeen participants were students of French, 

eight were students of German, and five were students of Italian. Three of the eighty-two 

total participants were enrolled in multiple languages considered in the study: one in 
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Spanish, Italian, and French; another in Spanish and French; and a third in French and 

Italian. One additional participant was enrolled in a language included in the study 

(Spanish) as well as a language not included in the study (Japanese). All students, 

including those who were studying more than one language, or enrolled in multiple 

classes in one language, were asked to complete just one form. This decision was made in 

accordance with current research, which suggests that the language of study and course 

enrollment(s) are not important variables in predicting flow experiences.  

 As this is a study on lifetime language-learning experiences, current classes are 

only part of the equation. The decision to consider all language-learning experiences was 

made so that the study could account for the widest possible range of language-learning 

experiences. As the reader will see in Appendix A, the 82 participants collectively bring 

rich and varied language-learning experiences: 33 have studied at least one language 

other than the one(s) in which they are currently enrolled, and 19 either speak or grew-up 

speaking at least one non-English home language. In all, 15 different current and past 

languages of study and 15 different non-English home languages were cited. As the 

question about past language classes was open-ended, and participants responded with 

varying degrees of precision, no distinction was made between modern and ancient 

Arabic, Greek, or Hebrew in this count, and Mandarin and Chinese were likewise 

counted as one language. In sum, the participants’ language-learning experience is both 

broad and deep, thus allowing them to consider a wide variety of events in this study. 
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Data collection 

 

The data collection took place during the 2018-2019 academic year from early 

September to late April. As mentioned in the previous section, the researcher visited the 

targeted third- and fourth-semester language classes to briefly explain the study and 

invite the students to participate. He distributed a form with a link to the study, and then 

asked the students to take approximately twenty minutes to complete the study outside of 

class. Depending on the instructors’ wishes, some of these visits were conducted in 

English, while others were conducted in the target language. The study documents, 

however, were all in English so that language would be less likely to interfere with the 

participants’ understanding and self-expression. Following the visits, the instructors were 

sent emails to both thank them for their time and remind their students to participate in 

the study. These emails also included a link to the study to be sent to their students.  

The study was conducted through a multi-part Google Form (Appendix B). First, 

the students chose an alias to protect their anonymity, and then they answered a few 

questions about the languages they had learned and studied, as well as about the character 

of their language-learning experiences. Demographic data beyond language backgrounds 

were not collected.  

In the second part of the questionnaire, the students were presented with the same 

descriptions of flow that Tardy and Snyder (2004) used to guide teacher flow interviews.  

After reading these descriptions, the students rated a list of twenty language-class 

activities on how much flow they found them to induce. While the students were known 

to have done most of the activities in their university language classes, other activities 

known to be popular in K-12 contexts were also included. This, however, does not mean 
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that the activities could not be performed in other ways. Here is a sample item from this 

part of the questionnaire (Appendix B): 

 

 

Example II.1: Sample overall flow questionnaire item 

 

1. Vocab category game (such as Scattergories or Apples to Apples). 

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

 very little        1        2        3        4         a lot 

 

After rating the overall flow of the twenty activities on the Likert scale shown 

above, the students proceeded to the third section of the questionnaire, where they used 

the same Likert scale to rate the same list of activities based on four key flow components 

described in the literature: 1) enjoyment, 2) focused attention, 3) control over the activity, 

and 4) the presence of challenges that align with student abilities (Csíkszentmihályi, 

1975, 1990; Egbert, 2003). This deconstruction of flow—inspired by Egbert’s (2003) 

study—allows for an additional, more rigorous measure of flow as well as for an analysis 

of which flow components are most instrumental in causing flow. The questions in this 

section were structured as follows (Appendix B): 

Example II.2: Sample deconstructed flow questionnaire item 

 

1. Vocab category game (such as Scattergories or Apples to Apples). 

a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

 very little        1        2        3        4         a lot 
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b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to 

be?              

 very little        1        2        3        4         a lot 

c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

very little        1        2        3        4         a lot 

d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable 

challenges?  

very little        1        2        3        4         a lot 

 

Yet, while the structure of this study was inspired by Egbert’s, there are a few 

differences between the two. Firstly, the flow components are measured more directly in 

the present study. While Egbert asked open-ended questions, and coded the answers to 

the flow components (as was done in the qualitative portion of this study), the students in 

the present study were also asked to directly rate flow components. Furthermore, while 

the flow components included in this study were much like Egbert’s control, focus, 

interest, and challenge, the names were adjusted slightly for clarity and precision. 

Perhaps most notably, “interest” was substituted with the closely-related “enjoyment.” 

This is because Csíkszentmihályi (1975, 1990) repeatedly uses the word “enjoyment,” 

and even calls flow “a theoretical model for enjoyment” (1975). Beyond the 

questionnaire differences, Egbert used a much smaller respondent pool (one Spanish 

class) and considered a smaller list of seven, immediately-completed activities.  

As mentioned, the twenty language-class activities that the students rated in two 

ways consisted largely of activities that the students were known to have done in their 

current and past classes. They were chosen to represent four pairs of categories which the 
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literature has linked to flow, each of which was represented by multiple activities. The 

categories (and their rationales) were as follows:  

1) Student-centered—students have more control over the means of 

accomplishing the activity than the teacher does via the decisions that they make 

and the input they provide. The teacher uses this input to affect the means of 

accomplishing the activity; vs. teacher-centered—students have less control over 

the means of completing the activity than the teacher does. Student decisions and 

feedback do not affect the means of accomplishing the activity.   

Rationale: Flow is most likely to occur when an activity is in line with both the 

interests and abilities of a student. (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975; Egbert, 2003; 

Aubrey, 2017, Hong et al., 2017). Student-centered activities allow for students to 

move through activities at a pace that aligns with their unique skills. In this way, 

they are continually working toward attainable challenges. This self-pacing 

should also help maintain the interest of more students than teacher-centered 

activities, during which the whole class moves at the same pace. Given their 

varying interests and ability levels, this pace is not likely to be right for all 

students, which means that teacher-centered activities would be expected to 

generate less flow than student-centered activities.  

 

2) Open-ended—the activity has many correct or plausible solutions or 

outcomes, rendering an answer key irrelevant; vs.  closed-ended—the activity has 
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one or a very limited number of correct or plausible outcomes or solutions that 

could be clearly listed on an answer key.  

Rationale: This pair has been included because creativity—which would be far 

more possible in open-ended than in closed-ended activities—has been shown to 

be a strong flow inducer (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1997; Egbert, 2003). 

Nevertheless, this is a question of balance. That is, an activity must be open-ended 

enough to allow for both creativity and self-pacing, while presenting instructions 

that are clear enough to focus attention.  

 

3) Authentic—in doing this activity, the students bridge an information gap to 

communicate a real, meaningful message (Ellis & Shintani, 2014; Willis & Willis, 

2007); vs.  inauthentic—in doing this activity, the students mechanically display 

linguistic or factual knowledge. The language itself is more important than the 

message it conveys.  

Rationale: This pair has also been included because some studies have suggested 

that more authentic (more real-world) activities elicit more flow than those that 

are less authentic. This is likely because their associated goals are perceived as 

more worthwhile and, as a result, more motivating (which means more enjoyable 

and more attention-grabbing) than those of inauthentic activities (Egbert, 2003; 

Aubrey, 2017). 
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4) Competitive—comparing your performance to that of other students or groups 

of students is a primary expressed goal of the activity; vs. non-competitive—

comparing your performance to that of other students or groups of students is not 

a primary expressed goal of the activity. 

Rationale: Csíkszentmihályi (1975) asserts that games are very strong flow 

inducers. He explains that it is the competitive nature of games that sets them 

apart from other activities, and that this competitive element, along with the 

presence of clear goals and rules, help to both focus attention and induce flow. 

Studies have already shown games to be flow inducing (Turbee, 1999; Hong et 

al., 2017, Zuniga & Rueb, 2018). 

In sum, the teacher-centered vs. teacher-centered category concerns who controls 

the means of completing an activity, while the open-ended vs. closed-ended category 

concerns the expected outcome. That is, does the activity have a predictable, expected 

outcome (closed-ended), or are there many possible outcomes (closed-ended)? Authentic 

vs. inauthentic concerns the purpose of the activity, including whether it was designed to 

create meaningful communication or to display knowledge. Lastly, the competitive vs. 

non-competitive category concerns the dynamic between individuals or teams and 

whether they are told to compare their performance to others’.   

All of the twenty activities were assigned to exactly one category in each of the 

four pairs, as shown in Table 1. Each activity was coded twice. First, the primary 

researcher coded the entire data set independently, and then, after a brief tutorial on the 

categories and coding scheme, a colleague independently coded the same activities, 

arriving at 95% agreement.  This rate was considered acceptable, given the high degree of 
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inference required for some of the coding categories (as explained below), as well as 

Saldaña’s (2016: 37) and Bernard’s (2018: 477-480) suggestions that overall inter-coder 

agreement should reach at least 80%.  All disagreements were then resolved to arrive at 

100% agreement on each activity’s category assignments.  

While the categories are described as discrete opposites, they should instead be 

understood as endpoints on a continuum. For example, considering that the teacher has 

some role in controlling the means of accomplishing most activities, few activities are 

strictly student-centered or strictly teacher-centered. Instead, it is likely to be more 

student-centered than teacher-centered or vice versa, depending on who has more control 

over the means of accomplishing an activity. Likewise, even if an activity is focused on 

meaningful communication across an information gap (authentic), structures are still 

likely to play a role (though a secondary one) in communicating this message. In light of 

the fluidity of these categories, the activities were assigned to the categories whose 

features were more salient. Immediately after the categorization summary shown in Table 

1, the reader will find a list of the twenty activities that were included in this study, 

described exactly as they were on the questionnaire (Appendix B), and accompanied by 

additional details on their structure and categorization.  

Table 1: Activities included in the questionnaire and the categories they represent  

Activity Student-centered (1) 
vs. teacher-centered 
(0) 

Open-ended (1) vs. 
closed-ended (0) 

Authentic (1) vs. 
inauthentic (0) 

Competitive (1) vs. 
non-competitive (0) 

1. Vocab category 
game 

1 1 1 1 

2. Compare book 
houses 

0 0 0 0 

3. Verb drills 0 0 0 0 

4. Small-group 
conversation 

1 1 1 0 

5. Quiz game 1 0 1 1 

6. Restaurant skit 1 1 1 0 
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7. Full-class 
conversation 

0 1 0 0 

8. Sign-here 1 0 0 0 

9. Order sentences 0 0 0 0 

10. House hunt 1 1 1 0 

11. Word guess game 1 1 1 1 

12. Interview roomies 1 1 1 0 

13. Vocab match 0 0 0 0 

14. Culture lecture 0 0 0 0 

15. College PSA 1 1 1 0 

16. Verb game 1 0 0 1 

17. Write article 
summary 

1 0 0 0 

18. Interview natives 1 1 1 0 

19. Write blog 1 1 1 0 

20. Write book reading 
summary 

1 0 0 0 

 

1. Vocab category game (such as Scattergories or Apples to Apples). 

Description: In Scattergories, teams of students compete to generate the best and 

largest list of words that start with a given letter during a given amount of time. 

When time is up, everyone comes together to review their answers. Teams get 

points for each valid and unique answer (ones that no other team has on their list). 

In Apples to Apples, students decide which noun card in their hand best matches 

the adjective card that the judge has played. The person whose card the judge 

chooses takes the adjective card, and then a new judge begins a new round. At the 

end of the game, the person with the most adjective cards wins.  

Student-centered: while the teacher may have some role in directing these 

games, including Scattergories, in particular, in both cases, the students are more 

in control of the means of accomplishing the activity than the teacher is. This is 

because they can adopt many possible approaches to making a list (Scattergories) 

or making comparisons (Apples to Apples).  

Open-ended: in Scattergories, there are many possible words that students could 

include in their lists, and in Apples to Apples, there are as many responses to an 

adjective card as there are cards in the deck (749 in the standard party game). In 

short, there is no expected Scattergories list or Apples to Apples match. 

Authentic: even when these games are adapted to include certain vocabulary, 

these games remain primarily meaning-focused. There is no regurgitation, but 

instead the creation of original messages as the students compete to make the best 

lists or comparisons.  

Competitive: beating other teams is a stated objective of Scattergories, while 

beating the other players in the group is a stated objective of Apples to Apples.      
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2. Compare the features of houses shown in the textbook.  

Description: in this activity that the students will have seen in their textbooks, 

which typically includes full-class and small-group components, the students are 

asked to compare two or more houses based on given parameters. This activity 

was carefully designed to elicit specific comparison structures and vocabulary.  

Teacher-centered: even when the students do this activity in pairs or small 

groups, they have little control over the means of accomplishing it, as they are 

told exactly what to do and how to do it, including which structures they should 

use.   

Closed-ended: because the students are given the parameters to compare, and the 

activity was carefully designed to elicit certain comparison structures, there is a 

very limited quantity of correct or expected responses that could be listed on an 

answer key.   

Inauthentic: the primary purpose of the activity is to display knowledge of house 

vocabulary and comparison structures. There is little real information exchange, 

and the students are not asked to do anything beyond making comparisons.  

Non-competitive: comparing faster or more effectively is not a stated goal. 

 

3. Verb conjugation drills (i.e. write all the forms of a given verb or complete sentences 

with right form).  

Description: students complete repetition-based, mechanical verb practice 

activities. These are teacher-led, full-class activities.  

Teacher-centered: while doing this activity, be it in a full-class, small groups, or 

on their own, the students follow the teacher’s very specific instructions, which 

leave them little control over the means of accomplishing the activity. 

Closed-ended: there is likely only one—or at most a few—highly-predictable 

right answer/s. An answer key could easily be made. 

Inauthentic: this activity was primarily—if not exclusively—designed to display 

knowledge of verb forms. Meaningful language use carries far less importance. 

Non-competitive: there is no stated goal to do better than anyone else. 

  

4. Small-group discussion on weekend plans.  
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Description: students are presented with the general conversation prompt of their 

weekend plans, which they must discuss in a small group. 

Student-centered: the students have significant autonomy over the means of 

accomplishing the task via the questions they ask and the answers they give. 

Open-ended: there are many possible weekend activities. An answer key could 

not be made. 

Authentic: the purpose of the activity is for the students to communicate 

unscripted information about what they plan to do on the weekend.  

Non-competitive: no element of competition is specified. 

5. Trivia or quiz-style vocabulary game (such as Jeopardy, Kahoot or Quizlet Live).  

Description: adaptive-learning games where students have to answer questions 

quickly and correctly.  

Student-centered: students control the means of accomplishing the activity 

through their question selections (Jeopardy) or through their correct and incorrect 

answers (Kahoot or Quizlet Live), which lead to harder or easier questions. In 

other words, these games are very adaptable to student needs.   

Closed-ended: the questions are very specific, meaning that there is just one or a 

very limited number of correct answers to each question.   

Authentic: while playing these games, students tend to focus more on winning 

the game than on the structures involved. Also, meaningful communication occurs 

when these games are played in teams as teams strategize about their gameplay. 

Competitive: performing better than other students or teams is a stated goal. 

  

6. Act out a restaurant skit where you ask questions about menu items, order, and pay the 

bill.  

Description: groups of students are presented with general guidelines, including 

some tasks they are likely to complete in a restaurant, from which they must 

create a skit. The students are given no script, but are given some time to plan 

before being asked to perform their skits and improvise as necessary.  

Student-centered: students control the means of accomplishing the activity as 

they work in small groups to choose skit roles, decide what kind of restaurant they 

will have, and plan what they will do and say in the restaurant.  
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Open-ended: the students can come up with any kind of restaurant they want, 

order what they want, write the lines they want, and improvise as they please. 

There are unlimited possible skits (products).  

Authentic: this task was designed with the primary purpose of equipping students 

to communicate restaurant-related messages across information gaps. Displaying 

knowledge of structures is secondary.  

Non-competitive: creating a better restaurant skit is not a stated goal. 

 

 

7. Full-class discussion where the teacher asks individuals questions about their weekend 

plans.   

Description: a teacher-led activity where the teacher asks the class questions and 

chooses students to answer them. While the possible topics are many, common 

topics include weekend or break plans, as well as what students did over 

weekends or breaks. This activity often takes place at the beginning of a class 

before continuing with the rest of the lesson. The goal of the activity is normally 

to make constructive use of time as students are coming into class and to build 

rapport with students by demonstrating interest in their lives. 

Teacher-centered: the teacher controls the means of accomplishing the activity 

by asking the questions, choosing who will answer them, and deciding when to 

move on to a new response or question.  

Open-ended: while the teacher directs the conversation, the questions are usually 

asked in a way that allows for many possible answers. For example, there are 

many activities that students might do on the weekend.  

Authentic: this activity was designed with the primary purpose of communicating 

plans or past activities. It is primarily focused on making meaning.  

Non-competitive: beating others is not a stated goal. 

   

8. Classmate survey activity about their daily or habitual activities (such as “sign-here” or 

“find someone who”).  

Description: an activity where the students ask each other a list of “yes” or “no” 

questions to find a different person to say “yes” to each question. The questions 

are carefully written to reinforce the structures that the students are studying. 
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Student-centered: the students control the means of accomplishing the activity 

by deciding how to move around the room and whom to ask when. 

Closed-ended: the only possible responses to the questions are “yes” and “no.” 

Inauthentic: while students may exchange meaning and get to know each other 

through these activities, they were designed with structural practice rather than 

communication in mind.  

Non-competitive: there is no stated goal to obtain signatures faster than others. 

               

9. Put a list of sentences in order to form a restaurant dialog.  

Description: students are given a list of sentences that they must place in a 

logical order. These activities are common in the students’ textbooks. 

Teacher-centered: the fact that this activity is so tightly structured means that the 

teacher controls the means of accomplishing it, even if the students work 

independently or in small groups. 

Closed-ended: there is only one—or a very limited number—or logical way/s to 

order the sentences. An answer key could be made. 

Inauthentic: these activities are usually designed with the primary goal of 

practicing structures rather than communicating a meaningful message.  

Non-competitive: ordering the sentences better or faster is not a stated goal. 

  

10. Choose an appropriate house or apartment using a real estate website.  

Description: students must use a real estate website to weigh the pros and cons of 

available houses and select the house that is best for them. They must also support 

their decision. 

Student-centered: while the teacher may provide a general outline as a guide, the 

students control the means of accomplishing the activity because they can choose 

the houses they want to consider and the parameters that are important to them  

Open-ended: it would be extremely difficult to predict both the houses that the 

students would choose and why they would choose them. There are likely 

hundreds (if not thousands) of possible houses, and the reasons for choosing them 

could range from the most creative to the most mundane. 
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Authentic: the primary purpose of this activity is to communicate the message of 

what house you choose and why. Structures are involved, but they are secondary.  

Non-competitive: there is no stated purpose to choose a better house than others. 

  

11. Game where you describe a secret word for a partner to guess (such as Taboo or 20 

Questions)  

Description: in Taboo, players describe a secret word to their teammate/s while 

not using the forbidden words listed on the card. In 20 questions, one person 

chooses a word, often from a list or sheet of pictures, and this person’s 

teammate/s must ask questions to figure out what this word is. 

Student-centered: the students control the means of accomplishing the task in 

deciding how to organize their groups, which words to describe, and how to 

describe them.  

Open-ended: while there may be only one officially correct secret word, there are 

various plausible answers. The descriptions (or questions), which are limitless in 

their possibilities, could also be considered a product from the point of view of 

the describers (or questioners). All in all, this activity is open-ended.    

Authentic: the primary goal of this game is to communicate messages that will 

allow you or others to guess the secret word.   

 Competitive: guessing more words correctly than others is a stated goal. 

                   

12. Interview possible roommates.  

Description: students complete a general outline to decide if people are good 

roommates for them. After interviewing the possible candidates, they must decide 

who is the best fit and why. 

Student-centered: students self-monitor and work at their own pace in small 

groups. They have significant autonomy over the activity to manage its 

progression and ask the questions that they want to ask in the ways they want. 

Open-ended: the number of possible roommates is as numerous as the number of 

students in the class (or in a given student’s group). In addition, there is no way to 

predict exactly why students will choose the roommates they will choose. 
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Authentic: the main purpose of this activity is to find a roommate rather than to 

practice structures. It focuses on meaningful communication. 

Non-competitive: while students are asked to find the best roommate for them, 

this is not so much a competition as it is weighing the options and making an 

informed decision. 

 

 

                   

13. A written exercise where you match vocabulary words to their definitions.  

Description: students must pair a list of vocabulary words with their definitions. 

These activities are often completed individually or in small groups, but may also 

be completed in a full-class setting.  

Teacher-centered: even when completed individually or in small groups, the 

activity is so strictly defined that the students have little control over the means of 

accomplishing it. They have no choice but to do the activity as described.  

Closed-ended: there is likely only one correct definition listed for each word, and 

even if some of the definitions are debatable, there is likely to be only a very 

limited number of logical possibilities.  

Inauthentic: the primary purpose of this activity is to display structural 

knowledge, not to engage in communication across an information gap. 

Non-competitive: completing the activity better or faster is not a stated goal. 

                  

14. Teacher lectures on a cultural topic while students listen and take notes.  

Description: the teacher talks to the class about a topic related to target cultures. 

The primary purpose of this activity is to impart knowledge, and the students are 

not asked to engage with the information apart from taking notes.  

Teacher-centered: the teacher controls the content and progression of the lecture. 

The students have little say over how the lecture goes. 

Closed-ended: the activity does not have a real product apart from the imparted 

knowledge. Either the knowledge was imparted or it was not. While the teacher 
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may occasionally ask questions to measure student comprehension, these are 

questions with predetermined answers rather than analytical questions.  

Inauthentic: the purpose of this activity is to impart knowledge rather than to 

interact with it. While the students are likely to making meaning of the lecture, 

they are not truly engaging in meaningful communication as they remain passive 

agents in this activity.  Any questions the teacher may ask are comprehension 

questions meant to elicit displays of knowledge rather than to promote the 

completion of a meaningful task. 

Non-competitive: there is no stated goal to do anything better or faster. 

                  

15. Produce a public service announcement related to surviving college.   

Description: given only the general guidelines listed above, the students, be it 

individually or in small groups, are tasked with creating a public service 

announcement with tips for surviving college.  

Student-centered: the students are given only broad guidelines. This means that 

they have significant control over the means of accomplishing the activity and can 

do it in many unique and creative ways.  

Open-ended: there is no way to predict exactly what the PSAs will be like. There 

are many possible outcomes. 

Authentic: this activity focuses on communicating meaningful messages about 

surviving college. Structures are secondary to this purpose. 

Non-competitive: there is no competition as the activity is described here. 

                  

16. Verb conjugation game where you must be the fastest to come up with the correct 

verb form (i.e. Board Wars, Around the World or Trashketball).   

Description: while these games are known to be played in some classes at the 

university of the study, they are common games in K-12 language (and other) 

classes. In the most basic version of board wars, the students are divided into two 

teams. One member of each team is at the board at a time. The teacher gives a 

verb form for both to write, and the one who writes it first gets a point for their 

team. (Basic) Trashketball is just like this with the addition of one component: 

after answering correctly, a student may shoot a basket for an additional point. 

There is also another common variation (sometimes called Grudgeball), where 

teams, in place of earning points for their correct answers and made baskets, must 
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decide which team to take points away from. In Around the World, the goal is for 

the students to make their way around the classroom by correctly answering the 

teacher’s questions (in this case, verb conjugations). At any given time, two 

students are up to answer a question that the teacher gives them. The one who 

answers correctly and first continues while the other sits down. While the teacher 

asks the questions in these games, the questions are normally not predetermined. 

That is, the teacher generates the questions based on student answers, providing 

additional support or additional challenges as necessary.    

Student-centered: although the teacher asks the questions in these games, the 

questions are not predetermined. Instead, the teacher creates these questions as the 

game progresses while adapting to student needs as shown in their correct and 

incorrect answers. In other words, these are all adaptive activities.  

Closed-ended: there is only one or a very small number of correct answers. The 

outcomes are highly predictable. 

Inauthentic: the primary purpose of these games is to display knowledge of verb 

forms rather than to engage in meaningful communication. 

Competitive: performing better than other players or teams is a stated goal.       

 

17. Write a summary of a short news article or blog post.   

Description: students read a news article and summarize the important points.      

Student-centered: the students control the means of accomplishing the task as 

they self-pace and use their own unique writing styles. 

Closed-ended: while individual summaries are likely to vary somewhat, it is 

possible to come up with a general expected answer including the key points. 

Inauthentic: this activity was designed more to see if students can display their 

knowledge of what they read than to promote meaningful communication.  

Non-competitive: summarizing better or faster is not a stated goal.      

  

18. Use a list of (general) questions to interview native speakers about their personal 

customs.   

Description: students are given an outline of broad, general questions that they 

use to interview target-language speakers about their customs. 
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Student-centered: the students control the means of accomplishing the task as 

they perform it on their own outside of class, decide whom to interview, and what 

questions to ask. The students can take the interviews in many possible directions.  

Open-ended: given the diversity of target-language speaker experiences, and the 

fact that the students can customize this activity, there are at least millions of 

possible outcomes, and it would be impossible to make an answer key. 

Authentic: this activity focuses on communicating messages about customs 

across an information gap. Structures are secondary to these messages.   

Non-competitive: there is no stated goal to interview better than anyone else.       

19. Write a short blog post about a trip. 

Description: students write a few sentences to a few paragraphs (depending on 

their level) on an online platform to describe a real or theoretical trip.   

Student-centered: students control the means of accomplishing the task as they 

choose a topic that fits them, self-pace, and write about the events they choose in 

their own unique styles. 

Open-ended: the possible posts are limitless. The students could have traveled 

anywhere and done anything. 

Authentic: the goal of this activity is to communicate real, meaningful messages 

about what you did on a trip. Structures are secondary to this purpose. 

Non-competitive: there is no stated blog-writing competition.         

 

20. Write a summary of a cultural reading from your textbook.  

Description: students read a carefully-curated level-appropriate reading on a 

target cultural topic and summarize the main points.  

Student-centered: the students control the means of accomplishing the activity as 

they work at their own pace and choose how they summarize.  

Closed-ended: while individual summaries are likely to vary somewhat, it is 

possible to come up with a general expected summary outline.  

Inauthentic: the purpose of this activity is to display knowledge of factual 

content and possibly structures, too. 
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Non-competitive: summarizing better or faster is not a stated goal. 

                 

This categorization of activities allows for generalizations based on their 

characteristics, as in Zuniga & Rueb (2017), which is the only cited study to consider 

activities in this way. These generalizations would allow teachers to extrapolate that if 

students find a lot of flow in Activity A, they are also likely to find flow in Activity B, 

which displays similar characteristics. At no point in the study were the participants 

informed of the categories under consideration or of the classification of the activities 

that they were rating. 

Lastly, the participants answered two open-ended questions: one on their highest- 

and the other on their lowest-flow language class experiences. Instead of limiting 

themselves to their current classes, they were asked to consider all the language classes 

that they had ever taken. These questions were inspired by the most enjoyable language-

class experience question posed in Dewaele’s “The two faces of Janus” (2014), but 

significant modifications were made. Firstly, Dewaele’s question that asked respondents 

to describe their most enjoyable language-class experiences was expanded to also ask 

about when the participants felt most focused, in control, and challenged in a good way to 

account for all of the four key flow components. And secondly, while Dewaele only 

included a question about positive language-class experiences, this study also included a 

similarly-structured parallel question on negative experiences. Together, these two 

questions were designed to both provide an additional measure of flow and to allow 

otherwise unconsidered aspects of language-class flow experiences to be brought to light. 

The exact wording of the questions can be found in Appendix B. 
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Data analysis 

 

 The analysis consisted of three parts, one for each of the three research questions. 

While the first part of the analysis was exclusively quantitative, the other two analyses 

included both quantitative and qualitative elements. This data analysis section will be 

divided into three parts to reflect this division in the analysis, as will the results (IV) and 

the discussion (V).  

Research question 1: Activities and flow 

 

The quantitative data used in this analysis were obtained from the second and 

third parts of the online questionnaire (Appendix B), where the respondents rated a list of 

twenty activities on their overall flow and their flow components.  Before any statistical 

analysis was performed, missing values were removed and the data were skimmed for 

likely duplicate responses so that no participant would be counted more than once. While 

the prospective participants were told that they should only complete the questionnaire 

once—even if they were enrolled in more than one language class included in the study—

this extra precaution was taken just in case. This was done by scanning the qualitative 

items for identical responses. 

Flow was measured in two ways, which included both the directly-rated overall 

flow (Part 2 of the questionnaire) and the component-based deconstructed flow, which 

was calculated as the mean of an activity’s enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges 

scores (Part 3 of the questionnaire). Both had been used in prior studies, and both bring 

their own advantages and disadvantages. While deconstructed flow, based on the four key 

flow components whose importance has been documented in the literature (e.g. 



   
 

63 
 

Csíkszentmihályi, 1974, 1990; Egbert, 2003; Zuniga & Rueb, 2018), could be considered 

a more complete measure of flow, the overall flow measure is more holistic, as it is based 

on general memories of the experience, overall flow might better encapsulate the essence 

of the experience.  

Mean overall and deconstructed flow scores were calculated for each activity. 

While the mean overall flow scores were simply the means of each activity’s overall flow 

ratings, which the participants provided by rating how much flow they had remembered 

and activity to generate for them, the mean deconstructed flow scores were calculated by 

calculating each activity’s mean enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges scores and 

then averaging these together to obtain yet another mean. This mean was the activity’s 

deconstructed flow score. In both cases, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis were 

also calculated to account for the distribution of the data. A Shapiro-Wilk test was also 

performed for each to provide an additional measure of normality. The results of these 

measures suggested a normal distribution of data, and parametric tests were deemed 

justified (complete normality test results can be found in the results chapter).  

Once mean overall and deconstructed flow scores had been calculated for each of 

the twenty activities, and the distributions had been deemed to be normal, a linear 

regression was run to determine the relationship between the two flow measures. The 

linear regression produced a Pearson’s r value of 0.92 and an r2 value (effect size) of 0.84 

(adjusted r2=0.83, df=18, p=0.00). These values, which showed a strong relationship 

between the two flow measures, were judged sufficiently high to use just one flow 

measure for the remainder of the study. In light of this, and the normal distribution of the 

data, it was then decided that deconstructed flow would be used whenever possible due to 
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the fact that it is a more complete measure. That is, while deconstructed flow was 

calculated as the mean of each activity’s four flow component scores—enjoyment, focus, 

control, and challenges—overall flow was obtained via one direct measure of how much 

flow they participants remembered the activity to have generated for them. 

Research question 2: Categories and flow 

 

This analysis, which sought to determine how activity characteristics influence 

flow, consisted of both quantitative and qualitative components. Together, these analyses 

were designed to determine whether high- and low-flow activities were 

disproportionately student-centered or teacher-centered, open-ended or closed-ended, 

authentic or inauthentic, and competitive or non-competitive. They were also designed to 

establish relationships between category pairs. That is, is it more likely for a high-flow 

experience to be student-centered or open-ended?  

In the quantitative analysis, each of the twenty activities the students had rated 

was assigned to exactly one category in each of the four pairs (as shown in Table 1).  

Next, in order to test the internal consistency of the eight categories, Cronbach’s alpha 

was calculated for each based on each participant’s score for each activity in the category 

to obtain the following result: student-centered=0.77 (14 items), teacher-centered=0.65 (6 

items), open-ended=0.76 (10 items), closed-ended=0.71 (10 items), authentic=0.73 (10 

items), inauthentic=0.73 (10 items), competitive=0.79 (4 items), non-competitive=0.86 

(16 items). As the categories were judged to be internally consistent, they were retained 

for further analysis, and a deconstructed flow score was calculated for each participant 
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for each category. These scores were then used to obtain category means and standard 

deviations. 

Next, using the category flow means obtained in the previous step, a paired 

samples t test was run on each of the four contrasting category pairs (i.e. student-centered 

vs. teacher-centered) to see if the means were significantly different, and a Bonferroni 

adjustment for (four) multiple comparisons was made (p=0.05, adjusted p=0.0125). 

These comparisons were done only on mutually exclusive category pairs to assure that 

the same activities would not factor into both means (i.e. an activity can be both student-

centered and open-ended but not both student-centered and teacher-centered). Like the 

activities, the categories were also ranked from greatest to least deconstructed flow.  

Then, using the data from the last part of the questionnaire (Appendix B), a 

qualitative analysis was conducted to provide an additional perspective on the 

relationship between categories and flow. This analysis sought to account for such 

relationships by counting how often activities of each of the eight previously-considered 

categories appeared in the participants’ descriptions of high- and low-flow language-class 

experiences.  

While the preceding quantitative category analysis only allowed for comparisons 

within contrasting category pairs (i.e. student-centered vs. teacher-centered), this 

qualitative analysis also allowed for comparisons across category pairs (i.e. student-

centered vs. authentic). In this analysis, the activities described in the participants’ open-

ended responses were coded to the same categories that were used in the previous 

analysis in order to determine which categories were most likely to generate high- and 

low-flow experiences.  
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However, there were some responses that could not be coded in this way. These 

included seven missing high-flow responses and six missing low-flow responses, as well 

as others that fell into one of the following four groups:   

1. References to entire classes such as these from students of German: 

 “My entire senior year lol” (low-flow) 

 “AP German in general” (low-flow) 

 

2. References to the topic of the activity rather than to the activity itself: 

 “I like when we would learn about cultural things, like differences between 

France and the US. I found it really interesting.” (high-flow) 

 “Activities where we learn about Spanish-speaking cultures.” (high-flow)  

 

3. References to assessments and preparing for assessments that did not describe 

the structure of the assessment or review:  

 “Spanish 4 in HS, when studying for the midterm and finals” (high-flow)  

 “The tests I used to take” (high-flow, student of Spanish) 

 

4. References to aspects of the classroom experience other than activities: 

 “When the conversation flows, the instructor is not shy to correct errors, 

and the other students are on the same level (placement is a critical step 

here).” (high-flow, student of Spanish, Arabic, Italian, and French)  

 “A high school French teacher really did it for me. He was one of us, he 

was funny, he used physical activities to make students learn, he made 

jokes, he used the book only when appropriate, he used games, and he had 

very high energy.” (high-flow, student of French) 

 

However, five low-flow responses of being cold-called—or put on the spot—were 

deemed sufficiently detailed to categorize them as teacher-centered. This is because the 

teacher, in selecting unsuspecting volunteers, necessarily controls the accomplishment of 

the activity in these situations. Here are two examples in the participants’ exact words: 
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 “in my German 1001 class being put on the spot and not having any idea what the 

question was asking and having to answer it even though I had no idea what to 

say. I had to forma. sentence answer for a question I did not do and It was very 

discouraging.”  

 “I hate being put on the spot to answer questions. I raise my hand when I am 

comfortable I know the answer or when I have questions and am unsure of what 

the answer/ phrasing would be. But being required to answer a question I don't 

want to just to prove I know a grammar point is absolutely horrendous.” (student 

of Spanish and Japanese)  

  

 Next, the activities mentioned in the remaining responses were assigned to as 

many categories as possible. This was done using the same category definitions that had 

been used in the quantitative analysis. It should be noted that, as a result of the multi-part 

nature of the high-flow and low-flow questions (Appendix B), some participants wrote 

multi-part answers (and mentioned multiple activities) while others did not. All 

categorizable activities were included, even though that meant more than one activity 

from some participants.  

  These activities were coded using the category definitions included in the closed-

ended, quantitative part of this study. However, the fact that these open-ended responses 

were not written with categories in mind at times complicated categorization. While some 

activities, such as this one, could be assigned to four categories:  

“In my German IV class sophomore year, we had a fairytale unit, and we had an 

assignment to write our own fairytales which was challenging, interesting, and 

just a really fun activity! It was nice because we got to use the vocabulary and use 

the grammar, but it wasn't stressful, and we also really got to show who we were 

and our writing abilities.” (high-flow, student of German) 

 Student-centered: the student says that they could write their own 

fairytales and that they could “show who [they] were.” This shows that 

the students had a lot of creative freedom and control over the 

accomplishment of the task. 

 Open-ended: there are unlimited possible fairytales when the students are 

writing their “own fairytales.” 
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 Authentic: while the student does mention vocabulary and grammar, this 

response reflects that the primary purpose of this activity was not as much 

to display structural knowledge as it was to engage in meaningful 

communication through writing a fairytale. 

 Non-competitive: there is no indication that the students were in 

competition to write the best fairytale.  

 

Others, such as “German exchange students coming into our class in high school,” a 

high-flow experience from a different student of German, could be coded to less. This 

exchange student activity was coded to two categories: authentic, because it was deemed 

unlikely that exchange students would have been invited to talk about structures, and 

non-competitive, because it also seemed unlikely that there would have been a 

competitive element. There was insufficient information on the task and the means of 

completing it for a student-centered/teacher-centered or open-ended/closed-ended 

assignment to be made. 

  Every attempt was made to categorize activities as far as the data permitted, and 

logical inferences were made when possible. For example, if a participant mentioned 

watching a video or listening to a recording in class without providing further detail, it 

was assumed to be a teacher-centered activity. This decision was made because it was 

known that many teachers play videos and tell the students to listen/watch. In these cases, 

students are passive agents, and student feedback has little impact on the progression of 

the activity. However, this does not mean that listening activities have to be teacher-

centered, and they were categorized otherwise if the descriptions permitted. Likewise, if a 

participant mentioned a reading activity, and did not specifically state that they read 

aloud as a class, the activity was assumed student-centered as it was likely that the 

students had some leeway to self-pace their reading.  
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 After the category coding, the mentions of activities belonging to each category 

were counted to see which categories were most likely to generate high- and low-flow 

experiences, and a chi-square analysis was then performed to see if the differences 

between these counts were statistically significant.  

Research question 3: Components and flow  

 

Like the previous part of the analysis, this part also included both quantitative and 

qualitative components. The qualitative component used the same activity data that were 

used in the first part of the analysis. A multiple regression of the four flow components 

and overall flow was run, and Pearson’s r Correlations were calculated both between each 

flow component and overall flow and between each flow component and every other 

flow component. Collinearity diagnostics were also run to provide another perspective on 

the relationships between flow components, which according to the literature (e.g. 

Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 2008), should be closely related to each other. 

While deconstructed flow was determined to be the more complete measure, 

given that it is based on four flow components rather than one direct rating, it was 

decided that overall flow should be used here due to its independence from the flow 

component ratings. That is, while the deconstructed flow ratings for each activity were 

based on that activity’s flow component ratings, overall flow was rated separately in a 

different part of the questionnaire.   

 To provide another perspective on the relationship between flow components and 

flow, a qualitative analysis was carried out to see which flow components most stood out 

during the participants’ high- and low-flow experiences. In this analysis, which used the 
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same data as the qualitative analysis of categories, each response was coded for up to four 

flow components depending on the information available. The next few paragraphs will 

briefly explain how these open-ended responses were coded for flow components 

(enjoyment, focus, control, positive challenges).  

 Enjoyment is the positive feeling of completing an intrinsically-rewarding activity 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 2008). While some enjoyable activities may be described 

as “fun,” enjoyment goes far beyond fun to include any activity seen as relevant for 

achieving one’s current and future language-related goals. That is, if students see the 

usefulness of an activity in advancing their goals, they are likely to enjoy it (Hertel & 

Dings, 2017, Norton & Toohey, 2011). 

In coding for enjoyment, words and phrases denoting an overall positive 

emotional experience (i.e. fun, interesting, favorite) or a sense of activity purpose (i.e. 

helps me learn, relevant, helpful) were considered signs of enjoyment. Likewise, words 

and phrases denoting the products of positive emotional experiences (i.e. humor, laugh) 

were also considered signs of enjoyment. On the reverse side, words and phrases 

denoting an overall negative emotional experience (i.e. dread, dislike, miserable), as well 

as those showing a perceived lack of activity purpose (i.e. arbitrary, not interesting, not 

related) were considered to be signs of a lack of enjoyment.  

The second flow component, focus, is a question of attention. When one is 

focused on an activity, one pays full attention to that activity and tunes out distractions. 

While an individual must perceive an activity as enjoyable or relevant in order to focus 

on it (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 2008), focus is not so much an emotional reaction to 
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an activity in the way that enjoyment is, but rather what happens when an activity is 

deemed enjoyable or relevant.  

Accordingly, those words and phrases that showed that full attention was paid to 

the activity at hand (i.e. concentration, immersive, time would fly by) were considered to 

be signs of focus, while those showing that attention was somewhere other than the 

activity at hand were considered to be signs of a lack of focus (i.e. attention isn’t 

captured, distracting, zone out). As Csíkszentmihályi emphasizes the power of games to 

focus attention due to the presence of clearly-defined rules and objectives, words and 

phrases that showed this attention-focusing aspect of games (i.e. win, competitive, be the 

quickest to X) were also coded as signs of focus.  

The third flow component, control, involves the level of autonomy a student has 

over the means of accomplishing an activity. If a student is able to make more decisions 

regarding the completion of an activity than the teacher, the student is in control. 

However, if the student is able to make less decisions over the completion of the activity 

than the teacher, the student is not in control. Activities coded as student-centered in the 

previous analysis were not automatically coded for control. Instead, they were coded for 

control only if the participants saw their autonomy and specifically mentioned it. 

Accordingly, mentions of opportunities to self-pace, choose a topic, or complete 

the task creatively (i.e. any direction I wanted, use imagination, show off who we are) 

were considered to be evidence of control. This means that responses indicating that the 

task was very closed-ended, or that the teacher wanted it completed in a very specific 

way with little room for creativity, were coded as signs of a lack of control (i.e. no 

margin for error or variability, right or wrong, in a specific way).  
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The last flow component, positive challenges, relates to the balance between an 

individual’s skills and the level of challenges associated with the activity. In order for an 

activity to be flow-generating, it must be challenging (but not so challenging as to induce 

anxiety) and also accessible (but not so easy as to induce boredom). According to 

Csíkszentmihályi (1975, 1990, 2008), anxiety and boredom are both antithetical to flow.  

Therefore, those responses indicating that the participant found the activity 

challenging (but not overwhelming), and accessible (but not easy) were coded as signs of 

positive challenges (i.e. forced to do the best I can, very good level, just right). On the 

other hand, those that indicated that the participant found the challenges either 

unattainable (i.e. anxious, overwhelmed, anxiety-filled experience) or lacking (bored, 

concepts I have already mastered, extremely easy) were coded for a lack of positive 

challenges. While it is true that a certain level of anxiety can motivate some to succeed, 

as Csíkszentmihályi emphasizes that anxiety is antithetical to flow, all responses 

referencing stress or nervousness were considered to be signs of a lack of positive 

challenges, or in other words, of challenges that were beyond the participant’s skill level. 

To sum up these categories, enjoyment refers to a sense of rewards from doing a 

purposeful activity, focus refers to where attention is directed, control refers to one’s 

autonomy over the means of completing a task, and challenges refers to the balance 

between one’s skills and the activity’s difficulty. Now that these categories have been 

defined, and some examples have been provided, a couple of complete responses will be 

considered, and explanations of why these responses were coded as they were will be 

given. The participants’ experiences were only coded for those flow components that the 

participants specifically invoked. 
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First, the primary researcher coded the entire set independently. Then, a random 

sample that included 20% of the high-flow experiences and 20% of the low-flow 

experiences was generated to be coded by the same colleague who had categorized the 

activities included in the quantitative analysis. After a brief tutorial on the coding 

scheme, this colleague coded the 20% sample independently, arriving at 87.34% 

agreement.  This rate was considered acceptable, given the high degree of inference 

required for some of the coding categories, as well as Saldaña’s (2016: 37) and Bernard’s 

(2018: 477-480) suggestions that overall inter-coder agreement should reach at least 

80%.  All disagreements were then resolved to arrive at 100% agreement on each 

activity’s category assignments. 

Table 2 provides a sampling of the words and phrases coded to each component. 

Following this table, a couple of participant responses will be presented, and the rationale 

for how these responses were coded will also be provided. 

Table 2: A sampling of the words and phrases coded to four flow components 

Component Evidence of presence Evidence of lack 

Enjoyment like 
kept wanting more 
helped me learn 

do not like/dislike 
dread 
don’t find interesting 

Focus engaging 
be the first to… 
forget I was in a classroom 

distracting 
have trouble focusing 
my attention isn’t captured 

Control have freedom to… 
our own… 
there isn’t a right answer 

no margin for error 
right or wrong 
forced to… 

Challenges very good level 
just right 
pushed me 

stressful 
bored 
overwhelmed 
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The response copied below is a particularly well-written high-flow response from 

a student of Spanish. Evidence of flow components is italicized and the flow component 

is identified in (parentheses).  

In my professional Spanish class, I was doing all of the aforementioned when we 

were split into groups to play different games depending on which station you 

were in at the time. The games included things like Taboo and charades and 

Pictionary. It was engaging (focus) and I was enjoying (enjoyment) myself 

because I like (enjoyment) games and it can be beneficial to my learning 

(enjoyment) when there is a competitive (focus) nature to an activity. It was also 

enjoyable (enjoyment) because it wasn't in front of the whole class, rather a 

smaller group of peers - maybe four total. This is helpful because I am shy and it 

is difficult to speak in front of a lot of people especially when under pressure, so 

this helps me gain more confidence in this area in that I can practice in a way that 

is still comfortable (control). I was focused (focus) on the activity because I 

wanted to win (focus). I felt in control (control) because the game was moving at 

our own pace (control) and I knew all the instructions to the game. I felt like the 

challenges were attainable and reasonable (challenges). They still pushed me 

(challenges) to think on the spot in Spanish, but it was not with crazy vocabulary 

or something that would have been too difficult (challenges). It also helped me 

learn (enjoyment). 

 

The words coded for enjoyment show a positive emotional reaction to activity 

goals. That is, the participant finds the activity fun, sees purpose in the activity, or both. 

In this case, “enjoying” and “like”, definitely denote a positive reaction—likely fun—

while others, such as “beneficial to my learning” and “helped me learn” show a sense of 

purpose or usefulness. Either way, they are all signs of positive emotional reactions that 

can be coded for enjoyment.  

 The words coded for focus show where attention is. In the case of a high-flow 

experience, this means on the activity. “Competitive” and “wanted to win” show that the 

participant was focused on game-related goals, while “engaging” shows that the activity 
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captured her attention. Naturally, “focused,” a direct derivative of the word “focus,” was 

also coded to focus.  

The words and phrases that were coded for control demonstrate that the 

participant had control over the means of accomplishing the task. Here, the participant 

mentions that she can “move at [her] own pace” and “practice in a way that is still 

comfortable,” both of which suggest that the student can make the activity her own.  

Lastly, the words and phrases coded to challenges show that the activity pushed 

the participant without overwhelming her. In other words, they showed that the activity 

was well-aligned to her skill level. The participant directly says that she was “pushed,” 

and that the challenges were “attainable and reasonable.” She also that the activity “was 

not…something that would have been too difficult.” In other words, it was neither too 

easy nor too hard but just right given her skills.  

As can be seen, this carefully written response shows evidence of a presence of all 

four flow components. However, this was not the case with all responses. Below is a 

response that only contained evidence of three flow components. This high-flow response 

from a student of French, who describes a positive experience in a past Chinese class, 

shows enjoyment, focus, and challenges. This does not mean that control was not present 

but that there was not enough evidence to code for it. The same colors have been used as 

before:  

In my Mandarin class, we were playing Charades of some sorts where our teacher 

gave me a word and I had to act it out for the class to guess. It was really fun 

(enjoyment) and exciting (enjoyment) because everyone was so engaged (focus) 

and it was also funny (enjoyment) to see people acting out things as fast as they 

could (focus). We were reviewing vocabulary while having fun and I learned 

(enjoyment) a couple words from it because I could only speak more 
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conversationally and I didn't know what the characters to corresponding terms 

were, but I could match the sound to how it was spelled phonetically (challenges). 

 

In this case, all three mentions of enjoyment—that is “fun,” “funny,” and 

“exciting”—denote a positive emotional reaction in the form of fun. However, as the 

participant said she “learned a couple words”, it could also be said that she found it 

useful. “Engaged” was coded for focus since it shows that attention is focused on the 

game, while “as fast as they could” was also coded for focus for a similar reason: like 

“wanted to win” and “competitive” in the first participant response, it shows 

concentration on game-related goals. The last part of the activity description, beginning 

in “because I could only speak…,” was coded for challenges because it showed that the 

student was pushed (“I didn’t know…”) but was not overwhelmed (“I could match…”).  

After coding the responses in this way, the mentions of evidence of each flow 

component were counted to show which flow components learners most often associated 

with their high- and low-flow experiences. Lastly, a chi-square analysis was performed to 

determine the statistical significance of the count differences between flow components. 

Summary  

 

 Given the small size and limited scope of existing SLA flow studies, this study 

was designed to include a larger and more diverse participant pool that is representative 

of a university’s foreign language enrollments, as well as to provide multiple perspectives 

on language-class flow. While there have been studies on activity flow, there have been 

extremely few on category flow, and none on the relative importance of flow components 

in predicting flow. This study includes both quantitative and qualitative perspectives, 
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including multiple perspectives on the same data, to determine which activities and 

categories of language-class activities generate the most flow, as well as what flow 

components are most predictive of language-class flow experiences. In order to consider 

the broadest range of experiences possible, this study examines lifetime language-class 

experiences rather than limiting itself to immediate class activities. 

This mixed-methods study was structured around three research questions. To 

answer the first question about which activities generate the most language-class flow, 

the participants were asked to rate a series of twenty language-class activities on both 

overall flow and four flow components (enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges). The 

scores for the four flow components for each activity were then averaged together to 

obtain that activity’s deconstructed flow score, and a linear regression was then run to 

confirm that the overall and deconstructed flow scores were closely related to each other. 

Given the strong relationship between the two, it was decided that the more complete 

deconstructed flow score would be used for the remainder of the study—except for in 

RQ3—given that it was based on four flow components rather than just one direct rating.  

The second question of which categories of activities generate the most flow was 

answered from two perspectives: one quantitative and the other qualitative. In the 

quantitative analysis, a mean deconstructed flow score was calculated for each participant 

for each of the eight categories included in the study. Then, the participant mean scores 

were averaged together to obtain a mean for each category, and a paired samples t test 

was run on each of the four contrasting category pairs to measure the significance of the 

contrasts between opposing categories. In the qualitative analysis, the activities that the 

participants mentioned in describing in their highest- and lowest-flow language-class 
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experiences were coded to as many of the eight categories as the data permitted, and the 

mentions of each category were totaled to provide another perspective on the contrasts 

between categories. A chi-square analysis was then run to measure the statistical 

significance of these contrasts.  

The final research question of which flow components are most predictive of flow 

experiences was also answered from both quantitative and qualitative perspectives. In the 

quantitative analysis, a linear regression was run between each of the twenty activity’s 

mean overall flow scores and four mean flow component scores. Here, overall flow was 

used because the component scores were not used to calculate it. In the qualitative 

analysis, the participants’ high- and low-flow experiences were coded for mentions of a 

presence or lack of the four flow components to determine which components the 

participants most associated with their high- and low- flow experiences. These mentions 

were then totaled, and a chi-square analysis was run to account for the statistical 

significance of the contrasts between them.   

Taken together, the answers to these three research questions should provide 

teachers and SLA researchers with a broader perspective on language-class flow. This 

should include not only a better understanding of twenty specific activities, but also a 

more complete perspective on how categories influence flow, and how well each of the 

four flow components predicts flow experiences. Given that no known prior study has 

considered the relative weight of flow components, herein lies perhaps this study’s 

greatest possible contribution.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Overview 

 

 The results here are organized according to the three research questions. 

However, despite this apparent separation, references will be made to other sections, and 

the results will then be summarized at the end to provide a more complete perspective.  

Research question 1: Activities and flow 

 

These results of this analysis are based on the first part of the questionnaire 

(Appendix B). Before the data were analyzed, four missing single answers were removed 

from the overall flow data and twelve missing values (=flow component scores) were 

removed from the deconstructed flow data. The data were also skimmed for likely 

duplicate responses produced by submitting the questionnaire twice, so that no participant 

would be counted more than once. No duplicate responses were found, and it was 

determined that there were eighty-two unique participants in this study (n=82).  

The linear regression that was run to determine the relationship between each 

activity’s mean overall and deconstructed flow scores, shown below in Figure 1, 

produced a Pearson’s r Correlation of 0.92 and an effect size (r2) of 0.84 (adjusted 

r2=0.83, df=18, p=0.00). This means that the two flow measures are closely related. 
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If a normal distribution has a skewness statistic between +/- 1, the skewness 

statistics of –0.19 for overall flow and -0.39 for deconstructed flow, both with a standard 

error of 0.06, reflect that the scores are normally distributed. On the other hand, if the 

same benchmark of normality is used for kurtosis, the kurtosis statistics of -1.11 for 

overall flow and -0.68 for overall flow, both with a standard error of 0.12, reflect that the 

overall flow distribution is slightly flatter (platykurtic) than normal, while the height of 

the deconstructed flow distribution is normal. A third normality measure, the Shapiro-

Wilk Test, was also used. For overall flow, W=0.87 (p=0.00), while for deconstructed 

flow, W=0.96 (p=0.00). According to this measure, the data are not normally distributed.  

In light of its strong relationship with overall flow and its lower kurtosis statistic, 

the deconstructed flow measure, considered to be a more complete measure given that it 

was based on four flow component scores rather than one direct rating, was used for the 

remainder of the study wherever possible. As two out of three normality tests reflected a 

normal distribution, and the sample was relatively large (n=82), parametric tests were 

considered justified. 
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Figure 1: Activity deconstructed flow vs. activity overall flow 

The twenty activities were then ranked from most to least deconstructed flow, as 

shown in Figure 2. All activity means and standard deviations can be found in Table 3, 

where the activities are listed in the order in which they appeared in the survey. As every 

activity except for the quiz game (#5) obtained a minimum score of 1 and a maximum 

score of 4, these scores have been omitted. The quiz game, for its part, obtained a 

minimum score of 1.25 and a maximum score of 4. This means that, despite the strong 

tendencies for some activities go generate more flow than others, all activities generate a 

lot of flow for some and little flow for others. This is in line with the hypothesis that 

individual differences would be present as a result of the participants’ unique experiences 

and skill sets (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990). 

 

Figure 2: Deconstructed flow of twenty activities  

 

3,41 3,35
3,18 3,16 3,12 3,12

2,97 2,94 2,94 2,91 2,86
2,70 2,67 2,64

2,52 2,49 2,47 2,42 2,42 2,39

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

Fl
o

w
 s

co
re

 (
1

-4
)

Activity

Deconstructed flow of twenty activities



   
 

82 
 

 

Table 3: Descriptive statistics of deconstructed flow of activities 

Activity  Mean deconstructed flow score Standard deviation 

1. Vocab category game 3.18 0.78 

2. Compare book houses 2.42 0.82 

3. Verb drills 3.12 0.68 

4. Small-group conversation 2.94 0.84 

5. Quiz game 3.41 0.66 

6. Restaurant skit 2.91 0.80 

7. Full-class conversation 2.63 0.83 

8. Sign-here 2.42 0.76 

9. Order sentences 2.67 0.84 

10. House hunt 2.70 0.85 

11. Word guess game 3.35 0.68 

12. Interview roommates 2.86 0.71 

13. Vocab match 3.12 0.79 

14. Culture lecture 2.47 0.89 

15. College PSA 2.49 0.83 

16. Verb game 3.16 0.79 

17. Write article summary 2.52 0.86 

18. Interview natives 2.94 0.68 

19. Write blog 2.97 0.76 

20. Write book reading summary 2.39 0.79 

  

As can be seen in Figure 2, the top activities for deconstructed flow included: quiz 

game (3.41), word guess game (3.35), vocab category game (3.18), verb game (3.16), and 

vocab match and verb drills (both 3.12). All of the top four activities for deconstructed 

flow were coded as competitive, a category hypothesized to be good for flow, while the 

two that tied for fifth place—the vocab match and the verb drills—were not. In fact, the 

vocab match and verb drills—which were coded as teacher-centered, closed-ended, 

inauthentic, and non-competitive—were not coded to any of the four categories predicted 

to be good for flow.  

 On the other hand, the activities at the low end of the combined flow ranking 

included: write book reading summary (2.39), sign-here and compare book houses (2.42), 

culture lecture (2.47), college PSA (2.49), and write article summary (2.52).  All of these 
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activities were classified as non-competitive, and all but one (the college PSA) were 

classified as closed-ended and inauthentic. This is unsurprising as all none of these three 

categories were predicted to be good for flow.  

Further evidence of these individual differences comes from the standard 

deviations shown in Table 3. Theoretically speaking, an activity on whose flow all 

participants agreed would receive a standard deviation of 0. However, as can be seen in 

Table 3, no activity received a standard deviation of 0 or even one close to 0. Instead, all 

standard deviations fell in a relatively small range from 0.66 (#5 quiz game) to 0.89 (#14 

culture lecture). This means that individual participants’ overall flow scores varied 

noticeably for all twenty activities. That said, at the culture lecture (0.89), the house hunt 

(0.85) and order sentences (0.84) obtained the most varied scores, while the quiz game 

(0.66), verb drills (0.68), and interview roommates (0.71) obtained the least varied. It is 

perhaps worth noting that two of the three activities that showed the least variation, the 

quiz game and the verb drills, also ranked at the top of the deconstructed flow ranking.  

Research question 2: Categories and flow  

 

 The quantitative and qualitative data offer multiple perspectives on this question. 

In the quantitative portion, each participant’s (n=82) mean category deconstructed flow 

scores were averaged together to obtain the category mean deconstructed flow scores 

shown below in Figure 3. Means and standard deviations were also calculated. These can 

be found in Table 4, along with each category’s Cronbach’s alpha.  Once all activities 

had been categorized, each category’s mean deconstructed flow was calculated as the 
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mean of its enjoyment, focus, control and challenges scores, as were descriptive statistics 

(Table 4). In Figure 3, the categories are ranked from most to least deconstructed flow.  

 

Figure 3: Mean deconstructed flow of categories 

 

Table 4: Descriptive statistics of deconstructed flow of categories 

Category Mean Standard deviation Cronbach’s alpha 

Student-centered 2.87 0.39 0.77 

Teacher-centered 2.74 0.49 0.65 

Open-ended 2.90 0.44 0.76 

Closed-ended 2.77 0.42 0.71 

Authentic 2.98 0.41 0.73 

Inauthentic 2.69 0.44 0.73 

Competitive 3.28 0.57 0.79 

Non-competitive 2.72 0.56 0.86 

 

 As can be seen in Figure 3, competitive activities generated more flow than any 

other category (mean=3.28). This is unsurprising given that the four competitive games 

included in this study were the top four activities in the ranking of activity flow (Figure 

2). Competitive activities were distantly followed by the three other categories predicted 
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3,28

2,98 2,90 2,87 2,77 2,74 2,72 2,69

1

1,5

2

2,5

3

3,5

4

M
ea

n
 d

ec
o

n
st

ru
ct

ed
 f

lo
w

 (
1

-4
)

Category

Mean deconstructed flow of categories



   
 

85 
 

mean deconstructed flow scores were clustered somewhat closely together at 2.98, 2.90, 

and 2.87. Closed-ended (2.77), teacher-centered (2.74), non-competitive (2.72), and 

inauthentic (2.69)—their means all clustered closely together—followed.  

 The four paired samples t tests (Table 5) showed these differences to be 

statistically significant. This can be seen in the raw p values of 0.00 and 0.01, as well as 

in the confidence intervals, none of which include 0. The same also holds true when 

considering the Bonferroni-adjusted p value of 0.0125. Based on these results, it can be 

said with 95% certainty (alpha=0.05) that student-centered, open-ended, authentic, and 

competitive activities generate more flow than their opposites. However, as shown by 

their larger mean differences, higher Cohen’s d’s, and lower p values, the contrasts 

between competitive and non-competitive and authentic and inauthentic activities are 

more meaningful than the others. In addition, the competitive vs. non-competitive 

contrast had a noticeably higher standard deviation (0.76) than the other three (0.41, 0.42, 

0.43). This means that these categories obtained more varied flow scores than the others 

did. 

Table 5: Deconstructed flow of categories paired samples t test results 

Category 
Pair 

Difference 
Between 
Category 

Means 

Pooled 
Est. Pop. 

Std. 
Deviation 

Lower 
Bound 
(95%) 

Upper 
Bound 
(95%) 

t df p Cohen’s 
d 

Student-
centered 

vs. teacher-
centered 

0.14 0.43 0.04 0.23 2.83 80 0.01* 0.33 

Open-
ended vs. 

closed 
ended 

0.13 0.42 0.04 0.22 2.76 80 0.01* 0.31 

Authentic 
vs. 

inauthentic 

0.29 0.41 0.20 0.38 6.32 80 0.00* 0.71 
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Competitive 
vs. non-

competitive 

0.56 0.76 0.40 0.73 6.69 80 0.00* 0.74 

*Statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level 

The deconstructed flow descriptive statistics in Table 4 confirm this division over 

competitive and non-competitive activities, as these two categories obtained higher 

standard deviations (0.57 and 0.56, respectively) than the others. However, all of the 

category deconstructed flow standard deviations were lower than all of the activity 

deconstructed flow standard deviations shown in Table 3. This suggests that activity 

characteristics can indeed be used to predict flow.  

 The qualitative data provide an additional perspective on the question of whether 

this is indeed the case and also allow for comparisons between unpaired categories. 

Separate analyses were carried out for the highest- and lowest-flow experiences. The 

eighty-two participants provided 122 categorizable descriptions of high-flow activities 

and 103 categorizable descriptions of low-flow activities. For the high-flow analysis, 

there were 7 missing responses and 17 non-categorizable responses that were removed. 

This is because they were either too vague or focused on components of the classroom 

experience that were not activities. Likewise, for the low-flow analysis, 6 missing 

responses and 30 uncategorizable responses were excluded. While the uncategorizable 

non-activity responses, which included references to classroom environment, error 

correction strategies, or target-language use, could be of interest in future studies, they lie 

outside the reach of this study, and the data are insufficient to draw meaningful 

conclusions other than that these factors may influence flow.  

 There was, however, one exception to this exclusion of non-activity responses. 

Five descriptions of “being put on the spot” by a teacher who called on unprepared 
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learners to respond were coded as teacher-centered due to the fact that the teacher, rather 

than the student, was necessarily in control in this situation. However, as no further 

details were provided, these responses could not be assigned to any of the other 

categories considered in this study. 

 The remaining 122 high-flow activities and 103 low-flow activities were assigned 

to one, two, three, or four categories based on the available information. This was done 

using the same category definitions that were used to categorize the twenty activities 

included in the closed-ended part of the questionnaire. Table 6 below shows the 

percentage of highest- and lowest- flow experiences that showed activities representing 

each of the eight categories, as well as the number of categorizable and uncategorizable 

responses that were obtained for each category pair. This uncategorizable count includes 

missing responses, non-activities, and overly vague activities. There were 24 overly 

vague high-flow activities and 30 overly vague low-flow activities. In this case, “overly 

vague” means that the description of the activity did not provide sufficient detail for it to 

be assigned to any of the categories shown in Table 6.  

Table 6: Characteristics (categories) of high- and low-flow experiences 

Category High-flow  Low-flow 

Student-centered 105/146 (71.92%) 35/139 (25.18%) 

Teacher-centered 12/146 (8.22%) 61/139 (43.88%) 

Uncategorizable 29/146 (19.86%) 43/139 (30.94%) 

Open-ended 77/146 (52.74%) 19/139 (13.67%) 

Closed-ended 28/146 (19.18%) 66/139 (47.48%) 

Uncategorizable 41/146 (28.08%) 54/139 (38.85%) 

Authentic 90/146 (61.64%) 20/139 (14.39%) 

Inauthentic 23/146 (15.75%) 70/139 (50.36%) 

Uncategorizable 33/146 (22.60%) 49/139 (35.25%) 

Competitive 26/146 (17.80%) 2/139 (1.44%) 
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Non-competitive 92/146 (63.01%) 94/139 (67.63%) 

Uncategorizable 28/146 (19.19%) 43/139 (30.94%) 

 

In Table 6, thick lines separate category pairs, while shading divides the separate 

but complementary high-flow and low-flow analyses. This is because the percentages 

were calculated within a given analysis and category pair (i.e. student-centered vs. 

teacher-centered for high flow). The chi-square test that was run on this data produced 

the following result: χ2=200.37, df=7, p=0.00. This p value of less than 0.05 means that 

there is a 95% chance that the differences in how many times categories appeared in the 

high- and low-flow counts are statistically significant.  

As can be seen in Table 6, student-centered, open-ended, and authentic activities 

are both far more likely to be cited as high flow, and far less likely to be cited as low 

flow, than those exhibiting the reverse characteristics. Similarly, teacher-centered, 

closed-ended, and inauthentic activities were noticeably more likely to be mentioned as 

low-flow than their opposites.  

However, the situation of competitive vs. non-competitive activities was a bit 

more complicated: while non-competitive activities were about 3.5 times more likely than 

competitive activities (63.01% vs. 17.80%) to be cited as high-flow, non-competitive 

activities were also nearly fifty times more likely to be cited as low-flow (67.63% vs. 

1.44%). 

This can be interpreted to mean that, while many high-flow experiences do not 

involve competitive activities, competitive activities are also unlikely to create a low-

flow experience. Only 1.44% of low-flow experiences (that is, two experiences) included 
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a competitive activity. However, these two competitive low-flow activities are far less 

that the twenty-six competitive high-flow activities that were cited. More precisely, for 

every one participant who cited a competitive activity as a lowest flow experience, 

thirteen cited a competitive activity as a highest flow experience. 

While the fact that competitive activities are unlikely to generate a low-flow 

experience coincides with what was found in the quantitative analysis (Figure 3), the high 

percentage of non-competitive high-flow activities (63.01%) does not. When the results 

of both the quantitative and qualitative analysis are taken together, it can be concluded 

that competitive activities are likely to generate flow, but they are not always the most 

likely activities to be recalled when thinking of a highest-flow experience.   

Accordingly, one might wonder what causes competitive activities to be high-

flow—or perhaps more precisely, what causes them to be recalled as a highest flow 

experience. Three participants’ responses, all of which have been copied verbatim below, 

provide some insight on this question. Some keywords have been bolded:  

My most focus-inducing language class experience would have to be playing 

Jeopardy in my Intermediate Italian 1 class. There was something about 

competing with and against my peers that helps me focus more on the activity 

at hand. (student of Italian) 

 

I remember one time in my SPAN 1002 lab where the class as a whole need some 

assistance on the preterite [past tense] endings and stem changes, because I guess 

we were just not getting the concept. Instead of just referring to the textbook with 

all the charts with the verb tense we did team activities with each other (such as 

Board Wars for example). I remember thinking that day was a really good day 

because as a team we worked together and that helped facilitate discussion 

amongst us in order to pin point the issues that we were having. We were 

working together to win the game but also the team aspect made an 

environment where we could as questions and get things wrong without 

feeling alone. (student of French and Spanish) 
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In my professional Spanish class, I was doing all of the aforementioned when we 

were split into groups to play different games depending on which station you 

were in at the time. The games included things like Taboo and charades and 

Pictionary. It was engaging and I was enjoying myself because I like games and it 

can be beneficial to my learning when there is a competitive nature to an activity. 

It was also enjoyable because it wasn't in front of the whole class, rather a 

smaller group of peers - maybe four total. This is helpful because I am shy 

and it is difficult to speak in front of a lot of people especially when under 

pressure, so this helps me gain more confidence in this area in that I can practice 

in a way that is still comfortable. I was focused on the activity because I wanted 

to win. I felt in control because the game was moving at our own pace and I knew 

all the instructions to the game. I felt like the challenges were attainable and 

reasonable. They still pushed me to think on the spot in Spanish, but it was not 

with crazy vocabulary or something that would have been too difficult. It also 

helped me learn. (student of Spanish) 
 

 In the first response, a student of Italian says that he found flow while “competing 

with and against [his] peers.” This suggests that, although comparing one’s performance 

is a stated goal of a competitive activity, there must be a sense of community for this to 

work. That is, students must feel like the competition is “friendly” and that, at the end of 

the day, they are all on the same team.  

 The second response from a student of French and Spanish supports this assertion 

given that the participant repeatedly emphasizes teamwork in her response. She also 

notes that this spirit of friendly competition and teamwork allowed her to make mistakes 

without feeling alone. In other words, she felt like she and her teammates were working 

together to achieve a common game-related goal, and that everyone, including the other 

team/s, was working together to achieve a common language-learning goal. This link 

between a sense of community while playing a game and flow makes sense given that the 

two participants who cited competitive low-flow experiences both emphasized that being 

singled out was what made the experience a negative one. 
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 The third response corroborates the claim that players must not feel a sense of 

community for a competitive game to generate flow. In this response, a student, who 

describes herself as “shy,” says that games like Taboo, charades, and Pictionary 

generated a lot of flow for her because she did not feel put on the spot. When these 

responses are taken together, it appears that two conditions must be met for games to 

generate flow: 1) there must be a sense of community and 2) the players must not believe 

that they will be ridiculed if they make a mistake.  On the other hand, it appears that the 

two participants who cited competitive low-flow experiences did not feel this sense of 

community and believed that they were being singled out.  

While the situation of competitive activities was complicated, the situation of 

student-centered activities was much clearer. In the high-flow analysis, 71.92% of 

codable responses showed student-centered activities while only 8.22% showed teacher-

centered activities. This 71.92% was the highest percentage in the high-flow analysis, 

which suggests that, for an activity to be among a student’s highest-flow experiences, it is 

most important that it be student-centered. Accordingly, while the contrast between 

student-centered and teacher-centered activities was a bit less striking in the low-flow 

analysis, teacher-centered activities (43.88%) were still noticeably more likely to 

generate a low-flow experience than student-centered activities (25.18%).  

Authentic was the next most likely category to produce a high-flow experience, as 

shown by the fact that 61.64% of high-flow activities were authentic, while only 15.75% 

were inauthentic. Similarly, after non-competitive (67.63%), low-flow experiences were 

most likely to be inauthentic (50.36%).  



   
 

92 
 

Open-ended vs. closed-ended was the next most important category pair for both 

high- and low-flow experiences, as shown by the fact that 52.74% of high-flow 

experiences involved open-ended activities and 47.48% of low-flow experiences involved 

closed-ended activities. These strong contrasts between authentic and open-ended 

activities and their opposites support the claim that it is useful for a high-flow activity to 

be not only student-centered but at least one of these (or competitive) as well.  

However, despite the strong tendency for student-centered, open-ended, authentic, 

and competitive activities to generate more flow than their opposites (as was 

hypothesized to be the case), the results of this qualitative analysis also provided further 

evidence of the individual differences that the analysis conducted in response to RQ1 

showed to exist. This can be seen by the fact that all eight categories appeared in both the 

high- and low-flow analyses. In other words, while most students find flow in student-

centered, open-ended, authentic, and competitive activities, others find flow in teacher-

centered, closed-ended, inauthentic, and non-competitive activities.  

Research question 3: Components and flow  

 

 This analysis, consisting of both quantitative and qualitative components, was 

conducted to determine how flow components (enjoyment, focus, control, challenges) 

were related to flow but also how flow components were related to each other. In the 

quantitative measure, a multiple regression was run using each activity’s mean flow 

component scores and mean overall flow score. While overall flow (obtained from one 

direct rating) may be a less complete measure than deconstructed flow (obtained by 

averaging four flow component scores) it makes sense to use it here because of its 
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independence from the flow component scores to which it was compared. Figure 4 below 

shows a scatter plot of this regression:  

 

Figure 4: Four flow components vs. overall flow 

 As demonstrated by the Pearson’s r values, shown in Table 9, enjoyment (0.91) is 

the component that is most highly correlated to flow. However, it is closely followed by 

focus and challenges with r values of 0.89 and 0.84, respectively. Control, the fourth flow 

component, comes in a distant last place among the four components with an r value of 

0.68. However, as shown in Pearson’s r Correlation table below (Table 7), the correlations 

between all four components and overall flow are statistically significant at the 0.05 level:  

Table 7: Pearson’s r Correlations between four flow components and overall flow 

y = 1.2102x - 0.6342
R² = 0.8339 (ENJOYMENT)

y = 0.9802x + 0.237
R² = 0.7952 (FOCUS)

y = 0.6081x + 1.2389
R² = 0.4551 (CONTROL)

y = 0.7224x + 1.0517
R² = 0.7053 (CHALLENGES)
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 Overall flow Enjoyment Focus Control Challenges 

Overall flow 1 0.91* 0.89* 0.68* 0.84* 

Enjoyment 0.91* 1 0.90* 0.69* 0.80* 

Focus 0.89* 0.90* 1 0.65* 0.89* 

Control 0.68* 0.69* 0.65* 1 0.75* 

Challenges 0.84* 0.80* 0.89* 0.75* 1 

*Statistically significant at the 0.05 alpha level 

This analysis also showed flow components to be closely related to each other, 

including enjoyment and focus (r=0.90) and focus and challenges (r=0.89), in particular. 

However, all flow component pairs obtained Pearson’s r values of at least 0.60. 

Theoretically speaking, these strong relationships make sense, as enjoyment, focus, 

control, and challenges have been posited to work together to generate flow. A weak 

relationship between flow components, on the other hand, would be surprising, as it would 

suggest that these are not the flow components they were thought to be. 

In order to obtain another perspective on the relationships between the four flow 

components, a collinearity analysis was run to generate the following results shown in 

Table 8 below:  

Table 8: Collinearity diagnostics of flow components vs. overall flow 

Dimension Eigenvalue Condition 
Index 

Constant Enjoyment 
VP 

Focus VP Control VP Challenges 
VP 

1 4.98 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

2 0.02 18.16 0.22 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.00 

3 0.00 34.71 0.27 0.00 0.05 0.67 0.00 

4 0.00 43.51 0.50 0.55 0.11 0.00 0.15 

5 0.00 82.90 0.02 0.32 0.83 0.33 0.85 

 

These collinearity diagnostics (Table 8) show the Eigenvalues for all four flow 

components—that is, dimensions 2, 3, 4 and 5—to be close to zero. This suggests that there 

is multicollinearity, or flow components that are correlated with each other, as do the high 

condition indices that range from 18.16 for enjoyment to 82.90 for challenges. This 
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supports the claims of highly-correlated flow components that came out of the Pearson’s r 

Correlations. The variance proportions, which shed more light on which components may 

be collinear, suggest that challenges and focus (0.83) and focus and control (0.67) are most 

likely to be collinear. While this claim that challenges and focus are likely to be collinear 

is also supported by their high Pearson’s r value (0.89), the claim that focus and control are 

as well is less supported by their moderate Pearson’s r value of 0.65. This r value, however, 

is very close to the variance proportion of 0.67.  

 A qualitative analysis was also conducted to provide an additional perspective. The 

eighty-two participants’ descriptions of high- and low-flow experiences were scanned for 

evidence of a presence or a lack of flow components. As with the qualitative analysis of 

categories, some responses were too vague to be coded for any components, and, in 

addition to the 7 missing high flow responses and 6 missing low-flow responses that had 

also been removed from the category analysis, 14 overly vague high-flow responses and 7 

overly vague low-flow responses were removed from this analysis. The results of the 

component coding can be found in Table 9 below:  

Table 9: Mentions of presence or lack of flow components in class experiences 

Component 
High-flow responses with a 

presence of component 
Low-flow responses with a 

lack of component 

Enjoyment 71/146 (48.63%) 55/139 (39.57%) 

# of responses not coded for 
enjoyment 75/146 (51.37%) 84/139 (60.43%) 

Focus 49/146 (33.56%) 40/139 (28.78%) 

# of responses not coded for focus 97/146 (66.44%) 99/139 (71.22%) 

Control 58/146 (39.73%) 50/139 (35.97%) 

# of responses not coded for control 88/146 (60.27%) 89/139 (64.03%) 

Challenges 52/146 (35.62%) 81/139 (58.27%) 

# of responses not coded for 
challenges 94/146 (64.38%) 58/139 (41.73%) 
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A chi-square test was then run to determine the statistical significance of these 

associations. This test produced the following result: 2 =9.82, df=3, p=0.02. This p value 

of less than 0.05 means that there is at least a 95% chance that the differences in how 

many times categories appeared in the high- and low-flow counts are statistically 

significant.    

Accordingly, it can be concluded that students are most likely to remember 

enjoyment as a feature of their high-flow experiences. Among these experiences, there 

were 71 mentions of enjoyment, followed somewhat distantly by 58 mentions of control. 

Challenges and focus were ranked relatively closely behind that at 52 and 49 mentions, 

respectively. This is generally consistent with the regression analysis of the four flow 

components and overall flow (Table 9), which found overall flow to be more highly 

correlated to enjoyment than to any other component. However, while the regression 

analysis showed control to be the component that was the least strongly linked to flow, it 

was the second most mentioned component in high-flow experiences in the qualitative 

data, albeit far behind enjoyment.  

 The low-flow experiences tell a slightly different story, yet one that is still largely 

consistent with the regression analysis. While a lack of positive challenges, which 

included both overwhelming and insufficient challenges, was mentioned far more than a 

lack of any other component (81 mentions) in describing low-flow experiences, a lack of 

enjoyment came in a distant second place (55 mentions), followed by a lack of control 

and focus with 50 and 40 mentions, respectively. While not the most mentioned 
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component, enjoyment was still the second most mentioned component, and control, 

which the regression analysis showed to be least correlated to flow, ranked third out of 

four. Interestingly, focus was the least mentioned component in both the high- and low-

flow analyses.  

 Taken together, these findings suggest that enjoyment and challenges are the most 

important flow components. Given that no known study has sought to create a hierarchy 

of flow components, these findings are new and interesting.   

Summary of results 

 

 This study sought to determine which activities and categories of activities 

generated the most flow, as well as which flow components were most predictive of flow 

experiences. The results of the quantitative, activity-based analysis showed competitive 

and student-centered games to particularly favor flow, while it found teacher-centered, 

closed-ended, and inauthentic lecture and traditional textbook activities to hinder flow. 

These results support the hypothesis that competitive and student-centered activities favor 

flow, while teacher-centered, closed-ended, and inauthentic activities do not. 

 The quantitative analysis of category flow, conducted by assigning the 

participants’ deconstructed activity flow scores to categories and calculating the mean 

deconstructed flow scores for each category, also supported the hypothesis, showing 

competitive, authentic, open-ended, and student-centered activities to generate 

significantly more flow than their opposites (non-competitive, inauthentic, closed-ended, 

and teacher-centered). 
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The qualitative analysis of category flow, conducted by assigning the activities 

mentioned when describing high- and low-flow experiences to the same categories that 

were used in the quantitative analysis, produced consistent results while also shedding 

more light on the relative importance of categories. In addition to showing that student-

centered, open-ended, and authentic activities were more likely to generate high-flow 

experiences than their opposites, it also revealed that teacher-centered, closed-ended, 

inauthentic, and non-competitive activities were more likely to generate low-flow 

experiences than their opposites. While most high-flow experiences did not involve 

competitive activities, competitive activities were extremely unlikely to generate low-

flow experiences. Furthermore, it was shown that competitive activities were only likely 

to be beneficial for flow if there was a sense of community among players and no one felt 

singled out. 

 In order to determine which flow components were most predictive of flow, a 

multiple regression of each activity’s flow component scores and overall flow was run. 

Overall flow, while a less complete measure than deconstructed flow, was used here due 

to its independence from the component scores. This analysis revealed enjoyment to be 

most correlated to (overall) flow, followed closely by focus and challenges. It also 

revealed all four components to be correlated to flow and each other at a moderate level 

or better, suggesting that there are relationships between these components and flow. The 

qualitative analysis of flow components revealed enjoyment to be most connected to 

high-flow experiences and a lack of positive challenges to low-flow experiences. Taken 

together, these results suggest that, while enjoyment and challenges are most predictive 

of flow, enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges are all important flow components.  
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 While the trends seen in this study were strong, individual differences were also 

present (as hypothesized). Each of the twenty activities that the participants rated, with 

one small exception, received deconstructed flow scores of both 1 and 4 (on a scale of 1-

4). Likewise, every activity had a standard deviation that was far enough from 0 to 

suggest that there was noticeable score variation. Additional evidence of individual 

differences came from the fact that every category of activity was mentioned among both 

high- and low-flow experiences.  Stated more concretely, not all students find flow in the 

same activities or categories of activities. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Overview 

 

 This chapter will seek to explain why the results are as they are. It will also 

explore their implications for language teaching and SLA research. Like the previous two 

chapters, this discussion will be organized by research question. As the theoretical and 

pedagogical implications are inextricably linked in this study, both will be considered 

together as each of the three research questions is addressed.  However, a specifically 

practical (pedagogical) discussion will appear in a later section.    

Research question 1: Activities and flow 

 

Although the tendencies for activities assigned to the same categories to behave 

similarly are strong, the results of the activity-based analysis suggest that categories alone 

are insufficient for understanding language-class flow. In some cases, activities belonging 

to the same category behave very differently. In fact, this can be seen in every category 

except competitive, whose four activities all appeared together at the top of the activity-

based deconstructed flow ranking. As it seems, these four competitive activities were 

more similar to each other than activities belong to other categories were to other 

activities in those categories. This corroborates Zuniga’s and Rueb’s (2018) discovery 

that games/competitive activities were the clear flow leaders. 

Perhaps the most striking case of activities within the same category behaving 

differently can be found among student-centered activities, which consisted of activities 

that were ranked anywhere from first (quiz game) to last (write book reading summary) 
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for deconstructed flow. However, the difference between the first and last activity is 

relatively easy to rationalize given the fact that these two activities only shared two out of 

four categories. That is, while the quiz game was considered to be student-centered, 

closed-ended, authentic, and competitive, the book reading summary was considered to 

be student-centered, closed-ended, inauthentic, and non-competitive. As quiz game 

belonged to three categories predicted to be good for flow, and the book reading 

summary only belonged to one (student-centered), it makes sense that the quiz game 

would generate significantly more flow.  

This suggests that it is important to consider the sum of categories to which an 

activity belongs, and that the more flow-generating categories to which an activity 

belongs, the more likely this activity is to generate flow. This generally holds true when 

looking across Figure 2: while the word guess game (4 flow-generating categories) 

ranked second, sign-here (1 flow-generating category) ranked 19th, and while blog 

writing (3 flow-generating categories) ranked 7th, writing a book reading summary 

ranked 20th out of 20 activities.  

Accordingly, when activities belonged to the same number of flow-generating 

categories, they tended to behave similarly. For example, the blog writing and native 

speaker interview, which ranked 7th and 8th, were assigned to all the same categories, as 

were the book reading summary and sign-here activity, which ranked 19th and 20th.  

However, while activities belonging to the same categories more often behaved 

similarly than not, there were some notable exceptions. For example, the college public 

service announcement (PSA), which ranked 16th, was assigned to all the same categories 

as blog writing and the native speaker interview, which ranked 7th and 8th, respectively. 
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Given that all three of these activities were categorized as student-centered, open-ended, 

and authentic, it appears that something other than categories might explain these flow 

differences. 

Perhaps the most plausible and generalizable explanation of these differences is 

how relevant the participants perceived these activities to be to their current and future 

goals for language learning. SLA research has considered the link between perceived 

relevance and learning, and has shown that, if students see a clear connection between 

what they are doing in class and their own personal goals (or their future selves), they are 

likely to find flow and learn (e.g. Dörnyei, 2009; Hertel & Dings, 2017; Norton & 

Toohey, 2011).  

However, if they do not believe what they are doing to be useful, they are unlikely 

to find flow in it or learn. This is because flow cannot be found without a clear picture 

and acceptance of an activity’s goals (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990). As one might 

expect, given students’ different backgrounds and goals, not all students will find the 

same activities relevant. This coincides with Csíkszentmihályi’s (1975, 1990) assertion 

that not all people find flow in the same activities, as well as with the activity flow data, 

where every activity received individual deconstructed flow scores ranging from 1 (or 

1.25) to 4 (out of 4).    

If the activities mentioned above are considered through this lens of relevance, it 

appears that the participants collectively found blog writing to be more useful or relevant 

than they did PSA making. While information on participants’ goals was not collected, 

this makes sense, given the widespread use of social media and blogs among college 

students. Likewise, speaking to native speakers is also an activity that research has shown 
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to align well with many students’ language-learning goals, as well as one that has been 

shown to stimulate positive emotions and flow (e.g. Aubrey, 2017; Egbert, 2003). As 

such, it seems logical that interviewing native speakers would also generate a lot of flow. 

On the other hand, it is reasonable to assume that most university students do not 

make PSAs now and will not make them in the future. Accordingly, if the participants do 

not make PSAs now, and do not believe they will do so one day, they are unlikely to see 

the usefulness of this activity. However, it should be noted that the college PSA, like 

every activity in the study, received deconstructed flow scores ranging across the flow 

scale, meaning that, although the PSA ranked low among the twenty activities, some 

participants found a lot of flow in it.  

It also appears that the flow difference between the vocab match and the book 

reading summary can be explained through the lens of relevance. While the data that 

were collected make it difficult to definitively answer why the participants (collectively) 

found the vocab match to be more relevant—and thus more flow-generating—than the 

book reading summary, some hypotheses can be made based on other research about 

students’ language-learning goals.  

 Through their online surveys, Hertel and Dings (2017) found that most university 

students seek to acquire “practical” language skills (including speaking skills, in 

particular), and that students tend to believe that building their vocabulary and grammar 

are necessary in doing so. In other words, they value skills that will help them to become 

the future selves they envision for themselves (Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011) 

and they believe that practicing vocabulary are an important part of their skills 

acquisition along with practicing more meaningful tasks (DeKeyser, 2007; Shintani & 
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Ellis, 2014; Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019). In light of this, it seems reasonable that 

students would find vocabulary practice useful. This could also be extended to the verb 

drills, which ranked right behind the vocab match, and like it, were not assigned to any 

flow-generating categories.  

On the other hand, it appears that the participants may have seen a less clear 

connection between summarizing a textbook cultural reading and developing the practical 

language skills that they seek to develop. In other words, they may not believe that this 

summarization activity aligns with their identities as language learners (Douglas Fir 

Group, 2016) or believe that it is useful in helping them become their future selves 

(Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011). 

This is in line with Hertel & Dings’ (2017) results, where current university 

students rated literature and culture classes less useful than language-focused classes. It is 

also in line with Bloemert et al.’s (2017) results, which found that Dutch secondary 

students of English as a foreign language tend to value literature as a vehicle for learning 

structures in context but tend not to see the value of studying literature for its own sake. 

From these survey-based studies, it can be concluded that, for literature and culture 

teaching to be particularly effective, the teacher must make direct connections to the 

broader purpose of language learning. However, this is not the approach that the 

participants’ textbooks usually take. Instead, they present literature and cultural readings 

in a way that emphasizes understanding the literary form and the specific facts contained 

in the texts far more than the development of broadly-applicable language skills 

(Bloemert et al., 2017). Given this reality, it makes sense that summarizing a textbook 

cultural reading would generate little flow. 
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Another related factor that could help to explain the low ranking of this activity is 

the content of the reading. Not only do many of the participants’ textbook literature and 

culture activities fail to make strong connections to the overarching goal of language 

learning, but they also present content that is likely to be far outside of students’ 

experiences without taking concrete steps to make it more relatable. This means that such 

an activity may not fall within SCT’s ZPD, which requires that there be a perfect balance 

between the novel and the known accompanied by adequate mediation (van Lier, 1996; 

Vygotsky, 1978). Such a ZPD-based analysis could also be applied to the low-rating of 

the PSA: perhaps the tasks is too foreign to the learners or perhaps it is too open-ended, 

making it difficult for the learners to know how to proceed in completing it. 

 However, the participants’ high-flow responses suggest that the problem is not 

the concept of learning about culture. These responses reflect that learning about culture 

can be a high-flow experience when certain conditions are met: it must fall within the 

students’ ZPDs and the students must see its value in helping them to become their future 

selves (Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011). Here is an example of a high-flow 

experience from a student of Spanish that used movies to both teach language and render 

target culture accessible:  

In my Spanish IB SL 2 class, we watched 3 movies in Spanish that came with a 

question packet that we filled out throughout the movie. I really enjoyed those 

weeks because, we got to watch a movie, but also because it helps to hear other 

people speak Spanish versus just your professor. Also, the question packets 

really helped me follow along with the movie. The movie also related to topics 

we were learning about in class which made them easy to relate back to. 
  

While the response does not specify what the film or class content was, it does show that 

the participant saw a clear connection between the movie and something else in her life. 
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Because of this, she was able to connect with the movie. When the participant mentions 

hearing others speak Spanish in these movies, she also invokes their language-learning 

value for helping her to develop her listening comprehension skills. This attention to 

language features could also be considered to be the “noticing”—or attention—that SLA 

research has suggested is necessary for language acquisition to occur (Robinson, 1995, 

1997; Robinson, Mackey, Gass & Schmidt, 2012; Schmidt, 1990).  

Here is a high-flow experience from a different student of Spanish that used 

movies to render target cultures accessible and to help students to develop broadly-

applicable language skills: 

Most of the events that come to mind are from my Spanish class senior year of 

high school. It was a Spanish film class and we watched movies such as El 

laberinto del fauno, La historia Official, and Mar adentro. We would watch the 

movies and have discussions and debate's throughout. The debate's were always 

the best because they were on hot topics portrayed in the movies such as 

euthanasia (Mar Adentro) and domestic abuse (La historia Oficial). The 

debates would always get really heated and the teacher would simply observe and 

sometimes offer input or food for thought, he would not correct little mistakes or 

interrupt in order to not break the flow of the discussion. We had a technology 

incorporation amendment within my class so we were all allowed to have our 

phones out to translate words we didn't know. There's nothing worse than having 

a great point or thought and not being able to complete it because you don't know 

the word for something. Since we could look up a word (or phrase) to complete 

our thoughts, The debate's were always fluent and passionate and really helped to 

expand our vocabulary, comprehension and fluency. The time would really fly 

and by the time the bell rang we'd still be seated debating (or full on arguing) in 

Spanish! 

 

While the movies and the cultures they represented may have been unfamiliar, the 

themes of euthanasia and domestic abuse were not. This means that the activities struck 

the balance between the novel and the known that van Lier (1996) posits. The fact that 

the participant had an awareness of these topics helped her to connect with what she was 
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watching, and the teacher promoted engagement with the movies in a way that fostered 

language development. As the participant says, the debates “really helped to 

expand…vocabulary, comprehension, and fluency.” As the participant explains, this was 

because the students were permitted to look up words as necessary, and, given the 

structure of the debate, they gained both speaking and listening practice. As shown by 

Hertel & Dings’s (2017) study, students value speaking and listening practice very 

highly, and this participant’s response supports their claim. Furthermore, SLA research 

suggests that practice, especially when seen as useful, is necessary for language 

acquisition to occur (DeKeyser, 2007; Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019). 

In sum, these two cases show how studying culture can be made a high-flow 

experience by connecting it to student experiences and using it as a vehicle to teach 

broadly-applicable language skills. They also show how students can engage with a text 

in a more open-ended and authentic way. While both are examples of activities based on 

films, these principles are very applicable to reading activities such as those that the 

participants were accustomed to seeing in their university classes. Although these often 

involve content that lies far outside student experiences, the teacher can design 

introduction and extension activities that connect the text to what students know to give 

them more of a framework for interpreting and interacting with it. Likewise, the teacher 

can create opportunities for the students to engage with the vocabulary and grammar that 

the text contains so that they may recognize and apply these structures in other contexts.   

While relevance is likely to be at the core of the disparate rankings of similarly 

categorized activities, there is at least one other theoretical explanation that has been 

considered in other studies: task frequency. While research has shown task-repetition to 
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be beneficial for flow and learning—particularly when the procedure remains the same 

but the content changes (e.g. Azkarai, Kopinska & Agirre, 2019; Payant & Zuniga & 

Rueb, 2019)—there are limits. That is, while task repetition allows students to feel more 

in control once they already understand how the tasks works, over-using a task can 

negatively impact flow. This is because the over-use of a task is likely to bring few new 

challenges and boredom. Boredom is incompatible with flow and learning (van Lier, 

1996).  

While the present study did not collect information on task frequency, some 

information is nonetheless known, thanks to informal conversations with the instructors. 

For example, it is known that the established basic- and intermediate-level Spanish 

curricula include many sign-here and textbook reading summary activities and their 

variations. In fact, there are so many sign-here and similar activities in the textbook and 

accompanying workbook that some instructors do these activities nearly every day.  

Given this high frequency, it is reasonable to suspect that these activities have 

ceased to provide students with new challenges, and, as a result, generate little flow. It is 

also highly possible that the students’ perceptions of the activity’s relevance to their goals 

for language learning are again at play. Three open-ended responses, all from students of 

Spanish, reflect this possibility. All three said they found the activity pointless and 

believed they learned little from it. Furthermore, the fact that students of Spanish 

constitute 63.41% of the sample (Appendix A) means that these Spanish-class events 

likely had a strong effect on the study’s results. On the other hand, highly-ranked games, 

often played no more than a handful of times in a course (if at all) are seen as novel, and 

as a result, continue to provide the new challenges that are necessary for flow to occur.  
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In summary, while categories do explain a lot of activity flow, the activity-based 

analysis has shown that these categories do not explain everything. This is because there 

are characteristics of activities that categories do not capture, including differences in 

(perceived) relevance and frequency. However, as the current study did not collect the 

data that would be necessary to fully study the impact of relevance and frequency on 

flow, further study in these areas is warranted.   

Research question 2: Categories and flow 

 

 Although categories alone may not suffice to predict the amount of flow that an 

activity will generate, they do predict much of it. As both the quantitative and qualitative 

analyses have shown, student-centered, open-ended, authentic, and competitive activities 

generate more flow than their opposites (Figure 3, Table 4), and these differences are 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (Table 5). Furthermore, the 95% inter-rater 

agreement showed that the category coding scheme was consistently applied, and the 

Cronbach’s alpha values suggest that the survey items coded as belonging to these 

categories patterned together.  

 Apart from Zuniga and Rueb (2018), prior studies on SLA flow did not include 

categories of activities, but instead looked at either a single activity or a small set of 

uncategorized activities. Without categories, it is difficult to draw conclusions regarding 

activities not included in the studies. This study expanded on Zuniga’s and Rueb’s (2018) 

work, where many categories were found to be statistically insignificant, in an attempt to 

find the most essential categories for predicting language-class flow. The high ranking of 

games in the quantitative analysis corroborates Zuniga’s and Rueb’s (2018) findings, 
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while the higher ranking of student-centered, open-ended, and authentic activities is also 

consistent with their and other results (e.g. Aubrey, 2017; Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014; 

Egbert, 2003; Turbee, 1999). Although Zuniga and Rueb (2018) did not include these 

latter three categories in their activity coding, they did refer to them to explain the high 

ranking of games/competitive activities. 

 Although 95% interrater reliability was achieved in coding the survey items, it 

was not always easy to categorize activities. This was due to the continuity of the 

categories and the possible variations of activities. When coding the list of twenty 

activities, questions arose within the student-centered vs. teacher-centered pair, in 

particular. 

In fact, all the disagreements—that is, four out of a possible eighty—came in this 

category. While the first coder initially categorized compare book houses, verb drills, 

order sentences, and vocab match as student-centered, the second coder categorized them 

all as teacher-centered. After explaining their perspectives to each other, it was 

determined that, although the students may or may not work independently, the fact that 

they have very little control over these highly-structured activities, and, as a result, very 

few opportunities to be creative, renders them teacher-centered.  

While both the quantitative and qualitative results generally supported the 

hypothesis, the continuous nature of categories—and of the student-centered and teacher-

centered categories, in particular—could help to explain why the difference between 

teacher-centered (43.88%) and student-centered activities (25.18%) was not as striking as 

some of the others. That said, the open-ended responses make a strong case for the flow-

generating power of student-centered activities, as 71.92% of the activities mentioned in 
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high-flow responses were coded as student-centered. The high ranking of student-

centered activities makes sense from both SCT and cognitive perspectives: when the 

students have control over the accomplishment of an activity, it is more likely to evoke 

experiences within their ZPDs (van Lier, 1996), and make it fit their visions of their 

future selves so that it will be attention-grabbing enough to generate flow and hopefully 

learning (Dörnyei, 2009; Douglas Fir Group, 2016; Fredrickson, 2001; Norton & Toohey, 

2011; Phelps, 2006).  

The continuous nature of categories may help to explain why the vocab match and 

verb drills, which were not coded to any categories predicted to favor flow, ranked highly 

in 5th and 6th place. That is, while neither of these activities was coded to any category 

predicted to be good for flow, perhaps they were not as far from the flow-generating 

categories as the coding may initially suggest. Perhaps they were seen as competitive 

games, even though that was not the interpretation that the researcher had in mind while 

creating the survey.   

However, while the continuity of categories may pose problems for research, it 

could be considered an advantage for teaching, as it allows teachers to modify activities 

to make them fit categories that are better for flow, as Zuniga and Rueb (2018) proposed. 

For example, many of the activities that were coded as non-competitive in this study—

and perhaps most or even all—could be “gamified”—or made into a game—by adding an 

element of good-natured competition. For example, the somewhat low-ranked house hunt 

(ranked 12th), could be gamified either by asking students to play the role of real estate 

agents selling their houses to buyers in the least time or for the best price; or 

alternatively, by asking students to find the best house within a given budget on a real-
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estate site, and to share their findings with their peers, who will decide how they did. At 

the same time, this activity has also been made more open-ended by allowing the students 

to choose which house they like most, and more authentic by giving it the purpose of 

making and defending a decision.  

Following this line of thought, perhaps the PSA was seen as irrelevant beyond 

repair, or perhaps adding an element of friendly competition could move it up the list. For 

example, the students could be told that their university is holding a contest to make the 

best PSA on surviving college. In this contest, groups of 3-4 friends must make PSAs and 

then present them to the study body (their class), who will comment on the PSAs and 

vote for the best one. In voting, the student body (class) should consider how informative, 

interesting, and creative the PSAs are. In both cases, an element of competition can be 

added.  

On another note, the fact that the PSA and house hunt both ranked relatively low, 

despite being assigned to three out of a possible four flow-generating categories, casts 

doubt on the hypothesis of summative categories—that is, that more flow-generating 

categories means more flow—and suggests that there may be a hierarchy of categories. 

As the competitive activities all placed at the top of the activity ranking, and competitive 

activities were (by far) the least likely to cause a low-flow experience, it appears that 

competitive was the most consistent activity category associated with flow. On the flip 

side, given that student-centered activities ranked both at the very top and the very 

bottom of the activity deconstructed flow ranking, and that the contrast between student-

centered and teacher-centered activities was smaller than other contrasts in the low-flow 

analysis, it appears that student-centered, while generally more flow-generating than 
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teacher-centered, was the least consistent category associated with flow. This is because, 

while a large majority of flow-generating activities are student-centered, few of them are 

student-centered alone. Instead, most are student-centered in combination with at least 

one other flow-generating category. This tendency can be seen in both the quantitative 

and qualitative results.  

While the high ranking of competitive activities in the quantitative analysis 

suggests that games are good for flow, and the open-ended responses that mention games 

corroborate this claim, this does not mean that all activities should be gamified. While 

only two participants cited a lowest-flow experience that involved a game (specifically, 

Jeopardy and an unidentified vocabulary game)—in comparison with 26 who cited games 

as their highest-flow experiences—this shows that there are some students who do not 

find flow in games. This may be because the element of competition makes them feel that 

they are being put on the spot or set up to fail. As alluded to in the results chapter, in 

order for games to generate flow, it is important that there is a sense of community and 

that students feel comfortable making mistakes. From social theoretical perspective, it is 

important that there be a welcoming community of practice, where peripheral 

participation is legitimized, and students know that little is at stake if they lose the game 

(Lave & Wenger, 1991).  

While practically speaking, it often makes sense to follow the flow of the majority 

and to gamify, it is also important to keep in mind that some students find no flow in 

games and to provide other opportunities for flow so that every student may learn. 

Furthermore, as the frequency principle, discussed in relation with sign-here suggests, 

even the most flow-generating activities are likely to stop generating flow if they are 
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overused. This is because overuse leads to boredom by no longer balancing the novel and 

the known (van Lier, 1996), and this leads to antiflow. Accordingly, it seems fair to say 

that teachers should gamify sparingly while also taking care to include some activities 

that generate flow for each student (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990; Egbert, 2003; Zuniga 

& Rueb, 2018).   

In sum, while categories do explain most of the differences in activity flow, and 

(generally) allow teachers to anticipate which other activities will generate flow for their 

students, there are some caveats that must be remembered. Firstly, categories are 

continuous rather than discrete. This means that, while an activity is likely to be more 

student-centered than teacher-centered, for example, it will not necessarily be 100% 

student-centered. After all, the teacher does have some role in most classroom activities, 

and an activity’s implementation is likely to vary from one context to the next. Secondly, 

categories, or at least the categories included in this study, do not explain all activity 

flow. As has been explained in the discussion of the first research question, it appears that 

this is most likely due to some combination of perceived relevance and activity 

frequency, which will have to be investigated in future studies. Lastly, individual learner 

differences are important. While most students find flow in activities that are student-

centered, open-ended, authentic, and especially competitive, not all students find flow in 

these. This is unsurprising given that students have different skills and interests, and it is 

very consistent with flow theory (Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990, 2008).  
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Research question 3: Components and flow  

 

 In the same way that this study showed there to be a hierarchy of categories in 

which competitiveness was most powerful and student-centeredness was least powerful, 

this study also showed there to be a hierarchy of flow components.  

This discovery is perhaps this study’s greatest contribution. While other studies 

had considered individual activities, and one had considered categories (Zuniga & Rueb, 

2018), no previous study had considered the relative weight of flow components. 

Furthermore, although Csíkszentmihályi (1975) first proposed flow as “a theoretical 

model for enjoyment,” this claim had never been empirically tested in an SLA context.  

Interestingly, the results of this study support Csíkszentmihályi’s (1975) 

description of flow as “a theoretical model for enjoyment” and suggest that teachers 

should pay special attention to enjoyment in order to optimize learning through flow. To 

wit, the quantitative results showed enjoyment to be the component that best predicted 

flow experiences (r=0.91) (Table 7) and the qualitative results also supported this 

claim—at least in the case of high-flow experiences (Table 9). On the other hand, a poor 

challenges-skills balance was shown to be most predictive of low-flow experiences.  

 The fact that enjoyment appears to be the most important flow component begs 

the question of what enjoyment is and where it comes from. Within the context of flow, 

Csíkszentmihályi (1975) defines enjoyment as a feeling of satisfaction stemming from 

the completion of an intrinsically rewarding activity. Yet, he does not delve much deeper 

into why one would find an activity intrinsically rewarding. Is it because the activity is 

fun? Or is it because the activity is useful for achieving current and/or future goals? Or 
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perhaps it is a combination of both or even something else altogether? While both are 

positive emotions that have been shown to favor learning, they are not synonymous 

(Fredrickson, 2001).  

 Although the quantitative results do not allow for much insight into why activities 

were perceived to be enjoyable—as the participants were simply asked “How enjoyable 

do you find this activity?”—the qualitative results, provide some clues, suggesting that 

both fun and perceived relevance are at play. However, it should be noted that, as the 

level of detail the participants provided in their responses varied greatly, only limited 

conclusions on this question of why can be drawn.  

That said, the fact that both fun and relevance are at play—though not necessarily 

at the same time—makes sense. Firstly, it is reasonable to think that learners would find 

intrinsic rewards in (or enjoy) the activities that they find fun, and as a result focus on 

them and find flow. After all, as Csíkszentmiháhlyi (1975, 1990, 2008) mentions, 

everyone likes to pursue what they deem pleasurable. At the same time, it is reasonable to 

believe that learners would recognize the usefulness of unfun activities that they believe 

will help them to reach their language goals, and, given this clear purpose, find intrinsic 

rewards in completing them. As previously alluded, this could help to explain the high 

deconstructed flow ratings of the vocab match and verb drills (Figure 2), neither of which 

was assigned to any categories expected to be good for flow (Table 1). As it seems, 

regardless of whether learners like an activity—or find it fun—it is likely to generate 

flow if they find it useful. A useful activity can be fun but does not have to be.  

 However, it is important to note that, while enjoyment may have been the 

component that best predicted flow (r=0.91), focus (r=0.89) and challenges (r=0.84) 
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followed close behind, while control (r=0.68) showed a correlation that was still strong 

enough to suggest an important relationship between the two (Table 7). These generally 

strong correlations suggest that enjoyment, focus, control, and challenges could be the 

flow components that they had been theorized to be, and the fact that the flow 

components also showed relatively high correlations to each other also suggests that they 

are highly related to each other as components of a single, multifaceted construct. After 

all, if flow is indeed created by the interaction of enjoyment, focus, control, and 

challenges, as Csíkszentmihályi (1975, 1990) theorized it to be, these variables should 

not be fully independent as they all interact to produce flow. Yet, as the question of fun 

and relevance suggests, the four flow components that were considered in this study, 

while seemingly correlated to each other and to flow, may not be the only relevant flow 

components. For example, perhaps enjoyment should be broken in two: enjoyment (or 

fun) and relevance.  

Limitations and directions for further study 

 

 While this study makes important contributions to SLA research, it also has some 

limitations. Firstly, the sample size and composition are certainly of note. While the 

participant pool of this study was larger and more linguistically-diverse than in other 

studies, and its distribution across languages was roughly proportional to what is seen in 

the university’s and country’s modern language enrollments, it was still not as broad or 

deep as it could have been. While existing research (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014) 

suggests that there are no significant differences in flow experiences across language 

groups, it would still be interesting to have a larger and more linguistically balanced 

sample that would allow for comparisons across languages.  
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 One limitation of this study is that the sample size, while larger than what some 

other studies used, was not as large as hoped. While there are many possible reasons, 

perhaps the most likely was the administration of the survey. The researcher visited all 

third- and fourth-semester French, German, Italian, and Spanish classes to explain the 

study and distribute a link to the Google Form so that the students might complete it 

outside of class. This was a conscious decision to both respect instructors’ class time and 

allow students to complete the study at their own pace. However, it is extremely likely 

that the fact that it was upon the students to complete the study on their own time led to a 

far lower response rate than what might have been obtained if they had completed it in 

class. 

It is also likely that this recruitment and data collection approach led to a 

participant pool that is not fully representative of the university’s language learners’ 

experiences, even if it does represent the languages studied. That is, as life got busy, and 

most students do not want extra homework, the most invested students—or at least those 

who were most motivated to complete the survey—were likely those who participated. 

However, the experiences of these students do not necessarily represent those of the 

general language learner population, and a complete study on language-class flow should 

include data on all kinds of students, including those who are unlikely to take 20-30 

minutes of their own time to complete an online survey. In fact, the responses of these 

students are perhaps even more crucial as these may be the students for whom the 

language-class experience most stands to be improved.  

One can easily speculate how the results would have been different if the sample 

were more representative, as would have been the case if full, intact classes of each of the 
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languages had participated. Maybe such a sample would have shown student-centered, 

open-ended, authentic, and competitive activities to stand out even more? That is, 

perhaps a student who likes (or at least does not mind) filling out online surveys is a 

student who finds flow in repetitive activities like verb drills, while a student who tends 

to avoid filling out surveys does not find flow in verb drills at all? In all events, it would 

be worthwhile to perform a similar study with intact classes, and it might also be 

worthwhile to have the participants complete the same questionnaire at different points in 

the semester to help mitigate the effects of current circumstances (i.e. the students’ 

moods) on the responses. 

As the participants complete the survey outside of class, one can also wonder how 

much they understood when rating activities. While the possibility of including an “I 

don’t know what this activity is” option was considered during the design phase, it was 

not included in the end so that the participants would be forced to decide. In addition, it 

was deemed unnecessary due to the fact that the activities were chosen in accordance 

with what the students were known to have done in class.  

Nonetheless, it is likely that this led to students rating activities that they did not 

understand very well. known to have done in class. It is also possible that, despite the 

practical definitions and examples were provided, the participants did not fully 

understand flow. While the current data make it impossible to know how much the 

participants understood, it is likely that, if the participants had completed the 

questionnaire in class, which would have provided them with an easy opportunity to ask 

clarification questions, there would be less ill-informed responses than there may be now. 
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Interviews could also be a valuable addition to future flow studies, as they would allow 

for further explanation and clarification. 

The fact that this study was performed on lifetime flow experiences—rather than 

on immediate class experiences as other studies had been—is both a strength and a 

limitation. While this was a conscious decision, inspired by Deweaele & MacIntyre 

(2014), to not limit students to what could possibly be done in class during the period of 

the study, it is true that this approach does come with its own limitations. That is, if the 

students have never done an activity (i.e. maybe they skipped a previous level where the 

activity is frequent), it is possible that they will not be able to imagine it vividly enough 

to provide an informed rating. Likewise, it is also possible that the participants may have 

understood the description but did not fully remember the experience of an activity that 

they had completed long ago. Perhaps a future study could be performed on one or a few 

classes throughout the semester or school year, during which the students, immediately 

after completing an activity or a lesson, would complete an extremely brief questionnaire 

on their experience before leaving class.  

As for the qualitative portion, the questions were structured as they were 

(Appendix B) to both emphasize the most memorable experiences and to make the study 

less time-consuming for the participants. However, it could also be useful to include 

separate questions to assess participants’ best and worst experiences with each flow 

component. While this may not allow for a qualitative analysis of which flow 

components most predict flow, because the participants would have to talk about all 

components equally, it would provide for more data that could be used to analyze how 
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students describe their flow experiences, as well as more insight into the activities that 

generate flow and why activities are or are not enjoyable, focus-inducing, etc.  

While this study was unique in its combination of direct and indirect, quantitative 

and qualitative flow measures, it would, no doubt, be interesting to measure flow in yet 

other ways. Perhaps teachers and students could complete the same questionnaire after 

completing an activity (Tardy & Snyder, 2004), and perhaps a researcher (or multiple) 

could either observe or record the classes to provide yet an additional perspective? While, 

logistically speaking, a study like this would likely include a more limited participant 

pool, it would also provide a more complete picture of flow in the participants’ current 

language class(es). If such a study were to be performed, it would be ideal for the studied 

class(es) to include a wide variety of activities, including both the most common 

activities, as well as other more innovative activities.   

As was discovered during the qualitative analysis, the included flow components 

and categories could also be limitations to this study. As it appears that an activity’s 

perceived relevance is extremely important in determining how much flow it will 

generate—perhaps more important than any of the categories to which it belongs—it 

could be worthwhile to have participants rate relevance along with the four flow 

components that they rated in this study. That said, it should be remembered that an 

activity is not inherently relevant or not. Instead, activity relevance depends both on the 

experiences and goals of the students and the way in which the activity is implemented.  

 As activity relevance varies based on the implementation of the activity, so do 

other activity characteristics. Even in a given context, an activity is not necessarily 100% 

student-centered or 100% teacher-centered, for example, but instead tends to lean more 
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toward one than toward the other. In light of this, it might also be interesting to structure 

the study to better account for the continuity of the categories, and perhaps the activities 

could be selected in a way that would allow task/activity modality to be considered as 

well. From a statistical perspective, it would also be worthwhile to make sure all the 

categories are as evenly represented as possible.  

In addition to considering relevance, future studies could also examine the other 

non-activity components of the classroom experience. While the questions were not 

written with these factors in mind, some qualitative responses suggested that target-

language (and L1) use, error correction strategies, and overall classroom environment 

could also have an important impact on flow. This is consistent with the findings of other 

studies that did not consider flow but did consider the impact of these factors on student 

emotions and learning more generally (e.g. Broeckelman-Post et al., 2016; Bucholz & 

Sheffler, 2009; Burden, 2000; Dallimore et al., 2012; Dorman et al., 2006; Levy & 

Bookin, 2014; McMillan & Rivers, 2011; Svidko, 2017, Zhu & Wang, 2019). Activity 

frequency, which has been explored in relationship to flow (e.g. Payant & Zuniga & 

Rueb, 2019) could also be further explored to gain a deeper understanding of how an 

activity can be reused without negatively impacting flow. 

Another area that this study does not directly explore is the link between flow and 

learning. While studies have linked flow to higher learning output (e.g. Hong et al., 

2017), this is still an underexplored area. Also, as the Hong et al. study focused on form-

focused, computer-mediated language learning—that is, a computer game for learning 

Chinese characters—the findings may or not be fully representative of what would 

happen in a task- or action-based classroom setting. Given the lack of classroom-based 
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studies on flow and learning, this would be a very worthy area of exploration. Ideally, a 

study in this area would include multiple perspectives on both flow and learning.  

Lastly, due to the reality that learners face a different set of circumstances each 

time they are in class, it would be interesting to conduct a study where the same learners 

rate the flow of the same activities at different times. Such a study on how flow varies by 

time and space would be the first of its kind, and would allow for a deeper understanding 

of flow and the factors that affect it. Ideally, this study would also include a measure of 

the conditions that might lead learners to react to activities differently at different times. 

Practical summary and implications 

 

As the primary goal of SLA research is to inform language teaching and learning, 

and flow has immense potential to boost language-learning success, this study would be 

remiss to not include a section on its pedagogical implications. Research has shown that 

flow creates conditions that are favorable to learning, including interest (e.g. Dörnyei, 

2009; Fredrickson, 2001; Norton & Toohey, 2011), focused attention (e.g. Robinson, 

1995, 1997; Robinson, Mackey & Gass, 2012), control over the activity (e.g. Csizér & 

Piniel, 2016; van Lier, 1996), and an adequate challenges-skills balance (e.g. van Lier, 

1996; Vygotsky, 1978). While the specific link between learning and flow stands to be 

further explored, at least one study (Hong et al., 2017) has connected flow to learning. In 

light of this research, this section will explain concretely how teachers can create 

language-class flow. 

First and foremost, given the importance of individual differences in flow 

experiences, and students’ varied ZPDs, it is important for teachers to know their students 
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and to recognize their learning needs. This process should start at the beginning of the 

course, when teachers might ask their adolescent or adult students to complete an 

entrance questionnaire on their language-learning backgrounds and goals. Perhaps this 

questionnaire could ask them to describe their highest- and lowest-flow language-class 

experiences in much the same way as the qualitative portion of this study (Appendix B). 

Depending on how long the teacher wants the questionnaire to be, it might also be helpful 

to have the students rate a list of activities, as was done in this study.  

At the same time, it should be remembered that, while such a questionnaire is 

likely to provide some clues of how to generate flow, the amount of flow an activity 

generates for a given learner varies by time and place. For this reason, it is important to 

account for the specific conditions that learners face on a given day when choosing 

activities. This is because cognition and learning are emotionally mediated (e.g. Douglas 

Fir Group, 2016; Fredrickson, 2001; Niedenthal et al, 2005; Phelps, 2006) 

In the case that the learners are too young to reflect on flow in the way described, 

perhaps they could be presented with simplified questions like “What was your best 

language-class experience?” and “What was your worst language-class experience?” If 

the learners are too young to answer written questions, perhaps a simple oral discussion 

on what they like and what they do not like could be used instead. No matter the context, 

it is useful to gain insight on students’ positive and negative class experiences in order to 

best meet their needs. 

It is also recommended for this dialogue to continue through the end of the course 

to make sure that the course is working as well as it can. The teacher should continue to 

study students’ reactions to activities via observation, conversation, and additional 
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questionnaires, and using the data collected, should reflect on teaching practices and 

make the necessary modifications. At the same time, the positive and collaborative 

environment that this dialogue is likely to generate has been shown to make the students 

feel valued and respected. As research has shown, this is important for learning success 

(Bucholz & Sheffler, 2009; Dorman et al., 2006). 

When considering student feedback, teachers should try to determine which 

activities are most often mentioned as high-flow and low-flow and then attempt to 

discern what these activities have in common. As this and other studies would suggest, it 

is likely that most of the highest-flow activities will be some combination of student-

centered, open-ended, authentic, and/or competitive.  While the eight categories 

considered in this study are a useful starting point for describing activities, it should be 

remembered that categories are somewhat fluid and that other categorizations are 

certainly possible. For this reason, teachers should not hesitate to categorize creatively 

and to find common denominators across activities, whatever they may be. 

Once teachers know what kinds of activities tend to be high- and low-flow for 

their students, they can get to work planning a curriculum, units, and lessons. First and 

foremost, the curriculum and all its component units and lessons should be relevant to 

students as relevance to identities and language-learning goals has been shown to be 

strongly linked to flow and learning success (Dörnyei, 2009; Douglas Fir Group, 2016; 

Norton & Toohey, 2011). Once relevant topics have been chosen for the course, units, 

and individual lessons, coherently sequenced activities should be designed to fill them. 

These activities should be designed with relevance in mind, and ideally, they should 

include as many flow-generating characteristics as possible. As shown by this study, 
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competitive activities tend to be the most powerful, and for student-centered activities to 

generate a lot of flow, it is generally desirable for them to also be authentic, open-ended 

and/or competitive.  

While student-centered, open-ended, authentic, and competitive activities tend to 

generate the most flow, every class is different, and in order to generate as much flow as 

possible throughout the school year or semester, teachers should rely on the data sources 

mentioned previously, was well as on their own observations of students completing 

activities.  

As research has shown that teacher and student perceptions of flow experiences 

align well (Tardy & Snyder, 2004), teachers should trust their intuition, and as they 

observe, and collect data in other ways, they should pay particular attention to enjoyment 

and challenges, as the present study has shown these flow components to be most 

strongly predictive of flow experiences. Furthermore, they are the components that 

teachers can best address through their activity choices, and if these components are 

addressed, the other two, closely intertwined with these, should come. As anxiety and 

boredom are incompatible with flow, teachers must make sure that students are interested 

in what they are doing and that they are challenged without being overwhelmed.  

Although teachers’ curriculum-design and lesson-plan time is limited, and it 

makes the most practical sense to focus on those activities that will generate the most 

flow for the most students, it is also important to recognize that no activity is likely to 

generate flow for all and to address the needs of the minority. In order to address every 

student’s needs, teachers should be sure to incorporate some of the activities that generate 

flow for the minority, while carefully explaining making sure that the class understands 
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their learning value. As flow theory shows that a clear sense of purpose and goals is 

necessary for flow to occur, such a discussion will hopefully allow those students who 

may not typically find flow in these activities to find them more purposeful. Likewise, it 

would be useful to address the purpose of even those activities predicted to be generally 

high flow for the same reason. In short, there should be something for everyone. 

Given that flow theory is not currently well-known among teachers, and that, 

despite its practicality, can sometimes appear rather abstract, teachers may find 

themselves asking how to make the competitive, authentic, student-centered, and open-

ended activities that research has shown to be good for flow.  Some broadly applicable 

tips, useful across languages and levels, will be given here. Many of these could even be 

extended beyond the language classroom to other subjects.  

The activity-based analysis in this study showed the four competitive games to 

generate more flow than the sixteen other activities. This suggests that games, when 

implemented under the right conditions, are likely to be strong generators. For games to 

generate flow, there must be a nurturing and collaborative classroom environment where 

students feel a sense of community and are comfortable making mistakes. At the same 

time, team games can help to reinforce this sense of community as teams work together 

to accomplish shared goals. However, despite the many positive qualities of games, it 

should be considered that, even under the best conditions, no game is likely to generate 

flow for all learners.   

While by no means an exhaustive list, some vocabulary games appropriate for 

most topics and most levels include Apples to Apples, Scattergories, Taboo, 

Dobble/Spot-It, Password, Pyramid, bingo, memory, Scrabble, Boggle, flyswatter, and 
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around the world. Some of these—like flyswatter, memory, and around the world—can 

be applied to verbs, too. Card, dice, and board games are also great for practicing verbs, 

as is the team game board wars. While there are many variations on board wars, all of 

them involve being the first to (correctly) write a verb form in order to get points for your 

team. 

While all of these are normally considered games, it is also possible to gamify 

many activities that would not otherwise be considered as such. Essentially, if students 

are somehow competing against each other, some other external force (like a timer), or 

even themselves, an activity becomes a game, and is more likely to generate flow. 

Teachers can gamify drills by timing them and/or making them a team activity to see who 

can get the most right, while they can gamify open-ended activities by having a 

competition to see who can do it best. For example, who can plan the best trip, create the 

best wardrobe, or prepare the best dish? So that all students remain involved and focused, 

those who are not presenting at a given time could complete an outline or rubric, and a 

discussion about what the students thought of what they saw/heard could follow each 

presentation. After all have presented, there will be a vote, in which all students will have 

to cast their votes and be ready to explain them, be it orally or in writing.  

However, despite the possible benefits of using friendly competition from time to 

time, it is best not to make the class an ongoing competition. Otherwise, it is highly 

possible that some students, including those who tend to compete less well than others, in 

particular, might feel isolated. While competition can be a powerful unifier, it can also be 

a powerful divider. For this reason, special care must be taken to make sure that no 
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students feel excluded, and that at the end of the day, they all believe that they are in this 

together as one learning community (Lave & Wenger, 1991).  

Making language-class activities more authentic is also likely to create more flow. 

According to this study, an authentic activity is one designed with the primary purpose of 

communicating a real message across an information gap. It is an activity that focuses 

more on meaning that it does on vocabulary or grammar. However, this does not preclude 

the use of inauthentic, form-focused activities provided that students see them as relevant 

and they help achieve the overarching goal of preparing students to complete real-world 

tasks or actions. In fact, if form-focused activities are gamified, they can actually 

generate a lot of flow, as shown by the verb game, when these conditions are met. 

Theoretical questions aside, how might teachers make activities more authentic or 

meaningful? Activities based on real-world situations—such as going shopping, signing-

up for classes, or planning a trip—are authentic because of their focus on promoting 

meaningful communication. Yet, many common textbook and workbook activities can 

also be made more relevant and authentic by requiring that a decision be made at the end, 

or that the students apply and extend what they have done. For example, a course 

workbook might include an interview about daily routine. This activity could easily be 

made more purposeful and authentic by asking the students to talk to two, three, or even 

four classmates and to then decide who would be the best roommate and why. 

 Another low-prep way to relevant and authentic activities is to have 

conversations—be they small-group or full-class—on topics the students are likely to 

find relevant. In basic levels, they could be as simple as favorite foods and restaurants, 

while in advanced levels, they could be on current events that the students know and find 
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relevant. In reality, the possibilities are limitless, and any level-appropriate topic is valid 

so long as the students can relate to it and will have something to say. If an activity is 

focused on meaningful communication—that is, communicating a real message—it is 

authentic, and provided that the students see it as relevant, it is likely to generate flow 

(Csíkszentmihályi, 1975, 1990; Egbert, 2003; Payant & Zuniga & Rueb, 2019). 

Student-centered activities are those where the students have autonomy over their 

completion of the activity rather than being fully directed by the teacher. In this way, 

students can speed-up and slow-down as necessary, and they can also simplify the 

activity, give themselves additional challenges, or even be creative. Provided there is 

some opportunity for students to make the activity their own, most small-group and pair 

activities could be considered student-centered. All students may be working on the same 

activity, or there may be different groups working on different activities, as is the case 

with learning centers. Like any activity, student-centered activities must be relevant, and 

given the reduced teacher oversight, it is also extra important that the students have a 

clear sense of what they are supposed to do, as well as a way to measure their progress. 

Otherwise, it is likely that they will lose focus, and as a result, find little flow. In order to 

keep students on track, the teacher should be sure to give clear and concise instructions 

and to model the activity as possible. While the students are working alone or in small 

groups, the teacher should circulate to check on student progress and to answer any 

questions they may have.  

The last category of activities shown to be good for flow is open-ended activities. 

In these activities, there is more than one or a few predefined responses, meaning that it is 

would be difficult to predict exactly what the outcome will be. Open-ended activities 
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could include making videos or skits, writing compositions (or stories, or blogs, or 

journal entries), and having conversations. In any case, the topics must be relatable, and 

the instructions must be clear enough that the students know what they are supposed to 

do while still allowing the students some freedom to do the activity in a way that is 

appropriate for them.  

Aside from the previously-mentioned, highly open-ended activities, many 

common textbook and workbook activities can be rendered more open-ended by making 

very simple changes. For example, instead of presenting students with a complete list of 

fully-formed questions to ask each other in an interview, they could be presented with a 

list of topics instead. Or instead of having the students do an information gap activity 

where they are merely asking their classmates to read something that is already written, 

this information could be reduced to a few basic words, or even pictures, so that the 

students have to negotiate meaning. Likewise, listening- and reading-comprehension 

activities can be rendered more open-ended by asking students to complete an outline or 

react rather than having them answer true/false or multiple-choice questions. 

It should be noted that this is by no means an exhaustive list of activities that 

would be predicted to generate flow, but the hope is that it will help teachers to begin 

thinking of high-flow activities. The other parts of this study provide many more 

examples of high- (and low-) flow activities, yet teachers should not feel restricted to 

these, and should instead feel empowered to express their creativity, to try something 

new to ward off boredom, and to adapt to their students and environment. Students tend 

to appreciate this, and it has been shown that, when the teacher is experiencing flow, the 

students tend to experience flow as well. In other words, flow is contagious. 
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While further research is necessary in this area, it is also important to pay 

attention to other factors that this study has suggested to be linked to flow. These include 

creating a welcoming and nurturing classroom environment, being judicious in correcting 

errors, and finding an appropriate target-language/L1 balance to promote maximum 

opportunities for meaningful language use while also considering student emotions (e.g. 

Broeckelman-Post et al., 2016; Bucholz & Sheffler, 2009; Burden, 2000; Dallimore et al., 

2012; Dorman et al., 2006; Levy & Bookin, 2014; McMillan & Rivers, 2011; Svidko, 

2017, Zhu & Wang, 2019). 

As can be seen, while the definition of flow as being fully focused on an activity 

that is at once relevant, enjoyable, challenging, and accessible may sound simple, flow is 

actually quite complex. This is not only because of the non-activity, environmental 

factors that are at play, but also because different students may react to the same situation 

in very different ways. Yet, despite flow’s complexity, it is it is well worth the attention 

due to its potential to create conditions that favor language learning. At the same time, 

teachers should not assume that an activity that they would predict to generate flow and 

learning will necessarily do so.  

 In designing these activities, it is important for teachers to ask themselves if the 

activities will help to achieve the targeted language-learning goals. Otherwise, the 

students may not learn what they were supposed to. For example, a flow-generating verb 

conjugation game may help students to memorize verb conjugations, but it will not help 

students to complete real-world tasks unless perhaps it is coupled with more meaningful 

practice that makes students use verb forms in a natural context (DeKeyser, 2007; 

Shintani & Ellis, 2014; Suzuki, Nakata & DeKeyser, 2019). 
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In addition, it is important to remember that, as shown by this study, activities 

predicted to generate flow (such as the PSA) may not always generate flow. This could 

be because the activity was poorly designed or because the students’ needs were misread 

(i.e. the teacher thought the students would find it more interesting or challenging than 

they did). It could also be because the students are experiencing too much foreign 

language class anxiety or other negative feelings not related to language learning for flow 

to occur (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014; Czimmermann & Piniel, 2016). In light of this, 

teachers should try their best to adapt and address these needs, while remembering that 

there is much that lies outside of their control.  

In sum, in order to create flow, teachers must know their students’ unique needs 

so that they can choose activities that are relevant and flow-generating for them. While 

these tend to be competitive, authentic, student-centered, and open-ended activities, and 

this study showed these trends to be strong, not all students find flow in the same 

activities, and this must be kept in mind in order to make sure that all find flow. 

Likewise, special attention must be paid to creating a welcoming and nurturing classroom 

environment and addressing other non-activity factors that may influence flow.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION  

 

All told, this study makes significant contributions to the limited body of SLA 

flow research and carries significant implications for language teaching and learning. 

While the activity-based analysis showed that competitive activities (games) tend to 

generate more flow than other activities, the category-based qualitative analysis showed 

that, although competitive activities are less likely to generate a low-flow experience than 

other categories, most high-flow experiences are not competitive. However, the large 

majority of these positive experiences were student-centered, meaning that the students 

had more control than the teacher over the means of accomplishing an activity and thus 

the ability to adapt it to their visions of their identities (Dörnyei, 2009; Douglas Fir 

Group, 2016; Norton and Toohey, 2011) and ZPDs (van Lier, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978). 

However, the highest-flow experiences tended not to be student-centered alone, 

and the quantitative results, via the low-ranked summary and sign-here activities, also 

corroborated this claim. Rather, the highest-flow experiences tended to be student-

centered while also being open-ended (many possible outcomes) and/or authentic 

(focused on meaningful communication across an information gap). This suggests that 

just one characteristic of a high-flow activity is often not enough for an activity to 

generate a lot of flow, and that, generally speaking, the more high-flow characteristics an 

activity possesses, the more likely it will create flow.  

However, there are some activities whose flow cannot be predicted by their 

categories, including verb drills, which were assigned to no flow-generating categories, 

but nonetheless elicited high flow scores. Students are unique individuals, and it is 
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possible for students to find flow in activities that lack characteristics that would be 

predicted to be good for flow if they believe these activities will help them to develop in 

to the future selves that they envision (Dörnyei, 2009; Norton & Toohey, 2011). 

As it seems, perceptions of relevance may be even more important than activity 

characteristics in predicting flow experiences, and it appears that the participants may 

have collectively rated verb drills, as well as and the similar vocab match, highly because 

they found them relevant to their language-related goals. Yet, as this study did not set out 

to answer this question of relevance, further study in this area is warranted.  

Not only did this study bring to light the likely importance of relevance and task 

frequency, but the qualitative results also suggested that additional non-activity factors 

may influence flow experiences. These included classroom environment, error correction 

strategies, and target-language-L1 balance. Such factors, however, lie outside the scope 

of the research questions and will have to be examined in future studies. 

Yet, aside from confirming the hypothesis that student-centered, open-ended, 

authentic, and/or competitive activities are more likely to generate flow than those 

exhibiting the reverse characteristics, and suggesting that some of these categories are 

more important than others, this study also attempted to establish a hierarchy of flow 

components. As no previous study had done so, this is perhaps this study’s greatest 

contribution to SLA research. The results revealed that, while all flow components are 

related to flow, enjoyment is the most strongly related, and that the skills-challenges 

balance is extremely important in predicting flow experiences.  
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All told, this study has significant implications for language teaching and 

learning. As enjoyment and challenges were shown to be the flow components most 

connected to flow, in order to optimize learning through flow, teachers would do well to 

pay attention to their students’ enjoyment and skills-challenges balances. They should 

make sure that their students find activities useful, and that they are adequately 

challenged without becoming overwhelmed.  

While individual learner differences exist—and should certainly be considered 

when choosing language-class activities—the trends are strong. In general, students find 

the most flow in activities whose means of accomplishment they can control (student-

centered), activities with many possible outcomes (open-ended), activities focused on 

communicating a real message across an information gap (authentic), and competitive 

games. As it appears, the more of these characteristics an activity possesses, the better. 

Yet, perhaps even more importantly, students must see an activity as relevant to their 

current or future goals for language learning if they are to find flow in it. 

Lastly, it should be remembered that, while flow creates conditions that are 

conducive to learning (e.g. Dörnyei, 2009; Douglas Fir Group, 2016; Norton & Toohey, 

2011; Robinson, Mackey & Gass, 2012; van Lier, 1996; Vygotsky, 1978), designing 

activities that are supposed to generate flow is no guarantee of flow or learning. Firstly, 

the students must enter flow as predicted, and secondly, the activities must be well 

designed to help students meet the targeted learning objectives. Otherwise, there will be 

no learning (or at least not the right learning).   

 



   
 

137 
 

REFERENCES 

 Abbott, J. (2000). “Blinking out” and “having the touch”: Two fifth-grade boys talk  

 about flow experiences in writing. Written Communication, 17, 53-92.  

Anderson, B. (1991). Imagined communities: Reflections on the origin and spread of  

 nationalism (revised ed.). New York: Verso.  

Arnold, J. (2011). Attention to affect in language learning. Anglistik: International  

Journal of English Studies, 22(1), 11-22.   

 Aubrey, S. (2017). Measuring flow in the EFL classroom: Learners’ perceptions of  

inter- and intra-cultural task-based interactions. TESOL Quarterly, 52(3), 661- 

692.   

Azkarai, A., Kopinska, M., & Agirre, A. I. (2019). Motivation among young EFL  

 learners: comparing pair and individual work with a dictogloss, presented at the 

 Eighth International Conference on Task-Based Language Teaching, Ottawa,  

2019. Ottawa: Carleton UP.  

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thougth and action: A social cognitive theory. 

  

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

 

Barsalou, L. W. (1999). Perceptual symbol systems. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 22, 

  

 577-660.  

 

Bernard, H. R. (2018). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative  

 

approaches (6th ed.). Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield. 

  Bloemert, J., et al. (2017) Students’ perspectives on the benefit of EFL literature  

education. The Language Learning Journal, 47(3), 371-384.  

 



   
 

138 
 

Broeckelman-Post, M., Johnson, A., & Schwebach, J. R. (2016). Calling on students 

 using notecards: Engagement and countering communication anxiety in  

 large lecture. Journal of College Science Teaching, 45(5), 27-33.   

Bucholz, J., & Sheffler, J. (2009). Creating a warm and inclusive classroom 

 environment: Planning for all children to feel welcome.  

 Electronic Journal for Inclusive Education, 2(4).  

Burden, P. (2000). The use of ‘only English’ in a learner-centred university classroom in 

 Japan. RELC Journal, 31(1), 130-149.  

Castiglione, G. (2015). Emozione e sentimenti nel pensiero di Antonio Damasio :  

 Riflessioni pedagogiche. RTH-Nuove sfide e figure intramontabili in Educazione 

 & Filosofia, 2, 8-15.  

Cho, M. (2018). Task complexity and modality: Exploring learners’ experience from 

 the perspective of flow. The Modern Language Journal, 102(1), 162-180. 

 Csíkszentmihályi, M. (1975). Beyond boredom and anxiety: The experience of flow in   

work and play. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.   

 Csíkszentmihályi, M. (1990). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience. Harper &  

 Row.  

  Csíkszentmihályi, M. (1996). Intrinsic motivation and effective teaching in J.L. Bess  

(Ed.), Teaching well and liking it: Motivating faculty to teach effectively.  

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.  

 Csíkszentmihályi, M. (1997). Creativity: Flow and the psychology of discovery and  

invention. New York: Harper Perennial.   

 



   
 

139 
 

Csíkszentmihályi, M. (2008). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience (2nd ed.).  

 New York: Harper & Row.  

 Curci, A., Lanciano, T., & Soleti, E. (2014). Emotions in the classroom: 

 The role of teachers’ emotional intelligence ability in predicting  

 students’ achievement. The American Journal of Psychology, 127(4), 431-445.  

Czimmermann, E., & Piniel, K. (2016). Advanced language learners’ experiences of flow 

 in the Hungarian EFL classroom. Positive psychology in SLA, 193-214.  

Dallimore, E., Hertenstein, J., & Platt, M. (2012). Impact of cold-calling on student  

 voluntary participation. Journal of Management Education, XX(X), 1-37.  

Damasio, A. (2012). L’autre moi-même. Paris: Odile Jacob. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human  

 behavior. New York, NY: Plenum. 

DeKeyser, R. (2007). Practice in a second language: Perspectives from applied  

 linguistics and cognitive psychology. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Dewaele, J. M. (2014). Harnessing emotions in the foreign language classroom. 

Dewaele, J. M., et al. (2017). Foreign language enjoyment and anxiety: The effect of  

teacher and learner variables. Language Teaching Research.  

Dewaele, J. M., & MacIntyre, P.D. (2014). The two faces of Janus? Anxiety and  

 enjoyment in the foreign language classroom. Studies in Second Language  

 Learning and Teaching, 4, 237-274.  

Dorman, J., Aldridge, J., & Fraser, B. (2006). Using students’ assessment of classroom 

 environment to develop a typology of secondary school classrooms.  

 International Education Journal, 7(7), 906-915.  



   
 

140 
 

 Dörnyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative, qualitative 

 and mixed methodologies. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2009). The L2 motivational self-system. In Z. Dörnyei and E. Ushioda  

 (Eds.), Motivation, language identity and the L2 self (pp. 9-42). Bristol, U.K.:  

 Multilingual Matters. 

Dörnyei, Z., & Ryan, S. (2015). The psychology of the language learner revisited.  

 New York: Routledge.  

Egbert, J. (2003). A study of flow theory in the foreign language classroom. The  

Modern Language Journal, 87(iv), 449-518.  

Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based learning and teaching. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Ellis, N. (2019). Essentials of a theory of language cognition. The Modern Language  

 Journal, 103(Supplement 1), 39-60.  

 Ellis, R. (2016). Focus on form: A critical review. Language Teaching Research,  

2016, 20(3), 405-428.   

Ellis, R., & Shintani, N. (2014). Exploring language pedagogy through second language 

 acquisition research. New York: Routledge. 

Ellsworth, P.C., & Smith, C. A. (1988). Shades of joy: Patterns of appraisal  

 differentiating pleasant emotions. Cognition and Emotion, 2, 301-331. 

Fredrickson, B.L. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: The  

broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions. American Psychologist, 56(3),  

218-226.  

Fredrickson, B. L. (2013). Updated thinking on positivity ratios. American Psychologist,  

 68(9), 814-822.   



   
 

141 
 

Frijda, N. H. (1986). The emotions. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Gardner, R. C. (2001). Integrative motivation and second language acquisition. In  

 Z. Dörnyei and R. Schmidt (Eds.) Motivation and Second Language  

 Acquisition (pp. 1-20). Honolulu, HI: University of Hawaii Press.  

Gardner, R. C., & MacIntyre, P. D. (1993). On the measurement of affective variables 

 in second language learning. Language Learning, 43, 157-194. 

Garrett, P., & Young, R. F. (2009). Theorizing affect in foreign language learning:   

 An analysis of one learner's responses to a communicative Portuguese course.  

 Modern Language Journal, 93(2), 209-226.  

Glenberg, A. M., & Roberson, D. A. (2000). Symbol grounding and meaning:  

 A comparison of high-dimensional and embodied theories of meaning. Journal of 

 Memory and Language, 43, 379-401.  

Gregersen, T., & MacIntyre, P. D. (2014). Capitalizing on individual differences:  

 From premise to practice. Bristol, England: Multilingual Matters.  

Hansen, C. H., & Hansen, R. D. (1988). Finding the face in the crowd: An anger  

 superiority effect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 917-924. 

Hertel, T. J., & Dings, A. (2017). The undergraduate Spanish major curriculum: Faculty,  

 alumni, and student perceptions. Foreign Language Annals, 50(4), 697-716. 

Higgins, E. T. (1987). Self-discrepancy : A theory relating self and affect.  

 Psychological Review, 94, 319-340.  

Hong, J. C. et al. (2017). Intrinsic motivation of Chinese learning in predicting online  

learning self-efficacy and flow experience relevant to students’ learning progress.  

Computer Assisted Language Learning, 30(6), 552-574. 



   
 

142 
 

Horwitz, E. K., Horwitz, M. B., & Cope. J. (1986). Foreign language classroom  

 anxiety. The Modern Language Journal, 70, 125-132.  

Izard, C. E. (1977). Human emotions. New York: Plenum. 

James, W. (1890). Principles of psychology (2 vols). Holt, Rinehart & Winston. 

Krashen, S. (1981). Second Language acquisition and second language learning.  

 New York: Pergamon Press. 

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. New York:   

Pergamon Press.  

Lakoff, G., & Johnson, M. (1999). Philosophy in the flesh: The embodied mind and its 

 challenge to Western thought. New York: Basic Books. 

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.  

 Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.  

Levy, D., & Bookin, J. (2014). Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning,  

 14(5), 92-109.  

Looney, D., & Lusin, N. (2018). Enrollments in languages other than English in United  

 States institutions of higher education, Summer 2016 and Fall 2016: Preliminary 

 report. Modern Language Association. 

MacIntyre, P. D., & Gardner, R. C. (1994). The subtle effects of language anxiety on  

 cognitive processing in the second language. Language Learning, 44, 283-305. 

MacIntyre, P., Gregersen, T., & Mercer, S. (2019). Setting and agenda for positive  

 psychology in SLA: Theory, practice, and research. The Modern Language  

 Journal, 103(1), 262-274.  

 



   
 

143 
 

Markus, H.R., & Nurius, P. (1986) Possible selves. American Psychologist, 41, 954-969. 

McMillan, B. A., & Rivers, D. J. (2011). The practice of policy: Teacher attitudes toward  

 "English only." System, 39(2), 251-263. 

Morgan-Short, K. (2012). Allocation of attention to second language form and  

meaning:  Revisiting the use of think aloud protocols. Studies in Second  

Language Acquisition, 34(04), 659-685.   

 Nakamura, J., & Csíkszentimihályi, M. (2009). The concept of flow. In Snyder, C.R., &  

Lopez, S.J.  (·ds.). Oxford handbook of positive psychology (pp. 80-105). 

New York: Oxford University Press.  

Niedenthal, P. M., et al. (2005). Embodiment in the acquisition and use of emotional 

 knowledge. In L. F. Barrett, Niedenthal, P. M., & P. Winkielman (Eds.), Emotion 

 and consciousness (pp. 21-50). New York: Guilford Press.  

Niedenthal, P. M., & Kitayama, S. (1994). The heart’s eye: Emotional influences in  

 perception and attention. San Diego, CA: Academic. 

Norton, B., & Toohey, K. (2011). Identity, language learning, and social change.  

 Language Teaching, 44(4), 412-446. 

Norton, B. (2013). Identity and language learning: extending the conversation.   

 Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters.  

Norton Peirce, B. (1995). Social identity, investment, and language learning. TESOL  

 Quarterly 29(1), 9-31. 

Nunan, D. (2004). A Framework for task-based language teaching. In D. Nunan (Ed.),  

 Task based language teaching (pp. 19-39). Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge  

 University Press. 



   
 

144 
 

Öhman, A., Flykt, A., & Esteves, F. (2001). Emotion drives attention: Detecting the  

 snake in the grass. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 130(3),  

466-478. 

Pajak, B. (2016). Which countries study which languages, and what can we learn from it? 

 Duolingo.  

Parsons, L., et al. (1995). Use of implicit motor imagery for visual shape discrimination a 

 as revealed by PET. Nature, 375, 54-58.  

Payant, C., & Zuniga, M. (2019). A study of flow theory and task repetition:  

 Comparing ESL learners and pre-service teachers’ emotional experiences,  

presented at the Eighth International Conference on Task-Based Language  

Teaching, Ottawa, 2019. Ottawa: Carleton UP.  

Phelps, E. (2006). Emotion and cognition: Insights from studies of the human amygdala. 

 Annual Review of Psychology, 57, 27-53.  

Piniel, K., & Csizér, K. (2013). L2 motivation, anxiety and self-efficacy: The  

 interrelationship of individual variables in the secondary school context.  

 Studies in Second Language Learning and Teaching, 3(4), 523-550.  

Prabhu, N. S. (1987). Second language pedagogy. Oxford, U.K.: Oxford University  

 Press.  

Robinson, P. (1995). Attention, memory, and the “noticing” hypothesis. Language  

Learning, 45, 283-331.  

 Robinson, P. (1997). State of the art: SLA research and second language teaching.  

Language Teacher Online, 21(7). 

 



   
 

145 
 

Robinson, P., Mackey, A., Gass, S., & Schmidt, R. (2012). Attention and awareness in  

 second language acquisition. In Gass, S. & Mackey, A. (Eds.), The Routledge 

 Handbook of Second Language Acquisition (pp. 247-267). New York: Routledge. 

Ryan, R. L., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of  

 intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 

 55, 68-78.   

Saldaña, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd ed.). London:  

 

SAGE Publications. 

Samuda, V., & Bygate, M. (2008). Tasks in second language learning. Basingstoke:  

 Palgrave Macmillan.   

Schmidt, R. (1990). Consciousness and foreign language learning: A tutorial on the role  

 of attention and awareness in learning. In R. Schmidt (Ed.), Attention and  

 Awareness in Foreign Language Learning and Teaching (pp. 1-64), Second  

 Language Teaching and Curriculum Center Technical Report #9: University of  

 Hawai’i Press.  

Schmidt, R. (1993). Awareness and second language acquisition. Annual Review of  

Applied Linguistics, 13, 206-226.   

 Schmidt, R. (1995). Consciousness and foreign language learning: A tutorial on the role  

of attention and awareness in learning. In R. Schmidt (Ed.), Attention and  

awareness in foreign language learning (Technical Report 9, pp. 1-63). Honolulu:  

University of Hawai’i.   

Schmidt, R. (2001). Attention. In P. Robinson (Ed.), Cognition and second language 

 instruction (pp. 3-32). New York: Cambridge University Press.  



   
 

146 
 

Schmidt, R. (2010). Attention, awareness, and individual differences in language  

 learning. In W. M. Chan et al. (Eds.), Proceedings of CLaSIC 2010, Singapore, 

 December 2-4. Singapore: National University of Singapore, Centre for Language 

 Studies, 721-737.  

Schmidt, R., & Frota, S. (1986). Developing basic conversational ability in a second  

 language: A case study of an adult learner of Portuguese. In R. Day (Ed.), Talking 

 to learn: Conversation in second language learning, pp. 237-322. Rowley, MA:  

 Newbury House. 

Shvidko, E. (2017). Learners’ attitudes toward “English-only” institutional policies:  

 Language use outside the classroom. TESL Canada Journal, 34(2), 25-48.  

Suzuki, Y., Nakata, T., & DeKeyser, R. (2019). Optimizing second language practice in  

 the classroom: Perspectives from cognitive psychology. The Modern Language 

 Journal, 103(3), 551-561.  

Swain, M. (1998). Focus on form through conscious reflection. In C. Doughty &  

 J. Williams (Eds.), Focus on form in classroom second language acquisition 

 (pp. 64-81). New York: Cambridge University Press.   

Swain, M., Kinnear, P., & Steinman, L. (2015). Sociocultural Theory in Second  

 Language Education: An Introduction through Narratives. Bristol, U.K.: 

 Multilingual Matters. 

 Tardy, C. M. & Snyder, B. (2004). ‘That’s why I do it’: Flow and EFL teachers’  

practices. ELT Journal, 58(2), 118-128.  

The Douglas Fir Group (2016). A transdisciplinary framework for SLA in a multilingual 

 world. The Modern Language Journal, 100 (Supplement 1), 19-47. 



   
 

147 
 

Tomkins, S. S. (1962). Affect, imagery, consciousness: Vol 1 the positive affects.  

 New York: Springer. 

Todeva, E. (2009). Multilingualism as a kaleidoscopic experience: The mini-universes  

 within. In E. Todeva & J. Cenoz (Eds.), The multiple realities of multilingualism: 

 Personal narratives and researchers’ perspectives (pp. 53-74), Berlin:  

 De Gruyter Mouton.  

Trevino. L., & Webster, J. (1992). Flow in computer-mediated communication:  

Electronic mail and voice mail evaluation and impacts. Communication  

Research, 19, 539-573.  

Turbee, L. (1999). Language learning MOO theory and practical application. Retrieved   

May 26, 2018, from https://lonniechu.com/LLMOOTPA.html  

Van Lier, L. (1996). Interaction in the language curriculum: Awareness, autonomy, and  

 authenticity. New York: Longman. 

VanPatten, B. (2003). From input to output: A teacher’s guide to second language  

 acquisition. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological 

 processes (M. Cole, V. John-Steiner, S. Scribner & E. Souberman, Trans.).  

 Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Wells, G. (1999). Dialogic inquiry: Toward a sociocultural theory and practice of  

 education. Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.  

Willis, D., & Willis, J. (2007). Doing task-based teaching. Oxford, UK: Oxford  

 University Press.  

 

https://lonniechu.com/LLMOOTPA.html


   
 

148 
 

Wood, D., Bruner, J. S., & Ross, G. (1976). The role of tutoring in problem solving.  

 Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 17(2), 89-100.  

Zhu, Y., & Wang, B. (2019). Investigating English language learners’ beliefs about oral  

 corrective feedback at Chinese universities: A large-scale survey. Language 

 Awareness, 28(2), 139-161.  

 Zuniga M., & Rueb, A. (2018). Dans le flow : l’influence des tâches pédagogiques sur la  

 qualité de l’expérience émotionnelle en classe de français de langue seconde.  

In F. Berdal-Masuy (Ed.), Emotissage. Les émotions dans l'apprentissage des  

langues, pp. 263-277. Louvain-la-Neuve : Presses universitaires de Louvain. 

Zuniga, M., & Simard, D. (2016). Observing the interactive qualities of L2 instructional  

 practices in ESL and FLS classrooms. Studies in Second Language Learning and  

 Teaching, 6, 135-158.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

149 
 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Language backgrounds of study participants 

Student-chosen alias Current foreign language 
enrollment(s) 

Previously-studied 
foreign language(s) 

Family language(s) other 

than English 

Hannah Italian Chinese N/A 

Jay Spanish German, Latin N/A 

Morgan Spanish French N/A 

Jac Spanish N/A N/A 

Lauren Spanish Italian N/A 

Ryan French N/A N/A 

Bri German N/A German 

Kosha German Spanish Gujarati 

Adam Spanish, Arabic Italian, 
French 

Greek, Russian, German Hebrew 

Kate German N/A N/A 

Eva German N/A N/A 

Andreana Spanish Greek Greek 

Nick Spanish N/A N/A 

G German French N/A 

Sydney Spanish N/A N/A 

M Spanish, Japanese N/A Khmer 

Tori German French, Spanish N/A 

Lauryn Spanish German N/A 

Taylor Spanish Latin, French N/A 

Bob Spanish N/A N/A 

Bri Spanish N/A Spanish 

Yen Spanish EFL*, Japanese, 
Vietnamese 

Mandarin, Taiwanese 

Angela Spanish N/A N/A 

Sarah French N/A N/A 

John Italian N/A Tagalog 

H.L. Spanish N/A N/A 

Ambaro Spanish N/A N/A 

J French N/A N/A 

Tori French N/A N/A 

Shah French N/A Farsi 

Erica French N/A N/A 

Lytice French, Spanish N/A N/A 

Camille French N/A N/A 

Cat French, Italian N/A Spanish 

Andrea French EFL*, Arabic Portuguese, Spanish 

Casey French Spanish, Mandarin Mandarin 

Adia French Korean N/A 

Juli French Spanish N/A 

Mitzi German N/A N/A 

Vito French Spanish N/A 

(none given) German N/A N/A 

Olivia Italian Spanish, German N/A 

Kathy Italian Spanish N/A 

Mica Italian N/A Portuguese 

Kev French N/A N/A 

Hazel French N/A N/A 
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Pedro Spanish Latin, German, Italian, 
French, Ancient Greek, 
Biblical Hebrew 

N/A 

Tabbi Spanish Chinese N/A 

Muhib Spanish N/A Pashto 

Kelly Spanish N/A N/A 

ZR Spanish French N/A 

Emmi Spanish Italian, Latin N/A 

noodlehead123 Spanish Italian, German, Latin, 
French 

Albanian 

Michaela Spanish Latin N/A 

Sarah Spanish N/A N/A 

Maura Spanish Latin N/A 

Beth Spanish N/A N/A 

Saloni Spanish N/A Gujarati 

Avery Spanish Sign Language N/A 

Ben Spanish N/A Malayalam 

student Spanish N/A N/A 

(none given) Spanish Arabic N/A 

Townley Spanish N/A N/A 

Olivia Spanish N/A N/A 

Ke Spanish N/A N/A 

Raissa Spanish (Quranic) Arabic Comorian, French 

Brianna Spanish Italian N/A 

K Spanish N/A N/A 

Ashley Spanish N/A N/A 

Angel Spanish N/A Spanish 

Ry Spanish N/A N/A 

EEG Spanish French N/A 

holly Spanish N/A N/A 

Eileen Spanish N/A N/A 

Liv Spanish N/A N/A 

Graduate Spanish N/A N/A 

Brooke Spanish N/A N/A 

TCS Spanish N/A N/A 

Spanishlover1000 Spanish N/A N/A 

Alina3 Spanish Italian, Portuguese N/A 

T Spanish N/A N/A 

Jo Spanish Sign language N/A 

*EFL=English as a foreign language 

Summary:  

-Number of participants for each of the four languages included in the study (out of 82 total participants): 

-French: 17 (=20.73%) 

-German: 8 (=9.76%) 

-Italian: 5 (=6.10%) 

-Spanish: 52 (=63.41%) 

-Number of participants currently enrolled in multiple languages: 4 (=4.89%) 

-Number of participants having previously studied additional languages: 33 (=40.24%) 

-Number of participants using a language other than English at home: 19 (=23.17%) 
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Appendix B: Google Form questionnaire 

Part 1: Language Profile 

Please tell us about you and your language-learning background. 

 

1. Your alias (nickname) for this study: __________________________________ 

2. In what language course(s) are you currently enrolled?  

 FREN 1003 

 FREN 2001 

 GER 1003 

 GER 2001 

 ITAL 2001 

 ITAL 2002 

 ITAL 2041 

 SPAN 1003 

 SPAN 2001 

 SPAN 2002 

 SPAN 2096 

 SPAN 3501 

3. Briefly describe your experience studying the language(s) you mentioned, including when, 

where, and how.  

 

4. What sort of opportunities have you had to use the language(s) you’re studying outside of 

class?  

 

5. Please name any language(s) you know or have studied other than English and the language(s) 

you’re currently taking at school. Please also briefly describe your experience with these 

languages, including when, where, and how you learned them.  

  

Part 2: Activities that get me “in the zone” 

Please read the following quotations about flow, which is often termed as being “in the zone.” 

Then, while thinking about what you will have read, you will be asked to rate a list of possible 

language class activities on how much flow they cause for you. These ratings will be on a scale of 

1 to 4, where 1 means “very little flow”, and 4 means “a lot of flow.” If you have never done the 

activity, try your best to imagine it. You will be able to re-read the flow descriptions as much as 

you need. 
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“The metaphor of ‘flow’ is one that many people have used to describe the sense of effortless 

action they feel in moments that stand out as the best in their lives. Athletes refer to it as ‘being in 

the zone,’ religious mystics as ‘being in ecstasy,’ artists and musicians as ‘aesthetic rapture.’ 

Athletes, mystics, and artists do very different things when they reach flow, yet their descriptions 

of the experience are remarkably similar.”  

                                --psychologist Mihályi Csíkszentmihályi on flow  

“You’re right in the work, you lose your sense of time, you’re completely enraptured, you’re 

completely caught up in what you are doing…when you are working on something and you are 

working well, you have the feeling that there’s no other way of saying what you’re saying.”  

                                -a poet describing a flow experience 

“When you’re climbing, you’re not aware of other problematic life situations. It becomes a world 

unto its own, significant only to itself. It’s a concentration thing. Once you’re in the situation, it’s 

incredibly real, and you’re very much in charge of it. It becomes your total world.” 

                                -a climber describing a flow experience 

  

1. Vocab category game (such as Scattergories or Apples to Apples).         

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                  

2. Compare the features of houses shown in the textbook. 

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

3. Verb conjugation drills (i.e. write all the forms of a given verb or complete sentences with right 

form). 

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

4. Small-group discussion on weekend plans. 

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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5. Trivia or quiz-style vocabulary game (such as Jeopardy, Kahoot or Quizlet Live). 

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

6. Act out a restaurant skit where you ask questions about menu items, order, and pay the bill. 

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

7. Full-class discussion where the teacher asks individuals questions about their weekend plans.  

How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

8. Classmate survey activity about their daily or habitual activities (such as “sign-here” or “find 

someone who”). 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

9. Put a list of sentences in order to form a restaurant dialog. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

10. Choose an appropriate house or apartment using a real estate website. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

11. Game where you describe a secret word for a partner to guess (such as Taboo or 20 

Questions) 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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12. Interview possible roommates. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

13. A written exercise where you match vocabulary words to their definitions. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

14. Teacher lectures on a cultural topic while students listen and take notes. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

15. Produce a public service announcement related to surviving college.  

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

16. Verb conjugation game where you must be the fastest to come up with the correct verb form 

(i.e. Board Wars, Around the World or Trashketball).  

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

17. Write a summary of a short news article or blog post. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                  

18. Use a list of (general) questions to interview native speakers about their personal customs.  

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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19. Write a short blog post about a trip.  

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

20. Write a summary of a cultural reading from your textbook. 

                How much flow does this activity cause for you? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

 

Part 3: Describing language-class activities 

You will be shown a list of activities that could be done in language classes. If you have not done 

these activities in your language classes, try your best to imagine what they might be like. You 

will be asked to rate each on four characteristics: 1) how enjoyable you find it, 2) how much you 

find yourself able to focus on it, 3) how much this activity allows you to use your own language 

or be creative, and 4) how well this activity aligns with your abilities. These ratings will all be on 

a scale of 1-4, where 1 is “very little” and 4 is a “very much”. If you do not know what the 

activity is, and cannot imagine it, be sure to mark “I don’t know what this activity is”.   

  

1. Vocab category game (such as Scattergories or Apples to Apples).         

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

2. Compare the features of houses shown in the textbook. 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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   c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

3. Verb conjugation drills (i.e. write all the forms of a given verb or complete sentences with right 

form). 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

               

4. Small-group discussion on weekend plans.       

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

5. Trivia or quiz-style vocabulary game (such as Jeopardy, Kahoot or Quizlet Live). 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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    b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

 

6. Act out a restaurant skit where you ask questions about menu items, order, and pay the bill. 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

7. Full-class discussion where the teacher asks individuals questions about their weekend plans.  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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8. Classmate survey activity about their daily or habitual activities (such as “sign-here” or “find 

someone who”).  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

9. Put a list of sentences in order to form a restaurant dialog.        

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

10. Choose an appropriate house or apartment using a real estate website.  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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11. Game where you describe a secret word for a partner to guess (such as Taboo or 20 

Questions) 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

12. Interview possible roommates.           

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

13. A written exercise where you match vocabulary words to their definitions. 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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    d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

14. Teacher lectures on a cultural topic while students listen and take notes. 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

15. Produce a public service announcement related to surviving college.  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

16. Verb conjugation game where you must be the fastest to come up with the correct verb form 

(i.e. Board Wars, Around the World or Trashketball).  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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   c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

17. Write a summary of a short news article or blog post. 

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

18. Use a list of (general) questions to interview native speakers about their personal customs.  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

19. Write a short blog post about a trip.  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 
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                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

   

20. Write a summary of a cultural reading from  your textbook.  

                a. How enjoyable do you find this activity? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                b. When doing this activity, how focused on the activity do you tend to be? 

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                c. When doing this activity, how much control do you have?   

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

                d. How much would you say that this activity provides good and attainable challenges?  

                                very little             1              2              3              4             a lot 

  

Part 4: Stand-out language-class experiences 

The following open-ended questions will allow you to reflect more holistically on your foreign 

language (FL) learning experience. Please answer honestly. 

 

1. Describe on specific event or episode in your FL class where you were at the same time: a) 

enjoying yourself, b) highly focused on the activity, c) feeling in control, and d) working toward 

attainable challenges. Please be sure to specify which language class this was. 

 

 

2. Describe one specific event or episode in your FL class where you were at the same time: a) 

wanting the activity to end, b) unfocused, c) feeling you ad little control over the activity, and d) 

bored. Please be sure to specify which language class this was. 

 

 

3. Is there anything else you would like to add about your best and worst language-class 

experiences?  

 


