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ABSTRACT 

This study examined motivation, anxiety, global awareness, and linguistic 

confidence, and their relation to language test performance within the context of Chinese 

university students taking the College English Test Band 4(CET-4) in China. Using a 

mixed methods approach, through survey and interview inquiries, this study explored 

whether and how the selected psychological factors contributed to students’ CET 

performance. 

Results from exploratory factor analysis revealed that Chinese university students 

displayed three types of instrumental motivation (i.e., mark orientation, further-education 

orientation, and job orientation), two types of anxiety (i.e., language anxiety and test 

anxiety), and two types of confidence (i.e., linguistic confidence and test confidence). 

The results of confirmatory factor analysis led to a modified socio-educational model of 

motivation with some context-specific concepts (i.e., new instrumental orientations, 

global awareness, and linguistic confidence) that more accurately represented the 

characteristics of the Chinese university students. The results of structural equation 

modelling confirmed that attitude toward the learning situation and integrative orientation 

were two strong indicators of motivation, which in turn influenced language achievement 

and confidence. The negative impact of anxiety on language achievement was confirmed. 

Certain group differences were found in comparing male students with female students, 

high achievers with low achievers, students from the Arts programs with those from the 

Science programs, and students who started to learn English before Grade 7 with those 



 

 iii

who did so after Grade 7. The interview findings indicated stronger instrumental 

orientations than integrative orientations. External influences, including influences from 

society, teachers, and peers, were also identified. Students expressed their mixed feelings 

toward the CET-4, indicating that this test had both positive and negative influences in 

promoting their English learning.  

Testing well-developed motivation and anxiety models in the Chinese context 

enriched and expanded our knowledge in theory development in English language 

education in China. The implications of this study point to the importance of 

understanding language test-takers’ characteristics in their macro and micro learning 

contexts, as well as the importance of establishing the relevance of English language 

learning to language teaching, and testing in English as Foreign Language contexts.  
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

In the 21st century, English is regarded as the major international language, and 

the number of bilingual users of English will far surpass the number of its native speakers 

(McKay, 2002); that is to say, there will be more people who study English as a second 

or foreign language (ESL/EFL) than English native speakers. To assess English abilities 

of these ESL/EFL users, a wide array of language tests has been developed and used 

internationally. These language tests have become a pervasive phenomenon in 

educational systems and are frequently used to play a crucial role in political, 

educational, and social contexts (Shohamy, 2007a, 2007b).  Scores from these language 

tests are often used to make inferences about test-takers’ language abilities and to justify 

decisions such as admission, promotion, graduation, or placement (Bachman, 2004, 

2005). In many circumstances, however, there is not sufficient information on the 

relationship between the test-takers’ individual differences and their test performance or 

on whether or not language tests provide adequate validity evidence (Kunnan, 1995). 

Test-takers’ contribution to their successes in second/foreign language tests can 

never be underestimated (Cohen & Dörnyei, 2002; Larsen-Freeman, 2001). Affective 

variables, such as motivation and anxiety, can influence or even determine how a student 

will do in his/her language learning process (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003). A 

concurrent examination of some primary psychological characteristics in relation to high-

stakes language test performance can be a further step to enrich and expand our 
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knowledge in theory development (e.g., motivational theories and anxiety theories) in 

second language (L2) education. 

However, identification of the primary individual difference variables affecting 

academic performance is challenging in that: (a) there are so many individual differences 

that may account for performance; (b) the definition and operational assessment of these 

individual differences are often difficult; and (c) the variables usually have interactive 

relationships with one another and with performance (Riding, 2005). In their attempts to 

categorize key individual differences, some researchers focus on language learning 

aptitude, gender, culture, age, and other demographic variables (e.g., Ellis, 1994; Oxford, 

1999; Robinson, 2002; Skehan, 1989). Others focus on learning styles, learning 

strategies, and affective variables (e.g., Ehrman, Leaver, & Oxford, 2003).  

Acknowledging the substantial interfaces between second language acquisition 

and language testing (Bachman & Cohen, 1998), researchers agree that language test-

takers vary on dimensions relating to background or demographic characteristics, socio-

psychological or socio-cultural characteristics, personality characteristics, and cognitive 

characteristics (Purpura, 1999). A number of studies have been carried out in which 

researchers have examined the roles of test-taker characteristics (a term used in the 

language-testing field) in influencing language test performance (e.g., Bachman, 1990; 

Kunnan, 1995; Purpura, 1999). These studies have provided ample empirical evidence to 

espouse the contention that many of these characteristics do indeed have a significant 

impact on differential language test performance among individuals. Investigating test-
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taker characteristics in this respect can contribute to the field of language testing in 

theoretical, methodological, and practical ways (Kunnan, 1995). 

Important as it is, the evidence supporting the complex relationship between 

individual differences and L2 achievement is not yet conclusive (Dörnyei, 2005; Ellis, 

1994; Skehan, 1989). Although a number of individual difference variables have been 

investigated as possible correlates or causes of L2 achievement, these studies have not 

resolved the issue of the direction of causation; that is, how individual differences are 

responsible for the outcome variables. In addition, while the vast number of studies may 

be capturing the effects of individual differences in Western educational systems, not 

many studies have established a solid effect of individual differences on test performance 

in a non-western educational system, such as Chinese. As well, Clément and Gardner’s 

(2001) explanation of the major unresolved issues involved with the assessment of 

individual differences remain true today: 

Disagreement rests in how the variables are implicated, the relative dominance of 
the variables, and the processes by which they operate, as well as the context in 
which the model is most relevant, and the nature of the causal sequences. (p. 495)  

Purpose of the Study  

The purpose of this study was to examine English as foreign language (EFL) 

students’ psychological factors and these factors’ relation to language test performance 

within the context of Chinese university students taking the College English Test (CET). 

The question of interest was whether and how CET test-takers’ motivation, anxiety, 

global awareness, and linguistic confidence contribute to CET performance. Identifying 

prominent CET test-takers’ characteristics and knowing how these characteristics are 
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related to the students’ CET performance can contribute to the issues of test fairness and 

construct validity of the test. The simultaneous focus in this dissertation on different 

factors in the framework of a relatively more comprehensive model is a response to at 

least three major challenges raised by Dörnyei (2001), that is, parallel complexity of 

motivation factors, cognitive versus affective, and reduction versus comprehensiveness. 

The power of language tests provides a rationale for inquiries into the factors that 

may potentially influence test performance. Success in learning a second language varies 

considerably, and individual test-taker characteristics can contribute to the explanation of 

differential learning success (Larsen-Freeman, 2001). In high-stakes testing situations, 

test-takers’ motivation and anxiety are two major psychological factors associated with 

test-takers’ performance (Gardner, 1985a; Horwitz, 2001; MacIntyre, 2002). Previous 

research has examined these two constructs extensively in achievement contexts; 

however, the research findings are inconsistent as to the relationships among motivation, 

anxiety, and second/foreign language achievement in different language contexts.  

Meanwhile, linguistic confidence has been identified as an important variable in 

interacting with variables in motivation and anxiety in studies of this nature (Clément, 

Dörnyei, & Noels, 1994; Csizer & Dörnyei, 2005). Furthermore, in the current world, the 

fact that language test-takers’ knowledge and awareness about the globalizing world and 

the foreign/second language they are learning is under ongoing changes lends support to 

re-examine these test-taker characteristics closely (Ushioda, 2005; Yashima, 2009). 

In addition, group differences have generally moderated the relationships between 

the examined psychological factors and language test performance. For example, Brown, 
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Robson, and Rosenkjar (2001) found that high proficiency language learners were well 

balanced, emotionally stable, less instrumentally motivated, and less anxious. 

Researchers also indicated that the differences in language achievement are partly related 

to gender differences in motivation, L2 learning anxiety, and test anxiety (Baker & 

MacIntyre, 2000; Kitano, 2001; MacIntyre, Baker, Clément, & Donovan, 2003). In 

addition, research has shown that social group factors interfere with or determine 

individuals’ affective factors (Larson-Freeman, 2001). Barkhuizen (2004) argued that 

social factors, mediated through learner attitudes, affect language learning. It is, 

therefore, of great importance to investigate different test-taker characteristics 

simultaneously and build a model of their relationships in different research settings. In 

the second language education research, especially in the North America settings, 

research of this nature usually include variables such as parent socio-educational status, 

home language spoken, and after-school literacy activities (e.g., Cheng, Klinger, & 

Zheng, 2009; Zheng, 2005), however, these variables were considered relatively 

homogeneous and not very relevant in the context of Chinese university students learning 

English. Summarizing the rationale provided above, three research questions guided this 

study: 

1. How do motivation, anxiety, global awareness, and linguistic confidence 

contribute to Chinese university students’ English test performance as measured 

by CET-4 test scores? 

2. How do group memberships moderate the examined relationships? 
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3. To what extent and in what ways do interviews with students serve to contribute 

to a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the examined 

relationships? 

These questions were explored through a mixed methods study conducted in one 

university in China. The major purpose was to seek a better understanding of the 

examined relationships among CET-4 test-takers as a group. The study also investigated 

the group differences among different test-takers. The test-takers were compared in four 

types of group memberships, that is, male students vs. female students; students from 

Arts programs vs. students from Science programs; high achievers1 vs. low achievers; 

early group2 vs. late group.  

Context of the Study  

This study was carried out in China, which has an enormously large number of 

English as foreign language learners (L. Cheng, 2008). The English test explored in this 

study was the College English Test (CET), regarded as the most influential test in China 

(L. Cheng, 2008; Jin, 2005; Zheng & Cheng, 2008). For the purpose of setting the scene 

for the study, I therefore present the research context by describing: 1) characteristics of 

Chinese learners; 2) English as a foreign language in China; and 3) CET in China. 

Characteristics of Chinese Learners  

 
1 In this study, high achievers refer to those students whose CET-4 total scores were above the average total 
score (M = 467.4); low achievers refer to those whose CET-4 scores were below average.   
2 Early group refers to those who had started to learn English as a school subject earlier than Grade 7, the 
beginning of their junior high school. Late group refers to those who had started to learn English as a 
school subject at or later than Grade 7.  
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Under the pervasive influences of Confucianism and Buddhism, Chinese culture 

has been characterized to be collectivistic (Leung, 1996). Collectivists tend to have a 

higher level of extrinsic value, different weight of dimensions of causal attribution, and 

different anxiety triggers, vis-à-vis individualists (Crittenden, 1996; Lim, 2004). Chinese 

learners, the majority of the Confucian-heritage culture (CHC) group, possess remarkably 

different orientations in their cognitive learning. For example, what may have been 

documented in the West as rote learning may be effective or meaningful learning for 

Chinese students. Work ethics or effort expenditures are more emphasized among CHC 

learners than among Western learners (Watkins & Biggs, 1996). Chinese learners either 

implicitly or explicitly contend that a weak-willed person who makes no effort is doomed 

to failure (On, 1996).  

Furthermore, fierce testing practices in a highly competitive environment in the 

East elicit differences between Western learners and Eastern learners (Biggs, 1996). 

According to Ross (2008), meritocracies are particularly valued in Asia where test scores 

are usually used as criteria to guide or control access to education and employment. 

English language proficiency as reflected in second/foreign language tests is one of those 

criteria “associated with socio-economic mobility mediated by educational success” (p. 

6). In the case of China, the function of testing as a fair indicator of students’ academic 

success is generally accepted (L. Cheng, 2008). Given that Chinese students bear their 

specific learner and learning characteristics (Gan, Humphreys, & Hamp-Lyons, 2004), 

the “wholesale application” of Western educational concepts, theories, and teaching 
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methods in non-Western settings such as China may be unwarranted (Warden & Lin, 

2000; Watkins & Biggs, 1996).  

English as a Foreign Language in China 

Chinese learn English as a foreign language, instead of an institutionalized 

additional language as in countries like India, Singapore, or the Philippines (Crystal, 

2003; Kachru, 1997; Lotherington, 2004). Over 200 million Chinese students enrolled in 

programs in English as a foreign language in the early 1990s (Yong & Campbell, 1995). 

Cheng and Curtis (2010) noted that more than 27 million Chinese university students 

were learning English and taking English tests. With China joining more actively with the 

global economy in the new century (e.g., China joined the World Trade Organization in 

2001), coupled with the explosion in commercial, technological, and cultural exchanges 

with Western society, there emerges an even more significant surge of English learning in 

China (Gan et al., 2004).  

Nationally, students start to learn English in junior high school or before, so, at 

the time of entering college or university, they have had at least six years of English 

instruction. Students continue to have another two years of English instruction regardless 

of their major in college or university.  In addition to English being an instrument for 

international communication in China, it is somehow labelled as a fabled “Aladdin’s 

lamp,” which is expected to aid the learners to achieve the functions of both social and 

economic mobility (Yong & Campbell, 1995). L. Cheng (2008) pointed out that to be 

successful in various English tests is “the key to success in life for many in China and 

also for many Chinese who wish to pursue their undergraduate and graduate education in 
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English-speaking countries” (p. 17).  Among these tests, the College English Test band 4 

(CET-4) is one of the most influential and controversial nationwide English tests.  

The College English Test (CET) in China 

The CET, a nationwide high-stakes test, is administered by the National College 

English Testing Committee of the Higher Education Department of the Ministry of 

Education (Jin & Yang, 2006). The CET battery consists of three components: CET band 

4 (CET-4), CET band 6 (CET-6), and CET-spoken English Test (CET-SET). Students 

who have completed the College English Courses Bands 1 to 4, usually second-year 

university students, take the CET-4. Those students who have completed the College 

English Courses Bands 5 to 6 and have passed the CET-4, usually third-year students, 

take the CET-6. Test-takers of the CET-SET must be undergraduates who have either 

passed the CET-4 with a score of at least 550 points or passed the CET-6 with a score of 

at least 520 points.  

The CET-4 was first introduced in 1987, and it has been developed to be one of 

the most important English tests in China (Miao, 2006; Yang, 2000; Zheng & Cheng, 

2008). The purpose of the test is twofold: 1) to examine the English proficiency of 

undergraduate students in China and ensure that Chinese undergraduates reach the 

required English levels specified in the National College English Teaching Syllabi 

(NCETS) (Syllabus for College English Test, 2006); and 2) to provide a positive 

washback effect on the teaching and learning of English among Chinese university 

undergraduates (Yang, 2000).  
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Four sub-scores are provided in the CET-4 report cards in addition to the total 

score gained out of 710 points: listening comprehension (249 points, 35%), reading 

comprehension (249 points, 35%), cloze or error correction (70 points, 10%), and writing 

and translation (142 points, 20%). This test is described as a “criterion-related norm-

referenced test” (Syllabus for College English Test, 2006, p. 9). The test criteria are based 

on the National College English Syllabus (before 2004) and the National College English 

Curriculum Requirements (after 2004). It is norm-referenced because the CET scores are 

equated against a pre-determined norm (Yang & Jin, 2001).  

The CET has gone through three important phases during its 20-year history 

(Zheng & Cheng, 2008). The first phase was from 1987 to 1997, when fundamental 

components of the test were laid out. The second phase (1997–2005) featured test format 

changes, including the addition of compound dictation in listening and translation from 

English to Chinese in reading in 1997, and the introduction of the CET-SET in 1999. 

Further reforms in test content, formats, and scoring system were piloted in 2005, and 

this piloting set off a third phase of the test; the new CET was introduced across the 

country in 2006.  

In this current phase, changes were made in the following areas in the CET-4: 1) 

the percentage of marks for listening increased from 20% to 35%; 2) the vocabulary and 

structure section, which used to constitute 15% of the total score, was removed; 3) new 

test content, such as skimming and scanning and translation, were introduced; 4) new test 

formats, such as banked cloze, true or false, and short answer questions, were introduced; 

5) an online marking system of subjective items (writing and constructed response items) 
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was introduced; 6) the scoring system was changed, and the concept of pass or fail was 

eliminated. The new scoring system has a total of 710 points (M = 500, SD= 70), as 

compared to 100 in the old system (M = 72, SD = 12) (National College English Testing 

Committee, 2006). 

In the CET battery, the CET-4 has received most attention because of the high 

stakes attached to the results of the test, that is, passing the test has previously been 

attached to graduation. If a student could not pass the CET-4, an undergraduate degree 

(either Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science) would not be granted, regardless of the 

student’s achievement in the university major. Although this practice, which had lasted 

for almost two decades, is abandoned by most of the universities, its impact is not totally 

diminished. Furthermore, this test is taken by all Chinese university undergraduates, 

except those who major in English in university. The number of CET-4 test-takers has 

been very large: in 1987, 100 thousand students took part in the first CET-4 

administration; in 2006, the number soared to 13 million. This number makes it the 

largest English as a foreign language test in the world and one of the language tests that 

has attracted the most public attention in China (Jin, 2005).  

The appraisal of the CET can never underestimate its social consequences due to 

the enormous number of test-takers and the tradition of using examinations for selection 

purposes in China (Zheng & Cheng, 2008). The CET measures the English proficiency of 

undergraduate students in accordance with the College English Teaching Syllabus – thus 

exerting tremendous impact on university/college teaching and learning of English in 

China and affecting huge numbers of stakeholders. Specifically, students who have high 
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CET scores are preferred by their future employers. The nationwide recognition of the 

CET test results in Chinese society is not the only impact of this test. It also serves as a 

guidepost that directs the trends of English teaching and learning in China. “Teaching to 

the CET” is not an unusual phenomenon to be observed across China (Han, Dai, & Yang, 

2004).  

Key Terms  

This section introduces operationalized definitions of key terms used in this study. 

The socio-educational model of motivation (Gardner, 2006) and an anxiety theory 

building on Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope’s (1986) foreign language anxiety theory and 

Cassady and Johnson’s (2002) test anxiety theory were used to build the theoretical 

framework for this study. Before illustrating the basic tenets of these theories, key terms 

used in this study are defined. 

Socio-educational Concepts (SEC) in Learning an L2  

In this study, the socio-educational concepts are operationalized as the 

relationships among the four elements of the SEC: attitudes toward the learning situation, 

integrativeness, instrumentality, and motivation. Specifically, the relationships involve: 

1) the interplay among attitudes toward the learning situation, integrativeness, and 

instrumentality; and 2) the effects of the above-mentioned three elements on motivation 

(see Figure 1). 
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Learning Situation 
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Figure 1. The Socio-educational Concepts 

 

Attitudes toward the Learning Situation. Attitudes toward the learning situation 

are defined as affective reactions to language teachers and language classes. This type of 

attitude is determined by students’ evaluations of the quality and availability of the 

language teacher, the teaching material, and the classroom-level environment of the 

language learning situation (Gardner, 2006).  

Integrativeness. The integrative aspect of orientation in learning a second/foreign 

language is associated with a positive disposition toward the L2 group and the desire to 

interact with the target language community. Integrativeness is defined as “a genuine 

interest in learning the L2 in order to come closer psychologically to the other language 

community” (Gardner, 2001b, p. 12).  
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Instrumentality. Instrumental motivation is usually defined as “potential 

pragmatic gains of L2 proficiency” (Dörnyei, 1994, p. 274), such as getting a promotion 

or a better-paying job. 

Motivation. Motivation is “the process whereby goal-directed activity is instigated 

and sustained” (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002, p. 5). Motivation has at least two fundamental 

features: directionality and intensity, that is, a desire to obtain certain goals and the 

amount of effort spent on attaining these goals. In second/foreign language learning, 

motivation is usually operationalized as a combination of desires to learn a certain 

language, degrees of motivational intensity, and attitudes toward learning that language 

(Gardner, 2006).  

Anxiety 

Anxiety is defined as the “subjective feeling of tension, apprehension, 

nervousness, and worry associated with an arousal of the automatic nervous system” 

(Spielberger, 1983, p. 1). Trait anxiety, situational anxiety, and state anxiety are generally 

recognized as three categories of anxiety, which differ from stability to transience of the 

arousal of anxiety situations. Trait anxiety denotes an innate tendency to be anxious 

across situations. In contrast, state anxiety represents a more transient form of being 

anxious.  

In this study, anxiety includes two correlated elements: language anxiety and test 

anxiety. Language anxiety is one form of situational anxiety that is usually aroused by a 

certain type of situation (e.g., speaking a second language). Tests cause test anxiety, 

which is “a set of phenomenological, physiological, and behavioural responses that 
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accompany concern about possible negative consequences or failure on an exam or 

similar evaluative situation” (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002, p. 300).  

Global Awareness  

Global awareness, a construct developed specifically for this study, reflects 

English learners’ awareness of the importance of English as an important international 

language in their particular learning contexts and their perception of that importance in 

their life. This concept is built upon the concept of situating integrative motivation in the 

current globalizing world (Csizer & Dörnyei, 2005).  

Linguistic Confidence  

Linguistic confidence is defined as the confidence one may possess in the mastery 

of foreign/second language skills (Csizer & Kormos, 2008). In this study, linguistic 

confidence is classified according to the four language skills: reading, writing, listening, 

and speaking. The sum of the confidence in these four skills constitutes overall linguistic 

confidence.  

Overview of the Dissertation 

This dissertation consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 is an introduction that 

describes the context of the study and the organization of the dissertation. Chapter 2 

provides a literature review on the development and progress of Gardner’s motivation 

theory in second language learning, as well as on anxiety with a focus on language 

anxiety research. Chapter 3 delineates the research methods by describing research 

procedures, participants, ethical issues, research instruments, and their psychometric 
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properties in comparable research contexts. Chapter 4 presents the research findings and 

interpretation from the survey results. Chapter 5 describes the research findings and 

interpretation from the interview results. Chapter 6 discusses the findings of the study in 

the light of the relevant literature, and explores the implications of this study in the fields 

of teaching, learning, and testing English as a second or foreign language. Limitations of 

the study and future directions are addressed before conclusions are made.  
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CHAPTER 2  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter, structured in three sections, presents a review of the related 

literature. The first section reviews research on the relationship between motivation and 

English as a second/foreign language achievement, focusing on the socio-educational 

model of motivation in learning a second/foreign language, and the recent literature on 

integrative motivation in the globalizing world. The second section reviews the literature 

on the relationship between anxiety and English as a second/foreign language 

achievement, centering on classroom English anxiety and test anxiety. The third section 

summarizes this chapter. 

Theoretical Framework: The Socio-educational Model of Motivation 

In education, motivation and performance bear a reciprocal relationship, that is, 

motivation influences performance, and, in turn, what students learn and how they 

perform influences their motivation (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Over the years, a plethora 

of motivational theories has been developed to examine the relationship between 

motivation and performance. Eccles and Wigfield (2002) noted that there are theories 

focusing on reasons for engagement in tasks (e.g., intrinsic motivation theory, self-

determination theory, flow theory, and goals theory), theories that focus on integrating 

expectancy and value constructs (e.g., attribution theory, expectancy-value theory, and 

self-worth theory), and theories that integrate motivation and cognition (e.g., theories of 

self-regulation and motivation, theories of motivation and volition).  
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Although some research has documented differences in adaptive and maladaptive 

motivational patterns (Dweck, 1986, 1988), it is oversimplistic to assume that a simple 

linear relationship exists between motivation and performance in education. Likewise in 

the English as second language field, motivation is one of the most important and well-

researched determinants of students’ L2 performance, although the relationships are 

complicated and warrant further investigation. The socio-educational model of 

motivation is one of the theoretical stances taken by L2 researchers on this matter. 

The social-psychological period was dominated by the development of a socio-

educational model of motivation advanced by Gardner who began his study of individual 

differences in English-speaking students learning French as an L2 in Canada in the late 

1950s. Gardner asserted that learning a second language is a difficult, time-consuming 

process. It involves variables from the affective, cognitive, and behavioural domains, yet 

the realizations of the effects of many other variables rely on motivation (Gardner, 

1985b, 2001c). Different labels are given to this theory, including the social-

psychological theory of L2 learning, the socio-educational model, and the Gardnerian 

model. In this study, I use the term socio-educational model. This model has triggered 

decades of debates and experiments, together with various empirical investigations and 

theoretical revisions.  

This model is predicated on the idea that, different from other school subjects, 

successfully learning a second/foreign language usually involves affective factors related 

to the cultural milieu of the target language. The model is built on affective variables that 

measure concepts, including the Socio-educational Concepts (SEC) (i.e., motivation, 
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attitudes toward the learning situation, integrativeness, and instrumentality), language 

achievement, language anxiety, plus an ability dimension. The rationale behind this 

model is that Gardner believed and continues to believe that the acquisition of an L2 

cannot be viewed solely as an educational phenomenon, but rather it is primarily a socio-

psychological phenomenon. In the socio-educational model, motivation is defined as “the 

combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of learning the language plus 

favourable attitudes toward learning the language” (Gardner, 1985b, p. 10). This 

definition encompasses three basic components in motivation in L2: effort expended to 

learn an L2, a desire to achieve the goal, and positive attitudes toward learning the 

language. These three components demarcate features of more motivated L2 learners 

from less motivated ones.  

This model is chosen for this study because it is the most influential and debated 

theory of motivation in the second language area. It has triggered vigorous theoretical 

debates and empirical studies in the decades since its inception. Although the 

fundamental influence of the socio-educational model in the field of L2 education is 

widely acknowledged, researchers have challenged the proposed primacy of integrative 

motivation and the generalizability of this theory (e.g., Au, 1998; Crookes & Schmidt, 

1991; Dörnyei, 1994; Oxford & Shearin, 1994).  

Specifically, controversies exist around how to interpret the roles played by 

integrative and instrumental orientations of learning an L2, and whether or not this model 

is applicable to different research contexts. Many researchers regard Gardner’s 

motivation model as the interplay of two aspects: integrative and instrumental 
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motivations (e.g., Dörnyei, 1994). Gardner and MacIntyre (1993), however, argued that 

integrative and instrumental orientations are dynamic entities that change over time. 

Gardner (2001a) stated that the relationship between integrative and instrumental 

motivations was not mutual independency but rather an interactive relation with a 

relatively high correlation. Integratively motivated students also endorse instrumental 

reasons for learning an L2, and vice versa.  

One of the challenges for this model is a call for an expansion of the knowledge 

base in L2 motivation beyond the social-psychological boundary. Oxford and Shearin 

(1994) pointed out that the socio-educational model placed too much emphasis on the 

social cultural milieu, and hence ignored the motivational theories from other fields, such 

as general, industrial, educational, and cognitive developmental psychologies. Similarly, 

Dörnyei (1994) and also Crookes and Schmidt (1991) contended that the main problem 

with the socio-educational model was that it had been so influential that alternative 

concepts were not considered. They advocated a breaking of the social-psychological 

boundary about learning another language to “push its parameters outward” (Oxford & 

Shearin, 1994, p. 13).  

This challenge is well addressed by the researchers, including Gardner and his 

associates. The socio-educational model was tested in combination with constructs from 

other related theories. For example, Gardner, Tremblay, and Masgoret (1997) examined 

34 variables simultaneously with 102 Canadian university students learning French as a 

second language, in an attempt to build a “full model” (p. 344) using Structural Equation 

Modelling. In addition to the variables from the Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) 



 

 21

(e.g., attitudes toward French Canadians, attitudes toward learning French, desire to learn 

French, interest in foreign languages, instrumental orientation, integrative orientation, 

motivational intensity), the study included variables from the concepts of self-confidence, 

field independence (a quality to be analytical in learning), and learning strategies. The 

major findings of this study suggested that language attitudes caused motivation, 

motivation caused both self-confidence and language learning strategies, and motivation, 

language aptitude, and language learning strategies caused language achievement. This 

model provided one way of understanding how affective variables interrelate and 

complement one another in predicting L2 achievement. The processes by which these 

affective variables influence the way students acquire an L2, however, still need to be 

explored. 

Csizer and Dörnyei (2005) evaluated the internal structure of L2 motivation and 

its impact on motivated behaviour with 8,593 13-14 year old Hungarian students on two 

occasions. The researchers conceptualized seven components of L2 motivation based on 

the socio-educational model and constructs derived from previous statistical analyses 

(e.g., factor analysis) in similar studies (e.g., Dörnyei & Clément, 2001; Dörnyei & 

Csizer, 2002). The seven examined components were integrativeness, instrumentality, 

attitudes toward the L2 speakers/community, vitality of the L2 community (refers to the 

perceived importance and wealth of the L2 community), cultural interest, linguistic self-

confidence, and milieu (refers to the social influences stemming from the immediate 

environment, usually operationalized as the perceived influence of significant others, 

such as parents, family, and friends). Using structural equation modelling, the authors 
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found that integrativeness was a central factor in the L2 motivation construct because 

most of the impact of the other motivational variables was mediated through the direct 

and strong link between integrativeness and the criterion measure. The results of this 

study provided evidence for the role of integrativeness; it also suggests that constructs 

outside the socio-educational model, such as self-confidence, milieu, and cultural 

interests may contribute to the criterion measure. 

To address the challenge of the applicability of the socio-educational model, 

Masgoret and Gardner (2003) employed a meta-analysis method in examining 75 

independent samples involving 10,489 individuals. All of the samples were from the 

studies of the Gardner group that had applied the socio-educational model using the 

AMTB. Hence, the results from this meta-analysis obviously echoed the voice of this 

group. Three general conclusions were obtained. First, the five classes of variables, that 

is, attitudes toward the learning situation, integrativeness, motivation, integrative 

orientation, and instrumental orientation, were all positively related to achievement in an 

L2. Second, motivation was more highly related to L2 achievement than the other four. 

Third, the availability of the language and the age of the learners did not make a 

significant difference in L2 achievement. The finding about the availability of the 

language was basically a rebuttal of the criticism leveled in the literature; that is, whether 

in the second language or foreign language environment, the first two conclusions 

remained the same. 

Dörnyei (1994), however, suggested that instrumental motivation might be more 

important than integrative motivation for foreign language learners. This contention led 
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to another challenge to the socio-educational model, that is, the differences displayed 

between the second language context and foreign language context. For example, the 

positive relationship between integrative motivation and L2 achievement may not be 

invariably supported in different ESL and EFL contexts. The argument is that the 

Gardner group mostly based its research on the Canadian context of learning French as an 

L2 and could not possibly cover all kinds of L2 learning motivations. For instance, 

students from mainland China who learn English may not have an opportunity to meet an 

English-speaking person, let alone integrate with the English-speaking community. The 

way these students are motivated to learn English will be very different from that of an 

Anglophone Canadian who wants to learn French in Quebec.  

In fact, Warden and Lin’s (2000) investigation into Taiwanese learners’ 

motivation showed a notable absence of integrative motivation, but the prominence of a 

so-called “required motivation,” that is, English as a mandatory course in Taiwan. Hence, 

integrative motivation may be more meaningful for L2 learners than for most foreign 

language learners. Foreign language learners may have no chance or only a limited 

chance to live in the new culture and communicate fluently within the target culture 

(Dörnyei, 1994; Oxford & Shearin, 1994).   

Chen, Warden, and Huo-Tsan (2005) further argued that language learners were 

still largely understood in terms of North American and European cultural values. They 

explored language learning motivation constructs in a Chinese cultural setting in Taiwan, 

examining students’ motivation orientation, expectancy, and self-evaluated skills. 

Expectancy, that is, feelings about actual language use and successes, was found to be an 
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intervening construct between motivation orientations and self-evaluated skills. The 

strongest link to expectancy was required motivation, with integrative motivation playing 

no significant role. The context of these findings was discussed in relation to Chinese 

cultural and educational history and a proposed motivator: the “Chinese imperative,” 

reflecting the emphasis on requirements that are internalized within the culturally specific 

context. The researchers sought to describe a motivator that was valued by individuals in 

this culturally specific study and therefore preferred to move away from the general 

labels of collectivism and even “requirement motivation.”  

Some other studies with Asian participants also offered support for the above 

conclusions. Rueda and Cheng (2005) pointed out that affective factors, such as 

motivational constructs, are influenced by cultural factors. Students from different ethnic 

groups perceive their target language(s) and purpose of acquiring a foreign language 

differently (Dewaele, 2005). Hashimoto (2002) replicated MacIntyre and Charos’ (1996) 

study using the socio-educational model and MacIntyre’s notion of willingness to 

communicate (WTC) model. His study examined 56 Japanese university students’ 

affective variables, and how these variables predicted their L2 use in classrooms using 

Structural Equation Modelling. Hashimoto found that levels of language competence 

influenced the examined relationship and that willingness to communicate had 

motivational properties among Japanese learners.  

Similarly, in another Japanese L2 research context, Lee (2002) revealed that 

language confidence was a significant factor that affected language proficiency, while 

instrumental or integrative orientation had no significant impact on language proficiency. 
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He differentiated desirable motivation and desired motivation among Japanese learners, 

that is, how students think their motivation ought to be versus what students really want 

for themselves. Lee concluded that, in the Japanese socio-educational context, motivation 

from social pressure was not as predictive of language performance as learners’ actual 

effortful behaviours.  

Voicing another perspective in a Chinese context, Gao, Zhao, Cheng, and Zhou’s 

(2003) study provided a more comprehensive picture of the motivation types of Chinese 

college undergraduates. The researchers collected data from 2,278 undergraduates from 

30 Chinese universities in 29 provinces. Using factor analysis and MANOVA, they found 

that the motivation to achieve high test performance for the purposes of promotion, 

graduation, or better opportunities in future careers coincided with Gardner’s concept of 

instrumental motivation. In addition, special features of some motivation types 

characterized Chinese undergraduates in learning English. For example, they had “going 

abroad” and “social responsibility” as their motivations to learn English well. Social 

responsibility refers to students’ awareness of using English as a channel or tool to 

communicate China’s development internationally and making their own contributions to 

that development. The results from this study also corroborated Dörnyei’s emphasis on 

the micro perspective of L2 motivation (1994); that is, situational factors grounded in the 

language classroom level (e.g., the course, the material, and the teacher) also significantly 

shaped these undergraduates’ motivation to learn English. This study is comprehensive 

not only in that the sample size was large covering a vast population, but in that it offered 
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a unique dimension of Chinese university students’ motivation in learning English, i.e., 

social responsibility, which had not been reported in the motivation literature to date.  

Another empirical study in the Chinese context was Chou (2005). He investigated 

attitudes and motivations of college/university students toward learning English in 

Taiwan using the AMTB. He found that English majors had higher positive attitudes and 

scored higher on self-reported English proficiency than non-English majors. This finding 

is in line with Oxford’s (1999) contention that students’ varying proficiency levels play a 

role in their changing motivational dispositions. Chou also found that female students 

scored significantly higher on attitudes and integrative motivation than male students, and 

that no gender difference was found on instrumental motivation. The results of the study 

showed that the amount of parental encouragement and support students received made a 

difference in the relationships examined.  

Integrative Motivation in a Globalizing World  

The importance of English in the current globalized world is partly reflected by 

the different labels that English has been given, for example, global English, world 

English, English as the lingua franca (Brutt-Griffler, 2002; Clyne, 2003; Jenkins, 2007). 

Sifakis (2004) argued for using the term “English as an intercultural language” instead of 

“English as an international language,” which would express that, nowadays, English is 

most often used in intercultural encounters. He argued that the traditional view of English 

as an international language generally set the language spoken by native speakers as the 

norm, while English as an intercultural language focuses on the communicative 

competence of the speakers.  
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The growing recognition of the impact of globalization on language learning and 

the need for theoretical refinement of motivation concepts lend support to the reframing 

of integrative motivation in the globalizing world (Dörnyei, 2005; Lamb, 2004; Ushioda, 

2006; Yashima, 2002, 2009; Yashima & Zenuk-Nishide, 2008; Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, 

& Shimizu, 2004). These researchers maintained that, given that English is an 

increasingly global language and a lingua franca employed as a common means of 

communication between speakers from different language backgrounds, in the case of 

English as a target language, there is no specific target reference group of speakers 

(Yashima, 2002). Ushioda (2006) proposed a need to develop an appropriate set of 

conceptual tools for re-examining motivational issues pertaining to linguistic diversity, 

mobility, and social integration in a rapidly changing and expanding Europe. Ushioda 

(2006) built her argument on the notion of identity; she stated 

Because it is a global community, the question arises whether it is appropriate to 
conceptualise it as an ‘external’ reference group, or as part of one’s internal 
representation of oneself as a de facto member of that global community. It is this 
theoretical shift of focus to the internal domain of self and identity that marks the 
most radical rethinking of the integrative motivation concept. (p. 150) 
 
Following this line of rethinking of integrative motivation in the globalizing 

world, researchers proposed and examined variations of integrative motivation in second 

language education (Hernandez, 2008; Lamb, 2004). The concepts include “international 

posture” (Yashima, 2002, 2009; Yashima & Zenuk-Nishide, 2008; Yashima, Zenuk-

Nishide, & Shimizu, 2004), “world English identity” (Dörnyei, 2005), and “English as an 

Intercultural Language” instead of “English as an International Language” (Sifakis, 

2004). In addition, concepts such as cultural awareness and cross-cultural awareness also 
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received revived attention in the motivation research in second/foreign language 

education (e.g., Baker, 2008; G. Cheng, 2008; Knutson, 2006). For example, Knutson 

(2006) elaborated on the notions of cultural identity and attitudes toward the other, 

arguing for increased emphasis on an understanding of self as cultural subject and 

openness of mind toward cultural difference in second/foreign language learning.  

A diverse range of conceptual and empirical perspectives based on motivation, 

identity, and the L2 self is suggested by Dörnyei (2009). He proposed “the L2 

motivational self system,” which is made up of three components: ideal L2 self, ought-to 

L2 self, and L2 learning experience. According to him, ideal L2 self, the L2-specific facet 

of one’s ideal self, is a powerful motivator to learn the L2 because of the desire to reduce 

the discrepancy between one’s actual and ideal selves. Ought-to L2 self is concerned with 

the attributes that one believes one ought to possess to meet expectations and to avoid 

possible negative outcomes. L2 learning experience concerns “situated, executive 

motives related to the immediate learning environment and experience (e.g., the impact 

of the teacher, the curriculum, the peer group, and the experience of success)” (p. 29).  

Applying and extending the socio-educational model and the willingness to 

communicate (WTC) model by MacIntyre, Clément, Dörnyei, and Noels (1998) to an 

Asian research context, Yashima (2002) constructed and tested an L2 communication 

model with 297 Japanese university students. In this study, the concept of “international 

posture” is first suggested and proven to influence motivation, which, in turn, influences 

proficiency in English. Yashima suggested, that when communication was a goal of 

language instruction, questions, such as “communication with whom” and “for what,” 
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emerged, especially in the current society. She suggested that nowadays in EFL contexts 

like in Japan, motivation and attitude toward the people who speak the target language 

extended out to motivation and attitude toward the international community. She termed 

this kind of psychological inclination “international posture,” which included students’ 

“interest in foreign or international affairs, willingness to go overseas to study or work, 

readiness to interact with intercultural partners and a non-ethnocentric attitude toward 

different cultures” (p. 57). 

The effects of international posture in influencing motivation were explored by 

some Asian researchers (e. g., Yashima; 2009; Yashima & Zenuk-Nishide, 2008; 

Yashima et al., 2004). Yashima et al. (2004) conducted two separate investigations to 

examine the hypothesis that WTC resulted in more frequent communication in the L2 and 

that the attitudinal construct of international posture led to WTC and communication 

behaviour. The results of the study demonstrated that those who were more willing to 

communicate in various interpersonal situations in the L2 tended to initiate 

communication in the classroom and that perceived communication competence most 

strongly related to WTC.  The findings also confirmed those of Yashima (2002) that 

students who had a greater interest in international affairs, occupations, and activities 

were more willing to communicate in the L2 and voluntarily engaged in communication 

more frequently. The study showed those who were internationally oriented seemed to be 

motivated to study the L2. Another result of this study was that higher level motivation 

was linked to self-confidence.  
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Furthermore, Yashima and Zenuk-Nishide (2008) analyzed the effects of 

second/foreign learning contexts on language proficiency development as well as on 

attitudinal and behaviour changes. Students from two learning contexts, that is, study-

abroad and stay-home groups, and from two program options with different class hours 

and emphasis in education, were compared and analyzed. The study-abroad group 

demonstrated a clear advantage in all of the indicators over groups who stayed home. 

Thus both development in language proficiency and changes in attitude and behaviour 

could take place when learners fully participated in a community of practice of learners 

and teachers, which were linked to an imagined international community. Yashima and 

Zenuk-Nishide maintained that “EFL learners who have international interest envision an 

imagined international community that they can be part of by using English, which could 

result in an enhancement of motivation and L2 WTC” (p. 569).  

Other researchers have examined integrative motivation for learning a foreign 

language in the globalizing world in different contexts, namely, Kormos and Csizer 

(2008) and Csizer and Kormos (2008) in Hungary, Hernandez (2008) in the USA, and 

Lamb (2004) in Indonesia. Specifically, Kormos and Csizer (2008) examined motivation 

for learning English as a foreign language in three distinct learner populations in 

Hungary: secondary school pupils, university students, and adult language learners. The 

main factors affecting students’ L2 motivation were language learning attitudes and the 

ideal L2 self, which provides empirical support for the main construct of the theory of the 

L2 motivational self system. The results also demonstrated that models of motivated 

behaviour varied across the three investigated learner groups: for university students, as 
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well as for adult language learners, “international posture” was an important predictive 

variable, instead of interest in English-language cultural products among secondary 

school pupils. 

Furthermore, Csizer and Kormos (2008) examined the role of inter-cultural 

contact in the motivation of Hungarian learners. They used motivated learning behaviours 

as the outcome measures. According to Dörnyei (2005), motivated learning behaviour, 

one of the most important antecedents of achievement in language learning, is defined as 

“effort expended to achieve a goal, a desire to learn the language, and satisfaction with 

the task of learning” (p. 6). Csizer and Kormos’ (2008) results showed that these 

behaviours were determined not only by language-related attitudes, but also by the views 

of students about the perceived importance of contact with foreigners. The results of the 

study also revealed that the perceived importance of contact was not related to students’ 

direct contact experiences with target language speakers but was influenced by the 

students’ milieu, that is, the social influence of the learners’ immediate environment 

(parents’ support and friends’ attitudes toward L2 learning) and indirect contact to 

foreign media usage. Among the contact variables, it was only contact through media 

products that had an important position in the model examined, whereas direct contact 

with L2 speakers played an insignificant role in affecting motivated behaviour and 

attitude. Csizer and Kormos pointed out that this finding highlighted that, in a foreign 

language setting such as Hungary, indirect contact by means of exposure to English-

language media products, such as television, magazines, and the Internet, might take over 
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the place of direct contact and might exert significantly more influence on attitudes to 

target language speakers and their culture than direct spoken contact. 

Hernandez’s (2008) study examined students learning Spanish as a foreign 

language in the USA. Integrative motivation, instrumental motivation, the need to fulfill a 

foreign language requirement, grade point average, and previous years studying Spanish 

were used as independent variables to predict scores on exams, the desire to enroll in 

Spanish courses, and the intention to enroll in Spanish courses. Integrative motivation 

was a significant predictor of students’ desire to enroll in additional coursework, and it 

also had an important role in students’ foreign language requirement and students’ 

intention to major in the language. A negative relationship was found between the need to 

fulfill the language requirement and intent to continue with further studies in Spanish. 

The findings demonstrated that integrative motivation was important in predicting student 

achievement in the foreign language classroom.  

Examining integrative motivation in learning English in Indonesia, Lamb (2004) 

used closed and open questionnaire items, classroom observations, and interviews with a 

selected group of Indonesian students to examine their motivation in learning English. 

The results showed the integrative and instrumental orientations to be indistinguishable. 

The researcher argued that English had lost its association with particular Anglophone 

cultures and instead was identified with powerful forces of globalization and that the 

desire to “integrate” had lost its explanatory power in many EFL contexts. Lamb found 

that most students aspired to a bicultural identity that incorporated an English-speaking, 

globally involved version of themselves in addition to their local Indonesian culture.  
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To recapitulate, the importance of looking into the effects of motivation in the 

current globalizing world lends support to a closer investigation of motivation in different 

contexts. However, controversy still exists as to how to refine and redefine relevant 

motivation concepts, especially integrative motivation. On the one hand, many 

researchers (e.g., Dörnyei, 2005, 2009; Lamb, 2004; Sifakis, 2004; Yashima, 2002; 

Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, & Shimizu, 2004) promoted different concepts to enlarge the 

vision of motivation to suit challenges faced with world globalization. Ushioda (2009), 

for example, presented a person-in-context relational view of emergent language 

motivation. She argued that  

by integrating a range of relevant theoretical frameworks to inform our analysis of 
interaction processes and relational contextual phenomena, we may enrich and 
diversify our understanding of how motivation shapes and is shaped through 
engagement in L2-related activity and the engagement of identities and 
engagement with possible selves. (p. 225) 
 
On the other hand, some researchers, such as MacIntyre, Mackinnon, and 

Clément (2009), have expressed caution about re-theorizing L2 motivation from a self 

perspective and have urged the researchers in this field not to throw out the baby with the 

bathwater, suggesting instead that possible selves and integrative motivation be viewed as 

complementary rather than competing frameworks. They argued that language motivation 

research that brought in self and identity theories held a great deal of promise because of 

its focus on the learner as applicable to education research contexts, its focus on whom 

the learners planned to use language with apart from a specific cultural group, and its 

ability to integrate multiple motives. However, cautions were put forward as to how to 

ensure a better understanding of language motivation rather than simply rephrase it. 
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MacIntyre, Mackinnon, and Clément suggested that the literature of the socio-educational 

model of motivation is a solid base on which other literature or new concepts could be 

built.  

Summary  

Dörnyei (1994) contended that L2 learning differs from other school subjects in 

that learning a language involves the emotions and the identity and culture of the target 

language. He maintained that language is at the same time a “communication coding 

system,” an “integral part of the individual’s identity,” and a “channel of social 

organization” embedded in the culture of the community where it is used. Therefore, L2 

learning is beyond simply mastering new information and knowledge; it involves 

environmental and cognitive factors related to learning; it also involves personality traits 

and social components (p. 274). 

Thus the challenges that researchers face in L2 motivation research are multi-

dimensional. According to Dörnyei (2001), these challenges include: (a) identifying 

conscious versus unconscious behaviour, (b) describing both cognitive and affective 

factors in a unified frame, (c) trying to be comprehensive on motivational aspects as well 

as narrowing down the concomitant behavioural events in a systematic way, (d) taking 

into account the interaction of different factors, (e) explaining the mutual relations of 

behaviours with the social and cultural contexts, and (f) examining instability and time-

dependency of motivation. 

Questions about and challenges to the socio-educational model of motivation 

remain primarily on the interpretation of certain constructs and on the possible 
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application of the model to different contexts. Additionally, in that the studies exploring 

the socio-educational model using the AMTB all used self-report questionnaire responses 

as the source of data; it would be meaningful to supplement these questionnaire surveys 

with interviews to verify the findings. It is also necessary to bring in concepts that capture 

the globalization aspect of English learning motivation. In sum, these questions and 

challenges indicate that, despite the robustness of this theory, it is necessary to push the 

investigation for its validity further by applying it to the largest English-as-a-foreign-

language population in the world, namely, in China, using more complete research 

methods (i.e., statistical measures supplemented by in-depth qualitative inquiries). This 

approach echoes Turner’s (2001) opinion that, in the language motivation field, there is a 

call for a multi-method analysis of motivation in context from multiple angles and 

multiple perspectives. 

Anxiety 

Like motivation, anxiety is another well-documented psychological phenomenon 

closely related to achievement. The definitions of anxiety range from an amalgam of 

overt behavioural characteristics that can be studied scientifically to introspective feelings 

that are epistemologically inaccessible (Casado & Dereshiwsky, 2001). Broadly 

speaking, anxiety is the “subjective feeling of tension, apprehension, nervousness, and 

worry associated with an arousal of the automatic nervous system” (Spielberger, 1983, p. 

1).  

Social anxiety, one of the most commonly encountered anxiety forms, is 

composed of negative evaluation, feelings of tension and discomfort, and a tendency to 
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withdraw in the presence of others (Schwarzer, 1986). The causes of social anxiety are 

multi-dimensional. Schwarzer provided a series of scenarios that could give rise to 

different dimensions of social anxiety. The cognitive aspects involved public self-

awareness, worry about social inadequacy, self-preoccupation, concern with one’s public 

image, and perceived inability to cope with social demands. Emotional aspects included 

feelings of distress and discomfort, perceived autonomic reaction, and tension. 

Instrumental aspects of social anxiety involved awkwardness, tendency to withdraw from 

situations, inhibition of gestures and speech, absence of social activity, and 

disorganization of social activity (Schwarzer, 1986).  

Traditionally, the nature of anxiety is differentiated into trait anxiety, situational 

anxiety, and state anxiety. Though no clear delineation among the three categories can be 

claimed, the differences can roughly be identified on a continuum from stability to 

transience, with trait anxiety related to a generally stable predisposition to be nervous in a 

wide range of situations on one side, and state anxiety to a moment-to-moment 

experience of transient emotional state on the other side. Situational anxiety falls in the 

middle of the continuum, representing the probability of becoming anxious in a particular 

type of situation (MacIntyre, 1998b; Spielberger, 1983). 

Language Anxiety  

To recognize language anxiety in a broader context of research on anxiety, 

MacIntyre (1998b) observed that language anxiety is a form of situational anxiety, and 

research on language anxiety should employ measures of anxiety experienced in 

particular L2 contexts. He conceived of language anxiety as “the worry and negative 
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emotional reaction aroused when learning or using a second language” (p. 27). Horwitz, 

Horwitz, and Cope (1991) conceptualized foreign language anxiety as a “distinct 

complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, feelings, and behaviours related to classroom 

language learning arising from the uniqueness of the language learning process” (p. 31). 

More recently, Kim (2001) offered a more elaborated definition of foreign language 

anxiety as: 

a complex of self-perceptions, subjective beliefs, and uneasy feelings that 
accompanies adverse emotional reactions and cognitive interference characteristic 
of maladjustment at intrapersonal and interpersonal levels, which arises from the 
sense that one cannot meet one’s expectations and perceived environmental 
demands. (p. 26) 

 
The recent history of the studies on anxiety in the language learning area is 

remarkably influenced by two seminal papers. First, Scovel (1978) noted that early 

perspectives of anxiety generated inconsistent results concerning the relationship between 

anxiety and L2 achievement. Scovel attributed the conflicting and mixed results to 

different anxiety measures and different conceptualizations of anxiety. He claimed that 

ambiguous experimental results could be resolved if a distinction was drawn between 

facilitating and debilitating anxiety. Facilitating anxiety occurs when the difficulty level 

of the task triggers just the proper amount of anxiety. However, although a certain level 

of anxiety may be beneficial, too much anxiety can lead to a debilitating effect, which 

may bring about avoidance of work or inefficient work performance.  

Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope’s (1986) paper is also influential. Horwitz et al. 

conceptualized three components of foreign language anxiety: communication 

apprehension, fear of negative evaluation, and test anxiety. Communication apprehension 
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is defined as a type of shyness characterized by fear of or anxiety about communication 

with other people. A language class typically involves oral communication between 

classmates and teachers; therefore, difficulties in these oral communications, in groups or 

in class, are all “manifestations of communication apprehension” (p. 30). Fear of negative 

evaluation refers to a kind of “apprehension about others’ evaluation, avoidance of 

evaluation, and the expectation that others would evaluate oneself negatively” (p. 31). 

Test anxiety is defined as a type of performance anxiety stemming from a fear of failure 

in a test situation. Horwitz et al. (1986) recognized that language anxiety was a situation-

specific anxiety construct, largely independent of the other types of anxiety. They 

developed a self-report instrument called the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale 

(FLCAS). This instrument, eliciting responses of anxiety specific to foreign language 

classroom settings, triggered an avalanche of similar studies, demonstrating firmly that 

language anxiety exerts a debilitating role in the L2 classroom in different contexts.  

Language anxiety is attributable to different causes. Price (1991) concluded from 

his case study that the difficulty levels of foreign language classes, personal perceptions 

of language aptitude, certain personality variables (e.g., perfectionism and fear of public 

speaking), and stressful classroom experiences were all possible causes of anxiety.  

Individuals’ personality traits, such as introversion and extraversion, are associated with 

anxiety arousal (Brown et al., 2001; Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002). Young (1991) 

identified six potential sources of language anxiety from three aspects: the learner, the 

teacher, and the instructional practice. He claimed that language anxiety is caused by (a) 

learners’ personal and interpersonal anxiety, (b) learner beliefs about language learning, 
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(c) instructor beliefs about language teaching, (d) instructor-learner interactions, (e) 

classroom procedures, and (f) language testing.  

Sparks and Ganschow (1993) proposed the Linguistic Coding Deficit Hypothesis 

(LCDH), that is, language anxiety is a reflection of a side effect caused by linguistic 

deficiency in processing language input. Emphasizing the focus on language coding 

abilities, Sparks and Ganschow discounted anxiety and other affective variables as 

playing a critical role in language development, leaving only cognitive capacity as the 

major engine that drives L2 acquisition and development. Sparks and Ganschow’s view 

closely connects L2 coding abilities with first language coding abilities, which, in a way, 

isolates language development from its social cultural roots. By exclusively emphasizing 

the cognitive capabilities, their hypothesis fails to take into account the striking 

differences between first language development and L2 development. Especially 

problematic is the exclusion of the characteristics that are representative of the 

uniqueness of the L2 environment.  

Contrary to Sparks and Ganschow’s viewpoint, MacIntyre (1995), among many 

others, argued that language anxiety constitutes part of social anxiety, which stems 

primarily from the social and communicative aspects of language learning. Drawing 

largely upon the social dimension of anxiety, MacIntyre maintained that anxiety plays an 

essential role in language learning as a social cognitive activity. A recursive relation 

exists among anxiety, cognition, and behaviour. Moreover, anxiety can interfere in all 

language acquisition stages: input, process, and output (see also Bailey, Onwuegbuzie, & 

Daley, 2000). In other words, an awareness of the causes and consequences of language 
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anxiety from a contextual point of view is vital in facilitating the language acquisition 

process and development. 

The Sparks and Ganschow versus MacIntyre debate manifests contrasting 

viewpoints of mechanism and contextualism. The central controversy is whether or not 

cognitive abilities are independent of other factors, such as affective or emotional factors. 

Enabling the investigation of differences that stem from social or cultural nuances, 

MacIntyre’s argument is more persuasive because his approach encompasses the 

potential role that affects may play in cognition. An example to illustrate the critical role 

of language anxiety is provided by Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, and Daley’s (2000) study, 

which investigated 184 university students who were learning Spanish, French, German, 

or Japanese in the USA. They found that, after controlling for the indicators of native 

language problems, foreign language anxiety still had a substantial amount of power in 

explaining language achievement. Therefore, it is reasonable to assert that foreign 

language anxiety is not solely a consequence of first language coding deficit, but rather 

an essential emotional state that may interfere with the cognitive processing of L2 

learners and test-takers.  

Effects of Language Anxiety 

Concept clarification and research instrument validation greatly help to account 

for a better comprehension of the effects of anxiety on L2 learning and performance 

(MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991). There are four aspects that demonstrate these effects 

(MacIntyre, 1998b). First, academically, language anxiety is one of the best predictors of 

language proficiency (see also Onwuegbuzie et al., 2000). It seems clear that high levels 
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of language anxiety are associated with low levels of academic achievement in L2 

learning (Liu, 2006). Second, socially, learners with higher language anxiety have the 

tendency to avoid interpersonal communication more often than less anxious learners. 

This issue becomes even more prominent when authentic communicative competence is 

emphasized in current language education, as the arousal of anxiety is most frequently 

associated with speaking a foreign language. Third, cognitively, anxiety can occur at any 

stage of language acquisition, and it can become an affective filter that prevents certain 

information from entering a learner’s cognitive processing system (see also Schumann, 

1988; Sellers, 2000). In addition, anxiety can influence both speed and accuracy of 

learning. Anxiety arousal can also impact the quality of communication output, as the 

retrieval of information may be interrupted by the “freezing-up” moments that students 

encounter when they get anxious. Last, but not least, personally, language learning 

experiences could, under some circumstances, become traumatic experiences (MacIntyre, 

1998b). These kinds of unpleasant experiences may deeply disturb the language learner’s 

self-esteem or self-confidence. 

The cognitive component of anxiety was emphasized early in the literature 

(Eysenck, 1979). Eysenck believed that worry and emotionality comprised the nature of 

anxiety. For him, “worry” referred to one’s concern about performance or other people’s 

evaluation, and “emotionality” referred to the concomitant negative feelings caused by 

physiological functioning. He argued that anxious learners were more often engaged in 

task-irrelevant cognitive processing than their non-anxious counterparts; hence, the task-

irrelevant processing activities “preempt some of the available effort and capability of 
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working memory” (p. 378). In other words, anxious learners may be anxious about their 

being anxious, thus hampering the capacity of their working memory.  To be more 

specific, anxious learners are usually more distractible, and the defense mechanism 

evoked by anxiety will interfere with the cognition threshold in learning.  

Eysenck also discussed performance efficiency and processing effectiveness. He 

argued, from a cognitive point of view, that most of the empirical studies set performance 

efficiency (e.g., test scores) as the criterion when examining the influence of anxiety. 

However, it is, in fact, processing effectiveness that is paralyzed when anxiety comes into 

play. Since anxious learners tend to be hard working, even in some cases “over-

hardworking,” it may not be legitimate to use performance efficiency as a measure of 

processing effectiveness if the effort expenditure is not equivalent among high and low 

anxious learners. Extra hours spent by anxious learners might, in one way or another, 

compensate for the performance ineffectiveness caused by anxiety arousal.  

Sellers (2000) confirmed that anxiety affected the reader’s concentration on a 

reading task with American students as they read a text in Spanish. Highly anxious 

readers were more distracted by interfering thoughts and were less able to focus on the 

task at hand, which, in turn, affected their comprehension of the reading passage. It 

seemed that highly anxious students tended to experience more off-task, interfering 

thoughts than their non-anxious counterparts. 

MacIntyre (1998b) pointed out that, with more emphasis on communication-

oriented language competence, there emerges a pressing need to develop anxiety-

reducing strategies and programs. A call for the amelioration of negative effects of 
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language anxiety was also suggested by Young (1994). He claimed that the unnatural 

classroom procedures, for example, the teacher’s error-correcting methods, and the way 

the teacher interacted with students, were all aspects that might arouse students’ anxiety. 

Therefore, pedagogical considerations in course planning need to take into account 

students’ emotional states. For example, teachers should provide class structures that 

ensure their students’ basic need to feel safe is satisfied. Teachers should also make clear 

that language learning entails making mistakes, and mistakes are not demonstrations of 

failure (Elkhafaifi, 2005). Also, it is necessary for teachers to avoid turning the language 

classroom into a testing or competitive environment, but rather, a supportive learning 

environment where learning can easily occur.  

Additionally, language anxiety has been mostly associated with spoken language 

competence. Learners can experience increases in anxiety when they are required to 

complete oral tasks. However, Horwitz (2001) noted a recent tendency to identify more 

specifically the relationship of anxiety with other language competences, that is, reading 

anxiety (Saito, Horwitz, & Garza, 1999; Sellers, 2000), writing anxiety (Cheng, 2002), 

speaking anxiety (Woodrow, 2006), and listening anxiety (Chang & Read, 2008; Elkhafaifi, 

2005). Findings from this branch of studies demonstrate that, although general foreign 

language anxiety has been found to be independent of target language, levels of some 

specific categories of anxiety (e.g., reading anxiety) are found to vary by target language 

and seem to be related to the specific writing systems (Saito et al., 1999). Research also 

indicates that teachers’ perceptions of students’ language anxiety may sometimes be 

incongruent with students’ own perceptions (Levine, 2003). An understanding of this 
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incongruence and those specific types of language anxieties and students’ respective 

coping strategies should be within the repertoire of every language teacher.  

Perspectives gleaned from research on the causes and effects of language anxiety 

inform us that language anxiety is multifaceted and occurs under different instructional 

conditions. Generally speaking, there are two options for language teachers in dealing 

with anxious students: first, they can help students learn to cope with the existing 

anxiety-provoking situation; second, they can make the learning context less stressful 

(Horwitz et al., 1986). To make the first option possible, individualized instruction and 

proper accommodation should be provided whenever necessary to assure quality 

language education; to enable the second option, teaching resources can be tailored to 

mirror the research results on language anxiety. Meaningful yet less anxiety-provoking 

materials should be employed to promote students’ language learning to an optimal level. 

The level of task difficulty should be appropriate so as to motivate and challenge 

students’ language development, and, at the same time, minimize the arousal of 

unwelcome anxiety (Horwitz et al., 1986).  

Test Anxiety  

Tests cause test anxiety, which is “a set of phenomenological, physiological, and 

behavioural responses that accompany concern about possible negative consequences or 

failure on an exam or similar evaluative situation” (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002, p. 300). In 

educational testing situations, it is argued that test anxiety may represent a bias that 

conceals the true potential of students (Meijer, 2001). Researchers have conceptualized 

emotionality and worry as the two constructs in test anxiety (Eysenck, 1979). 
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Emotionality refers to physiological manifestations, such as increased galvanic skin 

response and heart rate, dizziness, nausea, and feelings of panic. The worry component 

includes cognitive manifestations, such as comparing self-performance to that of peers, 

considering the consequences of failure, low levels of confidence in performance, and 

excessive worry over evaluation. Some have argued for four-construct models: tension, 

test irrelevant thinking, bodily symptoms, and worry (e.g., Sarason, 1984), or worry, 

emotionality, interference, and lack of confidence (e. g., Stober, 2004). Disagreement 

arises as to how each component of test anxiety impacts on performance.  

The effects of test anxiety have been reported in a variety of studies in general 

education (Hembree, 1988; Madsen, 1982; Sarason, 1986; Sawyer, 2005). Hembree’s 

(1988) meta-analysis of 562 studies found that test anxiety did cause poor performance 

and that the anxiety was negatively related to students’ self-esteem and positively related 

to their fear of negative evaluation and defensiveness. When one experiences strong test 

anxiety, attentional capacity will be jeopardized due to the fact that anxious feelings can 

occupy parts of the working memory needed in problem solving (Eysenck, 1988). 

Covington, Omelich, and Schwarzer (1986) proposed that the worry component of 

anxiety might interfere with test performance by diverting the individual’s attention from 

the task at hand. They claimed that anxiety worked as a mediator of performance “where 

the particular conditions of learning and evaluation are sufficiently threatening to disrupt 

test taking” (p. 72). At the risk of being over simplistic, they formulated the following 

relationship:  

perceived threat  anxiety arousal  impaired performance 
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This conception of anxiety from a cognitive perspective can also be explained by 

drawing on Cognitive Load Theory. According to this theory, three types of cognitive 

loads are involved in solving a problem: intrinsic load, extraneous load, and germane 

load (Paas, Renkel, & Sweller, 2003). In a classroom context, intrinsic load refers to the 

intellectual complexity of the instructional content or the task to be performed; in a 

testing situation, intrinsic load can refer to the intellectual complexity of tasks embedded 

in a test paper. Extraneous or ineffective load is the kind of load determined by different 

instructional formats, which instead of being facilitating, may sometimes interfere with 

schema acquisition and automation (i.e., learning per se). In the test-taking process, 

extraneous load can include both objective and subjective elements, i.e., the kind of load 

presented by different test formats or contents and negative thoughts during the process 

(e.g., anxious feelings). Germane or effective load is devoted to the processing of 

knowledge, construction, and automation of schemata (Paas et al., 2003). In testing 

situations, germane load can refer to schemata retrieval from long-term memory in 

answering test items. It is recognized that the total amount of cognitive load cannot 

exceed the working memory capacity (Paas et al., 2003), and, in certain testing situations, 

the intrinsic load is usually fixed; therefore, if test designers can develop unambiguous 

test items to reduce the extraneous load, it can help test-takers decrease test anxiety to 

help free more space for the germane load to occur.  

There are three well-known measuring scales of test anxiety: Sarason’s (1984) 

Reactions to Test Scale, Spielberger’s (1983) Test Anxiety Inventory, and Benson et al.’s 

(1992) Revised Test Anxiety Scale. Cassady and Johnson (2002) identified two problems 
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in the previous test anxiety measuring scales: high correlations between all test anxiety 

sub-scales and limitation in the coverage of events prior to testing events. Their view is 

that worry, the cognitive component of test anxiety, is the primary performance indicator 

(Cassady & Johnson, 2002). They proposed a Cognitive Test Anxiety Scale (CTA), 

designed to test the power of a single-factor, cognitive test anxiety, as compared to 

multiple-factor test anxiety models 

In the field of second/foreign language learning, language tests are often used as 

screening mechanisms in selecting potential candidates for educational institutions. An 

example is the use of English-as-a-foreign-language test scores (e.g., TOEFL scores) as 

one of the criteria to admit international students into non-Chinese universities. This kind 

of practice creates anxious feelings for language learners. MacIntyre, Noels, and Clément 

(1997) posited that the interrelation among anxiety and language learning outcomes 

forms a vicious cycle, that is, high anxiety levels lead to poor learning outcomes, and 

poor learning outcomes lead back to higher anxiety levels: 

When a student feels incompetent or expects to fail, anxiety probably results. 
Highly anxious students do not perceive their competence to be as high as a more 
objective analysis reveals it to be. The arousal of anxiety probably makes some 
students more reluctant to speak. If language learners do not choose to 
communicate, they cannot reassess their competence. Thus begins a vicious cycle. 
(p. 278) 
 

In China, the great importance that has been placed on English language 

competence for tertiary-level English learners dramatically influences anxiety levels in 

their English classrooms and tests (L. Cheng, 2008). Learning English is an obligation 

and English competence accreditation is a must to graduate or to get a good job. With this 
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pressure in mind, learners are more likely to experience anxiety in the classroom (Liu, 

2006). Admittedly, the underlying rationale for studying English in China is essentially 

economic, as it is not volitionally learned. Chinese students are obliged to learn English 

in the hope of gaining a better position in a global economy where English is the lingua 

franca (Gan et al., 2004; Yong & Campbell, 1995).  

In measuring language test anxiety, it was conceptually included as one of the 

three components in Horwitz et al.’s (1986) well-known language anxiety concept. 

However, an examination of their questionnaire (the FLCAS) revealed that only one item 

touched upon the component of test anxiety. A search of the language literature also 

confirmed that not only has there been insufficient validation of questionnaires on this 

topic but also little attention paid to the effects of test anxiety on language test 

performance (In’nami, 2006). It seems that Horwitz et al.’s (1986) theory of language 

anxiety with an emphasis on communication apprehension and fear of negative 

evaluation, together with Cassady and Johnson’s (2002) model of test anxiety, fits best 

for investigating the anxiety issues related to second/foreign language learning and 

testing in this study. 

Language Anxiety, Test Anxiety, and Culture 

Our knowledge of language anxiety and test anxiety can also benefit from an 

understanding of the relationship between anxiety and culture. Oxford (1999) noted that 

“behaviours vary across cultures, and what might seem like anxious behaviour in one 

culture might be normal behaviour in another culture” (p. 64). Horwitz (2001) contended 

that, when considering the issue of language anxiety and classroom practice, it is 
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important to keep cultural differences in mind. Some practices perceived by one group of 

learners as comfortable may prove stressful for learners from a different cultural group 

who are used to different types of classroom organization. Cultural influences, such as 

stereotypes of teachers, students, and classroom interactions, can be largely different 

from culture to culture.  

This type of understanding in language anxiety and culture provides a rationale 

for investigating closely English learners in China. Lim (2004), for example, found that 

learners from Asia (particularly Korean and Chinese learners) had a higher level of 

foreign language use anxiety than those from North American or European countries. 

Some scholarly traditions in Chinese culture may shape or influence English as foreign 

language learning in China. Examples of these traditions are the emphasis on rote 

memorization, textbook and grammar centeredness, the influence of Confucian doctrines, 

and teachers and parents as authority figures (Yan, 1998).  

Additionally, the emotional state relating to learning an L2 is largely dependent 

on the status of that particular language in the society. Language policy practices in 

different countries can also remarkably impact language learner and learning. Casado and 

Dereshiwsky (2004) conducted a study comparing anxiety levels of 114 American 

university students learning Spanish and 154 Spanish university students learning 

English. Their purpose was to seek any possible relationship between L2 teaching 

policies in the United States and Spain and students’ perceived levels of language 

anxiety. They found that, although having language policies, such as imparting an L2 at 

an early age, would be beneficial to Spanish students’ progress in English learning, they 
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might not result in lower levels of apprehension. Meanwhile, their conclusion supported 

that the lack of nationwide compulsory foreign language programs in the U. S. did not 

imply higher anxiety among American students who were learning Spanish. 

Social belonging or cultural integration is another issue that needs to be addressed 

in L2 education, especially in light of today’s globalization. On the one hand, the 

question is how an individual can feel situated in a group culture. The concept of 

integrative motivation proposed by Gardner (1985b) stresses not only emotional 

identification with another cultural group, but a favourable attitude toward the language 

community and openness to other groups in general (Gardner, 2001a). On the other hand, 

anxiety about losing one’s own cultural identity can be another source of cultural shock. 

Cross-cultural awareness can be raised only if cultural shock is dealt with effectively; 

otherwise, negative symptoms such as anxiety, emotional regression, and physical illness 

can occur (Oxford, 1999). 

Furthermore, the importance of understanding and incorporating contextual 

factors of test anxiety are emphasized in cross-cultural research (Bodas, 2005). Cultural 

differences are claimed to exist because socialization practices and parental expectations 

in certain cultures. These factors may put excessive pressure on students to achieve. In 

addition, high levels of test anxiety may also be caused by the impact of different high-

stakes testing systems. One example of this type of study showed that test anxiety levels 

are generally greater for African-American students than for White students (Crocker, 

Schmitt, & Tang, 1988). 
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To sum up, anxiety can disrupt complex learning, test-taking, and effective 

thinking (Covington et al., 1986). Contemporary advances in language anxiety research 

have led us to understand that language anxiety triggers differ across language processes 

and language skills and also that these triggers can be culture-dependent as well as 

situation-dependent.  

Summary and Insights for this Study 

The subject of test-takers’ contributions to L2 achievement has proven to be 

complex and far from conclusive (Ehrman et al., 2003), and the relationships among 

different affective factors are complicated and warrant further investigation (Gardner et 

al., 1997). In conjunction with the research on motivation and anxiety, there has been 

much previous research supporting not only the examination of separate affective 

variables and L2 achievement (e.g., MacIntyre, 2002) but also investigations of the 

complexity of several affective factors simultaneously (e.g., Murray-Harvey, 1993). 

Researchers have attempted to examine a particular affective variable in combination 

with others. For example, the hierarchical relationship of approach and avoidance 

achievement motivation and test anxiety has been investigated by Elliot and McGregor 

(1999), and the dynamics of the relationship among self-determination motivation, 

personality, and test anxiety by Deci and Ryan (1986).  

Asserting that affective variables do not operate independently, Gardner et al.’s 

(1997) study simultaneously examined different affective measures (including attitudes, 

motivation, anxiety, self-confidence, aptitude, strategies, and field 

dependence/independence) with L2 achievement. In a Chinese context, Ma (2005) 
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examined motivation and attribution based on the nationwide study in China by Gao et al. 

(2003). She incorporated the effort element from attribution theory with motivation, and 

she found that learning effort among Chinese English learners directly affected foreign 

language achievement, whereas motivation only exerted its influence via effort. Her 

argument was grounded on a Confucian doctrine in China that, without concrete actions 

and efforts, there is little one can achieve by simply thinking about doing it. 

The concept of language anxiety is also closely associated with attitudes and 

motivation. For example, the instrument used in Gardner’s socio-educational model 

(Attitude/Motivation Test Battery) includes a classroom anxiety scale. This instrument 

measures students’ embarrassment or anxiety level within the paradigm of attitudes and 

motivation. Clément et al. (1994) observed that language anxiety constituted an important 

component of self-confidence with L2. Chao (2003) found a significant relationship 

between foreign language anxiety and emotional intelligence skills.  

Moreover, Ehrman (1996) maintained that learners protected their emotional 

equilibrium and self-esteem in a variety of ways, including through what he called 

“defense mechanisms.” Manifestations of anxiety such as reluctance to participate, 

avoidance of work, and negative attitudes were all possible defense mechanisms that 

anxious learners employed to balance their emotional equilibrium. On the contrary, 

Brown et al. (2001) found that high proficiency language learners were well-balanced, 

emotionally stable, less instrumentally motivated, and less anxious.  

In response to the visions opened up by these investigations, this study examined 

the socio-educational concepts (SEC) of motivation, anxiety factors including language 
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anxiety and test anxiety, and English test performance as measured by the new College 

English Test Band 4 (CET-4) in China. The socio-educational model of motivation, the 

base model, was examined in combination with constructs from other theories – language 

classroom anxiety and test anxiety theories. In addition to that combination of constructs 

examined, based on research conducted in the Asian context and other EFL contexts 

(e.g., in Hungary), it is regarded as necessary to expand the concept of instrumental 

orientation in the original socio-educational model to reflect the diversity of EFL learning 

contexts. As well, linguistic confidence and global awareness were included in the 

investigation.  

Linguistic confidence, “the belief that the mastery of an L2 is well within the 

learner’s means” (Csizer & Kormos, 2008, p. 6), has been identified as an important 

variable in studies of this nature. This variable was examined with young school children 

in Hungary (Clément et al., 1994; Csizer & Dörnyei, 2005) and in Canada (Clément & 

Kruidenier, 1985; Gardner et al., 1997).  It was also examined with university students in 

some Asian contexts (e.g., Lee, 2002).  

Global awareness reflects the contemporary awareness that EFL students may 

possess that English is an important international language. Csizer and Dörnyei (2005) 

pointed out that the investigated groups from multicultural milieus displayed the social-

cultural dimension of L2 motivation, that is, an interest in the way of life and the artistic 

production of the target language group; whereas for the groups that lived in unicultural 

settings, this factor might also include “a general knowledge about the world and the 

self” (p. 21). In addition, this kind of global awareness of the importance of English in 
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EFL contexts is also supported by the literature review above in the section about 

integrative motivation in the globalizing world. A common element that features those 

concepts (e.g., international posture, world English identity, and English as an 

intercultural language) is the English learners’ awareness of the importance of English in 

their particular learning contexts and their perception of that importance in their life. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter consists of four sections. The first section delineates the mixed 

methods approach used and gives an overview of the research design employed in this 

study. The second section outlines the methods used in the survey part of the study by 

describing the questionnaire design, outcome measures, pilot study, data collection, and 

data analysis procedures. The third section presents the methods used in the interview 

part of the study by describing participants, interview protocols, interview data collection, 

and data analysis procedures. The fourth section discusses ethical issues involved in 

conducting this study. 

The Mixed Methods Approach  

The intent of this mixed methods study was to examine the relationships between 

the College English Test Band 4 (CET-4) test-takers’ psychological factors and their test 

performance. In this study, a survey questionnaire was used to measure the relationships 

among test-takers’ motivation, anxiety, global awareness, linguistic confidence, and their 

English test performance as measured in the CET-4. The examined relationships were 

further explored using interviews. 

Given that the nature of this study was to investigate Chinese university students’ 

psychological factors and the association of those factors with their test performance, a 

concurrent embedded design of the mixed methods approach was used. This design, 

unlike other traditional triangulation models, has “a primary method that guides the 
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project and a secondary database that provides a supporting role in the procedures” 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 214). Creswell (2009) maintained that a concurrent embedded design 

uses separate quantitative and qualitative methods as a means to offset the weaknesses 

inherent within one method with the strengths of the other.  

The weight in this study was given to the quantitative data. Given less priority, the 

secondary method, i.e., qualitative method, is embedded within the predominant method 

in this study, i.e., quantitative method. According to Creswell and Clark (2007), this 

design is particularly useful when a researcher needs to embed a qualitative component 

within a quantitative design. The strengths of this design are not only that it can result in 

well-validated and substantiated findings like other mixed methods designs, but also that, 

due to the fact that both forms are not equal in size and rigour, it “enables the study to be 

reduced in scope and manageable for the time and resources available” (Creswell, 2009, 

p. 216).  

Creswell et al. (2003) stated that a mixed methods study “involves the collection 

or analysis of both quantitative and/or qualitative data in a single study in which the data 

are collected concurrently or sequentially, are given a priority, and involve the integration 

of the data at one or more stages in the process of the study” (p. 212).  The mixing of the 

data serves to integrate or compare the results of the two datasets in a discussion by 

providing convergent, inconsistent, or contradictory evidence in the construction of 

plausible explanations of the social phenomenon being studied (Creswell, 2009; 

Mathison, 1988).  
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A mixed methods approach has advantages over a single approach design 

(Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003). First, mixed methods research can answer research 

questions that other methodologies cannot. It can allow researchers to simultaneously 

confirm a quantitatively derived hypothesis and explore in greater depth the processes by 

which the relationships occurred (Punch, 1998). Furthermore, the use of multiple 

methods can “neutralize or cancel out” the disadvantages that come with a single method 

(Creswell et al., 2003, p. 211). Second, mixed methods research provides better/stronger 

inferences because the function of data triangulation and complementarity in a mixed 

methods approach can lead to multiple inferences that confirm or complement one 

another (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989). For example, supplementing the 

questionnaire survey with an interview component can add strength to research data 

triangulation, as post-stage interviews can offer useful explanations for quantitative 

findings (Phakiti, 2003). Third, researchers have agreed that mixing different types of 

methods can strengthen a study by offering researchers divergent perspectives to examine 

the multifaceted aspects of the investigated issues. In so doing, it can increase the validity 

of the research findings (Eezberger & Kelle, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003), thus 

rendering more convincing and robust explanations of the research problems (Deacon, 

Bryman, & Fenton, 1998; Erzberger & Prein, 1997).  

Certain research circumstances tend to especially benefit from a mixed methods 

approach (Yoshikawa, Weisner, Kalil, & Way, 2008). The circumstances include 

investigating aspects of individual behaviour or contextual characteristics that are 

difficult to understand using a single method, conducting integrated studies of beliefs and 
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practices in human development, and exploring causal associations and their 

mechanisms. Yoshikawa et al. (2008) contended that “both words and numbers can 

illuminate causality” (p. 347). Quantitative methods can be used to understand the 

prevalence of a particular phenomenon examined and estimate the direction and 

magnitude of causal influences; qualitative methods can be used to shed light on 

uncovering mechanisms of the cause and effect, and provide the reasons to explain the 

prevalence or discrepancies found.  

Acknowledging the advantages of the mixed methods approach, researchers have 

recognized some disadvantages as well. For example, more time, cost, and effort are 

needed in carrying out this type of research; researchers have to be equipped with the 

skills and knowledge in multiple methods and approaches and understand how to mix 

them appropriately; the theoretical foundation of the mixed methods approach is still 

being contested, and some methodologists contend that one should always work within 

either a qualitative or a quantitative paradigm (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Despite 

these disadvantages, a mixed methods approach was considered the most appropriate 

approach in conducting this study in light of its numerous advantages.  

The following diagram (see Figure 2) outlines the mixed methods data collection 

and analysis procedures. Detailed delineation of the methods used for survey and for 

interviews are provided separately in the next sections.  
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Pilot study 
(June, 5, 2008)

Main study 

Survey
(June, 19, 20, 2008)

Interviews
(June 21, 22, 2008)

Quantitative data 
analysis

Qualitative data 
analysis

Data triangulation & 
interpretation

 

Figure 2. Mixed Methods Research Design for the Study  

Methods for Survey  

Survey research was the major part of the data collection procedure for this study. 

Surveys are designed to infer the characteristics of a target population from the answers 

provided by a sample of respondents (Fowler, 2009). The purpose of this survey research 

was to generalize from a sample in one Chinese university to a population of Chinese 

university students so that inferences could be made about the relationships between 

Chinese university students’ psychological factors and their CET-4 performance. The 

survey method was preferred because of the economy of the design and the rapid 

turnaround in data collection (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 2009).  
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Questionnaire Design 

The questionnaire used in this study was composed of four sections. Sections I to 

III consisted of questions adapted from Gardner’s socio-educational model of motivation, 

foreign language anxiety, and test anxiety theories. Questionnaire items from these three 

instruments were adapted to suit the current study. First, the questionnaire items were 

trimmed. Altogether, the original number of items from these questionnaires is 164: the 

International AMTB has 104 items, the FLCAS has 33 items, and the CTAS has 27 

items. Second, the items from different instruments are generally measured on different 

scales. The International AMTB is on a 6-point scale, the FLCAS is on a 5-point scale, 

and the CTAS is on a 4-point scale. To make the item format consistent, all of the items 

were adjusted to be on a 5-point Likert scale. Section IV elicited students’ demographic 

information, including their gender, major in university, the grade they started to learn 

English as a school subject, their hometown, and their self-reported English proficiency.  

Recognizing possible problems that one may face in translating research 

questionnaires (e.g., comparability of parameters and semantic problems), I adopted some 

of the recommendations by Behling and Law (2000) in validating translated 

questionnaires. For example, first, I translated the questionnaire items into Chinese. The 

translated questionnaire was back translated and then evaluated separately by two 

bilinguals (English and Chinese) who specialize in English as Foreign Language (EFL) 

education to ensure accuracy. Both English and Chinese versions of the questionnaire 

were used, with each English question followed by its Chinese equivalent to facilitate 

participants’ accurate understanding of the questions.  
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Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB). The Attitude/Motivation Test Battery 

(AMTB) is an instrument operationalizing Gardner’s (1985a, 2001b) socio-educational 

model. A variation of this instrument, the international AMTB, was adopted and adapted 

in this study. The international AMTB was recently developed to test the generalizability 

of the socio-educational model in different English as Foreign Language contexts 

(Gardner, 2006). This scale, building on the original AMTB with certain items adjusted 

to suit the English as a Foreign Language context, originally investigated students’ 

motivation in learning a foreign language in Croatia, Poland, Romania, and Spain. While 

the reliability of the international AMTB has not been reported in any study so far, the 

AMTB was reported to demonstrate a reasonable level of overall reliability (.85) 

(Gardner, 1985b). Since this study was conducted in China where English is taught as a 

foreign language, the international AMTB was considered an appropriate instrument. 

Items in the international AMTB are presented in this fashion: “I wish I could speak 

many foreign languages perfectly,” followed by a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).  

For the current study, anxiety measures in the international AMTB were dropped 

and substituted with two more specific anxiety instruments: language anxiety by Horwitz 

et al. (1986) and test anxiety by Cassady and Johnson (2002). Other research has also 

suggested using a separate instrument for anxiety when the AMTB was employed 

(Hashimoto, 2002). A high score of the socio-educational concepts (SEC) from the 

international AMTB indicates more favourable attitudes and higher motivation. 

Specifically, in the SEC framework (see Figure 1 in Chapter 1 and Table 1 below), there 
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are two subscales of attitudes toward the learning situation (evaluation of the language 

instructor and evaluation of the language course), three subscales of integrativeness 

(integrative orientation, interest in English, and attitudes toward the English-speaking 

group), a scale of instrumentality (instrumental orientation), and three subscales of 

motivation (motivational intensity, desire to learn English, and attitude toward learning 

the language).  

Table 1    
SEC and Subscales in the International AMTB 

       Subscales               SEC 
1. Evaluation of English course  
2. Evaluation of English teacher  

Attitudes toward the learning 
situation 

3. Integrative orientation  
4. Interest in English 
5. Attitude toward English-speaking people 

Integrativeness 

6. Instrumental orientation Instrumentality 
7. Motivational intensity 
8. Desire to learn English 
9. Attitudes toward learning English 

Motivation 

 

For the purpose of tailoring the questionnaire to suit the current research context, 

two constructs from the AMTB were deleted. Parental influence (8 items) was removed 

because the participants in this study were university undergraduates who normally lived 

on campus away from their parents. The original International AMTB research 

population was school children under 18 who lived with their parents. The construct of 

Language anxiety, including the subscales of English use anxiety (10 items) and English 

class anxiety (10 items) was deleted, as more specific instruments on language anxiety 

and test anxiety were used. In addition, some wordings in the questionnaires were refined 

or added to make the items specific and easy to understand. For example, “foreign 
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language(s)” was changed to “English” to be specific for this study. In item 17, a phrase 

“in my experience” was added to facilitate students’ understanding of the question.  

According to the original questionnaire specification of the international AMTB, 

six subscales (e.g., interest in foreign languages, attitudes toward English speaking 

people) each have 5 positively keyed items and 5 negatively keyed items, resulting in 10 

items measuring the same subscale. Considering that keeping all the items would make it 

impossible to be completed within a 25-30-minute timeframe, items that were termed 

very similar were trimmed. For example, to measure the subscale of attitude toward 

learning English, items were phrased like this: “I really enjoy learning English”; 

“Learning English is really great”; “I love learning English”. Deletions were made in 

consultation with two researchers whose research expertise is on second language 

education and who are familiar with the research context: Chinese university students 

learning English as a Foreign Language. Table 2 presents the information of item 

numbers in the adapted AMTB in relation to each subscale (also see Appendix A).  The 

adapted items were named as AMTB1 to AMTB38. 
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Table 2    
Adapted AMTB Questionnaire Specifications  
            Constructs and subscales  Items in the Adapted AMTB  
 Positively keyed Negatively 

keyed 
 

Attitudes toward the Learning Situation    
Evaluation of the language instructor (10) 2, 4, 7, 15, 25,  33 N/A (6) 
Evaluation of the language course (10) 13 3, 9, 20 (4) 
    

Integrativeness    
Integrative orientation (4) 8, 18, 27 N/A (3) 
Interest in English (10) 24, 32 10 (3) 

      Attitudes toward English-speaking people 
(8) 

12, 17, 26, 35 N/A (4) 

    
Instrumentality    

Instrumental orientation (4) 5, 11, 22, 31 N/A (4) 
    

Motivation    
Motivation intensity (10) 21, 30, 36, 37, 38 14 (6) 
Desire to learn English (10) 19, 28 29 (3) 
Attitudes toward learning English (10) 1, 16,  34 6, 23 (5) 

Note. The numbers in brackets in the first column refer to the number of items in the original international 
AMTB. The numbers in the second and third columns refer to the item numbers in the adapted AMTB. The 
numbers in the brackets in the fourth column refer to the number of items kept in the adapted AMTB. 
 

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS). The FLCAS, developed by 

Horwitz et al. (1986), was used to assess students’ language anxiety levels (see Appendix 

B). The FLCAS contains 33 items, each measured on a 5-point Likert scale, with 

responses ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Higher scores indicate an 

endorsement of more anxious language-learning behaviours. For example, for positively 

worded items, “strongly agree” receives 5 points, and “strongly disagree” receives 1 

point, while for negatively worded items, the opposite is the case. Total scores can range 

from 33 to 165. Internal reliability of the FLCAS (Horwitz, 1986) shows an alpha 

coefficient of .93.  
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The FLCAS was revised according to Aida’s (1994) study in that, for Japanese 

university students, test anxiety was not conceptually related to other components of the 

FLCAS, and thus a separate test anxiety measure was included. Also, communication 

apprehension and failure of evaluation are different labels describing one phenomenon 

(Aida, 1994, p. 159). MacIntyre and Gardner’s (1991) findings are in accordance with 

Aida’s results. Items from the FLCAS were trimmed to avoid unnecessary redundancy 

based on the qualitative evaluations of the researcher and her colleagues. Seventeen of 

the 33 items in the FLCAS were retained in the study. All negatively-keyed items were 

recoded for the data analyses. These items were named as FLCAS1 to FLCAS17. 

Cognitive Test Anxiety Scale (CTAS). The CTAS, developed by Cassady and 

Johnson (2002), was used to assess students’ cognitive test anxiety levels (see Appendix 

C). The CTAS contains 27 items, each measured on a 4-point scale, with responses 

ranging from “not at all typical of me” (4 points) to “very typical of me” (1 point). This 

unidimensional scale of cognitive test anxiety (Cassady & Johnson, 2002) has high 

internal consistency (.91) and has proven its concurrent validity through comparison to 

Sarason’s (1984) Reaction to Tests. Items from the CTAS were trimmed following the 

same procedures as in the international AMTB and the FLCAS. Twenty of the 27 items 

in the CTAS were retained in the study. All negatively-keyed items were recoded for the 

data analyses. These items were named as CTAS1 to CTAS20. 

Global Awareness, Linguistic Confidence, and Other Instrumental Orientation. In 

addition to the SEC and anxiety constructs, several new concepts that were considered 

important in the current study were built into the questionnaire. This part of the 
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questionnaire was developed specifically for this study. For global awareness, five items 

were developed to measure students’ global awareness in terms of their perceptions of the 

importance of English in Chinese society as well as in their lives. Items were phrased like 

these: “In the 21st century, Chinese learning English is making China more important in 

the international community” and “Learning English helps me to better fit in the evolving 

modern China, which is increasingly connecting to the other parts of the world.”  

For linguistic confidence, four items were developed to measure students’ English 

linguistic confidence in reading, writing, speaking, and listening. For example, “I am 

confident in my English competence/abilities in reading” and “I am confident in my 

English competence/abilities in writing.” Furthermore, seven new items, in addition to 

the four items originally in the AMTB, were added to reflect a diverse range of 

instrumental orientations within the context of the study. For example, “I work hard to 

learn English because I need a good mark on it” and “I learn English because it will help 

me further my study in overseas universities after my undergraduate.” These new 

questionnaire items were piloted before they were used in the main study. The purpose 

was to evaluate and select these items to see if they could “be asked and answered as 

planned” (Fowler, 2009, p. 115).  

Outcome Measures 

Total scores and sub-scores of the participants’ CET-4 were obtained from the 

registrar’s office in the participating university. The total possible score is set to be 710 

with a mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 70. There are four sections in the test: 
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listening, reading, cloze, and writing and translation (see Appendix D for the detailed 

CET-4 structure).  

 The listening section assesses students’ abilities to understand oral conversations 

or passages based on standard American English or standard British English (Syllabus for 

College English Test, 2006, p. 3). This part comprises 35% of the total (249 points). The 

reading section assesses students’ ability to understand English in written formats. This 

section contributes 35% to the total score (249 points), within which 25% is on Reading 

in Depth, including three short passages (300-350 words per passage), and 10% is on 

Skimming and Scanning, which is made up of 1-2 long articles (approximately 1,000 

words each). The cloze section tests students’ abilities to understand and infer meanings 

from vocabulary, sentence, and paragraph levels (10%, 70 points). Students were asked to 

choose correct answers from four choices for the 20 blanks in a short passage (220-250 

words). The writing and translation section assesses students’ ability to communicate 

ideas using written English. This part constitutes 20% of the total (142 points).  

Pilot Study  

A pilot study, with a sample size of 61, was conducted on June 5th, 2008 in a 

university in southeastern China. This university was chosen because it is a large-scale 

comprehensive university located in a provincial capital. This university offers 

diversified Arts and Science programs, and students come from all over China.  

 The main purpose of the pilot was to examine the nature of the newly added 

questionnaire items, which were designed to measure a wider range of global awareness, 

instrumental orientations, and linguistic confidence. To be specific, the purposes were to 
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investigate which new items worked better, and whether global awareness and linguistic 

confidence had effects on motivation or on language achievement.  

The following analyses were performed to achieve the purposes of piloting the 

instrument. First, multiple regression was conducted with global awareness items as 

independent variables, first with the motivation construct as the dependent variable and 

then with language achievement as the dependent variable. The purpose was two-fold: to 

examine which items worked better in the prediction of assumed associations and to 

examine whether the effects were on motivation or on achievement directly. The result of 

multiple regression using a stepwise method3 indicated that global awareness predicted 

motivation (see Table 3). Of the five questionnaire items, three had significant 

coefficients in predicting the motivation value, explaining 45% of the total variance. Two 

other items that did not have significant effects were excluded from the main study. The 

retained three variables that were designed to measure global awareness were named as 

GLOB1 to GLOB3 in the main study. 

For instrumental orientation items, the six new instrumental orientation items were 

assumed to predict motivation, the same as the original instrumental orientations in the 

AMTB. All of the six items had significant coefficients in predicting motivation, 

explaining 36% of the total variance, and they were therefore retained for further analysis 

(see Table 4). The items were named as N_ORIE1 to N_ORIE6 in the main study.   

 
3 In a stepwise manner, at each step of the sequence, one variable is added to the regression equation. The 
variable added is the one that makes the greatest reduction in the error sum of squares of the sample data. 
Equivalently, it is the variable that, when added, provides the greatest increase in the F value. As well, 
variables whose importance diminishes as additional predictors are added are removed (Norusis, 2002). 
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Table 3    
Regression Coefficients for Global Awareness Items on Motivation 

  B Std. 
Error Beta t Sig. R-

square 
      .45 
In the 21st century, Chinese learning English 
is making China more important in the 
international community. 
 

1.00 .31 .11 3.25 .00  

As a university student in the current society, 
it is my responsibility to learn English well. 
 

1.98 .29 .25 6.89 .00  

In the world today, to learn English well is an 
important means to be involved in the world. 
 

1.24 .37 .13 3.32 .00  

Note. p < .05 

 
Table 4    
Regression Coefficients of Instrumental Orientations on Motivation 

 B Std. 
Error Beta t Sig. R-

square 
      .36 
Because English is a compulsory course, I 
have to learn it. 
 

-2.89 .23 -.45 -12.48 .00  

I learn English because it will help me 
further my study in overseas universities 
after my undergraduate. 
 

.98 .26 .13 3.77 .00  

I learn English because I need to pass the 
English course. 
 

-1.68 .29 -.26 -5.82 .00  

I would like to speak good English so that 
I can travel abroad. 
 

1.03 .24 .14 4.23 .00  

I learn English because I want to do a 
graduate degree in the future. 
 

.97 .27 .14 3.90 .00  

I work hard to learn English because I 
need a good mark on it. 
 

.87 .28 .13 3.08 .00  

Note. p < .05 
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Considering that linguistic confidence items were to measure four aspects of the 

language skills, the four items that were designed to measure linguistic confidence in 

reading, writing, listening, and speaking were retained. The question of whether linguistic 

confidence has effects on motivation or on language achievement directly was examined 

by multiple regression as well. The results were in favour of the association between 

linguistic confidence and motivation constructs (see Table 5). These four variables were 

named LING1 to LING4.  

Table 5    
Regression Coefficients of Linguistic Confidence on Motivation 

 B Std. 
Error Beta t Sig. R-

square
  .24 
 
I am confident in my English competence 
in listening. 

1.20 .30 .18 3.95 .00  

 
I am confident in my English competence 
in writing. 

1.38 .31 .18 4.49 .00

 
I am confident in my English competence 
in reading. 

.86 .25 .12 3.45 .00

 
I am confident in my English competence 
in speaking. 

.93 .31 .13 3.00 .00

Note. p < .05 

Main Study Data Collection Procedures  

Ethical clearance from Queen’s University was obtained before approval from the 

participating university was obtained (see Appendix E for ethical approval for the study). 

I issued the questionnaire (see Appendix F) with the help of classroom teachers in 

different classrooms. Students were told that the purpose of the study was to better 
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understand the relationship between their affective factors with regard to the CET-4 and 

their test performance. Students were asked to fill out the questionnaire in the classroom, 

and were given 25 to 30 minutes to do so. 

After the pilot study, a recruitment notice was distributed to the students in this 

same university (see Appendix G). They were informed that their teacher or the 

researcher4 (with their teacher’s permission) would recruit participants for this study on 

June 19th or 20th, 20085. To ensure sufficient sample size for statistical analyses and at the 

same time take into account the feasibility of the study, 927 participants from 32 classes 

from the same southeastern university were recruited to fill out the questionnaire. 

Seventeen teachers offered to distribute the questionnaires in their classrooms. Among 

these 17 teachers, 15 had two parallel classes and the other two had one class on the two 

questionnaire distribution days. Questionnaires were distributed to six classes in the first 

session (8:00 am – 9:45 am), five classes in the second session (10:00 am – 11:45 am), 

and five classes in the third session (2:00 pm – 3:45 pm) on both days. 

Students were given a Letter of Information regarding the survey (see Appendix 

H). If they were interested and decided to participate in the questionnaire survey, they 

signed the Consent Form and returned it to the teacher or the researcher. The teachers 

were asked to leave the classroom at the time when students were filling out the 

questionnaire. A designated student in each class was responsible for collecting the 

questionnaires upon completion. Because the classrooms were all on the same floor and 

 
4 Because of time constraints, the researcher could not physically be in each classroom simultaneously. 
Thus, in some of the classes, the classroom teachers were asked to distribute the questionnaires.  
5 June 21, 2008 is the CET-4 test date in that summer session. 
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were next to each other, I, as the researcher, was able to walk through each classroom and 

answer any questions that the students might have had.  

Main Study Data Analysis Procedures 

Students’ test scores were obtained from the university registrar’s office. I used 

the student numbers and the CET-assigned test numbers to link students’ test scores to 

their questionnaire responses. Descriptive statistics on test scores were first computed. To 

examine the score variability among the groups, a multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) test was performed. The four CET-4 subscores and the total CET-4 scores 

were used as dependent variables; gender (male vs. female), programs of study (art 

programs vs. Science programs), start year (late group vs. early group), and proficiency 

levels (low achievers vs. high achievers) were used as independent variables.  

Programs of study were categorized according to the university definition, that is, 

whether the program belongs to the School of Arts or the School of Science. The late and 

early groups were differentiated by whether the student indicated that he or she had 

started to learn English at Grade 7, the beginning of secondary school, or before that. 

Low and high achievers were classified according to their CET total scores: high 

achievers were those students whose scores were one SD above the average total score, 

and low achievers were those whose scores were one SD below average. 

MANOVA was used because this technique assesses group differences across 

multiple dependent variables (DVs) simultaneously, based on a set of categorical 

variables as independent variables (IVs). Wilks’s Λwas reported to evaluate the null 

hypothesis tested, that is, there was no difference between the DV means of the 
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comparison groups. Once the null hypothesis was rejected and significant differences 

were found in the multivariate tests, further univariate analyses were performed. 

MANOVA was chosen over repeated measures of ANOVA for three reasons: MANOVA 

can control type I error before further univariate analysis, it can be used to address 

multiple DVs, and it can be used to find out how the multiple DVs differ/change as a 

whole (Norusis, 2002) .  

As to the analysis of the questionnaire responses, data screening processes of the 

questionnaire data were conducted first to ensure data quality. These processes included 

checking for missing data, outliers, and normality. After the data were cleaned, 

descriptive analyses were performed to obtain an overall picture of the examined 

constructs. The descriptive statistics of the questionnaire part were obtained at the item 

level as well as at the construct level. To further understand the differences in the 

examined constructs, a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) test was performed. 

The examined psychological constructs were used as dependent variables, while gender, 

program, start year, and proficiency levels were used as independent variables.  

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) vs. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)  

In this study, both EFA and CFA were conducted. EFA is a data-driven approach 

to determine an appropriate number of factors and the pattern of factor loadings. CFA is 

usually conducted based on a theoretical and empirical basis with a priori specification of 

the factor loadings (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). Brown (2006) 

also pointed out that “In CFA, the number of factors and the pattern of indicator-factor 

loadings are specified in advance on the basis of strong empirical knowledge or theory” 
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( p. 39). Therefore, in this study, EFA was performed examining the FLCAS items, the 

CTAS items, and the instrumentality items. CFA was performed examining the AMTB 

items. Even though the foreign language anxiety and cognitive test anxiety theories have 

been developed and examined in other studies, it was not clear in their questionnaires as 

to which item measures which construct, unlike in the AMTB, in which the questionnaire 

items were clearly pre-specified. Therefore, EFA was performed with the FLCAS and the 

CTAS. Moreover, the newly added instrumentality items were also factor analyzed using 

EFA with the four items from the AMTB that measured instrumentality.  

In conducting EFA, Maximum Likelihood (ML) was used as the extraction 

method. Fabrigar et al. (1999) contended that the advantages of ML are that it provides 

indices of the goodness of fit, statistical significance testing of factor loading, and 

correlations among factors. Further, direct oblimin was used as the rotation method. 

Different from orthogonal rotations, direct oblimin rotation permits factors to be 

correlated (Fabrigar et al., 1999). In the reporting of the EFA analysis conducted in this 

study, the factors are selected, interpreted, and evaluated; factor correlations and 

reliability estimates are discussed. Factor loadings that were larger than 0.3 were 

reported, as this cutoff is conventionally regarded as a “meaningful loading” to be 

reported (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991, p. 603). The ratio of the squared factor loadings 

for a given variable shows the relative importance of the different factors in explaining 

the variance of the given variable. Thus with factor loadings greater than 0.3, the variance 

explained by the variables would be equal to or greater than 9%.  
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In the CFA analysis of the AMTB questionnaire items, the following analytical 

procedures were carried out. First, an initial CFA model (a simplified socio-educational 

model) was specified according to the hypothesized conceptual framework, and the 

model was estimated by describing the software, types of data/matrices, and estimators 

used. The model was then evaluated by discussing the goodness-of-fit indices and 

parameter estimates. Second, a complete CFA model was built bringing in newly added 

constructs, i.e., global awareness, linguistic confidence, and other instrumental 

orientations. 

Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) 

After the measurement model (the CFA model) was built, a structural model was 

tested using SEM to understand the directional relationships between affective factors 

and test performance. The SEM method was chosen because it can account for random 

and systematic measurement error, and it can simultaneously assess relations among 

variables. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) pointed out that there are at least two advantages 

in using SEM. First, “when the relationships among factors are examined, the 

relationships are free of [random] measurement error because the error has been 

estimated and removed, leaving only common variance.” Second, “when the 

phenomenon of interest is complex and multidimensional, SEM is the only analysis that 

allows complete and simultaneous tests of all the relationships” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007, p. 679).  

In addition, SEM has been employed as a sophisticated statistical research method 

in studies that simultaneously examine variables in relation to academic achievement 
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(e.g., Drew & Watkins, 1997; McKenzie, Gow, & Schweitzer, 2004). Relevant studies in 

the L2 area employing this method include Gardner et al. (1997), Kunnan (1995), and 

Purpura (1999). In language testing, Kunnan (1998) maintained that SEM was a 

promising research method in testing hypothesized relationships among some salient 

individual differences and test performance, with part of the reason being that it can 

simultaneously assess the causal relationships among variables. 

The analytical procedures in the SEM analysis include model specification, model 

estimation, model evaluation, and model modification (Kelloway, 1998). Specifically, 

significance of parameter estimates, variance in a variable accounted for by a factor, and 

model fit indices are interpreted and discussed. The initial hypothesized overall model 

that was tested is depicted below (see Figure 3). Exogenous latent variables included 

attitudes toward the learning situation, integrativeness, instrumentality, global awareness, 

linguistic confidence, language anxiety, and test anxiety. Motivation and language 

achievement were two endogenous latent variables. It was hypothesized that motivation 

would mediate the effects of learning situation attitudes, integration, instrumentality, 

global awareness, and linguistic confidence on language achievement. The three 

exogenous latent variables (i.e., attitudes toward the learning situation, integrativeness, 

and instrumentality) from the socio-educational model were assumed to be correlated 

with each other. Furthermore, it was assumed that language anxiety and test anxiety 

would have a directional impact on language achievement. These two exogenous latent 

variables of anxiety were assumed to be correlated with each other. Other than the 
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hypothesized relationships, all other relationships among the variables were assumed to 

be orthogonal in this initial model.  

Based on the initial hypothesized model, alternative models were tested. These 

alternative models/hybrid models were discussed and compared with the initial model by 

examining the parameter estimates and model fit indices (Diamontopoulou & Siguaw, 

2000). Further hypothesis testing was performed. Hypotheses were formulated based on 

the socio-educational model to test specific parameter estimates in the models. Predictors 

of different types of motivations, such as instrumental or integrative, were tested by 

placing equality constraints on these paths, and then relevant chi-square difference tests 

with the original model were conducted.  

To investigate how group memberships moderated the examined relationships, 

subsequent hypothesis testing about whether or not there existed differential influences of 

motivation and anxiety on test performance was performed by comparing 1) male 

students vs. female students; 2) students from the Arts programs vs. students from the 

Science programs; 3) students who started learning English before secondary school 

(hereafter early group) vs. those who started in secondary school (hereafter late group); 4) 

students of different achievement levels.  

 



 

 78

Attitudes toward the 

Learning Situation  
Language 

Achievement  Motivation 

 

Figure 3. The Initial Hypothesized Model 
 
 

Integrativeness 

Instrumentality 

Language Anxiety Test Anxiety 

Global  

Awareness 

Linguistic 

Confidence 



 

 79

Methods for Interviews 

The purpose of the interviews was to qualify the quantitative data, that is, to 

investigate to what extent and in what ways qualitative interviews with students served to 

contribute to a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the examined 

relationships. Qualitative interviewing was chosen because it is presumed to be an 

appropriate and effective approach to inquire about specific social processes or particular 

persons’ perspectives through direct contact with those involved in natural contexts 

(Locke, Spirduso, & Silverman, 2000). In addition, the interview research was a 

supplementary part of the data collection procedure for this study because the qualitative 

interviews served as a complementary tool to verify findings from the survey 

questionnaire (Phakiti, 2003; Weir, 2005).  

This section describes the research methods employed in the interviews. Twelve 

participants were interviewed in an attempt to probe into their perceptions of their 

motivation, anxiety, global awareness, and linguistic confidence in relation to their CET-

4 performance.  

Participants  

In the last section of the questionnaire, students were also asked if they were 

willing to be interviewed. If they were, they were asked to fill out the information section, 

including their contact details, as well as their gender, major, and their self-perceived 

English competence levels (on a scale of high, medium, and low). The above criteria 

were used to recruit 12 interview participants from those who indicated their willingness 
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to be interviewed (see Table 6). These interviewees were representative of the differences 

in gender (six males and six females), major in university (six from the Arts programs 

and six from the Science programs), and their self-reported English competence (four 

from each level: high, medium, and low).  

To facilitate interview data presentation in Chapter 5, pseudonyms were given to 

these 12 interviewees6. All six students from the Arts programs were named with an 

initial A: Alan, Alex, and Adam are three male students from the Arts programs who had 

different self-reported English proficiency levels; Alice, Anna, and Amy are three female 

students from the Arts programs who had different self-reported English proficiency 

levels. Similarly, all six students from the Science programs were named with an initial 

S: Simon, Scott, and Steve are three male students from the Science programs who had 

different self-reported English proficiency levels; Susan, Sara, and Sally are three female 

students from the Science programs who had different self-reported English proficiency 

levels. In addition, in data reporting, interviewees with high self-reported proficiency 

level were assigned a number of 01, those who had a medium proficiency level were 

assigned a number of 02, and those who had a low proficiency level were assigned a 

number of 03. 

 
 

 

 
 

 
6 Interviewees’ pseudonyms were given to reflect their genders and their university programs; within each 
category, the names are presented in a sequence of their self-reported proficiency levels from high to low.  
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Table 6    
Interviewee Profile  

 

Self-reported Proficiency Level Programs of Study Gender 

High (01) Medium (02) Low (03) 

Male Alan Alex Adam Arts Programs 

 Female Alice Anna Amy 

Male Simon Scott Steve 
Science Programs 

Female Susan Sara Sally 

Interview Protocols 

Elicitation interviewing techniques were adopted to “better understand, describe, 

capture, and model tacit knowledge” of the interviewees (Johnson & Wellers, 2002). 

These techniques included developing a semi-structured interview protocol to maintain 

the consistency of the interview process (Fontana & Frey, 2000; Wengraf, 2001). The 

interview protocol included four sections. I started with the lead-in section when I 

introduced myself and my study to the participants, preparing a theme for a friendly short 

chat that would make them feel comfortable. The second and third sections contained 

interview questions formulated on the major theoretical constructs from 1) the socio-

educational model (attitudes toward the learning situation, integrativeness, 

instrumentality, and motivation), 2) the anxiety theories (language anxiety and test 

anxiety), 3) global awareness, and 4) linguistic confidence. For instance, a question 

regarding “desire to learn English” was phrased like this: “How would you describe your 

desire to learn English?” (see Appendix I for interview questions). The question to elicit 

students’ responses of global awareness was embedded in the motivation section, and the 



 

 82

question to elicit students’ linguistic confidence was embedded in the anxiety section. In 

the fourth section, I asked two questions, one regarding participants’ suggestions for the 

Chinese English teaching and testing system, and the other about their future plans for 

learning English.   

Interview Data Collection  

The 12 interviewees were contacted by phone to invite them to participate in a 

one-on-one, face-to-face interview in the afternoon of June 21st (the test date) and June 

22nd, 2008. The interviews happened in a cafeteria on campus where the researcher 

reserved a separate room to make sure the interviews were conducted in a quiet setting. 

The interviewees were given a Letter of Information (for the interview) and a Consent 

Form (see Appendix H). After they signed the Consent Form and gave permission to 

audio tape the conversation, the interviews started, usually lasting for 45-60 minutes for 

each interviewee. The interviewees were given the choice of conducting the interview in 

either English or Chinese or a combination of both. Nine of the interviewees chose to 

conduct the whole interview in Chinese, while three of them (i.e., Simon, Alice, and Alex) 

started with English and switched to Chinese as the interviews went on.  

Interview Analysis Procedures  

Several steps were followed in analyzing the interview data. First, to organize and 

prepare the data for analysis, I transcribed the interviews verbatim in Chinese and 

translated them into English. I then read over each transcript to gain a general sense of 

the information and to reflect on its overall meaning. I scanned through each interview, 



 

 83

looking for potentially interesting or relevant analytic materials. After identifying items 

relevant to the research questions, I highlighted them with markers of different colours 

and wrote down notes in the margins about my general thoughts about the data.  

In the next step, I started to code the data systematically. I used inductive analysis 

to uncover themes and patterns in the students’ perceptions of the SEC, language anxiety, 

test anxiety, global awareness, and linguistic confidence. I began with open coding to 

help build ideas inductively and remain more attentive to what the interviewees had to 

say, rather than pre-imposing my ideas or the findings from the statistical analyses on this 

part of the data analysis. Open coding is an analytic process through which concepts are 

identified and their properties and dimensions are discovered in data (Strauss & Corbin, 

1998). 

I proceeded with axial coding (i.e., a process of relating categories to their 

subcategories, whereby coding occurs around the axis of a category) by focusing mainly 

on selecting, categorizing, synthesizing, and interpreting the interview data to provide 

explanations of the research questions addressed (McMillan & Schumacher, 2001). By 

reading over the transcripts and the highlighted parts, I started to make a list of the key 

topics. I clustered together similar topics and made them into a summary table to be used 

as a preliminary organizing scheme (see Appendix J). For example, students’ motivations 

were clustered into two big categories: their motivation in English learning and their 

motivation in English testing. Each category was further broken down into several 

subcategories followed by interviewees’ quotes to represent those subcategories.  
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After I made the list, I went back to the data, re-read the transcripts, and wrote 

codes next to the appropriate segments of the text according to the preliminary organizing 

scheme. Some of the codes were developed based on the literature that reflects larger 

theoretical perspectives (e.g., instrumental orientations, English classroom anxiety, and 

test anxiety), and some of the codes were developed solely on the basis of the emerging 

information collected from the participants (e.g., motivational change, academic anxiety, 

globalization and Chinese culture). Interviewees’ quotes that could best represent certain 

categories were included in the summary. With the expansion of the summary, I grouped 

some categories together and broke down some other categories. For example, influences 

from society, teachers, parents, and peers were grouped together as external influences; 

reasons to learn English were broken down into mark orientation, further-education 

orientation, and job orientation.  

After I coded and analyzed each interview, I adopted constant comparative 

methods (Merriam, 1998) to juxtapose responses from other interviewees. When some 

data seemed puzzling and did not fit into any categories in the scheme, I employed 

microanalysis procedures suggested by Strauss and Corbin (1998). Microanalysis refers 

to a procedure that uses detailed line-by-line analysis to acquire the properties and 

dimensions of the data by using a combination of open and axial coding. Based on 

Neuman (2003), I performed selective coding by scanning data and previous codes when 

comparing students with different group memberships. I looked selectively for cases that 

illustrated themes, and I made comparisons and contrasts on the students’ reported 

affective factors and their views of the influences on their English proficiency. During 
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selective coding, the major themes developed from the open coding and axial coding 

guided my analysis. 

Validity of Qualitative Data Analysis 

Researchers in qualitative inquiries maintain that the researcher is the primary 

instrument in data collection (e.g., Locke et al., 2000; Patton, 2002). Through conducting 

the interviews and gathering the information, I served as the key instrument. I earned my 

undergraduate degree in English education and my first graduate degree in Linguistics 

and Applied Linguistics in China, and I had taught English to undergraduate students in a 

Chinese university for nine years. At that time, my major teaching foci were to develop 

students’ English competency in reading, writing, listening, and speaking, and to prepare 

them for the CET-4.  

The researcher’s perspective that he/she brings based on his/her educational 

background and experiences is considered important and can add credibility to the 

research (Patton, 2002). My familiarity with the research context and research 

participants enabled me to develop a direct and in-depth understanding of English as a 

foreign language teaching and testing at the tertiary level in China. Majoring in Cognitive 

Studies for my six years’ post-graduate pursuit in Canada, I am equipped with the 

“theoretical sensitivity” that is required in conducting this interview research. According 

to Strauss and Corbin (1990), theoretical sensitivity refers to a researcher’s skill and 

ability to understand and give meaning to the subtleties of the data (p. 42). Strauss and 

Corbin (1998) further pointed out that a researcher’s experience and knowledge are what 
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sensitizes the researcher to significant problems and issues in the data and allows him/her 

to seek explanations for alternatives and to theorize emergent concepts.  

Peer review was undertaken to provide an external check of the research process 

(Creswell, 2007). A Ph.D. graduate from the Faculty of Education Queen’s University 

who conducted her own research using qualitative research methods helped to serve as a 

peer examiner. She read through my organizing scheme and my findings from the 

interviews to help clear my biases in interpreting the data. Furthermore, since I used a 

mixed methods approach, I was able to triangulate the two different data sources as a 

validation measure. At the results interpretation stage, I put the results from the statistical 

analysis together with the interview analysis to see whether and how the findings 

supported or contrasted with each other. 

I kept a detailed record of the information of the interviewees. While doing an 

interview, I had that student’s questionnaire at hand and constantly was making field 

notes at the margins of the questionnaire. After I completed all my transcription in 

Chinese, I translated the interviews into English. As a measure to validate my translation, 

I randomly picked several paragraphs in the original transcription and their corresponding 

translations and gave them to one of my Chinese colleagues at Queen’s to ask her to 

verify the documents.  

Ethical Issues 

 Since there were no sensitive/personal questions in the questionnaire or 

interviews, no ethical concerns were identified in completing either the survey 

questionnaire or the interviews. No psychological, emotional, economic, cultural, and/or 
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social risk was foreseen for the participants. Considering that the students were 

undergraduates and had been learning English for at least six years, survey participants 

were given the Letter of Information and the Letter of Consent in English. Interview 

participants were given a second Letter of Information and Letter of Consent specifically 

designed for the interviews. Informal debriefing of the study was conducted in Chinese to 

ensure that the students properly understood the nature and purpose of the study. The 

debriefing was carried out either by the researcher or by the classroom teachers (who 

were debriefed by the researcher beforehand). Furthermore, student participation was 

voluntary. The participating students were also told that they could skip any question and 

were free to withdraw even after starting to fill out the questionnaire or starting with the 

interview.  

 The participants of the survey and the interview were assured that their responses 

to the questionnaire or the interview would not be released to anyone, including the 

university authorities, without their consent and that their responses would be used only 

for the stated research purposes. They were assured that the issue of confidentiality was 

taken seriously by the guidelines at Queen’s University (see Appendix H for Letter of 

Information and Letter of Consent).  
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CHAPTER 4  

SURVEY FINDINGS 

This chapter presents the results of the survey part of the data analysis. Data 

screening is described first, followed by test score descriptive statistics and questionnaire 

item-level and construct-level descriptive statistics. The results from the inferential 

analyses are presented in the following sequence: 1) confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

of the socio-educational model of motivation; 2) structural equation modelling analysis of 

the CFA model; 3) alternative model tests; and 4) multi-sample analysis.  

Data Screening Processes 

 Prior to the main data analysis, data screening processes were followed to 

enhance the analyses conducted in this study. Questionnaire responses were examined 

through various SPSS procedures for missing data, outliers among cases, and normality.  

Missing Data 

 First, students’ test scores were linked to the questionnaire responses (n = 927). 

Those students who did not have any sort of identification number indicated on the 

questionnaire to help link to their test data were deleted from the dataset (n = 39).  Then 

the pattern of missing data was examined carefully to determine if the missing values 

were random. If a whole section of responses was missing, then those cases were dropped 

(n = 23). A look into the original questionnaire of these 23 cases indicated that these 

students had overlooked the back page of the questionnaire. Finally, SPSS MVA 

(Missing Values Analysis) was performed; cases with over 5% missing values were 
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excluded from further analysis (n = 14). These procedures collectively led to a sample 

size of 851. 

Outliers among Cases 

An outlier is a case with an extreme value on one variable (univariate outlier) or a 

strange combination of values on two or more variables (multivariate outlier) that distorts 

statistics (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Among continuous variables, univariate outliers 

are detected with standardized scores larger than 3.29 (p < .05, two-tailed test). All 

questionnaire item values were transformed into z-scores. An item that had a z-score of 

22.90 was found to be a typo in the data, and consequently was corrected for entry. Nine 

items had responses with z-scores slightly over 3.29. Specifically, they were 14 responses 

on item 4 (z = 3.57), 12 responses on item 16 (z = 3.87), 12 responses on item 19 (z = 

3.52), 15 responses on item 23 (z = 3.37), 5 responses on item 24 (z = 4.34), 18 responses 

on item 45 (z = 3.37), 23 responses on item 47 (z = 3.35), 7 responses on item 49 (z = 

4.33), and 5 responses on item 50 (z = 4.26) that exceeded this value.  

The original dataset was double checked to make sure there were no mistakes in 

the data entry, and then two ways of data transformation (i.e., a square root 

transformation and a log transformation) were attempted to see if the univariate outliers 

could be remedied. Both transformations seemed not to improve the situation and were, 

therefore, abandoned. Five overlapping cases were detected by a crosscheck of responses 

with z-scores larger than 4. These five cases, together with six other cases that had z-

scores over 4 were deleted, leaving 840 cases. The remaining cases were retained for two 

reasons. First, with a large sample size, a few z-scores in excess of 3.29 are expected 



 

 90

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Second, deletions of all those cases with z-scores slightly 

over 3.29 would result in a large sample loss.  

The 840 cases were screened for multivariate outliers through SPSS 

REGRESSION using RESIDUALS= OUTLIERS (MAHAL) syntax added to the menu 

choices. See Appendix K for the complete syntax for the multivariate outliers and the 

output table of the calculation. Multivariate outliers were detected using Mahalanobis 

distance at p < .05.  Mahalanobis distance is evaluated as chi-square with degrees of 

freedom equal to the number of variables; in this case, 94. By consulting the chi-square 

table, any case with a Mahalanobis distance greater than 124.12 is a multivariate outlier. 

Ten such cases were identified and deleted, leaving 830 cases for further analysis. 

Normality 

 Screening continuous variables for normality is regarded as an important data 

screening process (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Questionnaire items were examined for 

skewness, a measure of distribution symmetry, and kurtosis, a measure of whether the 

distribution is peaked or flat relative to a normal distribution. Most of the items were 

normally distributed with skewness and kurtosis values close to zero. No extreme 

nonnormal distribution was found. Variables with both skewness and kurtosis larger than 

the absolute value of 1 are reported here: AMTB4 (skewness = -1.14; kurtosis = 1.94), 

AMTB16 (skewness = -1.10; kurtosis = 2.12), AMTB19 (skewness = -1.20; kurtosis = 

1.46). An examination of the histogram of these variables showed that all these items 

were slightly negatively skewed, which means there was a pileup of cases to the right (the 

agree side) for those items.  
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Although data transformation was considered as an option to remedy 

nonnormality, the data remain not transformed for the following reasons. First, data 

transformation increases the difficulty of interpretation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Second, according to Waternaux (1976) (as cited in Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), 

underestimation of variance disappears with samples of 100 or more cases for positive 

kurtosis, and with samples of over 200 with negative kurtosis. In the present study, the 

sample size was over 800. Third, all of the variables were considered as important aspects 

that would influence the students’ English performance. Fourth, West, Finch, and Curran 

(1995) suggested that as long as the distribution of the measured variables is not severely 

non-normal (i.e., skew > 2, kurtosis > 7), model evaluation methods (e.g., maximum 

likelihood) will function reasonably well. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Test Scores 

Among the 830 cases, 73.9% of them were male students and slightly over a 

quarter were female students; 21.6% were from the Arts programs, and the rest were from 

the Science programs; 73.8% started to learn English as a school subject at Grade 7 (first 

year in secondary school), and the rest started earlier, mostly ranging from Grade 3 to 

Grade 6. The effort to divide the students into groups of rural and urban was abandoned 

because it was difficult to group them based on the names of cities/areas given on the 

questionnaire. 

Overall test score descriptive statistics showed that the listening section had a 

mean of 164.19 with an SD of 23.65 (sub-total = 249). The reading section had a mean of 
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166.01 with an SD of 23.33 (sub-total = 249). The writing section had a mean of 89.22 

with an SD of 12.41 (sub-total = 142). The cloze section had a mean of 46.86 with an SD 

of 7.97 (sub-total = 70).  

Table 7 presents a comparison of the test performance between different groups, 

i.e., male students vs. female students; students from the Arts programs vs. students from 

the Science programs; and students who started learning English before secondary school 

(hereafter the early group) vs. those who started in secondary school (hereafter the late 

group).  
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Table 7    
Means and Standard Deviations of Test Scores  

Section  Overall Male Female Arts Science 
Early 

group 

Late 

group 

Mean 164.19 161.37 172.15 163.89 164.31 170.26 162.12 
Listening 

SD 23.65 23.82 21.26 25.27 23.35 21.70 24.61 

Mean 166.01 165.03 168.78 164.71 166.34 166.76 165.80 
Reading 

SD 23.33 23.65 22.19 24.24 23.14 23.52 23.68 

Mean 89.22 87.74 93.38 89.95 89.02 91.47 88.34 
Writing 

SD 12.41 12.59 10.87 13.87 11.98 11.46 12.99 

Mean 46.86 46.08 49.07 47.28 46.77 48.22 46.40 
Cloze 

SD 7.97 8.10 7.17 8.12 7.93 7.70 8.17 

Mean 466.27 460.22 483.38 465.84 466.44 476.71 462.65 
Total score 

SD 51.05 52.44 42.58 55.56 49.89 47.62 53.33 
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To further examine the variability of the subscores and total scores among the 

groups, a 2 (gender) x 2 (program) x 2 (start year) multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) test was performed. The four subscores and the total scores were used as 

dependent variables, while gender, program, and start year were used as independent 

variables. Using Wilks’s Λ, the combined dependent variables showed significant 

differences only in the male vs. female comparison, F (5, 722) = 2.22, p< .05, η2 =0.04.  

Given the significant results from the MANOVA, subsequent univaritate analyses 

of variance were conducted. Follow-up univariate tests showed significant gender 

differences in total scores F (196, 633) = 1.23, p< .05, η2 =0.28; listening scores F (91, 

738) = 1.29, p< .05, η2 =0.14; writing scores F (44, 785) = 1.89, p< .05, η2 =0.10; and 

cloze scores F (35, 794) = 1.90, p< .05, η2 =0.08. The female students had significantly 

higher total, listening, writing, and cloze scores than their male counterparts; however, 

the effects of gender were not significant for reading scores.  

Questionnaire Item-Level Descriptive Statistics  

Descriptive statistics of all the variables from affective factors were performed (n 

= 830). The results revealed that the students’ opinions on most of the affective factors 

were spread among the five choices. However, the responses to three parts of the 

affective variables, i.e., motivation, English classroom anxiety, and test anxiety, showed 

slightly different patterns based on the frequency table (see Appendix L). Generally 

speaking, in the motivation section, the majority of the responses clustered on the “agree” 

side. Take two items for an example: 87% and 89% of the students chose the responses of 

option 4 (“agree”) and 5 (“strongly agree”) on item mot15 and item mot24 respectively. 
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Responses to the English classroom anxiety section were relatively more spread out, 

with more balanced proportions of students’ responses on both the “agree” and 

“disagree” sides. For the responses to the test anxiety items, based on the frequency table, 

it seemed that most students did not have test anxiety, as the responses to these items 

were more on the “disagree” side than the “agree” side. 

In addition to the questionnaire items from the adapted questionnaire items, the 

frequency and descriptive statistics of the expanded items are included in Appendix L.  

For the new orientation instrumentation items and linguistic confidence items, most of 

the responses were at the middle three options (“agree,” “undecided,” and “disagree”), 

which means students’ responses differed. For the three global awareness items, however, 

most students showed their agreement on these statements. 

Questionnaire Construct-Level Descriptive Statistics  

Prior to the analysis of construct-level descriptive statistics, construct values were 

generated. For all pre-specified constructs from the Attitude/Motivation Test Battery 

(AMTB), sum scores were calculated, including Evaluation of Language Instructor 

(ELI), Evaluation of Language Course (ELC), Integrative Orientation (IO), Interest in 

English (IIE), Attitude toward English-speaking People (ATEP), Instrumental 

Orientation (INSTR), Motivational Intensity (MI), Desire to Learn English (DLE), and 

Attitude toward Learning English (ATLE). Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics of 

the constructs from the AMTB. 
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Table 8    
Descriptive Statistics of the Constructs from the AMTB  

 
No. of  
items  Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

ELI 6 6 30 21.85 3.62
ELC 4 4 20 13.95 2.92
IO 3 3 15 10.99 2.24
IIE 3 3 15 10.84 1.94
ATEP 4 4 20 13.54 3.08
INSTR 4 4 20 13.80 2.44
MI 6 6 30 11.42 2.43
DLE 3 3 15 11.76 2.39
ATLE 5 5 25 18.27 3.61

 

As noted in the Methodology chapter, the construct of instrumentality was 

expanded, based on the original AMTB and the pilot results of the new instrumental 

orientation items. The four items from the AMTB were factor analyzed together with the 

six new items that measured different kinds of instrumental orientations. The number of 

factors was determined based on the following criteria: 1) scree plot of reduced 

correlation matrix, 2) model fit, and 3) factor interpretability.   
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Figure 4.  Scree Plot for Instrumental Orientations 
 

The scree plot from the reduced correlation matrix is presented in Figure 4. The 

last major drop occurs following the third eigenvalue, suggesting there should be three 

common factors. Further, using the chi-square and the degree of freedom obtained from 

the maximum likelihood factor analysis, Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA) was calculated within a 90% confidence interval for different models using the 

FITMOD program7 (see Table 9). The 3-factor model had a RMSEA of .065 with a 90% 

confidence interval of .062 to .068, indicating a better model fit than the 2-factor model 

                                                      
7 A computer program for calculating point and interval estimates of fit measures (Browne, 1991). 
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(RMSEA of .096 with 90% confidence interval of .089 to .103). RMSEA in the 3-factor 

model suggested an acceptable model fit. In addition, RMSEA decreased by .031 from 

the 2-factor model to the 3-factor model. The 4-factor model performed nearly as well as 

the 3-factor model, but RMSEA had a decrease of only .008, from .065 to .057. Thus, the 

model fit analysis indicated that the 3-factor model, while satisfying model parsimony, 

had an adequate model fit.  

Table 9    
Model Fit for Instrumental Orientation Items 
Model RMSEA 90% Confidence Interval 
1-factor Model 0.120 <0.118; 0.123> 
2-factor Model 0.096 <0.089; 0.103> 
3-factor Model 0.065 <0.062; 0.068> 
4-factor Model 0.057 <0.053; 0.061> 

 

Factor interpretability was used as the last criterion to determine the number of 

factors. Table 10 presents the 3-factor structure. Coupled with the results from the scree 

plot and the model fit analysis, three factors were interpreted from the structure of the 

pattern matrix. The first factor was named Mark Orientation, and it had three items 

loading onto it (M = 8.82; SD = 2.65; reliability = .82) (see Table 11). The second factor 

was named Further-education Orientation, and it had three items loading onto it (M = 

8.42; SD = 2.26; reliability = .75). The last factor was named Job Orientation, and it also 

had three items loading onto it (M = 11.34; SD = 2.00; reliability = .54). The reliabilities 

of the three factors varied from .82 for Mark Orientation to .54 for Job Orientation. The 

correlations among these three instrumental orientation factors were low. Job Orientation 

had the highest mean but lowest standard deviation, which means that many students 

agreed that Job Orientation was one important reason for them to learn English.  
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Table 10    
Factor Structure of the Instrumental Orientation Items  

Factor  1 2 3 
I learn English because I need to pass the English 
course. .89   

I study hard in English because I need a good mark on it. .78   
Because English is a compulsory course, I have to learn 
it. .66   

I would like to speak good English so that I can travel 
abroad.  .73  

I learn English because it will help me further my study 
in overseas universities after my undergraduate study.  .73  

I learn English because I want to do a graduate degree in 
the future.  .63  

Studying English is important because it will be useful 
in getting a good job.   .66 

Studying English is important because I will need it for 
my career.   .65 

Studying English is important because it will make me 
more educated.   .35 

 

Table 11    
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Zero-order Correlations of Instrumental 
Orientations 

Factor No. of 
Variables Mean SD 

 
Reliability 

 

 
Correlation 

 
     F1 F2 F3 
Mark Orientation 
(F1) 3 8.82 2.65 .82    

Further-education 
Orientation (F2) 3 8.42 2.26 .75 .15   

Job Orientation (F3) 3 11.34 2.00 .54 -.03 .23  

 

 

 



 

 

 

100

In addition, EFA was performed with the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety 

Scale (FLCAS) and the Cognitive Test Anxiety Scale (CTAS). The rotation converged in 

10 iterations (see Table 12). Since factor loadings larger than .3 are reported here, factor 

loadings lower than that threshold were deleted without being displayed in the results 

table, resulting in three items being deleted from further analysis (i.e., FLCAS128, 

CTAS1, and CTAS12). Similarly, scree plot, model fit, and factor interpretability were 

used as criteria to understand the factor structures. 
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Figure 5. Scree Plot for Anxiety Items 
 

                                                      
8 The three deleted items were: “The more I study for an English test, the more confused I get” 
(FLCAS12); “I have less difficulty than average college students in getting English test instructions 
straight” (CTAS1); “During the CET-4, I have the feeling that I am not doing well” (CTAS12). 
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The scree plot from the reduced correlation matrix is presented in Figure 5. The 

last major drop occurs following the third eigenvalue, suggesting there should be three 

common factors.  Further, using chi-square and degree of freedom obtained from 

maximum likelihood factor analysis, RMSEA was calculated with 90% confidence 

intervals for different models using the FITMOD program (see Table 12). The 3-factor 

model had a RMSEA of .056 with a 90% confidence interval of .054 to .059, indicating a 

better model fit than the 2-factor model (RMSEA of .068 with a 90% Confidence Interval 

of .065 to .070). RMSEA in the 3-factor model suggested a good model fit. In addition, 

RMSEA decreased by .012 from the 2-factor model to the 3-factor model. The 3-factor 

model performed nearly as well as the 4-factor model, but RMSEA had a decrease of 

only .005, from .056 (3-factor model) to .051 (4-factor model). This minimal reduction 

indicated that the 3-factor model met the trade-off between an adequate fit and model 

parsimony.  

Table 12    
Model Fit for Instrumental Orientations 

Model RMSEA 90% Confidence Interval 

1-factor Model 0.085 <0.083; 0.087> 

2-factor Model 0.068 <0.065; 0.070> 

3-factor Model 0.056 <0.054; 0.059> 

4-factor Model 0.051 <0.048; 0.054> 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

102

Table 13    
Factor Structure of the Anxiety Items 

Factor Questionnaire items 
1 2 3 

FLCAS 2 .78   
FLCAS 14 .74   
FLCAS 1 .73   
FLCAS 8 .71   
FLCAS 6 .70   
FLCAS 17 .68   
FLCAS 11 .67   
FLCAS 9 .62   
FLCAS 10 .59   
FLCAS 7 .53   
FLCAS 3 .52   
FLCAS 16 .50   
FLCAS 13 .45   
FLCAS 4 .40   
FLCAS 15 .38   
CTAS 11  .88  
CTAS 10  .82  
CTAS 2  .49  
CTAS 5  .44  
FLCAS 5  .33  
CTAS 8   .71 
CTAS 7   .67 
CTAS 4   .61 
CTAS 13   .60 
CTAS 3   .60 
CTAS 9   .59 
CTAS 15   .59 
CTAS 6   .56 
CTAS 16   .54 
CTAS 17   .53 
CTAS 19   .50 
CTAS 14   .37 
CTAS 20   .32 
CTAS 18   .30 
 

 

 



 

 

 

103

Guided by factor interpretability, and coupled with the results from the scree plot 

and the model fit analysis, three factors were generated (see Table 13). The factors were 

named based on the characteristics of the loaded items on each factor: Class Anxiety, Test 

Confidence, and Test Anxiety. One item (“I feel confident when I speak in English class”) 

was found to have double loadings on both factor 1 (Class Anxiety) and factor 2 (Test 

Confidence). The loading to Class Anxiety was negative (-.59), and the loading to Test 

Confidence was positive (.31). After recoding, this item loaded only on Class Anxiety 

(.59). An examination of the item characteristics of the items loaded onto these two 

factors indicated that factor 1 was mostly about students’ perceptions/feelings in the 

classroom, and factor 2 was mostly about their perceptions/feelings toward specific 

testing situations. Therefore, this item was categorized into the first factor, Class Anxiety. 

No other cross loadings or double loadings were found.  

One item (FLCAS5) from the FLCAS loaded on Test Anxiety. This item was 

molded in this fashion: “I am usually at ease during tests in English class.” Being the 

only item from the FLCAS that measured test anxiety, it was reasonable to expect that it 

would load on factor 3, Test Anxiety. The other two components of foreign language 

anxiety, communication apprehension and fear of negative evaluation, seemed not able to 

be differentiated.  

These three factors explained 43.14% of the total variance. To understand the 

tendency of students’ anxiety patterns as well as the relationships among these constructs, 

means, standard deviations, the internal consistency for each factor, and zero-order 

correlations among the three factors were calculated; they are presented in Table 14. The 
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factor analysis assumed that the factor matrix was correlated (non-orthogonal). Indeed, 

the factor correlation matrix showed that these factors were correlated (-.38, .54, and  

-.43). Factor 1, Class Anxiety, included 15 items from the FLCAS scale; this factor had 

an internal consistency of .88. Factor 2, Test Confidence, contained five items loading 

onto it, with four items from the CTAS scale and one from the FLCAS scale; it had an 

internal consistency of .80. Factor 3, Test Anxiety, contained 14 variables loading onto it 

from the CTAS scale; it had an internal consistency of .87.  

Table 14    
Descriptive Statistics, Reliabilities, and Zero-order Correlations of Anxiety Factors 
Factor No. of 

Variables 
Mean SD Reliability Correlation 

     F1 F2 F3

Class anxiety (F1) 15 43.69 9.77 .88    
Test confidence (F2)  5 16.17 3.40 .80 -.38  
Test anxiety (F3) 14 37.42 7.96 .87 .54 -.43  

 

A MANOVA test was performed to further understand the differences in the 

examined constructs: Evaluation of English Instructor, Evaluation of English Course, 

Integrativeness, Interest in English, Attitude toward English-speaking People, 

Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn English, Attitude toward Learning English, Mark 

Orientation, Further-education Orientation, Job Orientation, Global Awareness, 

Linguistic Confidence, Class Anxiety, Test Anxiety, and Test Confidence. These 

constructs were used as dependent variables, while gender, program, start year, and 

proficiency levels were used as independent variables.  
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Using Wilk’s Λ, the combined dependent variables showed significant 

differences in an early vs. late start year comparison, F (16, 144) = 1.77, p< .05, η2 =0.17 

and high proficiency vs. low proficiency comparison, F (16, 144) = 3.67, p< .05, η2 

=0.30. Given the significant results from the MANOVA, subsequent univariate analyses 

of variance were conducted to compare 1) early and late groups; 2) high and low 

proficiency groups. ANOVA results showed that, among the constructs examined, early 

vs. late groups demonstrated significant differences in  Desire to Learn English, F (9, 727) 

= 1.98, p< .05, η2 =0.02;  Global Awareness, F (10, 727) = 1.84, p< .05, η2 =0.03; and 

Linguistic Confidence, F (9, 727) = 1.98, p< .05, η2 =0.24. Compared to the late group, 

the early group had significantly higher means for these constructs.  

Further, significant differences between the high and the low proficiency groups 

were found in Motivation Intensity, F (13, 203) = 4.61, p< .05, η2 =0.23; Desire to Learn 

English, F (9, 209) = 5.21, p< .05, η2 =0.18;  Attitude toward Learning English, F (17, 

198) = 7.45, p< .05, η2 =0.39; Further-education Orientation, F (16, 197) = 1.56, p< .05, 

η2 =0.11; Evaluation of English Course, F (13, 204) = 3.98, p< .05, η2 =0.20; 

Integrativeness, F (10, 207) = 3.75, p< .05, η2 =0.15; Interest in English, F (9, 207) = 

8.56, p< .05, η2 =0.27; Attitude toward English Speaking people, F (16, 198) = 2.54, 

p< .05, η2 =0.17; Mark Orientation, F (12, 204) = 4.79, p< .05, η2 =0.22; Job 

Orientation, F (10, 205) = 2.83, p< .05, η2 =0.12;  Linguistic Confidence, F (13, 204) = 

8.10, p< .05, η2 =0.34; Class Anxiety, F (17, 201) = 2.35, p< .05, η2 =0.17; Test 

Confidence, F (16, 202) = 7.00, p< .05, η2 =0.36; and Test Anxiety, F (16, 200) = 5.31, 

p< .05, η2 =0.30.  
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Compared to the low proficiency group, the high proficiency group had higher 

means in Motivation Intensity, Desire to Learn English, Attitude toward Learning 

English, Further-education Orientation, Evaluation of English Course, Integrativeness, 

Interest in English, Attitude toward English Speaking People, Mark Orientation, Job 

Orientation, Test Confidence, and Linguistic Confidence; however, the high proficiency 

group had significantly lower means in Class Anxiety and Test Anxiety. 

In the next section, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the socio-educational 

model was tested first, followed by two steps of revisions of the model. After an overall 

CFA model was tested, structural models were analyzed by specifying and estimating the 

models. Hypothesis testing was performed to conduct further statistical comparisons. The 

section ends with multi-sample analysis between different groups. 

CFA Model Testing 

A Simplified Socio-educational Model 

A simplified socio-educational model was specified and tested using LISREL 8.8. 

This model was based on the concept of the socio-educational construct (SEC) of 

motivational factors (see Chapter 1 for definition). Because this concept is well defined 

and discussed in the literature, CFA, instead of EFA, was used. The numbers of factors 

and positions of zero loadings were pre-specified according to the theory.  

There were four factors and nine manifest variables in the model. The four factors 

were Attitudes toward the Learning Situation (hereafter ATTITUDE), Integrativeness 

(hereafter INTEGRA), Instrumentality (hereafter INSTRUME), and Motivation 

(hereafter MOTIVATI). The nine manifest variables were: Evaluation of Language 
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Instructor (ELI), Evaluation of Language Course (ELC), Integrative Orientation (IO), 

Interest in English (IIE), Attitude toward English-speaking People (ATEP), Instrumental 

orientation (INSTR), Motivational Intensity (MI), Desire to Learn English (DLE), and 

Attitude toward Learning English (ATLE). The values of the manifest variables were the 

sum of their designated item values.  

This CFA model specifies three matrices. The Lambda-X (LX) matrix postulates 

the relationships between the four factors and their respective manifest variables. 

Specifically, ATTITUDE is permitted to influence ELI and ELC; INTEGRA is allowed 

to influence IO, IIFL, and ATEP; INSTRU is only allowed to influence INSTR, and 

finally, MOTIVATI is allowed to influence MI, DLE, and ATLE. The Theta Delta (TD) 

matrix specifies the unique variance associated with each manifest variable and that all 

unique variances are uncorrelated with one another. The phi (PH) matrix specifies the 

correlations among the four factors. 

The scale of measurement for the factors (latent variables) was set by designating 

one manifest variable for each latent variable as a “reference variable.”  Factor loading of 

the reference variable was fixed to be 1. In the meantime, the variance of the latent 

variable was set to be a free parameter to be estimated from the data. In this model, ELI, 

IO, and MI were set as reference variables for their respective factors. Because 

INSTRUME had only one manifest variable, its factor loading was also fixed at 1 and its 

unique variance was fixed at 0, indicating that this manifest variable was a perfect 

indicator of the factor. The syntax for specifying this model is included in Appendix M.  
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The model was tested based on the correlation matrix where all variable values 

were standardized. The maximum likelihood (ML) method was employed to estimate the 

model fitting of this sample (n = 830). Table 15 summarizes some important model fit 

indices (p < 0.001, df = 22), rejecting the hypothesis of a perfect model fit. Both absolute 

fit indices and incremental fit indices were included. Absolute fit indices directly assess 

the discrepancy between the model and the data, while incremental fit indices are relative 

indices, which make comparisons between a proposed model and a null model. The 

absolute fit indices selected were Root Mean Square of Error Approximation (RMSEA) 

and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). RMSEA has been regarded as 

one of the most informative criteria in covariate structure modelling, because it takes into 

account the error of approximation in the population (Byrne, 1998), and provides 

confidence intervals. RMSEA has also been found to be reasonably effective in detecting 

misspecified models and takes into account model parsimony (Hu & Bentler, 1998). 

Normally, RMSEA > = 0.10 is considered as an unacceptable model fit; RMSEA > = 

0.08 is considered as mediocre model fit; RMSEA < = 0.08 is considered as acceptable 

model fit; and RMSEA < = 0.05 is considered as a good model fit (Browne & Cudeck, 

1992; MacCallum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). SRMR represents the average value 

across all standardized residuals, and its value ranges from 0 to 1. Hu and Bentler (1998) 

recommended that values of .08 or lower are regarded as good model fit. The incremental 

fit indices selected were nonnormed fit index (NNFI) and incremental fit index (IFI). 

NNFI is not normed; its value can extend beyond the range of 0 to 1; larger values (> .90) 

reflect better fit. Similarly, IFI values larger than .90 indicate a good fit (Bollen, 1989). 
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Table 15    
Model Fit Indices of the Simplified Socio-educational Model 
 

Degrees of Freedom = 22 

Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square = 210.62 (p < 0.001) 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.108 

90 Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.095; 0.12) 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = 0.044 

NNFI (nonnormed fit index) = 0.95 

Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.97 

 

In this CFA model, RMSEA = 0.108, which was > 0.08. With a 90% confidence 

interval, the model fit is between 0.095 and 0.12, which is not at the acceptable level of 

model fit. In addition, SRMR = 0.044. These two absolute fit indices did not arrive at a 

converging result of model fit. Furthermore, it was observed that both the incremental fit 

indices reached the level of a good fit, for example, NNFI = 0.95 and IFI = 0.97. These 

contrasting results of fit indices suggested that the ability of the model to reproduce the 

actual correlation matrix was not good, but the current model performed much better than 

the null model, where no relationships among the variables were assumed. The good 

incremental fit indices indicated that there were parsimonious structures underlying the 

data (Kelloway, 1998).  
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Figure 6. Standardized Parameter Estimates of the Simplified Socio-educational Model 
 

Figure 6 above graphically demonstrates the standardized coefficients of the 

examined variables (chi-square = 233.53, df = 22, p-value = 0.00, RMSEA = 0.11). All of 

the LX coefficients were significant, demonstrating that the factors were well represented 

by their respective manifest variables. The unique variance estimates showed that some 

of the indicators had high unique variances, e.g., ELI (0.72) and MI (0.67). The 

correlation results indicated that the four factors were all correlated, with the correlations 

ranging from 0.16 to 0.39. 
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Table 16    
LISREL Estimates for Unknown Parameters of the Simplified SEC Model 

 Unstandardized 
Parameter estimates 

Standard error T-value SMC 

Lambda-X 
Attitude  
  ELI 
  ELC 
Integrativeness 
  IO 
  IIE 
  ATEP 
Instrumentality 
Motivation  
  MI 
  DLE 
  ATLE 

 
1 

1.79 
 
1 

1.22 
0.95 

1 
 
1 

1.35 
1.59 

 
- 

0.12 
 
- 

0.06 
0.05 

- 
 
- 

0.08 
0.09 

 
- 

14.42 
 
- 

21.81 
17.57 

- 
 
- 

16.68 
18.10 

 
0.28 
0.90 

 
0.49 
0.73 
0.44 

1 
 

0.33 
0.60 
0.83 

 

Table 16 provides further detailed information of the simplified SEC model. All 

of the examined parameter estimates were significant (For this analysis, p < .05, so the t-

value should be >= 1.96 to be significant). The squared multiple correlations (SMC), also 

known as R2, indicated the proportions of variance in the measurement variables 

accounted for by their respective latent variables. For example, 90% of the variance in 

evaluation of language course (ELC) could be explained by the construct of attitude 

toward the learning situation; in contrast, 28% of the variance in evaluation of language 

instructor (ELI) could be explained by the same construct. The higher the SMC in an item, 

the higher communality explained by the construct and the less unique variance 

possessed by that item. It can be seen that among the three constructs, the items that 

possessed higher unique variances were ELC for attitude toward the learning situation 
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(72%),  attitude toward English speaking people (ATEP) for integrativeness (51%) , and 

motivation intensity (MI) for motivation (67%).   

Building a Complete CFA Model  

The simplified model was lacking with respect to fit as indicated by the absolute 

fit indices. To improve model fit, the first step followed was to enhance the construct of 

instrumentality. According to the factor structure of the instrumental orientations reported 

in the previous section, three kinds of instrumental orientations were found among this 

group of students, that is, mark orientation, further-education orientation, and job 

orientation. An attempt was made to make these three orientations manifest variables of 

instrumentality in the new model, but the result was not very satisfactory and the 

construct was not well represented. The error variance of the three measured variables 

ranged from .95 to .99, and the standardized coefficients were all low (.10, .22, and .23). 

Factor correlations reported in Table 11 also supported that these three orientations were 

quite different (.15, -.03, and .23); therefore, in the new CFA model, these three 

instrumental orientations were treated as three exogenous variables measured by three 

single indicators respectively.  

Subsequently, Global Awareness and Linguistic Confidence were added to the 

model. The factor Global Awareness (hereafter GLOBAL) was designated to influence 

three measured variables (GLOB1, GLOB2, and GLOB3), and the factor Linguistic 

Confidence (hereafter LIN_CONF) was designated to influence four measured variables 

(LIN1, LIN2, LIN3, and LIN4). GLOB1 and LIN1 were used as reference variables for 

their respective latent variables. Lastly, this model was specified by including the anxiety 
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construct: Class Anxiety, Test Confidence, and Test Anxiety (CLA_ANX, TES_CONF, 

and TES_ANX). This revised model was also examined using CFA. The syntax for 

specifying this model is included in Appendix N.  
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Figure 7. Parameter Estimates of the Complete CFA Model 
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Figure 7 above graphically demonstrates the standardized coefficients of the 

examined variables (Chi-square = 858.01, df =156). All of the LX coefficients were 

significant, demonstrating that the factors were well represented by their respective 

manifest variables. In addition to the constructs in the simplified socio-educational model 

examined above, Global Awareness was well measured by its manifest variables, with the 

standardized coefficients being 0.77, 0.93, and 0.86. Meanwhile, Linguistic Confidence 

was also well measured by the four manifest variables, with the standardized coefficients 

ranging from 0.52 to 0.79. Anxiety had two variables (Classroom Anxiety and Test 

Anxiety) with positive coefficients (0.63 and 0.58) and one variable (Test Confidence) 

with a negative coefficient (-0.74). Similar CFA procedures were performed to examine 

the model fit. The results indicated that the model fit indices improved (see Table 17). 

For example, RMSEA improved to 0.074 (df = 156), which is at the acceptable model fit 

level. With a 90% confidence interval, RMSEA was between 0.069 and 0.076. The other 

examined fit indices remained similar to the simplified model illustrated in the previous 

section.  

Table 17    
Model Fit Indices of the Complete CFA Model 
 

Degrees of Freedom = 156 

Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square = 801.44 (p < 0.001) 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.074  

90 Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.069; 0.076) 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = 0.053 

NNFI (nonnormed fit index) = 0.95 

Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.97 
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Table 18    
LISREL Estimates for Unknown Parameters of the Complete CFA Model 
 Unstandardized 

Parameter estimates 
 

Standard error 
 

T-value 
 

SMC 

Lambda-X  
Attitude  
  ELI 
  ELC 
Integrativeness 
  IO 
  IIE 
  ATEP 
 
Instrumental Orientation 1 
Instrumental Orientation 2 
Instrumental Orientation 3 
Global Awareness 
  GLOB1 
  GLOB2 
  GLOB3 
Linguistic Confidence 
  LIN1 
  LIN2 
  LIN3 
  LIN4 
Anxiety  
  CLA_ANX 
  TES_CONF 
  TES_ANX 
Motivation  
  MI 
  DLE 
  ATLE 

 
1 

1.78 
 
1 

1.24 
0.96 

 
1 
1 
1 
 
1 

1.21 
1.12 

 
1 

1.34 
1.52 
1.53 

 
1 

-1.17 
0.92 

 
1 

1.35 
1.56 

 
 

 
- 

0.12 
 
- 

0.06 
0.06 

 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 

0.04 
0.04 

 
- 

0.10 
0.11 
0.11 

 
- 

0.08 
0.07 

 
- 

0.08 
0.08 

 
- 

14.61 
 
- 

21.67 
17.37 

 
- 
- 
- 
 
- 

27.29 
25.93 

 
- 

13.39 
14.17 
14.18 

 
- 

-14.51 
12.72 

 
- 

17.07 
18.52 

 
0.28 
0.89 

 
0.48 
0.74 
0.44 

 
1 
1 
1 
 

0.59 
0.86 
0.73 

 
0.27 
0.49 
0.63 
0.63 

 
0.40 
0.55 
0.34 

 
0.34 
0.61 
0.81 
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Table 18 shows that all of the examined parameter estimates in the complete CFA 

were significant. Test confidence had a negative contribution to the construct of anxiety; 

55% of the variance in anxiety could be accounted for by test confidence.  

Based on the above results, the complete model was further adjusted in two ways 

to improve the CFA model. First, to avoid a single measure for the latent variable of 

instrumental orientations, the items that loaded on the three instrumental orientations (i.e., 

mark orientation, further-education orientation, and job orientation) were used as 

manifest variables. Second, test confidence was removed from the anxiety construct and 

moved to form a manifest variable of a confidence construct; the values of the four 

manifest variables in the linguistic confidence were summed to form the other manifest 

variable of the confidence construct. This adjusted model was then tested (see Appendix 

O for syntax). Figure 8 shows the adjusted relationship.  
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ELI

ELC

IO

IIE

ATEP

INSTR1

INSTR2

INSTR3

INSTR4

INSTR5

INSTR6

INSTR7

INSTR8

INSTR9

GLOB1

GLOB2

GLOB3

LIN_CONF

TES_CONF

MI

DLE

ATLE

CLA_ANX

TES_ANX

ATTITUDE

INTEGRA

MARK

FURTHER-
ED

JOB

GLOBAL

CONFIDENCE

MOTIVATI

ANXIETY

 0.53 0.75

 0.53 0.53
 0.95

 0.69
 0.86
 0.66

 0.89
 0.80
 0.67

 0.71
 0.66

 0.58
 0.48
 0.53

 0.93
 0.85
 0.76

 0.74
 0.71

 0.58
 0.78
 0.90

 0.68

 0.58

 0.72

 0.10

 0.52

 0.27

 0.56

 0.21

 0.36

 0.55

 0.44

 0.49

 0.57

 0.66

 0.77

 0.72

 0.14

 0.27

 0.42

 0.46

 0.49

 0.66

 0.39

 0.19

 0.54

 0.66  
 
Figure 8.  Parameter Estimates of the Revised Complete CFA Model 
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Figure 8 demonstrates the standardized coefficients of the examined variables in 

the revised complete CFA model (Chi-square = 1047.24, df =216). The construct of 

confidence was well represented by Linguistic Confidence (0.74) and Test Confidence 

(0.71). In addition, the three constructs of instrumental orientation were well represented 

by their respective manifest variables, with standardized coefficients ranging from 0.48 to 

0.89. The results of the model fit indices (see Table 19) showed that the model fit 

improved: RMSEA = 0.069 (df = 276), which is a better model fit than the previous one. 

With a 90% confidence interval, RMSEA is between 0.065 and 0.073. In addition, SRMR 

= 0.069, NNFI =0.95, and IFI = 0.96. 

Table 19    
Model Fit Indices of the Revised Complete CFA Model 
 

Degrees of Freedom = 276 

Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square = 1047.24 (p < 0.001) 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.069  

90 Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.065; 0.073) 

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) = 0.069 

NNFI (nonnormed fit index) = 0.95 

Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.96 
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Table 20    
LISREL Estimates for Unknown Parameters of the Revised Complete CFA Model 
 Unstandardized 

Parameter estimates 
 

Standard error 
 

T-value 
 

SMC 

Lambda-X  
Attitude  
    ELI 
    ELC 
Integrativeness 
    IO 
    IIE 
    ATEP 
Mark 
    INSTR1 
    INSTR2 
    INSTR3  
Further-Ed 
    INSTR4 
    INSTR5 
    INSTR6 
Job 
    INSTR7 
    INSTR8 
    INSTR9 
Global Awareness 
    GLOB1 
    GLOB2 
    GLOB3 
Confidence 
    LIN_CONF 
    TES_CONF 
Anxiety  
    CLA_ANX 
    TES_ANX 
Motivation  
    MI 
    DLE 
    ATLE 

 
1 

1.78 
 
1 

1.23 
0.96 

 
1 

0.90 
0.76 

 
1 

0.95 
0.88 

 
1 

0.82 
0.91 

 
1 

0.92 
0.82 

 
1 

0.97 
 
1 

0.86 
 
1 

1.34 
1.55 

 
- 

0.12 
 
- 

0.06 
0.05 

 
- 

0.04 
0.04 

 
- 

0.06 
0.06 

 
- 

0.08 
0.08 

 
- 

0.03 
0.03 

 
- 

0.06 
 
- 

0.07 
 
- 

0.08 
0.08 

 
- 

14.60 
 
- 

21.68 
17.45 

 
- 

24.26 
20.26 

 
- 

15.56 
15.04 

 
- 

10.06 
10.86 

 
- 

32.40 
27.26 

 
- 

16.14 
 
- 

12.53 
 
- 

17.08 
18.53 

 

 
0.28 
0.90 

 
0.48 
0.73 
0.44 

 
0.79 
0.64 
0.45 

 
0.56 
0.51 
0.43 

 
0.34 
0.23 
0.28 

 
0.86 
0.73 
0.58 

 
0.54 
0.51 

 
0.34 
0.61 

 
0.81 
0.46 
0.34 
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Structural Equation Modelling Analysis 

Model Specification 

Based on the revised complete CFA model, the structural equation model was 

specified. The measurement model is represented by four matrices: Lambda-X (LX), 

Lambda-Y (LY), Theta Delta (TD), and Theta Epsilon (TE). The structural model is 

represented by four other matrices: Beta (BE), Gamma (GA), Phi (PH), and Psi (PS).  

Altogether, there are seven exogenous latent variables in this hypothesized base 

model (see Figure 9): ATTITUDE, INTEGRA, MARK, FURTHER-ED, JOB, GLOBAL, 

and ANXIETY. There are three endogenous latent variables: MOTIVATI, ACHIEVE, 

and CONFIDENCE. All of the latent variables were discussed in the above model 

analysis except for ACHIEVE. ACHIEVE refers to the latent variable of English 

achievement, composed of four manifest variables: listening score, reading score, writing 

score, and cloze score from the CET-4. The specification between other latent variables 

and manifest variables remained the same as the revised complete CFA model.  

In addition to the matrices discussed, the GA matrix indicated the impact of the 

exogenous variables on the endogenous variables. First, ATTITUDE, INTEGRA, 

MARK, FURTHER-ED, JOB, and GLOBAL each had directional relationships with 

MOTIVATI, while ANXIETY had a directional relationship with ACHIEVE. Second, 

the BE matrix indicated the impact of endogenous variables on other endogenous 

variables, that is, MOTIVATI had a directional relationship with ACHIEVE, which had a 

direct relationship with CONFIDENCE, and MOTIVATI had indirect relationships with 

CONFIDENCE mediated by ACHIEVE. These structural relationships were formulated 
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based on Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational model and Gardner et al.’s (1997) extended 

model. Third, both the PH and the PS matrices indicated that there were unique variances 

associated with the manifest variables, either in the exogenous latent variable group or in 

the endogenous latent variable group.  

Attitude

Integrativeness

Mark Orientation

Further-education
Orientation

Job Orientation

Global
Awareness

AnxietyMotivation

AchievementConfidence

 

Figure 9.  Hypothesized Base Model  

Model Estimation 

The hypothesized base model was tested based on the correlation matrix, with the 

maximum likelihood (ML) method being employed to estimate the model fitting of this 

sample (n = 830). The minimum fit function Chi-square was significant (p < 0.001, df = 

319), rejecting the hypothesis of a perfect model fit. RMSEA = 0.064, which was < 0.08, 

indicating an acceptable model fit. Also, the 90% confidence interval for RMSEA ranged 

from .061 to .068, SRMR = 0.067, IFI = 0.95, and NNFI = 0.94. 
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The results of the parameter estimates are summarized in Table 21 (see Appendix 

P for syntax and outputs). As can be seen from estimates of Lambda-Y and Lambda-X, 

all examined parameters were statistically significant, except for instrumental orientation 

3 (Job Orientation) and Global Awareness. The BE matrix indicated that Motivation and 

Achievement were positively related, and every increase of 1 SD in Motivation would 

cause a .23 SD increase in Achievement, every increase of 1 SD in Anxiety would cause a 

.46 SD decrease in Achievement, every increase of 1 SD in Motivation would cause a .40 

SD increase in Confidence, and every increase of 1 SD in Achievement would cause .46 

increase in Confidence.  

The GA matrix indicated that two examined relationships were not significant 

(Job Orientation and Motivation; Global Awareness and Achievement). Attitude, 

Integrativeness, and Further-education Orientation had positive effects on Motivation, 

while Mark Orientation and Anxiety had negative effects on Achievement. Specifically, 

every SD increase in Attitude and Integrativeness would cause .39 and .50 SD increases 

in Motivation respectively, while every SD increase in Mark Orientation would cause a 

.15 SD decrease in Motivation. Similarly, every SD increase in Anxiety would cause a .45 

SD decrease in Achievement. 

Squared multiple correlations (SMC) for the X-variables ranged from 0.23 to 0.92, 

and SMC for the Y-variables ranged from 0.19 to 0.83. These results indicated the range 

of proportions of variance in each X variable and Y variable explained by their 

corresponding endogenous latent variables and exogenous latent variables. In addition, 



 

 123

SMC for structural equations indicated that the current model accounted for more 

variance in Motivation (93%) than in Achievement (34%) and Confidence (52%). 

Table 21    
LISREL Estimates for Unknown Parameters in the Structural Model 
 Parameter 

estimates 
Standard error T value SMC 

Exogenous Variables (Lambda-X)  
Attitude  
  ELI 
  ELC 
Integrativeness 
  IO 
  IIE 
  ATEP 
Mark 
    INSTR1 
    INSTR2 
    INSTR3  
Further-Ed 
    INSTR4 
    INSTR5 
    INSTR6 
Job 
    INSTR7 
    INSTR8 
    INSTR9 
Global Awareness 
    GLOB1 
    GLOB2 
    GLOB3 
Anxiety  
    CLA_ANX 
    TES_ANX 
 

 
1 

1.82 
 
1 

1.29 
0.94 

 
1 

0.89 
0.77 

 
1 

0.89 
0.84 

 
1 

0.86 
0.97 

 
1 

0.93 
0.83 

 
1 

0.92 

 
- 

0.13 
 
- 

0.06 
0.06 

 
- 

0.04 
0.04 

 
- 

0.06 
0.06 

 
- 

0.09 
0.09 

 
- 

0.03 
0.03 

 
- 

0.07 

 
- 

14.51 
 
- 

21.54 
16.67 

 
- 

24.97 
21.23 

 
- 

14.55 
14.22 

 
- 

9.60 
10.33 

 
- 

33.34 
27.67 

 
- 

13.14 
 

 
0.28 
0.92 

 
0.46 
0.76 
0.41 

 
0.81 
0.64 
0.48 

 
0.58 
0.46 
0.41 

 
0.32 
0.23 
0.30 

 
0.86 
0.75 
0.59 

 
0.62 
0.52 

 
 

Endogenous Variables (Lambda-Y)  
Motivation  
  MI 
  DLE 
  ATLE 
 

 
1 

1.31 
1.53 

 

 
- 

0.07 
0.08 

 

 
- 

17.54 
19.28 

 

 
0.35 
0.60 
0.83 
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Achievement  
  Listening 
  Reading  
  Writing 
  Cloze  
Confidence 
    LIN_CONF 
    TES_CONF 
 

 
1 

0.60 
0.55 
0.76 

 
1 

0.88 

 
- 

0.05 
0.05 
0.05 

 
- 

0.06 

 
- 

11.36 
10.51 
13.87 

 
- 

14.67 

 
0.62 
0.22 
0.19 
0.36 

 
0.61 
0.47 

 
 

Exogenous to Endogenous (Gamma)  
Attitude / Motivation 
Integrativeness / Motivation 
Mark / Motivation 
Further-Ed / Motivation 
Job / Motivation 
Global Awareness / Motivation 
Anxiety / Achievement 

0.44 
0.44 
-0.10 
0.06 
-0.01 
0.04 
-0.45 

0.07 
0.07 
0.02 
0.02 
0.06 
0.02 
0.05 

 

6.38 
5.95 
-5.11 
3.03 
-0.11 
1.75 
-8.36 

Relationships between Endogenous (Beta) 
Motivation / Achievement 
Achievement / Confidence  
Motivation / Confidence 

0.30 
0.45 
0.53 

0.06 
0.05 
0.06 

 

5.11 
8.69 
9.02 
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 Figure 10. Path Diagram of the Hybrid Model (standardized solution)
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The path diagram (standardized solutions) of the hypothesized base model is 

presented in Figure 10. This diagram illustrates the same information as discussed above. 

To sum up, Attitude, Integrativeness, and Further-education Orientation impacted 

positively on Motivation. Mark Orientation impacted negatively on Motivation, while 

Anxiety had a negative impact on Achievement. The associations between Motivation and 

Achievement, Achievement and Confidence, as well as between Motivation and 

Confidence were all positive and significant. 

Direct Effects and Indirect Effects on Achievement and Confidence 

Increased language achievement was directly predicted by greater motivation 

(standardized coefficient = 0.23, p < .05), and less anxiety (standardized coefficient =  

-0.45, p < .05). Moreover, motivation increased as attitude increased (standardized 

coefficient = 0.39, p < .05), integrativeness increased (standardized coefficient = 0.50, p 

< .05), mark orientation decreased (standardized coefficient = -0.15, p < .05), and further-

education orientation increased (standardized coefficient = 0.08, p < .05). 

In addition to the direct associations mentioned above, motivation served as a 

mediating variable that resulted in significant indirect associations between attitude, 

integrativeness, mark orientation, further-education orientation, and language 

achievement. Increased attitude predicted greater motivation, which, in turn, predicted 

higher language achievement9 (standardized coefficient = 0.13, p < .05). Integrativeness 

had a combined effect of direct and indirect influence on achievement (standardized 

 
9 The combination of direct effects and indirect effects were calculated from the reduced form in the output 
file. 
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coefficient = 0.13, p < .05), mark orientation had a combined effect on achievement 

(standardized coefficient = -0.03, p < .05), and further-education orientation had a 

combined effect on achievement (standardized coefficient = 0.02, p < .05). Similarly, 

motivation served as an intervening variable that resulted in significant associations 

between attitude, integrativeness, mark orientation, further-education orientation, and 

confidence. Increased attitude predicted greater motivation, which, in turn, predicted 

higher confidence (standardized coefficient = 0.29, p < .05). Integrativeness had a 

combined effect of direct and indirect influence on confidence (standardized coefficient = 

0.29, p < .05), mark orientation had a combined effect on confidence (standardized 

coefficient = -0.07, p < .05), and further-education orientation had a combined effect on 

confidence (standardized coefficient = 0.04, p < .05).   

Further Testing: Integrative orientation vs. instrumental orientations  

The relationship between integrative orientation and instrumental orientations, as 

well as their relative effects on motivation were further examined. Correlations between 

integrative orientation and further-education orientation and job orientation were positive 

(.22, .46), but the correlation between integrative orientation and mark orientation was 

negative (-.30). All correlations are significant at p < .05, except for the correlation 

between job orientation and mark orientation (see Table 22).  
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Table 22    
Correlation between Integrative Orientation and Instrumental Orientations 

mark further-education job 
  orientation orientation orientation 
mark orientation 1   
further-education orientation .15* 1  
job orientation      -.03 .23* 1 
integrativeness -.30* .22* .46* 
Note: * p < .05 
 
 The effects of integrative orientation and those of the three instrumental 

orientations on motivation were further explored by specifying equality constraints on 

their respective associations with motivation (i.e., EQ GA 1 2 GA 1 3, EQ GA 1 2 GA 1 

4, EQ GA 1 2 GA 1 5). The results from the three chi-square difference tests (χ 2
diff. = 

28.36, χ χ2
diff. = 16.72, 

2
diff. = 10.4 respectively) indicated that the constrained models 

were statistically different from the unconstrained model where no equality constraints 

were placed. The result demonstrated that the examined effects of integrative orientation 

and instrumental orientations were different, with integrative orientation having larger 

effects on motivation.   

Testing Alternative Models 

Two alternative models were postulated based on previous research: 1) Lee 

(2002), in his Japanese context, suggested that confidence could be a variable that 

impacted on achievement in that context. 2) In the same study, Lee suggested that anxiety 

had an impact on confidence. Two alternative models were thus tested separately. Figure 

11 below presents the major structural parameters of the base model (RMSEA = 0.064) 

for comparison with the two alternative models. 
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Figure 11. Structural Parameters of the Base model  
 

In alternative model one, confidence was postulated to cause achievement. The 

model converged with RMSEA = 0.066, ranging from 0.062 to 0.069 at the 90% 

confidence interval (df = 319), SRMR = 0.071, NNFI = 0.94, and IFI = 0.95. All other 

parameter estimates remained similar to the base model. In this model, the effect of 

confidence to achievement was positive (standardized coefficient = 0.33, p < .05) (see 

Figure 12) 

 

 

 

 
 
Figure 12. Major Structural Relationship Changes in Alternative Model One  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Major Structural Relationship Changes in Alternative Model Two 
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In alternative model two, anxiety was postulated to influence confidence, with the 

other relationships remaining the same as the base model. This model converged with 

RMSEA = 0.059, ranging from 0.056 to 0.063 at the 90% confidence interval (df = 317), 

SRMR = 0.064, NNFI = 0.95, and IFI = 0.96. The added association between anxiety and 

confidence was significant (standardized coefficient = -0.67, p < .05). Figure 13 presents 

the major structural relationship changes in this model. Figure 14 presents the complete 

path diagram with standardized coefficients. This alternative model two had a better 

model fit, and the adjustment made was theoretically driven. Therefore, subsequent 

multi-sample analyses were conducted based on this improved final model.  
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Figure 14. Path Diagram of the Improved Final Model 
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Hypothesis Testing: Multi-Sample Analysis 

In the next section results from four sets of group comparisons are reported: male 

students vs. female students; students from the Arts programs vs. those from the Science 

programs; those who started learning English before Grade 7 (early group) vs. those who 

started learning English at or after Grade 7 (late group); and students who were low 

achievers vs. those who were high achievers in the CET-4.  

To avoid standardization in comparing models across groups, covariance matrices 

instead of correlation matrices were analyzed, and reference indicators were used to set 

the scale of latent variables. The procedures for conducting multi-group comparisons 

were as follows: First, factorial invariance was checked between the compared groups by 

conducting a chi-square difference test of the unconstrained model and the factorial 

invariance model10. Once the factorial invariance was established, then specific 

hypothesis testing was performed examining differences in structural model parameters.  

Male Students vs. Female Students  

Male students were compared with female students first. Model specification of 

the multi-sample analysis assumed the same relationships specified in the improved 

model above (see Figure 14). There were two differences, however: first, in the data line 

of the first group, an element, NG (number of groups) = 2, was added to denote that this 

was a 2-group analysis instead of the default of NG = 1; second, the corresponding 

 
10 Factorial invariance model, also known as constraint model, is a model that constrains the corresponding 
parameter estimates to be equal across groups.  
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standard deviation (SD) and correlation matrix (KM) of each group were fed into the 

syntax.  

The result of the Male vs. Female unconstrained model indicated that Chi-square 

= 1689.17, df = 636. The result of the Male vs. Female factorial invariance model 

indicated that Chi-square = 1733.32, df = 654. The Chi-square difference test showed that 

χ 2
diff.

 = 1733.32 – 1689.17 = 44.15 with 18 df (654-636). The result is not significant (p 

> .05); therefore, factorial invariance was assumed to hold between these two groups.  

Students from the Arts programs vs. Students from the Science programs 

A group difference test between students from the Arts programs and the Science 

programs was carried out next. Since this university is science and technology focused, 

the proportion of students who majored in Science programs was much larger than those 

who majored in Arts programs. Similar analysis procedures were followed. The result of 

the Arts vs. Science unconstrained model indicated that Chi-square = 1800.10, df = 636. 

The result of the Arts vs. Science factorial invariance model indicated that Chi-square = 

1832.84, df = 654. The Chi-square difference test showed that χ 2
diff.

 = 1832.84-1800.10 

= 32.74 with 18 df. The result is not significant (p > .05); therefore, factorial invariance 

was assumed to hold between these two groups.  

Early Group vs. Late Group  

Students who started learning English before Grade 7 (the first year of secondary 

school) were compared with students who started learning English at or after Grade 7. 

The result of the Early vs. Late unconstrained model showed Chi-square= 1592.26, df = 
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636. The result of the Early vs. Late factorial invariance model indicated that Chi-square 

= 1669.14, df = 654. The Chi-square difference test indicated that χ 2
diff.

 = 1669.14-

1592.26 = 76.88 with 18 df (654-636). The result is not significant (p > .05); therefore, 

factorial invariance was assumed to hold between these two groups.  

Low Achievers vs. High Achievers  

Finally, a group difference test between students with high performance and low 

performance on the CET-4 was conducted. In this analysis, high achievers were those 

students whose CET-4 total scores were above the average total score (M = 467.4); low 

achievers were those whose CET-4 scores were below average. The result of the High vs. 

Low achievers unconstrained model indicated that Chi-square = 1655.19, df = 636. The 

result of the High vs. Low achievers factorial invariance model indicated that Chi-square 

= 1722.83, df = 654. The Chi-square difference test showed that χ 2
diff.

 = 1722.83-

1655.19 = 67.64 with 18 df. The result is not significant (p > .05); therefore, factorial 

invariance was assumed to hold between these two groups.  

Structural Parameter Comparison between Groups 

Based on the above analyses, factorial invariance can be claimed among the four 

sets of the group comparisons. Subsequently, differences in structural parameters were 

examined among these groups. Each structural parameter was tested by using the model 

with the factor loading constrained to be equal to the comparison model (the LX LY 

constrained model). For example, to compare whether factor loading of attitude was 

significantly different between male students and female students, an entry in the Gamma 
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matrix was constrained to be equal (EQ GA 1 1 1 GA 1 1) (see Appendix Q for syntax). 

Similar syntax was written and tested for each parameter. Altogether, for each set of 

groups, equality constraints were built and tested for the eight Gamma parameters (GA 1 

1, GA 1 2, GA 1 3, GA 1 4, GA 1 5, GA 1 6, GA 2 7, and GA 3 7) and three Beta 

parameters (BE 2 1, BE 3 1, BE 3 2). The eight examined Gamma parameters were the 

associations between: 1) attitude and motivation; 2) Integrativeness and motivation; 3) 

mark orientation and motivation; 4) further-education orientation and motivation; 5) job 

orientation and motivation; 6) global awareness and motivation; 7) anxiety and 

achievement; 8) anxiety and confidence. The results are presented in the first horizontal 

panel in Table 23. The three examined Beta parameters were the associations between: 1) 

motivation and achievement; 2) motivation and confidence; 3) achievement and 

confidence. The results are presented in the second horizontal panel in Table 23. 

Altogether, 44 tests of structural parameter model were performed, among which, nine 

tests found significant differences. Table 23 presents the results of the chi-square 

difference tests and the structural parameter estimates for the four groups.



 

 136

Table 23    
Equality Constraint Chi-Square Difference Tests among Groups  

Male vs. Female Arts vs. Science Early vs. Late High vs. Low 
Structural Parameters Male (n = 613)  Arts (n = 199) Early ( n = 194) High (n = 439 ) 

Female (n = 217) Science (n = 631) Late ( n = 547) Low (n = 391) 
χParameter Parameter Parameter Parameter 2

diff.χ χ χ2
 diff. 2

diff.
2

diff. estimates estimates estimates estimates 
   Male Female  Arts Science Early Late  High Low

8.40 .55 .12 Attitude/Motivation .00 .32 .41 .22 .48 .34 3.00 .32 .56 
Integrativeness/Motivation 16.21 .21 .82 1.96 .69 .45 0.48 .35 .59 4.05 .61 .21 

10.10 -.23 .07 Mark orientation/Motivation  1.70 -.06 -.17 1.53 -.26 -.11 2.36 -.11 -.20 
Further-education 
orientation/Motivation  2.28 .11 .04 .00 .05 .06 .19 .08 .08 8.87 .15 .05 

Job orientation/Motivation  1.05 .19 .05 1.97 -.18 .04 .48 .10 -.05 .73 -.04 .13 
Global awareness/Motivation  .02 -.01 -.02 1.18 .13 .04 .47 .02 .07 .21 .07 .02 

3.71 -.33 -.71 Anxiety/Achievement  1.22 -.33 -.38 .41 -.38 -.38 2.32 -.31 -.16 
3.93 -.61 -.96 6.49 -.59 -.85 Anxiety/Confidence .27 -.56 -.77 2.73 -.85 -.47 

Motivation to Achievement .76 .22 .17 1.21 .21 .24 1.32 .07 .26 .02 .17 .24 
Motivation to Confidence  .44 .23 .21 .40 .29 .12 .00 .33 .32 .75 .04 .23 
Achievement to Confidence 
 1.40 .19 .12 .23 .18 .12 7.30 .11 .18 2.78 .09 .33 

Note. The category in bold indicated a significant difference at p < .05 



 

The df for the LX LY constrained comparison model was 654 and the df for those 

models with equality constraints on one structural parameter was 655. Therefore, with 

one df difference, χ 2
diff. > 3.84 was significant (p < 0.05). The parameters that were 

significantly different between the examined groups are in bold in Table 23. 

The results showed that the male vs. female comparison had more significant 

differences in the structural parameters than the other group comparisons. The two 

genders differed in the impact of attitude, integrativeness, and mark orientation on 

motivation. In addition, the two genders were significantly different in the association 

between anxiety and achievement, as well as anxiety and confidence. Students’ attitude 

toward their English course and English teacher was associated more strongly with male 

students’ motivation than with that of female students, while female students’ motivation 

was more influenced by their integrativeness than was their male counterparts’ 

motivation. The association between mark orientation and motivation among male 

students was negative, which means that the more male students were driven to learn 

English because they wanted to gain a good mark on the test, the lower their actual 

motivation would be. On the contrary, this association among female students was weak 

but positive, which means that the female students were more motivated if they perceived 

more mark orientation.  

There were no significant differences found between the arts and the science 

groups. Early and late groups differed significantly in the associations between anxiety 

and confidence, as well as between achievement and confidence. The late group had a 

stronger negative association between anxiety and confidence, but a stronger positive 

association between achievement and confidence. Similarly, two structural parameters 
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were found to be significantly different between the high achievers and the low achievers. 

The associations between integrativeness and motivation, as well as the association 

between further-education orientation and motivation were stronger among the high 

achievers than the low achievers.  

Summary of the Chapter 

This chapter has reported the survey findings. Exploratory factor analysis 

revealed that Chinese university students displayed three types of instrumental motivation 

(i.e., mark orientation, further-education orientation, and job orientation), two types of 

anxiety (i.e., language anxiety and test anxiety), and two types of confidence (i.e., 

linguistic confidence and test confidence). The results of confirmatory factor analysis led 

to a modified socio-educational model of motivation with some context-specific concepts 

(i.e., new instrumental orientations, global awareness, and linguistic confidence) that 

represented the characteristics of the Chinese university students more accurately. The 

results of structural equation modelling confirmed that attitude toward the learning 

situation and integrative orientation were two strong indicators of motivation, which in 

turn influenced language achievement and confidence. The negative impact of anxiety on 

language achievement was confirmed. Alternative model testing indicated that the 

examined relationships might not be simple and linear. In fact, recursive and mediated 

relationships existed among certain examined factors. In addition, certain group 

differences were found in comparing different group memberships. 
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CHAPTER 5 

INTERVIEW FINDINGS 

This chapter reports on the research findings of the interview data. These findings 

are presented in four key areas that emerged from the data. They are presented in the 

following sequences: motivation, anxiety, global awareness, and suggestions for English 

teaching and testing. This chapter first provides a detailed discussion on each of the 

emergent themes, and then presents a summary of the key findings.  

Motivation  

Students’ perceptions of motivation are framed in two perspectives: English 

learning and English testing. With regards to motivation in English learning, students 

unanimously deemed that “English is very important” (Alice_01_1911), and that English 

ability is “one important kind of competition ability” for the country and for their 

personal development (Sally_03_03). Sally noted that being able to learn English well 

brought her joy (Sally_03_02). Another interviewee, Sara, also mentioned that being able 

to travel abroad was one of the reasons for her to learn English well (Sara_02_08).   

Three interrelated instrumental orientations in learning English were identified: 

mark orientation, job orientation, and further-study orientation. Students acknowledged 

that English is “a major course in the university,” as it constituted the heaviest course 

credit of all (Sally_03_02). If the student were competing for any scholarship or honour, 

                                                      
11 The interviewee ID codes consist of three parts connected by underscores: 1) a pseudonym with a first 
letter A from the Arts programs or S from the Science programs; 2) a two-digit number “01, 02, or 03”; 01 
represents an interviewee with a high proficiency level, 02 represents an interviewee with a medium 
proficiency level, and 03 represents an interviewee with a low proficiency level; 3) a two-digit number 
referring to the page number in the interview transcripts. 
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marks on English tests were among the important evaluation criteria (Simon_01_05). In 

addition, high English marks were required for graduate studies (Simon_01_05) because 

all graduate schools asked for good marks in English as one of the prerequisites for 

admission. Students, especially students from the Arts programs, stated that future 

employers value job applicants’ English abilities (e.g., Alice_01_19; Alex_02_24; 

Alan_01_31; Anna_02_28). With the current economic situation in China, finding a 

desirable job needed “an extra card” in the students’ hands (Sally_03_02). In many cases, 

according to Sally, this extra card could be a certificate of the CET-4 and/or the CET-6 

(Sally_03_02).  

The concept of integrating with English-speaking people seemed to be a very 

remote idea. Amy explained that it was difficult to integrate because different ethnic and 

cultural backgrounds kept a distance from the two worlds – the Eastern world and the 

Western world (Amy_03_17). Only 2 of the 12 interviewees had previous direct 

encounters with English-speaking people. One student, Adam, had a marathon-running 

buddy from Sweden, but the inability to communicate easily with his Swedish chum in 

English made him very frustrated (Adam_03_34). Another student, Simon, had two 

English-speaking high school teachers toward whom he had mixed feelings. Even though 

he agreed that English-speaking teachers could offer a lot that domestic English teachers 

could not, he said he did not like one of the teachers because he used a world map in his 

class that did not include Taiwan as part of China. He commented that either this 

omission was caused by carelessness in the teacher’s class preparation or insensitivity to 

the patriotism that Chinese students held. He considered it an incident that left him with a 

negative impression of that teacher (Simon_01_44).  
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The other 10 interviewees commented that they had not had direct contact with 

English-speaking people so far. Their impression of English-speaking people was 

indirectly obtained from mass media, including movies, TV, and Internet news. The 

concept of English-speaking people was more like a singular concept to them, and it was 

represented mostly by Americans. From their indirect experiences, they stated that 

English-speaking people were generally friendly and honest, probably because of their 

religious beliefs (Anna_02_29). In spite of the positive impression, students maintained 

that it was an “other” culture, and they would not consider integrating themselves into it, 

at least not now (Steve_03_40).  

One interviewee, Anna, stated that being able to use English helped her “open a 

wider window,” enabling her to get information from more resources and understand 

more. She thought that if a person could not speak the language of a certain country, 

his/her understanding of that culture would be indirect and limited. English was the 

bridge that led her to a wider world. She mentioned that her long-term goal was to make 

friends from all over the world and to have a deeper understanding of the issues 

happening in the world and people from different backgrounds (Anna_02_27). 

Different opinions were voiced as to the necessity of offering English courses to 

every university student. Some students pointed out that, for some of them, there would 

be no need to have English proficiency in their future jobs, so students should have the 

option of not taking English as a compulsory course (Alex_02_40). In terms of cost and 

benefit, these students felt that the investment in making every university student learn 

English was larger than its possible benefits – producing university graduates equipped 

with adequate English abilities to be applied in their future work (Scott_02_12). While 
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some students felt they should have more choices instead of being blindly guided, they all 

agreed that, even though English might not be needed in their future jobs, certificates of 

English tests like the CET-4 and/or the CET-6 could help them secure a good job.  

External Influences  

Aside from being self-motivated for either instrumental or integrative reasons, the 

students were motivated by external influences. These influences that drove students to 

learn English and to take English tests were viewed from the perspectives of society, 

teachers, parents, and peers. The students realized that all these external factors were 

correlated to some extent but in various degrees (Scott_02_12; Simon_01_05).  

Society.  University students’ interests in learning English were influenced by 

current social and political affairs.  In 2008, there were a few important events in China 

that caught the world’s attention. For example, different opinions of the media were 

voiced about China’s Tibet issue and the coverage of the Olympics. Students’ interests in 

learning English were greatly triggered by these social/political events. They wanted to 

read the overseas news reports on these events (e.g., news from CNN and BBC) to be 

able to understand the differences between domestic reports and overseas reports to make 

their own judgments (Alex_02_23). However, some of the reports in English were 

beyond their English levels. Therefore, they felt, more than ever, that they, as current 

university students, should be equipped with good English abilities, so that their 

judgment would not be limited or paralyzed because of language barriers (Sara_02_09). 

Some students noted that websites like CNN and BBC were good channels for being 

updated, especially when they had read reports of the same or similar events on Chinese 

websites. They were able to apply their own critical thinking in evaluating these events 
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by trying to understand voices from both sides (Alex_02_23), but not “follow like sheep” 

(Alan_01_34). “The Eastern and Western cultural clash” was sometimes reflected in 

these news reports, and to understand these clashes was a good reason for them to keep 

on learning English (Adam_03_36).  

In addition, there were more and more international companies in China that 

offered relatively higher salaries and better opportunities than the domestic ones. into 

those companies (Simon_01_05). Simon, who majored in computer engineering, 

commented that all programming codes were written in English and the best books in this 

area were written in English. Therefore, learning English was a must rather an extra asset 

for such students (Simon_01_05). He regarded his responsibility as a university student 

was to be able to communicate with other international professionals in his field using the 

lingua franca: English. Sara, sharing Simon’s opinion, said that, even though one could 

resort to translators, the information would be weakened or sometimes distorted if the 

translation did not go well. She pointed out that translated documents usually were 

delayed, and if university students could truly grasp English, they would be able to access 

the most up-to-date information in the field without delay by reading documents in 

English (Sara_02_10). Alan also explained that if he had high English proficiency, he 

could translate books on such advanced technology into Chinese (Alan_01_34), thus 

contributing to society. 

Teachers. Although these students recognized that the fundamental force to learn 

English well was within themselves, rather than in teachers, textbooks, or tests 

(Sally_03_02), the teachers’ influence was important for them. “Whether I am motivated 

to learn English or not is partly dependent on the kind of teacher I get” (Simon_01_44). 
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A student with a hearing disability, Sara, commented that her interest in learning English 

was largely dependent on the sensitivity of the teacher to her situation. If the teacher was 

sensitive and considerate to her situation, she would get certain accommodations in the 

class, and she would feel she was well attended to in a class of over 40 students. This 

feeling of being accommodated made her attached to the teacher and to the subject he/she 

was teaching – English (Sara_02_09). 

Since, in this university, students had the option of choosing their own English 

teacher each term, some students had had four different teachers at the time of the 

interview, one for each term. Whether the teaching style suited the students’ learning 

style was sometimes critical in motivating their learning (Simon_01_05). The factors that 

were deemed important included the teacher’s personality, the information his/her class 

conveyed, and whether or not there was an emphasis on oral English in the class.  

I have had three English teachers so far. The three of them were not very similar 
in terms of their teaching. The first teacher did not give lots of homework. She 
focused on oral [English] practice, and [oral presentation] had a high proportion 
of the final mark. The second teacher didn’t impress me. The third teacher gave 
me new ways to learn English, including introducing us to different sources for 
learning English. She taught important language structure and knowledge, but 
tried hard not to bore us with that. She used a combination of “novel” classroom 
organization and some traditional ones. I like her the best. Overall, in the 
university English classroom, oral presentation is a positive influence on my 
English learning. (Susan_01_43)  
 
Compared with their English teachers in high school, most of the students agreed 

that their university teachers provided them with more flexibility in class activities, such 

as group discussion, oral presentation, and drama. This classroom flexibility enabled 

them to gather information from different sources, including the Internet, English 

magazines, and movies, which, in turn, increased their engagement with English learning 

(Sara_02_09). On the other hand, if students felt uninterested in either the teacher or the 
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content of his/her course, they would sometimes be absent from the class or use the class 

time to sleep (Steve_03_40). Whether the teacher was strict with the students or not also 

played a role in influencing their motivation to learn English. On the one hand, they 

preferred teachers who were friendly, outgoing, and easy to get along with. On the other 

hand, they realized that if the teacher was loose with classroom discipline, they would 

have less self-control and spend less time on English. If the teacher was strict enough, 

they felt the pressure from the teacher could push them to have more incentive 

(Sara_02_10).  

The teachers’ professional qualifications also impacted on students’ motivation in 

learning. If the students felt their teacher was very knowledgeable and completely 

qualified, they would be more willing to attend the class and participate in classroom 

activities (Anna_02_27). One of the interviewees had a teacher who had a Master’s 

degree from an English-speaking country; according to this student, this teacher was 

often preferred to other teachers who had a Master’s degree or sometimes even a 

Doctoral degree from domestic universities (Anna_02_27).  

Peers. Peer pressure was an important reason for low proficiency students to 

learn English and pass the CET-4. One student stated:  “I am a competitive person, if my 

classmate passed the test; I want to pass the test, too” (Adam_03_34). Another student 

acknowledged: “Everybody else is studying for the test, I have to study and pass the test 

too. Otherwise, I will be at a disadvantage in the job market” (Steve_03_41). In contrast, 

students from the high proficiency level regarded peer pressure as peer support. One 

student mentioned that he had a classmate who learned English and prepared for English 

tests with him; they prepared for the CET-4 together on the weekends. This student said 
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that, without his study buddy, he might not be able to control himself that well and spend 

that much time on English. He maintained that peer support was a small environment that 

students created to promote their learning (Simon_01_45).  

Parents. Parents’ influence was relatively weak compared to other external 

influences. According to the interviewees, since most of them lived on campus and 

parents were mostly concerned with their overall well-being, they usually would not be 

very worried about one specific university course or test. Only 2 of the 12 interviewees 

commented on their parents’ influence. One student reported that her motivation to learn 

well was more of her responsibility not to disappoint her parents rather than her 

responsibility to the country or society (Amy_03_18). This interviewee, from the low 

English proficiency category, maintained that her responsibility to the country or society 

seemed very remote to her, and the way she saw university students’ contributions to 

society was to do well in university. Another interviewee, Alex, who was also from the 

low proficiency category, reported pressure from his parents. He said his father was a 

high school English teacher who was concerned with his English development and 

constantly reminded him to pass the CET-4 as soon as he could (Alex_03_50).          

Motivational Changes  

Interviewees were asked if they had experienced motivational changes in their 

learning of English. All of them agreed that certain motivational changes occurred from 

high school to university. Before entering university, they were more or less forced by the 

school curriculum and the upcoming university entrance examination to learn English. At 

that time, English classes were offered almost every day, and the way they learned 
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English was mostly dominated by the content of the university entrance examination. 

Achieving a high score on that exam was the major impetus (Alex_02_23).  

Furthermore, the students recognized that “there is a disconnection between the 

university entrance examination and the college English test” (Simon_01_43). For 

example, in the university entrance test, there was no component that tested listening 

comprehension and speaking English. Therefore, the students spent less time on listening 

and speaking while they were in high school. In contrast, in university, maybe because 

listening was included in the English tests, both in the CET-4 and the English exams at 

the end of each term, both the students and their teachers spent more time on listening, 

but, in many cases, still not enough on speaking. Students noted that “English in high 

school is mainly for the university entrance exam, while English in university is mainly 

for our future work and graduate schools” (Simon_01_43). Although they realized that 

tests could guide teaching and learning, the students agreed they considered the drive 

from the language tests as positive because the tests gave them directionality in learning 

English; otherwise, they would get lost as to what to learn and what to focus on 

(Alex_02_23).  

Group Differences  

Students were asked to give an estimated proportion of their study time spent on 

English and on their major subjects. Generally speaking, the female students reported 

spending more time each week learning English than the male students. Roughly, the 

female students reported that their allotted time in learning English ranged from 30 - 40% 

of their total available time. The male students, on the other hand, focused more of their 

study time on their subject areas, claiming to spend only about 10 - 30% of their time on 
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English learning. The male students reported that they usually spent less time learning 

English in their dorms, because there was not an “atmosphere” that emphasized English 

learning among males outside the classroom (Steve_03_42).  

Moreover, students with high English proficiency usually had clear objectives for 

learning English, and they reported possessing a certain degree of flexibility in resorting 

to different resources that could help them improve their English. For example, they 

would practice English with students who majored in English in university, and they 

would attend some English activities and English associations to help them learn English 

(Alice_01_21). They viewed it as important to maintain a variety of resources to keep up 

their motivational intensity, their interest in English, and their efforts spent in learning 

English. On the contrary, students with low English proficiency commented that they had 

no choice but to pass the test, because everybody else was doing so. They tended to use 

limited learning resources, focusing mainly on textbooks and anything else that was 

available (Steve_03_43).  

Perception of the CET-4: “A Hurdle Race” 

According to the interviewees, the CET-4 was a hurdle race, and English learning 

was a running race without a finish line (Alan_01_32). As university students, they had 

already passed the first hurdle of the university entrance examination, and were now 

faced with the CET-4 as the next hurdle. The students felt the positive side of the CET-4 

hurdle in that it gave them a focus and a direction in learning English (Anna_02_30). In 

addition, an interviewee commented that tests provide test scores that could be used to 

screen students for different purposes, e.g., ranking, scholarships (Adam_03_35). The 

negative aspect of the English tests as hurdles was that the teaching and learning of 

 148



 

English was made all about the hurdles, that is, the existence of the test turned the 

objective of teaching and learning English into more or less all about passing the test, no 

matter whether the CET-4 certificate was attached to obtaining an undergraduate degree 

or not (Alex_02_24). Alice echoed that tests like the CET-4 were part of a rat race that 

this society fostered. She commented that society rewarded results, but not processes, 

arrivals but not journeys (Amy_03_17). 

The interviewees considered a big drawback that the CET-4 did not include a 

compulsory spoken part. The test, therefore, could not test students’ communicative 

competence, which they felt should be the focus of language teaching and testing 

(Adam_03_50). The CET-Spoken test was open only to candidates whose CET-4 test 

score was over 560 of 710. Since a spoken component was not included in the regular 

CET-4 and was not open to everybody, it was relatively less emphasized in the classroom 

and less practised by the students. However, as one student pointed out, reading and 

writing skills could be developed by oneself, even with no or few interactions with 

others. In contrast, speaking skills usually needed practice with others, preferably with 

those who had higher speaking abilities (Simon_01_05). Some interviewees attributed the 

phenomenon of “dumb English12” to this less priority of spoken English placed on testing 

and teaching (Susan_01_41), even though everybody agreed that English, as one of the 

languages, was for communication purposes, and nobody could deny the importance of 

spoken English in communication (Scott_02_14). 

The students reported that the CET-4 was among the major reasons to keep 

students learning English and spending more time in learning English. Although this test 

                                                      
12 “Dumb English” refers to the phenomenon that Chinese university students usually have relatively higher 
ability in reading but lower ability in speaking or an inability to express themselves fluently in English.  
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was no longer a requisite for their graduation, its importance had not diminished 

(Simon_01_06). Instead, this kind of detachment from their degrees provided the students 

with some flexibility; that is, they could graduate with a university degree without 

passing any English test (Amy_03_16). This possibility was especially beneficial to 

students who did well in their majors, but not in English. Meanwhile, the presence of the 

test itself was a pressure to most of the students if they considered themselves 

competitive with their counterparts (Amy_03_16). Because nowadays universities were 

graduating more students each year, the competition in the job market in China becomes 

fiercer. Tests, including the CET-4, have played and will continue to play an important 

role in selecting candidates for various reasons (Adam_03_35). 

The students also felt that, even though the CET-4 had some negative aspects, 

they did not see any better alternatives. One student argued that classroom assessment 

might be a choice, but it would be comparatively subjective because it would involve a 

teacher factor; it would also be difficult to compare students across different classrooms 

and universities, and it would be extremely difficult to carry out on a nationwide scale 

(Alex_02_24).   

All of the interviewees reported that the time allotted for each section of the CET-

4 was very tight. Even high proficiency students reported that they needed to rush to 

complete the test. They did not think the accuracy of their understanding of the testing 

materials could be fully and accurately measured if they needed to worry too much about 

speed. One student pointed out that, in real life, one might have the chance to read and re-

read, listen, and re-listen (Alice_01_19).  
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Additionally, vocabulary was regarded as a crucial component in getting good 

scores on the CET-4. Almost all of the interviewees mentioned their focus on vocabulary 

in English study at the university level. Amy compared her lack of adequate English 

vocabulary with not having enough bricks in building a house (Amy_03_19). Steve 

reported that, in some of the multiple choice answers, he could stumble upon four 

vocabularies with which he was not familiar in the four choices offered, greatly impeding 

him from answering the questions (Steve_03_42). Alice, from the high proficiency 

category, also reported that if she ran into a paragraph with too many unfamiliar words, 

her interest in continuing the reading would be decreased (Alice_01_20).  

Anxiety: English Classroom Anxiety and English Test Anxiety  

This section looks into students’ perceptions of anxiety from two perspectives: 

first, their perspectives of English learning in classrooms and next, their perspectives of 

English test anxiety in the context of the CET-4. The latter includes students’ delineation 

of anxiety in different language skills.  

English Classroom Anxiety 

The majority of this group of university students did not perceive themselves to 

be very socially anxious, except for Sally. She described herself as an unsocial person 

and did not want to interact with unfamiliar people. Six of the 12 interviewees reported 

that they had some kind of anxiety in the English classroom, especially when they were 

called upon to answer questions and they did not have the answer. However, one student 

said: “When I do know the answer, I expect the teacher to call me” (Simon_01_07).   
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Sally mentioned that she not only felt anxious in the English classroom, but she 

felt anxious in any similar situation in any classroom. She summarized that “looking back 

at my experience as a student, I always have had some sort of academic anxiety” 

(Sally_03_04). She explained that, whenever it came to academic settings, especially 

when she was asked to answer questions related to unfamiliar topics, she felt anxious. 

Sally’s view of academic anxiety was echoed by Amy, who expressed a similar kind of 

anxiety that occurred only in academic-related settings. She mentioned that, since 

elementary school, she had always been afraid of going into the teacher’s office, and 

when she was called on to answer a question that she was not sure about, her face tended 

to turn red and sometimes she froze (Amy_03_18). 

Some other students reported that they generally did not feel any sort of anxiety in 

the classroom because they had a high level of self-confidence regarding their English 

abilities and the teachers were friendly. Alex said that usually “nothing too unexpected 

would happen in the classroom” (Alex_02_25).  Another student, Anna, saw a close 

relationship between her English proficiency levels and her self-confidence level 

(Anna_02_27). For example, during group discussions, if she could not understand 

certain vocabulary that other students used, she would feel frustrated and anxious, but if 

she felt that she could have a fluent conversation with others in English, she would feel 

joyful and confident.  

English Test Anxiety 

When it comes to test anxiety, the feelings of different students were quite similar: 

Eleven of the 12 students reported that they did not feel test anxiety. Two major factors 

accounted for this phenomenon. First, they felt that language abilities were relatively 
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stable: if you did not know the answer, you did not know the answer and test cramming 

for a short period would not help much (Scott_02_13; Susan_01_39). Second, the 

students commented that they grew up in an environment of always being tested by all 

kinds of tests. They regarded themselves as very good at taking tests; otherwise, they 

would not have been admitted to the university.  

The only student who mentioned he had some kind of test anxiety was from the 

low proficiency category. Adam reported that he had test anxiety not only on language 

tests but also on other tests as well. He said, when he was taking a test, his body would 

get warm and his brain would try to dissociate from his surroundings (Adam_03_37).  He 

concluded that his level of feeling anxious in different tests was partly dependent on the 

stakes of the test. He actually felt more anxious during English final examinations in 

university because everyone could have only one chance, and the credit for the English 

course was very high. In the case of the CET-4, however, he felt less anxious because a 

student could take the test as many times as she/he wanted until she/he passed the test or 

was satisfied with the score. Furthermore, this student noted that his anxiety level was 

usually higher at the beginning of the test, after which he could manage to calm down 

and concentrate.  

Alice, Alan, and Simon regarded themselves as test-takers with adept test-taking 

skills, and with the ability to guess with a high successful rate on multiple-choice 

questions, even if they were not sure of the answers (Alice_01_22). Some of the reading 

materials in English covered similar topics that they had read in Chinese, which made the 

test less anxiety-provoking (Alan_01_32). For Simon, the fixed mode of the English tests 

made him less anxious; he knew what kind of test content and test formats he would have 
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in the test (Simon_01_07). Additionally, compared to the English tests in high schools, 

tests in universities focused less on grammar and more on overall understanding of the 

assigned paragraphs. The students generally regarded this change in focus as positive 

because they perceived that it would be an overall understanding of reading materials, not 

grammar or sentence structure, which might be more applicable to their future English 

use.  

As for anxiety related to different language skills, the students’ opinions differed 

slightly. Scott considered both listening and speaking as anxiety-provoking, while 

reading was not. With reading, one could practice by oneself without involving other 

people. With speaking, the lack of adequate chances to practice oral English prevented 

the students from improving their oral English proficiency, which, in turn, led to more 

anxiety when they had to speak in English (Scott_02_13). Alice felt most anxious in 

listening because the listener could not control the speed of the conversation and the 

choice of the words used (Alice_01_22). However, in the case of speaking, the speaker 

was in control of the speed and vocabulary, and sometimes, the speakers could use body 

language to facilitate the ideas they wanted to express (Sally_03_04).  

Anna felt she had more anxiety in speaking and writing because both skills 

required producing something (Anna_02_29), whereas, in listening and reading, she 

could be passively receiving information. Two high proficiency students, Alan and 

Susan, regarded listening as anxiety-provoking, but not writing. They both realized that, 

in writing, especially writing in English tests, there were expected writing formats; as 

long as they memorized and followed certain writing formats and used some 
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complicated/sophisticated vocabulary, their writing scores would be fine (Alan_01_32; 

Susan_01_40).   

Adam, however, felt he had the least confidence in writing and the most 

confidence in reading. He attributed his low English writing abilities to his low Chinese 

writing abilities (Adam_03_37), as he always had difficulty in organizing his thoughts 

and putting them into written text. Alex, who had an accent in Chinese, reported that he 

felt most stressful in speaking English (Alex_02_25). He said he was from a remote rural 

area, where people usually had difficulty differentiating certain sounds in Chinese 

pronunciations, e.g., “h” and “f” sounds. He did not realize that problem until he came to 

university. He said now he realized that even his English teacher in high school could not 

differentiate certain sounds he made. He concluded that the Chinese accent that had been 

with him all his life had a bad influence on his English accent, and it made him feel very 

frustrated because it seemed extremely difficult for him to correct those sounds in his 

English pronunciation at this stage.  

Global Awareness: “English is the Bridge” 

In this study, the concept of global awareness refers to the awareness, possessed 

by EFL students, of the important role English plays in the globalized world. This global 

awareness concept is reflected by the unanimous understanding of the importance of 

English in current Chinese society. In the context of globalization, English was deemed 

as an international language (Susan_01_39) and it was “the lingua franca in the world” 

(Amy_03_16).  

Generally speaking, it was not considered a bad thing that every university 

student was learning English. Simon commented that, even though the Chinese economy 
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was developing very fast, “we are still behind some developed countries in many aspects, 

especially in terms of advanced technology” (Simon_01_05). It was considered realistic 

and beneficial for university students to learn English well and use it as a communicative 

tool to be able to understand and communicate advanced technology. Simon also noted 

that English was the bridge in linking Chinese traditional culture and advanced Western 

technology, especially after China entered the World Trade Organization in 2001 

(Simon_01_06).  

Students sensed that a balance was needed between maintaining the Chinese 

language and culture and encouraging every university student to learn English well 

(Scott_02_12). Under the current global circumstances, it was believed to be more 

important to introduce advanced technologies and good values from outside the country 

than to simply preserve the Chinese language and culture (Simon_01_07). When talking 

about a balance, the students were open minded and considered it more crucial to extract 

the positive aspects from outside than to passively maintain the status quo.  

While recognizing the importance of internationalization, the interviewees 

commented that, because Chinese was the mother tongue, its influence was deep rooted 

and would not easily fade away. Since everyone who was born and grew up in China had 

been immersed in the Chinese culture and language, its status was solid (Scott_02_12). 

Scott made an analogy that it was just like many foreigners learning to use chopsticks to 

eat dumplings; it was the culture exchange that mattered, not the act itself (Scott_02_13). 

Adam, however, voiced a contrary opinion, arguing that “it went too far.” He asserted 

that English was important but that it was not necessary for everybody to learn it 

(Adam_03_34). 
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Aside from recognizing the importance of English in their future study and career, 

one interesting thought on why every university student needed to learn English was 

expressed: “Since they asked us to learn English, there must be some sort of reason 

behind it” (Alex_02_26). “They” here referred to the university authorities, society, and 

the government. This student commented that he was more concerned with his personal 

development than with thinking about the “big picture” – the amalgamation of Chinese 

culture and world culture. He felt that contributing to the amalgamation of cultures 

should be one of his responsibilities as a 21st century university student, but it was too 

remote and not realistic in his current daily life.  

Anna recognized a further advantage of learning English by citing a saying by a 

Chinese author to illustrate her point about why one needed to learn English well: 

“Learning English well today is to open the opportunity for more people to learn Chinese 

in the future.” She maintained:  

Even though the Chinese economy is developing very fast, the reality is we are 
still lagging behind in many aspects. We learn English today, the international 
language, to understand other people, other cultures, as well as the technology 
that they have. One day, we will get strong enough; at that point, I am sure more 
people will be learning Chinese, and then we can better promote our culture, our 
values, and our beliefs to the rest of the world. (Anna_02_28)  
 

Suggestions for English Teaching and Testing 

Interviewees were asked about their suggestions for English teaching and testing 

in China. In the area of English teaching, first of all, students stated that two major 

aspects were crucially important in their English learning at the classroom level in 

university: vocabulary and spoken English. Since grasping more vocabulary can be a 

solitary work, they suggested that more opportunities for oral communication should be 
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introduced and maintained. For example, qualified teachers, especially those who were 

trained overseas and English native speakers, were needed to provide quality practice and 

guidance. Moreover, the students advocated for more group discussions and oral 

presentations to be offered in smaller classes. In their experiences, a class normally 

consisted of 40 to 50 students, and they suggested that 20 to 25 was a desirable class size 

for an English class (Alice_01_19).  

Second, suggestions were also made to increase the allotment of time for English 

classroom teaching. The students recommended that English be taught at least three times 

a week instead of twice a week, so that they could have more practice inside the 

classroom, which was perhaps the only English-speaking environment they had. Third, in 

terms of the teaching focus, students suggested that more emphasis should be placed on 

the two “produce skills” – writing and speaking. They argued that these two skills were 

not only more differentiating among students with different English proficiency levels 

but also were vital communicative language skills in use.  

In terms of English testing, suggestions were raised in four aspects. First, it was 

recommended that more variety of test formats should be introduced. For example, some 

test formats from other internationally recognized English tests (e.g., TOEFL and IELTS) 

could be borrowed 1) to raise the difficulty level of the test; and 2) to be able to test 

integrative language skills in interactive ways (Anna_02_29). According to Anna, 

integrative skills referred to a combination of four language skills, for example, testing 

reading and writing simultaneously; interactive ways referred to testing activities that 

resembled daily language uses. Second, the students commonly agreed that the spoken 

English test should be included in the regular CET-4, and that it should be open to every 
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test-taker (Alan_01_32). Only by integrating the speaking component into the test and 

making it open to every test-taker could the CET-4 have a better effect on the teaching of 

the language, that is, creating a positive cycle in teaching, learning, and testing. Third, 

most students needed to use radios13 to do the listening comprehension part. However, in 

some cases, problems such as tuning to the right channel or noises from other students in 

the classroom could trigger a certain level of anxiety. It was suggested that better 

equipment should be used to facilitate the listening comprehension test (Sara_02_10). 

Fourth, almost all interviewees commented that they were rushed to complete the test 

because of time pressure. Therefore, it was suggested that the timing of each section of 

the test should be optimized based on the average speed of previous test-takers.  

Summary  

This chapter has presented the data from the 12 interviewees. The findings 

revealed four themes: motivation, anxiety, global awareness, and their suggestions to 

English teaching and testing.  

Findings gleaned from the student interview data revealed that all of the 

interviewees considered English very important. The importance that they attached to 

English gave them a variety of motivations to learn English. The motivations ranged from 

broad reasons such as contributing to China’s globalization with the rest of world to very 

specific personal reasons. They acknowledged that there were strong instrumental 

orientations that motivated them to learn English well. For example, future employees 

might value higher English abilities; further study (e.g., going to graduate school either in 

                                                      
13 In this university, some CET-4 test-takers did not need to use a radio to complete the listening test 
because they took their test in audio-equipped classrooms, where the listening materials were channeled 
through computers. Test-takers were randomly assigned to the test classrooms.  
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China or in overseas universities) required them to be highly proficient in English; since 

English was a major course that had a very high credit, they felt that they were pressured 

to learn it well to either complete the course or to compete for scholarships in university.  

Referring to instrumental orientations, no gender or program differences were 

found in this respect, but students with higher proficiency were more inclined to be 

concerned with further study. All students acknowledged the value of English in their 

future job search, but some of them doubted whether the English abilities they developed 

so far could be applied to their future work. In addition, students with higher proficiency 

were more competitive, and they regarded learning English well as one of their social 

responsibilities. On the contrary, students with lower proficiency, while also talking 

about being competitive, regarded their classmates as their major competitors. They were 

mostly concerned with being able to pass the course and have a CET-4 credential in hand.   

When talking about their attitudes toward English-speaking people, these 

interviewees brought up mixed feelings. Some considered English-speaking people as 

friendly and nice – from their indirect experiences of them through the mass media, but 

very few thought it would be of interest to them to integrate with an English-speaking 

person or community. The students’ attitudes could also be shaped by their limited direct 

contacts with English-speaking people, or the social political events that were happening 

in the world at the time of the interviews (e.g., the Olympics and the Tibet issue in 2008). 

Interviewees expressed their interest in English as a foreign language, mostly among 

female students. Male students felt there was not enough of an encouraging learning 

atmosphere among them, and they thought they had higher pressure because they tended 

not to prepare for the test as carefully as their female counterparts. 
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Aside from their personal interests and orientations in learning English, the 

interviewees reported that their interests were also dependent partly on the English 

teacher they had and partly on some external influences from society, peers, and parents. 

They stated that motivations from other agents were correlated but varied in degrees. 

Their motivation intensity, desire to learn English, and attitudes toward learning English 

(i.e., the three elements in Gardner’s concepts of motivation) were greatly influenced by 

external influences, and they perceived the influence from the teacher as critical. While 

much learning occurred outside the classroom, they thought the English learning 

atmosphere that the teacher and classmates created was vital in shaping, boosting, or 

maintaining their interest in learning English. In addition, they acknowledged that 

motivational changes occurred during different periods of their English learning.  

In the context of English testing, even though the CET-4 received some criticism 

in terms of what the test was not able to measure and the way it might impact on learning 

and teaching, the interviewees generally agreed that so far there were no better 

alternatives to replace this test. The students believed that the CET-4 was not a test that 

could best differentiate test-takers’ English abilities, and the phenomenon of “dumb 

English” could mainly be attributed to the lack of focus on teaching and testing spoken 

English.  

In terms of anxiety, different types of anxieties were identified. Social anxiety 

seemed not to be a factor in differentiating students from different groups. It seems that 

anxiety exerted more influence in English classroom settings than in testing contexts. A 

few female students reported that they experienced academic anxiety, which had been 

with them when academic pressure to succeed was present. Students’ perceptions of 
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anxiety in the four language skills differed slightly according to their own situations – 

different students perceived varying levels of anxiety in reading, writing, speaking, and 

listening. High proficiency students, however, did display different anxious feelings from 

low proficiency students, probably due to different language learning skills and 

strategies. For example, familiarity that came with practice on some learning materials in 

writing could alleviate the high proficiency students’ anxiety in doing writing tasks.  

Global awareness was identified as an important concept in influencing university 

students to learn English in the context of globalization. Even though this concept might 

fall into the broader context of motivation, I singled it out for detailed discussion because 

it emerged as a prominent category among these students. They recognized that 

globalization required them, as current university students, to learn English well because 

it was an international language and it could act as the bridge between their professional 

knowledge in their fields and advanced technology and knowledge from overseas 

sources. They felt it was a must for them to be equipped with English skills to 

communicate freely in their future professional fields, but some of them also advocated 

that this facility should not be accomplished at the expense of losing the values of the 

Chinese language and culture.  
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION OF THE RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Overview 

Previous research has indicated that “there is a veritable plethora of individual 

learner variables that researchers have identified as influencing learning outcomes” (Ellis, 

1994, p. 471). This line of research usually provides a context for examining and 

understanding the relationship between students’ test performance and their individual 

learner variables. The leading question asked is what factors or groups of factors account 

for individuals’ language learning performance. Jamieson (1992) identified two types of 

learner characteristics: unchangeable learner characteristics, such as age, sex, and native 

language, and changeable learner characteristics, also called predispositions, such as 

motivation and anxiety. Expanding on previous research, the effects of four major 

changeable learner characteristics were examined in the current study: motivation, 

anxiety, global awareness, and linguistic confidence. These characteristics were 

investigated through the current study of Chinese university students’ English learning 

and testing, focusing on the effects of the four aforementioned learner characteristics on 

the students’ test results on their College English Test Band-4 (CET-4). This chapter 

discusses the research findings of the study in light of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2 

on test-taker characteristics in English as Second Language learning and testing.  

This study adopted a concurrent embedded design of the mixed methods approach, 

which offered two different yet related lenses into the examined research questions:  
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1. How do motivation, global awareness, anxiety, and linguistic confidence 

contribute to Chinese university students’ English test performance as measured 

by CET-4 test scores? 

2. How do group memberships moderate the examined relationships? 

3. To what extent and in what ways do interviews with students serve to contribute 

to a more comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the examined 

relationships?  

The relationships among the examined psychological factors and the CET-4 test 

performance as raised in research questions one and two are discussed by combining the 

findings from both the survey and the interview inquiries. Considering the 

methodological priority in the adopted approach, the discussion of the findings is led by 

the survey findings with interview findings as added evidence. Group differences in the 

examined relationships as raised in research question three are discussed by blending 

either the converging or contradictory results from the two inquiries. Findings were 

categorized into six major conclusions, with the first five conclusions addressing the first 

two research questions and the last one addressing the third research question.  

Broadly, the results of the study supported the following conclusions: 1) Students’ 

attitudes toward their English courses and English teachers had effects on their 

motivation to learn English; 2) Integrative orientations and instrumental orientations had 

varied effects on students’ motivation to learn English; 3) Global awareness is well 

acknowledged by the interviewees, but its effect on motivation proved to be relatively 

weak in the survey; 4) Survey results showed that classroom anxiety and test anxiety had 

negative effects on language achievement, but these results were not corroborated by the 
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interview results; 5) Linguistic confidence and test confidence were positively influenced 

by motivation and achievement, but negatively influenced by anxiety; 6) Varied group 

differences were found in the effects on motivation of attitude, integrativeness, mark 

orientation, further-education orientation, job orientation, and global awareness, as well 

as in the effects of motivation on achievement, motivation on confidence, and 

achievement on confidence.  

Yashima (2002) argued that a careful examination of what it means to learn a 

language in a particular context is necessary before applying a model development to that 

context. Sealey and Carter (2004) further pointed out that “specificity of time, place and 

social location” are important in conceptualizing motivation (p. 195). In the current study, 

the socio-educational model of motivation was enriched by taking into account the 

important factors that reflect the context of the research, not only the “who” aspect of the 

context, but also the “when” and “where” aspects. In other words, the research was 

conducted in the context of Chinese university students in southeastern China. The results 

of this study supported that the socio-educational model of motivation could be applied in 

the Chinese context, but the model fit better by taking into consideration a broader 

conceptualization of instrumental orientations and global awareness, which are becoming 

more and more evident in current Chinese society. Overall, some of the research findings 

from the quantitative inquiry are corroborated by the interview findings from the 

qualitative inquiry, whilst some of the findings in the two inquiries diverge. Each of the 

six conclusions is presented and discussed below. 
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The Association between Attitude and Motivation  

According to the SEC theoretical diagram from Gardner’s (1985a) socio-

educational model (see Chapter 1), attitudes toward the language learning situation, 

including attitudes toward language teachers and attitudes toward language courses, 

influence students’ motivation to learn. As shown in the improved final model of the 

structural equation modelling (SEM) analysis of the current study, students’ attitudes 

toward their English teacher and English course had a positive influence on motivation. 

The more positive the students thought of their teacher and English course, the higher 

motivation they held toward learning English. Previous studies have supported that 

classroom teachers can make a difference in their students’ attitudes toward languages 

and the culture. For example, Mantle-Bromley (1995) reported that students’ attitudes 

toward the teacher, the class, the language, speakers of the language, and cultures of the 

language speakers were all statistically significant in their relationship with both 

students’ achievement and their intentions to continue to learn the language. Dörnyei 

(2001) pointed out that appropriate teacher behaviours and a good relationship with the 

students, a pleasant and supportive atmosphere in the classroom, and a cohesive learner 

group with appropriate group norms are the three conditions that can collectively mould 

the psychological environment in which learning takes place.  

This study’s interview results corroborated that, at the class level, students’ 

attitudes toward their English language teacher and their attitudes toward their English 

course were important in influencing their motivation to learn English. Harmony between 

teachers’ instructional style and students’ learning style can boost and maintain students’ 

enthusiasm for learning because teachers, as powerful motivators, play a significant role 
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in socializing and shaping the motivation of students (Dörnyei, 2001; Dörnyei & Csizer, 

1998). 

The Association between Integrative/Instrumental Orientations and Motivation 

The SEC theoretical diagram indicates that both integrativeness and 

instrumentality influence students’ motivation to learn. The survey results demonstrate 

that three elements in integrative orientations (integrative orientation, interest in English, 

and attitude toward English speaking people) collaboratively influence motivation. The 

higher the students held their integrativeness, the higher their motivation was. Gardner 

(1979) pointed out that, in the acquisition of a second/foreign language, students are not 

only learning information such as vocabulary and grammar, but also acquiring symbolic 

elements of a different ethnolinguisitc community, which involves “imposing elements of 

another culture into one’s own life space” (p. 194). He argued that the balance between 

the student’s own cultural community and his or her willingness or ability to identify with 

other cultural communities is important in successfully acquiring the language.  

Comparing the means of the three instrumental orientations, job orientation was 

endorsed more by students than further-education and mark orientations. The effects of 

the three instrumental orientations on motivation showed that mark orientation had a 

significant negative effect on motivation, further-education orientation had a significant 

positive effect on motivation, and job orientation had no significant effect on motivation. 

Overall, the more the students were mark oriented, the less motivation they had toward 

English learning. On the contrary, further-education orientation had a positive impact on 

motivating students.  
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 Looking at the effects of integrativeness and instrumentality on motivation 

together, it seems that the claims about integrativeness being incapable of accounting for 

students’ motivation in EFL contexts were not supported by this part of the data. As well, 

Dörnyei’s (1994) assertion that instrumentality might be more important than 

integrativeness for foreign language learners was not supported by findings from this part 

of the study. The hypothesis analysis regarding the effects of integrativeness and 

instrumentality further indicated that integrativeness had a stronger influence on 

motivation among these students in the context of this study. 

The interview results, however, showed that students were more motivated by 

instrumental orientations than by integrative orientations, and the idea of integrating to an 

English-speaking community was considered not realistic and applicable to them. In this 

particular Chinese university context, in which direct contact with L2 speakers was 

limited, the L2 community was still well-known to the learners through indirect contact 

with it, through their exposure to a range of L2 cultural products and artifacts. The effects 

of milieu and such indirect contacts (media and the Internet) are important in developing 

language proficiency in EFL contexts (Csizer & Kormos, 2008).  

Additionally, these students commented that the fact that English is a compulsory 

course is an important motivation. This result is in line with Huguet’s (2006) findings 

that the presence of a certain language in the curriculum favours the development of 

positive attitudes toward that language. This “required motivation” was also found to be a 

prominent motivator in Warden and Lin’s (2000) study among Taiwanese students. Chen, 

Warden, and Chang (2005), who explored language learning motivation constructs in a 

Chinese cultural setting, argued for a motivator called the “Chinese Imperative,” 
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reflecting the emphasis on requirements that are internalized within this culturally 

specific context.  

With job orientation representing a typical type of pragmatic orientation, its 

influence on motivated behaviour is unclear in this study, probably because the high 

endorsement of this instrumental orientation renders it less able to differentiate students’ 

different levels of motivation statistically. On the other hand, the association between 

further-education orientation and motivation found in the current study partly echoes Gao 

et al.’s (2003) “going abroad” orientation among Chinese undergraduates. Gao et al. 

maintained that special features characterized Chinese undergraduates’ motivation in 

learning English. In addition to having “going abroad” as a motivation to learn English 

well, they also regarded a “social responsibility” as one of their motivations to learn 

English well, that is, an awareness of using English as a channel or tool to communicate 

China’s development internationally and making their own contributions to that 

development.  

Fulfilling social responsibility as one of the overarching objectives in learning 

English found in this study can be explained from the perspective of the concept of 

imagined global community (Lamb, 2004). According to this concept, EFL students’ 

motivation to learn English stems from a deep sense of identification with the language, 

which cannot easily be labelled as integrative or instrumental. Rather, they aspire toward 

a ‘bicultural’ identity (Arnett, 2002), which incorporates an English-speaking 

international version of themselves with access to the knowledge, freedom, and 

prosperity that global citizenship promises. The language learning that is going on is 

culturally inspired – through identification with a global culture and its possible future 
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rewards – and facilitated by popular culture with its English-language media in the form 

of songs, films, computer technology, and so on (Lamb, 2004).  

These statements were also partly echoed in the interview findings of this study. 

Students expressed their unanimous realization of the importance of English in their 

current study, further study, and future career. At the same time, they acknowledged the 

balance they thought Chinese university students should strive to keep: developing 

English competency and maintaining Chinese culture. Previous research has tended to 

focus on the role of integrativeness in learning English, either integrating into the 

English-speaking community as suggested by Gardner’s socio-educational model, or 

integrating into the global community as suggested by some recent studies (e.g., Lamb, 

2004; Yashima, 2009).  

Findings of this study in the context of Chinese university students add new 

meanings to the socio-educational model. In this English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

context, some Chinese university students regarded English as a communicative tool. 

While they were learning English, they held relatively pragmatic and realistic visions of 

the language, and might not necessarily have particular sentimental feelings toward 

integrating into any community other than their own. The interview results showed that 

those students would like to grasp English and use it to fulfill different purposes (e.g., get 

a good mark, obtain a credential, or prepare for further studies). They were not 

necessarily looking for integrating into an English community and sacrificing their own 

language and culture. Therefore, integrativeness, as defined by Gardner (1985a), that 

involves language learners’ identification with native speakers of the L2, may not have 

much relevance for some learners of English in today’s world.  
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Overall, the seemingly contradictory results of the effects of integrativeness and 

instrumentality from the two inquiries point to the complexity of the motivational issue. It 

also shows that different ways of looking into the issue can add different layers of 

clarification or description.  

The Association between Global Awareness and Motivation 

With the current rise of China and the Chinese culture, G. Cheng (2008) argued 

that along with economic globalization comes political and cultural globalization. He 

suggested that Chinese cultural strategy should switch from a passive “defensive” type to 

one that is active and “enterprising,” from stressing the protection of China’s traditional 

national culture to stressing participation in world culture, and from “taking” to “giving” 

(G. Cheng, 2008). These ideas were shared by the interviewees in this study who argued 

that English is a bridge to connect Chinese traditional culture and Western technology 

and that there should be a balance between maintaining Chinese language and culture and 

encouraging university students to learn English well. All of the interviewees perceived 

the significance of English as an important international language in their learning 

contexts as well as its potential value in many aspects of their lives. They were aware of 

their own identity, and they did not think their interest in learning English, improving 

their English skills, and passing English tests (e.g., the CET-4) would mean sacrificing 

their Chinese identity, language, and home culture.  

This result was backed up by the high means of global awareness from the survey: 

The means for the three items of the construct were all over 4 out of 5. Second, further 

analysis of the survey data revealed a weak effect of global awareness toward language 

achievement via motivation. This result could be explained by the unanimous agreement 
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among students from different groups. In other words, the concept of global awareness 

was well acknowledged by Chinese university students, yet the SEM analysis 

demonstrated that this concept was not differentiating enough to predict different levels 

of motivation to learn. 

Previous research (Baker, 2008; Yashima, 2002, 2009) suggests that cultural 

awareness, i.e., a conscious understanding of the role that culture plays in language 

learning and communication in both first and foreign languages, is a step further into 

motivation in EFL contexts. Cultural awareness enables language learners to understand 

the role that culture and context play in any interpretation of meaning; to compare 

cultures; to facilitate understanding in cultural facts, cultural norms, and intercultural 

communication; and to relate individuals to domestic and foreign cultures (Baker, 2008). 

In China, similar to many Asian countries, developing cultural awareness is an important 

skill to aid in effective intercultural communication. Knutson (2006) argued for an 

increased emphasis on an understanding of self as cultural subject and an openness of 

mind toward cultural difference. 

Similarly, Gardner (2001) pointed out that, in addition to linguistic outcomes, 

there is a non-linguistic outcome that is demonstrated by global and cultural awareness in 

understanding English being an international language and an intercultural language. In 

this study, clearly, the linguistic outcome was reflected by students’ English performance 

as measured by the CET-4, and the non-linguistic outcome was demonstrated by the 

students’ global awareness as reflected by cultural awareness and recognition of the 

importance of English in university students’ lives. 
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The Association between Anxiety and Achievement  

The presence and influence of foreign language anxiety on performance has been 

often reported in the literature (e.g., Cubukcu, 2007; Horwitz et al., 1986; Liu, 2006; 

MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991). Gardner and MacIntyre (1993) claimed that language 

anxiety was the best single correlate of achievement. The survey results confirmed this 

claim: anxiety was the best predictor of confidence and it was also the best predictor of 

language achievement as measured by the CET-4. In a similar vein, Ganschow et al.’s 

(1994) study demonstrated that high anxiety level students exhibited poorer language 

skills. Ganschow and Sparks (1996) also reported that low anxiety level students 

outperformed high anxiety level students overall.  

Interview results, however, did not support the relationship found in the survey 

results between anxiety and language achievement. Most students did not perceive 

themselves to be very anxious in their university settings, either in English classrooms or 

in English testing situations. In addition, these students considered themselves to be 

experienced test-takers and were adept in test-taking strategies. However, they did 

express their anxiety toward oral English in the classroom, a result that is in line with 

Phillips’ (1992) findings of the effects of students’ anxiety on oral test performance. His 

findings support a moderate inverse relationship between language anxiety and 

performance: Students who expressed more foreign language anxiety tended to receive 

lower exam grades than their less anxious counterparts. However, because the CET 

spoken test is not included in the regular CET-4, and students need to achieve a certain 

test-taking strategy level in the CET-4 to be able to take the spoken test, the actual 
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relationship between anxiety and oral test performance was not investigated here in this 

study.  

The literature on anxiety in second/foreign language learning indicates that 

anxiety interferes with the processes of language encoding, storage, and retrieval 

(MacIntyre, 1995). Cognitive processes through which anxiety might interfere with test 

performance were not revealed from the survey and interview results in the current study. 

The one student who reported high anxiety in testing situations stated that he could 

manage to calm down after several minutes and concentrate on the test. The cyclical 

relation between anxiety and performance, that is, as students experience more failure, 

their anxiety level may increase more, was not confirmed in this study.  

The result of frequently reported classroom anxiety but less frequently reported 

test anxiety in this study may be explained by the particular research context. Cross-

cultural studies and studies conducted in Asian contexts have indicated that viewing 

Asian students as being more likely to be anxious was a stereotype held by many people. 

For example, Crystal et al. (1994) reported a cross-cultural study in evaluating the 

popular stereotype that students in high-achieving Asian countries such as Taiwan and 

Japan experienced a higher degree of psychological distress than did their lower-

achieving American counterparts. Their findings did not support the belief: The high-

achieving Chinese students did not report higher psychological distress than their 

American counterparts. 

The differential perspectives of anxiety indicate that language anxiety is a multi-

faceted, relative concept, which could be triggered by different causes. It may depend on 

previous learning experiences (e.g., accent in Chinese); proficiency levels; familiarity 

 174



 

with testing materials; perceived Chinese proficiency, i.e., whether students think their 

poor Chinese writing skills will be transferred to poor English writing skills; and 

perceived language function, i.e., whether it is productive or receptive language skills. 

Previous researchers confirmed that the degrees of language anxiety were related to 

proficiency levels (Yan & Horwitz, 2008), cognitive abilities (Goetz, Preckel, Pekrun, & 

Hall, 2007), different use of metacognitive strategies in completing assigned tasks 

(Vandergrift, 2007), and class arrangement and teacher characteristics (Yan & Horwitz, 

2008).  

The Associations among Motivation, Achievement, and Confidence  

In the current study, the concept of confidence was composed of linguistic 

confidence and test confidence. Linguistic self-confidence was described as a powerful 

mediator that affected students’ motivation and their use of the language skills. Test 

confidence was the confidence that test-takers displayed during test taking. Based on the 

final structural model, confidence was positively influenced by motivation and 

achievement and negatively influenced by anxiety. The alternative models tested in the 

SEM analysis indicated that confidence and achievement had a reciprocal relationship: 

higher confidence led to higher achievement, which in turn resulted in higher confidence. 

Anxiety levels were closely related to confidence levels.  

Linguistic confidence, comprised of self-perceived confidence in reading, 

listening, writing, and speaking, causes, and at the same time, is caused by language 

achievement. In the EFL context, the quantity and quality of indirect extracurricular 

contact with the L2 culture affect linguistic self-confidence (Clément, Dörnyei, & Noels, 

1994). Dörnyei (2001) contended that linguistic self-confidence bears similarities with 
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self-efficacy theory, which refers to the beliefs about one’s capability to exercise control 

over one’s own level of functioning. According to Bandura (1993), previous performance, 

encouragement from others, and anxiety levels are the determinants of self-efficacy.  

Group Differences  

The relationship between the examined psychological factors and Chinese 

university students’ performance in the CET-4 were investigated in four types of group 

differences: gender differences, university major differences, English learning start time 

differences, and proficiency differences.  

Overall, more differences were found between the two genders than between 

other groups compared. The relatively higher test scores among female students may be 

accounted for by the differences found in the examined psychological factor differences. 

The interview results showed that females tended to spend more time on English learning 

than males, and their interest in learning English was higher. Ryan (2009) suggested that 

the higher performance and stronger motivation to learn English among female students 

was because of the common perception of foreign languages as feminine subjects. Kissau 

(2006a, 2006b) also argued that traditional societal perceptions of language learning 

ability among male and female students account significantly for the gender difference in 

language development. In addition, the significant difference in integrativeness found in 

this study is congruent with Mori and Gobel’s (2006) findings, which suggested females 

had significantly higher values on integrativeness. As well, Dörnyei and Clément (2001) 

found that females scored significantly higher than males on direct contact with L2 

speakers, integrativeness, and cultural interest.  
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As for the effects of anxiety between the two genders, even though female 

students were subjected to more anxiety, they showed higher interest in English and more 

integrativeness, and performed relatively better. This result demonstrates the dual effects 

– the debilitating and facilitating effects – that anxiety may have on language learning as 

documented in the literature (e.g., Scovel, 1978). A certain level of anxiety may be 

beneficial in helping students to keep the necessary concentration to learning, so that 

sustained motivated learning behaviours can be maintained at a desirable level. To 

understand the distinction between facilitating and debilitating effects better, it may be 

important to understand students’ language anxiety threshold, a concept inspired by the 

concept of linguistic threshold in the linguistic and applied linguistic area (Bernhardt & 

Kamil, 1995), which implies that a level of second language linguistic ability must be 

obtained to achieve efficiency in the development of a second language. Analogically, 

language anxiety threshold is a level of language anxiety below which second/foreign 

language learners feel challenged yet not overwhelmingly anxious. 

Whether students come from the Arts programs or Science programs seemed not to 

make much difference in their English learning. Test scores of the students from the two 

lines of programs were close, and the examined factors influencing their CET-4 

performance were not significantly different. However, from the interview results, 

university major differences were found in the interviewees’ perception of the importance 

of English in their future jobs. Even though students from the Science programs 

acknowledged the importance of job orientation as one of the personal level instrumental 

orientations, students from the Arts programs seemed to be more emphatic in this respect. 

Not many previous studies have examined the academic discipline difference in 
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influencing English as second/foreign language learning. Only Andreou, Andreou, and 

Vlachos (2004) conducted a study in a sample of Greek undergraduate students. In their 

findings, academic discipline difference was a variable that significantly affected 

students’ performance on verbal fluency tasks in English as a Second Language. The 

authors explained that different workload and different departmental culture might cause 

this difference. The difference found in the current interview data is not supported by the 

statistics from the survey. More research needs to be carried out in this respect to further 

understand the impact of discipline differences in English learning. 

Whether students started to learn English before or after secondary school made a 

difference in the relationships between anxiety and confidence. The negative influence of 

anxiety toward confidence was smaller in the early group than the late group.  In addition, 

these two groups differed in the association between achievement and confidence. The 

early group’s confidence level was less influenced by their achievement than the late 

group’s. Linguistic confidence and test confidence of those who started to learn English 

in secondary schools was more influenced by their language achievement, a result 

supported by the literature. For example, Collier (1987) examined the relation of the 

length of time and proficiency achievement in English for academic purposes. He 

concluded that arrivals at ages 8-11 years were the fastest learners, requiring 2-5 years to 

reach the 50th percentile on national norms in all subjects. Arrivals at ages 5-6 needed at 

least 2-3 more years to reach the 8-11 year-old arrivals’ performance level. Arrivals at 

ages 12-15 were the lowest achievers, and they did not reach national average scores. 

These findings show that academic English proficiency cannot be achieved within a short 

period.  
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Further, Collier (1989) identified age at the time of exposure to a second language 

as one of the variables in influencing the success of second language acquisition. 

Montigny, Kelly, and Jones (1991) also found that the age when English was learned 

played a vital role in English literacy development for the Canadian immigrant 

population. A recent study by Roessingh and Elgie (2009) noted two critical thresholds 

for language and literacy development: a literacy threshold14 at around age 9, and a 

cognitive threshold at around age 15. Immigrant students who arrived in an English-

speaking country at these two different ages showed different trajectories of first 

language and English development.  

The research on Canadian immigrant students sheds some lights on the 

complexity of age and language development. The results of this study illustrated that 

students who had started to learn English earlier than secondary school had a stronger 

desire to learn English, and higher global awareness and linguistic confidence. Thus 

language development, probably different from the development of other subjects, 

involves a time factor; not only the amount of language exposure is important, but also 

the start of the language exposure.  

High achievers and low achievers varied greatly in the examined psychological 

factors. High achievers generally had higher motivation to learn English, higher linguistic 

confidence as well as test confidence, but lower class anxiety and test anxiety. In addition, 

the two groups differed in the two associations examined in this study. The high 

achievers’ motivation was more influenced by integrativeness than the low achievers’. In 

                                                      
14 According to Roessingh and Elgie (2009), a literacy threshold refers to the beginning of the shift from 
‘learning to read’ to ‘reading to learn’ and the transition from Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills to 
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency; A cognitive threshold refers to the shift to symbolic thought 
that is marked by metaphoric competence. 
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addition, the high achievers’ motivation was more influenced by their perceived further-

education orientation than that of other counterparts.  

Furthermore, the interview results showed that the value of English is generally 

conceded by Chinese university students. However, what differentiates students with 

respect to English achievement is their willingness to commit the time and effort to attain 

it. High proficiency and low proficiency students differed in how they resorted to 

different learning resources. A successful language learner is less of a passive recipient of 

knowledge or input, but usually actively seeks out resources in her or his local context of 

learning.  

The interview results showed that the high proficiency students regarded it as their 

responsibility, as contemporary university students, to learn English well so that they 

could help to communicate between English and Chinese the most up-to-date information 

in their area of study. As well, high proficiency students had a clearer vision of their goal 

in English learning, and they were able to make use of more resources, including learning 

materials and learning opportunities. Furthermore, this group of students was usually 

more strategic in preparing for and taking English tests; for example, they tended to 

spend more time familiarizing themselves with writing test formats. Learner autonomy 

characterizes good language learners in learning strategy and learner self-regulation 

(Benson, 2000; Dörnyei, 2001; Wenden, 1991). Independent interactions with learning 

materials, educational technology, and learning strategies, as well as learner control over 

the planning and evaluation of learning and the curriculum are approaches that are 

associated with the development of learner autonomy (Benson, 2000). 

 180



 

Different levels of success between students in language learning may be explained 

by a complex and dynamic interplay of two aspects: the cognitive aspect and the affective 

aspect of language learning (Gan et al., 2004). The latter refers to emotion self-

management in dealing with positive and negative sides of affect that may be associated 

with language learning. A larger number of learning or practice activities used and a 

more sophisticated use of strategies by the successful students, as compared to those 

employed by the unsuccessful students, might be related to the former’s overall English 

learning goal, which was characterized by their apparent emphasis on a practical 

command of English. The majority of successful students in Gan et al.’s study seemed to 

be motivated both externally and internally, as were the students from the current study. 

Little (2007) pointed out that the ability to take charge of one’s own learning 

characterizes learner autonomy. Independent or autonomous language learning has 

mainly been associated with Western and tertiary educational settings; it is sometimes 

perceived to be more problematic in an Asian context, such as in Indonesia (Lamb, 2004). 

While warning against stereotyping ‘Asian learners,’ Littlewood (1999) suggests that 

socialisation practices in family and school inevitably influence learners’ attitudes and 

responses to academic freedom, and therefore different types of learner autonomy may be 

suited to Asian educational contexts.  

Highlights from the Findings 

This section first highlights some major findings from this study. It then brings 

together discussions of the characteristics of Chinese university students’ English 

learning, the CET-4, and its relevance to teaching and learning.  
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The major findings from the survey are as follows: 1) Students’ attitude toward 

their English class and their English teacher, their integrativeness, and their further-

education orientation influenced their motivation to learn English well. 2) Students’ 

motivation, in turn, influenced their achievement in the CET-4 and their English 

linguistic confidence and English test confidence levels. 3) Students’ English classroom 

anxiety and English test anxiety were negatively associated with their CET-4 

achievement and their confidence levels.  

 The major findings from the interviews are as follows: 1) varied instrumental 

orientations, including mark orientation, further-education orientation, and job orientation 

were prominent in influencing the students’ English learning, while integrative 

orientation was not. 2) Personal-level, class-level, and social-level factors interactively 

impacted on the students’ English learning. 3) Different types of anxieties were identified 

with regard to the development of different language skills. 4) Students recognized that 

the current globalized world added value to English since English proficiency would act 

as a bridge that would lead them to their future education and career.  

What Characterizes Chinese University Students’ English Learning? 

Chinese university students’ motivation in learning English is demonstrated at 

three interrelated levels: a personal level, a classroom level, and a societal level. At the 

personal level, their motivation includes internal motivators from themselves and external 

motivators from their parents. The internal motivators, which tend to be more obvious 

than the parental influences, can be categorized into instrumental and integrative 

orientations. The students display three types of instrumental orientations: mark 

orientation, further-education orientation, and job orientation. Integrative orientation is a 
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form of integrating into the imagined global community, rather than into any specific 

English-speaking community. In addition, personal interest in English and sustained 

efforts in spending time on English learning and resorting to different learning resources 

are important motivators. 

At the classroom level, the students regard the teacher factor as crucial, not only 

because teachers’ influence is reflected in his/her teaching style, teaching focus, and 

teaching qualifications, but also because the immediate, sometimes the only English 

learning environment they could have is the classroom environment that their teachers 

provided. According to Dörnyei (2000), the teacher’s personality, competence, and 

socializing practices are all important in motivating students. At the classroom level, also 

comes peer influence. Peer pressure or peer support can both exist. Peer pressure can 

sometimes turn into motivation, which mostly makes students compete with each other to 

‘raise the bar’. Peer support can be useful in extending the learning environment from 

inside the classrooms to outside the classrooms; it can be the basis for forming 

cooperative learning groups that can substantially enhance students’ motivation to learn.  

At the societal level, socio-political events in the contemporary world were 

influential in motivating students to learn English well as an international language. 

University students are generally interested in socio-political events in this globalizing 

world. Equipped with English competency, they would open bigger windows for 

themselves to the outside world. Most importantly, any examination of individual 

differences and the test performance should take into account the factor of context, 

because language testing is a social practice (McNamara, 2007). Csizer and Dörnyei 

(2005) referred to external motivators as the language learning milieu. They contended 
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that the social influences of significant others, such as parents, family, and friends, stem 

from the immediate environment, known as the micro-context, as opposed to the macro-

context, which refers to broad, societal, and socio-cultural factors such as multicultural, 

intergroup, and ethnolinguistic relations. Clearly, both micro-context and macro-context 

had an influence on students’ motivation to learn, but the effects varied greatly depending 

on other factors such as group membership.  

The CET-4 and Its Relevance to Teaching and Learning 

Test results are useful in performing tests’ multi-functions in society (e.g., 

selection, promotion, and placement). To fulfill these functions, the test designers need to 

set a bar for test-takers to reach. The problem that comes along is the evaluation of the 

quality of the bar, i.e., whether it is set properly. One quality measure is whether the test 

is designed to measure what it is supposed to measure, the validity of the test. Some 

students from this study stated that they did not currently see any other better alternative 

to replace the CET-4 in China either due to its history or due to its prevalence. L. Cheng 

(2008) commented that with many university faculty members expressing concern over 

the reliability and validity of in-house proficiency tests, notwithstanding the negative 

washback, there is apparently little momentum to replace the CET.  

Therefore, the question to ponder is how the CET can be improved to suit the 

current needs of test stakeholders. Gronlund (2002) suggested that factors that lower the 

validity of assessment results, such as inadequate allowed time and poorly controlled 

conditions, should be decreased. As evident from this study’s interview findings, both of 

these two administrative problems were found in this research context. First, timing 

analysis of test items, if not yet done, should be conducted to better adjust to the speed of 
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the majority of test-takers. Accuracy will definitely be compromised if test-takers are 

concerned with their speed in completing the test. Second, testing facilities, in this case, 

radios used to complete listening comprehension, should be tested to ensure their stable 

quality to eliminate construct irrelevance that may be introduced because of the unstable 

quality of the radios used.  

Implications of the Study  

Research has shown the relationship between the rate of L2 acquisition and the 

influence of instruction time on achievement (Kalberer, 2007). In this study, a criticism 

of the Chinese English-education system at the tertiary level was raised for the lack of 

flexibility of students’ choices whether or not to take English courses. It would therefore 

be meaningful to adjust the instructional time based on students’ motivation to learn, 

instead of imposing a standard curriculum on every student. This type of academic 

freedom at the tertiary level could maximize learner autonomy and foster more self-

directed learning behaviour.  

Relevance in L2 teaching is important because students will not be motivated to 

learn if they see no relevance in their English class to the potential use of the language as 

it may be applied in their current and future life. The results of this study demonstrated 

different levels of factors that influenced Chinese university students’ motivation to learn 

English. At the personal level, promoting the importance of English in further education 

and less emphasis on marks might be an incentive to learn. At the classroom level, it is 

obvious that the teacher factor is important. Students’ views on the course and on the 

teacher constitute vital elements that influence their motivation. Meanwhile, since 

confidence and achievement create a recursive relationship, the increase of confidence 

 185



 

can be achieved by decreasing language anxiety and test anxiety, increasing motivation, 

and increasing test scores on the CET-4.  

Bernaus, Moore, and Azevedo (2007) pointed out that students’ attitudes toward 

the class and the teacher were related to many affective variables. Such results suggest 

that it would be profitable to conduct further research involving an investigation of 

teachers to examine how their actions and beliefs relate to affective characteristics of 

their students. There is evidence that with the government-mandated shift from the 

traditional grammar-based approaches to language teaching to communicative language 

teaching, Chinese university teachers struggled with their change in teaching methods, 

conceptions, and beliefs in their teaching philosophy, and alignment of teaching to a 

broader curriculum (Han, 2008). Wang’s (2006) study examined the implementation of a 

mandatory national college English curriculum within a Chinese tertiary context and 

found a discrepancy between policymakers’ intended curriculum and the teachers’ 

enacted curriculum. The results of the current study strengthen the vital role that teachers 

play in motivating students, because students’ attitudes toward their language teacher and 

language class were found to be positively associated with their motivation to learn the 

language. If teachers’ role in student learning is important, then undoubtedly teacher 

education is important, including the ways teachers implement curriculum and the ways 

they teach to meet the communicative language teaching approach.  

English teachers should create a supportive learning environment by setting 

proximal sub-goals, creating learner autonomy, increasing students’ self-confidence, and 

maximizing free choice (Dörnyei, 2001). The results of strong endorsement of job 

orientation and global awareness, but not significant links to motivation, may 
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demonstrate that, to promote motivation, it is meaningful to set proximal sub-goals that 

are clear and specific (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). It is of pedagogical importance to 

encourage students to possess a global outlook, critical thinking, and multiple 

perspectives in terms of languages, cultures, and identity, because as Yashima (2009) 

contended, it is a fundamental goal of English learning to empower students to deal with 

an increasingly more complex globalizing world.   

Further, an understanding of language anxiety threshold can help learners and 

teachers to be aware of a student’s comfort level, so as to avoid harmful feelings of 

anxiety, and carry out instructional interventions (e.g., coping strategies, tailored 

programs) whenever necessary to maximize learning. However, it has to be admitted that 

one’s uppermost limit of language anxiety threshold is anything but fixed. Therefore, it is 

important to situate an individual’s language learning in his/her specific context, while 

understanding or assessing his/her language anxiety threshold. 

 The differences found in this study’s early group and late group showed that it is 

beneficial for students’ English development if they start learning English at an earlier 

age. The differences found in the high proficiency and low proficiency groups indicated 

that initiating and recognizing certain types of motivation is relatively easy, but what 

distinguishes the proficiency levels is the maintenance of the motivation, and how 

motivation is converted to sustained efforts toward specific attainable learning goals. 

Relevance in L2 testing is equally important because, as a large-scale test, the 

CET-4 serves as a benchmark around which English language teaching and learning in 

China revolves (Zheng & Cheng, 2008). Research has suggested that testing should be an 

efficient agent for pedagogical change (Qi, 2007). General concerns about the use of 
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high-stakes testing relate to the defining of the purposes for which tests were developed 

(Solorzano, 2008), the alignment of the tests to the curriculum taught in individual 

classrooms, and the use of one measure - the test - to inform high-stakes decisions with 

regard to student placement, promotion, and graduation.  

Researchers in China have pointed out that the CET-4 does not assess 

communicative competence as the teaching syllabus requires (e.g., Gu & Liu, 2005; Han 

et al., 2004). The lack of a compulsory spoken test in the CET-4 makes the test less 

relevant in measuring students’ communicative language skills than a language test is 

supposed to measure. The inclusion of a compulsory speaking component in the test 

could strengthen the teaching of communicative competency. Not only could it promote 

students’ interest in building up oral communicative abilities in and outside the classroom, 

but it would also add relevance to the test, that is, test stakeholders could be able to see 

the relationship between the testing activities and the potential language use in real life. 

The test relevance could also be enhanced by incorporating interactive testing methods 

and testing integrative skills that are used in real-life daily communications. The 

realizations of relevance of teaching and relevance of testing could both lead to positive 

testing washback, a beneficial cycle among learning, teaching, and testing, where testing 

plays a pivotal role in generating the cycle. 

Limitations of the Study 

There are at least two limitations of the study. The first limitation is about the 

instrument design. To better reflect the current Chinese university students’ motivation in 

learning English, instrumental orientations were expanded and the concept of global 

awareness was also built into the model. These new variables were only piloted in a small 
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sample size. They now merit further examination in other research settings with larger 

sample sizes to refine the measuring instruments to better reflect the nature of these 

constructs. The development of the three instrumental orientations, based on exploratory 

factor analysis, and the formulation of global awareness items, although very important in 

the current study to reflect the contemporary features that Chinese university students 

might have, were guided by multiple regression results from the pilot study. These 

procedures were mostly data driven; therefore, a stronger theoretical foundation is needed 

for any future research along this line. In addition, since there were not many significant 

findings regarding the relationship between students’ motivation and these newly built 

variables, these variables need to be confirmed with some other further studies.  

The second limitation is concerned with the methodology design. With the 

concurrent embedded design of the mixed methods approach adopted in this study (i.e., it 

offered a priority to the quantitative part of the survey analysis), this design can result in 

unequal evidence within the study, which may be a disadvantage in interpreting the 

results (Creswell et al., 2003). It would therefore be worthwhile to conduct similar 

research adopting other types of mixed method approaches to further validate the results 

from different research methods: for example, a concurrent triangulation approach that 

gives equal priority to quantitative and qualitative methods, or a sequential exploratory 

approach where either the qualitative inquiries are built on the results from the 

quantitative inquiries or vice versa (Creswell, 2009).  

In the current study, I started the research design with a focus on the quantitative 

part. As the analysis went on, the qualitative part of the data, face-to-face interviews, 

became more relevant to my deeper understanding of the processes underlying the 
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observed relationships. On the one hand, the results of this study confirmed Lock et al.’s 

(2000) assumption that certain aspects of reality cannot be quantified, most importantly 

their statement that “what is real is regarded as invariably multiple and immutably 

relative to person and context” (p. 97). On the other hand, the complex nature of the 

results indicated that future research should probably consider a heavier focus on 

qualitative inquiries to further investigate similar research problems.  

Ushioda (2006) found that language learning motivation is increasingly becoming 

linked to theories of self and identity. Dörnyei and Ushioda (2009) suggested that future 

L2 motivation research should take motivation as a situated, dynamic, and person-in-

context relational concept, which “take[s] into account sufficiently the process-oriented 

nature of motivation or the dynamic interaction between motivation and the social 

environment” (p. 354). Recent research in the Japanese context has demonstrated that the 

ideal L2 self, a concept developed by Dörnyei (2005) based on self theory from 

psychology, was found to be equivalent to integrativeness (Ryan, 2009). A further 

investigation is needed to examine the tripartite construct of self15: the ideal L2 self, the 

ought-to L2 self, and the L2 learning experience of Chinese university students as related 

by their integration into the imagined global world. 

Significance of the Study  

The current study is one of the few studies that have explored the relationships 

between Chinese university students’ psychological factors and their English test 

performance using a concurrent embedded design of the mixed methods approach. 
                                                      
15 Ideal L2 self is a motivator to learn an L2 because of the desire to reduce the discrepancy between one’s 
actual and ideal selves; ought-to L2 self is the attributes that one believes one ought to possess to meet 
expectations and to avoid possible negative outcomes; L2 learning experience concerns situated, executive 
motives related to the immediate learning environment and experiences (Dörnyei, 2009). 
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Literature shows that test-takers’ contributions to their successes in second/foreign 

language tests can never be underestimated (Cohen & Dörnyei, 2002; Larsen-Freeman, 

2001). Affective variables, such as motivation and anxiety, can influence or even 

determine how a student will do in his or her language learning process (Chamorro-

Premuzic & Furnham, 2003).  

 This study reinforced the point that the relationship between students’ test-taker 

characteristics and their test performance is a very complex matter (Kunnan, 1995).  

From a methodological point of view, the results demonstrated that quantitative inquiry 

and qualitative inquiry offer different perspectives into the investigation of this complex 

matter. Quantitative inquiry provides statistics that make generalizations of the patterns 

of the examined factors, while qualitative inquiry provides more detailed information 

about students’ perceptions of the factors that influence their English learning and testing.  

Riding (2005) stated that “in education, if account were taken of individual 

differences in student characteristics, then learning performance should be improved in 

comparison with an approach that takes no account of individual differences” (p. 659). In 

the area of English as Second Language teaching, learning, and testing in China, there is 

equally meaningful significance to take into account the learner differences that 

characterize Chinese university students and the contemporary learning environment in 

which they are situated. A concurrent examination of some primary psychological 

characteristics in relation to the high-stakes language test performance can be a further 

step to enrich and expand our knowledge in theory development in L2 (e.g., motivational 

theories and anxiety theories). This kind of examination can also add evidence to test 
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validity investigations because test-taker characteristics, including psychological factors, 

directly impact on the way test-takers process test tasks (Weir, 2005). 

It must be acknowledged at the end of this dissertation that interactive 

relationships are common in the motivational domain (Dörnyei, 2001). The alternative 

models examined in this study indicated that interactive relationships exist among the 

factors investigated, i.e., the relationship between achievement and confidence. Previous 

research acknowledged the reciprocal relationship between psychological variables and 

educational achievement (Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002; Winne 

& Marx, 1989), the reciprocal relationship between anxiety and achievement (MacIntyre, 

Noels, & Clément, 1997), and the reciprocal relationship between confidence and 

achievement (Lee, 2002; Noels & Clément, 1996). Therefore, it may be over simplistic to 

assume unidirectionality using causal models, due to their inability to operate “in an 

interactive mode in a continuous, cyclical fashion” (Dörnyei, 2001, p. 230). I choose to 

end this dissertation by quoting Gardner’s (1985a) fundamental work in this line of 

research:  

It must be emphasized that there is no intention here to convince others that the 
model is the true or final one. I personally don’t believe it is. I do feel, however, 
that it contains many elements which must be considered in future developments. 
A true test of any theoretical formulation is not only its ability to explain and 
account for phenomena which have been demonstrated, but also its ability to 
provide suggestions for further investigations, to raise new questions, and to 
promote further developments and open new horizons. (p. 166)  

 

 

 192



 

REFERENCES 
 

Aida, Y. (1994). Examination of Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope’s construct of foreign 

language anxiety: The case of students of Japanese. The Modern Language Journal, 

78, 155-168. 

Andreou, E., Andreou, G., & Vlachos, F. (2004). Studying orientations and performance 

on verbal tasks in a second language. Learning and Individual Differences, 15, 23-

33. 

Arnett, J. J. (2002). The psychology of globalization. American Psychologist, 57, 774-

783. 

Au, S. Y. (1988). A critical appraisal of Gardner's social-psychological theory of second-

language (L2) learning. Language Learning, 38, 75-99. 

Babbie, E. (1990). Survey research methods (2nd ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.  

Bachman, L., & Cohen, A. (1998). Interfaces between second language acquisition and 

language testing research. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University.  

Bachman, L. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. New York: 

Oxford University.  

Bachman, L. (2004). Statistical analysis for language assessment. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University.  

Bachman, L. (2005). Building and supporting a case for test use. Language Assessment 

Quarterly, 2(1), 1-34. 

Bailey, P., Onwuegbuzie, A. J., & Daley, C. E. (2000). Correlates of anxiety at three 

stages of the foreign language learning process. Journal of Language and Social 

Psychology, 19, 474-492. 

 193



 

Baker, S. C., & MacIntyre, P. D. (2000). The role of gender and immersion in 

communication and second language orientations. Language Learning, 50, 311-

341. 

Baker, W. (2008). A critical examination of ELT in Thailand: The role of cultural 

awareness. RELC Journal, 39(1), 131-146. 

Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived self-efficacy in cognitive development and functioning. 

Educational Psychologist, 28, 117-148. 

Behling, O., & Law, K. S. (2000). Translating questionnaires and other research 

instruments: Problems and solutions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Benson, J., Moulin-Julian, M., Schwarzer, C., Seipp, B., & EI-Zahhar, N. (1992). Cross 

validation of a revised test anxiety scale using multi-national sample. In K. A. 

Hagtvet & T. B. Johnsen (Eds.), Advances in test anxiety research (pp. 62-83). 

Amsterdam, Netherlands: Swette & Zeitlinger.  

Benson, P. (2000). Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. London: 

Longman. 

Bruce, L. B. (2007). Qualitative research methods for the social sciences (6th ed.). 

Boston: Pearson. 

Bernat, E., & Data, B. (2008). Beyond beliefs: Psycho-cognitive, sociocultural and 

emergent ecological approaches to learner perceptions in foreign language 

acquisition. Asian EFL Journal, 10(3), 7-27. 

Bernaus, M., Moore, E., & Azevedo, A. C. (2007). Affective factors influencing 

plurilingual students’ acquisition of Catalan in a Catalan-Spanish bilingual context. 

The Modern Language Journal, 91, 235-246. 

 194



 

Bernhardt, E. B., & Kamil, M. L. (1995). Interpreting relationships between L1 and L2 

reading: Consolidating the linguistic threshold and the linguistic interdependence 

hypotheses. Applied Linguistics, 16, 15-34.  

Biggs, J. B. (1996). Western misperceptions of the Confucian-heritage learning culture. 

In D. Watkins & J. B. Biggs (Eds.), The Chinese learner: Cultural, psychological, 

and contextual Influences (pp. 45-67). Hong Kong: Comparative Education 

Research Center.  

Bodas, J., & Ollendick, T. H. (2005). Test anxiety: A cross-cultural perspective. Clinical 

Child & Psychology Review, 8, 65-88. 

Bollen, K. A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York: John Wiley 

& Sons. 

Brown, J. D., Robson, G., & Rosenkjar, P. R. (2001). Personality, motivation, anxiety, 

strategies, and language proficiency of Japanese students. In Z. Dörnyei & R. W. 

Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition (pp. 361-398). 

Honolulu: University of Hawaii. 

Brown, T. A. (2006). Confirmatory factor analysis for applied research. New York: 

Guilford. 

Browne, M. W. (1991). FITMOD: A computer program for calculating point and interval 

estimates of fit measures. Unpublished manuscript, Ohio State University. 

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R., (1992). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. 

Sociological Methods and Research, 21, 230–258. 

Brutt-Griffler, J. (2002). World English: A study of its development. Clevedon, UK: 

Multilingual Matters. 

 195



 

Byrne, B. M. (1998). Structural equation modelling with LISREL, PRELIS, and 

SIMPLIS: Basic concepts, Applications, and programming. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates.  

Caracelli, V. J., & Greene, J. C. (1993). Data analysis strategies for mixed-method 

evaluation designs. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 15, 195-207. 

Casado, M. A., & Dereshiwsky, M. I. (2001). Foreign language anxiety of university 

students. College Student Journal, 35, 539-551. 

Casado, M. A., & Dereshiwsky, M. I. (2004). Effect of educational strategies on anxiety 

in the second language classroom: An exploratory comparative study between U.S. 

and Spanish first-semester university students. College Student Journal, 38, 23-35.  

Cassady, J. C., & Johnson, R. E. (2002). Cognitive test anxiety and academic 

performance. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 27, 270-295. 

Chambers, G. N. (1999). Motivating language learners. Clevedon, UK: Multilingual 

Matters. 

Chamorro-Premuzic, T., & Furnham, A. (2003). Personality predicts academic 

performance: Evidence from two longitudinal university samples. Journal of 

Research in Personality, 37, 319-338. 

Chang, A. C.-S., & Read, J. (2008). Reducing listening test anxiety through various 

forms of listening support. TESL-EJ, 12(1), 1-25. 

Chao, C.-T. (2003). Foreign language anxiety and emotional intelligence: A study of EFL 

students in Taiwan. Unpublished Ed. D. Dissertation, Texas A & M University, 

Kingsville, TX. 

 196



 

Chen, J. F., Warden, C. A., & Chang, H. T. (2005). Motivators that do not motivate: The 

case of Chinese EFL learners and the influence of culture on motivation. TESOL 

Quarterly, 39, 609-633. 

Cheng, G. (2008). Chinese culture: self awareness and self-confidence. Social Sciences in 

China, 29, 195-204. 

Cheng, L. (2008). The key to success: English language testing in China. Language 

Testing, 25, 15-37. 

Cheng, L., & Curtis, A. (2010). The impact of English language assessment and the 

Chinese learner in China and beyond. In L. Cheng & A. Curtis (Eds.), English 

Language assessment and the Chinese learner (pp. 267-273). New York: 

Routledge.  

Cheng, L., Klinger, D., & Zheng, Y. (2009). Examining students’ after-school literacy 

activities and their literacy performance on the Ontario Secondary School Literacy 

Test. Canadian Journal of Education 31(4), 116-149. 

Cheng, Y. (2002). Factors associated with foreign language writing anxiety. Foreign 

Language Annals, 35, 647-656. 

Chou, A.-L. (2005). Factors affecting the learning of English: A study of the attitudes 

toward and motivations for learning English as a foreign language among 

university students in Taiwan. Unpublished Ed. D. Dissertation, Texas A & M 

University, Kingsville, TX.  

Clément, R., & Kruidenier, B. G. (1985), Aptitude, attitude and motivation in second 

language proficiency: A test of Clément's model. Journal of Language and Social 

Psychology, 4, 21-38.  

 197



 

Clément, R., & Gardner, R. C. (2001). Second language mastery. In P. Robinson & H. 

Giles (Eds.), The new handbook of language and social psychology (pp. 489-504). 

Chichester, UK: John Wiley & Sons. 

Clément, R., Dörnyei, Z., & Noels, K. (1994). Motivation, self-confidence, and group 

cohesion in a foreign language classroom. Language Learning, 44, 417-448. 

Clyne, M. (2003). Dynamics of language contact: English and immigrant languages. 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University.  

Cohen, A., & Dörnyei, Z. (2002). Focus on the language learner: Motivation, styles, and 

strategies. In N. Schmitt (Ed.), An introduction to applied linguistics (pp. 170-190). 

London, ON: Arnold. 

Collier, V. P. (1987). Age and rate of acquisition of second language for academic  

purpose. TESOL Quarterly, 21, 617-641. 

Collier, V. P. (1989). How long? A synthesis of research on academic achievement in a 

second language. TESOL Quarterly, 23, 509-531. 

Covington, M. V., Omelich, C. L., & Schwarzer, R. (1986). Anxiety, aspirations, and 

self-concept in the achievement process: A longitudinal model with latent variables. 

Motivation and Emotion, 10, 71-89. 

Creswell, J. (2009). Mapping the field of mixed methods research. Journal of Mixed 

Methods Research, 3, 95-108.  

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five 

approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Creswell, J. W., Clark, V. L., Gutmann, M. L., & Hanson, W. E. (2003). Advanced 

mixed methods research designs. In A. Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.), Handbook 

 198



 

of mixed methods in the social & behavioural sciences (pp. 209-240). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Crittenden, K. S. (1996). Causal attribution processes among the Chinese. In M. H. Bond 

(Ed.), The handbook of Chinese psychology (pp. 263-279). Hong Kong: Oxford 

University.  

Crocker, L., Schmitt, A., & Tang, L. (1988). Test anxiety and standardized achievement 

test performance in the middle school years. Measurement and Evaluation in 

Counseling and Development, 20, 49–57. 

Crookes, G., & Schmidt, R. W. (1991). Motivation: Reopening the research agenda. 

Language Learning, 41, 469-512. 

Crystal, D. (2003). English as a global language (2nd ed.). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 

University. 

Crystal, D. S., Chen, C., Fuligni, A. J., Stevenson, H. W., Hsu, C,-C., Ko, H.-J., et al. 

(1994). Psychological maladjustment and academic achievement: A cross-cultural 

study of Japanese, Chinese, and American high school studies. Child Development, 

65, 738-753. 

Csizer, K., & Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The internal structure of language learning motivation 

and its relationship with language choice and learning effort. The Modern Language 

Journal, 89, 19-36. 

Csizér. K., & Kormos, J. (2008). The relationship of inter-cultural contact and language 

learning motivation among Hungarian students of English and German. Journal of 

Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 29, 30-48.  

 199



 

Cubukcu, F. (2007). Foreign language anxiety. Iranian Journal of Language Studies, 1(2), 

133-142.  

Deacon, D., Bryman, A. & Fenton, N. (1998). Collision or collusion: A discussion and 

case study of the unplanned triangulation of quantitative and qualitative research 

methods. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 1(1), 47-63. 

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1986). The dynamics of self-determination in personality and 

development. In R. Scharzer (Ed.), Test anxiety, worry, and cognitive interference 

(pp. 171-193). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Csizer, K., & Kormos, J. (2008). Modelling the role of inter-cultural contact in the 

motivation of learning English as a foreign language. Applied Linguistics, 1-20.  

Dewaele, J. M. (2005). Socio-demographic, Psychological and politico-cultural correlates 

in Flemish students' attitudes toward French and English. Journal of Multilingual 

and Multicultural Development, 26, 118-137. 

Diamontopoulou, A., & Siguaw, J. A. (2000). Introducing LISREL: A guide for the 

uninitiated. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Dörnyei, Z. (1994). Motivation and motivating in the foreign language classroom. The 

Modern Language Journal, 78, 273-284. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2001). Teaching and researching motivation. Harlow, UK: Pearson 

Education. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2003a). Attitudes, orientations, and motivations in language learning: 

Advances in theory, research, and applications. Language Teaching, 53, 3-32. 

Dörnyei, Z. (2003b). Questionnaires in second language research: Construction, 

administration, and processing. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.  

 200



 

Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learners: Individual differences in 

second language acquisition. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.  

Dörnyei, Z. (2009). The L2 motivational self system. In Z. Dörnyei & E. Ushioda (Eds.), 

Motivation, Language identity and the L2 self (pp. 9-42). Bristol, UK: 

Multilingual Matters.  

Dörnyei, Z., & Clément, R. (2001). Motivational characteristics of learning different 

target languages: Results of a nationwide survey. In Z. Dörnyei & R. Schimdt 

(Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition (pp. 391-424). Honolulu: 

University of Hawaii.  

Dörnyei Z., & Csizer, K. (1998). Ten Commandments for Motivating Language 

Learners: Results of an Empirical Study. Language Teaching Research, 2, 203-

229.  

Dörnyei, Z., & Ushioda, E. (Eds.). (2009). Motivation, Language identity and L2 Self. 

Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters.  

Drew, P. Y., & Watkins, D. (1997). Affective variables, learning approaches and 

academic achievement: A causal modelling investigation with Hong Kong tertiary 

students. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 68, 173-188. 

Ehrman, M. E. (1996). The affective dimension: Motivation, self-efficacy, and anxiety. In 

M. E. Ehrman (Ed.), Understanding second language difficulties (pp. 135-162). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Ellis, R. (1994). The study of second language acquisition. Oxford, UK: Oxford 

University. 

 201

http://d.wanfangdata.com.cn/ExternalResource-sdwyjx200201003%5e3.aspx
http://d.wanfangdata.com.cn/ExternalResource-sdwyjx200201003%5e3.aspx
http://d.wanfangdata.com.cn/ExternalResource-sdwyjx200201003%5e3.aspx


 

Erzberger, C., & Prein, G. (1997). Triangulation: Validity and Empirically-based 

Hypothesis Construction. Quality and Quantity, 31, 141-54. 

Erzberger, C., & Kelle, U. (2003). Making inferences in mixed methods: The rules of 

integration. In A. Tashakkori & C. Teddlie (Eds.). Handbook of mixed methods in 

the social & behavioural sciences (pp. 457-490). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Eysenck, M. W. (1979). Anxiety, learning, and memory: A reconceptualization. Journal 

of Research in Personality, 13, 363-385. 

Eysenck, M. W. (1988). Anxiety and attention. Anxiety Research, 1, 9-15. 

Eysenck, M.W., & Calvo, M. G. (1992). Anxiety and performance: The processing 

efficiency theory. Cognition and Emotion, 6, 409-434. 

Fabrigar, L. R., Wegener, D. T., MacCallum, R. C., & Strahan, E. J. (1999). Evaluating 

the use of exploratory factor analysis in psychological research. Psychological 

Methods, 4, 272-299.  

Flink, A. (2002). The survey kit (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Fontana, A., & Frey, J. H. (2000). The interview: From structured questions to negotiated 

text. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of qualitative research (pp. 

703-715). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Fowler, F. J. (2009). Survey research methods (4th ed.). Los Angeles, CA: Sage.  

Gan, Z., Humphreys, G., & Hamp-Lyons, L. (2004). Understanding successful and 

unsuccessful EFL students in Chinese universities. The Modern Language Journal, 

88, 229-244. 

Ganschow, L., & Sparks, R. (1996). Anxiety about foreign language learning among high 

school women. The Modern Language Journal, 80, 199-212. 

 202



 

Ganschow, L., Sparks, R. L., Anderson, R., Javorshy, J., Skinner, S., & Patton, J, (1994). 

Differences in language performance among high-, average-, and low-anxious 

college foreign language learners. The Modern Language Journal, 78, 41-55. 

Gao, Y. H., Zhao, Y., Cheng, Y., & Zhou, Y. (2003). Motivation types of Chinese 

undergraduate. Modern Foreign Languages, 26, 28-38. 

Gardner, R. C. (1979). Social psychological aspects of second language acquisition. In H. 

Giles & R. St. Clair (Eds.), Language and Social Psychology (pp. 287-301). 

Oxford, UK: Blackwell Press.  

Gardner, R. C. (1985a). Social psychological and second language learning: The role of 

attitudes and motivation. London, ON: Edward Arnold. 

Gardner, R. C. (1985b). The Attitudes/Motivation Test Battery: Technical report. London, 

ON: Edward Arnold. 

Gardner, R. C. (2001a). Integrative motivation and second language acquisition. In Z. 

Dörnyei & R. W. Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition (pp. 

1-19). Honolulu: University of Hawaii. 

Gardner, R. C. (2001b). Language learning motivation: The student, the teacher, and the 

research. Paper presented at the Texas Foreign Language Education Conference, 

University of Texas at Austin. 

Gardner, R. C. (2006). The socio-educational model of second language acquisition: A 

research paradigm. EUROSLA Yearbook, 6, 237-260. 

Gardner, R. C., & MacIntyre, P. D. (1993). A student's contributions to second-language 

learning. Part II: Affective variables. Language Teaching, 26, 1-11. 

 203

http://e-flt.nus.edu.sg/v1n12004/culhane.htm#Gardner, 1979#Gardner, 1979


 

Gardner, R. C., Tremblay, P. F., & Masgoret, A. M. (1997). Toward a full model of 

second language learning: An empirical investigation. The Modern Language 

Journal, 81, 344-362. 

Goetz, T., Preckel, F., Pekrun, R., & Hall, N. C. (2007). Emotional experiences during 

test taking: Does cognitive ability make a difference? Learning and Individual 

Differences, 17, 3-16. 

Greene, J. C., Caracelli, V. J., & Graham, W. F. (1989). Toward a conceptual framework 

for mixed-methods evaluation designs. Educational Evaluation and Policy 

Analysis, 11, 255-274.  

Gregersen, T., & Horwitz, E. K. (2002). Language learning and perfectionism: Anxious 

and non-anxious. The Modern Language Journal, 86, 562-570. 

Gronlund, N. E. (2002). Assessment of student achievement (7th ed.). Boston: Allyn & 

Bacon.  

Gu, W., & Liu, J. (2005). Test analysis of college students’ communicative competence 

in English. Asian EFL Journal, 7, 118–133. 

Guilloteaux, M. J., & Dörnyei, Z. (2008). Motivating language learners: A classroom-

oriented investigation of the effects of motivational strategies on student 

motivation. TESOL Quarterly, 42, 55-77. 

Han, B., Dai, M., & Yang, L. (2004). Problems with College English Test as emerged 

from a survey. Foreign Languages and Their Teaching, 179, 17–23. 

Han, H. (2008). A study of Chinese college English teachers in China – Their beliefs and 

conceptual change. Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Queen’s University, Kingston, 

ON.  

 204



 

Hashimoto, Y. (2002). Motivation and willingness to communicate as predictors of L2 

use. Second Language Studies, 20, 29-70. 

Hembree, R. (1988). Correlates, causes, effects, and treatment of test anxiety. Review of 

Educational Research, 58, 47-77. 

Hernandez, T. A. (2008). Integrative motivation as a predictor of achievement in the 

foreign language classroom. Applied Language Learning, 18, 1-15. 

Horwitz, E. K. (1986). Preliminary evidence for the reliability and validity of a foreign 

language anxiety scale. TESOL Quarterly, 20, 559-562. 

Horwitz, E. K. (2001). Language anxiety and achievement. Annual Review of Applied 

Linguistics, 21, 112-126. 

Horwitz, E. K., Horwitz, M. B., & Cope, J. (1986). Foreign language classroom anxiety. 

The Modern Language Journal, 70, 125-132. 

Horwitz, M. B., Horwitz, E. K., & Cope, J. (1991). Foreign language classroom anxiety. 

In E. K. Horwitz & D. J. Young (Eds.), Language anxiety: From theory and 

research to classroom implications (pp. 27-39). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice 

Hall. 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: 

Sensitivity to underparameterized model misspecification. Psychological 

Methods, 3, 424 – 453. 

Huguet, A. (2006). Attitudes and motivation versus language achievement in cross-

linguistic settings: What is cause and what effect? Journal of Multilingual & 

Multicultural Development, 27, 413-429. 

 205



 

In'nami, Y. (2006). The effects of test anxiety on listening test performance. System, 34, 

317-340. 

Jamieson, J. (1992). The cognitive styles of reflection/impulsivity and field 

independence/dependence and ESL success. The Modern Language Journal, 76, 

491-501. 

Jenkins, J. (2007). English as a Lingua Franca: Attitude and identity.  

Oxford, UK: Oxford University. 

Jin, Y. (2005, July). The college English test-China: The big test-Intentions and evidence. 

Paper presented at the International Association of Applied Linguistics (AILA), 

Madison, WI. 

Jin, Y., & Yang, H. (2006). The English proficiency of college and university students in 

China: As reflected in the CET. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 19(1), 21-37. 

Johnson, J. C., & Wellers, S. C. (2002). Elicitation techniques for interviewing. In J. F. 

Gubrium & J. A. Holstein (Eds.), Handbook of interview research: Context and 

method (pp. 491-514). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Johnson, R. B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2004). Mixed methods research: A research 

paradigm whose time has come. Educational Researcher, 33(7), 14-26. 

Kachru, B. B. (1997). English as an Asian language. Links and Letters, 5, 89-108. 

Kalberer, U. (2007). Rate of L2 acquisition and the influence of instruction time on 

achievement. Unpublished M. Ed. Thesis, University of Manchester, Manchester, 

UK. 

 206



 

Keeve, J. P. (1986). Aspiration, motivation and achievement: Different methods of 

analysis and different results. International Journal of Educational Research, 10, 

115-243. 

Kelloway, E. K. (1998). Using LISREL for structural equation modelling. Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Kim, Y. (2001). Foreign language anxiety as an individual variable in performance: 

From an interationist’s perspective. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 

ED. 457695). Retrieved from  

http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/

80/19/4d/56.pdf.   

Kissau, S. (2006a). Gender differences in motivation to learn French. The Canadian 

Modern Language Review, 62, 401-422. 

Kissau, S. (2006b). Gender differences in second language motivation: An investigation 

of micro- and macro-level influences. Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 

9(1), 73-96. 

Kitano, K. (2001). Anxiety in the college Japanese language classroom. The Modern 

Language Journal, 85, 549-566. 

Knutson, E. M. (2006). Cross-cultural awareness for second/foreign language learners. 

The Canadian Modern Language Review. 62, 591-610. 

Kormos, J., & Csizer, K. (2008). Age-related differences in the motivation of learning 

English as a foreign language: Attitudes, selves, and motivational learning 

behaviour. Language Learning, 58, 327-355. 

 207



 

Kunnan, A. J. (1995). Test-taker characteristics and performance: A structural modelling 

approach. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University. 

Kunnan, A. J. (1998). Approaches to validation in language assessment. In A. J. Kunnan 

(Ed.), Validation in language assessment: Selected papers from the 17th language 

testing research colloquium (pp. 1-18). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Lamb, M. (2004).  “It depends on the students themselves”: Independent language 

learning at an Indonesian state school. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 17, 229-

246.  

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2001). Individual cognitive/affective learner contributions and 

differential success in second language acquisition. In M. P. Breen (Ed.), Learner 

contributions to language learning (pp. 12-24). Harlow, UK: Pearson. 

Lee, S. I. (2002). Redefining motivation and language anxiety: An empirical validation of 

psycho-educational models in an EFL context. Unpublished Ed. D. Dissertation, 

Temple University, Philadelphia, PA. 

Leung, K. (1996). The role of beliefs in Chinese culture. In M. H. Bond (Ed.), The 

handbook of Chinese psychology (pp. 247-262). Hong Kong: Oxford University 

Levine, G. S. (2003). Student and instructor beliefs and attitudes about target language 

use, first language use, and anxiety: Report of a questionnaire study. The Modern 

Language Journal, 87, 343-364. 

Lim, H. Y. (2004). Effects of task values, attributions, and cultural constructs on foreign 

language use anxiety among international teaching assistants. Unpublished Ph. D. 

Dissertation, University of Texas at Austin. 

 208



 

Little, D. (2007). Language learner autonomy: Some fundamental considerations 

revisited. Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching, 1(1), 14 – 29. 

Littlewood, W. (1999). Defining and developing autonomy in East Asian contexts. 

Applied Linguistics, 20(1), 71-94.  

Liu, M. (2006). Anxiety in Chinese EFL students at different proficiency levels. System, 

34, 301-316. 

Locke, L. F., Spirduso, W. W., & Silverman, S. J. (2000). Proposals that work: A guide 

for planning dissertations and grant proposals (4th ed.).Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Lotherington, H. (2004). Review: Teaching English as an International Language. ELT 

Journal, 58, 78-80. 

Ma, G. H. (2005). The effects of motivation and efforts on foreign language achievement. 

Jiefangjun Foreign Language Journal, 28, 37-41.  

MacCallum, R. C., Browne, M. W., & Sugawara, H. M. (1996). Power analysis and 

determination of sample size for covariance structure modelling. Psychological 

Methods, 1, 130-149.  

MacIntyre, P. D., Baker, S. C., Clément, R., & Donovan, L. A. (2003). Sex and age 

affects on willingness to communicate, anxiety, perceived competence, and L2 

motivation among junior high school French immersion students. Language 

Learning, 53, 137-166. 

MacIntyre, P. D. (1995). How does anxiety affect second language learning? A reply to 

Sparks and Ganschow. The Modern Language Journal, 79, 90-99. 

MacIntyre, P. D. (1998a). Language anxiety: A review of the research for language 

teachers. In D. J. Young (Ed.), Affect in foreign language and second language 

 209



 

learning: A practical guide to creating a low-anxiety classroom atmosphere (pp. 24-

45). Boston: McGraw-Hill.  

MacIntyre, P. D. (1998b). Conceptualizing willingness to communicate in a L2: A 

situational model of L2 confidence and affiliation. The Modern Language Journal, 

82, 545-562.  

MacIntyre, P. D. (2001). The convergence of multiple models of motivation for second 

language learning: Gardner, Pintrich, Kuhl, and McCroskey. In Z. Dörnyei & R. W. 

Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition (pp. 461-492). 

Honolulu: University of Hawaii. 

MacIntyre, P. D. (2002). Motivation, anxiety and emotion in second language 

acquisition. In P. Robinson (Ed.), Individual differences and instructed language 

learning (pp. 45-68). Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamin. 

MacIntyre, P. D., & Charos, C. (1996). Personality, attitudes, and affect as predictors of 

second language communications. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 15, 

3-26. 

MacIntyre, P. D., Clément, R., Dörnyei, Z., & Noels, K.A. (1998). Conceptualizing 

willingness to communicate in a L2: A situational model of L2 confidence and 

affiliation. The Modern Language Journal, 82, 545-562. 

MacIntyre, P. D., & Gardner, R. C. (1991). Language anxiety: Its relationship to other 

anxieties and to processing in native and second languages. Language Learning, 41, 

513-534.  

MacIntyre, P. D., Mackinnon, S. P., & Clément, R. (2009). The baby, the bathwater, and 

the future of language learning motivation research. In Z. Dörnyei & E. Ushioda 

 210



 

(Eds.), Motivation, language identity and the L2 self (pp. 9-42). Bristol, UK: 

Multilingual Matters.  

MacIntyre, P. D., & Noels, K. (1996). Using social-psychological variables to predict the 

use of language learning strategies. Foreign Language Annals, 29, 373-385. 

MacIntyre, P. D., Noels, K. A., & Clément, R. (1997). Biases in self-ratings of second 

language proficiency: The role of language anxiety. Language Learning, 47, 265-

287. 

Madsen, H. S. (1982). Determining the debilitative impact of test anxiety. Language 

Learning, 32, 133-143. 

Mantle-Bromley, C. (1995). Positive attitude and realistic beliefs: Links to proficiency. 

The Modern Language Journal, 79, 372-386. 

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (2006). Designing qualitative research (4th ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Masgoret, A. M., Bernaus, M., & Gardner, R. C. (2001). Examining the role of attitudes 

and motivation outside the formal classroom: A test of the mini-AMTB for children 

In Z. Dörnyei & R. W. Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition 

(pp. 281-295). Honolulu: University of Hawaii. 

Masgoret, A. M., & Gardner, R. C. (2003). Attitudes, motivation, and second language 

learning: A meta-analysis of studies conducted by Gardner and associates. 

Language Learning, 53, 123-163. 

Mathison, S. (1988). Why triangulate? Educational Researcher, 17(2), 13-17. 

Maxwell, J. (2005). Qualitative research design: An interactive approach (2nd ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

 211



 

McKay, S. L. (2002). Teaching English as an international language. Oxford, UK: 

Oxford University Press.  

McKenzie, K., Gow, K., & Schweitzer, R. (2004). Exploring first-year academic 

achievement through structural equation modelling. Higher Education Research 

and Development, 23(1), 95-114. 

McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2001). Research in education: A conceptual 

introduction (5th ed.). New York: Longman.  

Meijer, J. (2001). Learning potential and anxious tendency: Test anxiety as a bias factor 

in educational testing. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 14, 337-362. 

Merriam, S. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education (2nd 

ed.). San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Miao, Y. (2006). Validating a simulated test of CET-4. Asian EFL Journal, 12(2), 107-

120.  

Montigny, G., Kelly, K., & Jones, S. (1991). Adult literacy in Canada: Results of a 

national study (Rep. No. 89-525-XPE). Ottawa, ON: Statistics Canada. 

Mori, S., & Gobel, P. (2006). Motivation and gender in the Japanese EFL classroom. 

System, 34, 194-210. 

Morse, J. M. (1991). Approaches to qualitative-quantitative methodological triangulation. 

Nursing Research, 40, 120-123. 

Murray-Harvey, R. (1993). Identifying characteristics of successful tertiary students 

using path analysis. Australian Educational Researcher, 20, 63-81. 

Neuman, W. L. (2003). Social research methods: Qualitative and quantitative 

approaches (5th ed.). Boston: Ally & Bacon. 

 212



 

Noels, K., & Clément, R. (1996). Communication across cultures: Social determinants 

and acculturative consequences. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 28, 

214-218.  

Norusis, M. J. (2002). SPSS-11.0: Guide to data analysis. Upper Saddle River, NJ: 

Prentice Hall.  

Okada, M., Oxford, R. L., & Abo, S. (1996). Not all alike: Motivation and learning 

strategies among students of Japanese and Spanish in an exploratory study. In R. 

Oxford (Ed.), Language learning motivation: Pathways to the new century (pp. 

105-119). Honolulu: University of Hawaii.  

On, L. W. (1996). The cultural context for Chinese learners: Conceptions of learning in 

the Confucian tradition. In D. Watkins & J. B. Biggs (Eds.), The Chinese learners: 

Cultural, psychological, and contextual influences (pp. 25-41). Hong Kong: 

Comparative Education Research Center. 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J., Bailey, P., & Daley, C. E. (2000). Cognitive, affective, and 

personality, and demographic predictors of foreign-language achievement. The 

Journal of Educational Research, 94, 3-15. 

Oxford, R. (1999). Second language learning: Individual differences. In B. Spolsky (Ed.), 

Concise encyclopedia of educational linguistics (pp. 552-560). Oxford, UK: 

Elsevier. 

Oxford, R., & Nyikos, M. (1989). Variables affecting choice of language learning 

strategies by university students. The Modern Language Journal, 73, 291-300.  

Oxford, R., & Shearin, J. (1994). Language learning motivation: Expanding the 

theoretical framework. The Modern Language Journal, 78, 12-28. 

 213



 

Oya, T., Manalo, E., & Greenwood, J. (2004). The influence of personality and anxiety 

on the performance of Japanese speakers of English. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 

18, 841-855.  

Paas, F., Renkel, A., & Sweller, J. (2003). Cognitive load theory and instructional design: 

Recent developments. Educational Psychologist, 38, 1-4. 

Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Pedhazur, E. J., & Schmelkin, L. P. (1991). Measurement, design, and analysis: An 

integrated approach. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Phakiti, A. (2003). A closer look at the relationship of cognitive and metacognitive 

strategy use to EFL reading achievement test performance. Language Testing, 20, 

26-56. 

Phillips, E. M. (1992). The effects of language anxiety on students’ oral test performance 

and attitudes. The Modern Language Journal, 76, 14-26. 

Pintrich, P. R., & Schunk, D. (2002). Motivation in education: Theory, research and 

applications (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill Prentice Hall. 

Price, M. L. (1991). The subjective experience of foreign language anxiety: Interviews 

with highly anxious students. In E. K. Horwitz & D. J. Young (Eds.), Language 

anxiety: From theory and research to classroom implications (pp. 101-108). 

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

Punch, K. F. (1998). Mixed methods and evaluative criteria. In K. F. Punch (Ed.), 

Introduction to social research (pp. 239-250). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications.  

 214



 

Purpura, J. E. (1999). Learner strategy use and performance on language tests: A 

structural equation modelling approach. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University. 

Qi, L. (2007). Is testing an efficient agent for pedagogical change? Examining the 

intended washback of the writing task in a high-stakes English test in China. 

Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy & Practice, 14(1), 51-74. 

Riding, R. (2005). Individual differences and educational performance. Educational 

Psychology, 25, 659-672. 

Robinson, P. (2002). Individual differences and instructed language learning. 

Amsterdam, Netherlands: John Benjamins.  

Roessingh, H., & Elgie, S. (2009). Early language and literacy development among 

young English language learners: Preliminary insights from a longitudinal study. 

TESL Canada Journal, 26(2), 24-46.  

Ross, S. J. (2008). Language testing in Asia: Evaluation, innovation, and policy 

challenges. Language Testing, 25, 5-13.  

Rueda, R., & Chen, C. B. (2005). Assessing motivational factors in foreign language 

learnings: Cultural variation in key constructs. Educational Assessment, 10, 209-

229. 

Ryan, S. (2009). Self and identity in L2 motivation in Japan: The ideal L2 self and 

Japanese learners of English. In Z. Dörnyei & E. Ushioda (Eds.), Motivation, 

Language Identity and the L2 self (pp. 120-143). Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. 

Saito,Y., Horwitz, E., & Garza, J. (1999) Foreign language reading anxiety. The Modern 

Language Journal, 83, 202-218.  

 215



 

Sarason, I. G. (1984). Stress, anxiety, and cognitive interference: Reactions to tests. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 929-938. 

Sarason, I. G. (1986). Test anxiety, worry, and cognitive interference. In R. Schwarzer 

(Ed.), Self-related cognition in anxiety and motivation (pp. 19-33). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Sawyer, P. T. (2005). Predicting stereotype threat, test anxiety, and cognitive ability test 

performance: An examination of three models. International Journal of Testing, 5, 

225-246.  

Schmidt, R. W., & Watanabe, Y. (2001). Motivation, strategy use and pedagogical 

preferences in foreign language learning. In Z. Dörnyei & R. W. Schmidt (Eds.), 

Motivation and second language acquisition (pp. 313-359). Honolulu: University of 

Hawaii.  

Schmidt, R. W., Boraie, D., & Kassabgy, O. (1996). Foreign language motivation: 

Internal structure and external connections. In R. Oxford (Ed.), Language learning 

motivation: Pathways to the new century (pp. 309-356). Honolulu: University of 

Hawaii.  

Schumann, J. H. (1988). The neurobiology of affect in language. Language Learning, 48 

(Suppl. 1), 1-326. 

Schwarzer, R. (1986). Self-related cognitions in anxiety and motivation: An introduction. 

In R. Schwarzer (Ed.), Self-related cognitions in anxiety and motivation (pp. 1-17). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.  

Scovel, T. (1978). The effect of affect on foreign language learning: A review of the 

anxiety research. Language Learning, 28, 129-142. 

 216



 

Sealey, A., & Carter, B. (2004). Applied linguistics as social science. London: 

Continuum. 

Sellers, V. (2000). Anxiety and reading comprehension in Spanish as a foreign language. 

Foreign Language Annals, 33, 512-521.  

Shohamy, E. (2007a). Language tests as language policy tools. Assessment in Education: 

Principles, Policy & Practice, 14, 117-130. 

Shohamy, E. (2007b). Tests as power tools: Looking back, looking forward. In J. Fox, M. 

Wesche, D. Bayliss, L. Cheng, & C. Doe (Eds.), Language testing revisited (pp. 

141-152). Ottawa, ON: University of Ottawa.  

Sifakis, N. C. (2004). Teaching EIL - Teaching International or Intercultural English? 

What teachers should know? System, 32, 237–250. 

Skehan, P. (1989). Individual differences in second language learning. London: Edward 

Arnold.  

Solorzano, R. W. (2008). High stakes testing: Issues, implications, and remedies for 

English language learners. Review of Educational Research, 78, 260-329. 

Sparks, R., & Ganschow, L. (1993). Searching for the cognitive locus of foreign language 

learning difficulties: Linking first and second language learning. The Modern 

Language Journal, 77, 289-302. 

Spielberger, C. D. (1983). Manual for the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI). Palo 

Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Stober, J. (2004). Dimensions of test anxiety. Relations to ways of coping with pre-exam 

anxiety and uncertainty. Anxiety, Stress & Coping, 17, 213-226. 

 217



 

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Grounded theory 

procedures and techniques (2nd ed.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Sugita, M., & Takeuchi, O. (2009). What can teachers do to motivate their students? A 

classroom research on motivational strategy use in the Japanese EFL context. 

Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching, 1-15. 

Syllabus for College English Test. (2006). National College English Testing Committee. 

Shanghai, China: Shanghai Language Education Press. 

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Boston: 

Allyn & Bacon. 

Tashakkori, A. & Teddlie, C. (2003). Handbook of mixed methods in the social & 

behavioural sciences. Thousands Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Teddlie, C., & Tashakkori, A. (2003). Major issues and controversies in the use of mixed 

methods in the social and behavioural sciences. In A. Tashakkori & C. Teddlie 

(Eds.), Handbook of mixed methods in the social & behavioural sciences (pp. 3-50). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Thomas, R. M. (2003). Blending qualitative and quantitative methods in theses and 

dissertations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Tremblay, P. F., & Gardner, R. C. (1995). Expanding the motivation construct in 

language learning. The Modern Language Journal, 79, 505-520. 

Tsai, Y.-M., Kunter, M., Ludtke, O., Trautwein, U., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). What makes 

lessons interesting? The role of situational and individual factors in three school 

subjects. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100, 460-472. 

 218



 

Turner, J. (2001). Using context to enrich and challenge our understanding of 

motivational theory. In S. Volet & S. Jarvela (Eds.). Motivation in learning contexts: 

Theoretical advances and methodological implications (pp. 85-104). Amsterdam, 

Netherlands: Pergamon-Elservier.  

Ushioda, E. (2005) Language learning motivation: current insights and implications. 

BATJ Journal, 6, 57-63. 

Ushioda, E. (2006). Language motivation in a reconfigured Europe: Access, identity, 

autonomy. Journal of Multilingual & Multicultural Development, 27, 148-161.  

Vandergrift, L. (2007). Recent developments in second and foreign language listening 

comprehension research. Language Teaching, 40. 191-210. 

Wang, H. (2006). An implementation study of the English as a foreign language 

curriculum policies in the Chinese tertiary context. Unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, 

Queen’s University, Kingston, ON.  

Warden, C. A., & Lin, H. J. (2000). Existence of integrative motivation in an Asian EFL 

setting. Foreign Language Annals, 33, 535-547. 

Watkins, D., & Biggs, J. B. (1996). The Chinese learner. Cultural psychological and 

contextual influences. Hong Kong: Comparative Education Research Center.  

Weir. C. J. (2005). Language testing and validation: An evidence-based approach. New 

York: Palgrave MacMillan. 

Wenden, A. (1991). Learner strategies for learner autonomy: Planning and 

implementing learner training for language learners. New York: Prentice Hall.  

Wengraf, T. (2001). Qualitative research interviewing: Biographic narrative and semi-

structured methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 219



 

West, S. G., Finch, J. F., & Curran, P. C. (1995). Structural equation models with non-

normal variables: Problems and remedies. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural equation 

modeling: Concepts, issues, and applications (pp. 56-75). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage. 

William, M. (1994). Motivation in foreign and second language learning: An interactive 

perspective. Child Psychology, 11, 77-84.  

Williams, M., & Burden, R. (1997). Psychology for language teachers: A social 

constructivist approach. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University. 

Williams, M., Burden, R., & Lanvers, U. (2002). ‘French is the language of love and 

stuff’: Student perceptions of issues related to motivation in learning a foreign 

language. British Educational Research Journal, 28, 503-528. 

Winne, P. H., & Marx, R. W. (1989). A cognitive processing analysis of motivation 

within classroom tasks. In C. Ames & R. Ames (Eds.), Research on motivation in 

education (Vol. 3, pp. 223-257). Orlando, FL: Academic Press. 

Woodrow, L. (2006). Anxiety and speaking English as a second language, RELC 

Journal, 37, 308-328. 

Yan, X. (1998). An examination of foreign language classroom anxiety: Its sources and 

effects in a college English program in China. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, 

University of Texas at Austin. 

Yan, X. J., & Horwitz, E. K. (2008). Learners’ perceptions of how anxiety interacts with 

personal and instructional factors to influence their achievement in English: A 

qualitative analysis of EFL learners in China. Language Learning, 58(1), 151-183. 

 220



 

Yang, H. (2000). Validation study of the College English Test. In T. O. Committee (Ed.), 

Selected papers from AILA’99 (pp. 197-208). Waseda, Japan: Waseda University.  

Yashima, T. (2002). Willingness to communicate in a second language: The Japanese 

EFL context. The Modern Language Journal, 86, 54-66. 

Yashima, T. (2009). International posture and the ideal L2 self in the Japanese EFL 

context. In Z. Dörnyei & E. Ushioda (Eds.), Motivation, Language Identity and the 

L2 self (pp. 144-163). Bristol, UK: Multilingual Matters. 

Yashima, T., & Zenuk-Nishide, L. (2008). The impact of learning contexts on 

proficiency, attitude, and L2 communication: Creating an imagined international 

community. System, 36, 566-585.  

Yashima, T., Zenuk-Nishide, L., & Shimizu, K. (2004). Influence of attitudes and affect 

on willingness to communicate and second language communication. Language 

Learning, 54, 119-152.  

Yong, Z., & Campbell, K. P. (1995). English in China. World Englishes, 14, 377-390. 

Yoshikawa, H., Weisner, T., Kalil, A., & Way, H. (2008). Mixing qualitative and 

quantitative research in developmental science: Uses and methodological choices. 

Developmental Psychology, 44, 344-354.  

Young, D. J. (1994). New directions in language anxiety research. In C. A. Klee (Ed.), 

Faces in a crowd: The individual learner in multisection courses (pp. 3-46). 

Boston: Heinle & Heinle.  

Zheng, Y. (2005). Exploring factors associated with ESL/ELD students’ performance in 

the Ontario Secondary School Literary Test. Unpublished master’s thesis, Queen’s 

University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada. 

 221



 

 222

Zheng, Y., & Cheng, L. (2008). Test review: College English test (CET) in China. 

Language Testing, 25, 408-417. 



 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A  
Constructs and Subscales of the AMTB 

Constructs  Subscales 
Construct 1: Integrativeness 

Subtest 1: Integrative orientation (4 items) 
Subtest 2: Interest in foreign languages (10 items) 
Subtest 3: Attitudes toward the target language group (10 items) 

Construct 2: Attitudes toward the Learning Situation 
Subtest 4: Evaluation of the language instructor (10 items) 
Subtest 5: Evaluation of the language course (10 items) 

Construct 3: Motivation 
Subtest 6: Motivation intensity (10 items) 
Subtest 7: Desire to learn the language (10 items) 
Subtest 8: Attitudes toward learning the language (10 items) 

Construct 4: Instrumental Orientation 
Subtest 9: Instrumental orientation (4 items) 

Construct 5: Language Anxiety 
Subtest 10: Language class anxiety (10 items) 
Subtest 11: Language use anxiety (10 items) 

Note: from Gardner, 2001b, pp. 8-9. 
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Appendix B  
Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS)  

 Please circle the answer that best matches your feelings about each statement: SA=strongly 
agree, A=agree, N=neither agree nor disagree, D= Disagree, SD=strongly disagree 
 

Questionnaire items SD D N A SA
I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my foreign 
language. 1 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I don’t worry about making mistakes in language class. 1 2 3 4 5 
I tremble when I know that I’m going to be called on in language 
class. 1 2 3 4 5 3 

It frightens me when I don’t understand what the teacher is saying in 
the foreign language. 4 1 2 3 4 5 

5 It wouldn’t bother me at all to take more foreign language classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
During language class, I find myself thinking about things that have 
nothing to do with the course. 6 1 2 3 4 5 

I keep thinking that the other students are better at language than I 
am. 7 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I am usually at ease during tests in my language class. 1 2 3 4 5 
I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in language 
class. 9 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I worry about the consequences of failing my foreign language class. 1 2 3 4 5 
I don’t understand why some people get so upset over foreign 
language. 1 2 3 4 5 11 

12 In language class, I can get so nervous I forget things I know. 1 2 3 4 5 
13 It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my language class. 1 2 3 4 5 

I would not be nervous speaking the foreign language with native 
speakers. 14 1 2 3 4 5 

15 I get upset when I don’t understand what the teacher is correcting. 1 2 3 4 5 
16 Even if I am well prepared for language class, I feel anxious about it. 1 2 3 4 5 
17 I often feel like not going to my language class. 1 2 3 4 5 
18 I feel confident when I speak in foreign language class. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am afraid that my language teacher is ready to correct every 
mistake I make. 19 1 2 3 4 5 

I can feel my heart pounding when I am going to be called on in 
language class. 20 1 2 3 4 5 

21 The more I study for a language test, the more confused I get. 1 2 3 4 5 
22 I don’t feel pressure to prepare very well for language class. 1 2 3 4 5 

I always feel that other students speak the foreign language better 
than I do. 1 2 3 4 5 23 

I feel very self-conscious about speaking the foreign language in 
front of other students. 24 1 2 3 4 5 

25 Language class moves so quickly I worry about getting left behind. 1 2 3 4 5 
I feel more tense and nervous in my language class than in my other 
classes. 26 1 2 3 4 5 

I get nervous and confused when I am speaking in my language 
class. 27 1 2 3 4 5 

28 When I am on my way to language class, I feel very sure and 1 2 3 4 5 
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relaxed. 
I get nervous when I don’t understand every word that the language 
teacher says. 29 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to learn to 
speak a foreign language. 1 2 3 4 5 30 

I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak the 
foreign language. 31 1 2 3 4 5 

I would probably feel comfortable around native speakers of the 
language. 32 1 2 3 4 5 

I get nervous when the language teacher asks questions which I 
prepared in advance. 33 1 2 3 4 5 

Note: from Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986, pp. 129-130. 
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Appendix C  
Cognitive Test Anxiety Scale (CTAS) 

(A = Not at all typical of me, B = Only somewhat typical of me, C = Quite typical of me, and D 
= Very typical of me.) 
 
1. I lose sleep over worrying about an examination. 
2. While taking an important examination, I find myself wondering whether the other students 

are doing better than I am. 
3. I have less difficulty than the average college student in getting test instructions straight. 
4. I tend to freeze up on things like intelligence tests and final exams. 
5. I am less nervous about tests than the average college student. 
6. During tests, I find myself thinking of the consequences of failing.  
7. At the beginning of a test, I am so nervous that I often can’t think straight. 
8. The prospect of taking a test in one of my courses would not cause me to worry. 
9. I am more calm in test situations than the average college student. 
10. I have less difficulty than the average college student in learning assigned chapters in 

textbooks. 
11. My mind goes blank when I am pressured for an answer on a test. 
12. During tests, the thought frequently occurs to me that I may not be too bright. 
13. I do well in speed tests in which there are time limits. 
14. During a course examination, I get so nervous that I forget facts that I really know. 
15. After taking a test, I feel I could have done better than I actually did. 
16. I worry more about doing well on tests than I should.  
17. Before taking a test, I feel confident and relaxed. 
18. While taking a test, I feel confident and relaxed. 
19. During tests, I have the feeling that I am not doing well. 
20. When I take a test that is difficult, I feel defeated before I even start. 
21. Finding unexpected questions on a test causes me to feel challenged rather than panicky. 
22. I am a poor test-taker in the sense that my performance on a test does not show how much I 

really know about a topic. 
23. I am not good at taking tests. 
24. When I first get my copy of a test, it takes me a while to calm down to the point where I can 

begin to think straight. 
25. I feel under a lot of pressure to get good grades on tests. 
26. I do not perform well on tests. 
27. When I take a test, my nervousness causes me to make careless errors. 

 
Note: from Cassady and Johnson, 2002, pp. 292-293 
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Appendix D  
The Structure of the College English Test-Band 4  

 Test Content Test Format Percentage Time  
Short 
conversations 

Listening 
conversations  

Long 
conversations 

Multiple choice 
questions 

15% 
 

35 
minutes 

Listening 
comprehension 

Multiple choice 
questions 

20%  Listening passages 

Compound 
dictation 
Multiple choice 
questions 

Reading 
comprehension 

Reading in depth  25% 25 
minutes 

Banked cloze or 
Short answer 
questions 
True or false 
questions 

Skimming and scanning 10% 15 
minutes 

Sentence 
completion 

Cloze Cloze Multiple choice 
questions 

10% 15 
minutes 

Writing  Writing a 
composition 

15% 30 
minutes 

Writing and 
translation  

Translation  Translation from 
Chinese to 
English 

5% 5 
minutes 
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 Appendix E  
Ethical Clearance for the Study  
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Appendix F  
The College English Test-takers Questionnaire 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to better understand Chinese university students’ 
motivation and anxiety in learning English and taking College English tests. This 
questionnaire consists of four sections. Please read the instruction of each section, and 
choose one answer that suits your situation. 

 
Section I Motivation  
The purpose of this section is to examine your motivation in learning English. Please circle 
one of the numbers from 1 to 5 that best describes your situation. 这部分问卷调查你的英语学
习动机, 请划圈选择你认为合适的选项答案无对错。 

1 = strongly disagree（非常不同意） 

2 = disagree (不同意) 

3 = undecided/not sure （未决定/不确信） 

4 = agree （同意） 

5= strongly agree （非常同意） 

Example: If you  strongly agree with the following statement, you should circle  
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·                      I wish I could speak English perfectly. 

  

 
 

Statement 
 

非常不同意—不同意—不确
定—同意—非常同意     

Part 
I Adapted AMTB Items  

1.  Learning English is interesting （学英语很有意思） 1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  
2.  I look forward to going to English class because my English teacher is good. （我

期待上英语课，是因为我的英语老师挺好的） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

3.  English class is a waste of time. （英语课是浪费时间） 1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  
4.  I don’t think my English teacher is good. （我认为我的英语老师不怎么样） 1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  
5.  Studying English is important because I will need it for my career. （学英语是重要

的因为我以后工作上用的到） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

6.  I hate English. （我不喜欢英语） 1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  
7.  My English teacher is better than any other English teachers that I know of. （我的

英语老师比其他我知道的英语老师好） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

8.  Studying English is important because it will allow me to meet and converse with 
more and varied people. （学英语重要因为它能让我和更多、不同的人交流） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

9.  I think English class is boring. （我认为英语课没意思） 1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

5
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1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  10.  I have no interest in English. （我对英语没什么兴趣） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  11.  Studying English is important because it will make me more educated. （学英语重

要是因为它能让我受到更多的教育） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  12.  I wish I could have many native English speaking friends. （我希望我能有更多说

英语为母语的朋友） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  13.  I enjoy the activities of our English class much more than those of my other 

classes. （相比较其它课上的活动，我更喜欢英语课堂上的活动） 
14.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  I put off my English homework as much as possible. （有可能的话，我尽量拖着不

做英语作业） 
15.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  My English teacher has a dynamic and interesting teaching style. （我的英语老师

上课很生动有趣） 
16.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  English is an important part of the university program. （英语是大学科目中一个重

要的部分） 
 
 

17.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  In my experience, native English speakers are sociable and kind. （就我接触的人
来看，英语为母语的人爱交际，也友好/善） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  18.  Studying English is important because it will enable me to better understand and 
appreciate the English way of life. （学英语很重要因为它能更好地理解和懂得说英
语的人的生活方式） 

19.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  I want to learn English so well that it will become natural to me. （我想把英语学
得很好，能运用自如） 

20.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  To be honest, I have little interest in my English class. （说实话，我对英语课没啥
兴趣） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  21.  When I have a problem understanding something in English class, I always ask my 
teacher for help. （我英语课上有问题时，我总是问老师） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  22.  Studying English is important because it will be useful in getting a good job. （学
英语重要是因为它对我以后找到一个好工作有帮助） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  23.  Learning English is a waste of time. （学英语是浪费时间） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  24.  If I planned to stay in another country, I would try to learn their language. （假如

我计划呆在另一个国家，我会努力学习它的语言） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  25.  My English teacher is a great source of inspiration to me. （我的英语老师很大程度

上激励了我学习英语） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  26.  I would like to know more native English speakers. （我想多认识更多英语是母语

的人） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  27.  Studying English is important because I will be able to interact more easily with 

speakers of English. （学习英语重要，因为我可以更容易跟说英语的人交流） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  28.  I would like to learn as much English as possible. （我想尽量多学英语） 
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1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  29.  To be honest, I have no desire to learn English. （说实话，我真的没有什么学英语
的愿望） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  30.  I work hard to learn English. （我学英语很刻苦） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  31.  Studying English is important because other people will respect me more if I know 

English. （学英语重要因为如果我懂英语，其他人会尊敬我） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  32.  I enjoy meeting people who speak English. （我喜欢与说英语的人打交道） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  33.  I like my English teacher. （我喜欢我的英语老师） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  34.  I love learning English.  （我爱学英语） 

35.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  The more I get to know native English speakers, the more I like them. （对英语为
母语的人了解的越多，我就越喜欢他们） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5 36.  The hours I usually spend on learning English is more than other university 
students. (我花在学英语上的时间比其他同学要多) 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  37.  When I am studying English, I ignore distractions and pay attention to my task. 
（当我学英语时，我会忽略干扰，专心学习） 

38.  I try to use all means (i.e., radio, English corner, English movies etc) that I can 
have to learn English  (我尽可能利用所有资源学习英语， 如听广播，看英文电视，
去英语角等等)  

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

Part New Instrumental Orientation Items  II 
39.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  Because English is a compulsory course, I have to learn it (英语是必修课， 所以我

才学) 
40.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  I work hard to learn English because I need a good mark on it. (我努力学英语，是

为了得到一个好成绩)  
41.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  I learn English because I need to pass the English course. (我学英语是为了通过英

语课) 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  42.  I learn English because it will help me further my study in overseas universities 

after my undergraduate (我学英语是为了大学毕业后，去海外继续深造) 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  43.  I learn English because I want to do a graduate degree in the future (我学英语是为

以后可以读研考博) 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  44.  I would like to speak good English so that I can travel abroad (我学英语是为了日

后去国外旅游) 
Part 
III 

 Global Awareness Items 

In the 21st century, Chinese learning English is making China more important in 
the international community ( 21世纪, 中国人学英语可以使中国在国际社会上发挥
更大的作用) 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  45.  

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  46.  Learning English helps me to better fit in the evolving modern China which is 
increasingly connecting to the other parts of the world. (当代中国的发展和世界各
国日益紧密，学习英语可以帮助我更好地适应这种形势) 
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1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  47.  In the world today, to learn English well is an important means to be involved in 
the world ( 在国际化的今天，学好英语是现代中国大学生融入国际大社会的重要途
径) 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  48.  As a university student in the current society, it is my responsibility to learn 
English well (作为一个当代大学生，我有责任把英语学好) 

49.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  Everybody around me is learning English, so I have to learn it (我周围的人都在学
英语，我也不得不学) 

Part Linguistic Confidence Items  IV 
50.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  I am confident in my English competence/abilities in reading(我对我的英语阅读能

力有自信) 
51.  1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  I am confident in my English competence/abilities in writing (我对我的英语写作能

力有自信) 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  52.  I am confident in my English competence/abilities in listening (我对我的英语听力

能力有自信) 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  53.  I am confident in my English competence/abilities in speaking (我对我的英语口语

能力有自信 
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Section II English Classroom Anxiety Scale    
The purpose of this section is to examine English classroom anxiety in learning English. Please circle one 
of the numbers from 1 to 5 that best describes your situation. 这部分问卷调查你的英语课堂焦虑, 请划圈选择
你认为合适的选项. 答案无对错。 

1 = strongly disagree（非常不同意） 

2 = disagree (不同意) 

3 = undecided/not sure  （未决定/不确信） 

4 = agree （同意） 

5= strongly agree （非常同意） 
非常不同意—不同意—不确
定—同意—非常同意     

  Statement 

I never feel sure of myself when I am speaking English in English class. (在英语
课上用英语说话，我从来都不太自信) 

1. 1 2 3 4 5 

I tremble when I know that I’m going to be called on in English class. （在英语课
上，当知道我要被点名发言的时候，我都发抖） 

2. 1 2 3 4 5 

It frightens me when I don’t understand what the teacher is saying in English 
class. （在英语课上听不懂老师说的话，让我都很害怕） 3. 1 2 3 4 5 

I keep thinking that the other students are better at English than I am. （我总是觉
得其他同学比我英语学得好） 

4. 1 2 3 4 5 

I am usually at ease during tests in English class. （一般英语课上的考试， 我都很
放松） 

5. 1 2 3 4 5 

I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in English class. （当英
语课上没有预先准备，就要发言，这会让我发慌） 

6. 1 2 3 4 5 

In English class, I can get so nervous, I forget things I know. （英语课上，我总是
很紧张，连会的东西都会忘掉） 

7. 1 2 3 4 5 

It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in English class. （英语课上主动发言让我
很不自在/为难） 

8. 1 2 3 4 5 

Even if I am well prepared for English class, I feel anxious about it. （即便我准备
的很好，在英语课上我还是会感到紧张） 

9. 1 2 3 4 5 

I feel confident when I speak in English class. （在英语课上发言时，我感到自
信） 

1 2 3 4 5 10. 

I can feel my heart pounding when I am going to be called on in English class. 
（在英语课上，当我快被叫到发言时，我的心就会砰砰跳） 11. 1 2 3 4 5 

The more I study for an English test, the more confused I get. （为英语考试做准
备时，准备的越多，我就越迷惑） 

12. 1 2 3 4 5 

I always feel that other students speak English better than I do. （我总是觉得其他
同学英语说得比我好） 

13. 1 2 3 4 5 

14. 1 2 3 4 5 I get nervous and confused when I am speaking in English class. （在英语课上发
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言时， 我感到紧张、困惑） 

15. 
I get nervous when I don’t understand every word that the English teacher says. 
（当我听不懂英语老师的每一句话时，我就感到紧张） 1 2 3 4 5 

16. 
I am afraid that the other students will laugh at me when I speak English. （当我
说英语时，我会担心其他同学笑话我） 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. 
I get nervous when the English teacher asks questions which I haven’t prepared in 
advance. (当英语老师问我提前没有准备过的问题时，我会紧张） 1 2 3 4 5 



 

Section III Test anxiety The purpose of this section is to determine your feelings about English 
tests, especially the CET-4. 这部分问卷调查你对英语考试，尤其是四级考试的心情。 请划圈选择. 答案无对错 

1 = Not at all typical of me (完全不符合我的情况）  

2 = Only somewhat typical of me (有点符合我的情况) 

3 = Not sure/neutral (不确信) 

4 = Quite typical of me（相当符合我的情况）          

5 = Very typical of me. （完全符合我的情况） 
Statement 非常不符合—不符合—不确定—符合—非常符合     

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  1. I have less difficulty than average college students in getting English test 
instructions straight. （相比其他大学学生，看懂英语考试指令，对我而言不
太困难） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  2. I am less nervous about English tests than average college students. （相比普
通大学生，我对英语考试不太紧张） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  3. During English tests, I find myself thinking of the consequences of failing. 
（英语考试时，我会不由自主地想不及格的后果） 

4. At the beginning of an English test, I am so nervous that I often can’t think 
straight. （英语考试刚开始时，我会很紧张，以至于不能思考） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  5. I am more calm in English test situations than average college students. （相
比普通大学生，我在英语考场更加镇定） 

6. 1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  My mind goes blank when I am pressured for an answer on an English test.（
回答英语考试中某一问题有压力时，我的脑子会一片空白） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  7. During English tests, the thought frequently occurs to me that I may not be 
too bright. （英语考试时，我经常会想我也许不够聪明） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  8. During the CET-4, I get so nervous that I forget facts that I really know. （四
级考试中，我会很紧张，以至于忘了我所知道的内容） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  9. I worry about doing well on the CET-4 than I should. （我过度担心我是否能
考好四级考试） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  10. Before taking the CET-4, I feel confident and relaxed. （四级考试前，我感到
自信、放松） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  11. While taking the CET-4, I feel confident and relaxed. （四级考试时，我感到
自信、放松） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  12. During the CET-4, I have the feeling that I am not doing well. （四级考试
时，我会感到我做的不太好） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  13. When I take an English test that is difficult, I feel defeated before I even 
start. （面对一个有难度的英语考试，还没开考，我就有受挫感） 

1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  14. I am not good at taking English tests. （我不擅长英语考试） 
15. When I first get my copy of an English test, it takes me a while to calm down 

to the point where I can begin to think straight. （拿到英语考卷时，我要花一
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  
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点时间才能镇定下来，开始思考） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  16. I feel under a lot of pressure to get good grades on English tests. （我想在英

语考试中取得好成绩，所以感到压力很大） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  17. I do not perform well on English tests. （我英语考试通常发挥不好） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  18. Sometimes, I get anxious when I am doing the writing/composition section in 

an English test (有时，我在英语考试写作部分要紧张) 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  19. Sometimes, I get anxious when I am doing the reading section in an English 

test （有时，我在英语考试阅读部分要紧张） 
1 ·  2 ·  3  · 4 ·  5  20. Sometimes, I get anxious when I am doing the listening section in an English 

test （有时，我在英语考试听力部分要紧张） 

 
Section IV   Demographic Information  （请用中文填写） 
• 姓名   ________________  学生证号     ________________ 

• 性别 ________________                  四级考号   ________________ 

• 出生年份 ________________ 

• 现所学专业________________ 

• 出生地     ________________ 

• 几年级开始在学校学英语  ________________ 
 

 你是否已经考过四级 _______YES    _____NO 
 

  If YES, what was your total score (总分）: _______ 
  sub-scores (分项分): Listening_____ Reading______ Cloze________ Writing______ 

 
  If NO, 您是否这个月要考？ ________  

 
 请选择您自我评价的英语水平  

         relatively low (相对较低)  medium（中等）  relatively high (相对较高) 
 

 I would like to interview some students to further understand their feelings toward English 
learning and testing among Chinese university students. Please indicate whether you want to be interviewed. 
     （你是否愿意被采访） _______ YES     ________ NO 
 

 If YES, please leave （请留下您的联系方式）  
  Your email____________________________ 

 Your phone number_____________________ 
 

THE END 
谢谢您的合作！ 
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Appendix G  
Recruitment Notice 

Dear students, 
 
A study pertaining to Chinese university students’ English learning and English test performance 
is currently underway. This notice is to inform you about the study and to request your 
participation. 
 
With your classroom teacher’s permission, the researcher will enter your classroom to recruit 
participants. You will be given a Letter of Information regarding the survey. If you are interested 
and decide to participate in the questionnaire survey, please sign the Consent Form regarding the 
survey. Your student number and your CET-assigned number will be used to match your 
questionnaire responses and your CET test score data. 
 
At the end of the questionnaire, you will be asked if you are willing to be interviewed. If you do, 
you will be asked to leave some of your personal information, including your contact information. 
You will be contacted if you are chosen to be one of the interview participants. You will then be 
given another set of Letters of information and Consent forms for the interview. The interviews 
will be carried out at your convenient time and location. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this request, and for those of you who choose to fill out the 
questionnaire, and participate the interview, thank you in advance for your participation! 
 

Sincerely, 

Ying Zheng  
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Appendix H  
Letters of Information and Consent Forms 

LETTER OF INFORMATION 
(for the survey) 

 
You are invited to participate in the survey part of the study entitled Motivation, Anxiety, and 
English Language Test Performance: A Causal Relationship Investigation, conducted by Ying 
Zheng, Ph.D. candidate at Faculty of Education, Queen’s University. This research study has 
been cleared by the General Ethics Review Board at Queen’s University. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine your motivation and anxiety and their relation to your 
language test performance on the College English Test (CET) in China. You will be asked to fill 
out a questionnaire, which will take about 25-30 minutes to complete. Upon completion of the 
survey, you will be asked to indicate your willingness to participate in a one-to-one interview.  
 
Your CET score will be obtained from the university registrar’s office using your student ID and 
test identification number. Your test data will be linked to your questionnaire responses. Your 
confidentiality is guaranteed as your questionnaire responses and test data will not be connected 
to your name in any publication.  
 
The results of the study will be reported in professional journals and conferences. I do not foresee 
risks in your participation in this research. Your participation is entirely voluntary. You are not 
obliged to answer any questions you find objectionable, and you are assured that no information 
collected will be reported to anyone who is in authority over you. You are free to withdraw from 
the study without reasons at any point, and you may request removal of all or part of your data. 
 
If you have any questions about this study, please contact Ying Zheng, Faculty of Education, 
Queen’s University at (86571) 8704-1401, email: 2yz13@queensu.ca, or her supervisor, Dr. 
Liying Cheng, (613) 533-6000 ext. 36220, email: chengly@queensu.ca. For questions, concerns 
or complaints about the research ethics of this study, contact the Education Research Ethics 
Board at ereb@queensu.ca, or the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board, Dr. Stephen 
Leighton, (613) 533-6000 ext. 77034, email: chair.greb@queensu.ca. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ying Zheng  
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LETTER OF INFORMATION 
(for interviews) 

 
You are invited to participate in the interview part of the study entitled Motivation, Anxiety, and 
English Language Test Performance: A Causal Relationship Investigation, conducted by Ying 
Zheng, Ph.D. candidate at Faculty of Education, Queen’s University. This research study has 
been cleared by the General Ethics Review Board at Queen’s University. 
 
The purpose of this study is to examine your motivation and anxiety and their relation to your 
language test performance on the College English Test (CET) in China. You will be asked to 
participate in a one-to-one interview after you have taken the College English Test. The specific 
purpose of the interview is to further understand your affective feelings toward English learning 
and the English test.  
 
The interview will take about 45 minutes at a place suitable to you. Through the interview, you 
will be asked to talk about your motivation and anxiety in learning College English and in taking 
the College English Test (CET). The interview will be recorded by a digital recorder. The taped 
interview will be transcribed and maintained on a computer file and then the tape will be 
destroyed. Data will be secured in a locked office; your identity will be kept confidential. 
 
I do not foresee risks in your participation in this research. Your participation is entirely 
voluntary. You are not obliged to answer any questions you find objectionable, and you are 
assured that no information collected will be reported to anyone who is in authority over you. 
You are free to withdraw from the study without reasons at any point, and you may request 
removal of all or part of your data. 
 
I intend to publish the findings of the study in professional journals and report them at 
conferences. A pseudonym will replace your name on all data that you provide to protect your 
identity. If the data are made available to other researchers for secondary analysis, your identity 
will never be disclosed. 
 
If you have any questions about this study, please contact Ying Zheng, Faculty of Education, 
Queen’s University at (86571) 8704-1401, email: 2yz13@queensu.ca, or her supervisor, Dr. 
Liying Cheng, (613) 533-6000 ext. 36220, email: chengly@queensu.ca. For questions, concerns 
or complaints about the research ethics of this study, contact the Education Research Ethics 
Board at ereb@queensu.ca, or the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board, Dr. Stephen 
Leighton, (613) 533-6000 ext. 77034, email: chair.greb@queensu.ca. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ying Zheng  
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CONSENT FORM 
(for permission to use test score data from registrar’s office) 

 
I have read and retained a copy of the letter of information concerning the survey part of the study 
entitled Motivation, Anxiety, and English Language Test Performance: A Causal Relationship 
Investigation. All of my questions have been sufficiently answered. I am aware of the purpose 
and procedures of this study. I have been informed that my College English Test scores will be 
obtained from the university registrar’s office using only my student number and test 
identification number.  
 
I have been notified that participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw at any point during 
the study and I may request the removal of all or part of my data without any consequences to 
myself. I have also been told the steps that will be taken to ensure confidentiality to the extent 
possible of all information.   
 
I am aware that if I have any questions about this project, I can contact Ying Zheng at (86571) 
8704-1401, email: 2yz13@queensu.com, or her supervisor, Dr. Liying Cheng, (613) 533-6000 
ext. 36220, email: chengly@queensu.ca. I am also aware that for questions, concerns or 
complaints about the research ethics of this study, I can contact the Education Research Ethics 
Board at ereb@queensu.ca, or the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board, Dr. Stephen 
Leighton, (613) 533-6000 ext. 77034, email: chair.greb@queensu.ca. 
 
I, hereby, give my permission to the researcher to obtain my test score data from the university 
registrar’s office. 
 
Participant’s Name:   
 
Signature:   
 
Date: 
 
Please write your e-mail or postal address at the bottom of this sheet if you wish to receive a copy 
of the results of this study. 
 
 
 
 
Please sign one copy of this Consent Form and return to Ying Zheng.  Retain the second 
copy for your records. 
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CONSENT FORM 
(for interviews) 

 
I have read and retained a copy of the letter of information concerning the interview part of the 
study entitled Motivation, Anxiety, and English Language Test Performance: A Causal 
Relationship Investigation. All of my questions have been sufficiently answered. I am aware of 
the purpose and procedures of this interview. I understand that I will be interviewed for 
approximately 45 minutes and the interview will be recorded by a digital recorder. 
 
I have been notified that participation is voluntary and that I may withdraw at any point during 
the interview and I may request the removal of all or part of my data without any consequences to 
myself. I have also been told the steps that will be taken to ensure confidentiality to the extent 
possible of all information.   
 
I am aware that if I have any questions about this project, I can contact Ying Zheng at (86571) 
8704-1401, email: 2yz13@queensu.com, or her supervisor, Dr. Liying Cheng, (613) 533-6000 
ext. 36220, email: chengly@queensu.ca. I am also aware that for questions, concerns or 
complaints about the research ethics of this study, I can contact the Education Research Ethics 
Board at ereb@queensu.ca, or the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board, Dr. Stephen 
Leighton, (613) 533-6000 ext. 77034, email: chair.greb@queensu.ca. 
 
 
 
Participant’s Name:   
 
 
Signature:   
 
Date: 
 
Please write your e-mail or postal address at the bottom of this sheet if you wish to receive a copy 
of the results of this study. 
 
 
 
 
Please sign one copy of this Consent Form and return to Ying Zheng.  Retain the second 
copy for your records. 
 
                                                             

         
 
  

 241

mailto:chair.greb@queensu.ca


 

Appendix I  
Interview Guide  

Section I  Lead-in conversation  
Section II  Questions related to motivation (and global awareness) 
1. How do you like your English course? 
2. How do you like your current English teacher? 

a. How many English teachers you’ve had so far in university  
b. Are the teachers helpful in preparing you for the test? 

3. How do you like the CET-4? 
4. How would you describe your desire to learn English?  

a. How much time and energy you prefer to spend on learning English every week? 
(compared with the time and energy your spend on other university subjects) 

b. How strong do you feel you need to learn English well? 
5. Please tell me why you learn English, and what keeps you learning English (e.g., self- 

motivated, societal, parental, or peer pressure). Please give examples to illustrate your   
point. 

a. Aside from that, are there any other reasons? 
b. When do you start to learn English? 

6. In the current Chinese society, what do you think of the situation of Chinese university 
 students learning English?  

7. What do you think of the status of CET in China? What are the positive and negative 
aspects related to this situation? 

8. Are there any motivational changes in your experience in learning English? If so, how and 
why? What are the reasons behind the change?  (e.g., people, important events, etc). 

9. What opportunity do you see will be opened up if you speak good English/perform well in 
the CET-4? 

10. Could you please give me reasons for your choices in the section of global awareness 
(refers to the questionnaire ) 

Section III Questions related to anxiety (and linguistic confidence) 
1. Would you regard yourself a normally easy-to-be-anxious person? In what kind(s) of 

situations, do your usually get anxious?  
2. Which aspect(s) of the English class worry you the most, why and how?   
3. Which aspect(s) of English abilities do you have more confidence (i.e., reading, writing, 

and listening?  
4. If you feel anxious about your English learning or English testing, what do you think are 

the main reasons that cause the anxiety? Anything to do with your graduation, future job 
hunting, peer pressure etc. If not, why not? 

5. Compared with other courses, do you have any different emotional state in taking English 
classes? If so, why do you think that happened?  

6. Please describe your general feelings toward the CET-4. Did you do anything specific to 
deal with your anxiety (if you have any) in facing English class or English tests? 

7. Please describe your emotional state before taking the CET-4? Please elaborate.  
8. How is taking the CET-4 different from taking some other tests that you have had?  
9. How did you prepared for the test?  
10. How important is the test to you?  
11. Please describe your emotional state while writing the CET-4. Were you anxious while 

taking the CET-4? Please elaborate.  
12. Please describe how you felt after you completed the CET-4.  
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Section IV      Additional Questions  

13. If it were up to you, what suggestions or changes you would make to the status of English 
learning and testing among tertiary Chinese students? 

14. What are your future plans regarding learning English after the CET-4, what do you think 
will motivate you to continue learning English? 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Appendix J   
Summary of Key Data from the Interviewees 

 
Themes English Language Learning  English Language Testing 
 

Importance of English  A hurdle race 
• English ability is one kind of competition 

abilities (SALLY_03_01) 
• CET is a hurdle race (ALAN_01_32) 

General perception of the CET-4 
Learning English for instrumental reasons • CET should not be the goal of college English 

teaching and learning (SALLY_03_02)       Further-study orientation  
• Further study may require English 

(SIMON_01_05) 
Negative side of the CET-4 

• CET doesn’t adequately test communicative 
skills (ADAM_03_50) Future job orientation  

Positive side of the CET-4 • Future employees may value English abilities 
(SALLY_03_02) • CET gave directionality in learning English 

(ALEX_02_23) Mark orientation  
CET changes and its influences • English is a major course which has the 

highest credits (SALLY_03_02) Motivation • Detachment with degrees provides students 
with flexibility (AMY_03_16) Learning English for integrative reasons 

• The desire to integrate with native speakers is 
remote (Amy_03_17) 

• Although no longer a requisite for graduation, 
its importance had not diminished 
(Simon_01_06). Interest/Joy 

• Learning English well can make me happy 
(SALLY_03_02) 

• Currently no better alternatives can replace 
CET (ALEX_02_24) 

External influences Test design/time and its impact 
• External influences (society, parents, peers, 

and teachers) were correlated (SCOTT_02_12) 
• Speed compromises accuracy (ALICE_01_19) 
• Vocabulary is a crucial component in getting 

good scores (SUSAN_01_42) Motivational changes  
• Motivational changes occurred from high 

school to university (STEVE_03_19) 
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Anxiety 

Academic anxiety  
• Academic anxiety (SALLY_03_04)  
English classroom anxiety 
• Some sort of anxiety in the English classrooms was 

identified (SIMON_01_07) 
Anxiety in different language skills  
• Anxiety levels differ in reading, writing, speaking, 

and listening (SALLY_03_04) 

Test anxiety  
• Not much anxiety during tests (ALAN_01_30; 

SARA_02_45) 
English test anxiety 
• More anxiety in English term examination than in 

the CET-4 (ADAM_03_37)  
Why anxious/not anxious 
• Students regarded themselves as test-takers with 

adept test-taking skills (ALICE_01_22) 
• The fixed mode of English tests made them less 

anxious (SIMON_01_07) 

Global Awareness 

Globalization and its relation to English 
• English is the bridge (SIMON_01_06) 
• Globalization requires English as an international language (SUSAN_01_39) 
Globalization and Chinese culture  
English learning will not influence Chinese culture (SCOTT_02_40) 

Suggestions for 
Teaching and 
Testing  

 
More qualified teachers 
• Qualified teachers, especially those who were 

trained overseas and English native speakers, are 
needed (ANNA_02_27) 

Increase class time 
• Increase class to at least three times a week instead 

of twice a week (SARA_02_44) 
Have smaller class size 
• 20 to 25 students each class was a desirable size for 

English class (ALICE_01_19) 
 

 
Alignment with other standardized English tests  
• Borrow test formats from TOEFL or IELTS 

(ANNA_02_29) 
Inclusion of spoken English test in the regular CET 
• CET-SET should be open to every test-taker 

(ALAN_01_32) 
Improve testing facility 
• Better equipment to facilitate the listening test 

(SARA_42_10) 

 
 



 

Appendix K  
Syntax and Output for Detecting Multivariate Outliers 

 
REGRESSION 
  /MISSING LISTWISE 
  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA COLLIN TOL 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10) 
  /NOORIGIN 
  /DEPENDENT AMTBivati 
  /METHOD=ENTER AMTB1 AMTB2 AMTB3 AMTB4 AMTB5 AMTB6 AMTB7 AMTB8 AMTB9 
AMTB10 AMTB11 
  AMTB12 AMTB13 AMTB14 AMTB15 AMTB16 AMTB17 AMTB18 AMTB19 AMTB20 AMTB21 
AMTB22 AMTB23 
  AMTB24 AMTB25 AMTB26 AMTB27 AMTB28 AMTB29 AMTB30 AMTB31 AMTB32 AMTB33 
AMTB34 AMTB35 
  AMTB36 AMTB37 AMTB38 AMTB39 AMTB40 AMTB41 AMTB42 AMTB43 AMTB44 AMTB45 
AMTB46 AMTB47 
  AMTB48 AMTB49 AMTB50 AMTB51 AMTB52 AMTB53 AMTB54 AMTB55 AMTB56 AMTB57 
  /RESIDUALS NORM(ZRESID) 
 /RESIDUALS=OUTLIERS (MAHAL)  
  /SAVE MAHAL. 
Output  
Outlier Statistics 
    Case Number Chi-square Statistic
Mahal. Distance 1 694 163.628 
  2 838 162.682 
  3 642 151.975 
  4 622 150.144 
  5 23 148.480 
  6 612 147.305 
  7 670 140.068 
  8 528 139.784 
  9 801 137.328 
  10 785 128.954 
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Appendix L  
Descriptive Statistics  

  N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Skewness Kurtosis 
 
# 

ITEMS  Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. 
Error Statistic Std. 

Error 
1 AMTB1 828 1 5 3.41 1.021 -.431 .085 -.392 .170 
2 AMTB2 827 1 5 3.56 .988 -.349 .085 -.340 .170 
3 AMTB3 827 1 5 3.86 .855 -.884 .085 1.144 .170 
4 AMTB4 824 1 5 4.02 .839 -1.144 .085 1.943 .170 
5 AMTB5 824 1 5 3.77 1.035 -.710 .085 -.104 .170 
6 AMTB6 823 1 5 3.47 1.095 -.496 .085 -.474 .170 
7 AMTB7 822 1 5 3.48 .900 .101 .085 -.491 .170 
8 AMTB8 827 1 5 3.67 .982 -.553 .085 -.226 .170 
9 AMTB9 829 1 5 3.56 .992 -.547 .085 -.412 .170 
10 AMTB10 824 1 5 3.48 1.073 -.396 .085 -.776 .170 
11 AMTB11 827 1 5 3.66 .901 -.590 .085 .038 .170 
12 AMTB12 828 1 5 3.69 .957 -.490 .085 -.260 .170 
13 AMTB13 829 1 5 3.11 .977 .127 .085 -.641 .170 
14 AMTB14 829 1 5 3.32 1.032 -.397 .085 -.680 .170 
15 AMTB15 828 1 5 3.67 .797 -.394 .085 .076 .170 
16 AMTB16 828 1 5 4.15 .757 -1.096 .085 2.121 .170 
17 AMTB17 827 1 5 3.20 .859 .044 .085 .480 .170 
18 AMTB18 828 1 5 3.56 .916 -.484 .085 -.197 .170 
19 AMTB19 829 1 5 4.19 .871 -1.204 .085 1.459 .170 
20 AMTB20 828 1 5 3.44 1.100 -.473 .085 -.646 .170 
21 AMTB21 827 1 5 2.62 .833 .482 .085 .147 .170 
22 AMTB22 827 1 5 3.93 .827 -.790 .085 .650 .170 
23 AMTB23 829 1 5 3.99 .874 -.999 .085 1.251 .170 
24 AMTB24 828 2 5 4.24 .705 -.903 .085 1.259 .170 
25 AMTB25 826 1 5 3.32 .846 .165 .085 -.345 .170 
26 AMTB26 828 1 5 3.67 .970 -.577 .085 -.041 .170 
27 AMTB27 830 1 5 3.81 .844 -.827 .085 .733 .170 
28 AMTB28 829 1 5 3.91 .789 -.621 .085 .409 .170 
29 AMTB29 826 1 5 3.65 .962 -.635 .085 -.123 .170 
30 AMTB30 822 1 5 2.72 .837 .472 .085 .210 .170 
31 AMTB31 830 1 5 2.51 .913 .693 .085 .302 .170 
32 AMTB32 830 1 5 3.14 .914 .084 .085 -.365 .170 
33 AMTB33 829 1 5 3.77 .779 -.325 .085 -.033 .170 
34 AMTB34 827 1 5 3.28 .946 -.095 .085 -.548 .170 
35 AMTB35 827 1 5 2.96 .876 .247 .085 .447 .170 
36 AMTB36 828 1 5 2.54 .847 .549 .085 .472 .170 
37 AMTB37 829 1 5 2.79 .902 .317 .085 -.202 .170 
38 AMTB38 826 1 5 2.80 .948 .491 .085 -.425 .170 
39 N_ORIE1 827 1 5 2.91 1.042 .184 .085 -1.051 .170 
40 N_ORIE2 830 1 5 3.02 1.011 -.052 .085 -.975 .170 
41 N_ORIE3 830 1 5 2.89 1.036 .092 .085 -1.088 .170 
42 N_ORIE4 829 1 5 2.69 .873 .452 .085 .046 .170 
43 N_ORIE5 830 1 5 2.92 .951 .122 .085 -.629 .170 
44 N_ORIE6 830 1 5 2.81 .941 .274 .085 -.457 .170 
45 GLOB1 828 2 5 4.11 .658 -.708 .085 1.237 .170 
46 GLOB2 830 2 5 4.10 .678 -.700 .085 .398 .170 
47 GLOB3 828 1 5 4.00 .752 .235 .085 -.950 .170 
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48 LING1 830 1 5 3.11 .964 -.088 .085 -.620 .170 
49 LING2 829 1 5 2.82 .879 .265 .085 -.076 .170 
50 LING3 829 1 5 2.81 .973 .302 .085 -.368 .170 
51 LING4 828 1 5 2.81 .970 .360 .085 -.315 .170 
52 FLCAS1 824 1 5 3.12 .987 -.233 .085 -.885 .170 
53 FLCAS2 824 1 5 2.68 .957 .417 .085 -.733 .170 
54 FLCAS3 820 1 5 2.59 .943 .508 .085 -.670 .171 
55 FLCAS4 822 1 5 3.05 .973 -.134 .085 -.928 .170 
56 FLCAS5 822 1 5 3.29 .938 -.348 .085 -.814 .170 
57 FLCAS6 823 1 5 3.33 .954 -.665 .085 -.553 .170 
58 FLCAS7 823 1 5 2.58 .926 .543 .085 -.501 .170 
59 FLCAS8 823 1 5 3.15 1.006 -.380 .085 -.896 .170 
60 FLCAS9 823 1 5 2.76 .977 .311 .085 -.859 .170 
61 FLCAS10 821 1 5 2.87 .874 .311 .085 -.378 .170 
62 FLCAS11 821 1 5 3.13 .874 -.311 .085 -.378 .170 
63 FLCAS12 821 1 5 3.16 .951 -.314 .085 -.856 .170 
64 FLCAS13 822 1 5 2.53 .882 .599 .085 -.172 .170 
65 FLCAS14 824 1 5 2.95 .966 .032 .085 -.858 .170 
66 FLCAS15 824 1 5 2.79 .939 .240 .085 -.771 .170 
67 FLCAS16 822 1 5 2.65 .971 .381 .085 -.854 .170 
68 FLCAS17 823 1 5 2.55 .949 .506 .085 -.558 .170 
69 CTAS1 824 1 5 3.10 .981 -.319 .085 -.872 .170 
70 CTAS2 824 1 5 3.54 .862 -.717 .085 .219 .170 
71 CTAS3 822 1 5 3.35 .915 -.398 .085 -.648 .170 
72 CTAS4 820 1 5 2.40 .952 .675 .085 -.215 .171 
73 CTAS5 824 1 5 2.33 .842 .795 .085 .491 .170 
74 CTAS6 823 1 5 3.22 .833 -.132 .085 -.222 .170 
75 CTAS7 822 1 5 2.64 .936 .470 .085 -.539 .170 
76 CTAS8 822 1 5 2.36 .870 .728 .085 .295 .170 
77 CTAS9 822 1 5 2.36 .857 .752 .085 .228 .170 
78 CTAS10 819 1 5 2.39 .923 .670 .085 -.076 .171 
79 CTAS11 821 1 5 3.16 .932 -.017 .085 -.855 .170 
80 CTAS12 822 1 5 3.15 .907 .008 .085 -.708 .170 
81 CTAS13 821 1 5 3.22 .959 -.495 .085 -.673 .170 
82 CTAS14 823 1 5 2.65 .919 .387 .085 -.597 .170 
83 CTAS15 824 1 5 3.03 .950 -.042 .085 -.724 .170 
84 CTAS16 822 1 5 2.64 .912 .464 .085 -.660 .170 
85 CTAS17 822 1 5 2.86 .917 .166 .085 -.869 .170 
86 CTAS18 821 1 5 2.88 .895 .132 .085 -.668 .170 
87 CTAS19 820 1 5 2.84 .941 .177 .085 -.874 .171 
88 CTAS20 821 1 5 2.76 .938 .301 .085 -.729 .170 
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Frequency Table  
 
# 

ITEMS  MISSING 
% 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
 % 

DISAGREE 
% 

UNDECIDED 
% 

AGREE  
% 

STRONGLY 
AGREE  
% 

1 AMTB1 .2 4.6 15.6 27.6 40.0 12.0 
2 AMTB2 .4 2.5 11.5 31.5 36.5 17.6 
3 AMTB3 .4 1.9 5.2 18.7 53.8 20.1 
4 AMTB4 .7 1.6 4.6 10.9 55.1 27.0 
5 AMTB5 .7 3.2 11.0 18.0 41.7 25.4 
6 AMTB6 .8 5.6 14.8 22.9 39.1 16.7 
7 AMTB7 .9 .7 10.3 43.4 29.4 15.3 
8 AMTB8 .4 2.8 11.8 22.3 43.6 19.2 
9 AMTB9 .1 2.5 16.5 19.0 47.7 14.2 
10 AMTB10 .8 3.2 20.3 18.2 41.4 16.1 
11 AMTB11 .4 1.9 10.7 23.4 49.1 14.6 
12 AMTB12 .2 1.8 10.6 24.4 42.8 20.2 
13 AMTB13 .1 33.4 26.1 35.7 26.4 8.2 
14 AMTB14 .1 4.6 20.9 22.1 42.8 9.5 
15 AMTB15 .2 .6 6.9 29.8 49.8 12.6 
16 AMTB16 .2 1.4 3.6 7.6 55.0 32.1 
17 AMTB17 .4 3.6 11.5 54.9 22.0 7.6 
18 AMTB18 .2 1.9 12.8 26.2 46.4 12.5 
19 AMTB19 .1 1.4 5.4 8.8 43.1 41.2 
20 AMTB20 .2 4.9 18.8 18.6 41.8 15.6 
21 AMTB21 .4 5.9 42.7 37.7 11.3 2.1 
22 AMTB22 .4 .9 6.7 14.8 54.4 22.8 
23 AMTB23 .2 1.8 4.9 14.2 50.3 28.6 
24 AMTB24 .2 .6 2.9 6.3 52.6 37.3 
25 AMTB25 .6 .8 14.3 45.2 30.2 8.8 
26 AMTB26 .2 2.8 10.0 24.3 43.5 19.2 
27 AMTB27 0 1.6 7.9 16.9 56.6 16.9 
28 AMTB28 .1 .7 5.5 17.9 54.9 20.9 
29 AMTB29 .5 2.2 13.2 18.9 48.6 16.6 
30 AMTB30 .9 4.3 37.7 41.7 12.2 3.1 
31 AMTB31 0 9.8 48.3 28.2 10.6 3.2 
32 AMTB32 0 2.9 21.3 42.3 26.6 5.9 
33 AMTB33 .1 .4 5.1 28.1 50.3 16.1 
34 AMTB34 .4 2.5 19.3 35.5 33.3 9.2 
35 AMTB35 .4 4.9 21.5 53.6 13.6 6.0 
36 AMTB36 .2 7.5 44.1 37.1 8.6 2.5 
37 AMTB37 .1 5.5 34..9 39.2 16.7 3.5 
38 AMTB38 .5 4.1 40.5 31.3 18.7 4.9 
39 N_ORIE1 .4 5.2 39.2 19.9 29.8 5.5 
40 N_ORIE2 0 5.3 31.6 24.8 34 4.3 
41 N_ORIE3 0 6.5 38.0 20.1 31.6 3.9 
42 N_ORIE4 .1 5.9 39.6 38.5 12.8 3.1 
43 N_ORIE5 0 5.3 31.6 34.2 24.9 4.0 
44 N_ORIE6 0 6.1 35.5 34.99 19.7 3.8 
45 GLOB1 .2 .9 4.3 12.1 59.2 23.1 
46 GLOB2 0 .6 3.2 9.2 60.9 26.2 
47 GLOB3 .4 .9 7.8 17.6 54.6 18.7 
48 LING1 0 3.9 24.3 34.0 31.7 6.1 
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49 LING2 .1 5.1 31.8 43.1 16.1 3.8 
50 LING3 .1 6.6 34.1 35.5 18.4 5.3 
51 LING4 .2 6.6 34.9 35.6 17.0 5.6 
52 FLCAS1 .7 4.1 26.7 25.9 38.4 4.2 
53 FLCAS2 .7 6.0 46.3 22.4 22.2 2.4 
54 FLCAS3 1.2 6.9 50.2 19.2 20.8 1.8 
55 FLCAS4 .9 4.0 28.8 27.0 35.5 3.8 
56 FLCAS5 .9 2.0 23.0 24.4 43.9 5.6 
57 FLCAS6 .8 3.4 20.4 19.2 52.2 4.0 
58 FLCAS7 .8 6.8 49.5 22.0 18..8 2.1 
59 FLCAS8 .9 4.9 25.3 22.0 42.9 4.0 
60 FLCAS9 .8 5.8 42.7 23.3 24.4 3.1 
61 FLCAS10 1.1 3.2 33.6 39.2 19.4 3.5 
62 FLCAS11 1.1 3.2 24.8 26.3 40.9 3.8 
63 FLCAS12 .9 7.3 50.2 25.1 14.8 1.6 
64 FLCAS13 .7 4.3 32.0 29.6 29.6 3.8 
65 FLCAS14 .7 5.1 38.7 29.1 23.9 2.6 
66 FLCAS15 .9 7.3 46.5 20.0 23.4 1.9 
67 FLCAS16 .8 8.8 49.2 20.4 18.9 1.8 
68 FLCAS17 .7 5.1 25.5 26.0 39.7 3.1 
69 CTAS1 .7 1.9 11.5 24.9 53.2 7.8 
70 CTAS2 .9 1.8 19.9 26.1 45.2 6.1 
71 CTAS3 1.2 12.3 52.6 16.1 15.9 1.9 
72 CTAS4 .7 10.9 57.0 19.7 10.2 1.4 
73 CTAS5 .8 1.6 16.8 43.5 32.5 4.7 
74 CTAS6 .9 6.7 46.2 24.4 19.3 2.5 
75 CTAS7 .9 11.6 54.3 20.8 10.7 1.6 
76 CTAS8 .9 10.2 56.3 19.5 11.8 1.3 
77 CTAS9 1.3 12.1 52.5 18.6 13.9 1.6 
78 CTAS10 1.1 1.5 26.2 31.1 34.2 5.9 
79 CTAS11 .9 1.8 24.4 35.5 31.8 5.5 
80 CTAS12 1.1 4.0 22.3 24.8 44.2 3.6 
81 CTAS13 .8 6.1 44.1 27.1 19.9 2.0 
82 CTAS14 .7 3.8 27.6 32.8 30.7 4.5 
83 CTAS15 .9 5.5 47.9 23.6 20.2 1.8 
84 CTAS16 .9 3.5 36.7 30.3 26.2 2.4 
85 CTAS17 1.1 3.6 33.3 35.6 23.7 2.7 
86 CTAS18 1.2 4.3 37.1 28.4 26.3 2.6 
87 CTAS19 1.1 5.3 40.5 28.0 22.4 2.7 
88 CTAS20 .9 3.9 23.5 22.7 42.9 6.1 

 
 



 

Appendix M  
Syntax for Simplified Socio-educational Model 

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AMTB_CFA_SEC MODEL 
DA NG=1 NI=9 NO=830 MA=KM; 
LA   
* 
ELI ELC IO IIE ATEP INSTR MI DLE ATLE 
KM SY 
1  
0.504 1  
0.272 0.423 1  
0.374 0.654 0.561 1  
0.305 0.423 0.554 0.566 1  
0.258 0.286 0.515 0.405 0.398 1  
0.302 0.498 0.292 0.464 0.359 0.268 1  
0.332 0.595 0.557 0.626 0.489 0.405 0.406 1  
0.423 0.761 0.511 0.731 0.477 0.364 0.520 0.712 1    
        
MODEL NX=9 NK=4  C 
LX=FU,FI TD=SY,FI C 
PH=SY,FI 
LK 
'ATTITUDE' 'INTEGRATIVE' 'INSTRUMENTAL' 'MOTIVATION' 
FR LX 2 1 LX 4 2 LX 5 2 LX 8 4 LX 9 4 
FR TD 1 1 TD 2 2 TD 3 3 TD 4 4 TD 5 5 TD 7 7 TD 8 8 TD 9 9  
FR PH 2 1 PH 3 1 PH 3 2 PH 1 1 PH 2 2 PH 3 3 PH 4 1 PH 4 2 PH 4 3 PH 4 4  
VA 1 LX 1 1 LX 3 2 LX 6 3 LX 7 4  
VA 0 TD 6 6   
PATH DIAGRAM 
OU ME=ML SE TV SC MI RS AD=OFF 
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Appendix N  
Syntax for the Complete CFA Model 

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AMTB_CFA_Complete model 
DA NG=1 NI=21 NO=830 MA=KM; 
LA   
* 
ELI ELC IO IIE ATEP INSTR1 INSTR2 INSTR3 GLOB1 GLOB2 GLOB3 LIN1 LIN2 LIN3 LIN4 MI 
DLE ATLE CLA_ANX tes_conf TES_ANX 
KM SY 
1  
0.504 1  
0.272 0.423 1  
0.374 0.654 0.561 1  
0.305 0.423 0.554 0.566 1  
-0.105 -0.400 -0.220 -0.396 -0.182 1  
0.088 0.084 0.184 0.150 0.206 0.148 1  
0.233 0.251 0.484 0.355 0.337 -0.026 0.229 1  
0.325 0.390 0.396 0.364 0.301 -0.142 0.152 0.359 1  
0.313 0.384 0.418 0.383 0.327 -0.157 0.139 0.406 0.715 1  
0.331 0.367 0.406 0.376 0.331 -0.135 0.131 0.416 0.627 0.797 1  
0.141 0.251 0.191 0.284 0.243 -0.110 0.158 0.113 0.130 0.153 0.174 1  
0.209 0.338 0.191 0.314 0.227 -0.176 0.158 0.085 0.125 0.128 0.146 0.471
 1  
0.163 0.343 0.220 0.374 0.246 -0.217 0.186 0.088 0.128 0.191 0.170 0.385
 0.513 1  
0.167 0.306 0.218 0.350 0.218 -0.238 0.155 0.083 0.112 0.130 0.119 0.322
 0.549 0.672 1  
0.302 0.498 0.292 0.464 0.359 -0.276 0.185 0.192 0.215 0.229 0.256 0.329
 0.408 0.359 0.365 1  
0.332 0.595 0.557 0.626 0.489 -0.404 0.145 0.418 0.429 0.458 0.459 0.196
 0.236 0.270 0.238 0.406 1  
0.423 0.761 0.511 0.731 0.477 -0.466 0.161 0.342 0.435 0.430 0.432 0.279
 0.344 0.367 0.355 0.520 0.712 1  
-0.114 -0.341 -0.136 -0.317 -0.127 0.295 -0.008 -0.003 -0.085 -0.067 -0.095 -0.204
 -0.291 -0.351 -0.444 -0.322 -0.211 -0.322 1  
0.136 0.268 0.189 0.304 0.165 -0.230 0.138 0.052 0.172 0.175 0.186 0.414
 0.427 0.397 0.409 0.335 0.222 0.335 -0.419 1  
-0.092 -0.223 -0.158 -0.240 -0.065 0.273 -0.006 -0.110 -0.236 -0.209 -0.227 -0.236
 -0.158 -0.205 -0.157 -0.165 -0.252 -0.276 0.396 -0.473 1 
MODEL NX=21 NK=9 C 
LX=FU,FI TD=SY,FI C 
PH=SY,FI 
LK 
'ATTITUDE' 'INTEGRATIVE' 'MARK' 'FURTHER-ED' 'JOB' 'GLOBAL' 'LIN_CONF' 'MOTIVATION' 
'ANXIETY' 
FR LX 2 1 LX 4 2 LX 5 2 LX 10 6 LX 11 6 LX 13 7 LX 14 7 LX 15 7 LX 17 8 LX 18 8 LX 20 9 LX 21 9 
FR TD 1 1 TD 2 2 TD 3 3 TD 4 4 TD 5 5 TD 9 9 TD 10 10 TD 11 11 TD 12 12 TD 13 13 TD 14 14 TD 15 
15 TD 16 16 TD 17 17 TD 18 18 TD 19 19 TD 20 20 TD 21 21 
FR PH 1 1 PH 2 2 PH 3 3 PH 4 4 PH 5 5 PH 6 6 PH 7 7 PH 8 8 PH 9 9 PH 2 1 PH 3 1 PH 3 2 PH 4 1 PH 4 
2 PH 4 3 PH 5 1 PH 5 2 PH 5 3 PH 5 4 PH 6 1 PH 6 2 PH 6 3 PH 6 4 PH 6 5 PH 7 1 PH 7 2 PH 7 3 PH 7 4 
PH 7 5 PH 7 6 PH 8 1 PH 8 2 PH 8 3 PH 8 4 PH 8 5 PH 8 6 PH 8 7 
FR PH 9 1 PH 9 2 PH 9 3 PH 9 4 PH 9 5 PH 9 6 PH 9 7 PH 9 8 PH 9 9  
VA 1 LX 1 1 LX 3 2 LX 6 3 LX 7 4 LX 8 5 LX 9 6 LX 12 7 LX 16 8 LX 19 9  
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VA 0 TD 6 6 TD 7 7 TD 8 8  
PATH DIAGRAM 
OU ME=ML SE TV SC MI RS AD=OFF 
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Appendix O  
Syntax for the Revised Complete CFA Model 

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS AMTB_CFA_Complete model_Revised 
DA NG=1 NI=24 NO=830 MA=KM; 
LA   
* 
ELI ELC IO IIE ATEP INSTR1 INSTR2 INSTR3 INSTR4 INSTR5 INSTR6 INSTR7 INSTR8 INSTR9 
GLOB1 GLOB2 GLOB3 LIN_CONF TES_CONFF MI DLE ATLE CLA_ANX TES_ANX 
KM SY 
1            
  
0.504 1  
0.272 0.423 1        
0.374 0.654 0.561 1  
0.305 0.423 0.554 0.566 1  
-0.087 -0.328 -0.184 -0.346 -0.157 1  
-0.016 -0.231 -0.114 -0.231 -0.097 0.731 1  
-0.167 -0.471 -0.276 -0.439 -0.224 0.575 0.523 1  
0.087 0.102 0.211 0.177 0.232 0.113 0.088 0.024 1  
0.087 0.108 0.197 0.184 0.175 0.046 0.059 -0.048 0.536 1  
0.043 -0.001 0.045 0.011 0.100 0.253 0.237 0.118 0.495 0.467 1  
0.139 0.121 0.287 0.211 0.254 0.051 0.125 -0.015 0.139 0.136 0.154 1  
0.134 0.088 0.278 0.200 0.136 0.009 0.075 -0.063 0.110 0.132 0.094 0.394
 1  
0.231 0.338 0.492 0.368 0.363 -0.107 -0.059 -0.193 0.146 0.156 0.117 0.240
 0.213 1  
0.313 0.384 0.418 0.383 0.327 -0.147 -0.041 -0.214 0.132 0.137 0.072 0.341
 0.235 0.319 1  
0.331 0.367 0.406 0.376 0.331 -0.146 -0.036 -0.169 0.161 0.101 0.058 0.345
 0.247 0.322 0.797 1  
0.325 0.390 0.396 0.364 0.301 -0.119 -0.049 -0.202 0.153 0.129 0.092 0.291
 0.209 0.270 0.715 0.627 1  
0.136 0.268 0.189 0.304 0.165 -0.227 -0.166 -0.203 0.138 0.174 0.029 -0.027
 0.006 0.132 0.175 0.186 0.172 1  
0.217 0.393 0.261 0.423 0.298 -0.225 -0.131 -0.253 0.187 0.239 0.090 0.031
 0.028 0.205 0.193 0.194 0.158 0.525 1  
0.302 0.498 0.292 0.464 0.359 -0.243 -0.164 -0.310 0.159 0.188 0.109 0.095
 0.074 0.256 0.229 0.256 0.215 0.335 0.464 1  
0.332 0.595 0.557 0.626 0.489 -0.350 -0.225 -0.469 0.142 0.181 0.036 0.302
 0.219 0.406 0.458 0.459 0.429 0.222 0.299 0.406 1  
0.423 0.761 0.511 0.731 0.477 -0.398 -0.283 -0.531 0.173 0.205 0.022 0.199
 0.166 0.384 0.430 0.432 0.435 0.335 0.428 0.520 0.712 1  
-0.114 -0.341 -0.136 -0.317 -0.127 0.247 0.254 0.271 -0.031 -0.080 0.085 0.082
 0.024 -0.110 -0.067 -0.095 -0.085 -0.419 -0.410 -0.322 -0.211 -0.322 1 
-0.092 -0.223 -0.158 -0.240 -0.065 0.246 0.211 0.255 -0.009 -0.055 0.045 -0.047
 -0.056 -0.123 -0.209 -0.227 -0.236 -0.473 -0.241 -0.165 -0.252 -0.276 0.396
 1   
MODEL NX=24 NK=9 C 
LX=FU,FI TD=SY,FI C 
PH=SY,FI 
LK 
'ATTITUDE' 'INTEGRATIVE' 'MARK' 'FURTHER-ED' 'JOB' 'GLOBAL' 'CONFIDENCE' 
'MOTIVATION' 'ANXIETY' 
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FR LX 2 1 LX 4 2 LX 5 2 LX 7 3 LX 8 3 LX 10 4 LX 11 4 LX 13 5 LX 14 5 LX 16 6 LX 17 6 LX 19 7 
LX 21 8 LX 22 8 LX 24 9 
FR TD 1 1 TD 2 2 TD 3 3 TD 4 4 TD 5 5 TD 6 6 TD 7 7 TD 8 8 TD 9 9 TD 10 10 TD 11 11 TD 12 12 TD 
13 13 TD 14 14 TD 15 15 TD 16 16 TD 17 17 TD 18 18 TD 19 19 TD 20 20 TD 21 21 TD 22 22 TD 23 23 
TD 24 24 
FR PH 1 1 PH 2 2 PH 3 3 PH 4 4 PH 5 5 PH 6 6 PH 7 7 PH 8 8 PH 9 9 PH 2 1 PH 3 1 PH 3 2 PH 4 1 PH 4 
2 PH 4 3 PH 5 1 PH 5 2 PH 5 3 PH 5 4 PH 6 1 PH 6 2 PH 6 3 PH 6 4 PH 6 5 PH 7 1 PH 7 2 PH 7 3 PH 7 4 
PH 7 5 PH 7 6 PH 8 1 PH 8 2 PH 8 3 PH 8 4 PH 8 5 PH 8 6 PH 8 7 
FR PH 9 1 PH 9 2 PH 9 3 PH 9 4 PH 9 5 PH 9 6 PH 9 7 PH 9 8  
VA 1 LX 1 1 LX 3 2 LX 6 3 LX 9 4 LX 12 5 LX 15 6 LX 18 7 LX 20 8 LX 23 9  
PATH DIAGRAM 
OU ME=ML SE TV SC MI RS AD=OFF 
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Appendix P  
Syntax and Major Output for the Structural Equation Modelling 

DATE:  8/ 4/2009 
TIME: 19:22 

L I S R E L  8.80 
BY 

Karl G. Jöreskog and Dag Sörbom 
This program is published exclusively by 
Scientific Software International, Inc. 

7383 N. Lincoln Avenue, Suite 100 
Lincolnwood, IL 60712, U.S.A. 

Phone: (800)247-6113, (847)675-0720, Fax: (847)675-2140 
Copyright by Scientific Software International, Inc., 1981-2006 
Use of this program is subject to the terms specified in the 

Universal Copyright Convention. 
Website: www.ssicentral.com 

 
The following lines were read from file  C:\Users\Owner\Desktop\OVERALL 
MODEL.spl: 
DA NG=1 NI=28 NO=830 MA=KM; 
 LA 
 * 
 MI DLE ATLE LISTEN READ WRITE CLOZE LIN-CONF TEST-CONF ELI ELC IO IIE 
ATEP INSTR1 INSTR2 INSTR3 INSTR4 INSTR5 INSTR6 INSTR7 INSTR8 INSTR9 
GLOB1 GLOB2 GLOB3 cla-anx tes-anx 
 KM SY 
 1 
 0.414 1 
 0.540 0.714 1 
 0.216 0.238 0.324 1 
 0.131 0.094 0.180 0.362 1 
 0.193 0.188 0.208 0.345 0.212 1 
 0.164 0.195 0.250 0.498 0.317 0.287 1 
 0.476 0.312 0.435 0.343 0.191 0.155 0.231 1 
 0.343 0.223 0.343 0.338 0.229 0.163 0.232 0.536 1 
 0.298 0.333 0.419 0.018 -0.005 0.043 -0.021 0.197 0.122 1 
 0.506 0.602 0.777 0.226 0.132 0.190 0.150 0.405 0.276 0.503 1 
 0.313 0.548 0.509 0.160 0.067 0.135 0.114 0.255 0.197 0.285 0.452 1 
 0.477 0.638 0.749 0.285 0.143 0.216 0.237 0.426 0.304 0.371 0.670 
0.564 1 
 0.368 0.482 0.459 0.167 0.118 0.174 0.147 0.289 0.159 0.301 0.432 
0.530 0.566 1 
 -0.232 -0.380 -0.411 -0.218 -0.087 -0.168 -0.199 -0.233 -0.226 -0.085 
-0.353 -0.193 -0.362 -0.163 1 
 -0.161 -0.265 -0.301 -0.145 -0.095 -0.135 -0.131 -0.152 -0.197 -0.018 
-0.245 -0.143 -0.262 -0.132 0.738 1 
 -0.346 -0.479 -0.539 -0.223 -0.117 -0.171 -0.197 -0.299 -0.238 -0.169 
-0.471 -0.296 -0.452 -0.235 0.601 0.528 1 
 0.151 0.129 0.153 0.099 0.093 0.090 0.086 0.164 0.142 0.086 0.071 
0.195 0.176 0.234 0.094 0.088 0.018 1 
 0.194 0.182 0.204 0.126 0.103 0.046 0.068 0.225 0.173 0.100 0.103 
0.197 0.200 0.169 0.019 0.027 -0.063 0.520 1 
 0.119 0.043 0.009 -0.004 0.027 0.068 -0.001 0.083 0.024 0.044 -0.009 
0.033 0.009 0.094 0.244 0.226 0.109 0.492 0.432 1 
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 0.096 0.265 0.170 0.028 0.060 0.059 -0.007 -0.012 -0.041 0.125 0.114 
0.258 0.193 0.217 0.055 0.107 -0.018 0.124 0.117 0.151 1 
 0.065 0.192 0.157 0.009 0.011 0.012 0.021 0.012 0.011 0.128 0.091 
0.239 0.190 0.107 0.003 0.065 -0.056 0.100 0.134 0.106 0.400 1 
 0.275 0.392 0.372 0.094 0.061 0.042 0.050 0.199 0.128 0.204 0.324 
0.508 0.359 0.344 -0.102 -0.063 -0.178 0.131 0.171 0.134 0.233 0.226 1 
 0.233 0.443 0.414 0.116 0.052 0.036 0.082 0.177 0.145 0.310 0.376 
0.414 0.365 0.310 -0.153 -0.079 -0.218 0.115 0.146 0.075 0.315 0.229 
0.301 1 
 0.267 0.446 0.411 0.134 0.066 0.064 0.102 0.193 0.170 0.320 0.374 
0.401 0.374 0.325 -0.161 -0.070 -0.193 0.155 0.118 0.065 0.323 0.230 
0.310 0.807 1 
 0.241 0.427 0.427 0.070 0.040 0.094 0.057 0.160 0.155 0.337 0.375 
0.426 0.368 0.306 -0.138 -0.065 -0.197 0.123 0.117 0.085 0.286 0.222 
0.259 0.717 0.642 1 
 -0.309 -0.200 -0.313 -0.327 -0.155 -0.133 -0.120 -0.455 -0.483 -0.101 
-0.319 -0.139 -0.306 -0.111 0.259 0.252 0.287 -0.011 -0.067 0.082 0.053 
-0.018 -0.092 -0.081 -0.122 -0.079 1 
 -0.201 -0.166 -0.257 -0.308 -0.216 -0.126 -0.163 -0.344 -0.536 -0.061 
-0.207 -0.122 -0.240 -0.032 0.270 0.215 0.244 0.028 -0.051 0.095 0.007 
-0.026 -0.106 -0.153 -0.188 -0.135 0.565 1 
 
 MODEL NX=19 NK=7 NY=9 NE=3 C 
 LY=FU,FI LX=FU,FI TE=SY,FI TD=SY,FI C 
 BE=FU,FI GA=FU,FI PH=SY,FI PS=SY,FI 
 LK 
 'ATTITUDE' 'INTEGRATIVE' '1-INSTR' '2-INSTR' '3-INSTR' 'GLOBAL'  
'ANXIETY' 
 LE 
 'MOTIVATION' 'ACHIEVEMENT' 'CONFIDENCE' 
 
 FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 5 2 LY 6 2 LY 7 2 LY 9 3 
 FR LX 2 1 LX 4 2 LX 5 2 LX 7 3 LX 8 3 LX 10 4 LX 11 4 LX 13 5 LX 14 5 
LX 16 6 LX 17 6 LX 19 7 
 FR TD 1 1 TD 2 2 TD 3 3 TD 4 4 TD 5 5 TD 6 6 TD 7 7 TD 8 8 TD 9 9 TD 
10 10 TD 11 11 TD 12 12 TD 13 13 TD 14 14 TD 15 15 TD 16 16 TD 17 17 TD 
18 18 TD 19 19 
 FR PH 1 1 PH 2 2 PH 3 3 PH 4 4 PH 5 5 PH 6 6 PH 7 7 PH 2 1 PH 3 1 PH 3 
2 PH 4 1 PH 4 2 PH 4 3 PH 5 1 PH 5 2 PH 5 3 PH 5 4 PH 6 1 PH 6 2 PH 6 3 
PH 6 4 PH 6 5 PH 7 1 PH 7 2 PH 7 3 PH 7 4 PH 7 5 PH 7 6 
 VA 1 LX 1 1 LX 3 2 LX 6 3 LX 9 4 LX 12 5 LX 15 6 LX 18 7 
 FR TE 1 1 TE 2 2 TE 3 3 TE 4 4 TE 5 5 TE 6 6 TE 7 7 TE 8 8 TE 9 9 
 FR PS 1 1 PS 2 2 PS 3 3 
 FR BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2 
 FR GA 1 1 GA 1 2 GA 1 3 GA 1 4 GA 1 5 GA 1 6 GA 2 7 
 VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 4 2 LY 8 3 
 PATH DIAGRAM 
 OU ME=ML SE TV SC RS MI AD=OFF 
 
 COVARIANCE STRUCTURE MODEL-YING-OVERALL MODEL 
                           Number of Input Variables 28 
                           Number of Y - Variables    9 
                           Number of X - Variables   19 
                           Number of ETA - Variables  3 
                           Number of KSI - Variables  7 
                           Number of Observations   830 
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COVARIANCE STRUCTURE MODEL-YING-OVERALL MODEL-A  
                  MI        DLE       ATLE     LISTEN       READ      
WRITE     
            --------   --------   --------   --------   --------   ----
----  
       MI       1.00  
      DLE       0.41       1.00  
     ATLE       0.54       0.71       1.00  
   LISTEN       0.22       0.24       0.32       1.00  
 
     READ       0.13       0.09       0.18       0.36       1.00  
    WRITE       0.19       0.19       0.21       0.34       0.21       
1.00  
    CLOZE       0.16       0.20       0.25       0.50       0.32       
0.29  
 LIN_CONF       0.48       0.31       0.43       0.34       0.19       
0.15  
 TES_CONF       0.34       0.22       0.34       0.34       0.23       
0.16  
      ELI       0.30       0.33       0.42       0.02      -0.01       
0.04  
      ELC       0.51       0.60       0.78       0.23       0.13       
0.19  
       IO       0.31       0.55       0.51       0.16       0.07       
0.14  
      IIE       0.48       0.64       0.75       0.28       0.14       
0.22  
     ATEP       0.37       0.48       0.46       0.17       0.12       
0.17  
   INSTR1      -0.23      -0.38      -0.41      -0.22      -0.09      -
0.17  
   INSTR2      -0.16      -0.27      -0.30      -0.14      -0.10      -
0.14  
   INSTR3      -0.35      -0.48      -0.54      -0.22      -0.12      -
0.17  
   INSTR4       0.15       0.13       0.15       0.10       0.09       
0.09  
   INSTR5       0.19       0.18       0.20       0.13       0.10       
0.05  
   INSTR6       0.12       0.04       0.01       0.00       0.03       
0.07  
   INSTR7       0.10       0.27       0.17       0.03       0.06       
0.06  
   INSTR8       0.07       0.19       0.16       0.01       0.01       
0.01  
   INSTR9       0.28       0.39       0.37       0.09       0.06       
0.04  
    GLOB1       0.23       0.44       0.41       0.12       0.05       
0.04  
    GLOB2       0.27       0.45       0.41       0.13       0.07       
0.06  
    GLOB3       0.24       0.43       0.43       0.07       0.04       
0.09  
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  CLA_ANX      -0.31      -0.20      -0.31      -0.33      -0.15      -
0.13  
  TES_ANX      -0.20      -0.17      -0.26      -0.31      -0.22      -
0.13  
 

Correlation Matrix 
  CLOZE   LIN_CONF  TES_CONF  ELI  ELC IO  

1.00  CLOZE  
0.23 1.00  LIN_CONF   

1.00  0.23 0.54 TES_CONF  
-0.02 0.20 0.12 1.00  ELI   
0.15 0.41 0.28 0.50 1.00  ELC   

0.20 0.28 0.45 1.00 0.11 0.26 IO   
0.24 0.43 0.30 0.37 0.67 0.56 IIE   
0.15 0.29 0.16 0.30 0.43 0.53 ATEP   

-0.23 -0.09 -0.35 -0.19 -0.20 -0.23 INSTR1   
-0.20 -0.02 -0.24 -0.14 -0.13 -0.15 INSTR2   
-0.24 -0.17 -0.47 -0.30 -0.20 -0.30 INSTR3   

0.09 0.16 0.14 0.09 0.07 0.20 INSTR4   
0.17 0.10 0.10 0.20 0.07 0.23 INSTR5   
0.02 0.04 -0.01 0.03 0.00 0.08 INSTR6   

-0.01 -0.01 -0.04 0.12 0.11 0.26 INSTR7   
0.02 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.09 0.24 INSTR8   

0.13 0.20 0.32 0.51 0.05 0.20 INSTR9   
0.08 0.18 0.14 0.31 0.38 0.41 GLOB1   
0.10 0.19 0.17 0.32 0.37 0.40 GLOB2   

0.15 0.34 0.38 0.43 0.06 0.16 GLOB3   
-0.12 -0.46 -0.48 -0.10 -0.32 -0.14 CLA_ANX   
-0.16 -0.34 -0.54 -0.06 -0.21 -0.12 TES_ANX   

 
Correlation Matrix  (continued) 

  IIE   ATEP   INSTR1  INSTR2  INSTR3 INSTR4 
1.00  IIE  
0.57 1.00 ATEP   

1.00 -0.36 -0.16 INSTR1   
-0.26 -0.13 0.74 1.00 INSTR2   

0.60 0.53 1.00 -0.45 -0.23 INSTR3   
0.09 0.09 0.02 1.00 0.18 0.23 INSTR4   

0.20 0.17 0.02 0.03 -0.06 0.52 INSTR5   
0.24 0.23 0.11 0.49 0.01 0.09 INSTR6   

0.19 0.22 0.06 0.11 -0.02 0.12 INSTR7   
0.19 0.11 0.00 0.07 -0.06 0.10 INSTR8   

-0.10 -0.06 -0.18 0.13 0.36 0.34 INSTR9   
-0.15 -0.08 -0.22 0.12 0.36 0.31 GLOB1   

0.37 0.33 -0.16 -0.07 -0.19 0.15 GLOB2   
-0.14 -0.07 -0.20 0.12 0.37 0.31 GLOB3   
0.26 0.25 0.29 -0.01 -0.31 -0.11 CLA_ANX  

-0.24 -0.03 0.27 0.21 0.24 0.03 TES_ANX  
 
Correlation Matrix  (continued) 

  INSTR5   INSTR6  INSTR7  INSTR8  INSTR9 GLOB1 
1.00 INSTR5  
0.43 1.00 INSTR6   

1.00 0.12 0.15 INSTR7   
0.40 1.00 0.13 0.11 INSTR8   
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0.23 0.23 1.00 0.17 0.13 INSTR9   
0.15 0.07 0.32 0.23 0.30 1.00 GLOB1   
0.12 0.07 0.32 0.23 0.31 0.81 GLOB2   
0.12 0.09 0.29 0.22 0.26 0.72 GLOB3   
-0.07 0.08 0.05 -0.02 -0.09 -0.08 CLA_ANX  

0.01 -0.03 -0.11 -0.15 -0.05 0.10 TES_ANX  
 
Correlation Matrix  (continued) 

  GLOB2  GLOB3  CLA_ANX TES_ANX  
1.00  GLOB2  

1.00  0.64 GLOB3   
-0.12 -0.08 1.00  CLA_ANX   

TES_ANX   -0.19 -0.14 0.56 1.00 
 
COVARIANCE STRUCTURE MODEL_YING_OVERALL MODEL 
 

Parameter Specifications 
LAMBDA-Y 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
0 0 0 MI  

0 0 1 DLE   
0 0 2 ATLE   

0 0 0 LISTEN   
0 3 0 READ   

4 0 0 WRITE   
0 5 0 CLOZE   
0 0 0 LIN_CONF   

0 6 0 TES_CONF   
 
LAMBDA-X 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB GLOBAL  
0 0 0 0 0 0 ELI  

7 0 0 0 0 0 ELC   
0 0 0 0 0 0 IO   

0 8 0 0 0 0 IIE   
0 9 0 0 0 0 ATEP   

0 0 0 0 0 0 INSTR1   
0 0 10 0 0 0 INSTR2   

0 11 0 0 0 0 INSTR3   
0 0 0 0 0 0 INSTR4   

0 0 0 12 0 0 INSTR5   
0 0 13 0 0 0 INSTR6   

0 0 0 0 0 0 INSTR7   
0 0 0 0 14 0 INSTR8   

0 0 0 15 0 0 INSTR9   
0 0 0 0 0 0 GLOB1   
0 0 0 0 0 16 GLOB2   

0 0 0 0 17 0 GLOB3   
0 0 0 0 0 0 CLA_ANX  
0 0 0 0 0 0 TES_ANX  

 
LAMBDA-X  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
0 ELI  
0 ELC   
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0 IO   
0 IIE   
0 ATEP   
0 INSTR1   
0 INSTR2   
0 INSTR3   
0 INSTR4   
0 INSTR5   
0 INSTR6   
0 INSTR7   
0 INSTR8   
0 INSTR9   
0 GLOB1   
0 GLOB2   
0 GLOB3   
0 CLA_ANX   
18 TES_ANX   

 
BETA 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
0 0 0 MOTIVATI  

19 0 0 ACHIEVEM   
21 0 20 CONFIDEN   

 
GAMMA 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB GLOBAL  
23 24 25 26 27 22 MOTIVATI  

0 0 0 0 0 0 ACHIEVEM  
0 0 0 0 0 0 CONFIDEN  

 
 
GAMMA  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
0 MOTIVATI  
28 ACHIEVEM   
0 CONFIDEN   

 
PHI 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
29   ATTITUDE  

31   30 INTEGRA   
33 34   32 MARK   
36 37 38   35 FURTHER-ED  
40 41 42 43  39 JOB   

44 45 46 47 48 49 GLOBAL   
51 52 53 54 55 50 ANXIETY   

 
PHI  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
56 ANXIETY  

 
PSI 
   MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 

57 58 59 
 
THETA-EPS 
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   MI   DLE  ATLE  LISTEN  READ  WRITE 
60 61 62 63 64 65 

 
THETA-EPS  (continued) 

   CLOZE   LIN_CONF TES_CONF 
66 67 68 

 
THETA-DELTA 

   ELI   ELC  IO  IIE  ATEP  INSTR1 
69 70 71 72 73 74 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

   INSTR2   INSTR3  INSTR4  INSTR5  INSTR6  INSTR7 
75 76 77 78 79 80 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

   INSTR8   INSTR9  GLOB1  GLOB2  GLOB3  CLA_ANX 
81 82 83 84 85 86 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

  TES_ANX  
87 

CE COVARIAN   
 
 Number of Iterations = 29  

LISREL Estimates (Maximum Likelihood) 
 
LAMBDA-Y 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
1.00 - - - -MI  
1.31 - - - -DLE   

(0.07)    
17.54    
1.53 - - - -ATLE   

(0.08)    
19.28    

1.00 - -- -LISTEN   
- - 0.60 - -READ   

(0.05)    
11.36    

- - 0.55 - -WRITE   
(0.05)    
10.51    

- - 0.76 - -CLOZE   
(0.05)    
13.87    

1.00 - - - -LIN_CONF   
0.88 - - - -TES_CONF   

(0.06)    
14.67    

 
 
 
LAMBDA-X 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
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1.00 - - - - - - - - - - ELI  
1.82 - - - - - - - - - - ELC   

(0.13)      
14.51      
- - 1.00 - - - - - - - - IO   
- - 1.29 - - - - - - - - IIE   

 (0.06)      
 21.54      

- - 0.94 - - - - - - - - ATEP   
 (0.06)      
 16.67      

1.00 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR1   
- - - - 0.89 - - - - - - INSTR2   

 (0.04)      
 24.97      

- - - - 0.77 - - - - - - INSTR3   
(0.04)       

 21.23      
- - - - - - 1.00 - - - - INSTR4   

0.89 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR5   
 (0.06)      
 14.55      

0.84 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR6   
 (0.06)      
 14.22      

1.00 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR7   
- - - - - - - - 0.86 - - INSTR8   

 (0.09)     
9.60      

- - - - - - - - 0.97 - - INSTR9   
 (0.09)     

10.33      
- - - - - - - - - - 1.00 GLOB1   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.93 GLOB2   

  (0.03)    
  33.34    

- - - - - - - - - - 0.83 GLOB3   
  (0.03)    
  27.67    

- - - - - - - - - - - - CLA_ANX  
- - - - - - - - - - - - TES_ANX  

 
LAMBDA-X  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -ELI  
- -ELC   
- -IO   
- -IIE   
- -ATEP   
- -INSTR1   
- -INSTR2   
- -INSTR3   
- -INSTR4   
- -INSTR5   
- -INSTR6   
- -INSTR7   
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- -INSTR8   
- -INSTR9   
- -GLOB1   
- -GLOB2   
- -GLOB3   
1.00 CLA_ANX   
0.92 TES_ANX   

(0.07)    
13.14    

 
BETA 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
- - - - - -MOTIVATI  
0.30 - - - -ACHIEVEM   

(0.06)    
5.11    

0.45 - -0.53 CONFIDEN   
(0.05) (0.06)    

8.69 9.02    
 
GAMMA 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
0.44 -0.10 0.06 -0.01 0.04 0.44 MOTIVATI  

(0.07) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02) (0.06) (0.02)    
6.38 5.95 -5.11 3.03 -0.11 1.75    
- - - - - - - - - - - - ACHIEVEM  
- - - - - - - - - - - - CONFIDEN  

 
GAMMA  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -MOTIVATI  

-0.45 ACHIEVEM   
(0.05)    
-8.36    
- -CONFIDEN   

 
Covariance Matrix of ETA and KSI 

  MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM  CONFIDEN  ATTITUDE  INTEGRA  MARK 
0.35  MOTIVATI  

0.62  0.19 ACHIEVEM   
0.38 0.61  0.27 CONFIDEN   

0.27 0.15 0.21 0.28  ATTITUDE   
0.37 0.20 0.29 0.27 0.46 INTEGRA   

MARK   -0.28 -0.22 -0.25 -0.20 -0.26 0.81 
0.11 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.14 0.11 FURTHER-ED  
0.17 0.06 0.12 0.11 0.24 -0.01 JOB   

0.15 0.22 0.22 0.33 -0.16 0.30 GLOBAL   
-0.19 -0.34 -0.25 -0.15 -0.20 0.29 ANXIETY   

 
 
Covariance Matrix of ETA and KSI  (continued) 

  FURTHER-
ED 

 JOB  GLOBAL ANXIETY  

0.58  FURTHER-ED  
0.32  0.15 JOB   

0.13 0.31 0.86  GLOBAL   

 264



 

ANXIETY   -0.01 -0.03 -0.13 0.62 
 
PHI 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL 
0.28  ATTITUDE  

(0.04)     
7.70     

0.46  0.27 INTEGRA   
(0.04)  (0.03)    
10.62  10.15    

-0.20 -0.26 0.81  MARK   
(0.03) (0.05)  (0.02)    

-8.33 -9.17 15.19     
0.14 0.11 0.58  0.04 FURTHER-ED  

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.06)     
5.68 3.64 10.43  2.17    

0.11 0.24 -0.01 0.15 0.32 JOB   
(0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.02) (0.03)   

6.09 9.10 -0.54 5.76 7.01    
0.22 0.33 -0.16 0.13 0.31 0.86 GLOBAL   

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.02)    
8.83 10.85 -4.78 4.29 9.61 16.78    

ANXIETY   -0.15 -0.20 0.29 -0.01 -0.03 -0.13 
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03)    
-7.06 -7.57 8.62 -0.25 -1.07 -4.02    

 
PHI  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
0.62 ANXIETY  

(0.06)    
9.99    

 
PSI 
Note: This matrix is diagonal.  
   MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 

0.29 0.03 0.41
(0.01) (0.04) (0.04) 
3.88 9.35 7.58 

 
Squared Multiple Correlations for Structural Equations 
   MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 

0.93 0.34 0.52 
 
Squared Multiple Correlations for Reduced Form 
   MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 

0.37 0.93 0.34
 
Reduced Form 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
0.44 0.44 -0.10 0.06 -0.01 0.04 MOTIVATI  

(0.07) (0.07) (0.02) (0.02) (0.06) (0.02)    
5.95 -5.11 3.03 -0.11 1.75 6.38    
0.13 -0.03 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.13 ACHIEVEM  

(0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)    
4.02 -3.72 2.65 -0.11 1.66 4.15    
0.29 -0.07 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.29 CONFIDEN  
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(0.05) (0.05) (0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01)    
5.90 5.55 -4.84 2.97 -0.11 1.74    

 
Reduced Form  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -MOTIVATI  

-0.45 ACHIEVEM   
(0.05)    
-8.36    
-0.20 CONFIDEN   
(0.03)    
-6.51    

 
THETA-EPS 

   MI   DLE  ATLE  LISTEN  READ  WRITE 
0.65 0.40 0.17 0.38 0.78 0.81 

(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
19.54 18.00 11.49 9.95 18.57 18.93 

 
THETA-EPS  (continued) 

   CLOZE   LIN_CONF TES_CONF 
0.64 0.39 0.53 

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
16.67 9.73 13.97 

 
Squared Multiple Correlations for Y - Variables 

   MI   DLE  ATLE  LISTEN  READ  WRITE 
0.35 0.60 0.83 0.62 0.22 0.19 

 
Squared Multiple Correlations for Y - Variables  (continued) 

   CLOZE   LIN_CONF TES_CONF 
0.36 0.61 0.47 

 
THETA-DELTA 

   ELI   ELC  IO  IIE  ATEP  INSTR1 
0.72 0.08 0.54 0.24 0.59 0.19 

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) 
19.36 2.17 18.22 11.15 18.64 7.97 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 
 

   INSTR2   INSTR3  INSTR4  INSTR5  INSTR6  INSTR7 
0.36 0.52 0.42 0.54 0.59 0.68 

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 
14.13 17.55 10.72 14.12 15.42 15.78 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

   INSTR8   INSTR9  GLOB1  GLOB2  GLOB3  CLA_ANX 
0.77 0.70 0.14 0.25 0.41 0.38 

(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.05) 
17.44 16.20 7.89 13.21 17.41 8.41 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

  TES_ANX  
0.48 

(0.04) 
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11.37 
 
Squared Multiple Correlations for X - Variables 

   ELI   ELC  IO  IIE  ATEP  INSTR1 
0.28 0.92 0.46 0.76 0.41 0.81 

 
Squared Multiple Correlations for X - Variables  (continued) 

   INSTR2   INSTR3  INSTR4  INSTR5  INSTR6  INSTR7 
0.64 0.48 0.58 0.46 0.41 0.32 

 
Squared Multiple Correlations for X - Variables  (continued) 

   INSTR8   INSTR9  GLOB1  GLOB2  GLOB3  CLA_ANX 
0.23 0.30 0.86 0.75 0.59 0.62 

 
Squared Multiple Correlations for X - Variables  (continued) 

  TES_ANX  
0.52 

 

Goodness of Fit Statistics 
Degrees of Freedom = 319  
Minimum Fit Function Chi-Square = 1408.00 (P = 0.0)  
Normal Theory Weighted Least Squares Chi-Square = 1407.01 (P = 0.0)  
Estimated Non-centrality Parameter (NCP) = 1088.01  
90 Percent Confidence Interval for NCP = (975.54 ; 1208.00)  
 
Minimum Fit Function Value = 1.70  
Population Discrepancy Function Value (F0) = 1.31  
90 Percent Confidence Interval for F0 = (1.18 ; 1.46)  
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.064  
90 Percent Confidence Interval for RMSEA = (0.061 ; 0.068)  
P-Value for Test of Close Fit (RMSEA < 0.05) = 0.00  
 
Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) = 1.91  
90 Percent Confidence Interval for ECVI = (1.77 ; 2.05)  
ECVI for Saturated Model = 0.98  
ECVI for Independence Model = 28.02  
 
Chi-Square for Independence Model with 378 Degrees of Freedom = 
23170.14  
Independence AIC = 23226.14  
Model AIC = 1581.01  
Saturated AIC = 812.00  
Independence CAIC = 23386.34  
Model CAIC = 2078.77  
Saturated CAIC = 3134.90  
 
Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.94  
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) = 0.94  
Parsimony Normed Fit Index (PNFI) = 0.79  
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.95  
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.95  
Relative Fit Index (RFI) = 0.93  
 
Critical N (CN) = 225.14  
Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) = 0.067  
Standardized RMR = 0.067  
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Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0.89  
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.86  
Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index (PGFI) = 0.70  

 
Standardized Solution 
LAMBDA-Y 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
0.59 - - - -MI  
0.78 - - - -DLE   
0.91 - - - -ATLE   

0.79 - -- -LISTEN   
0.47 - -- -READ   

- - 0.43 - -WRITE   
- - 0.60 - -CLOZE   
- - - - 0.78 LIN_CONF   
- - - - 0.69 TES_CONF   

 
LAMBDA-X 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB GLOBAL  
0.53 - - - - - - - - - - ELI  
0.96 - - - - - - - - - - ELC   
- - 0.68 - - - - - - - - IO   
- - 0.87 - - - - - - - - IIE   
- - 0.64 - - - - - - - - ATEP   

0.90 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR1   
- - - - 0.80 - - - - - - INSTR2   

0.69 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR3   
- - - - - - 0.76 - - - - INSTR4   
- - - - - - 0.68 - - - - INSTR5   
- - - - - - 0.64 - - - - INSTR6   

0.56 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR7   
- - - - - - - - 0.48 - - INSTR8   

0.55 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR9   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.93 GLOB1   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.87 GLOB2   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.77 GLOB3   
- - - - - - - - - - - - CLA_ANX  
- - - - - - - - - - - - TES_ANX  

 
LAMBDA-X  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -ELI  
- -ELC   
- -IO   
- -IIE   
- -ATEP   
- -INSTR1   
- -INSTR2   
- -INSTR3   
- -INSTR4   
- -INSTR5   
- -INSTR6   
- -INSTR7   
- -INSTR8   
- -INSTR9   
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- -GLOB1   
- -GLOB2   
- -GLOB3   
0.78 CLA_ANX   
0.72 TES_ANX   

 
BETA 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
- - - - - -MOTIVATI  
0.23 - - - -ACHIEVEM   

0.46 - -0.40 CONFIDEN   
 
GAMMA 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
0.50 -0.15 0.08 -0.01 0.06 0.39 MOTIVATI  

- - - - - - - - - - - - ACHIEVEM  
- - - - - - - - - - - - CONFIDEN  

 
GAMMA  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -MOTIVATI  

-0.45 ACHIEVEM   
- -CONFIDEN   

 
Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI 

  MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM  CONFIDEN  ATTITUDE  INTEGRA  MARK 
1.00  MOTIVATI  

1.00  0.41 ACHIEVEM   
0.59 0.62 1.00  CONFIDEN   

0.37 0.52 1.00  0.87 ATTITUDE   
0.92 0.38 0.54 0.77 1.00 INTEGRA   

MARK   -0.53 -0.31 -0.35 -0.42 -0.43 1.00 
0.23 0.06 0.12 0.09 0.27 0.16 FURTHER-ED  
0.52 0.15 0.27 0.36 0.63 -0.03 JOB   

0.20 0.31 0.45 0.53 -0.19 0.54 GLOBAL   
-0.40 -0.54 -0.41 -0.36 -0.37 0.41 ANXIETY   

 
Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI  (continued) 

  FURTHER-
ED 

 JOB  GLOBAL ANXIETY  

1.00  FURTHER-ED  
1.00  0.34 JOB   

0.18 0.60 1.00  GLOBAL   
ANXIETY   -0.01 -0.06 -0.17 1.00 
 
PSI 
Note: This matrix is diagonal.  
   MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 

0.07 0.66 0.48 
 
Regression Matrix ETA on KSI (Standardized) 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
0.50 -0.15 0.08 -0.01 0.06 0.39 MOTIVATI  
0.12 -0.04 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.09 ACHIEVEM  

0.20 0.26 -0.08 0.04 0.00 0.03 CONFIDEN  
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Regression Matrix ETA on KSI (Standardized)  (continued) 
 ANXIETY 

- -MOTIVATI  
-0.45 ACHIEVEM   
-0.21 CONFIDEN   

CE COVARIAN   
 

Completely Standardized Solution 
LAMBDA-Y 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
0.59 - - - -MI  
0.78 - - - -DLE   
0.91 - - - -ATLE   

0.79 - -- -LISTEN   
0.47 - -- -READ   
0.43 - -- -WRITE   
0.60 - -- -CLOZE   

- - - - 0.78 LIN_CONF   
0.69 - - - -TES_CONF   

 
LAMBDA-X 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB GLOBAL  
0.53 - - - - - - - - - - ELI  
0.96 - - - - - - - - - - ELC   
- - 0.68 - - - - - - - - IO   
- - 0.87 - - - - - - - - IIE   
- - 0.64 - - - - - - - - ATEP   

0.90 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR1   
- - - - 0.80 - - - - - - INSTR2   
- - - - 0.69 - - - - - - INSTR3   

0.76 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR4   
- - - - - - 0.68 - - - - INSTR5   
- - - - - - 0.64 - - - - INSTR6   

0.56 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR7   
- - - - - - - - 0.48 - - INSTR8   

0.55 - - - - - - - - - -INSTR9   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.93 GLOB1   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.87 GLOB2   
- - - - - - - - - - 0.77 GLOB3   
- - - - - - - - - - - - CLA_ANX  
- - - - - - - - - - - - TES_ANX  

 
LAMBDA-X  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -ELI  
- -ELC   
- -IO   
- -IIE   
- -ATEP   
- -INSTR1   
- -INSTR2   
- -INSTR3   
- -INSTR4   
- -INSTR5   
- -INSTR6   
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- -INSTR7   
- -INSTR8   
- -INSTR9   
- -GLOB1   
- -GLOB2   
- -GLOB3   
0.78 CLA_ANX   
0.72 TES_ANX   

 
BETA 

  MOTIVATI  ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 
- - - - - -MOTIVATI  
0.23 - - - -ACHIEVEM   

0.46 - -0.40 CONFIDEN   
 
GAMMA 

  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  
0.50 -0.15 0.08 -0.01 0.06 0.39 MOTIVATI  

- - - - - - - - - - - - ACHIEVEM  
- - - - - - - - - - - - CONFIDEN  

 
GAMMA  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -MOTIVATI  

-0.45 ACHIEVEM   
- -CONFIDEN   

 
Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI 

  MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM  CONFIDEN  ATTITUDE  INTEGRA  MARK 
1.00  MOTIVATI  

1.00  0.41 ACHIEVEM   
0.62 1.00  0.59 CONFIDEN   

0.87 0.37 0.52 1.00  ATTITUDE   
0.92 0.38 0.54 0.77 1.00 INTEGRA   

MARK   -0.53 -0.31 -0.35 -0.42 -0.43 1.00 
0.23 0.06 0.12 0.09 0.27 0.16 FURTHER-ED  
0.52 0.15 0.27 0.36 0.63 -0.03 JOB   

0.20 0.31 0.45 0.53 -0.19 0.54 GLOBAL   
-0.40 -0.54 -0.41 -0.36 -0.37 0.41 ANXIETY   

 
Correlation Matrix of ETA and KSI  (continued) 

  FURTHER-
ED 

 JOB  GLOBAL ANXIETY  

1.00  FURTHER-ED  
1.00  0.34 JOB   
0.60 1.00  0.18 GLOBAL   

ANXIETY   -0.01 -0.06 -0.17 1.00 
 
PSI 
Note: This matrix is diagonal.  
   MOTIVATI   ACHIEVEM CONFIDEN 

0.07 0.66 0.48 
 
THETA-EPS 

   MI   DLE  ATLE  LISTEN  READ  WRITE 
0.65 0.40 0.17 0.38 0.78 0.81 
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THETA-EPS  (continued) 

   CLOZE   LIN_CONF TES_CONF 
0.64 0.39 0.53 

 
THETA-DELTA 

   ELI   ELC  IO  IIE  ATEP  INSTR1 
0.72 0.08 0.54 0.24 0.59 0.19 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

   INSTR2   INSTR3  INSTR4  INSTR5  INSTR6  INSTR7 
0.36 0.52 0.42 0.54 0.59 0.68 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

   INSTR8   INSTR9  GLOB1  GLOB2  GLOB3  CLA_ANX 
0.77 0.70 0.14 0.25 0.41 0.38 

 
THETA-DELTA  (continued) 

  TES_ANX  
0.48 

Regression Matrix ETA on KSI (Standardized) 
  ATTITUDE   INTEGRA  MARK  FURTHER-ED  JOB  GLOBAL  

0.50 -0.15 0.08 -0.01 0.06 0.39 MOTIVATI  
0.12 -0.04 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.09 ACHIEVEM  

0.20 0.26 -0.08 0.04 0.00 0.03 CONFIDEN  
 
Regression Matrix ETA on KSI (Standardized)  (continued) 

 ANXIETY 
- -MOTIVATI  

-0.45 ACHIEVEM   
-0.21 CONFIDEN   
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Appendix Q  
Multi-sample Analysis 

COVARIANCE STRUCTURE MODEL_CONSTRAINED (COVARIANCE MATRICS) MALE VS 
FEMALE 
DA NG=2 NI=28 NO=613 MA=CM; 
LA   
* 
MI DLE ATLE LISTEN READ WRITE CLOZE LIN_CONF TES_CONFF ELI ELC IO IIE ATEP 
INSTR1 INSTR2 INSTR3 INSTR4 INSTR5 INSTR6 INSTR7 INSTR8 INSTR9 GLOB1 GLOB2 GLOB3 
CLA_ANX TES_ANX            
SD 
2.405 2.100 3.562 21.958 21.685 11.548 7.455 3.039 3.355 3.719 2.945 2.157 1.930 2.918 1.045 1.005 
1.053 0.939 0.883 0.971 0.851 1.058 0.917 0.679 0.697 0.776 3.875 3.269 
KM SY 
1  
0.410 1  
0.524 0.694 1  
0.189 0.213 0.314 1  
0.096 0.076 0.168 0.347 1  
0.187 0.151 0.201 0.341 0.224 1  
0.121 0.161 0.228 0.510 0.314 0.282 1  
0.486 0.316 0.448 0.310 0.198 0.175 0.230 1  
0.318 0.225 0.326 0.314 0.218 0.179 0.225 0.512 1  
0.361 0.373 0.474 0.079 0.009 0.044 0.007 0.242 0.140 1  
0.516 0.603 0.782 0.237 0.116 0.189 0.151 0.436 0.265 0.536 1  
0.347 0.518 0.497 0.160 0.051 0.129 0.089 0.297 0.237 0.316 0.469 1  
0.498 0.619 0.745 0.249 0.113 0.213 0.199 0.456 0.310 0.447 0.686 0.569
 1  
0.435 0.519 0.520 0.198 0.111 0.185 0.164 0.392 0.237 0.369 0.488 0.609
 0.646 1  
-0.253 -0.383 -0.419 -0.224 -0.101 -0.184 -0.177 -0.254 -0.231 -0.117 -0.358 -0.187
 -0.367 -0.225 1  
-0.167 -0.254 -0.292 -0.146 -0.116 -0.159 -0.104 -0.154 -0.174 -0.033 -0.243 -0.104
 -0.247 -0.171 0.721 1  
-0.348 -0.486 -0.547 -0.218 -0.090 -0.135 -0.179 -0.303 -0.237 -0.179 -0.492 -0.290
 -0.463 -0.265 0.616 0.524 1  
0.192 0.163 0.190 0.105 0.076 0.078 0.099 0.237 0.163 0.149 0.115 0.205
 0.222 0.272 0.086 0.102 0.002 1  
0.247 0.232 0.257 0.150 0.106 0.065 0.102 0.268 0.208 0.129 0.142 0.224
 0.226 0.248 -0.027 -0.021 -0.084 0.528 1  
0.165 0.059 0.044 0.005 0.035 0.077 0.037 0.112 0.061 0.087 0.025 0.045
 0.027 0.119 0.245 0.236 0.112 0.506 0.416 1  
0.101 0.291 0.188 0.021 0.052 0.050 0.003 0.035 0.003 0.149 0.139 0.230
 0.191 0.238 0.060 0.131 -0.023 0.111 0.138 0.186 1  
0.051 0.189 0.161 0.018 -0.031 0.018 0.031 0.040 0.042 0.137 0.095 0.203
 0.184 0.126 0.029 0.098 -0.028 0.093 0.131 0.077 0.377 1  
0.295 0.395 0.396 0.092 0.056 0.008 0.027 0.217 0.141 0.233 0.338 0.523
 0.358 0.399 -0.121 -0.077 -0.187 0.125 0.153 0.095 0.208 0.171 1  
0.243 0.438 0.414 0.117 0.051 0.032 0.104 0.199 0.168 0.331 0.389 0.392
 0.364 0.313 -0.138 -0.031 -0.197 0.103 0.163 0.085 0.319 0.229 0.297
 1  
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0.270 0.436 0.407 0.146 0.093 0.047 0.111 0.223 0.203 0.357 0.372 0.392
 0.371 0.324 -0.157 -0.024 -0.166 0.161 0.132 0.087 0.340 0.217 0.309
 0.813 1  
0.265 0.428 0.424 0.067 0.040 0.078 0.066 0.191 0.190 0.372 0.395 0.409
 0.367 0.324 -0.139 -0.046 -0.178 0.127 0.136 0.091 0.290 0.221 0.278
 0.737 0.678 1  
-0.314 -0.221 -0.330 -0.231 -0.083 -0.165 -0.078 -0.405 -0.397 -0.140 -0.375 -0.174
 -0.318 -0.188 0.260 0.268 0.305 -0.042 -0.079 0.078 0.071 0.021 -0.105
 -0.070 -0.107 -0.100 1  
-0.126 -0.217 -0.250 -0.278 -0.178 -0.143 -0.150 -0.220 -0.486 -0.090 -0.222 -0.170
 -0.232 -0.098 0.252 0.206 0.235 0.018 -0.060 0.042 -0.056 -0.043 -0.105
 -0.211 -0.256 -0.226 0.410 1 
 
MODEL NX=19 NK=7 NY=9 NE=3 C 
LY=FU,FI LX=FU,FI TE=SY,FI TD=SY,FI C 
BE=FU,FI GA=FU,FI PH=SY,FI PS=SY,FI  
LK 
'ATTITUDE' 'INTEGRATIVE' 'MARK' 'FURTHER-ED' 'JOB' 'GLOBAL'  'ANXIETY' 
LE 
'MOTIVATION' 'ACHIEVEMENT' 'CONFIDENCE' 
 
FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 5 2 LY 6 2 LY 7 2 LY 9 3  
FR LX 2 1 LX 4 2 LX 5 2 LX 7 3 LX 8 3 LX 10 4 LX 11 4 LX 13 5 LX 14 5 LX 16 6 LX 17 6 LX 19 7  
FR TD 1 1 TD 2 2 TD 3 3 TD 4 4 TD 5 5 TD 6 6 TD 7 7 TD 8 8 TD 9 9 TD 10 10 TD 11 11 TD 12 12 TD 
13 13 TD 14 14 TD 15 15 TD 16 16 TD 17 17 TD 18 18 TD 19 19  
FR PH 1 1 PH 2 2 PH 3 3 PH 4 4 PH 5 5 PH 6 6 PH 7 7 PH 2 1 PH 3 1 PH 3 2 PH 4 1 PH 4 2 PH 4 3 PH 5 
1 PH 5 2 PH 5 3 PH 5 4 PH 6 1 PH 6 2 PH 6 3 PH 6 4 PH 6 5 PH 7 1 PH 7 2 PH 7 3 PH 7 4 PH 7 5 PH 7 6  
VA 1 LX 1 1 LX 3 2 LX 6 3 LX 9 4 LX 12 5 LX 15 6 LX 18 7  
FR TE 1 1 TE 2 2 TE 3 3 TE 4 4 TE 5 5 TE 6 6 TE 7 7 TE 8 8 TE 9 9  
FR PS 1 1 PS 2 2 PS 3 3  
FR BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2  
FR GA 1 1 GA 1 2 GA 1 3 GA 1 4 GA 1 5 GA 1 6 GA 2 7 GA 3 7 
VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 4 2 LY 8 3  
OU ME=ML SE TV SC RS MI AD=OFF 
 
COVARIANCE STRUCTURE MODEL_YING_HYBRID MODEL_UNCONSTRAINED 
(COVARIANCE MATRICS) 
DA NI=28 NO=217 MA=CM; 
LA   
* 
MI DLE ATLE LISTEN READ WRITE CLOZE LIN_CONF TES_CONFF ELI ELC IO IIE ATEP 
INSTR1 INSTR2 INSTR3 INSTR4 INSTR5 INSTR6 INSTR7 INSTR8 INSTR9 GLOB1 GLOB2 GLOB3 
CLA_ANX TES_ANX        
SD 
2.244 1.869 3.308 21.258 22.191 10.874 7.174 2.749 3.365 3.273 2.956 2.130 1.782 3.232 1.007 1.023 
0.986 0.936 0.847 0.894 0.752 0.964 0.855 0.590 0.616 0.677 3.623 3.311 
KM SY 
1  
0.417 1  
0.568 0.768 1  
0.285 0.247 0.325 1  
0.210 0.067 0.157 0.346 1  
0.158 0.183 0.141 0.201 0.118 1  
0.273 0.262 0.302 0.402 0.266 0.176 1  
0.472 0.327 0.429 0.475 0.168 0.050 0.242 1  
0.473 0.277 0.454 0.470 0.304 0.156 0.287 0.639 1  
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0.119 0.298 0.338 -0.052 -0.040 0.066 -0.011 0.092 0.081 1  
0.478 0.615 0.767 0.174 0.122 0.146 0.130 0.359 0.355 0.452 1  
0.238 0.641 0.540 0.100 0.071 0.062 0.133 0.178 0.155 0.272 0.430 1  
0.410 0.680 0.755 0.333 0.177 0.137 0.294 0.370 0.360 0.196 0.641 0.557
 1  
0.188 0.335 0.294 0.000 0.080 0.039 0.019 0.071 0.035 0.225 0.317 0.330
 0.347 1  
-0.182 -0.338 -0.370 -0.180 -0.008 -0.071 -0.239 -0.192 -0.252 -0.028 -0.328 -0.192
 -0.325 0.017 1  
-0.172 -0.286 -0.303 -0.121 -0.004 -0.026 -0.168 -0.169 -0.293 -0.005 -0.249 -0.250
 -0.295 -0.013 0.782 1  
-0.327 -0.463 -0.505 -0.189 -0.110 -0.179 -0.209 -0.318 -0.283 -0.214 -0.419 -0.300
 -0.395 -0.111 0.538 0.529 1  
0.026 -0.005 0.030 0.033 0.087 0.037 -0.022 -0.035 0.095 -0.053 -0.033 0.178
 0.044 0.119 0.141 0.046 0.077 1  
0.036 0.042 0.053 0.070 0.072 -0.025 -0.047 0.103 0.066 0.020 0.026 0.140
 0.149 -0.014 0.165 0.148 -0.029 0.518 1  
-0.014 0.005 -0.066 0.001 0.033 0.065 -0.110 -0.004 -0.078 -0.097 -0.086 0.024
 0.000 0.070 0.228 0.201 0.098 0.450 0.470 1  
0.090 0.165 0.134 0.057 0.081 0.042 -0.033 -0.116 -0.136 0.114 0.069 0.340
 0.202 0.178 0.043 0.021 0.000 0.153 0.067 0.039 1  
0.138 0.204 0.118 -0.044 0.139 -0.058 -0.019 -0.058 -0.063 0.073 0.072 0.360
 0.204 0.032 -0.070 -0.053 -0.157 0.146 0.163 0.179 0.416 1  
0.222 0.387 0.298 0.087 0.029 0.081 0.094 0.189 0.127 0.205 0.310 0.482
 0.362 0.233 -0.040 -0.033 -0.153 0.159 0.222 0.251 0.332 0.366 1  
0.192 0.465 0.440 0.061 0.045 -0.011 -0.004 0.132 0.141 0.294 0.361 0.501
 0.385 0.297 -0.182 -0.212 -0.284 0.136 0.091 0.063 0.296 0.231 0.303
 1  
0.259 0.463 0.434 0.061 0.005 0.042 0.054 0.132 0.145 0.258 0.379 0.430
 0.381 0.311 -0.162 -0.195 -0.255 0.105 0.057 0.028 0.270 0.242 0.311
 0.773 1  
0.165 0.453 0.458 0.054 0.030 0.080 0.036 0.098 0.098 0.259 0.340 0.508
 0.387 0.252 -0.119 -0.125 -0.281 0.107 0.067 0.068 0.278 0.240 0.204
 0.650 0.519 1  
-0.360 -0.199 -0.292 -0.425 -0.208 -0.055 -0.099 -0.508 -0.516 0.042 -0.252 -0.061
 -0.331 0.014 0.237 0.285 0.274 0.025 -0.073 0.085 0.115 -0.004 -0.081
 -0.020 -0.075 0.055 1  
-0.351 -0.233 -0.293 -0.405 -0.222 -0.082 -0.106 -0.475 -0.524 -0.118 -0.179 -0.100
 -0.262 0.062 0.193 0.159 0.247 -0.072 -0.045 0.034 0.035 -0.087 -0.176
 -0.160 -0.139 -0.141 0.402 1 
MODEL NX=19 NK=7 NY=9 NE=3 C 
LY=FU,FI LX=FU,FI TE=SY,FI TD=SY,FI C 
BE=FU,FI GA=FU,FI PH=SY,FI PS=SY,FI  
LK 
'ATTITUDE' 'INTEGRATIVE' 'MARK' 'FURTHER-ED' 'JOB' 'GLOBAL'  'ANXIETY' 
LE 
'MOTIVATION' 'ACHIEVEMENT' 'CONFIDENCE' 
FR LY 2 1 LY 3 1 LY 5 2 LY 6 2 LY 7 2 LY 9 3  
FR LX 2 1 LX 4 2 LX 5 2 LX 7 3 LX 8 3 LX 10 4 LX 11 4 LX 13 5 LX 14 5 LX 16 6 LX 17 6 LX 19 7  
FR TD 1 1 TD 2 2 TD 3 3 TD 4 4 TD 5 5 TD 6 6 TD 7 7 TD 8 8 TD 9 9 TD 10 10 TD 11 11 TD 12 12 TD 
13 13 TD 14 14 TD 15 15 TD 16 16 TD 17 17 TD 18 18 TD 19 19  
FR PH 1 1 PH 2 2 PH 3 3 PH 4 4 PH 5 5 PH 6 6 PH 7 7 PH 2 1 PH 3 1 PH 3 2 PH 4 1 PH 4 2 PH 4 3 PH 5 
1 PH 5 2 PH 5 3 PH 5 4 PH 6 1 PH 6 2 PH 6 3 PH 6 4 PH 6 5 PH 7 1 PH 7 2 PH 7 3 PH 7 4 PH 7 5 PH 7 6  
VA 1 LX 1 1 LX 3 2 LX 6 3 LX 9 4 LX 12 5 LX 15 6 LX 18 7  
FR TE 1 1 TE 2 2 TE 3 3 TE 4 4 TE 5 5 TE 6 6 TE 7 7 TE 8 8 TE 9 9  
FR PS 1 1 PS 2 2 PS 3 3  
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FR BE 2 1 BE 3 1 BE 3 2  
FR GA 1 1 GA 1 2 GA 1 3 GA 1 4 GA 1 5 GA 1 6 GA 2 7 GA 3 7 
VA 1 LY 1 1 LY 4 2 LY 8 3  
EQ LY 1 2 1 LY 2 1 
EQ LY 1 3 1 LY 3 1  
EQ LY 1 5 2 LY 5 2 
EQ LY 1 6 2 LY 6 2   
EQ LY 1 7 2 LY 7 2  
EQ LY 1 9 3 LY 9 3  
EQ LX 1 2 1 LX 2 1  
EQ LX 1 4 2 LX 4 2  
EQ LX 1 5 2 LX 5 2  
EQ LX 1 7 3 LX 7 3  
EQ LX 1 8 3 LX 8 3  
EQ LX 1 10 4 LX 10 4  
EQ LX 1 11 4 LX 11 4  
EQ LX 1 13 5 LX 13 5  
EQ LX 1 14 5 LX 14 5 
EQ LX 1 16 6 LX 16 6  
EQ LX 1 17 6 LX 17 6  
EQ LX 1 19 7 LX 19 7  
OU ME=ML SE TV SC RS MI AD=OFF 
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