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ABSTRACT
This study, which was informed by self-determination theory, examined the impact of an
autonomy-based instructional intervention on the motivation and academic performance of
American university students (N=219) enrolled in an elementary Spanish course. This study
utilized a quasi-experimental design with the experimental group receiving an autonomy-based
instructional intervention while a comparison group receiving a business as usual course
experience. Both the experimental and comparison groups were exposed to the same curricular
material, with the difference being that the experimental group was given the opportunity to
apply autonomous decision-making to structuring their learning experience. The following
research questions were examined: (1) Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention
increase the motivation of elementary-level foreign language students to learn Spanish? (2) Does
the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the academic performance of elementarylevel foreign language students in Spanish? (3) Does the autonomy-based instructional
intervention increase the level of autonomy of elementary-level foreign language students in
Spanish? Results showed improvement on both motivation and language performance. Neither
autonomy nor motivation were related to improvements in students’ language performance.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Background
With millions of students from elementary school to universities studying second
languages (Edele & Stanat, 2016), second-language instruction in the United States is nearly
ubiquitous. The most widespread of these foreign languages with fifty percent of the students
enrolled in is Spanish, but many other second languages are also taught in the United States
(Nakatsukasa & Loewen, 2015; Stein-Smith, 2013).
Second-language instruction has, for over two centuries, been hailed as one of the
foundations of a liberal arts education in the United States (Sacco, 2014). However, existing data
suggest that a very low proportion of Americans obtain proficiency in a second language by
virtue of instruction in a classroom environment (as opposed to home exposure or other learning
modalities). By some estimates, less than 1% of Americans who have been exposed to a second
language in a classroom have become proficient at that language (Shin & Kominski, 2010). This
inference is supported by analysis of data from the United States Census and from other
academic sources as well (Shin & Kominski, 2010).
The low level of second-language proficiency based on classroom instruction is a widely
recognized and important problem in American and global education (Allen & Mills, 2016).
Substantial resources are spent on the teaching of second languages; if the purpose of secondlanguage instruction is held to be the development of proficiency in that language, then it is
possible to argue that the current state of second-language instruction in the United States is
inefficient or inadequate.
Scholars have identified several possible reasons for the inefficient state of secondlanguage education in the contemporary United States. One such reason involves the traditional
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structure of the language-learning experience, in which it is the teacher, rather than the student,
guides the experience of learning a second language (Danesi, 2016). While some students are
responsive to instructor-led learning, evidence suggests that opportunities for student autonomy
in structuring the learning experience itself—not the actual learning content—is important in
promoting engagement in students (Adkins-Coleman, 2010; Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2012;
Bouta, Retalis, & Paraskeva, 2012; Cejda & Hoover, 2010; Fan & Williams, 2010; Mo & Singh,
2008; Mo, Singh, & Chang, 2013; Price & Tovar, 2014; Rodriguez & Elbaum, 2014; Ross,
Bondy, Gallingane, & Hambacher, 2008; Sun, 2014). Students who exercise some measure of
control over how, when, and in what manner they encounter second-language teaching materials
are, in theory, more engaged and thereby more likely to do well in these classes (AdkinsColeman, 2010; Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2012; Bouta et al., 2012; Cejda & Hoover, 2010;
Fan & Williams, 2010; Mo & Singh, 2008; Mo et al., 2013; Price & Tovar, 2014; Rodriguez &
Elbaum, 2014; Ross et al., 2008; Sun, 2014).
In the context of contemporary education, the principle of learner autonomy has been
enshrined in practices such as e-learning—in which students exercise a substantial amount of
autonomy over their learning (Bahhouth & Bahhouth, 2011; Boshier & Onn, 2007; Ho & Kuo,
2010; Lee, 2010; Lentell, 2012; Nawaz & Kundi, 2013; Rumble, 2012; Simpson, 2013)—as well
as by a general shift in society that promotes the centrality of the individual experience, for
example, in such venues as social media (Best, Manktelow, & Taylor, 2016; Bright, Kleiser, &
Grau, 2015; Chan & Yazdanifard, 2014; Ngai, Tao, & Moon, 2015; Wibben, 2016). Language
instruction has also entered the domain of student autonomy, as numerous computer programs
and other tools have made it possible for students of a second language to exert more control
over the nature of their learning experiences.
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In practice, the use of autonomy-based instruction in language settings could result in
higher levels of motivation and academic proficiency. The objective of this quantitative, quasiexperimental study is to examine the ability of an autonomy-based intervention that combines
technological tools and personal guidance to improve the motivation and academic performance
of American university students of elementary Spanish.
Problem Statement
The problem addressed in this study is the low level of language proficiency among
Americans who have studied second languages in school. The purpose of teaching foreign
languages is, among other things, to inculcate proficiency in that language among students
(Allen & Mills, 2016; Nakatsukasa & Loewen, 2015; Sacco, 2014). To the extent that American
students are not likely to obtain proficiency in a second language from classroom instruction
(Shin & Kominski, 2010), this underlying purpose of education is not being achieved.
The problem of deficiency in second languages is a problem that involves the waste of
resources. Large sums of money, teacher time, physical infrastructure, and other resources are
devoted to the teaching of second languages in the United States (Thoms & Thoms, 2014). Low
levels of second language proficiency, therefore, reflect a low return on investment (ROI) for the
educational system. Deficiency in second languages is also a social problem in that the failure to
equip more Americans with second language proficiency can result in higher levels of cultural
isolation, xenophobia, and other undesirable social outcomes (Wiley, 2014).
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the ability of an autonomy-based instructional
intervention to improve the motivation and academic performance of American university
students of elementary Spanish. This purpose was achieved by exposing an experimental group
of elementary Spanish learners to an autonomy-based instructional intervention. Both the
comparison and experimental groups were exposed to the same pedagogical and curricular
material, with the difference being that the experimental group was equipped to apply
autonomous decision-making in structuring the learning experience. Measuring the impact of the
autonomy-based instructional intervention were to equip policy-makers, educational leaders,
language teachers, and other stakeholders with important information about the usefulness of
autonomy-based approaches to the learning of second languages.
Nature of the Study
The study is quantitative and quasi-experimental in nature. The study is quantitative
because it is based on the mathematical analysis of the relationship between variables, which is
the distinguishing feature of quantitative studies (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001; Creswell, 2015;
Dantzker & Hunter, 2006; Given, 2008; Jackson, 2015; Leary, 2011; McBurney & White, 2011;
McNabb, 2010; Moustakas, 2014; Trochim, Donnelly, & Arora, 2015; Zikmund, 2003). The
study is quasi-experimental in that there is an intervention. However, because not all of the
elements of the study (in particular, the content of Spanish instruction) were under the control of
the researcher, the study is not, by the standards of the methodological literature (Balnaves &
Caputi, 2001; Creswell, 2015; Dantzker & Hunter, 2006; Given, 2008; Jackson, 2015; Leary,
2011; McBurney & White, 2011; McNabb, 2010; Moustakas, 2014; Trochim et al., 2015;
Zikmund, 2003), a true experiment.
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Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for the study is that of self-determination theory (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). Self-determination theory is not a single theoretical framework; rather, it
encompasses elements of expectancy theory, self-efficacy theory, arousal theory, selfdetermination theory, engagement theory, and other theories applicable to instructional
psychology (Adkins-Coleman, 2010; Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2012; Bouta et al., 2012;
Cejda & Hoover, 2010; Fan & Williams, 2010; Mo & Singh, 2008; Mo et al., 2013; Price &
Tovar, 2014; Rodriguez & Elbaum, 2014; Ross et al., 2008; Sun, 2014). The main premise of
self-determination theory as applied to this study is that various behavioral, affective, and
cognitive qualities play an independent role with respect to obtaining proficiency in a second
language or any other complex cognitive task (Adkins-Coleman, 2010; Blondal &
Adalbjarnardottir, 2012; Bouta et al., 2012; Cejda & Hoover, 2010; Fan & Williams, 2010; Mo
& Singh, 2008; Mo et al., 2013; Price & Tovar, 2014; Rodriguez & Elbaum, 2014; Ross et al.,
2008; Sun, 2014). When cognitive capabilities are held constant, self-determination is the factor
that has been observed to result in superior learning outcomes, not only for foreign languages but
for other topic areas as well (Adkins-Coleman, 2010; Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2012; Bouta
et al., 2012; Cejda & Hoover, 2010; Fan & Williams, 2010; Mo & Singh, 2008; Mo et al., 2013;
Price & Tovar, 2014; Rodriguez & Elbaum, 2014; Ross et al., 2008; Sun, 2014). Further
information on self-determination and its constituent theories is provided in the second chapter
of the study, as part of the literature review.
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Research Questions
The research questions of the study are as follows:
RQ1: Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the motivation of
elementary-level foreign language students to learn Spanish?
RQ2: Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the academic
performance of elementary-level foreign language students in Spanish?
RQ3: Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the level of autonomy
of elementary-level foreign language students in Spanish?
Definition of Terms
There are a few terms in the study that require specific definitions.
Autonomy-based instruction is “the development of learners’ abilities to work more
effectively in a self-directed fashion” (Smith, 2008, pp. 395-396).
Learner autonomy means to take responsibility for managing and regulating one’s
learning (Little, 2007).
Motivation is understood to denote the strength of a person’s desire to achieve a goal.
Motivation can be considered within a spectrum ranging from amotivation, to extrinsic
motivation, and then to intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000/2008).
Significance of the Study
The main significance of the study is in its ability to contribute to what little is known
about the ability of autonomy-based interventions to improve both the motivation and the
academic performance of second-language learners of Spanish. Second-language learners who
do well in class, and who are highly motivated to acquire greater proficiency in their target
language, are more likely to acquire proficiency over time (De Jong, Groenhout, Schoonen,
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&Hulstijn, 2015; Hu et al., 2013; Luk & Bialystok, 2013). Therefore, obtaining a better
understanding of how practices such as autonomy-based approaches can improve learning offers
educational policy-makers and other stakeholders, important insight into how to improve the
state of second-language learning in the United States. The quasi-experimental results generated
in this study can offer insight into whether—and, if so, to what extent—a relatively simple
autonomy-based intervention can improve the effectiveness of second-language teaching. If the
autonomy-based intervention is observed to have a positive impact on second-language learning,
it can be used in other contexts to improve the efficiency of second-language programs.
The study’s significance can also be understood in the context of an important gap in the
literature. According to Little, “The concept of learner autonomy is often applied to the process
and content of language learning but not specifically to its intended outcome, the development of
proficiency in a second or foreign language” (Little, 2007, p. 14). Thus, in terms of the research
base of autonomy and performance, the study’s significance can be understood in light of a
design that relates learner autonomy to the outcome of performance.
Finally, the study’s significance can be considered in light of larger trends in American
education that favor autonomy. As was clear from the review of literature carried out in the
second chapter, there is widespread praise—among educators, policy-makers, and scholars—for
autonomous learning, because such learning appears to be theoretically and conceptually related
to higher achievement through a number of mechanisms (including arousal, engagement, selfdetermination, and other theories discussed at greater length in the second chapter of the study).
However, for autonomous learning to become more widely accepted and practiced in American
classrooms, including American foreign language classrooms, it is necessary for scholars to
provide more detail on the success of such approaches in terms of generating higher levels of
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performance. If learner autonomy is not positively associated with performance, then, in an
evidence-based setting, it is unlikely that learner autonomy will continue to receive budgetary
and other resources. Thus, the provision of quantitative information about the relationships
between autonomy, motivation, and performance can constitute important decision support for
educational leaders in the United States.
Summary and Conclusion
Second language acquisition (SLA) is a field of research that seeks to inform, among
other things, language learning and teaching (Ellis, 2005). SLA research focuses to a large
extent on understanding language learning as a process, and what factors affect it. Research
demonstrates that both affective and cognitive factors influence the level of success that can be
achieved while learning a second language (Lightbown & Spada, 2006). Investigating the effect
of affective factors such as motivation has been a focus of SLA investigations for several years
(Gardner, 1985). Motivation has emerged as one of the main affective factors associated with
successful language learning experience (Dörnyei, 2005; Gardner & Clement, 1990; Ushioda,
2001). Cognitive factors that have an effect on the language learning process such as
intelligence and language aptitude, although significant, are insufficient alone at explaining
differences in language acquisition (Gardner, 1985).
One of the primary concerns for language teachers is to raise language learners’
motivation towards learning a language given that studies show higher motivation is associated
with higher achievement (Carreira, 2012). In the present study, the researcher seeks to explore
the effect of an autonomy driven instructional approach on linguistic competence and motivation
to study a foreign language. The goal of this research project is to understand and affect
positively the sentiment towards the experience of taking a foreign language by providing an
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opportunity to engage in strategies that help learners rethink the language learning experience
itself.
This study is divided into five chapters. The first chapter introduced the problem of low
levels of second-language proficiency in the United States and offered a background of the topic
and the proposed attempt to address it in this study. The second chapter, the review of literature,
contains a discussion, analysis, and synthesis of empirical articles on the topics of motivation,
performance, and autonomy-based learning in second-language instruction, as well as a
discussion of relevant theories. The third chapter, the methodology, contains a description and
defense of the components of the study’s methodology and research design. The fourth and fifth
chapters include results and discussion.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The purpose of this quantitative, quasi-experimental study is to examine the ability of an
autonomy-based instructional intervention to improve the motivation and academic performance
of American university students of elementary Spanish. The purpose of the literature review is to
discuss, analyze, and synthesize both theories and empirical findings that are related to the
purpose of the study, with an emphasis on identifying both points of consensus and gaps in the
literature. In the United States, Spanish has been, and continues to be, a language of immense
significance (Leeman, 2015). Spanish is, after English itself, the most widely spoken language in
the United States, and the demographics of Spanish speakers suggest that Spanish will only
continue to increase in prominence in the years to come. Spanish is a language of importance not
only within the internal context of the United States but also with respect to communication with
South America, Central America, and large parts of Europe. For all of these reasons, Spanish is a
crucial second language in American classrooms and homes (Leeman, 2015).
In order to achieve its purposes, the literature review has been divided into several
subsections. First, the theoretical framework of the study, Self-determination Theory, under
which the role of autonomy and its effect on motivation, is discussed. Because there is over a
century of empirically informed scholarship on autonomy, dating from the foundational YerkesDodson experiment (Yerkes & Dodson, 1908), this section contains first an overview of SDT
and then a section on relevant theories, including theories related to engagement and
motivation.Second, empirical articles relevant to motivation and learner autonomy are discussed.
Third, opportunities for research are identified in the literature. Fourth, a brief summary
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containing anoverview of the theoretical framework, the empirical findings, and the gaps in the
literature is discussed.
Theoretical Framework
A theory is a set of interrelated concepts, definitions, and propositions that explains or
predicts events or situations by specifying relations among variables. The notion of generality, or
broad application, is important. Thus, theories are by their nature abstract and not content- or
topic-specific. Henderikus (2010) stated that a theory “is typically aimed at providing
explanatory leverage on a problem, describing innovative features of a phenomenon or providing
predictive utility” (p. 1498). Accordingly, a theory of why an autonomy-based instructional
learning intervention might improve student motivation and academic performance ought to
make empirically testable predictions,offer an explanation of the nature and content of the
process of learning a second language, and describe the phenomenon of language learning in
terms of relevant factors.
The theoretical framework of this study is self-determination theory (SDT). SDT aims to
explain human behavior by analyzing the choices people make in order to satisfy psychological
needs. The study of human needs, or the needs of learners, occupied a central role of early
research on motivation and such study was “widely employed in empirical psychology” (Deci &
Ryan, 2000, p. 227). This idea within SDT, of satisfying human needs, is partially related to a
tenant of humanism that ascribes to the idea that “human beings have the potential to flourish
while living full, authentic lives provided that certain innate psychological needs are satisfied”
(Noels et al., 2016, p.2).
The shift from behaviorist based theories toward cognitive-based theories led motivation
researchers to move away from the study of needs and concentrate on more goal-related
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research. Researchers recognized the importance of the study of goal-oriented behavior (Pintrich,
Conley, & Kempler, 2003), but Deci and Ryan (2008) argue that such study is not complete if it
is not complemented by understanding the needs that give power to those goals. There are
several theories that relate to SDT that have proven to be fruitful in the examination of learning
behaviors. The next section attends to relevant theoretical perspectives that guide the current
investigation, with a particular focus SDT.
Self-Determination Theory
Self-determination theory and related theoriesare the lens through which this study is framed.
In SDT, for individuals to be actively engaged in learning, classrooms have to be set up to
support three basic psychological needs. According to SDT theory, there are three psychological
needs to be fulfilled: autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Autonomy refers to the feeling of
being free to choose how to carry out a task. Competence is described as the feeling that one can
engage physically and socially with the environment and handle the situation. Finally,
relatedness refers to the feeling that people can care or are being cared about by those with
whom we interact. According to Deci and Ryan (2008), individuals who become engaged in
learning situations that help them experience feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness
manifest more self-determined behaviors. Conversely, individuals’ self-determined behaviors
are thwarted when learning conditions do not promote autonomy, competence, and relatedness.
According to self-determination theory, motivational orientations vary across a continuum
depending on the level of self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 2000/2008). This continuum ranges
from amotivation, being the lowest level of motivation, to intrinsic motivation being the highest
form of motivation (See Figure 1). Amotivation is described as an unwillingness to personally be
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involved in the activity, while intrinsic motivation is considered to inherent enjoyment in
engaging personally with an activity (Deci & Ryan, 2000/2008).

Behavior

NonselfDetermined

Self-Determined

Type of
Motivation

Amotivation

Type of
Regulation

Non-regulation

External
Regulation

Introjected
Regulation

Identified
Regulation

Integrated
Regulation

Intrinsic
Regulation

Source of
motivation

Impersonal

External

Somewhat
external

Somewhat
internal

Internal

Internal

What regulates
the motivation?

Non-intentional,
external rewards
and punishments

Compliance,
external
rewards,and
punishments

Self-control,
involvement,
internal rewards
and punishments

Personal
importance,
conscious
valuing

Congruence,
awareness,
synthesis, with
self

Interest,
enjoyment,
inherent
satisfaction

Extrinsic
Motivation

Intrinsic
Motivation

Figure 1. Self-determination Continuum (adapted from Deci & Ryan, 2000)
Between the extremes, Deci and Ryan (2008) distinguished four levels of extrinsic
motivation: external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated
regulation. External regulation refers to those activities that are performed for reasons external to
the person (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Such as a student who takes a class solely to get credit towards
a degree. Introjected regulation is considered to be more self-determined than external
regulation. Such motivation results in behaviors that are rooted in guilt, worry, or shame (Ryan
& Deci, 2000). For example, a student who works hard in a class to not be embarrassed if the
professor asks a question in front of the class. Identified regulation involves those activities that
are somewhat internalized (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Ryan and Deci suggested that this action is
self-initiated, and there is more ownership even if the activity itself is not viewed as fun or
interesting. For example, Noel, Pelletier, Clement, and Vallerand (2000) explained this selfdetermination level by saying that language learners with identified regulation are learners who
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feel L2 fluency is important to them and they are willing to complete repetitive and boring
exercises to achieve the level of linguistic competence they desire. Integrated motivation,
considered the most autonomous form of extrinsic motivation, is described as resembling
intrinsic motivation in the sense that it is highly self-determined (Ryan & Deci, 2002). The two
differ from in the way learners perceive the activity itself. While both learners are highly
motivated, those who have integrated motivation may find the activity important for purposes of
self-gain but only those intrinsically motivated might find the activity interesting and fun in and
of itself (Deci & Ryan, 2002).
As noted by Ryan and Deci (2000) feeling competent alone does not suffice to enhance
intrinsic motivation unless it is accompanied by supporting a sense of autonomy. Therefore, a
growing trend within the research field on motivation and language learning focuses on the role
of autonomy (Chang, 2010; Liu, 2005; Vandergrief, 2005). Although autonomy has been found
to increase self-regulation, there is still a recognized need for more studies that help to explain
what features of instruction support autonomy and how it affects motivation and learning
(Stefanou, Perencevick, DiCintio, & Turner, 2004).
SDT is a distinct theory that encompasses the learner’s affective, behavioral, and
cognitive responses. Thus, SDT is related to factors such as engagement, arousal, self-efficacy,
and expectancy, which is why SDT has to be discussed in terms of pre-existing theories as well
as in its own right. If SDT is correct, then the failure of second-language learning can be
considered as a self-determinative failure— a failure that is likely to contain flaws in one or more
of the following elements:
•

Valence (the learner’s desire to learn the second language)
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•

Expectancy (the learner’s belief that engaging with the material in a specific way—such
as a traditional teaching way—will lead to actually learning the second language)

•

Self-efficacy (the learner’s ability to apply existing skills and qualities to achieve the
desired goal of learning a second language)

•

Arousal (the learner’s response to the perceived difficulty of the task of learning a second
language)

•

Engagement (an overall measure of the learner’s interaction with the task of learning a
second language)

Thus, there is a need to discuss these other theories as well, particularly in relation to SDT itself.
Another definition of self-determination was provided by Price, Wolensky, and Mulligan
(2002, p. 111). As shown in Table 1 below, Price et al.’s ideas relate self-determination to
elements of behavioral autonomy, self-regulated behavior, psychological empowerment, and
self-realization. Their definition of self-determination is particularly useful in light of the
theories discussed in the subsequent sections of the literature review because these theories can
be accommodated within one or more categories of self-determination. At the conclusion of the
discussion of each theory, the theory’s location within the specific components of selfdetermination—as discussed by Ryan and Deci (2000) or by Price et al. (2002)—has been
identified.
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Table 1
Proposed Components of Self-Determination / Autonomy (Price, Wolensky, & Mulligan, 2002)
Dimension
Components
Behavioral autonomy

Progression from dependence to self-care and self-direction, as
expressed in:
• Choice-making skills: Select from among alternatives based on
preferences
• Decision-making skills: Weigh adequacy of various solutions
• Problem-solving skills: Respond in order to function effectively
in one’s environment
• Goal-setting / attachment skills: Develop goals and perform
necessary actions
• Independence, risk-taking, and safety skills: Perform tasks
without help

Self-regulated behavior

The decision to plan, act, evaluate, and revised plans as needed, as
expressed in:
• Goal-setting / attachment skills: Develop goals and perform
necessary actions
• Self-observation, evaluation, and reinforcement skills: Access,
observe, and record what you discover
• Self-instruction skills: Self-talk to provide prompts for problemsolving
• Self-advocacy skills: Speak up to defend oneself, a cause, or a
person

Psychological
empowerment

Possessing an internal locus of control, self-efficacy, and outcome
expectations, as expressed in:
•
•

Self-realization

Price et al., 2000, p. 111

Internal locus of control: Belief that one has control over
critical outcomes
Positive attributions of efficacy/outcome expectancy: Behavior
leads to expected outcomes

Possessing accurate knowledge of individual strengths and needs, along
with the ability to act in a manner that capitalizes on that knowledge, as
expressed in:
• Self-awareness: Basic understanding of one’s strengths, needs,
and abilities
• Self-evaluation: Ability to use/apply personal insights to realworld settings
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Relevant Theories
Self-determination Theory is closely related to several other theories—Arousal Theory,
Self-efficacy Theory, Expectancy Theory, and Engagement Theory. Each of these theories
contributes and relates in some way to Ryan and Deci’s (2000) SDT model that posits that
individuals will show greater levels of self-determined behavior if their needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness are satisfied. These theories are presented in the following
subsections in order to give context to the study of motivation under SDT.
Arousal Theory. Learning is the end result of a series of complex and planned behaviors,
such as reading, listening, asking questions, and otherwise engaging in the kinds of cognition,
and accompanying affective states, associated with gathering and synthesizing information
(O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Prevatt, Welles, Li, & Proctor, 2010; Seel, 2012; Tsay & Brady,
2012). In fact, learning can be described not only as the end result of behaviors (a result
measurable through tests and other measures) but also as the behaviors themselves (AdkinsColeman, 2010; Arguel & Jamet, 2009; Chen & Jang, 2010; Zastrow & Kirst-Ashman, 2009). If
learning can be described in this manner, there is an open question as to why someone people
engage more closely with learning behaviors. One possible answer to this question was presented
in the seminal Yerkes-Dodson study (Yerkes & Dodson, 1908) of arousal.
Yerkes and Dodson (1908) carried out an experiment that led them to conclude that the
highest motivation to complete a task (or to engage in the behaviors associated with the task)
occurs in the presence of a moderate stimulus. The Yerkes-Dodson Law has been empirically
proven not only with rats but also with other animal and human populations (Ito et al., 2015).
The Yerkes-Dodson Law has also been found to apply in learning environments, with the
relevant finding being that students who find tasks moderately stimulating are most motivated to
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complete these tasks (Broadhurst, 1959; MacIntyre, 1995; Mills, D'Mello, & Kopp, 2015; Tulis
& Fulmer, 2013; Wang et al., 2015). If students find a task to be either too simple or too difficult,
they are not highly motivated to complete it; on the other hand, if students find a task to be
moderately difficult, they are more motivated to engage with the task. This finding has been
replicated (Broadhurst, 1959; MacIntyre, 1995; Mills et al., 2015; Tulis & Fulmer, 2013; Wang
et al., 2015) so often that it is now at the basis of the pedagogical approach known as scaffolding.
In scaffolding, tasks are introduced to students in order of increasing difficulty, with each
task attempting to engage and challenge students’ current levels of competence (Mattanah, Pratt,
Cowan, & Cowan, 2005; Pratt, Green, MacVicar, & Bountrogianni, 1992). In scaffolding, when
a task becomes easy, it is replaced by an incrementally harder task (Mattanah et al., 2005; Pratt et
al., 1992). If the distance in difficulty levels is too great, then students are not motivated to
continue and will turn instead to procrastination and other avoidance behaviors. If the distance
between difficulty levels is too small, then students are likely to become bored.
Arousal is a means of explaining intrinsic motivation, which is in Ryan and Deci’s (2000)
SDT model, on the spectrum of self-determined behavior. Arousal is, in particular, a theory of
intrinsic motivation that predicts that intrinsic motivation is itself a function of task complexity,
and the strength of intrinsic motivation emerges from the difficulty of the task. Thus, arousal
theory can be approached as one possible explanation of what intrinsic motivation is and how it
works within Ryan and Deci’s (2000) SDT model.
Self-efficacy Theory. Self-efficacy Theory can be summarized as the belief one has on
one’s own ability to be able to succeed in a specific situation or to accomplish a task successfully
(Bandura, 1997). In the context of second language learning, self-efficacy posits that neither
motivation nor cognitive preparation is sufficient in themselves to generate academic
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performance. Students have to be able to apply their various skills or qualities in order to obtain
the desired result. According to Bandura and other researchers, self-efficacy overlaps closely
with the exercise of autonomy (Bandura, 1977; Brown et al., 2014; Jiang, Song, Lee, & Bong,
2014; R.M. Klassen & Durksen, 2014; R. M. Klassen & Tze, 2014; Kuo, Walker, Schroder, &
Belland, 2014; Skaalvik, Federici, & Klassen, 2015). Self-efficacious individuals are able to
autonomously translate their existing qualities to the achievement of a behavioral task.
Therefore, self-efficacy theory appears to predict that, in fact, the link between motivation and
academic performance might be stronger for individuals exposed to the autonomy-based
intervention because (1) autonomy-based instruction would improve self-efficacy and (2)
increased self-efficacy would improve the ability to translate motivation into academic
achievement.
Self-efficacy is a justified feeling of confidence that translates into appropriate behavioral
actions. As such, self-efficacy can be understood as an account of regulation, which is one of the
factors in Ryan and Deci’s (2000) SDT model. Self-efficacy is, in particular, a form of what
Ryan and Deci referred to as integrated regulation—someone with high self-efficacy is able to
intrinsically regulate himself or herself in order to achieve a specific behavioral task. Thus, selfefficacy theory appears to be particularly relevant to the regulation component of Ryan and
Deci’s SDT model.
Expectancy Theory. Expectancy theory (Hackman & Porter, 1968) is a classic account
of motivation and behavioral propensities. Expectancy theory as:
Expectancy theory states that the strength of the tendency for an individual to perform a
particular act is a function of (a) the strength with which he expects certain outcomes to
be obtained from the act, times (b) the attractiveness to him of the expected outcomes.
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Thus, the theory frequently is summarized by the phrase, “Force equals expectancy times
valence”(p. 418).
Understood from the standpoint of expectancy theory, second-language instruction consists of (a)
behavioral force (which could be reflected in the amount of time a student applied to language
learning and other measurable outcomes); (b) the attractiveness of wanting to work harder at the
second language; and (c) the belief that approaching language learning in a specific way would
actually result in the outcome of learning the language.
These aspects of expectancy theory are aligned with the nature of the autonomy-based
learning intervention. The literature on e-learning (Bahhouth & Bahhouth, 2011; Boshier & Onn,
2007; Ho & Kuo, 2010; Lee, 2010; Lentell, 2012; Nawaz & Kundi, 2013; Rumble, 2012;
Simpson, 2013) suggests that allowing students to structure their approach to learning in an
autonomous way makes learning more pleasurable. Hence, with reference to learning a second
language, expectancy theory predicts that students exposed to the autonomy-based learning
intervention would be more motivated because of higher valence. In addition, because the
autonomy-based learning intervention is designed to address expectancy—by helping students
how they can approach and structure their learning in a more effective manner—expectancy
theory would also predict that students exposed to the autonomy-based learning program would
have greater expectancy. Cumulatively, these two empirical predictions supported by expectancy
theory vis-à-vis the quasi-experiment suggest that students exposed to the autonomy-based
learning intervention would have higher levels of academic success and motivation, both of
which are variables that have been incorporated into the research questions of the study.
Expectancy theory is closely related to what, in Ryan and Deci’s (2000) SDT model, is
described as the regulatory source of motivation. In expectancy theory, valence is the term given
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to the aspect of motivation—whether intrinsic or extrinsic—with respect to which the individual
forms an effective stance. Expectancy theory relates the strength of a specific behavior to the
product of what Ryan and Deci described as an intrinsic regulatory source of motivation and
another factor, expectancy, that is not in the Ryan and Deci model.
Engagement Theory. The variable that Yerkes and Dodson (1908) referred to as
stimulation in the context of rat learning has been described as engagement in the context of
human learning (Adkins-Coleman, 2010; Bobbitt-Zeher, 2004; Fan & Williams, 2010; Green et
al., 2012; Houchen, 2013; Plunkett, Behnke, Sands, & Choi, 2009; Ross et al., 2008; Sun, 2014).
However, engagement has dimensions that go beyond arousal as well; engagement encompasses
not only the mental and behavioral states of the individual but also various attributes of teachers
and the overall pedagogical environment.
The theory of engagement is explanatorily powerful in explaining differences in learning
between human populations and has informed various policy responses as well. For example, the
formative theory behind the Head Start program in the United States was that academically
vulnerable are not exposed to cognitive environments of sufficient richness in youth, putting
them behind other students as early as Kindergarten (Webster-Stratton & Hammond, 1998). If
the theory of engagement as applied to the scaffolding paradigm is correct, then the difference in
the learning of different groups (such as students who are successful at second-language learning
and students who are not successful at second-language learning) grows over time; students
might begin school with only slight differences in learning performance, but, over time, such
differences widen as the students who are behind engage in more avoidance behavior. In fact,
empirical research (Appel & Kronberger, 2012; Bobbitt-Zeher, 2004; Bower, 2013; Condron,
Tope, Steidl, & Freeman, 2013; Cummins, 2009; Durham, 2012; Griner & Stewart, 2013;
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Hartney & Flavin, 2014; Jeynes, 2014; Rios, 2012; Torbeyns, Schneider, Xin, & Siegler, 2015;
Torff, 2014) has demonstrated that the academic gap between students does, in fact, widen over
time, which means that schools’ failures to engage all students through proper scaffolding also
cascade over time.
There is a body of empirical research (Adkins-Coleman, 2010; Bobbitt-Zeher, 2004; Fan
& Williams, 2010; Green et al., 2012; Houchen, 2013; Plunkett et al., 2009; Ross et al., 2008;
Sun, 2014) suggesting that what is currently considered a failure of learners to learn can be more
accurately described as a failure of pedagogy, with this failure understandable in terms of
engagement. Well-designed curricula taught by teachers who are both warm and sufficiently
demanding have been observed to close the academic gap between low and high performers
(Bondy, Ross, Hambacher, & Acosta, 2013; Bonner, 2014; Ford & Sassi, 2014; Houchen, 2013;
Ross et al., 2008; Xu, Coats, & Davidson, 2012). More recently, the analysis of so-called
gamified learning has suggested that adapting traditional lessons into games and game-link
formats improves learning by better engaging the learner (Blohm & Leimeister, 2013;
Domínguez et al., 2013; Poole, Kemp, Williams, & Patterson, 2014; Simões, Redondo, & Vilas,
2013). Multiple learning theories, which is older than gamification theory, holds that, in many
cases, learning failures occur because learners are being approached through mediums of
instruction that are not aligned with their personal learning styles (Reeve, Scherbaum, &
Goldstein, 2015).
Engagement theory, like expectancy theory, is closely related to what Ryan and Deci
(2000) described as the regulatory source of motivation. Engagement regulates motivation by
more closely involving the learner. The following diagram serves to summarize and highlight the
main point of each theory and their relationship to SDT.
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Figure 2. Theories related to Self-Determination Theory
Empirical Studies
The following section will include a discussion on the empirical research done in the area
of motivation as it relates the field of language learning, learner autonomy, and language learner
autonomy specifically in the context of second language learning.
Much of the research in second language acquisition is directed towards understanding
what helps and hinders people as they learn a language. Noting hindrances, Wong and
Csikszentmihalyi (1991) suggested that the main difficulty with language learning seems to
reside not so much in the complexity of the material itself or contextual variables, but in the lack
of desire to learn it; the obstacle is more affective in nature than cognitive. In a study of high
school and college students in the United States, Dörnyei (1998) reported that one of the reasons
for the lack of desire to learn a second language stems from the compulsory nature of Second
language study. Therefore, studying how to incorporate opportunities for autonomous decision
making in the experience of the learner becomes all the more relevant.
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The Role of Motivation
According to Ryan and Deci (2002) when learners perceive themselves to be more
autonomous, competent and relate to the class, then they become more self-determined and more
motivated to complete the task. To get a clearer picture of what Ryan and Deci refer to as
“motivated to complete the task”, one has to first review the work of Gardner and Lambert
(1972).
Gardner and Lambert (1972) studied the role of motivation in language learning and how
it affects the learners’ experience and operationalized the concept of motivation as “a
combination of effort and desire to learn a language as well as positive attitude towards learning
the language” (p. 12). Gardner and Lambert recognized the key role motivation plays in
determining a successful or unsuccessful language learning experience and considered it an
unchangeable trait over time. But more recent research has shown that supporting certain
conditions in the classroom can facilitate intrinsic motivation over time (Ryan & Deci, 2000).
Among those conditions are, creating a student-centered classroom, encouraging students’
actions rather than their character, having high but realistic expectations, and proving learning
goals for them (Davis, 2009). Dörnyei (2005) explained the undeniable role of motivation in
language acquisition noting that “all other factors involved in second language acquisition
presuppose motivation to some extent” (p. 65). But Dörnyei also noted that second-language
acquisition is somewhat different from other academic disciplines in the sense that for the learner
to become proficient in a second language there has to be consistent, regular efforts, and strong
motivation can make up for the deficiencies in both language aptitude and learning conditions.
Gardner (1985) advanced a motivational model, sometimes referred in the literature as
the socio-educational model, that described two types of orientations in motivation: integrative
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orientation and instrumental orientation. Within the context of second language learning,
integrative motivation encompasses a motivational orientation that is energized by the desire to
be part of the second language group and interact with members of that second language
community (Dörnyei, 2009). Dörnyei and Csizér (2002) pointed out that this integrative
disposition may be better explained as a process of identification and development of the concept
of one’s self. Instrumental orientation is described as one’s desire to learn a second language
with the functional goal of improving work conditions or achieving higher social status (Gardner,
1988). Someone with an instrumental orientation may pursue language learning as a way of
getting ahead at work or in their career. Some empirical studies document that individuals with
integrative orientation become more successful language learners (Gardner, 2000; Masgoret &
Gardner, 2003; Masgoret, Bernaus, & Gardner, 2001). However, the context of these studies
applies majorly to English as a foreign language where the instrumental quality of learning
English as a tool to advance in the workforce has direct results.
Gardner’s initial integrative/instrumental framework was revised and expanded by others
to include a larger spectrum of sources of motivation (Crookes & Schmidt, 1991) to
accommodate alternative contexts. Second language researchers have challenged the relevance
of the concept of integrative orientation in the context of foreign language learning claiming it is
more appropriate for the SL context rather than the foreign language context (Chen, Warden, &
Chang, 2005; Dörnyei, 2007; Kormos & Dörnyei, 2015). Gardner himself stated that when
studying language learning, looking at motivation solely within the integrative/instrumental
dichotomy is restrictive (Gardner & MacIntyre, 1993).
Crookes and Smith (1991) added that there is a need to ground the study of second
language motivation research within the context of the classroom. According to Masgoret and
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Gardner (2003), a motivated language learner is one that puts forth the effort, pays attention, and
is persistent, has goals, desires, and enjoys the task. Language teachers and researchers alike,
seek to understand what sparks the learner’s interest and what may cause a shift in attitude.
Most research in motivation and language learning has focused in a second language or
bilingual contexts (Noels, Pelletier, Clément, & Vallerand, 2000; Noels, 2001; Pu, 2009). Within
the foreign language context, studies examining motivation and language learning are often
carried out in English as a foreign language setting(Li, 2006; Pae, 2008; Rueda & Chen, 2005;
Wong, 2008). As suggested by Carreira (2012) findings from English as a foreign language
should be generalized with caution in other foreign language settings and more research is
needed mainly because the role of English as a world language greatly affects the drive learners
show. There is a dearth of research in the area of motivation in the foreign language context,
specifically the study of Spanish in higher education in the United States.
One reason behind using Self-determination Theory in this study is because SDT ascribes
to an understanding of motivation in a way that language teachers can understand and find useful
when designing strategies that promote student motivation, for example when teachers consider
how SDT explains the role of autonomy in promoting more self-determined behaviors. The next
section addresses a review of the literature on learner autonomy studies.
Learner Autonomy
Understanding learner autonomy becomes increasingly more important as we try to
understand how to promote it. The concept of learner autonomy was introduced by Holec (1981)
and he defined it as “the ability on the part of the learner to take charge of his/her learning” (p.
17). Such conceptualization remains central to the discussion of the role of autonomy in
language learning today and has been used in a variety of studies. For example, Benson and
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Voller (1997) cite five different ways researchers have referred to learner autonomy: (1)
situations where the learners study independently, (2) skills that can be learned and applied
within a self-directed environment, (3) the innate capacity suppressed by formal education, (4)
the exercise of learners’ responsibility for their own learning, and (5) the right learners have to
determine the direction of their own learning. But an important work of caution came from
Little (1990) who argued that learner autonomy should not be seen as a synonym to self-learning
because learner autonomy has to do with “the learner’s psychological relation to the process and
content of learning” (p. 4).
Autonomy and motivation. The relationship between autonomy and motivation is rooted
in the notion that the more autonomous the learner is, the more motivated the learner tends to be
(Dickinson, 1995). The association between autonomy and motivation has been studied by many
researchers such as Benson (2001), Ushioda (2006), and Spratt, Humphreys, and Chan (2007).
Spratt et al. cited that motivated language learners tend to engage in more autonomous learning
activities outside of class. Pu (2009) found that when learners are more involved in the decisionmaking process around the learning experience, their motivation improves. Liu (2012) explored
the relationship between language anxiety, motivation, autonomy, and proficiency among
university students in Taiwan and found a strong correlation between autonomy and motivation.
Although there is an understanding that motivation and autonomy are linked, the
causality is not clear. Researchers still question whether autonomy precedes motivation or
motivation precedes autonomy (Spratt, Humphreys, & Chan, 2002). In other words, autonomy
and motivation are likely reciprocal processes and it is difficult to determine in what way one
relates to the other, and vice versa. Researchers are not clear whether learners need to be first
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motivated or autonomous to be successful language learners, hence more research is needed in
this area.
Autonomy-supporting strategies.Another question that remains unanswered in research
is with regards to the multiple ways autonomy can be supported in the classroom (Stefanou,
Perencevich, DiCintio, & Turner, 2004). Although much effort has been spent on defining
autonomy, the practical realization of how language learner autonomy can be influenced remains
elusive (Little, 2007). Stefanou et al. suggest that important avenues of research should consider
exploring how a particular way of supporting autonomy, impacts student outcomes and
motivation. Several researchers argue for the importance of integrating autonomy training into
the curriculum (Little, 2007; Little, 2009). One possible way of incorporating this type of
training that has been proposed by the above researchers is by involving the learner in the setting
up of activities, and discussion over content covered, target language use, and pace of task
completion.
Autonomy in the classroom. Research examining the role of learner autonomy reflects a
shift in pedagogical approaches from a teacher-centered approach to a learner-centered approach.
The concept of autonomy in the classroom exists within a broader framework that posits that
teachers should take the role of facilitator or guide. In this classroom, context learners are no
longer viewed as passive recipients of information. Learners are considered active practitioners
who seek to fulfill their own interests and needs. In certain educational settings, some teachers
tend to control learner behavior and in some other cases teachers will allow or support more
autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2005). Learner autonomy in the classroom has to be considered in
relation to the pedagogical approach of the teacher and the learning context.
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The empirical case for instruction that supports the autonomy of the learner comes from
Pelletier, Fortier, Tuson, Briere, and Blais (2001) who conducted research comparing autonomy
supported vs. controlling classroom conditions. Autonomy classroom conditions fostered an
environment where the learner had a more central role in the activities led in class, whereas a
controlling classroom experience in this study was one in which the instructor was the center of
all interaction. In this study, Pelletier et al. found that greater levels of self-determined behavior
were found in more autonomous settings. Little (1990/2001) posits that a classroom
environment that fosters autonomy requires that the teacher makes learners share the
responsibility of the learning agenda and the selection of the learning activities. This type of
pedagogical approach invites learners to engage with content in a plurality of ways promoting a
participatory, collaborative construction of knowledge (Bruner, 1996) where learners explore and
interact with the content, not just repeat the content. Autonomy according to Little (2007) is the
“product of an interactive process in which the teacher gradually enlarges the scope of the
learner’s autonomy by gradually allowing them more control of the process and content of the
learning” (p. 26).
Few learners arrive at the classroom ready to take charge of their own learning from day
one, “self-management in learning is something they have to learn” (Little, 2007, p.23). In a
study by Bekleyen and Selimoglu (2016) where they looked at learners’ perceptions of
autonomous language learning and motivation to study a foreign language, they found that most
learners were reluctant to engage in outside of classroom activities that were not directed by the
teachers because they did not know how to do it. The authors concluded that teachers can help
students with resources on how to learn autonomously.
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Although research documents the connection between self-determined behavior and
motivation, fewer studies have attempted to directly manipulate the conditions to improve selfdetermined behavior to improve motivation and academic achievement, even more so in the field
of FL learning. Railton and Watson (2005) suggested that “autonomous learning should be
explicitly conceived as a skill that can be acquired in the same way as other academic skills” (p.
192). Little (2007) and Snodin (2013) pointed out that learner autonomy is not an innate quality.
Learner autonomy can be supported by others and encouraged (Benson, 2001; Chang, 2010).
Further research, particularly in this area of exploring the conditions that promote autonomy, is
needed.
Autonomy in the FL field.In the existing literature on autonomy and language learning,
research has been focused mostly on the learning of English as a foreign language. Research on
language learner autonomy is expansive in northern Europe (Thomsen, 2000, 2003; Dam, 1995,
2000) and in Asia (Yildririm, 2008; Zhong, 2013).
The literature suggests many different ways to promote learner autonomy. Among these
are: Offering choices (Patall, Dent, Oyer, and Wynn, 2013); providing explanatory rationales
(Jang & Reeve, 2005); fostering awareness of the language learning process (McDevitt, 1997);
offering opportunities for self-direction with the learning activity (Nix, Ryan, Manly, & Deci,
1999); and allowing students to work at their own pace (Reeve & Jang, 2006). Most of the
research on ways to promote learner autonomy is also in the context of English as a foreign
language.
A General View of Autonomous Approaches to Learning
According to Ho and Kuo (2010), autonomous learning experiences are a more effective
means of promoting learning than traditional methods because they promote flow states, which
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are intrinsically pleasurable (i.e., possessing high valence). Thus, if expectancy is held equal, the
superior valence of an autonomous learning experiences interface will mean that learners
approaching a learning task through autonomous learning experiences will be more likely to
perform the kinds of acts needed to learn what is being taught.
It is important to note that, in the context in which they apply to autonomous learning
experiences, neither flow-states theory nor expectancy theory are theories of cognition per se. In
other words, expectancy theory and flow-states theory do not explain changes in the cognitive
ability of the learner but rather changes in the motivation of the learner to engage with the
material that is being taught. As a theory that is associated with behaviorism, expectancy theory
posits that learning takes place as the result of continued behaviors such as information-gathering
and attentional processes (Hackman & Porter, 1968; Purvis, Zagenczyk, & McCray, 2015;
Renko, Kroeck, & Bullough, 2012). Ho and Kuo’s (2010) flow-states theory posits that any
learning modality (such as autonomous learning experiences) that motivates learners to stay
engaged is successful not because it improves the cognitions of the learner, but because it
deepens and prolongs the behavioral actions that result in learning. In other words, based on
flow-states theory, the mechanism of the superiority of autonomous learning experiences is
behavioral rather than cognitive.
However, other theories about the effectiveness of learning techniques also exist. For
example, multiple intelligences theory (Gardner, 2011) is a cognitively oriented alternative to the
behaviorally inspired flow-states theory (Ho & Kuo, 2010). Gardner might have argued that
autonomous learning experiences are successful because they are more aligned with the
cognitive abilities and proclivities of people who prefer rich media to text or lectures as a
modality of learning.
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There have been several statistical meta-analyses of the effect of autonomous learning
experiences on learning (Clark et al., 2016; Folkvord, 2012; Sitzmann, 2011; Vogel et al., 2006;
Wouters et al., 2013). Four of these meta-analytical studies have been introduced in Table 2
below. The consensus in the existing statistical meta-analyses appears to be that there is a
statistically significant and middle-sized effect of autonomous learning experiences on learning.
Sitzmann’s (2011) statistical meta-analysis was carried out on the basis of 65 existing
primary studies with a cumulative sample size greater than 10,000 individuals (see Table 2).
Sitzmann hypothesized that exposure to autonomous learning experiences, in comparison to
exposure to traditional learning, would be associated with improved learning because of the
cognitive advantages conferred on certain learners by exposure to rich media instead of text and
lectures and the affective attractiveness of autonomous learning experiences. Sitzmann was
justified in the identification of multiple intelligences theory (Gardner, 2011) as a theoretical
framework, as the comparison groups of the studies included in Sitzmann’s meta-analysis
consisted mainly of individuals exposed to traditional (that is, text- and lecture-based) learning.
Sitzmann’s identification of affective theory was close to the behavioral aspects of Expectancy
Theory (Hackman & Porter, 1968) and Flow States Theory (Ho & Kuo, 2010).
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Table 2
Summary of Previous Statistical Meta-Analyses
Study

Empirical
Base

N

Design

IV(s)

DV(s)

Analytical
Method

Results

Limitations

1

65
primary
studies

>
10,000

Metaanalysis
based
on
pretest
posttest
studies

Autonomous
learning
experience

Knowledge,
selfefficacy,
other
variables

Hedges
and Olkin
d

Declarative
knowledge (d =
0.28) and
procedural
knowledge (d =
0.37)
significantly
higher after
autonomous
learning
experience

Potential
arbitrariness in
coding of learning
task
characteristics
16 of the studies
were not peerreviewed

2

209
primary
studies

>
5,000

Metaanalysis
based
on
pretest
posttest
studies

Autonomous
learning
experience

Learning

Hedges g

Hedges g =
0.33; learning
significantly
higher after
autonomous
learning
experience

Potential
arbitrariness in
coding of learning
task
characteristics

3

38 studies

>
5,000

Metaanalysis
based
on
pretest
posttest
studies

Autonomous
learning
experience

Learning,
retention,
motivation

Cohen’s d

‘Serious’
learning
experiences
found to have
significantly
higher effect (d
= 0.29)on
learning

Potential
arbitrariness in
coding of learning
task
characteristics
‘Serious’ learning
task distinction
might be invalid
or unreliable
Alternative
group’s
instruction
methods treated
homogenously

4

32 studies

8,549

Metaanalysis
based
on
pretest
posttest
studies

Autonomous
learning
experience

Learning

Cohen’s
d, z test

Autonomous
learning
experience s
were superior,
in terms of
learning
outcomes, to
traditional
methods, z =
6.051, p <
0.0001

Several non-peerreviewed studies
included

Key: (1): Sitzmann, 2011; (2) Clark et al., 2016; (3) Wouters et al., 2013; (4) Vogel et al., 2006
One of the strengths of Sitzmann’s (2011) meta-analysis was the identification of several
possible outcomes, including increases in declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge, self-
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efficacy, and retention. Sitzmann reported that, in comparison to traditional learning,
autonomous learning experiences were 11% more effective in terms of declarative knowledge.
Sitzmann also identified qualitative explanatory themes for the success of autonomous learning
experiences, including greater engagement and flexibility and repeatability of access to the
autonomous learning experiences interface. In terms of effect sizes, Sitzmann calculated a pooled
effect size of 0.28 (measured as Hedges & Olkin g), which was statistically significant at p < .05.
However, Sitzmann did not report a 95% confidence interval for this effect size estimate. In
addition, Sitzmann’s findings were not delimited to older learners and included no comparators
other than traditional learning. Thus, Sitzmann’s findings do not address the important questions
of (a) whether autonomous learning experiences is superior to non-autonomous learning
experiences in terms of imparting improved declarative knowledge and (b) what the effect of elearning on adult populations might be.
Clark et al. (2016) conducted both a systematic review and a meta-analysis on
autonomous learning experiences. Clark et al. discovered that there was a statistically significant
effect of 0.33 (measured as Hedges & Olkin g) of autonomous learning experiences on
declarative knowledge improvement. However, like Sitzmann (2011), Clark et al. did not make
an effort to code the autonomous in the various studies included in the meta-analysis. Clark et al.
drew on more studies (209) than Sitzmann, but did not disclose the total sample encompassed by
those studies. The main limitation of Clark et al.’s work was that,while promising a systematic
review in addition to a meta-analysis, the study did not extract explanatory themes that could
explain the superior effect of autonomous learning experiences on declarative learning.
The meta-analysis conducted by Wouters, Nimwegen, Oostendorp, and van der Spek
(2013)found a significant effect of autonomous learning experiences on declarative learning,
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measured as a Cohen’s d of 0.29. Wouters et al. also conducted a meta-analysis designed to
determine whether autonomous learning experiences were more motivating to learners in
comparison to traditional learning. The motivational aspects of autonomous learning experiences
are encompassed both in general expectancy theory (Hackman & Porter, 1968) and flow states
theory (Ho & Kuo, 2010). Under expectancy theory, expected outcomes drive the motivation to
complete tasks, while flow states theory holds that entering a state of flow is among the best
ways to complete tasks effectively and with precision. Wouters et al. found that there was no
statistically significant difference between autonomous learning experiences and traditional
learning methods in terms of motivation. However, despite the conceptual similarities between
motivation and flow states, Wouters et al. did not specifically test for the kinds of flow-state
experiences enumerated by Ho and Kuo (2010). Thus, the apparent similarity in motivational
levels between e-learners and traditional learners does not necessarily suggest that flow states
theory does not explain the effectiveness of autonomous learning experiences. The motivation
behind effective autonomous learning experience may be explained by a number of different
factors and from a number of different approaches.
There are a number of studies on the mediation to learn in a variety of educational
contexts, such as online learning and group-based learning contexts. For example, Erhel and
Jamet (2013) found that serious game environments increase motivation to learn when students
are prompted to actively process information. Table 3 below contains a review of some
(Belanich, Orvis, & Mullin, 2005; Dobrescu, Greiner, & Motta, 2015; Ebner & Holzinger, 2007;
Erhel & Jamet, 2013; Gremmen & Potters, 1996; Ricci, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996; Woo,
2014) of the primary studies on the topic of the effect of autonomous learning experiences on
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learning. It should be noted that several of these studies are dated and have several other
limitations as well, as described below.
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Table 3
Summary of Previous Primary Studies
Study

Units &
Settings

Design

IV(s)

DV(s)

Analytical
Method

Results

Strengths

Limitations

1

21 U.S.
Army
recruits

1-sample
pretest
posttest
with 1
treatment

Exposure to
PC game

Knowledge
(procedural,
episodic,
factual)

ANOVA

Significant +
positive effect of
exposure on all
3 kinds of
knowledge

Multiple types of
knowledge
measured

Effect size of
pretest-posttest
differences not
calculated
No control group

2

60 students
in Naval
Training
Center

1-sample
pretest
posttest
with 3
treatments
(game, text,
Q&A
sheets)

Exposure to
3 types of
learning

Subjective
opinion
Score on test

ANOVA

Significant +
positive effect of
learning types
on score
improvement

Multiple
treatments
Measurement of
subjective and
objective
outcomes

No control group
No calculation of
effect size
No post hoc test to
determine which
group, if any,
improved more
Only 4 women in
sample of 60

3

63 university
students

1-sample
posttest
only with 1
treatment

Exposure to
online
game

Domainspecific
knowledge,
domainspecific
skills,
motivation,
cognitive
load

Canonical
correlation

Motivation and
cognitive load
impact domain0specific
knowledge and
skill
performance in
different ways

Complex and
informative
testing of
variables that can
explain gamebased learning
Excellent
theoretical
discussion of
games

No pretest score
No control group
No effect size
calculations
Insufficient use of
covariates
Mediating design
might have been
better suited for a
structural equation
model

4

38 Dutch
university
students

1-sample
pretest
posttest
with 1
treatment
and control

Exposure to
PC-based
economics
game

Learning
(economics)

Independent
samples t
test

Exposure to the
game was not, at
an Alpha of
0.05, associated
with higher
mean
performance on
the test

Thoughtful
discussion of
experiment
conditions

Control group
Randomized
assignment to
control group
Insufficient use of
covariates

5

81
undergradua
te economics
student

1-sample
pretest
posttest
with 1
treatment
and control

Exposure to
PC-based
economics
game

Learning
(economics)
as measured
through essay
questions and
multiplechoice
questions

Tobit
regression

Exposure to the
game was not, at
an Alpha of
0.05, associated
with higher
mean
performance on
the test

Clear discussion
of all outcome
measures
Learning
outcomes
delimited

Insufficient use of
covariates
Non-randomized
assignment to
control group
No effect size
calculations

6

46 students
from French
universities

1-sample
pretest
posttest
with 1
treatment
and control

Exposure to
computer
game

Knowledge
(medical
procedure)

MannWhitney
U test,
ANOVA

Exposure to the
game was not, at
an Alpha of
0.05, associated
with higher
mean
performance on
the test

Exclusion criteria
excluded students
with prior
knowledge of
subject matter

Non-randomized
assignment to
control group
No effect size
calculations

7

121 graduate
students in
engineering

1-sample
pretest
posttest
with 1
treatment
and 1
control

Exposure to
a computer
game

Knowledge
(geography),
Enjoyment,
other
variables

MannWhitney
U test,
Chisquare,
Wilcoxon

Experimental
group students
reported
superior
enjoyment of the
game, but there
was no
significant effect
of the game on
knowledge

Well-specified
research questions
and hypotheses
Detailed
discussion of
game
components,
game
development and
intervention

Insufficient use of
covariates
No effect size
calculations

Key: (1) Belanich, Orvis, & Sibley, 2004; (2) Ricci, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996; (3) Woo, 2014; (4) Gremmen & Potters, 1996; (5) Dobrescu et al., 2015; (6)
Erhel & Jamet, 2013; (7) Ebner & Holzinger, 2007
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Most of the primary studies (Belanich et al., 2005; Dobrescu et al., 2015; Ebner &
Holzinger, 2007; Erhel & Jamet, 2013; Gremmen & Potters, 1996; Ricci et al., 1996; Woo,
2014) described in Table 2 found a significant effect of autonomous learning experiences on
performance. However, the studies were not comparable in terms of design, treatment, or
outcome. While the incommensurability of the studies makes it methodologically impossible to
estimate a truly shared effect of autonomous learning experiences exposure on learning, the fact
that a significant relationship so often existed despite the profusion of methods, treatments, and
outcomes indicates that autonomous learning experiences does in fact improve learning.
The studies and meta-analyses reviewed in this section of the literature review provide
substantial support for the claim that an autonomous learning environment—such as an
environment enabled by a self-paced e-learning system—is positively associated with
performance, after controlling for various confounding variables. However, most of the studies
in which autonomous learning environments—particularly e-learning environments—have been
featured have not focused on second language performance as the dependent variable of interest.
It is possible that autonomous learning environments have generically beneficial effects on
learning, such that these environments involve learning in all spheres, including second language
performance. However, the absence of studies specifically oriented to second language
performance is an important gap in the research, because it is possible that autonomous learning
environments are not necessarily as predictive of success in second language learning as they
might be predictive of success in learning tasks that are in the native language of the learner.
Thus, while acknowledging the likelihood that autonomous learning environments are likely to
improve learning performance in general, it is appropriate to seek further empirical
documentation of the effects of autonomy on second language performance in particular.
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The Effect of Autonomous Strategies and Environments on Second Language Learning
Spratt, Humphreys, and Chan (2002) conducted a quantitative study whose purpose was
to measure whether autonomy or motivation came first in learners. In this study, autonomy was
operationalized as strategic autonomy, that is, an autonomy that measured the extent to which
students took charge of their own learning. Specifically, autonomy was measured as the sum of
three complementary kinds of strategic autonomy: (a) Beliefs about whether it was the student’s
responsibility to take charge of his or her learning, (b) beliefs about students’ abilities to manage
their own learning both inside and outside the language classroom, and (c) actual instances of
autonomous learning behavior. As is clear from this list, Spratt et al. only measured autonomy as
an intrinsic quality of the learner, not in terms of the actual learning platform design or other
aspects of the learning environment. In addition, Spratt et al. defined motivation in terms of a
polytomous variable that included the possibilities of no motivation, slight motivation, ordinary
motivation, well-motivation, and high motivation.
Spratt et al.’s (2002) study was conducted on a sample of 508 students. All of the
students were from a single institution, Hong Kong Polytechnic University. The majority (n =
356) of the sample was female, with 135 males and 17 students of unidentified gender. The study
was conducted solely on English language learners; although participants came from several
departments, all participants were learning English as a second language.
The first form of data analysis in Spratt et al.’s (2002) study involved Chi-square analysis
of students’ assessments of whether students or teachers were more responsible for learning. The
main findings from this data analysis were that students believed themselves, rather than
teachers, to be more responsible for progressing outside class, working harder, deciding to learn
outside class. However, students judged teachers to be more responsible for making sure that
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students progressed during lessons, were stimulated to learn English, had their English
weaknesses identified, had their course objectives defined, had their activities chosen, had their
time allocated, had their materials chosen, had their learning evaluated, and had their course
evaluated. Thus, the students in Spratt et al.’s study appeared to allocate most of the
responsibility for learning to teachers rather than to themselves.
Spratt et al.’s (2002) measurement of autonomous behaviors outside the classroom
suggests that students tend not to autonomously seek to learn without being prompted. For
example, 61.4% of the students in the sample never or rarely read grammar books on their own;
74.3% of students rarely or never did non-compulsory assignments; and 51.9% had never written
a diary entry in English. There was only one autonomous behavior, that of sending e-mails in
English, in which more than half of the sample engaged often.
The final form of statistical analysis presented by Spratt et al. (2002) was a Chi-square
tabulation of autonomous, out-of-classroom behaviors with levels of motivation. Spratt et al.
found that highly motivated students were more likely to engage in roughly half of the
autonomous behaviors; in the remaining behaviors, highly motivated students were statistically
comparable to well-motivated students in terms of task frequency. From these findings, Spratt et
al. derived the conclusion that motivation was closely correlated with autonomous behaviors.
However, Spratt et al. went further and concluded that “absence of motivation seemed to inhibit
practice of learner autonomy” (Spratt et al., 2002, p. 262). This conclusion was not necessarily
supported by the data analysis carried out by Spratt et al, which lacked the kind of longitudinal,
experimental, or quasi-experimental component that would have been necessary to reach
conclusions about whether autonomy or motivation came first.
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Another, more relevant limitation of Spratt et al.’s (2002) study was the absence of a
performance component. Although it is helpful for educators to know that there is a positive
correlation between autonomous behaviors and motivation related to the learning of a second
language, policy-makers and other educational leaders also require information about the extent
to which both motivation and autonomy are correlated with actual performance. Spratt et al.’s
study lacked a measure of performance.
A final weakness of Spratt et al.’s (2002) study was the operationalization of the
variables, which limited the statistical analyses that could be carried out on the data. Spratt et al.
utilized ordinal data for motivation, thus requiring the use of Chi-square analysis to measure
differences in distribution. Had Spratt et al. operationalized motivation as a ratio or interval
variable, it would have been possible to use regression analysis or other forms of statistical
analysis that could have allowed more direct comparisons between students.
Autonomous learning. A qualitative study by Chan (2001) addressed some of the same
issues that Spratt et al. (2002) examined, particularly in terms of the characteristics of autonomy.
As discussed above, Spratt et al. provided an operational definition of learner autonomy that
encompassed several student behaviors and orientations, including keeping a diary in the second
language, reading non-assigned material, etc. Spratt et al. defined these components of learner
autonomy with reference to the pre-existing literature; however, Chan’s study was of particular
interest because of the identification of learner autonomy characteristics that were based on
students’ own rich descriptions.
Chan’s (2001) qualitative case study, carried out among learners of English as a second
language at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University, was designed to explore autonomous
learning in terms of (a) student attitudes, (b) student capabilities of learning autonomously, and
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(c) best practices in facilitating greater learning autonomy in the second language classroom. In
terms of attitudes, Chan discovered that most students viewed autonomy in terms reminiscent of
those already identified in the literature (for example, Smith, 2008). Students in Chan’s study
recognized that learner autonomy reflected both the quantity and quality of engagement with a
second language absent guidance or pressure from the teacher and the pre-existing learning
environment. When asked to provide further detail about the characteristics of autonomous
learners, Chan’s (2013) students advanced the following qualities:Highly motivated, goalorientated, having an inquisitive mind (e.g. willing to ask questions in class), well-organized
(e.g. having good time management skills), hardworking, curious about language, interested and
enthusiastic about what is learnt, active (e.g. trying different ways to improve one’s learning),
having initiative, making use of every opportunity to improve one’s standard, and flexible.
(p.513)
One of the strengths of Chan’s study was the identification of several components of
learner autonomy as defined by students themselves rather than as defined by teachers or as
derived from the literature. Overall, the students in Chan’s study had anin-depth and
sophisticated understanding of what constituted learner autonomy, and their detailed definition of
this concept provides a helpful complement to existing definition of learner autonomy (e.g.,
Smith, 2008).
However, one of the limitations of Chan’s study was the fact that Chan was the teacher of
the students she interviewed as part of the case study. Because of the power dynamic between
Chan and her students, it is possible that students who were not autonomous, or who had
negative views of autonomy, did not contribute data to the study. It is also possible that students
exaggerated their own autonomy because of a tacit pressure to tell their researcher what they
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thought she wanted to hear. Chan’s study could have overcome these biases by utilizing an
anonymous data collection design.
Autonomy and performance. One of the most comprehensive studies of autonomy and
performance is Il-Pae’s (2008) study, which draws extensively on self-determination theory. IlPae’s study was conducted based on data collected from 315 university students in South Korea.
These students were all learning English as a foreign language. Il-Pae subjected the students to
extensive testing and was able to collect data for a number of variables, including intrinsic
motivation, self-confidence, motivation, and achievement. Achievement, the dependent variable
of the study, was operationally defined as performance on the Test of English for International
Communication.
One of the weaknesses of Il-Pae’s (2008) study was the absence of validated scales. IlPae created original measures of intrinsic motivation, self-confidence, and motivation on the
basis of mixing and matching existing items from equivalent scales published in English. In
addition, although Il-Pae grounded the study in self-determination theory, a separate scale to
measure self-determination in the study was lacking.
Using a structural equation model, Il-Pae (2008) was able to identify several significant
relationships between variables. First, Il-Pae found a moderate and positive relationship between
intrinsic motivation and motivation; given that intrinsic motivation is a subset of motivation, it
was surprising that this direct effect was not stronger, but Il-Pae did not provide any discussion
of this topic. Second, Il-Pae found that there was a moderate to strong relationship between
intrinsic motivation and confidence. Third, Il-Pae found that there was a weak relationship
between confidence and achievement. Fourth, Il-Pae found that there were weak relationships
between confidence and motivation and motivation and achievement.
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An important limitation of Il-Pae’s (2008) study was the failure to control for prior
knowledge of English, prior academic performance, or other variables that could have introduced
bias into the structural equation model utilized by Il-Pae. It is possible, for example, that the
positive relationship between confidence and achievement detected by Il-Pae was in fact an
effect of academic performance or knowledge of English. The failure to control for these kinds
of academic variables meant that Il-Pae’s results were not as reliable as they might otherwise
have been.
Social anxiety, autonomy, and learning. Zhou (2016) conducted a quantitative study on
the impact of social anxiety, autonomy, and learning orientation on second language learning.
The study was conducted on a sample of 303 fifth-grade students in China who were learners of
English. In keeping with the use of structural equation modeling (SEM), Zhou was able to study
the relationships between numbers of variables in a more complex manner than ordinarily
possible with the use of regression.
Zhou (2016) was concerned with four variables—three independent variables and a
fourth, dependent variables. The independent variables in Zhou’s study were (a) autonomy, (b)
social anxiety, and (c) classroom learning orientation. Zhou was particularly interested in
differences between male and female students, so gender was a covariate in the model. The
dependent variable was English achievement. Each of these variables was measured as a ratio
variable, which allowed Zhou to utilize regression coefficients and an SEM approach, allowing
deeper insights into the relationships between variables than possible with categorically defined
variables (as in Spratt et al.’s, 2002 study).
The first form of statistical analysis carried out by Zhou (2016) was a simple correlation
analysis. In this analysis, social anxiety was found to be negatively correlated with autonomy,
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and social anxiety was also found to be negatively correlated with a collaborative learning
orientation in the classroom. Next, collaborative learning orientation was found to be positively
correlated with autonomy, and relative autonomy was found to be positively correlated with
English achievement. Finally, collaborative learning orientation was found to be positively
correlated with English achievement.
These results were reported for the entire sample; in addition, Zhou (2016) provided
different results for male and female students. The results were somewhat different when
categorized by gender. For example, for male students, there was a positive and significant
correlation between autonomy and English achievement; for female students, there was not a
significant correlation between autonomy and English achievement. In addition, for male
students, there was a significant and negative correlation between social anxiety and classroom
learning orientation, but there was no such significant correlation for female students. These
results suggested that autonomy was more likely to predict academic success for male students,
which, in turn, suggests that the provision of autonomous learning environments or the
inculcation of autonomous learning strategies might be more beneficial to male than to female
students. Given that Zhou operationalized autonomy in terms of intrinsic characteristics rather
than in terms of the learning environment, it seems more likely that, for male students,
strengthening intrinsic autonomy is more likely to lead to improvements in academic
performance.
Zhou’s (2016) identification of an effect of gender on the relationship between autonomy
and achievement was an important contribution to the scholarly literature. However, there were
some gaps in Zhou’s research design that made this finding of limited interest in terms of
educators’ approaches. One of Zhou’s variables was classroom learning orientation, and, based
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on Zhou’s approach, learning orientation was posited to be a mediator between autonomy and
achievement. If learning orientation was a mediator, then, in theory, the indirect effect of
learning orientation on the relationship between autonomy and achievement would have been
stronger the direct effect of autonomy on achievement. For this hypothesis to be tested, however,
Zhou would have had to report the unstandardized regression coefficients of the relationships
among (a) autonomy and classroom learning orientation, (b) classroom learning orientation and
English achievement, and (c) autonomy and English achievement. However, Zhou did not report
the unstandardized regression coefficients, which made it impossible to calculate the indirect
effect of learning orientation on the relationship between autonomy and achievement. On the
assumption that learning orientation is conceptually related to autonomous strategies, Zhou’s
failure to report unstandardized regression coefficients therefore resulted in a failure of Zhou’s
model to explore the interaction between intrinsic autonomy and autonomy as a function of
learning design in terms of these variables’ relationships with academic achievement.
Autonomization Study. As mentioned in the introduction to the study, autonomy refers to
two interrelated kinds of autonomy. Learner autonomy involves the intrinsic qualities of the
learner in terms of being able to take charge of his or her learning. Experiential autonomy
involves the extent to which a learning environment supports or fails to support learner
autonomy. Finally, autonomization is the name given to the interaction between experiential
autonomy and learner autonomy, specifically in terms of the ability of the experiential
environment to inculcate intrinsic qualities of autonomy in the learner. Few of the studies
identified in the literature review focused on the phenomenon of autonomization; an exception
was Murphy’s (2008) study, which focused specifically on autonomization.
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Working with qualitative data from the Open University in the United Kingdom, Murphy
(2008) explored the relationship between course materials and metacognitive strategies that
promote the exercise of autonomy by learners. Murphy’s overarching hypothesis was that
autonomization emerges organically from well-designed, critically engaged, and interactive
course materials, but that there likely to be further areas of development for autonomization in
the context of teaching second languages. Murphy identified 14 distinct aspects of course
materials and design that can support autonomization, and was able to synthesize these 14
aspects into five larger themes. These findings are summarized below on table 4.
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Table 4
Murphy’s Aspects of Autonomization in Second Language Courses
Criteria
Synthesis / Discussion
* Teaching about
reflection
* Opportunities / prompts
for reflection

Key capacity for autonomy, according to cognitive, experiential,
and social constructivist theorists.

* Choice / decisionmaking opportunities

Reflection is a conscious process leading to decisions and choices
by learners. Freedom to make choices is essential for the exercise
of responsibility by learners.

* Self-evaluation teaching
* Self-evaluation practice
* Opportunities to
evaluate performance
* Opportunities for goalsetting / planning
* Self-assessment
teaching
* Self-assessment practice
* Opportunities for selfassessment

Metacognitive strategies of goal-setting, planning, implementing,
self-assessment, and self-evaluation under the concept of
‘knowing how to learn’ and can be related to the stages in Kolb’s
learning cycle / spiral: Concrete experience, reflective
observation, abstract conceptualization, and active
experimentation. Essential for successful autonomous learning
and distance language learning.

* ‘Pedagogic dialogue’
and interaction

‘Scaffolding’ performance and supporting development of
internal cognitive processes, including reflection and selfdirection.

* Language learning
strategy teaching
* Language learning
strategy practice
* Opportunities to select
strategies

Awareness of strategies and ability to select and deploy
appropriately according to need is an important areas of choice.

Murphy (2008, p. 88)
Murphy’s (2008) analysis found that the OU drew upon many of the criteria listed above
in its language courses, thus supporting the process of autonomization. Murphy noted that the
fourteen-autonomization criteria required a combination of resources, including resources related
to curricula, pedagogy, classroom organization, and other factors. The main implication of this
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finding is that it is not sufficient to create an autonomous learning system, such as an e-learning
system, and assume that the autonomous characteristics of the system itself will lead to improved
learning. Rather, for true autonomization to prevail, second language courses must combine
elements of curricular design, pedagogical interaction, and learning platform design, as all three
of these factors are necessary to deliver the 14 criteria for autonomization identified by Murphy.
Learner characteristics in Spanish language learning context.Coleman and
Furnborough (2010) conducted a study designed to identify the relationship between learner
characteristics and learning outcomes—specifically, performance—in the context of a distance
Spanish course offered for beginners. One of the strengths of Coleman and Furnborough’s
quantitative study was the collection of data from a large number of students, with 584 students
from the U.K.’s OU completing two questionnaires distributed by the researchers (once before
the beginning Spanish course and once after the beginning Spanish course). The main weakness
of Coleman and Furnborough’s study was that autonomy was not directly measured as a learner
characteristic, but was measured by type with students being grouped as intrinsically or
extrinsically motivated. However, several of the prompts in Coleman and Furnborough’s study
were conceptually related to autonomy, in particular, intrinsic autonomy, and are therefore
worthy of further discussion and examination.
Coleman and Furnborough (2010) divided students into four outcome groups: Complete
and continue, complete and pass, complete and fail, and non-complete and fail. Coleman and
Furnborough then examined the distribution of these four groups in terms of several responder
characteristics. One of the responder characteristics that appeared to align with learner autonomy
was speaking another (third) language. Ostensibly, individuals who have succeeded at learning a
second language already would have demonstrated some autonomy. Coleman and Furnburough
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found that 24.5% of the students who completed and passed the beginning Spanish course were
fluent in a third language; by comparison, 0% of the students who completed and failed the
course were fluent in a third language, whereas 2.9% of the students who neither completed nor
passed the course were fluent in a third language. These data suggest the likelihood that learner
autonomy—as demonstrated in learning a third language—was a predictor of superior
performance in the beginning Spanish class.
Role of language teacher in promoting autonomy. Teachers have important roles to play
in terms of both inculcating intrinsic autonomy in their students, and designing autonomous
learning experiences and environments for students. Field and Hoffman (2002) conducted a
qualitative case study designed to identify how teachers could implement curricula and related
learning platforms designed to support both of these kinds of autonomy in students. Field and
Hoffman’s study was particularly important because of its identification (Field & Hoffman,
2002) of specific, sequential steps that teachers could take to support learner autonomy:
1. Know themselves and their students. They need to understand the strengths, weaknesses,
needs, and preferences of their students and have a solid grasp of their own strengths and
weaknesses as teachers.
2. Value themselves. They need to believe in their assessment of their skills and their
situation, and they need to be able to move forward with their curriculum implementation
plans with confidence.
3. Put their knowledge and beliefs about the needs of their students and what they as
teachers can offer to their students into a plan. They need to undertake the necessary
preparation that will help to ensure success for their curriculum implementation.
4. Put their plan into action.
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5. Evaluate their implementation efforts, modify their plans for the future, if needed, and
celebrate their successes. (p. 93)
Field and Hoffman described their findings as constituting an important reminder that teachers
play a pivotal role in learner autonomy, and that there are specific, sequential steps that teachers
need to take in order to increase the chances of improving learner autonomy. These findings
were, however, limited by their applicability to a structured curriculum, the Steps to SelfDetermination Curriculum. It is not clear if Field and Hoffman’s findings would apply in the
same manner to non-program-based, general attempts to improve learner autonomy.
The role of teachers in supporting learner autonomy was also examined in Reeve and
Jang’s (2006) study. Reeve and Jang’s study was not limited to the implementation of a selfdetermination plan, so its results are more likely to be generalizable and relevant than those of
Field and Hoffman (2002). However, because Reeve and Jang’s experiment focused on a very
specific task—the solution of a puzzle—it might not apply to real-world learning scenarios.
Reeve and Jang (2006) were particularly interested in teacher behaviors and orientations as
precursors of student autonomy and performance. Reeve and Jang hypothesized that there was a
difference between autonomy-promoting and autonomy-inhibiting behaviors among teachers and
students who were exposed to autonomy-promoting behaviors would actually be more
autonomous. One of the strengths of Reeve and Jang’s study was the detailed operationalization
of autonomy-supportive and autonomy-corrosive instructional behaviors. The autonomysupportive behaviors were as follows:
•

Time spent listening

•

Asking what students wanted

•

Time spent in allowing students to work in their own ways
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•

Time that students spent talking

•

Seating arrangements

•

Providing rationales

•

Providing praise as informational feedback

•

Encouraging statements

•

Offering hints

•

Responding to student-generated questions

•

Communicating perspective-taking statements
The autonomy-corrosive behaviors were as follows:

•

Time teacher talking

•

Time in possession of learning materials

•

Exhibition of solutions / answers

•

Uttering solutions or answers

•

Making ‘should’ or ‘ought to’ statements

•

Asking controlling questions

•

Deadline statements

•

Praise as contingent reward

•

Criticizing the student (p. 211)
Reeve and Jang provided operational definitions that were easily quantified, thus

allowing the researchers to validly differentiate between teachers whose behaviors supported
autonomy and teachers whose behaviors corroded autonomy. In addition, the operational
definitions were grounded in pre-existing theories as well as empirical findings, ensuring
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construct validity in the attempt to differentiate between autonomy-promoting and autonomycorroding behaviors among teachers.
In terms of dependent measures, Reeve and Jang defined students’ perceived autonomy
through the Perceived Self-Determination Scale, which consists of three sub-scales: Internal
perceived locus of causality, volition, and perceived choice over actions. The three student
outcomes in which Reeve and Jang were particularly interested were interest-enjoyment,
engagement, and performance. Interest-enjoyment was measured through the Self-Report
Intrinsic Motivation Scale. Engagement was measured on a researcher-created scale, whereas
performance was operationalized as the number of puzzles that the student was able to solve.
Reeve and Jang analyzed their findings by correlating scores for each of the 20
measurements of teacher behaviors with the outcome variables. First, Reeve and Jang discovered
that all 11 of the autonomy-promoting behaviors were significantly and positively correlated
with students’ perceived autonomy. Second, Reeve and Jang discovered that six or the nine
autonomy-corroding behaviors were significantly and negatively correlated with students’
perceived autonomy. These findings were taken to support the interpretation that teacher
behaviors meaningfully influence the degree of autonomy that students feel.
An important limitation in Reeve and Jang’s study was that, despite the fact that
performance was designated as an outcome variable, the researchers did not report on the
relationship between teacher behaviors and performance. Another limitation was that Reeve and
Jang did not aggregate the individual behaviors into index measures of both autonomypromoting and autonomy-corroding behaviors, which prevented the use of regression and other
statistical techniques that could have been more useful in terms of exploring the data.
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Reeve and Jang could conceivably have created a single scale of teacher behavior, with
lower scores representing more autonomy-corroding and higher scores representing more
autonomy-promoting behavior. Had Reeve and Jang operationalized teacher behavior in this
manner—which, given the quantification strategy employed for each of the prompts, was
statistically possible—it would have been possible to regress teacher attitudes on the dependent
variable of student achievement. In an approach of this kind, Reeve and Jang could have utilized
linear regression to identify the extent to which a 1-unit change in teachers’ autonomy-promoting
behavior could have improved student performance. The absence of a regression model meant
that Reeve and Jang’s findings did not address important questions about the precise relationship
of teachers’ autonomy-promoting behaviors to student outcomes.
Task motivation and autonomy study.A study carried out by Wang, Huang, and Hsu
(2015) examined the relationships between task motivation, task engagement, and trait
motivation. This quantitative study sampled 48 northern Taiwanese university students (none of
whom spoke English as a native language) who were English majors. These students were given
a vocabulary learning task in a quasi-experimental format. The students were randomly sorted
into a control group and an experimental group, with the experimental group being asked to
choose their own target vocabulary words for seven vocabulary notebook tasks to be conducted
every two weeks for the fourteen-week study period. Both the experimental and the control
group were, over the course of the seven vocabulary exercises, presented with the same reading
materials, which were English passages from newspapers. The control group was given a preselected list of 70 words, with 10 words chosen from each reading passage. Wang et al.
hypothesized that there would be an effect of autonomy—operationalized dichotomously, as the
ability to choose target words—on both motivation and engagement. Wang et al. noted that, on
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the basis of self-determination theory, it was likely that the motivation and engagement levels of
the autonomous group (that is, the experimental group) would be higher than the motivation and
engagement levels, respectively, of the control group. In testing this hypothesis, Wang et al.
defined engagement through a researcher-designed scale, trait motivation through the Language
Learning Orientation Scale, and task motivation through the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory.
First, Wang et al. utilized a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to measure the
relationship between autonomy and task motivation, with task motivation subdivided into its four
constituent subscales of interest, perceived choice, perceived competence, and pressure. There
was a statistically significant relationship between autonomy and three of the task motivation
measures; namely, interest, perceived choice, and perceived competence, with the largest effect
of autonomy bring on perceived choice. Wang et al. found that the experimental group was
11.17% more interested, 11.31% more likely to perceive choice, and 12.11% more likely to
perceive competence.
In terms of task engagement, Wang et al. measured differences in attention, participation,
and interaction between the control group and the experimental group, once again utilizing a
MANOVA in order to do so. There was a statistically significant relationship between autonomy
and two of the measures of task engagement, attention and participation. Wang et al. found that
attention was 2.77% higher in the experimental group and that participation was 5.34% higher in
the experimental group.
Wang et al.’s (2015) findings were important in terms of their disclosure of a significant
and positive effect of autonomy on key measures of motivation and engagement. The use of a
MANOVA approach was a strength of the study, as it addressed the problem of Alpha inflation
that would have arisen with multiple separate ANOVA models and also controlled the effects of
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the independent variable on simultaneous dependent variables. However, the study had some
important limitations as well. In particular, the decision to operationalize autonomy as choice of
vocabulary words is vulnerable to critique, because, as discussed earlier in the literature review
and defined in the first chapter of the study, autonomy consists of several dimensions. It is not
clear that the mere ability to choose vocabulary words actually measured the kinds of learner
autonomy that are,for example, posited in Smith’s (2008) definition or in other relevant studies.
Particularly if autonomy is treated as an ongoing process—rather than the discrete decision to
study a particular set of vocabulary words—Wang et al.’s finding do not necessarily reflect the
actual richness of the concept of learning (or intrinsic) autonomy. Nonetheless, Wang et al.’s
findings are important for demonstrating how even a conceptually limited exercise of learner
autonomy is positively associated with both engagement and motivation.
There are other studies partially reminiscent of Wang et al.’s (2008) study in terms of
their examination of the learning effects of pleasure and choice as related to the task. An early
empirical study established that the correlation between reading for pleasure and reading
achievement was 0.44 (Greaney & Hegarty, 1987). This figure was obtained by comparing the
standardized English tests of 5th-grade American students on the basis of self-described
enjoyment of reading. Much of the subsequent literature on the connection between reading
enjoyment and reading achievement has been delimited to native language speakers, and findings
have been mixed. For example, while Greaney and Hegarty found a positive correlation between
reading for enjoyment and reading achievement, one recent study drawing on a sample from
Hong Kong and Taiwan found a negative correlation (Tse et al., 2014).
One statistical study of reading achievement found that reading for enjoyment is
primarily an outcome of motivation, while reading for school is an outcome of strategy (Wang
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&Guthrie, 2004). In other words, there is a conceptual distinction between the motivation to read
for reading’s sake and the motivation to read to achieve a specific outcome in a school or other
setting. Despite the lip service paid by many educators to the usefulness of reading for pleasure,
there are not enough empirical data to firmly establish the superiority of either strategy in terms
of reading achievement, particularly in a second language. Furthermore, the paucity of empirical
literature means that there is no way of knowing whether, if reading for pleasure is indeed
associated with better reading achievement, the effect is because of improved decoding /
cognition, improved psychological factors, or both.
Opportunities for Further Research
There are several gaps in the literature that justify further empirical research. One such
gap is that many previous empirical studies on the effects of autonomous learning
experienceshave not focused on second-language performance as the dependent variable of
interest. Instead, the bulk of the empirical research base on the effect of autonomous learning
experiences focuses on native-language learning topics, typically taught through an e-learning
interface.
Another important gap in the literature is the disproportionate amount of empirical
research on autonomous learning environments as opposed to autonomous learning strategies.
Learning strategies are the reflections of students’ cognitive, behavioral, and affective
tendencies, whereas learning environments are reflections of pedagogical and curricular design.
In this sense, learning environments are extrinsic to the student, whereas learning strategies are
intrinsic to the student. Although several studies on language learning strategies were indeed
identified in this study, the majority of the empirical literature appears to focus on learning
environments rather than on learning strategies.
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A third gap in the literature pertains to the operationalization of autonomous learning
environments. Autonomous learning environments are not merely those environments in which
students can avail themselves of self-paced, self-service tools, such as e-learning tools, to learn a
second language. An autonomous learning environment is any environment in which students are
encouraged and given the toolsto take charge of their own learning. Thus, conceptually, an
autonomous learning environment is not necessarily an e-learning environment; however, in
practice, many empirical articles conflate autonomous learning environments with e-learning
environments. While e-learning environments can certainly be examples of autonomous learning
environments, the definitions of autonomy presented earlier in the literature review are not
delimited to either online or offline learning environments.
If it is agreed that any learning environment that is designed to facilitate language
learners’ taking charge of their own learning is an autonomous learning environment, a
conclusion that is in alignment with the existing literature on autonomy, then previous empirical
researchers’ disproportionate focus on e-learning can be considered a gap in the literature. In
short, there is not a comparable volume of empirical studies on non-e-learning autonomous
learning environments, meaning that the general body of knowledge pertaining to autonomous
learning bodies is largely delimited to e-learning settings.
A final gap in the literature is the existence of relatively few studies that have taken both
autonomous experiences and autonomous strategies into account. As noted earlier in this section
of this paper, as well as in the earlier discussion on autonomy, autonomous experiences and
autonomous strategies are distinct from each other, although they can coexist. Theoretically, it is
likely that both kinds of autonomy—the intrinsic autonomy that a learner brings to the task of
learning a second language and the autonomy that is a design feature of the learning
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environment—make a difference in the quality of learning. As Murphy has written, “The
development of autonomous learners is an important goal for language teaching programs.
However, achievement of this goal depends on teachers creating an environment where learners
can experience autonomy in order to become more autonomous” (Murphy, 2008, p. 83). If so,
then the most appropriate kinds of research designs would involve interactions between these
two kinds of autonomy. Murphy attempted to explore these interactions in a qualitative manner,
but such an approach is necessarily unable to generate precise measurements of how both kinds
of autonomy support learning.
If it were held that autonomous strategies come before autonomous environments, then
an appropriate research design would be one in which the relationship between an autonomous
learning strategy and second language performance could be moderated by an autonomous
learning environment. The conceptual basis of such a basis would be the assumption that there
would be a significant and positive link between autonomous strategy and performance, but that
this link would be even stronger with the addition of the predictor variable of autonomous
experience. This proposed design is one possible example of how interactions between autonomy
of strategy and autonomy of experience could both be included into a single research design, thus
aligning with the theoretical likelihood that both autonomous strategy and autonomous
experience are likely to exert unique, and possibly mutually moderating, effects on the dependent
variable of learning performance.
Conclusion
The purpose of the literature review was to review theories as well as empirical studies
relevant to issues of performance, motivation, and autonomy when learning a second language.
The literature review covered self-determination theory as well as several other theories; the
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literature review also explored various empirical findings related to the study variables. The most
important outcome of the literature review was the identification of several gaps that justify
further empirical research on the topics of autonomy, motivation, and performance in the context
of a second language.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This quasi-experimental study examined the impact of an autonomy-based instructional
intervention to improve the motivation and academic performance of American university
students learning Spanish. This chapter describes the research methodology and design with
specific attention to procedures, participants, intervention design, methods, and data analysis.
Research Methodology
A quantitative, quasi-experimental research design was selected for the present study.
Because quantitative methods are distinct from qualitative lines of inquiry based on the nature of
the topic, problem or purpose chosen by researchers, this design allows for an estimation of
intervention program effects (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001; Creswell, 2015; Dantzker & Hunter,
2006; Given, 2008; Jackson, 2015; Leary, 2011; McNabb, 2010; McBurney & White, 2011;
McNabb, 2010). In this study, the main problem is the lack of consensus on the contribution of
autonomy-based interventions to improvements in motivation and academic performance in a
foreign language (FL). This problem can be subdivided into two sub-problems, one that involves
the question of how much of a contribution autonomy-based interventions make to
improvements in motivation and academic performance in a FL, and the other question that
involves understanding how and why autonomy-based interventions might improve motivation
and academic performance in a FL.
Research Questions
The following research questions pertain to the importance of evaluating the effects of an
autonomy-based intervention while seeking to understand the conditions under which motivation
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and academic performance are affected by such an intervention. The questions that guide this
study are:
1. Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the motivation of
elementary-level foreign language students to learn Spanish?
2. Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the Spanish academic
performance of elementary-level foreign language students?
3. Does the autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the level of autonomy of
elementary-level foreign language students who are learning Spanish?
Setting
This study took place in a language lab at a university in a state in the southeastern
United States. The university used for this study has multiple campuses and it is an institution
that was formed because of a state mandate to merge two institutions of higher education. This
merger led to a series of subsequent changes at different levels of the institutions that brought
about challenging situations. Different departments in the institution faced different challenges.
One specific challenge the administrators in the Spanish language department identified was the
substantial curricular differences between the same elementary Spanish courses at the different
campuses. These differences were seen as a potential problem for students who transition from
one campus to another.
To accomplish a desired cohesion in courses, the university administration charged the
language lab director with the development of curricular content that would create a common
thread among all students taking an elementary level Spanish course that would be delivered via
the language lab. The common thread came in the form of a series of tasks (often referred to as
labs) that all learners enrolled in an elementary Spanish course had to complete through the
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language lab and the university’s elearning platform. These tasks were designed by lab personnel
to align with the curriculum chosen by the Spanish language faculty.
Students at this particular institution are required to take a foreign language course as part
of their core-curriculum. All students enrolled in foreign language classes at this university are
also required to complete the lab component of the course as part of what it is called the fourth
credit hour. These language courses are four-credit hour courses, students complete three of
those hours face-to-face in the classroom, and the fourth hour is completed through tasks in the
language lab. Although the university offers language courses across four different campuses,
only three of these campuses have a physical language lab. Therefore, the students at the campus
without a language lab complete their lab work online via the university online content delivery
platform called Desire2Learn. There are a total of six lab tasks that students complete in the
course of a semester. Labs occur every two weeks, are begun in the second week of school, and
end the next to last week of the semester. This study is designed around the context of a language
course and lab requirements/experiences.
Research Design
This study integrates a pretest-posttest quasi-experimental group design with one
experimental group and one comparison group. Spanish courses in a campus with a language lab
were randomly assigned, via a random number generator, to the experimental group (six classes),
and to the comparison group (six classes). All classes entered in the excel randomization tool
were daytime classes. In the current study, the intervention is autonomy-based in terms of
learning design and organization, but the actual learning content is not designed or controlled by
the researcher.
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The current study examined the effect of the intervention, as the independent variable, on
students’ motivation to learn a foreign language, language learner autonomy, and performance
on a classroom test (i.e., dependent variables). These variables are discussed in detail in the next
section.
Variables
Statement and Operational Definitions of the Independent Variable
The independent variable included in this study is the intervention given by the
researcher in the form of a workshop that is geared towards promoting learner autonomy. This
workshop gave the participants an opportunity to plan their path to complete their language lab
tasks in a way that allows for alterations in: activities, pace, and content of lab tasks based on
participants’ preferences. This workshop was embedded into the learners’ obligatory ongoing
participation in the language lab program as a part of their language class.
Autonomy-based intervention. The intervention consisted of a workshop given by the
researcher that was geared towards promoting language learner autonomy by giving the
participants an opportunity to plan out their path to complete their language lab tasks in a way
that allows for alterations in: activities, pace, and content of the lab tasks based on the
participants’ preferences. This workshop was embedded into the learners’ obligatory ongoing
participation in the language lab program as a part of their language class. Specifically, the
participants were asked to be deliberative in planning out how they would approach their
learning tasks and the general goal of language acquisition in order to foster motivation to learn
and autonomy. The intervention took place after completion of lab 1, around week 4. At that
point participants in the experimental group were given the choice on how to complete labs 2, 3,
and 4. Participants completed their posttest at the completion of lab 4. For labs 5 and 6 the
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experimental group would go back to complete labs in the same way all students enrolled in
elementary Spanish did. The comparison group completed labs 1 to 6 as mandated by the lab
which amounts to the tasks that appear at the bottom of figure 4 (a task that earns the students 3
points). The following figure (Figure 3) gives a graphic idea of the time period affected by the
intervention.
Figure 3. Lab Tasks affected by intervention
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x

Control
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x

INTERVENTION

Lab 1

x

Lab 2
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Lab 4

Lab 5

Lab 6

✓

✓

✓

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Participants who were assigned to the autonomy-based intervention attended the language
lab for the completion of the first lab task. First, the researcher gave participants a snapshot of
the whole semester in terms of communicative goals, and language structures that are expected
to be learned throughout the semester. At this time, the researcher also communicated to
participants the role of the lab in supporting their language learning experience, how the lab
personnel cares for their success, the importance of them taking charge of their learning process,
and the connection and relationship between the expectations of what they did in the language
lab to real world tasks. Second, they were presented with a series of options on how to achieve
those course goals. The options included a variety in terms of the number of labs to complete,
which was intended to impact pace, content, and depth of the tasks (see Appendix A for full
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description of intervention). For example, for each lab, participants have to earn three points.
Participants can decide how they want to go about earning those three points. The figure below
(Figure 4) details an example of the types of decisions that the student is allowed to make in
order to meet the assignment requirements for the second language lab.
The design of this workshop is based following Little’s (2007) recommendations that
“autonomy is the product of an interactive process in which the teacher gradually enlarges the
scope of the learner’s autonomy” (p. 20). Although the standards and curriculum themselves may
not be up for negotiation, the experience was structured so that the participants would feel some
degree of ownership of the process in order an effect on the learning itself.
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Figure 4. Example of Autonomy-Intervention for lab 2.

1 POINT

LAB #2

Listening Activity for
lab #2

Recording Activity for lab
#2

Description Activity for lab
#2

You will come to the
lab to complete a
short 15 min listening
task.

You will come to the lab to
complete a short 15 min
speaking task.

You will get a picture with
prompts and have to
describe the picture
following the prompts.

* ask lab assistant for
activity

BETWEEN

CONVERSATION WORKSHOP

GRAMMAR WORKSHOP

Monday January 29th @ 8:00 am
Tuesday January 30th @ 10:00 am
Wednesday January 31st @ 2:30 pm

Tuesday February 6th @ 4:00 pm
Wednesday February 7th @ noon
Thursday February 8th @ 10:00 am

JANUARY 29TH

2 POINTS

COMPLETE

* ask lab assistant for
activity

* In the language lab.

* ask lab assistant for
activity

* In the language lab.

and

3 POINTS

FEBRUARY 9TH

You and a classmate are going to pretend you work for the admissions office and
you are preparing a short video tour to potential Spanish speaking visitors. You
can incorporate campus maps, and campus pictures into the video presentation of
this tour.
Each of you are required to have the following in your dialogue:
•
•
•
•

TOTAL POINTS

Explanation of majors, classes, places and things to do in school
Use the verb SER in various forms
Use at least 6 other verbs
Incorporate 2 questions each
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Statement and Operational Definitions of Dependent Variables
The dependent variables included in this study are motivation to study a foreign
language, learner autonomy, and academic performance. These variables have been
operationalized in the following manner. Motivation and autonomy have been operationalized as
continuous variables (specifically, ratio variables) in a manner consistent with the scoring
procedures described in the measures section of this document. Academic performance is
determined by student’s performance on Spanish test, which is also considered to be a ratio score
(see measures).
Statement and Operational Definition of Covariates
There are characteristics of the participants in a study that may or may not affect the
result of the study; these characteristics were treated as covariates during data analysis. As part
of this study, the researcher collected certain demographic information on the participants,
including: age, gender, native language, year in school, length of time spent in a Spanishspeaking country, years since graduating from high school, and exposure to Spanish in high
school (see Appendix A).
These variables have been operationalization in the following manner. Age was
determined to be the age of the student in years, rounding off to the last birthday. Gender was
operationalized as a dummy variable with 0 = male and 1 = female. Native language is coded as
a dummy variable with 0 = any non-English language and 1 = English. Year in school was
operationalized as a continuous variable with 1 = freshman, 2 = sophomore, 3 = junior, 4 =
senior, 5 = Fifth-Year senior or beyond. The length of time spent in Spanish-speaking countries
were measured as a continuous variable, specifically, the amount of time spent in Spanishspeaking countries. Exposure to Spanish in high school were operationalized as a continuous
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variable with 1 = one semester, 2 = two semesters, 3 = three semesters, 4 = four semesters, and 5
= five or more.
Recruitment Procedures
Prior to the beginning of the semester, a meeting was held with the faculty teaching the
Spanish courses to review the purpose of the study, procedures for data collection, and the
consent process. The sample for the study consists of individuals who are enrolled in a firstsemester Spanish course at the university that is the setting for the study. Sampling for the study
took place through convenience means.
A letter explaining the research project and consent forms were sent to the students
enrolled in the randomly selected courses via a random number generator. All letters were sent
by email. These letters went out on the first day after the period of drop/add ended at the
university to avoid having students complete the forms that later would not be part of the class.
Students were made aware that participation in research is voluntary and that their participation
would not have any bearing on their course grades. Instructors did not know which students
consented to participate in the study, nor had access to any data pertaining to the study.
Participants
Participants for this study consisted of adults aged 18 and older who were enrolled in a
first semester Spanish course. Participation in this study was voluntary and data was collected
while students participated in activities in the language lab. The researcher, rather than course
instructors, completed the consent procedures with all students, explained to them that
participating in research was voluntary and would not influence students’ grades. Participants
came from twelve course sections with an average enrolment of 20 students in each class (N =
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219). Participants came from a university that has a student body of primarily white students
(75%), undergraduate (97%), and with a majority of in-state students (92%).
Throughout the research, the researcher maintained records in a way that protected the
anonymity of the students (i.e., students were assigned a numerical ID that was used in place of
their name). Students were allowed to withdraw from participating in the research at any time
without any negative consequences. Nobody withdrew from the study.
The majority (n = 208) reported ages between 18 and 23. Of the 219 participants, 144
(66%) were female and 75 (34%) were male. Four participants were not native English speakers.
One hundred and fifty-two reported to be in the first year in year, 47 (21%) in their second year,
and 15 (7%) in their third year; the remainder were beyond their third year of enrollment. Several
participants reported backgrounds in language study in high school, as indicated in Table 5
below.
Table 5
Distribution of Language Study Experience in High School
Type of Study
Frequency
None
10
Spanish, 1 year
22
Spanish, 2 years
96
Spanish, 3 or more years
63
Other, 1 year
1
Other, 2 years
11
Other, 3 or more years
16

Percent
4.57
10.05
43.84
28.77
0.46
5.02
7.31

One hundred and ninety-three (88%) of the participants reported not having studied
abroad, whereas 24 (11%) had studied abroad for between one week to one month. Only two of
the participants had more than a month of experience studying abroad.
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Measures
Information for this study was collected using surveys frequently used in the field and
researcher developed tools. Survey tools were selected for their validity and reliability as well as
their use in prior research studies examining student autonomy and motivation. Student
classroom performance was assessed using a performance assessment tool course instructors
were already using to evaluate Spanish language proficiency. Each measure is described below.
Student Motivation. Student motivation was measured the mean score of
theAttitudes/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) designed by Gardner (2004, see Appendix B) to
target motivational disposition towards their current L2 studies. This instrument contains 41
statements that are subdivided into three categories: attitude towards learning a foreign language,
motivational orientation, and desire to learn Spanish. Examples of statements linked to
measuring attitude towards learning a language are: Studying a foreign language is an important
part of education or speaking a foreign language is especially relevant in today’s world. To
address the area of motivational orientation there are statements like Knowing Spanish has
financial benefits for me. To gather information about the desire to learn Spanish there are
statements like the following in the survey I wish I had begun studying Spanish at an early age.
Items are scored on a 6-point Likert scale following Gardner’s AMTB Manual. Assuming the
use of a 1-7 scoring system, and assuming that lower scores represent lower levels of motivation
while higher scores represent higher levels of motivation, the scoring range of the Attitudes/
Motivation Test Battery is from 41 to 287.
Autonomy. Autonomy was measured through the mean score of the autonomy
questionnaire used by Spratt, Humphreys, and Chan (2002). The questionnaire has 28 questions
divided into three parts (see Appendix C). The first part has ten items aimed at identifying the
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responder’s sense of personal responsibility towards learning. In this section of the survey
respondents are asked to say how much responsibility they take concerning tasks designed to
assess (a) setting goals for the semester or (b) assessing their own learning. The second part,
which contains 9 items, focuses on students’ views of their ability to perform learning
autonomously. Statements in this section ask to what extent responders have until now or from
now on being involved in a series of tasks like decide topics in the class, or decide the amount,
type or frequency of homework. The third section, with ten items, focuses on the responders’
frequency in engaging in activities inside and outside the classroom that help him/her to learn a
language. Items in this section ask questions focused on how often responders have participated
in activities and how often they participate in certain activities (e.g., read a Spanish newspaper,
listen to Spanish songs, etc.). Assuming the use of a 1-5 scoring system, and assuming that lower
scores represent lower levels of autonomy while higher scores represent higher levels of
autonomy, the scoring range for the Autonomy Questionnaire is from 28 to 140.
Academic Performance. Academic performance was assessed by the mean score of a
classroom assessment tool that targets specific the linguistic goals covered in the language
courses students are enrolled in. The assessment consisted of a listening comprehension activity,
and a fill in the blank activity. The content of this assessment included topics such as: likes and
dislikes, physical and personal descriptions, daily activities, family related topics, and things
students do at a university. These assessment tools are pulled from the assessment bank that
comes from the publisher of the book used at the university. Assessors completed an assessment
training given by the university to calibrate their feedback on these cross-section assessments.
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Instrument Reliability
Both the motivation and the autonomy instruments had their internal reliability checked
through the measure of Cronbach’s Alpha. A Cronbach’s Alpha of .8 or greater demonstrates a
high level of internal reliability. If the Cronbach’s Alpha of either one, or both, of the
instruments for the study is found to be below .8, this fact was noted as a limitation in the fifth
chapter of the study. Examinations of inter consistency was undertaken at both the subscale and
scale (i.e., entire measure) level.
Data Collection Procedures
Data were collected twice during this study. Data collection involved survey responses
and performance on a classroom assessment that all students completed. Participants completed
the survey and language performance assessment on or before the third week of school during
the time assigned by classes as language lab time. Survey measures were completed in English,
while proficiencies were established in Spanish. These data served as their pre-assessment
information. They completed the assessments again once they completed the fourth lab, which
was during the ninth week of school. The completion of the surveys and proficiency test at week
9 served as student’s posttest.
Students who gave consent completed a background questionnaire in which they were
asked for information regarding their: age, gender, native language, year in school, how many
years, if any, they had studied Spanish in high school, how long ago they graduated from high
school, and the length of time, if any, they had spent in Spanish-speaking countries (see
Appendix A). This questionnaire was distributed via email for them to fill out during the first
two weeks of school prior to their completion of their first lab task.
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Participants attended the language lab, as they do for their lab time, for the intervention
that took place during the fourth week of school. The researcher led the intervention and worked
individually with students planning their learning path. The intervention was in the form of a
workshop that lasted about 60 minutes. The following diagram (Figure 5) shows data collection
and intervention timeline.
Figure 5. Data collection and intervention timeline
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Pretest
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Ethical Considerations
There are several ethical considerations that should be considered. One important ethical
consideration noted in the literature (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001; Creswell, 2015; Dantzker &
Hunter, 2006; Given, 2008; Jackson, 2015; Leary, 2011; McBurney & White, 2011; McNabb,
2010; Moustakas, 2014; Trochim et al., 2015) on human-subjects research is that of power
differences between study recruiters and study participants. In the current study, the sample
consisted of students who are enrolled in an elementary-level Spanish course. One of the most
important ethical considerations involved in working with this population is to ensure that
students do not feel compelled to participate in the study. Students are a vulnerable research
population insofar as they might feel obligated to participate in a research study on the
assumption that not doing so could harm their academic standing at the institution where they are
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students or reflect badly on themselves in some other way. Therefore, it is important to ensure
that students do not feel in any way obliged to participate in the study.
In addition, according to the literature (Balnaves & Caputi, 2001; Creswell, 2015;
Dantzker & Hunter, 2006; Given, 2008; Jackson, 2015; Leary, 2011; McBurney & White, 2011;
McNabb, 2010; Moustakas, 2014; Trochim et al., 2015), ensuring the rights of vulnerable
subjects in a research study requires the creation of an appropriate informed consent letter. Such
a letter must inform individuals of their rights in a research study, such as the right to leave the
study—at any time, for any reason, and without penalty. Such rights mitigate the risk of the
power imbalance between the researcher and human subjects who are part of a vulnerable
population. Consent forms were collected by the researcher and not shared with course
instructors. Hence, course instructors were not known who is and who is not participating in the
research study.
In this study, the researcher is not in a position to influence the grades of students. Thus,
the power differential between the researcher and the participants is not as great as it would have
been had the researcher been the grader of the students. This fact, in conjunction with the various
ethical protections afforded to study members, helps to ensure that the study was conducted in
accordance with the ethical norms of research.
Data Analysis
The primary purpose of this study is to examine whether students exposed to the
autonomy based intervention perform better than the students who do not receive it. In order to
answer these questions, a series of comparative analyses were carried out. For the first, second,
and third research questions of the study an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was estimated,
and the fourth research question was answered through a correlation analysis.
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The first research question is as follows, does the autonomy-based instructional
intervention increase the motivation of elementary-level foreign language students to learn
Spanish? This question was answered through the use of an ANCOVA in which the dependent
variable is change in motivation, measured from the pre-test to the post-test; the independent
variable is group membership (with the two groups being the control group and the intervention
group); and the covariates are age, gender, native language, year in school, length of time spent
in Spanish-speaking countries, years since graduating high school, and exposure to Spanish in
high school.
The second research question is does the autonomy-based instructional intervention
increase the academic performance of elementary-level foreign language students in Spanish?
An ANCOVA was also employed to examine this question. The dependent variable is the change
in score on the in-house Spanish test, measured from the pre-test to the post-test; the independent
variable is group membership (with the two groups being the control group and the intervention
group); and the covariates are, gender, native language, year in school, length of time spent in
Spanish-speaking countries, years since graduating high school, and exposure to Spanish in high
school. A similar approach for attending to covariates described in the analysis for research
question one was employed for the analysis of research question two.
The third research question is, does the autonomy-based instructional intervention
increase the level of autonomy of elementary-level foreign language students in Spanish? As in
the first two, this question was answered also using an ANCOVA, but in this case the dependent
variable is change in score on the autonomy survey, measured from the pre-test to the post-test.
The independent variable for this analysis is group membership (with the two groups being the
control group and the intervention group) while the covariates are, gender, native language, year
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in school, length of time spent in Spanish-speaking countries, years since graduating high school,
and exposure to Spanish in high school. As with the other research questions, because there
might be insufficient group membership in the covariates, adjustments were made as deemed
necessary from the data.
The fourth research question is as follows, is motivation a positive predictor of academic
performance among elementary-level university students? This question was answered through
a correlation analysis between language improvement and motivational improvement.
Summary and Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter was to describe and justify all appropriate components of
research methodology and design for the study. In order to do so, the chapter was subdivided into
separate discussions of (a) research methodology; (b) research design; (c) research questions and
hypotheses; (d) setting, population, and sample; (e); materials and instruments, (f) data
collection, (g) data analysis, and (h) ethical issues and protections. The purpose of the conclusion
is to summarize the methodological orientations of the study.
The four research questions were aimed at answering the effect of an autonomy-based
instructional intervention on motivation to study a foreign language, learner autonomy, and
academic performance. The data analysis was applied to a sample of undergraduate students of
Spanish from a single university in the southeastern United States. A sample of 219 students was
sought for the study. The results in the fourth chapter are presented in accordance with the
research methodology and design presented and defended in the third chapter of this study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the study. Results are presented in
two sections. First, the descriptive statistics of the study are presented. Second, analyses are
presented that examine each research question with a section on general considerations for the
first three research questions. For all procedures, an Alpha of .05 was adopted as the threshold of
statistical significance.
Descriptive Statistics
The initial sample consisted of 219 students, and data were collected on seven covariates:
age, gender, participants’ native language, the participants’ year of enrollment, length of foreign
language studied in high school, the student’s study-abroad experiences, and the student’s desire
to take Spanish 2. Descriptive statistics on each of these variables are presented below.
Given that the normality of variables was an important consideration in the decision to
include non-parametric statistical procedures, normality testing of the continuous variables was
also conducted. The normality of the distributions for autonomy, motivation, and academic
performance were tested through (a) the Shapiro-Wilk test for normal data and (b) skewness /
kurtosis tests for normality. According to the Shapiro-Wilk test, autonomy was distributed
normally, W = 0.99, z = 0.90, p = .18. However, according to the Shapiro-Wilk test, language
performance was not distributed normally, W = 0.98, z = 2.50, p = .006. According to the
skewness-kurtosis tests of normality, neither the skewness (p = .07) nor the kurtosis (p = .79) of
autonomy were distributed abnormally. While the kurtosis (p = .60) of language performance
was distributed normally, the skewness (p = .004) of language performance was distributed
abnormally, perhaps due to the covariate of years of having studied Spanish. According to the
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Shapiro-Wilk test, motivation was not distributed normally, W = 0.94, z = 5.20, p < .001. While
the kurtosis (p = .06) of motivation was distributed normally, the skewness (p < .001) of
motivation was not distributed abnormally.
Next, examinations of the distribution of autonomy and language performance were
carried out for the intervention group (n = 142) only. For the intervention group, autonomy was
not normally distributed, Shapiro Wilk W = 0.98, z = 1.80, p = .036. However, for the
intervention group, language performance was normally distributed, Shapiro Wilk W = 0.98, z =
1.52, p = .064. A skewness / kurtosis test for normality found that, for the intervention group, the
skewness (p = .07) as well as the kurtosis (p = .24) for autonomy were normal. However, for the
intervention group, the skewness (p = .014) of language performance was abnormal, whereas the
skewness of the kurtosis group (p = .55) was normal.
Next, examinations of the distribution of autonomy and language performance were
carried out for the control group (n = 77) only. For the control group, autonomy was normally
distributed, Shapiro Wilk W = 0.99, z = -0.54, p = .71, and language performance was also
normally distributed, Shapiro Wilk W = 0.98, z = 0.64, p = .26. A skewness / kurtosis test for
normality found that, for the control group, the skewness (p = .57) as well as the kurtosis (p =
.47) of autonomy were normal, as were the skewness (p = .19) and kurtosis (p = .10) of language
performance.
For the variable of motivation, distribution was abnormal for the intervention group
(Shapiro Wilk W = 0.92, z = 5.00, p < .001) as well as for the control group (Shapiro Wilk W =
0.94, z = 2.99, p = .001). The skewness of motivation for the intervention group (p < .001) was
not normal, but the skewness of motivation for the control group (p = .42) was normal. The
skewness of motivation for the intervention group (p < .001) and for the control group (p =.002)
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were not normal. Therefore, there was justification for the non-parametric tests conducted later
in the study.
In order to validate the randomness of the assignments to conditions, the groups were
compared to each other. An independent samples t-test approach was utilized to determine
whether baseline autonomy was statistically similar between the intervention and control groups.
It was found that autonomy for the intervention group (M = 72.96, SD = 15.22) was significantly
lower than the autonomy for the control group (M = 79.00, SD = 16.02), t(217) = -2.75, p = .003,
suggesting that the intervention decreased autonomy. The existence of a statistically significant
disparity between mean autonomy in the intervention and control groups was not due to the
influence of outliers. The only outlier, participant #119, was identified in the comparison of
autonomy scores between the intervention and control group at baseline. Their scores were
identified and removed from analysis.
Data from participant #118 was deleted from the data analysis because he was a native
speaker of Spanish. Although data from #118 were taken into account in the descriptive
statistics, none of the post-test data from #118 were taken into account.
Differences between pretest and posttest
An independent samples t-test approach was utilized to determine whether baseline
language score was statistically similar between the intervention and control groups. Results
showed that the language score for the experimental group (M = 64.61, SD = 16.54) was
significantly lower than the language score for the control group (M = 77.60, SD = 14.25), t(217)
= -5.82, p < .001, indicating a nearly six point lower score for the comparison group. The
disparity in baseline language scores between the experimental and the comparison group before
the intervention should be noted as a limitation of this study. The existence of a statistically
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significant disparity between mean language score in the experimental and comparison groups
was not due to the influence of outliers. Only two outliers, participants #22 and 62, were
identified in the comparison of language score scores between the experimental and comparison
group at baseline. The following table shows the difference in pre- and post-test of language
scores.
Table 6 Pre- and Post-test Statistical Differences

Mean

Intervention (N=142)
Pretest
Posttest
64.61
75.21

Control (N=77)
Pretest
Posttest
77.60
79.76

Finally, an independent samples t-test approach was utilized to determine whether
baseline motivation was statistically similar between the intervention and control groups. It was
found that motivation for the intervention group (M = 169.72, SD = 16.28) was not significantly
different from motivation for the control group (M = 170.00, SD = 18.55), t(217) = -0.10, p =
.92.
General considerations for Research Questions 1 to 3
In order to answer the first three research questions, the first step was to calculate change
in motivation (RQ 1), change in academic performance (RQ 2), and change in autonomy (RQ 3)
from the pre-intervention state to the post-intervention state. The vector of motivation, language
performance, and autonomy change was subjected to an independent samples t-test. As one of
the assumptions of the independent samples t-test is normality of variances, a variance ratio test
was conducted to determine whether this assumption was met in the t-test comparison of
motivation, language performance, and autonomy change in the intervention group as opposed to
the control group. Another assumption of the independent samples t-test is that the dependent
variable will be normally distributed; for which a Shapiro-Wilk test was run complemented by a
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two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test, which is robust to both non-normality of
the dependent variable and inequality of variances between compared groups. The pre-test for
both groups is shown below in Table 7.
Table 7. Pre-test Summary Statistics
Mean
Standard Error
Median
Mode
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness
Range
Minimum
Maximum
Sum
N

Intervention
64.61
1.34
67.50
75
16.54
273.70
0.18
-0.51
90
10
100
9,175
142

Control
77.60
1.62
77.50
92.5
14.25
203.01
-0.67
-0.35
55
45
100
5,975
77

A pre-intervention comparison was made of both groups. It was found that there was no
significant difference in language skill and background.
The independent samples t-test is useful as a means of establishing the magnitude and
statistical significance of the improvement in motivation, language performance, and autonomy
after the intervention. However, the t-test alone is incapable of considering covariates; therefore,
an ANCOVA was utilized to determine whether the effect of the intervention on motivation,
language performance, and autonomy improvement in existed after taking the seven covariates
of the study into account.
Results for Research Question 1 (RQ1)
According to the independent samples t-test, the mean improvement in motivation for the
experimental group (M = 16.28, SD = 22.98) was significantly greater than the mean
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improvement in motivation for the comparison group (M = 7.31, SD = 17.99), t(216) = 2.97, p =
.002. A. The variance ratio test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference
between the standard deviations of motivation change in the intervention and control groups,
F(140, 76) = 1.63, p = .02. The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that change in motivation was not
normally distributed W = 0.95, z = 4.91, p < .001. Results from a two-sample Wilcoxon ranksum (Mann-Whitney) test also show a statistically significant difference in mean motivation
improvement for the experimental group versus the control group, z = 3.33, p < .001. Mean
motivation improvement was higher for the experimental group than for the comparison group.
For example, participant 31 showed a score of 87 at pretest and 200 at posttest time.
The t-test also offered an opportunity to measure the effect size of motivation change in
terms of Cohen’s d, which was found to be 0.42 (95% confidence interval = 0.14 to 0.70). Thus,
the improvement in motivation was nearly half a standard deviation greater for the experimental
group. To further understand if the covariates of the study had an effect on the results of the
intervention, an ANCOVA was conducted. The ANCOVA results are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
ANCOVA Results, RQ1
Source
Age
Gender
English-speaking status
Year of enrollment
Length of high-school Language study
Study-abroad experience
Desire to take Spanish 2
Total

df
3
1
1
4
6
3
2
216

MS
528.37
324.20
113.05
39.97
688.89
140.19
520.78
474.34

F
1.13
0.69
0.24
0.09
1.47
0.3
1.11

p
0.33
0.40
0.62
0.98
0.19
0.82
0.33

The ANCOVA was not significant, F(21, 216) = 1.13, p = .32. However, the predictor of
group was statistically significant in the ANCOVA for RQ1, F = 7.10, p = .008, whereas none of
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the covariates were significant. These findings suggest that the improvement in motivation
observed in the experimental group were independent of the factors of age, gender, Englishspeaking status, year of enrollment, length of language study in high school, experience studying
abroad, or desire to take Spanish 2. The effect size (based on F) for Table 8 was 0.72. Based on
the p value for group observed in Table 8, the null hypothesis for RQ1 was rejected. There was
sufficient evidence, at an Alpha of .05, that the individuals exposed to the intervention had a
higher mean improvement in motivation than the individuals not exposed to the intervention.
Results for Research Question 2 (RQ 2)
To address the second research question of whether an autonomy-based instructional
intervention increases the language performance of elementary-level foreign language, the null
hypothesis stated that there would be no effect of the autonomy-based instructional intervention
on the language performance of elementary-level Spanish learners.
According to the independent samples t-test, the mean improvement in language
performance for the experimental group (M = 10.46, SD = 10.67) was significantly greater than
the mean improvement in language performance for the comparison group (M = 2.04, SD =
4.96), t(216) = 6.54, p < .001. The variance ratio test indicated a statistically significant
difference between the standard deviations of language performance change in the experimental
and comparison groups, F(140, 76) = 4.63, p < .001.
. Mean language performance improvement was higher for the experimental group than for the
comparison group.
The t-test also offered an opportunity to measure the effect size of language performance
change in terms of Cohen’s d, which was found to be 0.93 (95% confidence interval = 0.63 to
1.22). Thus, the improvement in language performance was nearly a full standard deviation
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greater for the intervention group, suggesting a major improvement in language performance. An
ANCOVA was utilized to determine whether the effect of the intervention on language
performance improvement in the intervention group remained after taking the seven covariates of
the study into account. The ANCOVA results are presented in Table 9
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Table 9
ANCOVA Results, RQ2
Source
Model
Group
Age
Gender
English-speaking status
Year of enrollment
Length of high-school Language study
Study-abroad experience
Desire to take Spanish 2
Total

df
21
1
3
1
1
4
6
3
2
216

MS
283.58
4138.66
290.68
0.01
69.29
8.48
186.95
70.26
55.84
98.30

F
3.62
52.83
3.71
0.00
0.88
0.11
2.39
0.9
0.71

p
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.99
0.34
0.97
0.03
0.44
0.49

The ANCOVA for RQ2 was significant, F(21, 216) = 3.62, p < .001. The predictor of group was
statistically significant in the ANCOVA for RQ2, F = 52.83, p = .013. The variables of length of
high-school language study (F = 2.39, p = .0301) and age (F = 3.71, p = .013) were also
significant predictors in the ANCOVA. The effect size (based on F) was 7.24. In order to better
understand the influence of these covariates, an OLS regression was conducted. The results of
the OLS regression are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10
OLS Results, RQ2
Language Score Improvement
Group
Age 24-30
Age 31-40
Age 41-50
Spanish 1 year
Spanish 2 years
Spanish 3 or more years
Other language 1 yr
Other language 2 yrs
Other language 3 or more yrs
_cons

Coef.
-9.17
-0.74
-3.12
30.75
8.04
7.50
3.97
0.75
9.14
10.46
13.42

Std. Err.
1.28
3.41
9.01
9.24
3.52
3.12
3.17
9.24
4.04
3.74
3.21

t
-7.19
-0.22
-0.35
3.33
2.29
2.41
1.25
0.08
2.26
2.8
4.18

P>|t|
0
0.83
0.73
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.21
0.93
0.03
0.00
0

These findings suggested that the improvement in language performance observed in the
experimental group were independent of the factors of age, gender, English-speaking status, year
of enrollment, length of language study in high school, experience studying abroad, or desire to
take Spanish 2. There were, however, independent effects of (a) being older and (b) having lower
levels (2 years or less) of Spanish instruction on language score improvement. In terms of the
higher language performance improvements for students who studied Spanish for 2 or less years,
this finding could be due to the fact that participants who studied Spanish for 3 or more years did
not as much room to improve.
Students who had already had 3 or more years of Spanish had higher pre-test scores and
therefore less scope to improve in the aftermath of the intervention. There was sufficient
evidence, at an Alpha of .05, that the individuals exposed to the intervention had a higher mean
improvement in language performance than the individuals not exposed to the intervention. The
superior language performance improvement of the experimental group persisted after
controlling for the possible effects of the covariates of age, gender, English-speaking status, year
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of enrollment, length of language study in high school, experience studying abroad, or desire to
take Spanish 2.
Results for Research Question 3 (RQ 3)
Turning to the third research question inquiring about whether an autonomy-based
instructional intervention increased the autonomy of elementary-level foreign language to learn
Spanish, the null hypothesis was that there would be no effect of the autonomy-based
instructional intervention on the autonomy of elementary-level foreign language students.
The independent samples t-test, the mean improvement in autonomy for the intervention
group (M = -1.77, SD = 13.27) was not significantly lower than the mean improvement in
autonomy for the experimental group (M = 1.94, SD = 20.87), t(216) = -1.42, p = .08. The
variance ratio test indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between the
standard deviations of autonomy change in the experimental and comparison groups, F(140, 76)
= 2.47, p < .001. According to the Shapiro-Wilk test, the change in autonomy was not normally
distributed W = 0.99, z = 1.99, p = .02. To strengthen the analysis, an additional two-sample
Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test was conducted. The test revealed no statistically
significant difference in mean autonomy improvement for the experimental group versus the
comparison group, z = 1.05, p = .29. Mean autonomy improvement was shown to be no higher
for the experimental group than for the comparison group.

The t-test also allowed for the measurement of the effect size of autonomy change in terms of
Cohen’s d, which was found to be 0.20 (95% confidence interval = -0.08 to 0.48). Because 0
was in the 95% confidence interval of Cohen’s d, there was no practical effect of group
membership on autonomy change. However, the independent samples t-test was incapable of
taking covariates into account. Therefore, for RQ3, an ANCOVA was utilized to determine
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whether the effect of the intervention on autonomy improvement in the experimental group
remained after taking the 7 covariates of the study into account, as shown in Table 11.
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Table 11
ANCOVA Results, RQ3
Source
Age
Gender
English-speaking status
Year of enrollment
Length of high- school language study
Study-abroad experience
Desire to take Spanish 2
Residual
Total

Partial SS
317.68
483.68
371.38
698.22
1806.49
1913.29
2684.31
64154.35
74931.41

df
3
1
1
4
6
3
2
195
216

MS
105.89
483.68
371.38
174.56
301.08
637.76
1342.15
328.99
346.90

F
0.32
1.47
1.13
0.53
0.92
1.94
4.08

p
0.81
0.23
0.29
0.71
0.48
0.12
0.02

The ANCOVA for RQ3 was not statistically significant, F(21, 216) = 1.56, p = .104. In addition,
the predictor of group was not statistically significant in the ANCOVA for RQ3, F = 2.67, p =
.104, and the covariate of the desire to take Spanish 2 was significant, F = 4.08, p = .018. The
effect size (based on F) was 1.48. Autonomy improvement after the intervention appeared to be
higher for individuals who did not want to take Spanish 2, which was an unexpected finding.

Based on the p value for group observed in Table 11, the null hypothesis for RQ3 could not be
rejected, unlike the previous finding. There was insufficient evidence that the individuals
exposed to the intervention had a higher mean improvement in autonomy than the individuals not
exposed to the intervention.
Summary of Results Based on Research Questions
The first research question of the study investigated if the autonomy-based instructional
intervention increased the motivation of elementary-level foreign language to learn Spanish. The
results showed that the predictor of group was statistically significant, F = 7.10, p = .008.
There was sufficient evidence, at an Alpha of .05, that participants in the experimental group had
a higher mean improvement in motivation than the individuals not exposed to the intervention.
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The answer to the first research question of the study was that there was a statistically significant
relationship between the intervention and increased motivation, F = 7.10, p = .008. In terms of
the intervention-motivation relationship, it could be the case that increases in motivation were
due to (a) students’ autonomy, the exercise of which could have resulted in greater motivation or
(b) students’ beliefs that they were becoming better at Spanish, which could have been a source
of motivation.
The second research question was about the effect of the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the language performance of elementary-level foreign language. The predictor of
group was statistically significant, F = 52.83, p = .013. There was sufficient evidence, at an
Alpha of .05, that the individuals exposed to the intervention had a higher mean improvement in
language performance than the individuals not exposed to the intervention.
Data analysis regarding the third research question of the study investigated whether the
autonomy-based instructional intervention increase the autonomy of elementary-level foreign
language to learn Spanish which has the null hypothesis that there would be no effect of the
autonomy-based instructional intervention on the autonomy of elementary-level foreign language
students. The predictor of group was not statistically significant, F = 2.67, p = .104, failing to
reject the null hypothesis for RQ3. For a summary of results, see Table 11 below:
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Table 12
Hypothesis Testing Results
Research Question

Hypotheses

Results

RQ1: Does the autonomybased instructional intervention
increase the motivation of
elementary-level foreign
language to learn Spanish?

H10: There would be no effect of
the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the motivation of
elementary-level foreign
language students to learn
Spanish.
H1A: There would be an effect of
the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the motivation of
elementary-level foreign
language students to learn
Spanish.

Null hypothesis rejected; there
was sufficient evidence, at an
Alpha of .05, that the individuals
exposed to the intervention had
a higher mean improvement in
motivation than the individuals
not exposed to the intervention,
F = 7.10, p = .008.

RQ2: Does the autonomybased instructional intervention
increase the language
performance of elementarylevel foreign language?

H20: There would be no effect of
the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the language
performance of elementary-level
Spanish learners.
H2A: There would be an effect of
the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the language
performance of elementary-level
Spanish learners.

Null hypothesis rejected; there
was sufficient evidence, at an
Alpha of .05, that the individuals
exposed to the intervention had
a higher mean improvement in
language performance than the
individuals not exposed to the
intervention, F = 52.83, p =
.013.

RQ3: Does the autonomybased instructional intervention
increase the autonomy of
elementary-level foreign
language to learn Spanish?

H30: There would be no effect of
the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the autonomy of
elementary-level foreign
language students.
H3A: There would be an effect of
the autonomy-based instructional
intervention on the autonomy of
elementary-level foreign
language students.

Null hypothesis not rejected;
there was insufficient evidence,
at an Alpha of .05, that the
individuals exposed to the
intervention had a higher mean
improvement in autonomy than
the individuals not exposed to
the intervention. The null
hypothesis for RQ3 could not be
rejected, F = 2.67, p = .104.
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Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter was to present the results of the study. The results were
presented in three sections. First, the descriptive statistics of the study were presented. Second,
the research questions of the study were answered. Third, additional statistical examination of
the data were provided. Exposure to the intervention group was not significantly associated with
a change in autonomy. While autonomy increase is indeed positively associated with
improvement in language performance, the intervention that was the centerpiece of the current
study was not able to increase autonomy significantly. The mechanisms for the success of the
intervention are not clear, because, as emerged from the Sobel-Goodman and bootstrapped
mediation analyses, the intervention did not succeed through the mediation of motivation or
autonomy increases. The findings of the study have been discussed with reference to both theory
and past literature in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION
The purpose of the current study was to examine the impact of an autonomy-based
Spanish foreign language approach on student motivation and performance. Featured in this
chapter is a discussion of finding from this study in relation to existing research. Limitations of
this study, implications for practice, and avenues for future research will also be discussed.
Summary of the Findings
The results of the current study suggest that the group exposed to the intervention showed
a significantly higher increase in motivation than the group not exposed to the intervention. The
autonomy intervention, then, can be concluded to be successful in increasing motivation. Also,
the autonomy intervention appears to have significantly increased the language performance of
participants. Those in the comparison group did not show such improvement. However, the
results did not show that the intervention sufficiently increased autonomy or that motivation
could be used as a significant predictor of language score. The data analysis revealed that each 1point increase in autonomy was significantly associated with a 0.09-point increase in language
performance from the pre-test to the post-test. As Deci and Ryan (2008) demonstrate, SelfDetermination Theory holds that motivational orientations vary across a continuum of selfdetermination that is affected depending on whether basic needs—autonomy, competence, and
relatedness—are met. Thus, increases in autonomy were expected to increase scoring in
motivation and performance dependent on the level of self-determination exhibited by
participants. The results revealed that all of the participants who had major performance
increases—calculated as increases greater than 1 standard deviation beyond the mean
improvement of 7.49—were in the intervention group. This provides support for the notion that
supporting autonomy to promote self-determination was a significant factor in driving the
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motivation of students. Although, the research pointed towards a positive relationship between
the promotion of autonomous learning experiences, and motivation to learn (Liu, 2012; Pu, 2009;
Ushioda, 2012), results from this study suggest that the increase in motivation by the participants
in the experimental group could be the result of a combination of factors. Ryan and Deci (2000)
note that all three components: autonomy, competence, and relatedness, affect how an individual
moves across the self-determination continuum. Supporting autonomy as described by Stefanou,
Perencevich, DiCintio, and Turner (2004) may still require also supporting competence and
relatedness in order for autonomy itself to become a mediating factor.
The results indicate that a member of the experimental group was 6.25 times as likely as
a member of the control group to increase motivation by 35 points or more. Thus, the
intervention was found to significantly increase the motivation of the students, which was
expected to, in turn, lead to improvements in performance. Moreover, a member of the
experimental group was 7.69 times as likely as a member of the comparison group to increase
autonomy by 20 points or more. A member of the intervention group was 7.84 times as likely as
a member of the comparison group to decrease autonomy by 20 points or more. An individual
who experienced a change in motivation more than 1 standard deviation greater than the group
mean of 13.11 for motivation was 4.14 times as likely as someone with a lower change in
motivation to experience a 1-standard deviation increase in performance. Based on the specific
theoretical approach adopted, there are a few ways to interpret these results. One theoretical
reason for this is students entering flow states, as Ho and Kuo (2010) explain, which increase
autonomy and promotes learning. The degree of self-determination, too, may play a role or even
serve as an explanation for the variance between the groups in motivation, autonomy, and
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performance. These approaches and the potential associations between the factors will be
discussed in more detail in the next sections.
Autonomy and Motivation
One of the significant findings of this study was that autonomy did not correlate with
motivation. However, this finding contrasts with several of the theories and studies. For
example, Spratt et al. (2002) found that the “absence of motivation seemed to inhibit practice of
learner autonomy” (p. 262), indicating a positive correlation between motivation and autonomy.
Such a relationship was also found in the work of Chan (2001) and Il-Pae (2008). Deci and
Ryan’s (1985) self-determination theory also suggests an intrinsic link between autonomy and
motivation. According to theory, if autonomy is present, motivation is also likely to increase.
With respect to the current study, an explanation of this finding could be that participants’
motivation may have been at different points along the self-determination continuum. The strong
correlation that Spratt et al. suggest may hold true in the case of intrinsically motivated learners
but not necessarily at other points in the motivation continuum. In which case the absence of a
relationship between autonomy and motivation could still be aligned with Deci and Ryan’s
theory. However, further research would be needed to determine the relationships between
intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, autonomy, and motivation.
Theory suggests that when learning tasks that are moderate in difficulty, learners are
highly aroused and therefore achieve higher levels of learning performance (Ito et al., 2015).
When language-learning tasks are perceived to be too easy, there is a low level of, as individuals
lack the cognitive stimulation and motivation to complete tasks arousal (Mattanah, Prat, Cowan,
& Cowan, 2005). However, when language-learning tasks are perceived to be too difficult, there
is also a low level of arousal. Perhaps such low levels are due to cognitive load and even other
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factors that, language-leaners abandon learning tasks that are too difficult. As discussed earlier,
the concept of scaffolding emerged as a means through which learning designers tried to ensure
that language learners, or learners of any kind of cognitive skill, were consistently kept at a
moderate level of arousal. Indeed, the basis of the concept of scaffolding is to give learners
challenges that are just challenging enough to keep their interest without discouraging them—an
objective that is clearly related to the Yerkes-Dodson identification of moderate arousal as the
optimal learning environment.
One possible explanation of the lack of a relationship between autonomy and motivation
is that task arousal was either too low or too high (see Table 8). In the context of the study, a
state of low task arousal would have meant that the Spanish tests were too easy for students; if
so, students would have, according to the Wang et al. (2015), lacked motivation in an
autonomous environment. However, the lack of a link between motivation and autonomy was
present in both group conditions. That is, it was present in the experimental group as well as the
comparison group.
Therefore, the absence of a significant link between motivation and autonomy in the
current study contrasts with previous findings (Chan, 2001; Il-Pae, 2008; Spratt et al., 2002)
about the relationship between motivation and autonomy. It is possible that the absence of a
relationship between motivation and autonomy in the current study was a result of some
characteristic of the sample or the university that does not exist in the population of the previous
studies. Learners of Spanish as a foreign language may respond differently as a function of
context. The current study was conducted on the basis of a sample from a single school tested on
a single foreign language, which the students were required to take. It is possible that, in this
limited context, there was no link between autonomy and motivation, but that such a link could
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exist in other contexts and settings. However, it is also worth considering some theoretical
reasons why autonomy and motivation might not be connected.
It is possible that a link between autonomy and motivation might only exist to the extent
that the objective is deemed desirable by the problem-solver in the case of this study, by a
student of Spanish, which again, it may be reflected differently in the ESL context where the
learning of English is seen as an instrumental tool of social and economic advancement..
Hackman and Porter’s (1968) description of expectancy theory bears mention as well because it
provides the basis of a possible explanation for why autonomy and motivation might not be
connected.
Expectancy theory states that the strength of the tendency for an individual to perform a
particular act is a function of (a) the strength with which he expects certain outcomes to
be obtained from the act, times (b) the attractiveness to him of the expected outcomes.
Thus, the theory frequently is summarized by the phrase, “Force equals expectancy times
valence” ( p. 418).
In the context of this study, the variable of force represents the determination that participants
applied to paying attention to learning material, performing exercises, and otherwise equipping
themselves to be better Spanish students and thus doing better on the post-test than they had on
the pre-test. Hackman and Porter pointed out that valence, or the fundamental attractiveness of
the goal, is a precursor of motivation. The absence of a statistically significant link between
autonomy and motivation could therefore be the result of Spanish having a low valence for
learners. Most students would be unlikely to take Spanish 2 unless they were obligated to by
their degree requirements. The relationship between motivation and performance among students
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taking Spanish 2 may, then, be quite complex. Given the nature of Spanish 2, as escribed above,
it may be the case that Spanish 2 has above average variance in motivation.
Autonomy and Performance Improvement
As part of the analyses for this study (see Table 7), it was found that autonomy was
positively correlated with language performance improvement. The revealed positive correlation
between autonomy and performance suggests that interventions that can increase autonomy may
be related with increases in performance. The purpose of this section of the chapter is to discuss
possible reasons for the positive correlation between autonomy and performance improvement.
Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-determination Theory suggests that autonomy and
competence are both contributors to self-determination. Given that competence was conceptually
understood as Spanish performance, then the correlation between autonomy and performance in
the current study aligns with Deci and Ryan’s conceptual grouping of autonomy and competence
as well as other theories. Learner autonomy is frequently found to be applicable in language
learning, even if there are no direct connections between autonomy and specific language
learning outcomes, such as language acquisition performance (Little, 2007). Developing
proficiency in language, then, may be indirectly connected to both self-determination and
improved language learning outcomes. Understanding the relationship between selfdetermination, autonomy, and language learning outcomes may be an important focus for future
research.
For instance, Blohm and Leimeister’s (2013) discussion of games suggests that one of the
reasons that people tend to learn more from game-based environments, also known as gamified
environments, than from traditional formats such as lectures and textbooks is that, in certain
environments, there is a sense of intellectual curiosity, exploration, and freedom. Even though
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the current study did not feature such an environment, the results may be particularly useful for
research assessing motivation and autonomy in such environments. In this context, Blohm and
Leimeister defined autonomy as one of the basic components of human happiness and
fulfillment, as a basic characteristic that is continually exercised throughout the lifespan. It is
possible that the relationship between autonomy and motivation is based on the increase of
valence (Hackman & Porter, 1968). If the exercise of autonomy is intrinsically pleasurable, then
the autonomy-performance link could be based on connection between valence and behavioral
force. As Hackman and Porter noted, when a task or goal are perceived as pleasurable, then more
effort is put into achievement. Spratt et al.’s (2002) measurement of autonomy outside of the
classroom suggests that students generally do not tend to autonomously seek the achievement of
learning outcomes without being explicitly prompted, generally by educators. In Spratt et al.’s
study, 61.4% of the students never or only rarely read grammar books on their own, suggesting
that they needed additional prompting to learn and a discernible lack of learning-related
autonomy. Meanwhile, 74.3% of students rarely or not at all completed compulsory assignments.
Such findings suggest that autonomy-driven motivation may require additional reinforcement or
prompting. In the context of the current study, it could have been the case that those students
who perceived higher levels of autonomy in the context of their language study was because of
the mediation of valence, more likely to engage in the kinds of work necessary to do well at the
performance task. The autonomy intervention gave participants the added valence to improve
their motivation but in itself did not bring awareness to the autonomy they had.
The final form of statistical analysis presented by Spratt et al. (2002) was a Chi-square
tabulation of autonomous, out-of-classroom behaviors with levels of motivation. Spratt et al.
found that highly motivated students were more likely to engage in roughly half of the
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autonomous behaviors; in the remaining behaviors, highly motivated students were statistically
comparable to well-motivated students in terms of task frequency. From these findings, Spratt et
al. derived the conclusion that motivation was closely correlated with autonomous behaviors.
However, Spratt et al. went further and concluded that “absence of motivation seemed to inhibit
practice of learner autonomy” (Spratt et al., 2002, p. 262). In the present study, motivation was
present and prompted by an intervention that supported autonomous behaviors. Perhaps what is
needed is to promote autonomy as a skill and not just as an opportunity.
Autonomy and Performance Improvement: Other Factors
It was revealed above that the intervention was associated with a statistically significant
increase in performance. Yet, this positive result did not correlate with an increase in autonomy.
One possible explanation that the intervention might have worked to increase performance
without increasing autonomy is through purely behavioral mechanisms. It may be that the
autonomy-based intervention allowed students to choose to perform more work, which, in turn,
led to higher scores. If the intervention resulted in more contact with the language, the reason for
the improvement in intervention could be due to this added work. Participants in the
experimental group voluntarily decided to complete more than the required work, a finding that
goes against expected behavior. Thus, the relationship between autonomy and performance
improvements that have been observed in previous studies (Belanich et al., 2005; Dobrescu et al.,
2015; Ebner & Holzinger, 2007; Erhel & Jamet, 2013; Gremmen & Potters, 1996; Ricci et al.,
1996; Woo, 2014) may not depend on motivation, a finding that the current study supports.
In the context of Deci and Ryan’s (1985) Self-Determination Theory and specifically
when it comes to language learning, it may be that the component of competence is more
important than the other components in predicting performance on a language test. Deci and
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Ryan’s theory does not specify that any of its three components are more important than the
others. But given the results of the current study, it is possible that the element of competence in
self-determination theory may be the key predictor of language performance, more so than
autonomy.
As noted by Blohm and Leimeister (2008), one of the potential benefits of autonomous
approaches is the cultivation of a flow state. In a flow state, individual learners feel as if they
have lost track of time; they are completely and positively immersed in the new activities before
them and in the groove (Purvis, Zagenczyk, & McCray, 2015). The key characteristic of the flow
state is that autonomy is high in the flow state itself, not necessarily out of the flow state. If so,
then it is theoretically possible for an autonomy-based intervention to succeed in raising
performance without raising general autonomy. Autonomy increases solely min flow-state
periods could be an explanation of how, in the current study, membership in the intervention
group was associated with significantly greater language performance, but not through the
mediation of autonomy.
A Failure of the Intervention to Increase Autonomy
One of the main findings of the study was that, contrary to expectations, the autonomybased intervention of the study was not successful in increasing the autonomy of students. It was
assumed that the autonomy intervention would push the students towards more autonomous
behaviors, as was supported by previous research on autonomous interventions and learning
(Ebner & Holzinger, 2007; Erhel & Jamet, 2013; Gremmen & Potters, 1996; Ricci et al., 1996).
This failure might be the result of deficiencies in learning design, pedagogical philosophy,
teacher execution, or other factors that are related to the design and execution of the intervention.
It is worth noting that although the intervention gave participants opportunities for experiencing
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autonomy within the context of the lab work, the lab work per se and their mandate to take a
foreign language course, has likely a higher effect on the inability of the intervention to increase
autonomy more than anything else.
However, it may be that the failure of the intervention to increase the autonomy of
students is rooted in some aspect of psychology, such as the failure of the intervention to
increase self-efficacy among students in the intervention group or in terms of self-determination
theory. According to Deci and Ryan (1985), the exercise of any of the individual theory
components, such as autonomy, depends on the other components. It may be that the intervention
did not increase autonomy because the participants had not made an overall commitment—for
example, through the construct of relatedness—to enter into the full spirit of the intervention. If
the intervention was not embraced for its own sake, according to self-determination theory, gaps
in both relatedness and intrinsic autonomy could explain the study’s failure to raise autonomy.
Self-efficacy founder, Albert Bandura, noted that efficacy
is a generative capability in which cognitive, social, emotional, and behavioral subskills
must be organized and effectively orchestrated to serve innumerable purposes. There is a
marked difference between possessing subskills and being able to integrate them into
appropriate courses of action and to execute them well under difficult circumstances.
People often fail to perform optimally even though they know full well what to do and
possess the requisite skills to do it. (Bandura, 1997, pp. 36-37).
The concept of self-efficacy strongly suggests that student autonomy did not necessarily increase
merely because the students were given access to new resources and approaches designed to
increase autonomy. As Bandura noted, students may possess the ability to act autonomously in
the context of any complex and planned behavior, such as learning a language, may not
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necessarily exercise this ability. Self-efficacy theory purports that people have to be able to bring
themselves to take actions of which they are capable. If the students who participated in the
current study had low levels of self-efficacy, then, according to Bandura’s theory, they would not
necessarily have increased their autonomy. Self-efficacy, therefore, seems to be a plausible
variable in terms of explaining why an autonomy-based intervention, such as the intervention
featured in the current study, might fail to raise the autonomy of students.
Low self-efficacy is not the only possible reason that the intervention features in current
study might have failed to raise autonomy among student participants. Improper pedagogical
design and delivery constitute other plausible reasons for the failure of the intervention to
increase autonomy. For example, a more precise pedagogical design could have led to an
increase in autonomy in the participants. The difficulty in making such determinations is that an
intervention performance measure was not included. Such a measure could have provided
objective criteria for the completion of the intervention and, then, allowed for a determination
about whether the intervention was properly designed and carried out.
The apparent effect of the intervention is that there positive as well as negative
responders to the autonomy-based intervention. By contrast, in the control group, the vast
majority of participants experienced unchanged levels of autonomy—a finding that fits
motivational theory given that the members of comparison group were not exposed to any
intervention designed to act upon their autonomy. The unexpected finding vis-à-vis the
experimental group was not that several individuals in the intervention group experienced quite
large (+1 standard deviation) improvements in autonomy as measured from the pre-test to the
post-test. Rather, the unexpected finding was that many members of the experimental group
experienced substantial declines in autonomy in the aftermath of exposure to the autonomy-
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based intervention. There were many members of the intervention group whose autonomy was
not merely unchanged by the administration of the autonomy-based intervention, but, rather,
declined significantly. Previous studies that implemented autonomy-based interventions did not
have this issue (Ebner & Holzinger, 2007; Erhel & Jamet, 2013; Gremmen & Potters, 1996;
Ricci et al., 1996; Woo, 2014). As such, the members of the intervention group can be
segmented into two classes: positive responders (those who experienced an increase in autonomy
that was more than 1 standard deviation greater than the group mean for autonomy change) and
negative responders (those who experienced an increase in autonomy that was more than 1
standard deviation below the group mean for autonomy change). In terms of negative
responders, it was found that a member of the intervention group was 7.69 times as likely as a
member of the control group to decrease autonomy by 20.
A possible explanation for the negative responders is that participants in the experimental
group were aware that at the time the study ended they were going back to the model that all the
other Spanish classes were following and they would be losing their ability to choose. At the
time the study started several participants expressed feeling encouraged and happy that compared
to all the other students taking Spanish they had more choices on how to complete the lab
requirement.
Theoretically, the existence of negative responders can also be explained by YerkesDodson’s (1908) theory. That is, individuals who find a task too difficult were not expected to be
sufficiently aroused to exert behavioral force toward completing the task. Effectively, at a
sufficiently high level of challenge, most people give up. This may have been true in the case of
the currents study. The scaffolding method generally ensures that the appropriate levels of
challenge are introduced to the students as interventions and tests are carried out (Mattanah,
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Pratt, Cowan, & Cowan, 2005; Pratt, Green, MacVicar, & Bountrogianni, 1992). After all, it was
possible that the negative responders in the intervention group—that is, the individuals who
experienced a significant decline, rather than increase, in autonomy in the aftermath of the
intervention—were those individuals who found the material too challenging. Having the
appropriate level of challenge, then, is an important consideration for future studies.
Data analysis demonstrated that the Yerkes-Dodson (1908) theory helps explain the
existence of positive and negative responders to autonomy in the intervention group. The theory
strongly suggests that individuals who were negative autonomy responders in the intervention
group also had significantly lower performance improvements than intervention group members
who were positive autonomy responders. Such a relationship did not exist in the control group, in
which there was no statistically significant relationship between autonomy change and language
performance. An interpretation of such findings is that for a higher proportion of negative
autonomy responders in the intervention group was task difficulty—for example, task difficulty
related to the autonomy tasks. If the autonomy tasks proved difficult for some members of the
intervention group to carry out, it is possible that for members of the control group to withdraw
from the autonomy tasks, leading, in turn, to a decline in language performance improvement.
After all, these tasks reflected a change in demands on the intervention group, whereas the
control group persisted in the status quo. Strictly speaking, such relationships would be better
inferred from a longitudinal model; however, this interpretation is consistent with the crosssectional findings in Chapter 4 that identified the existence of a much higher proportion of
negative and positive autonomy responders in the intervention group.
What is noteworthy is that the performance improvement of the negative autonomy
responders in the intervention group was significantly lower than the performance improvement
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of the positive autonomy responders in the intervention group, while such a distinction did not
exist in the control group. According to theory (Yerkes-Dodson, 1908), asking participants to
replace their existing behaviors with autonomous behaviors may lead to a perception of task
difficulty that reduced the amount of behavioral force applying to studying and other forms of
academic engagement.
Implications
While previous research offers mixed results on the role of autonomy-based interventions
on motivation to learn, there is evidence that at least some autonomy-based interventions may
improve motivation. Consequently, increasing results of learning outcomes is sufficient to
improve the quality of education in programs and to justify future research. One implication of
the positive correlation between autonomy and performance found in Chapter 4 is that language
classrooms should re-assess their curricula, content, and pedagogy from the perspective of
autonomy.
The main implication of the study, coinciding with the main suggestion for practice, is
that, because an increase in autonomy coincides with an increase in performance, schools,
teachers, and learning designers should identify ways of increasing the autonomy of students
who are learning languages. As noted in Chapter 1, the state of second-language learning in the
United States is considerably behind the state of second-language learning in many other
developed countries. Based on the findings of this study, one of the possible means of
overcoming this crisis in second-language learning in the United States is to insert greater
autonomy into the processes of learning a second language. Such a need is particularly relevant
in the context of contemporary young learners, who are already highly familiar with autonomybased approaches in games, on the Internet, and in other venues of modern life. The demand for
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autonomy is, as was argued in Chapter 2, in fundamental alignment of what is known of learning
psychology; autonomy coincides with feelings of arousal, engagement, and motivation that result
in greater behavioral force being applied to the specific tasks of learning a language.
In response to the statistical analyses presented in Chapter 4, the intervention should be
re-engineered incorporating meta-analytical opportunities to understand what it is to learn
autonomously, to ensure that it results in higher amounts of positive autonomy change among
students who are exposed to it. Autonomous learning in itself is a skill (Railton & Watson, 2005)
and although the treatment provided an enhanced autonomous experience, there was no explicit
attention directed towards how to learn autonomously. There are other autonomy-based
approaches in language learning that have been more rigorously tested and that can be plausibly
administered to second-language students across the United States. The intensification of
autonomy-based approaches does not mean the obsolescence or displacement of traditional
classroom approaches, which have a demonstrated positive role in the teaching of second
languages. However, especially in an era of gamification and socio-digital autonomy,
introducing more autonomy in language-teaching is important, not only as a means of improving
the performance of students but also as a means of meeting their changing expectations about
how languages are learned.
Limitations of the Study
In light of the findings, a number of limitations exist. The correlative design of this study
limits the explanatory power of it. Without causal conclusions being drawn, findings on
motivation, autonomy, and pedagogy in language instruction programs are limited. Further
studies would have to be conducted to make support such conclusions. Also, given that the
subject was delimited to students from a single educational institution and students of only one
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language (Spanish), the results might fail to be generalizable to other school environments and to
students of languages other than Spanish. After all, such an individual educational institution
may have unique characteristics and features that differentiate the students in this institution
from those in broader groups.
Furthermore, the inclusion of additional covariates that might have additional explanatory
power could help. For example, the addition of a covariate of valence could have refined the
models presented in Chapter 4 and added some explanatory power to the study. Consider, for
example, the inclusion of self-efficacy as a covariate as a means of providing greater insight.
Although self-efficacy was not measured in the context of the intervention, it appears to play an
important role with respect to the pursuit of complex behavioral tasks such as the behaviors
associated with learning a second language. Given the theoretical premises and the findings, selfefficacy may be able to help explain in part why the autonomy-based intervention of the study
did not increase autonomy.
In addition, given the quasi-experimental nature of this study the experimental and
comparison groups were not equal. The disparity in baseline autonomy and language
performance scores between the intervention and the control group before the intervention
should be noted as one of the limitations of the study. Another limitation relates to measurement
in that analysis was unable to distinguish between the effects of environmental or experiential
autonomy and strategic autonomy. As described the second chapter of the study, there is a
crucial distinction between autonomy of experience and autonomy of strategy.
In autonomy of experience, the actual learning environment—in terms of learning
platform, underlying curricular, and other such extrinsic factors—encourages students to take
charge of their learning experiences, for example, by moving through material at their own

110
space. By contrast, strategic autonomy is an intrinsic property of learners—the combination of
motivations, skills, affects, cognitions, and behaviors that students apply to the task of learning a
language, independent of the learning environment itself. In this study, both autonomy of
experience and strategic autonomy are present, as the intervention is designed to improve
learners’ autonomous strategies and provide an autonomous experience and environment.
Because the intervention combines the two kinds of two autonomy, the effects of each kind of
autonomy cannot be measured separately, which is a limitation of the study.
Another limitation to consider is the possibility that the current study measured language
performance in the form of achievement in a classroom assessment and not in the sense of
overall linguistic proficiency. The researcher’s decision to measure achievement was merely
pragmatic and attributed to limitations of where the research took place. Further studies should
consider replicating this model but using proficiency as a dependent variable.
Avenues for Future Research
There remain strong reasons to continue researching autonomy and the motivation to
learn. The growing body of research on the relationships between autonomy, motivation, and
language learning provides opportunities to identify pedagogical strategies to improve learning
outcomes. Given the findings reported here, future research may focus on establishing stronger
links between theory and practice. After all there is insufficient data to show a statistically
significant link between autonomy and motivation (see Table 8 in Chapter 4). Moreover, the
theoretical underpinning of expectancy theory (Hackman & Porter, 1968) is to measure the
variable of valence in future studies. It is possible that motivation to learn Spanish, as measured
on AMTB, does not necessarily capture the variable of valence, which represents the
fundamental attractiveness of learning Spanish. As described by Hackman and Porter, valence
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measures an underlying emotion about the value or lack of value of a goal that might be
imperfectly or incompletely measured in AMTB. The inclusion of a valence in future empirical
studies could add an important construct whose presence can improve the sorts of models
presented in Chapter 4 and, more specifically, offer a potential explanation of the possible
absence of an autonomy-motivation link. In language-learning contexts, the absence of such a
link could be a function of low valence, a hypothesis that can be tested by future researchers who
include the variable of valence in their analyses.
Another suggestion for future researchers is to add the covariate of self-efficacy to
empirical models. As noted earlier in the chapter, self-efficacy is a plausible explanation of
exercising autonomy; therefore, if individuals who are offered an autonomy-based pedagogical
intervention fail to act more autonomously, one possible explanation of this behavior is that they
have insufficient levels of self-efficacy. This hypothesis can be tested by future researchers who
can include the variable of self-efficacy in their models. If self-efficacy has no explanatory
power—as, for example, a mediator of the relationship between an autonomy-based intervention
and an increase in intervention—then it might be more plausible to conclude that failures to elicit
higher levels of autonomy in such interventions could be a function of intervention design and
execution.
Another recommendation for future research is to adopt a repeated-measures approach to
measuring changes in the performance of students who are included in an intervention based on
an autonomous approach to language teaching. In the current study, participants were measured
before and after the intervention. However, it is possible that variables such as autonomy,
motivation, and performance underwent numerous changes over the course of the study. If so,
then future researchers could consider a statistical approach such as repeated-measures analysis
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of covariance instead of the cross-sectional approach to analysis of covariance demonstrated in
Chapter 4.
Finally, future researchers should measure the usefulness of gamified approaches to
autonomy in instruction. As noted in Chapter 2, game interfaces represent perhaps the highest
level if autonomy that can be incorporated into pedagogy, as students are free to access games at
times, in venues, and in circumstances of their own choosing. In particular, it would be useful for
future researchers to determine the extent to which second-language tasks can be entered into a
gamified learning environment.

113

References
Adkins-Coleman, T. A. (2010). "I'm not afraid to come into your world": Case studies of
teachers facilitating engagement in urban high school English classrooms. The Journal of
Negro Education, 79(1), 41-53.
Allen, D., & Mills, A. (2016). The impact of second language proficiency in dyadic peer
feedback. Language Teaching Research, 20(4), 498-513.
Appel, M., & Kronberger, N. (2012). Stereotypes and the achievement gap: Stereotype threat
prior to test taking. Educational Psychology Review, 24(4), 609-635.
doi:10.1007/s10648-012-9200-4
Arguel, A., & Jamet, E. (2009). Using video and static pictures to improve learning of procedural
contents. Computers in Human Behavior, 25, 354-359.
Bahhouth, J., & Bahhouth, V. (2011). Significance of e-learning in traditional classes.
International Journal of Education Research (IJER), 6(2), 1-9.
Balnaves, M., & Caputi, P. (2001). Introduction to quantitative research methods: An
investigative approach. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological
Review, 84(2), 191-215.
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Bekleyen, N., &Selimoğlu, F. (2016). Learner behavior and perceptions of autonomous
language learning. The Electronic Journal of English as a Second Language, 20(3), 120.
Benson, P. (2001). Teaching and researching autonomy in language learning. Harlow, England:
Longman.

114
Best, P., Manktelow, R., & Taylor, B. J. (2016). Social work and social media: Online helpseeking and the mental well-being of adolescent males. British Journal of Social Work,
46(1), 257-276.
Blohm, I., & Leimeister, J. M. (2013). Gamification. Business & Information Systems
Engineering, 5(4), 275-278.
Blondal, K. S., & Adalbjarnardottir, S. (2012). Student disengagement in relation to expected
and unexpected educational pathways. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research,
56(1), 85-100.
Bobbitt-Zeher, D. (2004). Black American students in an affluent suburb: A study of academic
disengagement (Vol. 33, pp. 414-416). WASHINGTON: American Sociological
Association.
Bondy, E., Ross, D. D., Hambacher, E., & Acosta, M. (2013). Becoming warm demanders:
Perspectives and practices of first year teachers. Urban Education, 48(3), 420-450.
doi:10.1177/0042085912456846
Bonner, E. P. (2014). Investigating practices of highly successful mathematics teachers of
traditionally underserved students. Educational Studies in Mathematics, 86(3), 377-399.
doi:10.1007/s10649-014-9533-7
Boshier, R., & Onn, C. M. (2007). Discursive constructions of web learning and education.
International Journal of E-Learning & Distance Education, 15(2), 1-16.
Bouta, H., Retalis, S., & Paraskeva, F. (2012). Utilising a collaborative macro-script to enhance
student engagement: A mixed method study in a 3D virtual environment. Computers &
Education, 58(1), 501-517.

115
Bower, C. B. (2013). Social policy and the achievement gap: What do we know? Where should
we head? Education and Urban Society, 45(1), 3-36. doi:10.1177/0013124511407488
Bright, L. F., Kleiser, S. B., & Grau, S. L. (2015). Too much Facebook? An exploratory
examination of social media fatigue. Computers in Human Behavior, 44, 148-155.
Broadhurst, P. (1959). The interaction of task difficulty and motivation: The Yerkes-Dodson
Law revived. Acta Psychologica, 16, 321-338.
Brown, L. A., Craske, M. G., Wiley, J. F., Wolitzky‐Taylor, K., Roy‐Byrne, P., Sherbourne, C., .
. . Bystritsky, A. (2014). Changes in self-efficacy and outcome expectancy. Depression
and anxiety, 31(8), 678-689. doi:10.1002/da.22256
Bruner, J. S. (1996). The culture of education. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.
Carreira, J.M. (2005). New framework of intrinsic/extrinsic an integrative/instrumental
motivation in second language acquisition. The Keiai Journal of International Studies,
16, 39-64.
Cejda, B. D., & Hoover, R. E. (2010). Strategies for faculty-student engagement: How
community college faculty engage Latino students. Journal of College Student Retention:
Research, Theory and Practice, 12(2), 135-153.
Chan, J. M., & Yazdanifard, R. (2014). How social media marketing can influence the
profitability of an online company from a consumer point of view. Journal of Research in
Marketing, 2(2), 157-160.
Chan, V., Spratt, M., & Humphreys, G. (2002). Autonomous language learning: Hong Kong
tertiary students’ attitudes and behaviours. Evaluation and Research in Education, 16(1),
1-18.

116
Chang, L. Y. H. (2010). Group processes and EFL learners’ motivation: A study of group
dynamics in EFL/L2 classroom. TESOL Quarterly, 44, 129-154.
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.
Chen, K.-C., & Jang, S.-J. (2010). Motivation in online learning: Testing a model of selfdetermination theory. Computers in Human Behavior, 26(4), 741-752.
Condron, D. J., Tope, D., Steidl, C. R., & Freeman, K. J. (2013). Racial segregation and the
Black/White achievement gap, 1992 to 2009. The Sociological Quarterly, 54(1), 130157. doi:10.1111/tsq.12010
Creswell, J. W. (2015). Research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Crookes, G., & Schmidt, R.W. (1991). Motivation: Reopening the research agenda. Language
Learning, 41, 469-512.
Cummins, J. (2009). Transformative multiliteracies pedagogy: School-based strategies for
closing the achievement gap. Multiple Voices for Ethnically Diverse Exceptional
Learners, 11(2), 38-56.
Danesi, M. (2016). Conceptual fluency in second language teaching: An overview of problems,
issues, research findings, and pedagogy. International Journal of Applied Linguistics and
English Literature, 5(1), 145-153.
Dantzker, M. L., & Hunter, R. D. (2006). Research methods for criminology and criminal
justice: A primer. Atlanta, GA: Jones & Bartlett Learning.

117
De Jong, N. H., Groenhout, R., Schoonen, R., & Hulstijn, J. H. (2015). Second language fluency:
Speaking style or proficiency? Correcting measures of second language fluency for first
language behavior. Applied Psycholinguistics, 36(02), 223-243.
Deci, E.L., & Ryan, R.M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human
behavior. New York: Plenum.
Deci, R.M & Ryan, E.L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55, 68-78.
Dixon, N. M. (2000). Common knowledge: How companies thrive by sharing what they know.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business Press.
Domínguez, A., Saenz-de-Navarrete, J., De-Marcos, L., Fernández-Sanz, L., Pagés, C., &
Martínez-Herráiz, J.-J. (2013). Gamifying learning experiences: Practical implications
and outcomes. Computers & Education, 63, 380-392.
Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in second
language acquisition. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Dörnyei, Z. (2007). Creating a motivating classroom environment. In J. Cummins & C. Davison
(Eds.), International handbook of English language teaching (Vol. 2, pp. 719-731). New
York: Springer.
Dörnyei, Z. (2009). Individual differences: Interplay of learner characteristics and learning
environment. Language Learning, 59, 230-248.
Dörnyei, Z., & Csizér, K. (2002). Some dynamics of language attitudes and motivation: Results
of a longitudinal nationwide survey. Applied Linguistics, 23,421-462.

118
Durham, J. (2012). Examining the achievement gap with a psychodynamic lens: Implications for
practice. Journal of Infant, Child, and Adolescent Psychotherapy, 11(3), 217.
doi:10.1080/15289168.2012.700795
Edele, A., & Stanat, P. (2016). The role of first-language listening comprehension in secondlanguage reading comprehension. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(2), 163-180.
Ellis, R. (2005). Principles of instructed language learning. System 33, 209–224.
Fan, W., & Williams, C. M. (2010). The effects of parental involvement on students’ academic
self‐efficacy, engagement and intrinsic motivation. Educational Psychology, 30(1), 5374.
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using G*
Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior research methods,
41(4), 1149-1160.
Ford, A. C., & Sassi, K. (2014). Authority in cross-racial teaching and learning (re) considering
the transferability of warm demander approaches. Urban Education, 49(1), 39-74.
Gardner, R. C. (1988). The socio-educational model of second-language learning: Assumptions,
findings, and issues. Language Learning, 38(1), 101-126.
Gardner, R. C. & Clement, R. (1990). Social psychological perspectives on second language
acquisition. In H. Giles & W. P. Robinson (eds.), Handbook of language and social
psychology, 495-517.
Gardner, R. C. & Lambert, W. E. (1972). Attitudes and motivation in second language learning.
Newbury House: Rowley, MA.
Gardner, R. C. (1985). Attitude/Motivation Test Battery. Retrieved from Retrieved from
http://www.nkhy.net/jingpinke/buchongyuedu/Motivation%20measurement-AMTB.pdf

119
Gardner, R.C. (1985). Social psychology and second language learning. London: Edward
Arnold.
Gardner, R.C. (2010). Motivation and second language acquisition: The socio-educational
model. New York: Peter Lang.
Gardner, R.C. (2000). Correlation, causation, motivation, and second language acquisition.
Canadian Psychology, 41, 10-24.
Gardner, R.C., & MacIntyre, P.D. (1993). On the measurement of affective variables in second
language learning. Language Learning, 43, 157-194.
Given, L. (2008). The Sage encyclopedia of qualitative research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage.
Green, J., Liem, G. A. D., Martin, A. J., Colmar, S., Marsh, H. W., & McInerney, D. (2012).
Academic motivation, self-concept, engagement, and performance in high school: Key
processes from a longitudinal perspective. Journal of adolescence, 35(5), 1111-1122.
Griner, A. C., & Stewart, M. L. (2013). Addressing the achievement gap and disproportionality
through the use of culturally responsive teaching practices. Urban Education, 48(4), 585621. doi:10.1177/0042085912456847
Hackman, J. R., & Porter, L. W. (1968). Expectancy theory predictions of work effectiveness.
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 3(4), 417-426.
Hartney, M. T., & Flavin, P. (2014). The political foundations of the Black–White education
achievement gap. American Politics Research, 42(1), 3-33.
doi:10.1177/1532673X13482967
Henderikus, S. (2010). Theory. In N. J. Salkind (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Research Design (pp.
1498-1502). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

120
Ho, L.-A., & Kuo, T.-H. (2010). How can one amplify the effect of e-learning? An examination
of high-tech employees’ computer attitude and flow experience. Computers in Human
Behavior, 26(1), 23-31.
Holec, H. (1981). Autonomy and Foreign Language Learning. Oxford: Pergamon. (First
published 1979, Strasbourg: Council of Europe.)
Houchen, D. (2013). “Stakes is high”: Culturally relevant practitioner inquiry with African
American students struggling to pass secondary reading exit exams. Urban Education,
48(1), 92-115. doi:10.1177/0042085912456845
Hu, X., Ackermann, H., Martin, J. A., Erb, M., Winkler, S., & Reiterer, S. M. (2013). Language
aptitude for pronunciation in advanced second language (Second language) learners:
behavioural predictors and neural substrates. Brain and language, 127(3), 366-376.
Ito, E., Yamagishi, M., Takigami, S., Sakakibara, M., Fujito, Y., & Lukowiak, K. (2015). The
Yerkes–Dodson law and appropriate stimuli for conditioned taste aversion in Lymnaea.
The Journal of experimental biology, 218(3), 336-339.
Jackson, S. (2015). Research methods and statistics: A critical thinking approach. New York,
NY: Cengage Learning.
Jang, H., & Reeve, J. (2005). Engaging students in learning activities: It’s not autonomy support
or structure, but autonomy support and structure. Unpublished manuscript, University of
Wisconsin–Milwaukee.
Jeynes, W. (2014). School choice and the achievement gap. Education and Urban Society, 46(2),
163-180. doi:10.1177/0013124512447101

121
Jiang, Y., Song, J., Lee, M., & Bong, M. (2014). Self-efficacy and achievement goals as
motivational links between perceived contexts and achievement. Educational
Psychology, 34(1), 92-117.
Keppel, G., Saufley, W. H., & Tokunaga, H. (1992). Introduction to design and analysis. New
York, NY: Macmillan.
Klassen, R. M., & Durksen, T. L. (2014). Weekly self-efficacy and work stress during the
teaching practicum: A mixed methods study. Learning and instruction, 33, 158-169.
Klassen, R. M., & Tze, V. M. (2014). Teachers’ self-efficacy, personality, and teaching
effectiveness: A meta-analysis. Educational Research Review, 12, 59-76.
Kormos, J., & Dörnyei, Z. (2015). The interaction of linguistic and motivational variables in
second language task performance. Zeitschrift Für Interkulturellen
Fremdsprachenunterricht, 9(2), 1-19.
Kuo, Y.-C., Walker, A. E., Schroder, K. E., & Belland, B. R. (2014). Interaction, Internet selfefficacy, and self-regulated learning as predictors of student satisfaction in online
education courses. The Internet and higher education, 20, 35-50.
Leary, M. R. (2011). Introduction to behavioral research methods. New York, NY: Pearson.
Lee, M.-C. (2010). Explaining and predicting users’ continuance intention toward e-learning: An
extension of the expectation–confirmation model. Computers & Education, 54(2), 506516.
Leeman, J. (2015). Heritage language education and identity in the United States. Annual review
of applied linguistics, 35, 100-119.
Lentell, H. (2012). Distance learning in British universities: is it possible? Open Learning: The
Journal of Open, Distance and e-Learning, 27(1), 23-36.

122
Li, G. (2006). Biliteracy and trilingual practices in the home context: Case studies of ChineseCanadian children. Journal of Early Childhood Literacy, 6, 355-381.
Lightbown, P., & Spada, N. M. (2006). How languages are learned (3rd ed.). Oxford [England] ;
New York: Oxford University Press.
Little, D. (2001). We are all together: Exploring interdependence of teacher and learner
autonomy. In L. Karlsson, F. Kjisik, & J. Nordlund. (eds.), All together now. Helsinki:
University of Helsinki, Language Centre, 45-56.
Little, D. (2007). Language learner autonomy: Some fundamental considerations revised.
Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching 1(1), 14-29.
Little, D. (2009). Language learner autonomy and the European language portfolio: two L2
English examples. Language Teaching, 42(2), 222-233.
Little, D. (1990). Autonomy in language learning. In I. Gathercole (ed.), Autonomy in language
learning. London: CILT, 7-15.
Liu, H.J. (2007). Chinese students motivation to learn English at the tertiary level. Asian EFL
Journal, 9(1), 126-146.
Liu, H.J. (2012). Understanding EFL undergraduate anxiety in relation to motivation, autonomy,
and language proficiency. Electronic Journal of Foreign Language Teaching, 29(3),
123-139.
Luk, G., & Bialystok, E. (2013). Bilingualism is not a categorical variable: Interaction between
language proficiency and usage. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 25(5), 605-621.
MacIntyre, P. D. (1995). How does anxiety affect second language learning? A reply to Sparks
and Ganschow. The Modern Language Journal, 79(1), 90-99.

123
Maddux, J. E., Sherer, M., & Rogers, R. W. (1982). Self-efficacy expectancy and outcome
expectancy: Their relationship and their effects on behavioral intentions. Cognitive
Therapy and Research, 6(2), 207-211.
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.
Masgoret, A-M., Bernaus, M., & Gardner, R. C. (2001). Examining the role of attitudes and
motivation outside of the formal classroom: A test of the mini-AMTB for children. In Z.
Dörnyei & R. Schmidt (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition (Technical
Report #23, pp. 281-295). Honolulu: University of Hawaii, Second Language Teaching
and Curriculum Center.
Mattanah, J. F., Pratt, M. W., Cowan, P. A., & Cowan, C. P. (2005). Authoritative parenting,
parental scaffolding of long-division mathematics, and children's academic competence
in fourth grade. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 26(1), 85-106.
McBurney, D., & White, T. (2011). Research methods. New York, NY: Cengage.
McDevitt, B. (1997). Learner autonomy and the need for learner training, The Language
Learning Journal, 16(1), 34-39.
McNabb, D. E. (2010). Research methods for political science. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Mills, C., D'Mello, S. K., & Kopp, K. (2015). The influence of consequence value and text
difficulty on affect, attention, and learning while reading instructional texts. Learning and
instruction, 40, 9-20.
Mo, Y., & Singh, K. (2008). Parents’ relationships and involvement: Effects on students’ school
engagement and performance. RMLE Online, 31(10), 1-11.

124
Mo, Y., Singh, K., & Chang, M. (2013). Opportunity to learn and student engagement: a HLM
study on eighth grade science achievement. Educational Research for Policy and
Practice, 12(1), 3-19.
Morris, S. B. (2008). Estimating effect sizes from the pretest-posttest-control group designs.
Organizational Research Methods, 11(2), 364-386.
Moustakas, C. (2014). Phenomenological research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Nakatsukasa, K., & Loewen, S. (2015). A teacher’s first language use in form-focused episodes
in Spanish as a foreign language classroom. Language Teaching Research, 19(2), 133149.
Nawaz, A., & Kundi, G. M. (2013). Predictor of e-learning development and use practices in
higher education institutions (HEIs) of NWFP, Pakistan. International Journal of Science
and Technology Education Research, 1(3), 44-54.
Ngai, E. W., Tao, S. S., & Moon, K. K. (2015). Social media research: Theories, constructs, and
conceptual frameworks. International Journal of Information Management, 35(1), 33-44.
Nix, G.A., Ryan, R.M., Manly, J., & Deci, E.L. (1999). Revitalization through self-regulation:
The effects of autonomous and controlled motivation on happiness and vitality. Journal
of Experimental Social Psychology 35, 266–284
Noels, K. A. (2001). Learning Spanish as a second language: Learners’ orientations and
perceptions of their teachers’ communication style. Language Learning, 51, 107-144.
Noels, K., Pelletier, L., Clément, R., & Vallerand, R. (2001). Intrinsic, extrinsic, and integrative
orientations of French Canadian learners of English. The Canadian Modern Language
Review, 57, 424-442.

125
O'Malley, J. M., & Chamot, A. U. (1990). Learning strategies in second language acquisition.
Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press.
Pae, T. (2008). Second language orientation and self-determination theory: A structural analysis
of the factors affecting second language achievement. Journal of Language and Social
Psychology, 27, 5-27.
Parker, P. D., Marsh, H. W., Ciarrochi, J., Marshall, S., & Abduljabbar, A. S. (2014).
Juxtaposing math self-efficacy and self-concept as predictors of long-term achievement
outcomes. Educational Psychology, 34(1), 29-48.
Patall, E. A., Dent, A. L., Oyer, M., & Wynn, S. R. (2013). Student autonomy and course value:
Pelletier, L.G., Fortier, M.S., Vallerand, R.J., Tuson, K.M., Brière, N.M., & Blais, M.R. (2001).
Towards a new measure of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation and amotivation in
sports: The Sport Motivation Scale. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 17, 35-53.
Plunkett, S. W., Behnke, A. O., Sands, T., & Choi, B. Y. (2009). Adolescents’ reports of parental
engagement and academic achievement in immigrant families. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 38(2), 257-268.
Poole, S. M., Kemp, E., Williams, K. H., & Patterson, L. (2014). Get Your Head in the Game:
Using Gamification in Business Education to Connect with Generation Y. Journal for
Excellence in Business Education, 3(2), 1.
Pratt, M. W., Green, D., MacVicar, J., & Bountrogianni, M. (1992). The mathematical parent:
Parental scaffolding, parenting style, and learning outcomes in long-division mathematics
homework. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 13(1), 17-34.

126
Prevatt, F., Welles, T. L., Li, H., & Proctor, B. (2010). The contribution of memory and anxiety
to the math performance of college students with learning disabilities. Learning
Disabilities Research & Practice, 25(1), 39-47.
Price, D. V., & Tovar, E. (2014). Student engagement and institutional graduation rates:
Identifying high-impact educational practices for community colleges. Community
College Journal of Research and Practice, 38(9), 766-782.
Pu, M. (2009). An investigation of the relationship between college Chinese EFL students’
autonomous learning capacity and motivation in using computer-assisted language
learning. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Kansas.
Railton, D., & Watson, P. (2005). Teaching autonomy; Reading groups and the development of
autonomous learning practices. Active Learning in Higher Education 6(3), 183-193.
Reeve, C. L., Scherbaum, C., & Goldstein, H. (2015). Manifestations of intelligence: Expanding
the measurement space to reconsider specific cognitive abilities. Human Resource
Management Review, 25(1), 28-37.
Reeve, J., & Jang, H. (2006). What teachers say and do to support students’ autonomy during a
learning activity. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(1), 209-218.
Rios, V. (2012). Reframing the achievement gap. Contexts, 11(4), 8-10.
doi:10.1177/1536504212466324
Rodriguez, R. J., & Elbaum, B. (2014). The Role of Student–Teacher Ratio in Parents’
Perceptions of Schools’ Engagement Efforts. The Journal of Educational Research,
107(1), 69-80.

127
Ross, D. D., Bondy, E., Gallingane, C., & Hambacher, E. (2008). Promoting academic
engagement through insistence: Being a warm demander. Childhood Education [H.W.
Wilson - EDUC], 84(3), 142.
Rueda, R., & Chen, C.B. (2005) Assessing motivational factors in foreign language learning:
Cultural variation in key constructs. Educational Assessment, 10(3), 209-229.
Rumble, G. (2012). Financial management of distance learning in dual-mode institutions. Open
Learning: The Journal of Open, Distance and e-Learning, 27(1), 37-51.
Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2002). An overview of self-determination theory: An organismicdialectical perspective. In E. L. Deci & R. M. Ryan (Eds.), Handbook of selfdetermination research (pp. 3–33). Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press.
Ryan, R.M., & Deci, E.L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic
motivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist, 55(1), 68-78.
Sacco, S. J. (2014). Integrating Foreign Languages and Cultures into US International Business
Programs: Best Practices and Future Considerations. Journal of Teaching in International
Business, 25(3), 235-249.
Seel, N. (2012). Encyclopedia of the sciences of learning. New York, NY: Springer.
Shin, H. B., & Kominski, R. A. (2010). Language use in the United States: 2007. Retrieved
from https://www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/data/acs/ACS-12.pdf
Simões, J., Redondo, R. D., & Vilas, A. F. (2013). A social gamification framework for a K-6
learning platform. Computers in Human Behavior, 29(2), 345-353.
Simpson, O. (2013). Student retention in distance education: are we failing our students? Open
Learning: The Journal of Open, Distance and e-Learning, 28(2), 105-119.

128
Skaalvik, E. M., Federici, R. A., & Klassen, R. M. (2015). Mathematics achievement and selfefficacy: Relations with motivation for mathematics. International Journal of
Educational Research, 72, 129-136.
Snodin, N.S. (2013). The effects of blended learning with a CMS on the development of
autonomous learning: A case study of different degrees of autonomy achieved by
individual learners. Computers & Education, 61, 209-216.
Spratt, M., Humphreys, G., & Chan, V. (2002). Autonomy and motivation: which comes first?
Language Teaching Research, 6(3), 245-266.
Spratt, M., Humphreys, G., & Chan, V. (2002). Autonomy and motivation: which comes
first? Language Teaching Research, 6 (3), 245-266.
Stefanou, C. R., Perencevich, K. C., DiCintio, M., & Turner, J. C. (2004). Supporting autonomy
in the classroom: Ways teachers encourage student decision making and
ownership. Educational Psychologist, 39(2), 97-110.
Sun, J. C.-Y. (2014). Influence of polling technologies on student engagement: An analysis of
student motivation, academic performance, and brainwave data. Computers & Education,
72, 80-89.
The unique and cumulative roles of various teacher practices. Motivation and Emotion,
37, 14–32.
Thoms, J. J., & Thoms, B. L. (2014). Open educational resources in the United States: Insights
from university foreign language directors. System, 45, 138-146.
Torbeyns, J., Schneider, M., Xin, Z., & Siegler, R. S. (2015). Bridging the gap: Fraction
understanding is central to mathematics achievement in students from three different
continents. Learning and instruction, 37, 5-13.

129
Torff, B. (2014). Folk belief theory, the rigor gap, and the achievement gap. The Educational
Forum, 78(2), 174-189. doi:10.1080/00131725.2013.878424
Trochim, W., Donnelly, J., & Arora, K. (2015). Research methods: The essential knowledge
base. Boston, MA: Nelson Education.
Tsay, M., & Brady, M. (2012). A case study of cooperative learning and communication
pedagogy: Does working in teams make a difference? Journal of the Scholarship of
Teaching and Learning, 10(2), 78-89.
Tulis, M., & Fulmer, S. M. (2013). Students' motivational and emotional experiences and their
relationship to persistence during academic challenge in mathematics and reading.
Learning and Individual Differences, 27, 35-46.
Ushioda, E. (2001). Language learning at university: Exploring the role of motivational thinking.
In Z. Dörnyei, and Schmidt, R. (Eds.), Motivation and second language acquisition.
(pp.93−125). Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.
Ushioda, E. (2006). Language motivation in a reconfigured Europe: Access, identity, autonomy.
Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 27, 148-161.
Wang, Z., Lukowski, S. L., Hart, S. A., Lyons, I. M., Thompson, L. A., Kovas, Y., . . . Petrill, S.
A. (2015). Is math anxiety always bad for math learning? The role of math motivation.
Psychological science, 26(12), 1863-1876.
Webster-Stratton, C., & Hammond, M. (1998). Conduct problems and level of social competence
in Head Start children: Prevalence, pervasiveness, and associated risk factors. Clinical
child and family psychology review, 1(2), 101-124.
Wibben, A. T. (2016). Academics, social media and the continued need for slow thinking.
Critical Studies on Security, 4(2), 233-236.

130
Wiley, T. G. (2014). Diversity, super-diversity, and monolingual language ideology in the United
States: Tolerance or intolerance? Review of Research in Education, 38(1), 1-32.
Wong, M.M., & Csikszentmihalyi, C.M. (1991). Motivation and academic achievement: The
effects of personality traits and the quality of experience. Journal of Personality 59(3),
639-676.
Wong, R. M. H. (2008). Motivation and English attainment: A comparative study of Hong Kong
students with different cultural backgrounds. Asia Pacific- Education Researcher, 16, 4560.
Wouters, P., Nimwegen, C., Oostendorp, H.,& van der Spek, E. (2013). A Meta-Analysis of the
Cognitive and Motivational Effects of Serious Games. Journal of Educational
Psychology105(2), 249-265.
Xu, J. Z., Coats, L. T., & Davidson, M. L. (2012). Making science homework work: The
perspectives of exemplary African American science teachers. TEACHERS COLLEGE
RECORD, 114(7), 1-13.
Yerkes, R. M., & Dodson, J. D. (1908). The relation of strength of stimulus to rapidity of habit
formation. Journal of Comparative Neurology and Psychology, 18, 459-482.
Yildirim, O. (2008). Turkish ELF learners’ readiness for learner autonomy. Journal of
Language and Linguistics Studies, 4, 65-80.
Yin, R. K. (2009). Case study research: Design and methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Zastrow, C., & Kirst-Ashman, K. (2009). Understanding human behavior and the social
environment. New York, NY: Cengage Learning.
Zikmund, W. G. (2003). Business research methods. Mason, OH: Southwestern.

131
APPENDIXES
APPENDIX A
Individual Background Questionnaire
Your gender: Male Female

Age: ____________

Is English your primary (native) language? Yes/ No
If no, what is your native language? ________________________________
Year at the University:
_____1st year, undergraduate
_____2nd year, undergraduate
_____3rd year, undergraduate
_____4th year, undergraduate
_____5th year, undergraduate
_____Other: _______________________
Did you study a foreign language in high school? Yes / No
If yes: Which one(s):
_____________________________
How many years: _________________________________
Have you spent time living in a Spanish speaking country? Yes / No
If yes, for how long: _____________________________
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APPENDIX B
Modified AMTB
Strongly

Moderately

Slightly

Neither Agree

Slightly

Moderately

Strongly

Disagree

Disagree

Disagree

nor disagree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Attitude towards learning a language
1.
2.
3.
4.

Studying a foreign language is an important part of education.
Speaking a foreign language is especially relevant in today’s world.
I wish I could speak another language perfectly.
If I planned to stay in another country, I would make the effort to learn the
language even if I could get by in English.
5. I enjoy meeting and listening to people who speak other languages.
6. It is not important for Americans to speak a language other than English.
7. I really have no desire to speak any foreign language.
8. The foreign language requirement should be eliminated.
9. Studying a foreign language is not a pleasant experience.
10. I would rather see a foreign film dubbed in English than in its original language
with sub-titles.
11. I do not like when people speak languages other than English in the U.S.
Motivational Orientation:
1. Knowing Spanish will have financial benefits for me.
2. If I learn Spanish, I will get a better job.
3. I plan to use Spanish in my future career.
4. I plan to travel to Spanish-speaking countries.
5. Being able to speak Spanish will add to my social status.
6. I am learning Spanish to become a more educated person.
7. I want people to think I speak Spanish well.
8. Learning Spanish will give me a broader view of the world.
9. I have a personal attachment to Spanish.
10. Studying Spanish is important because it will help me understand the culture of
the Spanish-speakers in my community.
11. I wish I had begun studying Spanish at an early age.
12. I do the bare minimum in Spanish class to get by.
13. I want to learn Spanish so well that it becomes second nature to me.
14. I would like to learn as much Spanish as possible.
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Desire to Learn Spanish
1. I would like to be fluent in Spanish
2. I never try to use Spanish outside of class.
3. I work hard in Spanish class even when I do not like what we are doing.
4. I try to use Spanish outside of class whenever I have a chance.
5. I can honestly say that I really put my best effort into trying to learn Spanish
6. I plan to take Spanish even beyond the language requirement.
7. I would take Spanish even if it were not required. I hate Spanish.
8. Knowing Spanish is not an important goal in my life.
9. I sometimes wish I could drop Spanish.
10. If it were up to me, I would spend all of my time studying Spanish.
11. To be honest, I have little desire to learn Spanish.
12. I find the study of Spanish very boring.
13. Studying Spanish is a waste of time.
14. To be honest, I do not put very much effort into learning Spanish.
15. When I finish the language requirement, I will quit studying Spanish because I am
not interested in it.
16. If there were no language requirement, I would have never taken Spanish.

134
APPENDIX C
Questionnaire on LearnerAutonomy
Section 1－Perception of responsibilities towardlearning
When you are taking classes, how much responsibility should you take concerning
the followingitems?
1-Notatall
2-Hardly 3-Tosomeextent
4-Mostly 5-Totally
To decide your goal of study in onesemester
2) To check how much progress youmake
3) To decide the textbook and materials you use inclass
4) To decide topics and activities you learn inclass
5) To decide the pace of the lesson in onelesson
6) To decide the type of classroom activities, such as individual, pair and groupwork
7) To decide the amount, type and frequency ofhomework
8) To decide ways of assessment, such as attendance, essay and self- evaluation
9) To assess yourstudy
10) To evaluate thecourse
1)

Section 2－Responsibilities toward learning in the past and thefuture.
Until now: To what extent,
have you got involved in the
following items in the Spanish
classes you have taken since
you entered theuniversity?

From now on: To what
extent, would you like to
get involved if you are
given opportunities in
thefuture?

(Items with odd number, students were asked “until now”, to items with even number,
“from nowon”)

11), 12) To decide your goal of study in onesemester.
13), 14) To decide your class’s goal of study in one semester.
15), 16) To check how much progress youmake.
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17), 18) To keep record of your studies such as assignments, attendance and
testscores.
19), 20) To decide the textbook and materials you use in class.
21), 22) To decide topics and activities you learn inclass.
23), 24) To decide the pace of the lesson in onelesson.
25), 26) To decide the type of classroom activities, such as individual, pair and
groupwork.
27), 28) To decide the amount, type and frequency ofhomework.
29), 30) To decide classroom management, such as seating and class rules.
31), 32) To decide ways of assessment, such as attendance, essay andselfevaluation.
33), 34) To assess yourstudy.
35), 36) To evaluate thecourse.
Section 3- Spanish learning activities outside theclass
Questions37-49
How often have you done the following
Englishlearningactivities voluntarily since you entered theuniversity?
Questions 50-65 How often would you like to do this from now on?
1- Never
2-Seldom 3-Sometimes
4-Often 5-Usually

37) To

read Spanish newspaper
38) To read web pages inSpanish
39) To watch and listen to Spanish learning TV and radioprograms
40) To watch and listen to TV and radio programs inSpanish
41) To listen to Spanishsongs
42) To watch Spanish movies without subtitles in yourlanguage
43) To talk to foreigners inSpanish
44) To practice speaking Spanish with yourfriends
45) To learn Spanishgrammar
46) To learn Spanish vocabularywords

