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ABSTRACT

Although motivation has been viewed as an important factor that affects second
and foreign language acquisition, there isn’t much research investigating how to
promote students’ intrinsic or more self-regulated motivation to learn English in
test-oriented classroom settings. This study explores this area by complementing
students’ regular English classes at school with the worksheets designed based on the
self-determination theory. Furthermore, it also investigates whether students with the
aid of the worksheets would outperform those not using the worksheets academically.

For this research purpose, two classes of 60 eighth-graders in a public junior high
school in northern Taiwan took part in this study. The two classes with similar social
background and English academic performances were randomly classified into an
experimental group and a control group. The experimental group was given a chance
to preview the test questions which were printed on the worksheets distributed to them
as the complementary material before the tests. The control group, on the other hand,
was given the tests directly without the chance to preview the test questions. The
experiment lasted for seven weeks, and the data were collected through three
instruments, a questionnaire, the worksheets, and a school administered-achievement
test. Both quantitative and qualitative research methods were adopted to probe into the
influence of the worksheets upon the participants’ three motivational components,
namely autonomy, competence, and relatedness as well as their academic performance
on the achievement test.

The study results indicate that the worksheets could help promote the high

achievers’ autonomy and the middle achievers’ autonomy, competence perception and
xiii



relatedness, but they did not exert positive effects on the low achievers. Furthermore,
the experimental group didn’t outperform the control group on the
school-administered achievement test. Some pedagogical implications were presented

at the end of the thesis.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Background and Motivation

English has long been considered important and taught as a requisite subject matter
in Taiwan’s compulsory education due to its popularity among international languages.
However, students’ English learning outcomes in junior high schools are usually
evaluated by tests and exams, serving as the preparation for the upcoming English test in
the Basic Competence Test for Junior High School Students, a formal senior high school
entrance examination held by the Ministry of Education (MOE) in Taiwan. Although a
12-year compulsory education program has been initiated by MOE, and it is expected that,
in 2014, 75% of junior high school students can enter senior high schools without an
entrance examination, there is still going to be a formal exam used to classify junior high
school students into at least three academic achievement levels. The higher levels students
can achieve, the better chance they will get to enter a small number of prestigious senior
high schools. Therefore, it is still questionable whether the new compulsory education
program can truly release students’ heavy test pressure in the future.

In the present test-oriented learning environment in Taiwan, junior high school
students are usually passive learners, studying English mainly for better test scores or to
outperform their peers instead of valuing what they are learning. Thus, their English
learning motivation is low or only triggered by externally-controlling events, like school
tests or entrance exams. When the pressure derived from tests is absent, they tend to stop
their pursuit of English proficiency because there are no external stimuli pushing them
forward. Therefore, it is necessary for students to “value learning, achievement, and
accomplishment even with respect to topics and activity they do not find interesting” so

that they could be more active in learning (Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier & Ryan, 1991,
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p.338). In other words, enhancing the level of self-control in students’ learning motivation
may release them from the external control of the tests and exams. According to
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), if students can gain support for three
innate needs, autonomy, competence and relatedness, from their learning environment,
their intrinsic motivation for learning could be promoted. Take autonomy support for
example, teachers can help students focus on their learning process rather than on how
many points they get on tests (Brown, 2001). Thus, students can develop their desire and
willingness to pay more effort and persist in their English acquisition. Many other studies
have also demonstrated that more self-determined motivation could improve students’
academic performances (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Gardner, 1985; Pintrich & De Groot, 1990).
Although it is acknowledged that autonomous forms of motivation could help

students become active learners free from the control and pressure of tests, high school
teachers have little ideas about practical ways to help students promote such kind of
motivation for learning English in the test-oriented and competitive junior high school
classrooms in Taiwan. This situation coincides with the dilemma Brophy (2010) have
described:

The motivational challenge facing teachers is to find ways to encourage their

students to seek to develop the knowledge and skills that learning activities

were designed to develop, whether or not they enjoy the activities or would

choose to engage in them if other alternatives were available. (p.xii)

Therefore, the present study ventures to motivate the junior high school students

who learn English in test-oriented classroom settings by designing worksheets to support

their autonomy, competence perception and relatedness.



Purpose of the Study

The study firstly aims to explore whether junior high school students in a
test-oriented learning context would promote more self-regulated motivation for learning
English with the aid of the test-question preview worksheets. This study investigates how
different levels of students (i.e. high, middle and low achievers) are affected by the
worksheets, and which aspects of their English learning motivation would be improved.
Secondly, the researcher intends to know whether the students who use the worksheets
demonstrate better academic performances than those not using the worksheets. The
purposes can be briefly stated in the following two questions:

1. Is students’ English learning motivation promoted after the use of the test-question

preview worksheets in a test-oriented learning environment?
2. Do the students using the test-question preview worksheets outperform those not

using the worksheets on a school-administered English achievement test?






CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter offers a general review of three traditional perspectives on motivation,
and the prominent motivational theories under those perspectives. In addition, the

comparison among those theories is also mentioned.

Motivation

Motivation is a psychological construct used to account for the need and purpose(s)
of behavior as well as the quality, intensity, and persistence of the behavior (Maehr &
Meyer, 1997). Three motivational concepts underlying this mental construct are motives,
goals and strategies. According to Thrash and Elliot (2001), motives are general needs or
desires that offer people momentum to perform particular actions, but goals and strategies
are relatively specific. They are used to describe the immediate objectives of a course of
actions (i.e. goals) and the means adopted to realize the goals and satisfy the motives (i.e.
strategies). Take the general need for water for example. A person reacts to the feeling of
thirst (the need for water) by purchasing a drink in a convenience store (strategy) to
quench that discomfort (goal). Much research has investigated into humans’ motivation
for conducting behavior from different perspectives, and several prominent motivational
theories were thus developed. The evolvement of the motivational theories can be seen

from three traditional perspectives on motivation.

Three Traditional Perspectives on Motivation
Motivation is interpreted differently from behavioral, cognitive and constructivist
perspectives. In the view of behaviorists, behavior is contingent on its consequences

(Thorndike, 1898). If the consequences are desirable, the behavior that brings about such
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consequences is more likely to be performed. Grounded on this theoretical base, Skinner
(1974) proposed behavior reinforcement theory in which by manipulating consequences
into reinforcers, like external rewards, or punishments, certain behavior or a sequence of
actions would be increased, maintained or decreased. In other words, the outer forces,
such as rewards and punishments, serving as an external control, could motivate people to
carry out certain actions passively. Skinner further expanded behavior reinforcement
theory by introducing the concept of stimulus control in which irrelevant external cues,
like ringing sounds, could serve as signals that stimulate people to conduct certain
reinforced actions for getting anticipated reinforcers. Thus, motivation to behaviorists is
interpreted as a kind of control rather than mental power.

Behavior reinforcement theory is widely applied in classroom settings nowadays, but
the effectiveness of the applications is often questionable. The approaches adopting the
behavioral view are known as carrot-and-stick approaches which suggest teachers to
reinforce students when they perform desired behavior and to take away the positive
reinforcers or give punishments when they fail to perform it (Schloss & Smith, 1994). For
example, many token economies, systematical ways of behavior shaping, have been
developed by classroom teachers to improve or modify students’ social or learning
behaviors. When students perform the target actions or improve their behavior to a certain
degree, they are rewarded with tokens, such as money or extra time for recreation.

Many studies have proved the effectiveness of token economies in classroom
settings (Abramowitz & O’Leary, 1991; Kazdin, 1975; O’Leary, 1978; Williams,
Williams, & McLaughlin, 1991). However, several researchers have cautioned that
carrot-and-stick approaches, like token economies, might have detrimental effects on
behavior modification and learning (Kazdin, 1988; Kazdin & Bootzin 1972; O’Leary &
Drabman, 1971). They doubt whether the behaviors would continue when the token

economies are no longer offered. In their studies, those encouraged actions or shaped
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behaviors often decreased rapidly after the tokens were removed. Furthermore, Harter
(1978) in his study has proposed that extrinsic rewards might urge students to choose less
challenging tasks because by doing so, it would be easier for them to get the rewards.
Eisenberger (1992) has warned that teachers might accidently foster students’ low levels
of efforts to achieve a task because it is difficult for teachers to assess how much effort a
student should exert on a task is adequate, especially in a large class. Kohn (1993) also
claimed that there would be a lasting negative influence on students’ motivation to learn if
students rely too much on tangible rewards or punishments to perform achievement
behavior. For example, praise may interfere with students’ intrinsic motivation to learn for
it changes students’ focus from enjoying learning to winning praise from others.

From cognitive perspective, motivation to perform behavior (or a course of actions)
is not entirely controlled by external contingencies. Instead, it’s mainly influenced by
individual intentions, thoughts and subjective experiences. Cognitive theorists believe
that reinforcement could only be effective when external contingencies are responsive to
needs, personally valued and considered achievable. Need theory was thus developed to
alternate reinforcement theory. In the theory, motivation is derived from individual felt
needs, which may be innate, universal or developed through personal experiences, and is
self-determined. Thus, people make their own choices about which felt needs to fulfill
and how much effort to make for satisfying them. Ausubel (1968), in his drive theory,
proposed that human beings have six inherent needs, which are the needs for exploration,
manipulation, activity, stimulation, knowledge, and ego enhancement. They give people
the driving force, namely motivation, to initiate certain behaviors to meet those inner
needs.

The belief of motivation as an internal individual force is not comprehensive from
the constructivists’ point of view due to its absence of the influence of the social context

on human motivation. To be more complete, need theory would have to be expanded to
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take social factors into consideration. One of the famous need theories reflecting this
point is Maslow’s (1970) hierarchy of human needs. He suggested that human beings
have a system of needs arranged in a hierarchy from physiological needs as the bottom
through safety needs, love needs and esteem needs, and self-actualization as the top.
Among them, some needs are interacted with the society, like the need for belongingness
in love needs. This expanded view of human needs is more comprehensive to elaborate
the conception of motivation for it concerns not only the innate needs and personal
choices of which needs to fill, but also the interaction between the needs and the social
contexts.

Since constructivist perspective, concerning the influence of both cognitive and
social factors on maotivation, is more complete than behavioral and cognitive perspectives,
the following sections would focus on introducing and comparing other motivational

theories under the constructivist framework.

The Motivational Theories Based on Constructivist Perspective
This section introduces and compares five well-known motivational theories that are
all developed from constructivist perspective. They are goal theory, self-efficacy theory,

expectancy-value theory, attribution theory and self-determination theory.

Goal Theory
Compared with behavior reinforcement theory and need theory, which focus on
human reactions toward either external contingencies or internal needs, goal theory
emphasizes more on people’s proactive tendency to determine the reasons for performing
certain behavior and the ways to perform it. People carrying different purposes may
develop different goals. When applied in education, goal theory is often related to the

distinction between learning goals and performance goals (Ames, 1992; Ames & Archer,
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1988; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Learning goals may be derived from students’ interest in
the activities, identified values consistent with the objectives of the activities or
awareness of the utility of the knowledge or skills the activities aim to teach. Thus,
students who bear learning goals in mind place stress upon acquiring knowledge and
skills when undertaking activities. To reach their learning goals, they would adopt deep
processing strategies, such as comprehending the learning contents by paraphrasing them
in their own words and associating their newly-learned knowledge and skills with prior
ones (Meece, Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1988). When encountering difficulties, they are
prone to maintain their efforts and look for appropriate problem-solving strategies to
overcome the obstacles (Dweck, 1986).

In contrast, students who emphasize on enhancing and protecting their
self-perceptions and social reputation often set performance goals (Butler, 1992). They
participate in the activities mainly for displaying their ability and intelligence or
preventing themselves from being considered incompetent. In order to reach performance
goals, they tend to adopt surface-processing strategies, such as memorizing the learning
contents, to meet the basic demands of the activities more easily and effectively (Meece,
Blumenfeld, & Hoyle, 1988). If allowed to choose tasks, unlike learning-oriented students,
they would avoid challenging tasks because they couldn’t afford the risk of failure (Ames
& Archer, 1988; Elliott & Dweck, 1988; Smiley & Dweck, 1994). For
performance-oriented students, failure often indicates low ability, and it impairs students’
self-perceptions and social approval. Therefore, they would strive to shun away from such
situations as much as possible. However, when confronting unavoidable difficulties,
performance-oriented learners would be more likely to be affected by their fear of failure
and reduce their efforts exerted on the tasks. They may easily give up or conceal their
incompetence by taking self-defeating strategies, like not studying much or leaving the

answer sheets blank (Dweck, 1986).



Much research has proposed that learning goals would be more beneficial than
performance goals in classroom settings because students with learning goals focus on
developing ability rather than displaying ability or worrying about failure (Dweck, 1986;
Kaplan & Maehr, 2007; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Wolters, 2004). However, other
studies have found that performance goals which emphasize on achieving success (also
called performance-approach goals) could complement learning goals (Harackiewicz,
Barron, Tauer, Carter, & Elliot, 2000; Valle et al., 2003). Learning goals have been found
correlated with some desirable learning features, like interest in school materials and
activities, deep processing strategies, long-term retention of learned knowledge and skills,
and future involvement in relevant learning fields. Nevertheless, they place less stress
upon short-term achievement performance evaluated based on the criteria set by teachers
or schools. This could be complemented by performance-approach goals. Thus, a
multiple-goal perspective is developed and supported by some goal theorists for it
combines the merits of learning goals and performance-approach goals (Entwistle & Tait,
1990; Senko & Harackiewicz, 2005; Senko & Miles, 2008).

Although such complement seems more complete and beneficial, Midgley, Kaplan,
and Middleton (2001) cautioned that the negative effects of performance-approach goals
couldn’t be ignored. They may divert students’ attention from learning to competition and
orient students toward taking less challenging tasks to avoid failure. Even worse, if
students consistently experienced failure, their performance goals might only focus on
avoiding failure rather than achieving success. Shim, Ryan, and Anderson (2008) have
advised that by modifying instruction or school curricula to increase students’ value of the
agenda set by teachers and schools, students with learning goals could improve their class
performance. This is better than promoting students’ performance-approach goals as a
complement to their learning goals. For the long-term learning profit, learning goals are

still more preferable than performance goals.
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Goal theory places its attention on individuals’ purposes for their goal-oriented
behavior, the features of such behavior and the possible consequences of it. The next
motivational theory, on the other hand, not only considers the purposes (i.e. value) but

also the possibility of success or failure in reaching the purposes (i.e. expectancy).

Expectancy-value Theory

Expectancy-value theory is another prominent motivational theory developed from
constructivist perspective. It especially concerns two motivational constructs, expectancy
and value, which are believed to be able to predict achievement performance, persistence
and choice. Atkinson (1957) proposed the first formal expectancy-value model. In the
model, achievement-related behaviors are determined by two stable unconscious factors,
motive for success and motive to avoid failure, and two situational conscious factors,
expectations for success/failure and incentive values. Motives for success and to avoid
failure are viewed as stable dispositions that unconsciously lead individuals either to
engage in tasks for success or to evade tasks for avoiding failure in achievement contexts.
Such tendencies are gradually formed in childhood according to the ways parents use to
raise their children. If parents encourage children to make efforts to achieve success in
achievement tasks and give them opportunities to apply their competence to reach the
goals, motive for success would develop. On the contrary, if children are forced to
perform well in tasks, or they will be punished, motive to avoid failure would be
established.

Besides the two motives that influence individuals’ tendency to approach or avoid an
achievement-related activity, the other two situational conscious factors, expectancy
beliefs and incentive values could also affect individuals’ decisions to strive for success or
avoid failure in an achievement situation. Expectancy beliefs are individual judgments of

the possibility of success in achievement tasks and thus include expectations for success
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and for failure. If people expect the chance for success in a task is high, they are more
likely to approach it rather than avoid it. As for incentive values, they refer to the
expectations of pride and shame and have an inverse relationship with expectations for
success and failure. Atkinson postulated that people would experience greater pride if
they succeed in an achievement task with a low possibility of success. On the other hand,
greater shame would be experienced if people fail in an achievement task with a high
possibility of success.

Though Atkinson’s model provides a way to explain individuals’
achievement-related behaviors, there are several problems in the model. First, the two
unconscious factors, motive for success and motive to avoid failure, are hard to measure.
Second, the inverse relationship between expectancy for success or failure and incentives
values may be questionable. Some studies have presented that both factors are positively
related and thus suggested that individuals value the tasks that they have great possibility
to succeed (Eccles & Wigfield, 1995; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992). Third, the definition of
incentive values is too narrow because the values are solely determined by the height of
the expectancy for success without considering other possible factors, such as usefulness
of the skills or knowledge an achievement task aims to develop. Wigfield and Eccles
(1992) have expanded the definition in their expectancy-value model by proposing the
concept of task values which contains four major components to illustrate the qualities of
the achievement tasks. They are attainment value (the importance of the task), intrinsic
value (the enjoyment of engaging in the task), utility value (usefulness of the task) and
cost (the cost for doing the task).

In education, expectancy-value theory can also be applied to account for students’
achievement-related behaviors in school activities. Hansen (1989) suggested four kinds of
behaviors that could be found in students in accordance with their expectations and values.

The behaviors include engaging, dissembling, evading and rejecting behaviors. First,
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engaging behaviors often appear when students value the school activity and feel
confident in achieving success. They would absorb themselves in acquiring the
knowledge and skills when doing the activity and view unfamiliar parts as challenges and
chances to develop their ability. Second, dissembling behaviors occur when students see
value in the school task but are not confident of completing it successfully. In such a
situation, students tend to protect their self-esteem by pretending they are capable of
doing the task rather than develop their ability. They may make excuses or perform
self-defeating actions, like exerting little effort on a task. Third, students show evading
behaviors when they feel competent in achieving success in the school activity but have
no reason to do it. Thus, in the process of completing the activity, they are easily
absent-minded or distracted by things or activities they are more interested in, such as
chatting with classmates. Last, rejecting behaviors could be found in the students who
don’t value the school activity as well as have a low success expectation. Such students
are passive in doing the task and tend to give up completely even without an intention to
pretend their efforts.

In short, based on expectancy-value theory, it is suggested that students could
improve their achievement-related behaviors if they are assisted in appreciating the value
of the school activities as well as in believing they are capable of achieving success.

The major focus in expectancy-value theory is on the two motivational constructs
believed to influence individuals® motivation to conduct achievement-related behavior.
The following motivational theory, self-efficacy theory, turns its attention on one
motivational construct, self-efficacy, considered more influential than other factors in

predicting individuals’ motivation and achievement behavior.
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Self-efficacy Theory

Self-efficacy is a psychological construct proposed by Bandura (1977). It refers to
personally-perceived capabilities for reaching certain goals, or completing a task
successfully. Much research has found that self-efficacy might be a powerful predictor of
individuals’ motivation, self-regulation behaviors (e.g. set goals, evaluate learning
progress), and achievement (Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991). With a high sense of
self-efficacy, people tend to choose challenging tasks (Sexon & Tuckman, 1991), persist
longer, use more cognitive and problem-solving strategies (Bandura, 1993), and involve
in self-regulated learning (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990). These positive consequences
would assist people in attaining their achievement outcomes (Zimmerman, 1995). The
successful attainments would subsequently bring positive personal experiences that
enhance self-efficacy and encourage people to make progress in the future. Therefore,
self-efficacy is a relatively influential factor worth cultivating in achievement settings.
Bandura (1997) suggested a set of ways to increase self-efficacy. They include (a)
encouraging students to take optimal challenges through setting clear, achievable but
challenging goals, (b) making sure students know how to deal with the challenging tasks
by modeling or implying the useful strategies, (c) giving positive informative feedback
that encourages students to approach success, and (d) helping students to recognize that
their ability is progressing through taking the optimal challenges, investing effort and
persisting in them. In the process of increasing students’ perceptions of self-efficacy,
students would simultaneously improve their motivation and engagement in school
activities.

The sources of information that people obtain to judge their self-efficacy include
actual performances, vicarious experiences, social persuasion and physiological arousal
(Bandura, 1997). The information gained from actual performances, such as success and

failure, is a more dependable source for judging self-efficacy because it comes from
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direct personal experiences. Success or positive experiences tend to raise self-efficacy and
failure or negative experiences often lower it. However, there might be some exceptions
(Earley & Lituchy, 1991). For example, succeeding in an easy task or attributing the
success to uncontrollable causes, like luck or others’ help, wouldn’t raise one’s
self-efficacy.

Vicarious experiences provide another source of information that helps people
gauging their self-efficacy. Observing similar individuals succeed or fail in a task offers a
clue for the observers to judge their capabilities for doing similar tasks (Schunk, 1995). If
the similar others succeed, the observers tend to believe they can succeed in doing similar
tasks as well. Nevertheless, the observers’ self-efficacy may decrease if the task results
don’t correspond with their judgments of their own capacities. Though not as direct as
actual performances, vicarious experiences would be more influential when people have
little prior individual experiences with the tasks (Bandura, 1986).

Social persuasion given by important or credible people can also affect the judgment
of self-efficacy. Positive social persuasion may increase self-efficacy while negative
social persuasion may decrease it. However, positive social persuasion wouldn’t exert its
desirable effect unless it is realistic and trustworthy. Unlike empty praise, good positive
social persuasion can provide solid information, such as persuaders’ real experiences, to
enhance people’s beliefs in their own capacities and assure them that the goals they are to
achieve are attainable. If the goals are subsequently successfully realized, the promoted
feelings of self-efficacy would remain, but if not, self-efficacy beliefs would be weakened
(Schunk, 1995).

The last source of information that influences one’s sense of self-efficacy is
physiological arousal. People tend to generate certain physiological and emotional
reactions toward the action or task they are going to do. If the reactions are stress, anxiety,

fear or negative thoughts, self-perception of efficacy would reduce. The lowered sense of
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efficacy might in turn engender extra stress and anxiety which negatively affect the
consequences of their actions or task performances. The poor consequences would
reassure people that their efficacy is low when they are in similar conditions. Thus, the
way to prevent the vicious circle is to improve people’s physiological and emotional
reactions before they engage in an action or a task.

Overestimating or underestimating one’s self-efficacy might result in negative
consequences. People who overestimate their capacities and then experience subsequent
failure may lower their motivation to do similar tasks. On the other hand, underestimated
self-efficacy might directly lower one’s motivation to perform the task because people
tend to choose the tasks that they think they are capable of handling and avoid the ones
they feel too difficult for them (Bandura, 1993). Though relatively precise self-efficacy
judgment seems more preferable, Bandura (1997) further contended that individuals
would expend more effort and persist longer if their self-efficacy is slightly higher than
what they can do, which echoes the support for providing optimal challenges to learners
in many studies.

Though self-efficacy has been considered as a relatively influential factor that affects
individuals’ achievement-related behaviors, there are still many other factors that would
also interfere with people’s achievement actions (Bandura, 1997). For example, people
with adequate self-efficacy may perform a task poorly if they don’t value the task or
expect positive outcomes. Schunk (1995) proposed that self-efficacy would show its
effect on people’s motivation more saliently when the influence of other factors, like
value or outcome expectations, is reduced. In sum, it has been proved that self-efficacy
plays an important role in determining motivational actions in achievement situations, but
it wouldn’t be comprehensive to describe individuals’ motivational states if other factors

are ignored.
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Similar to self-efficacy theory that emphasizes one motivational construct, the next
motivational theory, attribution theory, focuses on the motivational factor, to know the
causes of success or failure in an achievement context. It is proposed that by knowing the
reasons for the consequences of behavior, individuals’ motivation for doing similar or

relevant tasks in the future would be influenced (Weiner, 1992).

Attribution Theory

The concept of causal attribution was first introduced by Fritz Heider (1958) and
elaborated by Bernard Weiner (1986). It is based on the belief that humans spontaneously
look for the reasons for the consequences of their behaviors, especially when their
behaviors are inconsistent with their expectations (Whitley & Frieze, 1985; Weiner, 1985,
1992). Such attributions may affect their future behaviors in similar situations. Hence, in
achievement settings, attribution theorists tend to analyze three areas — the features of
self-perceived causes, the factors that make individuals conclude certain attributions
toward their success and failure, and the influence of such attributions on future
performances. Based on the analyzed results, individuals® motivation to perform certain
actions in achievement situations can be explained, and some motivational strategies
aiming to promote motivational states are proposed accordingly.

Weiner’s attribution theory (1992) also focuses on these three areas. It comprises
three causal dimensions, attributional antecedents, and consequences of attributions. The
three causal dimensions, namely locus, stability and controllability, are the underlying
features of causes used to account for why certain causal attributions to success or failure
are beneficial and others are detrimental to people’s achievement motivation. First, locus
pertains to the distinction between internal and external causes. Internal causes, such as
ability and effort, are originated from individuals themselves while external causes, like

luck or help from others, come from outside. Second, stability refers to the differentiation
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between the causes constant in different situations and the ones varying with situations.
Ability is often considered as a stable cause whereas effort, luck and others’ help as
unstable causes. Third, controllability is connected to whether the causes of outcomes are
controllable or incontrollable by individuals. For example, effort is a controllable cause,
and ability is an incontrollable cause.

Attributional antecedents, consisting of situational factors and individual differences,
interfere with people’s perceptions of their success and failure to reach certain causal
attributions. Situational factors, like teachers’ feedback and peers’ consensus, are the ones
whose antecedent information comes from contexts. Teachers may accidentally convey
low ability cues in their feedback when showing sympathy to failing students, offering
help when students don’t need it, and giving praise for success in easy tasks (Graham,
1990). Sympathy from others is often associated with uncontrollable causes, like low
ability, and thus implies the need of help. Therefore, showing sympathy to students who
fail in a task or providing them with unsolicited help would produce indirect messages
that the teacher thinks his/her students lack ability (Graham, 1984; Rudolph, Roesch,
Greitemeyer, & Weiner, 2004). Since ability is stable and uncontrollable, students might
reduce their effort to do similar tasks in the future because they believe nothing they can
do to reverse the outcomes. Praise from teachers for students who succeed in easy tasks
may also elicit the same causal attribution, lack of ability, because such praise implies that
teachers don’t think the easy tasks are easy for students (Barker & Graham, 1987). In
addition, peers’ consensus can also have the effect on causal attributions. For example, if
everyone is given a good grade on a test, the cause of the success would be influenced by
a consensus that the test result is derived from external uncontrollable causes, like an easy
test, rather than internal causes, like effort or ability.

As for another type of attributional antecedents, individual differences, they often

refer to a distinction between personal beliefs in entity theory of ability and incremental
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theory of ability. Entity theorists hold that ability is an unchangeable fixed entity that
wouldn’t grow over time or with their exerted effort. Thus, they tend to worry about how
much ability they have in a specific area. In contrast, incremental theorists view ability as
an unstable modifiable trait that the more effort they invest the better ability they may
develop (Dweck & Molden, 2005). Many attribution retraining studies have proposed that
incremental theorists often achieve better academic performances than those who believe
in entity theory of ability ( Blackwell, Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Forsterling, 1985;
Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht, 2003).

Consequences of attributions often concern the consequences of attributing
achievement outcomes to effort or ability. Weiner (1992) has pointed out that success or
failure in achievement situations is commonly attributed to two causes, ability and effort.
Ability is often defined as an internal, stable and uncontrollable cause. On the other hand,
effort is perceived as an internal, unstable and controllable cause. Attributing achievement
outcomes to effort is generally considered more important than attributing the outcomes
to ability (Weiner, 1994). Failure attributed to lack of effort indicates that if more effort is
invested, there is still a good chance to succeed. This implication can lessen the threat of
self-esteem and trigger more effort expended on the similar tasks in the future.

On the contrary, failure ascribed to low ability usually indicates that the possibility
of succeeding in the similar tasks is low, because ability is considered to be stable and
uncontrollable. Even worse, such low ability attributions may damage self-esteem. In
order to protect self-esteem, individuals would take self-handicapping strategies, like
playing all day before a test, to intentionally place obstacles in their achievement
performances. By doing so, failure is more likely to be attributed to the causes other than
low ability (Elliot & Church, 2003). When individuals have experienced a great deal of
failure and attributed it to low ability, they tend to develop a sense of helplessness. In

such vulnerable mental state, they would give up easily and refuse others’ help when
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encountering difficulties (Diener & Dweck, 1978; Licht & Dweck, 1984).

Furthermore, failure attributed to effort is associated with feelings of guilt while
failure ascribed to ability is related to feelings of shame. Guilt tends to generate the
inclination to increase effort, but shame often makes people desire to decrease effort or
simply give up a task (Covington & Omelich, 1984; Weiner, 1992).

Success attributed to effort (or other controllable causes) is also more constructive
than that attributed to ability (or other uncontrollable causes). Since effort is a
controllable cause, individuals who make effort to attain success may have more
confidence in achieving success in the future. However, attributing success performances
to ability or other uncontrollable causes may reduce such confidence because being
successful or not is not determined by their own effort that they can control (Diener &
Dweck, 1980).

Teachers can follow the implications of attribution theory to promote students’
motivation to learn and perform better at school. They can guide students to attribute
success or failure to internal and controllable causes, like effort. When helping students,
teachers can show the students how efforts work from their previous performances or
design an achievable task for them as a proof of the importance of efforts (Brophy, 2010).
Gradually, they would increase their self-esteem and become more willing to make effort
and persist in a school task.

Attribution theory stresses upon one motivational construct, the perceived causes of
success and failure, to elaborate its potential to influence motivation. The next
motivational theory, self-determination theory, on the other hand, starts with three basic
psychological needs, then directly focuses on motivation as a whole and classified it into

different types of motivation in accordance with the degrees of internalization.
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Self-determination Theory

Self-determination theory is based on an assumption that humans have an inherent
propensity to learn about outer environment through developing the knowledge of it and
assimilating social practices (Ryan, 1995). Such inherent tendency (also regarded as
autonomous motivation, including intrinsic motivation) would grow and remain when
three basic psychological needs, namely autonomy, competence and relatedness, are
satisfied (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The satisfaction of the basic needs can motivate people to
participate in social activities and to identify with the values or regulations from outer
environment. With the continual support for the three needs, people would keep
identifying themselves with the social values and regulations and get integrated into the
context. The process of identification and integration is called internalization in the theory.
(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). On the contrary, if the three innate needs are thwarted,
humans’ natural tendency to learn and develop would be undermined. Thus, it has been
suggested that if contexts can provide support for the three inherent needs, people can
become more self-determined and intrinsically motivated to engage in the things they do
(Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier & Ryan, 1991). In this regard, the three human innate needs
could be perceived as three motivational components in self-determination theory.

Autonomy, one of the basic needs, means being self-directed in making choices or
plans as well as in taking actions. Another need, competence, pertains to knowing how to
attain the desired outcomes and feeling capable of performing requisite behaviors to
achieve them. Finally, relatedness refers to building a sense of security and the
satisfactory closeness with other people around in the society. Among the three
components, the support for autonomy needs is considered more important for it also
helps integrate the internalized social regulations and values into the sense of self (Deci,
Eghrari, Patrick, & Leone, 1994, Ryan & Deci, 2006). Therefore, the satisfaction of

autonomy needs is viewed as the prerequisite to intrinsic motivation. In education, much

21



research has also confirmed the positive effect of autonomy support on the promotion of
students’ intrinsic motivation to learn (Hardre et al., 2006; Reeve & Jang, 2006; Sheldon
& Krieger, 2007; Williams & Deci, 1996).

According to the degrees of internalization, several types of motivation are proposed
and placed along a continuum of relative autonomy to visually illustrate the difference
among them and to imply the possibility of moving from one end to the other with the
support of the three basic needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Many studies investigating the
relationship among different forms of motivation have supported the concept of
organizing motivation types along a continuum (Guay, Ratelle, & Chanal, 2008; Otis,
Grouzet, & Pelletier, 2005). There are three major types of motivation, namely intrinsic
motivation, extrinsic motivation and amotivation. Intrinsic motivation is an optimal form
of internalization in that the regulations on an individual’s behaviors are fully internalized
and integrated into the sense of self. In this state, people have an interest in what they are
doing and immerge themselves in the satisfaction and pleasure derived from the process
of doing it. As for extrinsic motivation, it often appears when behavior is externally
regulated. The effort people exert is to fulfill the demands of external events or personal
valued goals, like winning an award, achieving a career, or assimilating into the target
language community. On the other hand, amotivation is characterized as lack of
motivation or intention to perform target behavior. People in the state of amotivation tend
to escape from doing the required tasks because they see no value and have no interest in
the tasks, and even if certain external rewards or punishments exist, such extrinsic
motivators still fail to motivate them.

Judging from the extent of outer regulation or different degrees of internalization,
self-determination theorists divide extrinsic motivation into four subtypes: external
regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated regulation (Deci &

Ryan, 1985). The first two subtypes with lower levels of internalization are viewed as
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controlled motivation, and the last two, including intrinsic motivation, with higher levels
of internalization as autonomous motivation. First, external regulation involves the least
self-determination. People merely act to meet a certain demand or requirement. Second,
introjected regulation represents a form of regulation which is partially internalized and
serves as internalized demands placing pressure upon people. Under such mental pressure,
they would unwillingly perform certain socially-expected behavior so as to gain social
approval or protect self-esteem.

Third, indentified regulation involves more self-determination than the former two
types. People would develop indentified regulation when they adopt the values or
regulations of the target behavior as their own, but not feel them as an external or internal
control. Thus, they would willingly perform behaviors so as to attain their
personally-valued goals. Fourth, integrated regulation is an optimal form of
internalization. It is thoroughly self-determined and would fully engage people in doing
target activities. Such regulation is developed when people fully internalize and integrate
the values and regulations of the target behaviors. Therefore, people perform the target
behaviors naturally and spontaneously without the feelings of being controlled.

Solely striving for promoting students’ intrinsic motivation is not realistic because in
reality, not every school activity is interesting to students and able to create recreational
enjoyment. Some of them are meaningful and worthwhile but not interesting to be
engaged in for they are mainly designed to develop necessary knowledge and skills.
Losier and Koestner (1999) suggested that the activities that are socially valued but not
seem interesting necessarily, such as an election, would be done more successfully under
identified regulation than with intrinsic motivation. Otis et al. (2005) studied a group of
high school students’ reasons for going to school from the eighth to tenth grade. The
result showed that most of the students’ reasons reflected indentified regulation through

out three years, manifesting that the common reasons for going to school were not for fun
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but for instrumental reasons, like accumulating necessary knowledge and skills to get
good jobs in the future. Deci and Ryan (1985) further contended that if people’s
self-regulated motivation has been sufficiently promoted, external rewards may even be
instrumental to developing intrinsic motivation. However, though extrinsic incentives
may be more appropriate in certain circumstances and can complement motivational
strategies to promote intrinsic motivation, most motivation theorists are still in favor of
promoting intrinsic motivation, at least more self-determined forms of motivation. For
example, Brown (2001) recommended more self-regulated motivation types, including
intrinsic motivation, to learn a second or foreign language. Therefore, it is important for
teachers to provide adequate support for the three basic psychological needs, namely
autonomy, competence and relatedness, so that students can develop more

self-determined motivation and even their intrinsic motivation to learn.

The Support for the Three Human Fundamental Needs in Education and
Second/Foreign Language Learning

Many researchers, based on the self-determination theory, probed into the correlation
between the three human innate needs (i.e. autonomy, competence and relatedness) and
education, including second/foreign language acquisition. This section centers on
reviewing the ways to support the three human fundamental needs based on relevant

research findings in the field of education and second/foreign language learning.

Autonomy.

According to self-determination theory, autonomy is one of the three major factors
promoting intrinsic motivation or more self-regulated forms of extrinsic motivation. Deci
and Ryan (1985) proposed that when people feel free from pressure and control, like

rewards and punishment, intrinsic motivation can truly function to initiate autonomous
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behaviors. In general education, autonomy is characterized by being able to learn actively
and independently (Wang & Peverly, 1986). In applied linguistics, Holec (1981) has a
similar view on autonomy that learners can take responsibility for their own learning by
deciding individual learning objectives, materials and the way in which their learning
would proceed. Oxford and Shearin (1994) especially emphasized the importance of goal
setting in second language learning motivation. They addressed that goals could function
as effective motivators if they are specific, attainable, accepted by students and combined
with positive and informative feedback concerning learning progress. Conclusively, an
ideal autonomous learner often demonstrate the following learning traits: being aware of
what they need, formulating appropriate learning goals, deciding suitable materials and
ways to learn, initiating independent learning behaviors, adjusting their original goals,
monitoring their learning process and evaluating their learning outcomes.

Moreover, autonomous learners tend to attribute their learning success or failure to
effort rather than other uncontrollable reasons, like ability or luck; therefore, they are
likely to persist in their learning when encountering obstacles (Child, 1994). This
characteristic indicates that autonomous learners obtain greater control over their learning
than those who don’t view their success or failure as the result of their effort. Dornyei
(1990) further pinpointed that foreign language learners often have plenty of failure
experiences; thus, failure attributions are especially important in foreign language
learning environment.

Besides the learning traits identified from autonomous learners, teachers also play an
important role in promoting students” autonomy. Much research has proved that
autonomy-supportive teachers could help students cultivate their autonomous motivation
(Assor, Kaplan, Kanat-Maymon, & Roth, 2005; Guay, Boggiano, & Vallerand, 2001,
Noels, Clement, & Pelletier, 1999; Reeve & Jane, 2006) and attain better achievement

outcomes (Jane, 2008; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2005; Vansteekiste et al., 2005). Several
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studies have found that teachers’ communication style, such as the ways of presenting
learning tasks, could influence students’ learning motivation (Dornyei, 1994; Williams &
Burden, 1997). Deci et al. (1991) advised that teachers’ manners (the style or language) of
presenting external events, like feedback, grades, rewards, performance evaluation should
be autonomous-supportive. By doing so, those external events can function as
motivational techniques that help develop students’ autonomy. Furthermore, they also
encouraged teachers to become more autonomous-supportive rather than controlling by
“offering choice, minimizing controls, acknowledging feelings, and making available
information that is needed for decision making and for performing the target task” (Deci
etal., 1991, p. 342). Reeve and Jane (2006) identified a number of autonomy-supportive
teacher behaviors which were found correlated with students’ autonomous motivation in
classroom settings. They were listening to students, asking students what they need,
giving time for students to learn in their own way, providing opportunities for students to
talk, notifying students of the rationales behind classroom activities, instructions and
suggestions, offering positive informative feedback to acknowledge students’ progress
and encourage students’ effort, giving cues to students in need when they encounter
difficulties, being responsive to students’ feedback and questions, and understanding
students’ personal perspectives and feelings. In short, with teacher’s autonomy support,
students could enhance their self-determination and intrinsic motivation, encourage
persistence in learning and even facilitate achievement (Deci & Ryan, 1985, Deci et al.,
1991).

In sum, by developing learners’ autonomous learning traits and providing learners an
autonomous learning environment with teachers’ support, the goal of promoting their
intrinsic motivation or more self-determined forms of extrinsic motivation to learn is

more likely to be realized.
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Competence.

Regarding the definition of competence in self-determination theory, the need for
competence involves being aware of the ways to attain the outcomes and also being
efficacious in carrying out necessary actions to achieve them (Deci et al., 1991). In order
to satisfy learners’ need for competence and promote intrinsic motivation, it is important
to provide them with the opportunities to perceive their own competence (Harter &
Connell, 1984). Deci and Ryan (1985) suggested two possible ways that may contribute
to individual perceived competence. They are providing positive informative feedback
and accumulating success experiences.

Feedback from teachers or peers has certain effect on students’ learning motivation.
Generally, positive feedback is more preferable (Vallerand & Reid, 1988). If learners are
immersed in the positive feedback about their learning behaviors or the praises that
attribute success to effort, their self-regulated motivation for learning would be developed
gradually. In addition, they may value and enjoy their learning more and maintain their
momentum to learn even though there is no such feedback as reinforcement. Ryan (1982)
also had similar findings that positive feedback administered in an autonomous way could
help learners perceive their competence, maintain self-initiated learning behavior and thus
increase learner’s intrinsic motivation.

On the contrary, controlling feedback pertinent to social comparison is harmful to
intrinsic motivation (Ames, 1992). It’s because such feedback often turns students’
attention from learning to competing with their classmates and peers, which often
undermines students’ interest in learning itself. Therefore, it’s important to ensure positive
feedback is given to acclaim and affirm learner’s self-initiated effort and the competence
gained from the effort, so that learners can value their learning and simultaneously

become motivated to learn.
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In terms of gaining success experience, Hunt (1966) suggested that
optimal-challenging tasks, which are not overly difficult or easy to students, could help
students generate interest and the feelings of competence, either of which is beneficial in
promoting intrinsic or more self-regulated motivation. It may be due to that humans have
a natural tendency to enjoy and get immersed in optimal challenges, and thus through the
process of overcoming the challenges, their competence is developed as well (Elliot et al.,
2000). Deci and Ryan (1985) also agreed to the employment of optimal challenges in
learning contexts for students could perceive their competence from their success
experiences in challenging but achievable tasks. In language learning, Oxford and Shearin
(1994) also gave the same suggestion that teachers could provide more attainable and
meaningful language tasks for students to experience success regularly so that their sense
of self-efficacy could be built up. In short, assisting students in recognizing their own
competence through positive autonomy-supportive feedback and optimal-challenging
tasks can offer support for their competence needs and thus promote their intrinsic or

more self-determined motivation.

Relatedness.

Relatedness is the third inherent need that contributes to the development of more
self-regulated or intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). It refers to the secure and
satisfactory interpersonal involvement and social interaction with others in the society.
When it comes to second and foreign language learning environments, relatedness usually
involves the relationship with teachers and classmates. Gardner (1985) pointed out that
students’ attitudes toward their teachers may affect their motivation to learn and their
learning results. It may be due to that students would engage in academic tasks more if
their relationship with teachers is positive and secure, meaning that they feel being liked,

understood, and helped when they are in need by their teachers (Skinner & Belmont,
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1993). Teachers’ involvement with their students would be reciprocally enhanced by
students’ increased engagement in school activities. In addition, through interacting with
supportive teachers, students would cultivate their learning motivation intrinsically
(Grolnick & Ryan, 1989; Noels et al., 1999). Thus, it is suggested that “the teacher should
be a patient, encouraging person who supports students’ learning efforts” (Good &
Brophy, 1994, p. 215).

As for the interaction among students, cooperative learning and group cohesion are
both relevant to relatedness needs. First of all, classroom cooperative learning is more
effective in enhancing intrinsic motivation or more self-regulated learning behaviors than
competitive or individualistic learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). The reason for it may
be that cooperative learning could reduce learning anxiety and enhance personal devotion
to leaning tasks, positive learning attitude, and a close supportive relationship with
teachers and peers.

Second, group cohesion is “the strength of the relationship linking the members to
one another and to the group itself” (Forsyth, 1990, p. 10). Ehrman and Dornyei (1998)
further stated that members in a good cohesive group completely accept each other and
offer mutual support. In other words, a good cohesive group functions like a community
and unites every member in it as a unit (Senior, 2002). This supportive and
closely-connected relationship is found conducive to the promotion of second language
motivation and thus considered as a significant motivational component in second
language learning environment (Clement, Dornyei, & Noels, 1994; Dornyei 1994). In
addition, it is proved that the higher the group cohesion is, the more production and better
performance the group would give (Evans & Dion, 1991). Studies also discovered that
good group performance is able to promote group cohesion, so both group performance
and group cohesion can foster each other in a positive reciprocal relationship (Chang &

Bordia, 2001). In conclusion, teachers’ involvement with students, cooperative learning
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environment and the quality of group cohesion are critical in terms of promoting learners’
relatedness.

The present study selected the self-determination theory as the theoretical foundation
for three reasons. First, the theory incorporates the implications of the other four
motivational theories introduced in the literature review. The four theories respectively
emphasize the importance of setting appropriate goals (goal theory), raising students’
success expectancy and value in leaning materials (expectancy-value theory), attributing
success or failure to effort (attribution theory), and establishing an adequate sense of
self-efficacy (self-efficacy theory). These theories are relevant to the support for
autonomy and competence, two of the three human inherent needs proposed in the
self-determination theory.

Second, the self-determination theory particularly stresses upon supplying support
for relatedness, the third human inherent need. It states that building up a positive and
supportive relationship among students and teachers fosters self-determined learning
motivation (including intrinsic motivation).

Last, the self-determination theory seems more likely to offer solutions to the
problem that Taiwanese students have: the lack of intrinsic or more self-determined
learning motivation. The theory proposes the possibility of developing one’s motivation
from an extrinsic type to a more self-determined one by satisfying the three human
inherent needs (Deci et al., 1991). This resonates with the purpose of the present study;,
which is to search for a practical way to promote students’ intrinsic or more

self-determined motivation to learn.

30



Learning Motivation Research in Taiwan

Motivation is considered as a vital factor that influences second/foreign language
acquisition (Dornyei, 1990, 2001; Oxford & Shearin, 1994; Warden & Lin, 2000). In
Taiwan, many studies have employed different teaching techniques in the hope of
promoting students’ motivation to learn English in EFL classroom settings. Among them,
most aimed to see how students were motivated by using computer technology in
language classes. (Fang, 2010; Lee, 2012; Wu, Yen & Marek, 2011; Yang, Gamble &Tang,
2012). The participants in the studies were often university students. Fang (2010) studied
EFL university students’ perceptions of the computer-assisted writing program,
MyAccess. The results showed that most of the participants liked using the computer
program as a writing tool. They felt the computer-mediated feedback helped them revise
their essays and develop their writing skills, especially for form corrections. Wu, Yen and
Marek (2011) tried to find out which elements of EFL learning through videoconferences
could increase motivation, confidence and ability the most. The participants were 227
EFL university students. The results indicated that enjoyment derived from successful
authentic interactions with English native speakers (or excellent speakers of English) on
the topics interesting to students was the most fundamental factor that enhanced
confidence, motivation and ability. In addition, Yang, Gamble and Tang (2012)
investigated the effect of different online discussions on EFL learners’ oral proficiency
and motivation. Three types of online discussions, namely unstructured, structured
without teacher’s facilitation and structured with teacher’s facilitation, were explored and
compared. The participants were 90 EFL students from a university in Taiwan and were
randomly assigned to three treatment groups. The results revealed that EFL learners’ oral
proficiency and motivation benefited more from structured online discussions with
teacher’s assistance than the other two types. Relative small number of research studies

younger participants. Lee (2012) studied the effect of the storytelling technique supported

31



by PowerPoint designs and an online recording program, VoiceThread, upon the learning
attitudes and motivation of EFL children with low academic performances. The study
results were positive and encouraging.

Other studies focus on the techniques employed to increase students’ English leaning
motivation, and their participants were often university students, too. Chang (2010)
explored the relationship between group cohesiveness and group norms with EFL
learners’ motivation. The participants were 152 university students in Taiwan. The results
indicated that there was a slight to moderate correlation between the two elements and the
students’ motivation. Besides, several of the participants commented that a good learner
class group was important to their learning, especially when associating with motivated
classmates and the ones they could get along with. Besides investigating the influence of
group structure upon students’ learning motivation, some researchers studied the effect of
using authentic material as a motivator upon English learning. Tsai (2012) adopted a
novel as the main material to investigate the effect upon EFL university students’ English
leaning. The instruction was supported with various multimedia supplements, including
the film on the novel, PowerPoint slides and relevant online texts. It was found that the
participants’ attitudes toward novel-reading, confidence and interest in reading novels,
and perceived reading abilities were all improved. Moreover, Su (2010) studied whether
literature instruction could motivate EFL university students. The study results revealed
that the participants’ learning motivation, language acquisition and literature knowledge
were improved. In addition, they became more able to appreciate literary works.

Many English learning motivation studies in Taiwan involved computer technology
and were often conducted in universities. The reason for adopting computer technology as
an aid to motivate students to learn English may be that computer programs could provide
learners with various language resources and flexible ways to learn English. Thus, an

English instruction accompanied with computer technology could better meet students’
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learning needs and motivate them to learn. However, this kind of instruction is more
popular in the universities than the junior high schools in Taiwan because the curricula,
course schedules, materials and assessments of English courses in the universities are
more flexible. The feature of flexibility makes motivation research proceed more
smoothly without practical barriers. On the contrary, the junior high schools in Taiwan
have a united and fixed curriculum that pressures teachers and students to follow and
requires students to absorb a certain amount of prescribed learning material within a
semester. Besides, the Taiwanese junior high school students study English in a
test-oriented environment. They have three periodical school-administered English
achievement tests every semester and numerous in-class quizzes. In addition, they are
required to take a formal English exam in Comprehensive Assessment Program held by
the Ministry of Education in Taiwan before graduation. Thus, their motivation to learn are
often underdeveloped or only triggered by external stimuli, like getting good grades or
praise from others. In such a learning situation, a practical teaching/learning method that
could help students promote self-determined motivation to learn is relatively not easy to
find, and therefore the relevant studies are few. The present research attempted to fill the
gap by designing test-question preview worksheets based on self-determination theory to
lessen students’ test pressure, transfer their attention from grades to learning, and enhance

their learning motivation.

Worksheets Used in English Classes
Worksheets are generally defined as the sheets of paper containing written or typed
exercises (Doff, 1988). They are distributed to the class and may be collected when the
lesson ends so that they could be used again. Doff (1988) introduced several purposes of
using worksheets in English classes. First, worksheets can provide additional exercises

when the textbook doesn’t offer enough exercises for students to practice. Teachers can
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also adapt the exercises from the textbook so as to meet the needs of their students better.
Some supplementary learning materials other than the textbook can also be given to
students in the form of worksheets. Last, if there aren’t textbooks for all the students,
worksheets could serve as students’ textbooks.

Furthermore, Doff (1988) gave suggestions for designing worksheets used in English
classes. First, teachers need to make sure there are enough copies of worksheets for their
students so that they can do activities at the same time. Second, the instructions on the
worksheets need to be clear and comprehensible to students. If necessary, the instructions
can be written in students’ own language. Third, the content of the worksheets can be
simple and controlled so that the worksheets won’t be too difficult for students to
complete. Last, teachers can design a set of different worksheets so that students can

choose one(s) to do based on their levels and speed.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

This chapter specifies the participants, instruments and procedure of the empirical
study, aiming to discover the influence of the test-question preview worksheets on junior
high school students’ English learning motivation and on their performance of English

achievement tests.

Participants

The participants in the study were two classes of eighth-grade students of the same
size (30 students, 17 boys and 13 girls, in each class) from a public junior high school in
Taoyuan City in Taiwan. They were all native speakers of Chinese and had similar social
and educational background. Before the experiment, they all had received formal English
training for at least 6 years, and none of them had lived overseas before. In addition, both
classes’ overall English academic performances were found similar by comparing the sum
of the scores gained from their previous school-administered English achievement tests
with the independent-samples t-test.

With the similar background and English academic performances, both classes were
randomly assigned as an experimental group and a control group. Furthermore, the
participants in each group were stratified into three subgroups (i.e. high, middle and low
groups) according to their mean scores of the previous school-administered English
achievement tests. Based on the concept of discrimination indices, in norm-referenced
testing, dividing the whole test candidates into high, middle and low groups with the
percentage, 27%, 46% and 27%, to do item discrimination analysis is more likely to get
higher reliability of discrimination indices when the candidates’ scores are in normal

distribution (Wu, 2009). The first 27% of the whole participants in each group (i.e. the
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experimental and control groups) were labeled as the members of the high group, the next
46% the middle group, and the last 27% the low group. Thus, the experimental group and
the control group had 8 members in the high group, 14 in the middle group, and 8 in the

low group.

Instruments
The instruments implemented in this study comprised (1) test-question preview
worksheets (See Appendix A), (2) an English learning motivation questionnaire (See
Appendix B), and (3) a school-administered English achievement test (See Appendix C).
The achievement test was composed by the English teachers in the public junior high
school where the participants were studying. The other two instruments, the worksheets
and the questionnaire, were both designed based on the self-determination theory (Deci &

Ryan, 1985).

The Principles for Designing the Test-question Preview Worksheets and
English Learning Motivation Questionnaire

According to the self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), the satisfaction of
the three fundamental psychological needs, competence®, autonomy and relatedness, can
promote intrinsic or more self-regulated motivation. In order to enhance the participants’
English learning motivation, several test-question preview worksheets were designed to
provide support for the three basic needs. In addition, an English learning motivation
questionnaire was devised for evaluating whether the participants’ competence perception,
autonomy for learning English and relatedness with their classmates and the teacher were
promoted after the use of the worksheets. Both instruments were developed based on the

six principles drawn from previous research findings and suggestions about the ways of

! The present study focuses on promoting the participants’ competence perception.
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satisfying the three psychological needs. The principles are explained below.

There were two principles adopted to support students’ competence perception. The
first principle was providing optimal challenges (Principle 1). Such challenges could offer
chances for students to evaluate their competence, accumulate success experiences, and
have a sense of achievement (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Hunt, 1966; Oxford & Shearin, 1994).
The second principle was giving positive informative feedback (Principle 2). The
feedback could help students increase their confidence in their own competence (Deci &
Ryan,1985; Vallerand & Reid, 1988).

As for autonomy support, three principles were employed in the design of the
worksheets and the questionnaire. The first principle was removing (or lessening) test
pressure (Principle 3). Learners with too much focus on tests and performances may feel
pressured and become anxious in their learning (Deci & Ryan, 1985). In order to help the
participants focus more on their learning, it was necessary to reduce the anxiety. The
second principle was offering the participants opportunities to take responsibility for
learning (Principle 4). It has been suggested that teachers should be aware of autonomous
learners’ traits and design activities that encourage students to cultivate such traits, like
setting individual goals, deciding the ways to learn, and evaluating their leaning (Holec,
1981; Oxford & Shearin, 1994; Wang & Peverly, 1986). Furthermore, leading students to
attribute their success to effort and failure to insufficient effort is also an autonomous
learner trait that could be developed (Child, 1994; Dornyei, 1990). The third principle for
promoting autonomous learning was to respond to the participants’ questions and
comments and to acknowledge their experiences and perspectives (Principle 5). It was
adopted from a set of the autonomy-supportive teacher behaviors that have been
identified and found correlated with students’ autonomy for learning (Reeve & Jang,

2006).
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The support for the participants’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher
included one principle. It was creating opportunities to interact with others (Principle 6),
which could increase the closeness with others (Johnson & Johnson, 1994). For example,
students would get involved in a discussion if their teacher gives them a task that can’t be
worked out or completed alone.

The ways to apply the principles to the test-question preview worksheets and the

English learning motivation questionnaire are specified in the following two sections.

Test-question Preview Worksheets

The purpose of developing the test-question preview worksheets (See Appendix A)
was to provide the participants with support for competence perception, autonomy and
relatedness, which are viewed as three basic psychological needs for promoting intrinsic
or more self-regulated motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). In order to reach the goal, the
worksheets were designed based on the six principles (Principles 1 to 6) elaborated in the
previous section. Each worksheet contained four sections. They were (1) the test section,
(2) the advanced exercise section, (3) the student self-evaluation section, and (4) the
student/teacher feedback section. The content of the four sections as well as the ways of
applying the principles to the design of the sections are described in the following
paragraphs. The participants were given the Chinese version of the worksheets during the

experiment (See Appendix A).

The Test Section
The test section was composed of two parts, vocabulary and grammar, which were

usually the targets tested in the school-administered English achievement test?. The

2 The test questions in the test section would serve as the test questions on an upcoming vocabulary and
grammar in-class quiz. They were different from those of the school-administered English achievement test,
but both sets of the test questions tested the same linguistic knowledge taught in English class.
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exercises in this section were given to the participants to preview before a test, and then
the same exercises were used as the test questions in the test. Thus, the participants could
be free from the pressure and control of the test and could focus more on the materials
they were learning (Principle 3). The full score of the test was 100 points. The following

illustrates the vocabulary part in the test section from one of the worksheets.

I. Test: A. Vocabulary. Please fill in the gaps with appropriate vocabulary. (40%)

1. 53 2. &3 18 3. £4F

4, F & 5. Mg ;A%

6. There are many (r) here. You can choose one and listen

to English programs on it.

7. I love to sing and dance (a) with pop songs.

8. You can keep a (d) to practice your English writing.

9.1t’s (q) hot these days. I feel I can’t live without an air conditioner.
10. No one is perfect. Everyone makes (m) sometimes.

In the vocabulary part, there were two types of exercises. The first type contained five
questions (i.e. Questions 1 to 5) which required the participants to write down the English
equivalents of Chinese words or phrases. They could easily get the points in this part by
finding the answers directly from their English textbooks. The other type encompassing
the next five questions (i.e. Questions 6 to 10) was not as easy because the participants
had to fill suitable vocabulary in the gaps of the given English sentences. For this part of
exercises, they were encouraged to discuss the answers with their classmates or teacher.
After the vocabulary part was the grammar part. It is illustrated below.
The grammar part also consisted of two types of exercises. The first type examined the
participants’ linguistic knowledge at lexical level. The most common task was changing
the base form of a verb into its past form as shown in our example. The participants could

find the answers in the textbook. The second type was a little more challenging because
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the participants needed to paraphrase, complete English sentences with given words or
change English sentences from indicative forms into interrogative ones. They could
cooperate with each other or seek help from the teacher to compose or transform the

sentences correctly.

B. Grammar. Please give the past tense of the following verbs. (18%)
1. try 2. practice 3. enjoy
4. keep 5. finish 6. plan

Please complete the sentences with the given words. (42%)
[Notice: Pay attention to the tense and the changes of the base verbs. J
1. Eric/ finish/ read the English magazine/ this morning.

2. Frank/ plan/ write a card to Tina/ after school/ yesterday.

3. Willy/ enjoy/ dance and jog/ , not sing.

4. My sister/ help me/ my homework/ every day.

5. The floor/ need/ clean/ every week.

6. Peter/ keep/ practice/ speak English/ with foreigners/ last Sunday.

7. David doesn’t know these English words.
He/ need/ look up/ them.

To make sure the participants of different achievement levels had a chance to deal
with challenging tasks, the exercises in the vocabulary and grammar parts were designed
and arranged from easy to hard ones. By solving the questions, the participants could
develop their sense of achievement and be more aware of their competence (Principle 1).
Also, the participants were encouraged to take responsibility for their learning by

deciding the ways to look for the answers to the questions in the test section (Principle 4).
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They could ask their classmates or the teacher for help when the questions were too hard
for them (Principle 6).

After previewing and preparing for the test questions, the participants took the test
with the same questions in class. Then, their teacher collected the worksheets used in the
tests. She corrected them and wrote supportive informative comments. Through the
corrections and comments, the participants would better understand which part(s) need(s)
more efforts and what they had learned. This perhaps helped them know their own

competence better (Principle 2).

The Advanced Exercise Section

The advanced exercise section included two types of exercises, English sentence
making practice and a small oral survey. They were both more flexible and challenging
than the exercises in the test section. The participants could do these exercises with the
aid of their classmates or their teacher after class (Principle 6). Since the participants
could gain help from others, the advanced exercises were regarded as optimal challenges
to them (Principle 1). Furthermore, this section was given to the participants as an
assignment so that there weren’t any test pressure and control (Principle 3). Extra points
would be given as encouragement when the participants made efforts on this part. An
illustration of this section is presented below.

In the English sentence making practice, the participants were encouraged to create
their own sentences to describe their personal experiences by using the vocabulary or
grammar they had learned from the grammar and vocabulary instruction. As for the small
oral survey, they were encouraged to use the newly-learned vocabulary and grammar to
converse with their classmates and then to record the information they got on the
worksheet in full English sentences. Both types of exercises placed emphasis on language

use instead of language knowledge. This perhaps helped the participants focus more on
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their English learning rather than on having good performances on tests (Principle 3).
Moreover, through interacting with classmates, they could possibly become more related

to each other (Principle 6).

I1. Advanced Exercises:
¥ You will gain extra points if you finish this section!

A. Sentence making practice.
Please use one of the given verbs to describe two things that you will do after school.
1.(want, need)
2.( plan, try)
Please write two sentences that describe two things you recently kept doing,
practiced, finished or enjoyed.
1. (keep, practice)
2. (finish, enjoy)
B. An English oral survey.
Please ask two of your classmates about what they will do after school today in English and

write down their answers in the following table.

[Please use the verbs: want, need, plan or try. J

Example: A:

B:
Names Fwill ---
1.

Later, the teacher corrected and commented this section with positive informative
feedback. From the feedback, the participants would get to know more about their current
competence and would thus become more confident in using the target language

(Principle 2).

The Student Self-evaluation Section
The student self-evaluation section was purposefully designed to promote the

participants’ English learning motivation. There were two parts in this section. Part 1
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needed to be completed before a test whereas Part 2 after the test. Below illustrate the

self-evaluation questions.

Part 1: Please answer the following question before the test.

Question : I anticipate getting points because I have...

a. previewed the test questions.

b. practiced answering the test questions by writing the answers on another
piece of paper.

c. looked for the answers to the test questions from the English textbook.

d. reviewed the vocabulary and grammatical points in the English
textbook.

e. discussed the test questions with my classmates or teacher.

f. (other preparations)

Part 2: Please answer the following questions after the test.

Question 1: I got points, and I feel satisfied with the test result because ...

a. | successfully achieved my goal with the effort | had made.
b.

even though | failed to reach my goal.
c. (other reasons)

Question 2: [ got points, but I’'m not satisfied with the test result because ...

a. | carelessly left some of the test questions unanswered.

b. I misunderstood some of the test questions.

c. I answered the test questions carelessly.

d. I didn’t scrutinize my answers.

e. I wasn’t attentive to the teacher’s instruction.

f. I didn’t review the vocabulary and grammatical points completely.
g. I didn’t discuss the test questions with others in advance.

h. 1 was misguided by my classmates in discussions.

i. I didn’t have enough time to finish all the test questions.

J.

even though I achieved my goal.
K. (other reasons)
Therefore, | need to

In this way, I won’t make the same mistakes when encountering similar
test questions on the upcoming tests.
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Question 3: From this worksheet learning, I have learned

Question 4: | feel thankful to because

In Part 1, there was only one guided question designed to encourage the participants to set
goals and to determine the ways to prepare for the test section. It was purposefully
devised to motivate the participants to take responsibility for their learning (Principle 4).

On the other hand, Part 2 consisted of four guided questions (i.e. Questions 1 to 4).
After the test section was corrected and commented by the teacher, the participants chose
either Question 1 or Question 2 to answer according to how satisfied they felt with their
test results. Then they ticked or wrote down the reasons for their satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with their own performances. Moreover, they reflected on what they had
learned from the worksheet in Question 3. The teacher’s corrections and comments in
both the test section and the advanced exercise section could also assist them in
perceiving their competence (Principle 2). From Questions 1 to 3, the participants were
led to self-evaluate their learning. This process perhaps helped develop their autonomy
for learning English (Principle 4).

As for Question 4 in Part 2, it gave the participants a chance to think of the people
they wanted to express gratitude to and the reasons for doing so. Through this reflection,
the participants would probably find that their classmates and the teacher were very
helpful when they encountered some difficulties or situations they couldn’t work out by
themselves. Besides, their relatedness with their classmates and the teacher would
perhaps be strengthened by this realization and an opportunity to say thank you (Principle

6).
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To sum up, this section was for the participants to practice taking the initiative in
learning, to evaluate their learning outcomes, to perceive their competence, and to
cooperate with their classmates and the teacher in learning, all of which were assumed to
provide support for competence perception, autonomy for learning English and
relatedness with classmates and the teacher.

In addition, the checklists offered in the question in Part 1 and Questions 1 and 2 in
Part 2 could help the participants to answer the questions more completely. They also
served as suggestions for how to study for the test section and what might need to be

careful about so as to get a satisfying test result.

The Student/Teacher Feedback Section

The fourth section was designed for the participants and their teacher to exchange
feedback. Thus, it contained two parts. One was for the participants to write down their
feedback; the other was for their teacher to respond to it. The instruction of the section is

illustrated as follows:

1. The words | want to say to my teacher:

(Suggested topics: (1) Advice for future instructions. (2) Learning difficulties.
(3) Learning reflection. )

2. The words my teacher wants to say to me:

In the first part, the participants picked any of the suggested topics (i.e. advice for future
instructions, learning difficulties and learning reflection) or set their own topic to express

their comments, questions, experiences and perspectives about this period of learning.
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Their teacher responded to their feedback positively, supportively and informatively in
the second part. From the feedback, the teacher would know what extra help or
complementary material was needed to assist the participants in learning English and how
to adjust her instructions to meet their needs. On the other hand, the participants would
find their problems, worries and leaning anxiety recognized and concerned by their
teacher. Besides, they would receive some supportive informative responses that probably
helped them become aware of their current competence and the possible directions of
adjusting their ways of learning. Furthermore, their relatedness with their teacher could
possibly increase through this channel of communication. In sum, this section was
designed to help the participants perceive their competence (Principle 2), promote their
autonomy for learning (Principles 4 and 5), and improve their relatedness with their
teacher (Principle 6).

The last two sections, the student self-evaluation section and the student/teacher
feedback section, were deliberately devised to promote the participants’ competence
perception, autonomy for learning English and relatedness with their classmates and the
teacher in the hope of increasing their intrinsic or more self-determined English learning

motivation.

The Two Stages of Completing the Worksheet Learning

The test-question preview worksheets are unlike the worksheets normally used in
English classes. They combine the functions of test preview and worksheets together. For
the function of test preview, the test questions of an upcoming vocabulary and grammar
in-class quiz® were printed on the worksheets and distributed to the participants to

preview and prepare for after the teacher finished teaching a lesson. The next day, the

% The test questions of an upcoming vocabulary and grammar in-class quiz were different from those of the
school-administered English achievement test which the participants would take after the worksheet
treatment, but both sets of the test questions tested the same linguistic knowledge taught in English class.

46



worksheets were used as test papers. The participants took a quiz right on them. Then the
teacher collected the worksheets, checked the answers and gave comments.

For the function of worksheets, the worksheets contained several advanced exercises,
including a sentence making practice and an English oral survey. They were given to the
participants as assignments. It was expected that the participants would cooperate with
each other to finish these exercises. In addition, several guided questions for the
participants to decide the ways to learn and set a goal before a test and to evaluate their
own learning after the test were placed in the student self-evaluation section on the
worksheets. The worksheets provided opportunities for the participants and the teacher to
give feedback in the student/teacher feedback section.

There were two stages in the worksheet learning. In the first stage, the teacher gave
the participants a vocabulary and grammar instruction and distributed a test-question
preview worksheet to them. Then the participants completed Part 1 in the student
self-evaluation section on the worksheet to set a goal for the upcoming test and to
determine their own favorite ways of preparing for the test section in advance. They could
look for the answers in their textbooks or discuss the challenging questions with their
classmates or the teacher. However, they were not allowed to write anything in the test
section until the next day when the teacher asked them to take out the worksheet and
finish the test questions right on the section as an in-class vocabulary and grammar test.
Then, all the worksheets were collected, corrected, commented and graded by the teacher.

In the second stage, the teacher returned the worksheets back and explained the test
questions that the participants asked. Then she gave a clear instruction and several
examples to get the participants ready for completing the advanced exercise section, the
rest of the student self-evaluation section and the student/teacher feedback section. After
they finished the worksheets, the teacher gathered the worksheets again to give comments

on the advanced exercise section and to respond to the participants’ self-evaluation and
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feedback in the last two sections. In the end, the worksheets were distributed back to the

participants.

English Learning Motivation Questionnaire

The English learning motivation questionnaire (See Appendix B) was a four-point
Likert scale questionnaire in which each item contained four options ranging from
“Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.” It was used before and after the treatment to
discover whether the participants’ English learning motivation was enhanced through the
use of the test-question preview worksheets. Three groups of questions were designed to
respectively probe into the change of the participants’ competence perception, autonomy
for learning English and relatedness with their classmates and the teacher before and after
the experiment. The first group consisted of two questions, and the second and the third
groups contained five questions respectively. The following paragraphs describe the
twelve questions and their correspondence with the principles (i.e. Principles 1 to 6) used
to design the questionnaire. The participants were given the Chinese version of the
questionnaire during the experiment (See Appendix B).

Questions 1 and 2 were composed based on Principles 1 and 2 about the support for
competence perception (i.e. providing optimal challenges and positive informative
feedback). They were used to evaluate the effect of the worksheet learning on the
promotion of the participants’ competence perception. Question 1 was to assess if the
participants had built up a sense of achievement by overcoming the optimal challenges
offered by the school English class (Principle 1). As for Question 2, it aimed to examine
whether the teacher’s positive informative feedback enhanced the participants’ confidence
in their own competence in learning English (Principle 2).

The next five questions (Questions 3 to 7) were produced according to Principles 3

to 5 about autonomy support (i.e. removing or lessening test pressure and control, giving
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chances to take responsibility for learning, and responding to students’ problems).
Question 3 aimed to find out whether the participants were active in learning English or
mostly triggered by their test pressure to learn (Principle 3). Questions 4 to 6 investigated
if the participants showed any autonomous learners’ traits in their English learning
(Principle 4). The traits included setting goals (Question 4), determining the ways to learn
(Question 5), and ascribing their success and failure to effort (Question 6). At last,
Question 7 evaluated whether the participants autonomously learned from their mistakes
picked out by their teacher in the test section (Principle 5).

The last five questions (Questions 8 to 12) in the questionnaire were to examine the
participants’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher in English learning. They
were produced based on Principle 6 about relatedness support (i.e. creating the
opportunities to interact with classmates and the teacher). Questions 8 to 11 evaluated the
relatedness between the participants and their classmates. The focuses included acquiring
the tips for English learning from their classmates (Question 8), sharing their favorite
ways of English learning with their classmates (Question 9), encouraging each other to
learn English better (Question 10), and enjoying discussing English problems with their
classmates (Question 11). Question 12, on the other hand, inquired into the participants’
relatedness with their teacher. It was to find out if the participants felt enjoyable in
discussing their English problems with their teacher.

The face validity of the questionnaire was ensured by inviting an export, a professor
mastering testing and statistics of social science and serving in a university of education
in northern Taiwan, to examine whether the questionnaire items truly reflected the
objectives of the study or not. Also, a pilot study was conducted to see if any necessary

modifications were needed to secure the reliability of the questionnaire.
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A School-administered English Achievement Test

A school-administered achievement test is a formal periodical exam held three times
a semester in public junior high schools in Taiwan. In other words, the Taiwanese junior
high school students have to take one every five or six weeks to evaluate their learning
outcome of the subjects, including English, taught in school. Besides, the scores the
students gain from these achievement tests may influence their chances of entering their
ideal senior high schools; therefore, they value these tests very much.

In school-administered English achievement tests, the knowledge of vocabulary and
grammar is usually an emphasis and often tested in various forms, such as gape filling
and multiple-choice questions. Under such circumstance, the worksheets were designed
with a focus on these two areas so as to meet the participants’ immediate needs. The
reason to involve one of the English achievement tests (See Appendix C) into this
research was that the researcher wished to know whether or not the participants with the
aid of the worksheets could outperform those not using the worksheets on the English

achievement tests.

Data Analysis Methods

The data gathered from the three instruments were analyzed with qualitative and
quantitative methods to answer the two research questions: (1) Is students’ English
learning motivation promoted after the use of the test-question preview worksheets in the
test-oriented learning environment? (2) Do the students using the test-question preview
worksheets outperform those not using the worksheets on a school-administered English
achievement test? To answer Research Question 1, the data from the test-question
preview worksheets and the English learning motivation questionnaire were respectively
analyzed qualitatively and quantitatively. The qualitative method adopted in the study was

to count the number of the participants in each of the experimental subgroups (i.e. high,
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middle and low groups) who at least once gave similar responses to the guided questions
in the student self-evaluation section and the student/feedback section on the worksheets.
The reason for only analyzing the data from these two sections was that those data could
represent the participants’ learning behaviors and attitudes toward the worksheet learning.
The analytical results would reveal whether the participants gained support for
competence perception, autonomy for learning English and relatedness with their
classmates and the teacher from the worksheet learning. The other two sections, the test
section and the advanced exercise section, only providing a variety of exercises for the
participants to practice and get familiar with the newly-learned English material, couldn’t
offer directly-relevant data that helped answer Research Question 1.

In the student self-evaluation section, there were two parts for the participants to
answer before and after a test. Part 1 contained one guided question about the goals the
participants set and the learning strategies they selected to prepare for the test questions.
These data could reveal information about the participants’ competence perception and
degree of autonomy. As for Part 2, it comprised four guided questions. The first two
questions were for the participants to express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their
test results and the reasons for feeling in that way. Their responses to the questions
provided the information about whether their competence perception increased or
decreased after the test, and whether their success or failure was attributed to effort. The
third question inquired what was learned from the worksheet, which offered the
information about whether the participants recognized their English competence or/and
autonomy for learning English was/were improving through the worksheet learning. The
data gathered from these three guided questions would indicate if the worksheet learning
provided support for the participants’ competence perception and autonomy for learning
English. The last question gave the participants a chance to express their gratitude toward

their helpers. They not only wrote down their helpers’ names but also described the
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reasons why they felt thankful. These data would manifest the degrees of the participants’
relatedness with their classmates and the teacher in terms of English learning and would
also indicate whether they gained relatedness support from the worksheet learning.

The student/teacher feedback section, on the other hand, contained two open
questions collecting the data about the participants’ general reflections on and suggestions
for the worksheet learning. These data would also reveal some information about whether
or not the participants’ three motivational components were improved after the use of the
worksheets.

The data from the English learning motivation questionnaire were analyzed
through three quantitative methods. First, the independent-samples t-test was used to
compare the experimental and control groups’ three motivational components. Second,
the paired-samples t-test was employed to compare the questionnaire scores within the
experimental and control groups as well as the experimental subgroups (i.e. high, middle
and low groups). The quantitative data would indicate if the participants’ competence
perception, autonomy for English learning and relatedness with their classmates and the
teacher changed after the experiment. Third, the mean scores of every questionnaire item
gained by the experimental subgroups before and after the experiment were further
compared in order to obtain the details of the changes in the three motivational
components. The statistical results from both quantitative methods would reveal the
influence of the test-question preview worksheets on the participants’ English learning
motivation.

To answer Research Question 2, the scores of the school-administered English
achievement test gained by the experimental and control groups as well as their
subgroups were compared by means of the independent-samples t-test. The statistical
results would indicate whether or not the experimental group’s English academic

performance was better than the control group’s after the experiment.
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Procedure

The procedure of the whole study included a pilot study and a formal study. The
purpose of conducting a pilot study was to test the workability of the English learning
motivation questionnaire and the test-question preview worksheets. The formal study
subsequently proceeded after the necessary modifications found in the pilot study were

made.

Pilot Study
In this research, a pilot study was carried out to ensure the reliability of the English
learning motivation questionnaire and the practicability and effectiveness of the
test-question preview worksheets. The procedure and the results of the pilot study as well

as the modifications of the two instruments are described in the following sections.

The Procedure of the Pilot Study

The participants in the pilot study were 30 students (16 boys and 14 girls) from an
eighth-grade class, other than the participants in the formal study but with the similar
social and learning background. The instruments included the English learning motivation
questionnaire and three test-question preview worksheets. The participants firstly
answered the English learning motivation questionnaire and then accepted a vocabulary
and grammar instruction based on the content of their school English textbook. After the
instruction, they were given a test-question preview worksheet to finish Part 1 in the
student self-evaluation section and to prepare for the test questions in the test section. The
next day, they took a vocabulary and grammar test right on the worksheet. The teacher
collected the worksheets and then corrected and commented the test section. After
returning back the worksheets, she illustrated how to do the advanced exercise section,

the rest of the student self-evaluation section and the student/teacher feedback section.
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The participants completed those sections after class and handed the worksheets to their
teacher. The teacher checked the advanced exercise section, commented on the
participants’ self-evaluation, and responded to their feedback. Then she returned back the
worksheets. After the vocabulary and grammar instruction and the worksheet learning
repeated three times for three continuous lessons in the school English textbook, the

participants filled in the same motivation questionnaire.

The Results of the Pilot Study and the Modifications

Since the goal of the pilot study was to test the reliability of the English learning
motivation questionnaire and the function as well as the feasibility of the test-question
preview worksheets, the results of the pilot study were evaluated and analyzed to
determine several modifications in these two instruments. The details are presented in the
following two sections, the English learning motivation questionnaire and the

test-question preview worksheets.

The test-question preview worksheets.

In accordance with the participants’ answers and responses to the questions on the
test-question preview worksheets, several modifications were made to improve the
practicability and effectiveness of the worksheets. The following four paragraphs describe
the original forms of the four sections on the worksheets, the reasons for making the
modifications, and the details of the changes.

The test section initially included an English sentence making practice. However,
almost half of the participants, especially the low achievers, in the pilot study didn’t score
well in this part, even though the questions had been offered to them in advance. Thus, to
prevent the participants from feeling disappointed at losing points in the English sentence

making practice, the test section excluded the sentence making items. They were used
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only in the advanced exercise section. When the participants produced good English
sentences on their own, they could win extra points as encouragement.

As for the advanced exercise section, the participants in the pilot study weren’t
enthusiastic in completing the short oral survey. And some of them even left this part
empty. With the view to increasing their enthusiasm for taking part in the oral survey,
some extra points would be given to those who finished this part.

In the student self-evaluation section, the first three guided questions were originally
in the form of short-answer questions, which was found to fail in eliciting comprehensive
answers from the participants. Their answers were either too general or incomplete. In
light of this, the form of these guided questions was changed into a checklist of possible
answers that were drawn from the participants’ responses in the pilot study. By doing so,
it would be easier for the participants in the formal study to complete these three
questions comprehensively.

The student/teacher feedback section didn’t provide the suggested topics for the
participants. In other words, they had to think of their own topics to write about.
Nevertheless, some of the participants had no idea what they could write in this section or
gave the responses similar to those in the student self-evaluation section. To avoid this
problem, three suggested topics (i.e. learning difficulties, advice for future instruction and
learning reflection) were added to the instruction of this section so that the participants in
the formal study could pick one to write about when they couldn’t come up with their

own topics (See Appendix B).

The English learning motivation questionnaire.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the English learning motivation questionnaire was
calculated to examine the internal-consistency reliability. The coefficient was 0.819 for

the study sample, which indicated that the questionnaire used in the study was a reliable
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instrument (Henson, 2001). In addition, the content validity of the questionnaire was
assessed by an export mastering testing and statistics of social science from a university
in Taiwan, and some necessary modifications were made according to his advice.

To assess the function of the test-question preview worksheets, the results of the
English learning motivation questionnaire before and after the worksheet treatment were
compared through the paired-samples t-test, and a significant difference was found
(t=-3.269, p=0.003<0.05). This statistic outcome suggested that the worksheet learning
had positive effects on the participants” English learning motivation and could be used in

the formal study.
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Formal Study
The formal study lasted for seven weeks (from October 17" to November 2", 2010).

Figure 3 illustrates the procedure of the formal study.

Formal Study

Experimental group: Control group:
Pre-questionnaire Pre-questionnaire
A 4
Vocabulary and Vocabulary and
grammar instruction /| grammar instruction

: }
Test-question preview
worksheet (self-study)

v

Test-question preview

A test (containing the
same test questions as

>. three < those on the
times test-question preview

worksheet (a test) worksheet)

v v
Test-question preview Advanced exercises only
worksheet (containing the same
(advanced exercises, exercises as those on the
self-evaluation and test-question preview
feedback) worksheet)

| |
v

A school-administered English achievement test

Post-questionnaire

!

Data analysis

Figure 3.1 The Procedure of the Formal Study
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In the formal study, there were an experimental group and a control group, each
containing 30 students (17 boys and 13 girls). Both groups answered the English learning
motivation questionnaire and received a vocabulary and grammar instruction based on the
content of a lesson from their school English textbook. After the instruction, they took a
vocabulary and grammar test. Then, the teacher graded the test papers, gave comments
and explained the test questions to the participants. In addition, she demonstrated the
ways to do the advanced exercises so that the participants could finish them after class.
The next day, the teacher evaluated the advanced exercises and gave positive and
supportive feedback to the participants. During the whole formal study, both groups
accepted three vocabulary and grammar instructions, took three vocabulary and grammar
tests and practiced the follow-up advanced exercises after each of the tests. At the end of
the experiment, they took a school-administered English achievement test and filled up
the same motivation questionnaire again.

The difference between the treatments of the two groups was that the experimental
group was able to preview and prepare for the test questions on the vocabulary and
grammar tests in advance. Those questions were given on the test-question preview
worksheets distributed to the participants in the experimental group for self-study.
Afterwards, they took the tests right on the worksheets which were used as the test papers.
In addition to the test questions, several guided questions were also provided on the
worksheets to encourage the participants to set goals, select suitable learning strategies
for preparing for the test questions, self-evaluate their learning and exchange feedback
with their teacher. These questions were intended to promote the three motivational
components, namely competence perception, autonomy for learning English and
relatedness with classmates and the teacher, in the process of preparing for the vocabulary

and grammar tests.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the results and discussion of the quantitative and qualitative
data from the three instruments used in the study. The statistical data from the English
learning motivation questionnaire provide the information about whether or not the
participants’ three motivational components (i.e. competence perception®, autonomy for
learning English and relatedness with their classmates and the teacher) were promoted
after the use of the worksheets. The qualitative data from the test-question preview
worksheets offer the details about the participants’ learning behaviors, learning reflection
and feedback to the teacher. The details would help explain the influence of the
worksheets upon the motivational components. The statistical data from the
school-administered English achievement test, on the other hand, would indicate whether
the participants with the aid of the worksheets had better academic performance than

those not using the worksheets.

The Statistical Results of
the English Learning Motivation Questionnaire
This section represents the descriptive and inferential statistical results of the pre-
and post-English learning motivation questionnaires®. The statistical results are given in

Tables 4.1 to 4.8.

* The present study focuses on promoting the participants’ competence perception. Their English
competence isn’t examined in the study.

® The contents of the pre- and post-English learning motivation questionnaires are the same. The difference
is that pre-questionnaire was given to the participants before the treatment, and the post-questionnaire was
given after the treatment.
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Table 4.1
Independent-samples T-test of the Experimental and Control Groups’
Competence Perception, Autonomy and Relatedness before the Treatment

Experimental Group - Control Group
Independent Differences

Mean SD t Sig.
Competence Perception 4,73 1.701 -2.096 .040*
Autonomy 12.63 3.222 -1.415 162
Relatedness 11.27 3.610 -2.524 .014*

*p <. 05

As displayed in Table 4.1, the experimental group’s competence perception and
relatedness with their classmates and the teacher were lower than the control group’s
before the treatment. Since the present study focuses on observing the effects of the
worksheet treatment on the experimental group, the changes of the three motivational
components found in the group would be further analyzed. The following tables present
the paired-samples t-test results, showing the in-group comparisons of the three

motivational components before and after the treatment.
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Table 4.2
Paired-samples T-test of the Experimental and the Control Groups’ Competence
Perception, Autonomy and Relatedness

PRE-POST

Paired Differences

Mean SD t Sig.
Experimental Group (N=30)

Competence Perception .000 1.486 .000 1.000
Autonomy -.333 2.670 -.684 499
Relatedness -.500 2.636 -1.039 .307

Control Group (N=30)

Competence Perception 200 1.186 924 .363
Autonomy 1.167 2.183 2.928 .007*
Relatedness 567 3.339 929 .360

*p <. 05

As shown in Table 4.2, no significant difference was found in the experimental group’s
competence perception, autonomy and relatedness after the treatment overall, but the
worksheets perhaps had different effects on the participants of different achievement
levels. The following sub-sections further explore the effects of the worksheet learning
upon the experimental high, middle and low groups.

On the other hand, the control group became less active in learning English after the
experiment. This unexpected result, though not the focus in this study, may worth a

further investigation in future studies.

The Changes of the Experimental High Group’ Three Motivational Components
The following presents the paired-samples t-test results of the experimental high
group’s English learning motivation questionnaire scores (See Table 4.3) as well as the
descriptive statistical results of the 12 questionnaire items (See Table 4.4). Both statistical

results were used to see whether there were any changes in the high achievers’ three
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motivational components (i.e. competence perception, autonomy and relatedness) after

the experiment.

Table 4.3
Paired-samples T-test of the Experimental High Group § Competence Perception,
Autonomy and Relatedness

PRE-POST
Paired Differences
Mean SD t Sig.
Experimental High Group
(N=8)

Competence Perception 125 354 1.000 351
Autonomy -2.375 2.264 -2.967 .021*
Relatedness -.750 2.375 -.893 402

*p<.05

The experimental high group became more active in learning English after the worksheet
learning. As displayed in Table 4.3, the high group’s autonomy manifested a significant
rise (t=-2.967, p=0.021<0.05), suggesting that the worksheets provided some autonomy
support for the high achievers. However, the t-test results of the group’s competence
perception and relatedness indicated no significant differences after the experiment.

A detailed look into the descriptive statistical results of each questionnaire item (See
Table 4.4) may help further understand the influence of the worksheet learning upon the

high achievers’ competence perception, autonomy and relatedness.
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Table 4.4
The Descriptive Statistical Results of the Experimental High Group § Questionnaire
Scores

Item Statement Pre-questionnaire  Post-questionnaire
Mean SD Mean SD
1 | gain a sense of achievement frommy  3.25 463 3.13 641

success experiences of learning
English at school.
2 The teacher’s affirmation of my 2.88 .835 2.88 .835
English competence makes me feel
confident in learning English well.

3 | spend time reviewing the 2.00 1.069 2.25 1.035
newly-learned English materials
actively.

4 | set goals for improving my English 2.00 1.195 3.00 1.069
competence.

5 | search for solutions to my English 2.88 .835 3.38 518
problems actively.

6 | attribute my success or failure in 3.13 .835 3.38 744
English learning to effort.

7 I learn from my mistakes with 3.25 707 3.63 518
teacher’s corrections and comments.

8 I learn some English-learning tips from 2.13 1.246 2.25 1.035

my classmates, like the ways to
memorize difficult English words.

9 I’m willing to share my English 2.63 1.302 3.00 1.069
learning strategies with my classmates.

10 My classmates and | encourage each 2.63 1.302 3.00 1.069
other to learn English well.

11 I enjoy discussing English questions 3.00 1.069 2.88 1.126
with my classmates.

12 I enjoy discussing English questions 3.00 .926 3.00 1.069
with my teacher.

According to the paired-samples t-test results in Table 4.3, the high achievers learned

English more actively after the treatment. This finding was echoed by the unanimous
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increase in the mean scores of the five questionnaire items (Items 3 to 7) that measured
the participants’ autonomy for learning English (See Table 4.4). The five items generally
received above-average mean scores (M=2.00, 2.00, 2.88, 3.13, 3.25)° before the
worksheet learning. After the seven-week worksheet learning, all the mean scores of the
five items increased (M=2.25, 3.00, 3.38, 3.38, 3.63). It indicated that the high achievers
became more active in reviewing newly-learned English material. They were also more
inclined to attribute success and failure to effort, search for solutions to English problems
and learn from their mistakes with their teacher’s corrections and comments. More
impressively, the mean score of Item 4 (i.e. setting goals for improving English
competence) increased the most at the end of the experiment (from M=2.00 to 3.00),
showing that the high achievers tended to set goals to push themselves to improve English
competence.

As for competence perception, the high achievers didn’t feel an apparent change in
their English competence after using the worksheets. According to Table 4.3, no
significant difference was found in the high achievers’ competence perception. The mean
scores of the two questionnaire items (Items 1 and 2) that examined the participants’
competence perception were both above the average mean score in the pre-questionnaire
(See Table 4.4). This suggested that the high achievers had already developed a sense of
achievement from their successful English learning experiences and had gained
confidence from teacher’s affirmation. However, in the post-questionnaire, the mean
score of Item 1 decreased slightly (M=3.13), indicating that the high achievers didn’t feel
they gained more sense of achievement after the worksheet learning. Furthermore, the
mean score of Item 2 appeared unchanged after the experiment (M=2.88), and so did the

standard deviation (SD=0.835). This manifested that the high achievers didn’t think their

® The questionnaire is a four-point Likert scale; thus, above-average mean scores mean the scores of the
guestionnaire items are above M=2.
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teacher’s affirmation of their English competence on the worksheets helped increase their
competence perception.

The high achievers’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher didn’t show a
significant difference after the worksheet learning based on the paired-samples t-test
results (See Table 4.3). As displayed in Table 4.4, all of the five items (Items 8 to 12)
received above-average mean scores (M=2.13, 2.63, 2.63, 3.00, 3.00) in the
pre-questionnaire. This finding indicated that in general the high achievers were willing to
share English learning strategies, encourage each other to learn English well, and discuss
questions together before the treatment. In the post-questionnaire, it was found that the
mean scores of Items 8 to 10 increased (M=2.25, 3.00, 3.00), Item 12 stayed unchanged
(M=3.00), but Item 11 decreased (M=2.88). These statistical results suggested that after
worksheet learning, the high achievers learned more tips for learning English from their
classmates and were more willing to share their own English learning strategies. They
also became more involved in encouraging each other to improve English. However, they
didn’t enjoy discussing English questions with their teacher more and even felt less

interested in discussing with their classmates.

The Changes of the Experimental Middle Group s Three Motivational Components
The paired-samples t-test results and the descriptive statistical results of the middle
group’s questionnaire scores are presented in Tables 4.5 and 4.6. The results would
indicate whether or not the middle achievers’ competence perception, autonomy and

relatedness changed after the experiment.
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Table 4.5
Paired-samples T-test of the Experimental Middle Group 5 Competence Perception,
Autonomy and Relatedness

PRE-POST
Paired Differences
Mean SD t Sig.
Experimental Middle Group
(N=14)

Competence Perception -.500 1.401 -1.336 205
Autonomy -571 2.243 -.953 .358
Relatedness -1.500 2.473 -2.270 .041*

*p<.05

As shown in Table 4.5, there was a significant improvement in the middle achievers’
relatedness with their classmates and the teacher after the worksheet learning (t=-2.270,
p=0.041<0.05). Nevertheless, no significant changes were found in their competence
perception and autonomy for learning English at the end of the experiment. These t-test
results revealed that the middle achievers became neither more active nor more confident
in learning English after using the worksheets.

In order to obtain the details about the changes of the middle group’s three
motivational components, the increase or decrease in the mean scores of each

questionnaire item was further investigated (See Table 4.6).
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Table 4.6
The Descriptive Statistical Results of the Experimental Middle Group § Questionnaire
Scores

Item Statement Pre-questionnaire  Post-questionnaire
Mean SD Mean SD
1 | gain a sense of achievement frommy  2.57 1.016 2.79 .802

success experiences of learning
English at school.
2 The teacher’s affirmation of my 2.14 .663 2.43 .852
English competence makes me feel
confident in learning English well.

3 | spend time reviewing the 2.21 .699 2.07 730
newly-learned English material
actively.

4 | set goals for improving my English 2.71 726 2.57 .646
competence.

5 | search for solutions to my English 2.71 .825 3.07 475
problems actively.

6 | attribute my success or failure in 3.00 .679 3.36 .633
English learning to effort.

7 | try to learn from my mistakes | made 2.86 .949 3.00 679

on my English tests with teacher’s
corrections and comments.
8 I learn some English-learning tips from 2.07 917 2.57 .852
my classmates, like the ways to
memorize difficult English words.

9 I’m willing to share my English 1.86 .663 2.21 .802
learning strategies with my classmates.

10 My classmates and | encourage each 2.00 784 2.36 842
other to learn English well.

11 I enjoy discussing English questions 2.36 1.008 2.57 .938
with my classmates.

12 I enjoy discussing English questions 2.79 975 2.86 770

with my teacher.

According to the paired-samples t-test results in Table 4.5, the middle achievers
developed a closer relationship with their classmates and the teacher after the worksheet

67



learning. The mean scores of the five relatedness items (Items 8 to 12) also had a
unanimous increase in the post-questionnaire (See Table 4.6). As displayed in Table 4.6,
four of the five questionnaire items on relatedness (Item 8, 1tem10, Item 11 and Item12)
generally received above-average mean scores in the pre-questionnaire (M=2.07, 2.00,
2.36, 2.79) except Item 9. This indicated that the middle achievers initially had a close
interaction with their classmates and the teacher in terms of acquiring English learning
strategies from their classmates, encouraging each other to learn English well, and
discussing English questions together. However, they were less willing to share their
learning strategies with others as the mean score of Item 9 (M=1.86) was found below the
average. After using the worksheets for seven weeks, the middle achievers developed a
closer relationship with their classmates and the teacher for the mean scores of all the five
relatedness items increased (M=2.57, 2.21, 2.36, 2.57, 2.86), and all were above the
average mean score. Among them, Item 8 increased the most (from 2.07 to 2.57),
showing that the middle achievers firmly agreed that they learned some useful learning
tips from their classmates.

Nevertheless, according to the paired-samples t -test results shown in Table 4.5, the
middle achievers didn’t have a strong feeling that their English competence improved
after the worksheet learning. However, when the mean scores of the two questionnaire
items on competence perception (Items 1 and 2) were examined, both displayed an
increase in the post-questionnaire (See Table 4.6) though the increase in the mean scores
didn’t reach the significant level in the t-test results.

As for autonomy, the t-test results in Table 4.5 also revealed that the middle
achievers didn’t become more active in learning English after using the worksheets. As
displayed in Table 4.6, the five items (Items 3 to7) on autonomy received above-average
mean scores (M=2.21, 2.71, 2.71, 3.00, 2.86) in the pre-questionnaire. In the

post-questionnaire, it was found that Items 3 and 4 decreased (M= 2.07, 2.57) but Items 5
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to 7 increased (M=3.07, 3.36, 3.00). The decrease in Item 3 showed that the middle
achievers didn’t think previewing test questions could make them learn autonomously.
The decrease in Item 4 indicated that the middle achievers became less willing to set
goals for improving English competence at the end of the experiment. Though Items 3
and 4 decreased in the post-questionnaire, Items 5 to 7 increased, indicating that the
worksheet learning still had some positive effects on promoting middle group’s autonomy
for learning English. The increase in the three items revealed that the middle achievers
were more inclined to view effort as the cause of their success in English learning. They
also became more active in searching for solutions to their English problems and to learn

from their mistakes with their teacher’s corrections and comments.

The Changes of the Experimental Low Groups Three Motivational Components
The statistical results, including the paired-samples t-test results and the descriptive
statistical results of the low group’s questionnaire scores, are presented in Tables 4.7 and
4.8. This statistical data provide the information about the changes of the low achievers’

competence perception, autonomy and relatedness.

Table 4.7
Paired-samples T-test of the Experimental Low Group § Competence Perception,
Autonomy and Relatedness

PRE-POST
Paired Differences
Mean SD t Sig.
Experimental Low Group
(N=8)

Competence Perception 750 2.053 1.033 .336
Autonomy 2.125 1.808 3.325 .013*
Relatedness 1.500 2.268 1.871 104

*p<.05
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As displayed in Table 4.7, the low achievers’ competence perception and relatedness with
their classmates and the teacher showed no significant differences after the worksheet
learning. However, their autonomy for learning English manifested a significant drop at
the end of the experiment (t=3.325, p=0.013<0.05). The results indicated that the low
achievers had no feelings that their English learning motivation was promoted. Even
worse, they became less active in learning English after using the test-question preview
worksheets.

In order to gather more information about the effects of the worksheet learning upon
the low group’s English learning motivation, the mean scores of the 12 questionnaire

items were further investigated. The descriptive statistical data are presented in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8
The Descriptive Statistical Results of the Experimental Low Group § Questionnaire Scores

Item Statement Pre-questionnaire  Post-questionnaire
Mean SD Mean SD
1 | gain a sense of achievement frommy  1.63 744 1.38 744

success experiences of learning
English at school.
2 The teacher’s affirmation of my 1.75 1.035 1.25 463
English competence makes me feel
confident in learning English well.

3 | spend time reviewing the 1.75 707 1.75 1.035
newly-learned English materials
actively.

4 I set goals for improving my English 2.00 1.195 1.63 744
competence.

5 I search for solutions to my English 1.88 991 1.63 916
problems actively.

6 | attribute my success or failure in 3.13 .835 1.88 991
English learning to effort.

7 | try to learn from my mistakes | made 1.75 1.035 1.50 .756

on my English tests with teacher’s
corrections and comments.
8 I learn some English-learning tips from 2.25 1.165 1.88 1.126
my classmates, like the ways to
memorize difficult English words.

9 I’m willing to share my English 1.50 .756 1.25 463
learning strategies with my classmates.

10 My classmates and | encourage each 1.50 756 1.75 .886
other to learn English well.

11 I enjoy discussing English questions 1.88 1.126 1.25 463

with my classmates.
12 I enjoy discussing English questions 2.38 1.188 1.88 1.356
with my teacher.

Based on the paired-samples t-test results in Table 4.7, the low achievers became reluctant

to learn English after the experiment. In the pre-questionnaire, three of the five
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questionnaire items on autonomy (Items 3, 5 and 7) received below-average mean scores
(M=1.75, 1.88, 1.75). It showed that the low achievers were initially less autonomous in
spending time reviewing English material, looking for solutions to English problems and
learning from mistakes with their teacher’s corrections and comments. On the other hand,
the rest two items (Items 4 and 6) got better mean scores (M=2.00, 3.13), indicating that
the low achievers still set goals for improving English and attributed their success and
failure to effort. However, after the worksheet learning, only Item 3 stayed unchanged
(M=1.75); the other four items (Items 4, 5, 6 and 7) decreased (M=1.63, 1.63, 1.88, 1.50),
especially Item 6, which decreased the most (from 3.13 to 1.88). The results showed that
the low achievers had less intention to set goals, look for solutions and learn from
mistakes. Even worse, they questioned their former belief in effort attributions, which
revealed that they no longer wanted to attribute success to effort.

When it comes to competence perception, the paired-samples t-test results showed
that the low achievers’ confidence in their English competence didn’t increase after the
experiment (See Table 4.7). When the mean scores of the questionnaire items on
competence perception (Items 1 and 2) were examined, it was found that both items
received below-average mean scores (M=1.63, 1.75) in the pre-questionnaire, and the
mean scores decreased in the post-questionnaire (See Table 4.8). The results manifested
that the low achievers didn’t gain much sense of achievement and confidence from
English learning at school before the experiment, and such situation became even worse
after the experiment. In other words, the worksheets were unable to promote the low
achievers’ competence perception.

The low achievers’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher revealed no
significant change after the worksheet learning as shown in Table 4.7. To obtain more
details, the changes in the mean scores of the five questionnaire items on relatedness

(Items 8 to 12) were further investigated. As can be seen in Table 4.8, Items 8 and 12
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received above-average mean scores (M=2.25, 2.38) in the pre-questionnaire, manifesting
that the low achievers still learned some English learning tips from their classmates and
were willing to discuss English questions with their teacher. However, Items 9 to 11 got
below-average mean scores (M=1.50, 1.50, 1.88), showing that the low achievers were
reluctant to share their English learning strategies, encourage their classmates to learn
English and discuss with their classmates. In the post-questionnaire, it was found that
Item 10 increased (M=1.75), but the mean score was still below the average mean score.
It indicated that though the low achievers became more willing to give and accept
encouragement from others than before, the momentum of doing it was not strong. The
rest of the relatedness items (Items 8, 9, 11 and 12), on the other hand, decreased (M=1.88,
1.25, 1.25, 1.88). These statistical results revealed that the low achievers felt less inclined
to learn tips for learning English from their classmates and had less enjoyment in
discussing English questions with their teacher. Furthermore, they became reluctant to

share learning strategies and discuss with their classmates.

The Analysis of the Open Questions
on the Test-question Preview Worksheets
This section presents the qualitative data collected from the open questions of the
student self-evaluation section and the student/teacher feedback section on the
test-question preview worksheets. These data provide the information about the
experimental high, middle and low achievers’ learning behaviors, their reflection upon the
behaviors and their feedback on the worksheet learning. Tables 4.9 to 4.15 illustrate the
qualitative data with seven topics. They are (1) goal setting, (2) learning strategy use, (3)
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the test results, (4) reasons for feeling satisfied or
dissatisfied, (5) gains from the worksheet learning, (6) reasons for feeling thankfulness to

others, and (7) feedback on the worksheet learning.
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Table 4.9

Numbers of the Participants Setting Goals

Goal Frequency Count
(Anticipated Test Scores) High Group Middle Group Low Group
(N=8) (N=14) (N=8)

100 4 3 0
99-90 2 4 0
89-80 2 3 2
79-70 0 3 0
69-60 0 0 2
59-50 0 0 0
49-40 0 1 0
39-30 0 0 1
29-20 0 0 0
19-10 0 0 1
9-1 0 0 1
0 0 0 1

The data in Table 4.9 shows the goals that the experimental high, middle and low
achievers set before they started preparing for the test questions on the worksheets.
According to the data, it was found that the high and middle achievers’ anticipated test
scores were similar, but the low achievers’ anticipated test scores were generally lower
than the high and middle achievers’. Out of the eight high achievers, four were confident
that they would get 100 points, and the rest four set their anticipated test scores at least
above 80 points. Most of the middle achievers also set their goals above 80 points. Of all
the fourteen middle achievers, ten set their goals above 80 points, and three among the ten
middle achievers thought they could get 100 points on the upcoming test. There were only
four middle achievers setting their goals below 80 points. Three of them set their goals
between 70 and 79 points, and one of them thought he could only get the score between
40 and 49 points. As for the low group, only two out of the eight low achievers set their

goals above 80 points, and two between 60 and 69 points. Another three low achievers’
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anticipated test scores spread out from 1 to 39 points. The last one set 0 point as his
anticipated test score.

The experimental high, middle, and low groups all set goals during the use of the
worksheets. The tendency of the three group’s goal setting offered some details about the
influence of the worksheets. The middle group tended to set the goals almost as high as
the high group. It showed that the middle achievers were more confident in themselves to
pursue higher goals because they could preview and prepare for the test questions on the
worksheets before they took the tests. However, the low achievers didn’t feel more
confident in themselves because of it. As shown in the data, only half of the low achievers
set their goals above 60 points; the rest four still set the goals below 39 points, and even
one of them directly viewed 0 point as his anticipated goal. This phenomenon suggested
that the low achievers thought even if they could preview the test questions, they still

disbelieved they were competent to get a better test result.
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Table 4.10
Numbers of the Participants Using Learning Strategies for Preparing for the Test
Questions

Frequency Count

. High Middle Low
Strategies Total
Group Group Group (N=30)
(N=8) (N=14) (N=8)
Previewing the test questions 6 12 6 24
Discussing the test questions 6 12 2 20
with classmates or the teacher
Looking for the answers to the 5 8 4 17
test questions from the English
textbook
Reviewing the vocabulary and 4 8 3 15

grammatical points in the

English textbook

Practicing answering the test 4 8 2 14
questions by writing the answers

on another piece of paper

No Preparation 0 0 2 2

Note. The number indicates the number of the participants who once chose the
strategy/strategies to use on any of the three test-question preview worksheets.

Table 4.10 summarizes the experimental high, middle and low groups’ learning strategy
use. The strategy that was most used in the three groups was previewing the test questions.
Over half of the participants in each group previewed the test questions after they

received the worksheets, which showed that the worksheets with the test questions could
encourage the participants to preview. The secondary most-used strategy was discussing
the test questions with classmates or the teacher. There were over half of the high and
middle achievers adopting this strategy, but only two low achievers used this strategy to
prepare for the test questions. It indicated that the worksheet learning helped the high and

middle achievers develop their relationship with their classmates or the teacher but didn’t
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have the similar effect upon the low achievers.

The next most-used strategy was looking for the answers to the test questions from
the English textbook. At least half of the participants in the three groups used this way to
get ready for the upcoming tests. It showed that besides asking their classmates or the
teacher for help, the participants at different achievement levels also checked the textbook
for the information they needed to answer the test questions. The last two strategies were
reviewing the vocabulary and grammatical points in the textbook and practicing
answering the test questions by writing the answers on another piece of paper. Half of the
high achievers (four students) and more than half of the middle achievers (eight students)
utilized these two strategies to prepare for the test questions, but less than half of the low
achievers (only two or three students) adopted the strategies during their worksheet
learning. Furthermore, two of the low achievers didn’t make any preparation at all. These
revealed that the high and middle achievers were more involved in the worksheet learning
because most of them were willing to spend time reviewing the linguistic points in the
textbooks and even practicing answering the test questions on another piece of paper.
However, most of the low achievers didn’t have much momentum to get themselves ready
for the tests even though they were given the test questions to prepare in advance.

In conclusion, the test-question preview worksheets seemed being able to enhance
the high and middle achievers’ autonomy for learning English and relatedness with their
classmates and the teacher more but didn’t have the same effects upon the low achievers.
Most of the high and middle achievers tended to use various strategies to make their test
preparation more efficient and effective, but the low achievers’ most-used strategies were
only to read the test questions and try to find the answers from the textbook. Only few of
them asked their classmates or the teacher for help or felt inclined to spend time
reviewing the points in the textbook and practicing answering the test questions. Thus,

more guidance and assistance may be needed to encourage the low achievers to adopt
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more strategies to learn English through the worksheets.

Table 4.11
Numbers of the Participants Feeling Satisfied or Dissatisfied with the Test Results

Frequency Count

High Group Middle Group Low Group

(N=8) (N=14) (N=8)
Feeling satisfied 6 11 8
Feeling dissatisfied 5 12 7

Note. The number indicates the number of the participants who once expressed their
satisfaction/dissatisfaction on any of the three test-question preview worksheets.

Table 4.11 shows that most of the experimental high, middle and low achievers
experienced both satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their test results during the
seven-week worksheet learning. In the three groups, six high achievers, eleven middle
achievers and eight low achievers felt satisfied with at least one of their test scores, but
five high achievers, twelve middle achievers and seven low achievers felt dissatisfied. It
indicated that most of the participants in the three groups felt a sense of achievement
because of their success experiences, which could help increase their competence
perception. However, similar number of the participants in the three groups also
experienced failure experiences, which reduced their sense of achievement and their
confidence in their English competence. This finding may also explain why the three
groups’ competence perception didn’t show an apparent difference in the paired-samples

t-test results (See Table 4.3, 4.5, 4.7).
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Table 4.12
Numbers of the Participants Giving Reasons for Feeling Satisfied or Dissatisfied with the
Test Results

Frequency Count

High Middle Low

Item Reasons Total
Group Group Group
(N=30)
(N=8) (N=14) (N=8)
1 (satisfied) Making hard efforts 6 9 6 21
2  (Dissatisfied) Answering the test 8 13 3 24
questions carelessly
3  (Dissatisfied) Not reviewing the 3 5 3 11
vocabulary and grammatical points
completely
4  (Dissatisfied) Not being attentive to 2 3 3 8
the teacher’s instruction
5  (Dissatisfied) Not discussing the test 2 3 1 6
questions with others in advance
6  (Dissatisfied) Being misguided by 0 3 1 4
my classmates in discussions
7  (Dissatisfied) Making inadequate 2 7 2 11

efforts or answering the test
questions carelessly though still
reaching the goal

Note. The number indicates the number of the participants who once gave the reason(s)
for their satisfaction/dissatisfaction in any of the three test-question preview worksheets.

Table 4.12 shows a summary of the experimental high, middle and low achievers’
self-expressed reasons for their satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their test results. Most
of the participants in the three groups (twenty-one students in total) attributed their
satisfaction to the efforts they invested for preparing for the test questions (Item 1). Since
the participants were given the test questions to prepare for in advance, they were more
likely to achieve their goals as long as they were willing to make efforts. Hence, the

test-question preview worksheets led the participants to ascribe their success to effort.
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There were six reasons for dissatisfaction with the test results found in the
participants’ responses on the worksheets. The most-mentioned reason was being careless
in answering the test questions (Item 2). Over half of the high and middle achievers
expressed that they were not careful enough when answering the test questions. For
example, they didn’t scrutinize their answers before handing in their test sheets. The
number of the low achievers who had the same reflection was relatively small. There
were only three of them felt the same way. Since they could preview the test questions,
their failure in achieving the goals were more likely to be attributed to a controllable
cause, like carelessness.

The next three reasons for dissatisfaction (Items 3 to 5) also involved controllable
factors. They included reviewing the vocabulary and grammatical points incompletely,
being inattentive to teacher’s instruction, and preparing for the test questions alone
without discussing with others. Though it was found that less than half of the participants
in each group attributed their dissatisfaction to these three causes, it still suggested that
those participants’ autonomy for learning English didn’t decrease because they knew they
were able to make an improvement the next time.

There weren’t any high achievers taking Item 6 as the reason for their dissatisfaction
with their test performances. It showed that the high achievers were not misguided by
their classmates during the worksheet learning. It was probably because the high
achievers’ relatively good English competence prevented them from this problem.
However, three of the middle achievers and one of the low achievers encountered such
problem. The teacher may need to encourage the middle and low achievers to discuss
English problems with her directly or with more than one of their classmates so as to
reduce the chances of being misguided.

The last reason for dissatisfaction with the test results is a little different from the

ones mentioned above. Some of the participants in the three groups expressed that the
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goals they set were too low, so even when they achieved the goals they were not satisfied
with their test results. Among the three groups, the middle group had the most participants
(seven students) who felt dissatisfied for this reason. As for the high and the low groups,
there were only two participants in each of the groups having such reflection. It appeared
that the middle achievers had trouble setting the goals that matched their proficiency well.
Though being able to preview the test questions increased their confidence in performing
well on the tests, they lowered down their goals because they seldom set high goals in
their past learning experience. Thus, when they successfully achieved the goals, they still
felt dissatisfied with the results. They believed they could have performed better
especially when they found their insufficient effort or carelessness made them lose some
of the test points. Therefore, goal setting didn’t help much for encouraging the middle
achievers to improve English. This phenomenon may explain the decrease in the mean
score of Item 4 in the English learning motivation questionnaire (See Table 4.6). The
decrease revealed that the middle achievers were not that inclined to set goals for
improving English competence as before. Therefore, during the worksheet learning, goal
setting to the middle achievers didn’t have apparent positive influence upon their learning

autonomy.

Table 4.13
Numbers of the Participants Stating Gains from the Worksheet Learning

Frequency Count

Gains from the worksheet . Middle
. High Group Low Group Total
learning Group
(N=8) (N=8) (N=30)
(N=14)
Vocabulary and grammar 4 9 3 16
Learning strategies 3 5 0 8

Note. The number indicates the number of the participants who once stated the gain(s) in
any of the three test-question preview worksheets.
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Table 4.13 summarizes the participants’ self-stated gains from the worksheet learning.
The most-mentioned gain was the knowledge of vocabulary and grammar. There were
sixteen participants in total pointing out that they learned some vocabulary and
grammatical structures when using the worksheets. Among the three groups, the middle
group had the most participants (nine students) claiming such gain. It suggested that the
middle achievers seemed to benefit more from the worksheet learning in terms of
acquiring linguistic knowledge than the high and low achievers.

In addition to the linguistic knowledge, three high achievers and five middle
achievers also mentioned they learned some useful English learning strategies from the
worksheet learning. Using strategies to make learning more efficiently and effectively is a
trait that can be found in autonomous learners. This showed that the middle and high
achievers gained some support for autonomy from the worksheet learning. However, no
one in the low group expressed that they learned an English learning strategy from the
worksheets. It suggested that the worksheets couldn’t effectively help the low achievers
acquire useful English learning strategies, and thus their autonomy for learning English

wasn’t supported as the high and low achievers’ during the worksheet learning.

Table 4.14
Numbers of the Participants Giving Reasons for Feeling Thankful to Their Classmates
and the Teacher

Frequency Count

Reasons High Group Middle Group Low Group
(N=8) (N=14) (N=8)
My classmates discussed the 5 11 4
test questions with me.
My teacher discussed the test 3 4 0

questions with me.

Note. The number indicates the number of the participants who once stated the reason(s)
for their thankfulness in any of the three test-question preview worksheets.

82



Table 4.14 presents participants’ self-stated reasons for feeling thankful to the people who
helped them during the worksheet learning. It was found that eleven out of the fourteen
middle achievers felt grateful to their classmates because they were willing to discuss the
test questions with them. There were also at least half of the high achievers and low
achievers feeling thankful toward their classmates. It manifested that the worksheets
seemed to help promote the participants’ relatedness with their classmates, and the effect
was more evident upon the middle achievers. However, the number of the participants
who expressed their thankfulness to the teacher was quite limited. There were only three
high achievers and four middle achievers feeling grateful that their teacher discussed the
test questions with them during the worksheet learning, and there was no one in the low
group feeling the same way. This revealed that the worksheets couldn’t effectively
increase the relatedness between the participants and the teacher, especially the low

achievers’ relatedness with the teacher.
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Table 4.15
Numbers of the Participants Giving Feedback on the Worksheet Learning

Frequency Count

Item Feedback High Group  Middle Group  Low Group
(N=8) (N=14) (N=8)
1 The test questions are too easy. 2 0 0
2 The test questions are too hard. 0 2 3
3 I know my weaknesses in English. 0 4 2
4 1 know what | have to do to 4 5 0

improve my English.
(e.g. studying hard, answering the
test questions more carefully)

5  ldon’t know how to learn English 0 0 7
well because the efforts | made
didn’t pay.

6 1 hope my teacher can slow down 0 4 0

the teaching pace and explain the
points more clearly.
7 1 hope my teacher can make 2 1 0
English class interesting, like
giving us some activities to do.

Note. The number indicates the number of the participants who once gave similar
feedback in any of the three test-question preview worksheets.

Table 4.15 shows a summary of the participants’ feedback on the worksheet learning in
the student/teacher feedback section. Their feedback is mostly related to competence
perception (Itemsl and 2), autonomy for learning English (Items 3 to 5), and the
suggestions for the teacher’s instruction (Items 6 and 7). As shown in Item 1, two high
achievers felt the test questions on the worksheets were too easy for them and unable to
help increase their sense of achievement and English competence. However, no one in the
middle and low groups expressed that the test questions were easy. As for Item 2, two
middle achievers and three low achievers thought that the test questions were too difficult

for them, but none of the high achievers stated that the test questions were hard. Based on
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the information provided in Items 1 and 2, it was discovered that the test questions on the
worksheets were not optimal challenges for some of the high, middle and low achievers,
and thus the worksheets couldn’t effectively promote their perception of English
competence. This also explains why the high, middle and low groups didn’t show an
apparent increase of their competence perception in the paired-samples t-test results (See
Tables 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7).

Items 3 to 5 refer to the influence of the worksheet learning upon the participants’
autonomy for learning English. The feedback, Item 3, is about the participants’
self-awareness of their weaknesses in English. There were four middle achievers and two
low achievers recognizing their weaknesses in English, such as a complicated
grammatical structure. However, on one in the high group gave the feedback relevant to
this point. This was possibly due to that their English competence was relative high; thus,
they could solve most of their English problems without considering them as their
weaknesses.

Item 4 on the feedback part refers to what the participants decided to do to improve
their English. Four of the high achievers and five of the middle achievers felt the need to
study harder and/or to be more careful in answering the test questions. However, no one
in the low group mentioned about what they had to do to improve their English. The
possible reason can be found in Item 5, which is described in the following paragraph. In
short, the worksheet learning seemed to promote some of the high and middle achievers’
learning autonomy because they were led to thinking about what they could do to
improve their English learning and performances. Nevertheless, it didn’t have the same
effect upon the low achievers.

Item 5 is relevant to the reflection upon English learning problems. It was found that
seven out of the eight low achievers didn’t know how to learn English well since making

efforts wasn’t workable to solve their English problems. Such helpless situation, on the
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other hand, didn’t appear in the high and middle groups. This indicated that, unlike the
high and middle achievers, most of the low achievers couldn’t find an appropriate and
effective method to improve their English during the worksheet learning. To them, simply
working hard didn’t really solve their English problems. They needed more guidance and
assistance from their classmates and the teacher so that they could be much clearer about
what they needed to do to improve their English and regained their sense of achievement.
Therefore, the worksheets couldn’t promote the low achievers’ autonomy for learning
English in this respect. Moreover, since they found their hard efforts were unable to
improve their poor or dissatisfactory performances on the worksheets and tests, their
autonomy diminished further. This may explain why the paired-samples t-test results
indicated that the low achievers became less active in learning English (See Table 4.7).

Items 6 and 7 are the participants’ suggestions about their teacher’s instruction. The
first suggestion is about the teacher’s teaching pace and the way to clarify the
grammatical points (Item 6). It was given by four middle achievers, and none of the high
and low achievers gave such suggestion. The middle achievers felt that the teaching pace
was too fast to follow and some of the grammatical points were not explained clearly.
However, this wasn’t a problem for the high achievers because their higher English
competence helped them easily follow up the teacher’s teaching pace and understand the
grammatical points taught by the teacher. On the contrary, due to insufficient knowledge
of English, the low achievers had difficulty comprehending what the teacher taught to
them no matter how fast or slow the teaching pace was.

The second suggestion, given by two high achievers and one middle achiever, is
about making the English lessons more enjoyable (Item 7). The participants suggested
that the teacher could add some interesting activities for them to do. Through the
suggestions about the English lessons, the teacher could adjust her teaching style and

offered more assistance to the low achievers to make the participants of all achievement
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levels absorb the English material better.

Discussion on the Findings of the Analysis on the English Learning Motivation
Questionnaire and the Test-question Preview Worksheets
This section presents the discussion of the effect of the test-question preview
worksheets upon the high, middle and low achievers’ three motivational components (i.e.
autonomy, competence perception and relatedness) based on the quantitative and
qualitative results gained from the motivation questionnaire and the open questions on the
worksheets. There are three sub-sections focusing on the influence of the worksheets

upon each of the motivational components.

The Influence of the Worksheet Learning upon the Participants’Autonomy
for Learning English
Findings from this current study suggest that the test-question preview worksheets
may offer support for autonomy for the high and middle achievers, but the effect seems

not as evident for the low achievers.

High Group

According to the paired-samples t-test results, the high achievers were motivated to
learn English autonomously (See Table 4.3). The details can be seen from the changes in
the mean scores of the five autonomy questionnaire items as well as the qualitative data
gathered from the test-question preview worksheets. Based on the changes in the mean
scores of the five autonomy items, it was found that the high achievers were more
inclined to set goals for improving English, spend time reviewing English material, search
for solutions to English problems, make effort attributions and learn from mistakes with

teacher’s corrections and comments (See Table 4.4). According to their statements in the
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student self-evaluation section of the worksheets, the high achievers all set goals before
the worksheet learning and at least half of them (at least four out of the eight students in
the high group) adopted all the five learning strategies suggested on the worksheets (See
Table 4.10). They previewed the test questions and discussed them with others. They also
reviewed the vocabulary and grammatical points in the textbook and looked for the
information they needed from the book to answer the test questions. Furthermore, to
avoid any possible mistakes, they even practiced answering the test questions by writing
the answers on another piece of paper. After the tests, over half of the high achievers (six
students) attributed their satisfaction with the test results to effort and dissatisfaction to
carelessness (eight students) (See Table 4.12). As for the gains from the worksheet
learning, three high achievers pointed out that they learned some useful learning
strategies (See Table 4.13). In the student/teacher feedback section on the worksheets,
half of the high group (four students) mentioned that they knew the ways to improve their
English after self-evaluating their learning (See Table 4.15). In conclusion, the statistical
and qualitative data all indicated that most of the high achievers became more active in
preparing for the test questions, attributed their success to effort and failure to
carelessness, and found the ways to improve English learning in their self-evaluation after
using the test-question preview worksheets. The results suggest that the worksheet
learning may help promote learning autonomy for the high achievers.

There are three possible reasons why the worksheets may support learning autonomy
for the high achievers. First, the worksheets offered them an opportunity to preview the
test questions. Under such circumstance, the high achievers paid less attention to the tests
and more attention to leaning because they would certainly obtain a satisfactory test result
as long as they worked hard to prepare for the test questions. With less external control,
more self-determined motivation would be developed and in turn initiate autonomous

behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 1985).
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Second, the worksheets also helped the high achievers develop autonomous learner
traits, including setting goals, using learning strategies and finding the ways to improve
English learning. The high achievers were led to set a goal by answering the guided
questions on the worksheets. Since the test questions could be previewed, the high
achievers had more sense to set specific, attainable and acceptable goals by themselves
and obtained higher success expectancy for achieving them. Such goals combined with
teachers’ positive and informative feedback about learning progress could motivate
students to learn a second language (Oxford & Shearin, 1994). Moreover, according to
expectancy-value theory, people with high success expectancy and value in tasks would
become more absorbed in doing the tasks (Hansen, 1989).

Besides goal setting, the worksheets provided several sample strategies as
suggestions to choose from. The high achievers could adopt the strategies that met their
needs to achieve their goals more effectively. Some of them expressed that they learned
some useful learning strategies through the process (See Table 4.13). Also, in the
student/teacher feedback section, some high achievers pointed out that they knew the
ways to improve their English after using the worksheets (See Table 4.15).

These autonomous learner trains that the worksheets intended to cultivate are also
mentioned in Holec’s (1981) definition of autonomy for learning a language. He stated
that an autonomous language learner could take responsibility for their learning by setting
individual goals and determining the material and the ways to learn. Thus, the high
achievers who were guided to set goals, use strategies to learn, and find the ways to
improve English when using the worksheets became more autonomous in their English
learning.

Third, the worksheets seemed to support effort attributions. It was found that most of
the high achievers tended to ascribe their satisfaction with the test results to effort instead

of uncontrollable causes, like ability or luck (See Table 4.12). It was possibly because
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they were able to preview the test questions on the worksheets; thus it wasn’t hard for
them to achieve their goals if they made enough efforts to prepare for the questions.
Therefore, they were more likely to ascribe their success to effort. Effort attributions are
supported by attribution theory for such attributions would foster students’ beliefs in
incremental theory of ability and improve their academic performances (Blackwell,
Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Good, Aronson, & Inzlicht, 2003). Furthermore, success
attributed to effort could help increase people’s confidence in achieving future success
(Diener & Dweck, 1980), and high success expectancy would make people more involved
in the tasks they value (Hansen, 1989). As for the reasons for dissatisfaction with the test
results, most of the high achievers attributed their dissatisfaction to controllable causes,
like carelessness (See Table 4.12). Attributing failure to controllable factors wouldn’t
decrease learning autonomy because it could elicit individuals’ sense of guilt and the

desire to make an improvement (Weiner, 1986).

Middle Group

Though no significant improvement was found in the paired-samples t-test results
(See Table 4.5), the middle achievers seemed to gain some support for autonomy for
learning English according to the changes in the mean scores of the questionnaire items
on autonomy and the qualitative data from the worksheets. Based on the increased mean
scores of the autonomy items (See Table 4.6), it was found that the middle achievers
became more willing to search for solutions to English problems, make effort attributions,
and learn from mistakes with the teacher’s corrections and comments. However, they
didn’t feel that the worksheets could encourage them to review the newly-learned English
material actively and that goal setting could effectively motivate them to improve English.
The last two findings may be the causes that made the middle achievers’ autonomy for

learning English fail to show a significant improvement in the t-test results.
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The qualitative data gathered from the worksheets also indicated that the middle
achievers probably gained some support for autonomy for learning English from the
worksheet learning. As shown in Table 4.10, more than half of the middle achievers (at
least eight out of the fourteen students in the middle group) used all the five learning
strategies suggested on the worksheets. They previewed and discussed the test questions
with others. They also reviewed the points in the English textbook and checked the book
for necessary information to answer the test questions. Also, they practiced answering the
test questions on another piece of paper to avoid making careless mistakes. After taking
the tests, most of the middle achievers tended to attribute their satisfaction with the test
results to effort (nine students) and dissatisfaction to carelessness (thirteen students) (See
Table 4.12). It was also found that half of the middle achievers (seven students), though
having achieved the goals they set, still felt dissatisfied with the test results and ascribed
their discontentment to insufficient effort, carelessness and misguidance of their
classmates. When talking about the gains from the worksheet learning, five middle
achievers expressed that they learned several useful learning strategies (See Table 4.13).
Some middle achievers also gave the feedback that they became aware of their
weaknesses in English and found the ways to improve their English learning (See Table
4.15). Conclusively, most of the middle achievers became more involved in preparing for
the test questions on the worksheets with various learning strategies. Some of them
simultaneously acquired the strategies in the process and discovered their weaknesses in
English as well as the ways to improve their English through self-evaluation. They were
also inclined to attribute their satisfactory or dissatisfactory test results to controllable
causes, like effort and carelessness.

The above-mentioned statistical results and qualitative data from the worksheets
suggest that the worksheets may help promote the middle achievers’ autonomy for

learning English, but the positive influence isn’t as apparent as that upon the high
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achievers’. One of the possible reasons for not having the same effect upon the middle
achievers may be that the middle achievers, compared with the high achievers, have
relatively low sense of self-efficacy. As can be seen in Table 4.15, two middle achievers
expressed that the test questions were too difficult. However, none of the high achievers
felt the same way. In this regard, the middle achievers’ sense of self-efficacy is not as high
as the high achievers’. It has been proposed that people with a high sense of self-efficacy
perform more self-regulated behaviors (Multon, Brown & Lent, 1991, Pintrich & De
Groot, 1990). The middle achievers with lower sense of self-efficacy may thus perform
fewer self-regulated behaviors. This may explain why they became less active in
reviewing the newly-learned English material (See Table 4.6).

Another reason for not having an apparent increase in autonomy for learning English
may be that the middle achievers don’t feel goal setting could help increase their
momentum to improve English (See Table 4.6). This may result from that the goals they
set were below their proficiency during the worksheet learning. When they achieved the
goals, they didn’t feel satisfied with their test results because they thought they should
have set higher goals. There were seven out of the fourteen middle achievers giving such
a response (See Table 4.12). This showed that though the middle achievers were more
confident in setting high goals because they could preview and prepare for the test
questions, they still tended to lower down their goals because they seldom set high goals
in their past learning experiences. Nevertheless, when they reached these moderated high
goals, they still felt they failed the tests for not performing better.

In general, the statistical and qualitative data showed that the middle achievers
gained support for autonomy for learning English when using the worksheets. The
reasons for such positive influence are similar to those used to explain the high achievers’
significant autonomy improvement. They include that the worksheets helped lessen the

control of tests upon the middle achievers and led them to use various learning strategies,
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to attribute success to effort, to discover their weaknesses in English and to find the ways
to improve English learning with several guided questions.

In conclusion, the worksheets seem to be beneficial to promote the middle achievers’
autonomy for learning English. The effect would be more evident if the teacher helps
them increase their sense of self-efficacy by adjusting the difficulty of the test questions
to meet their current English competence and guide them to set appropriate goals that

meet their competence well.

Low Group

Based on the paired-samples t-test results (See Table 4.7), the low group became less
active in learning English after the worksheet learning. It suggests that the worksheets
may not foster the low achievers’ autonomy for learning English. The changes in the
mean scores of the questionnaire items on autonomy and the qualitative data from the
worksheets also indicated such a tendency. The mean-score changes of the autonomy
items showed that before the treatment, the low achievers were already reluctant to
review English material, search for solutions for English problems and learn from their
mistakes with teacher’s corrections and comments (See Table 4.8). After the worksheet
learning, the situation didn’t improve. Instead, they became more reluctant to look for
ways to solve their English problems and learn from their mistakes. Even worse, they
were less inclined to set goals for improving English and make effort attributions.
Furthermore, the qualitative data from the worksheets showed that only a small number of
the low achievers used all the five learning strategies suggested on the worksheets
preparing for the test questions (See Table 4.10). The two strategies that were utilized by
at least half of the low group were previewing the test questions (six out of the eight
students in the low group) and checking the textbook for the answers to the questions

(four students). It indicated that the low achievers seldom discussed with others, reviewed
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the vocabulary and grammatical points in the textbook and practiced answering the test
questions on another piece of paper. Two of the low achievers even directly stated that
they didn’t preview or prepare for the test questions at all, and none of them claimed that
they learned a useful learning strategy (See Table 4.13) In addition, nearly the whole
group (seven students) gave the feedback that they didn’t know how to learn English well
because their effort didn’t pay off (See Table 4.15). Although there were two low
achievers expressing that they identified their weaknesses in English, they had no idea
how to solve the problems.

Most of the low achievers (six students) attributed their satisfactory test results to
effort (See Table 4.12). However, the decreased mean score of the autonomy
questionnaire item (See Item 6 in Table 4.7) and the feedback given by the low achievers
on the worksheets (See Table 4.15) all showed that such attribution was no longer held by
most of the low achievers at the end of the experiment. It was probably because they
personally experienced that their effort didn’t bring them satisfactory learning results
during the worksheet learning. On the other hand, the low achievers ascribed their
dissatisfaction with the test results mostly to controllable causes, such as insufficient
effort and carelessness (See Table 4.12).

In conclusion, most of the low achievers became reluctant in learning English after
using the worksheets. They didn’t adopt various learning strategies as the high and middle
achievers did, and the most-used strategies were simply to read the test questions and
search for the answers to the questions from the textbook. They weren’t inclined to ask
others for help, spend time reviewing the newly-learned material and practice answering
the test questions on another piece of paper. Furthermore, they didn’t feel those strategies
they used helped them prepare for the test questions effectively; thus, none of them
expressed that they learned a strategy from the worksheet learning. This also resonates

with the feedback given by most of the low achievers that they had no idea how to learn
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English well because their effort didn’t bring them their anticipated results. This personal
discovery gradually impaired the low achievers’ former belief in effort attributions, which
contributed to the decrease in the mean score of the autonomy questionnaire item, asking
students whether they attribute their success and failure to effort (Item 6 in Table 4.8).

Regarding the statistical and qualitative results, the worksheet learning seems to
have negative influence upon the low achievers’ autonomy for learning English. The
possible reason is that before the experiment, the low achievers had already had lots of
failure experiences, established a solid belief that their low ability was unchangeable (i.e.
entity theory of ability) and then developed a sense of helplessness. In the
pre-questionnaire, most of their mean scores of the five autonomy questionnaire items
were lower than those of the high and middle achievers and were also below the average
mean score (See Table 4.8). Thus, when using the worksheets, they were not involved in
learning English through preparing for the test questions on the worksheets. As displayed
in Table 4.10, there were few low achievers adopting the strategies that would cost much
time and energy or would bother their classmates and the teacher. Only two of the low
achievers chose the strategy, discussing the test questions with others, to prepare for the
test questions and practiced answering the questions on another piece of paper, and only
three of them spent time reviewing the vocabulary and grammatical points in the textbook.
Furthermore, two of them even directly gave up the tests for they didn’t do anything to
prepare for the test questions. Giving up easily and refusing others’ help are the features
that can be found in the people with a sense of helplessness (Diener & Dweck, 1978;
Licht & Dweck, 1984). The low achievers’ reluctance to learn English and to ask for help
indicated that they had already developed a sense of helplessness before using the
worksheets.

In light of this vulnerable mental state, the test-question preview worksheets, to low

achievers, seem to serve as additional tasks which only increase their failure experiences
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and strengthen their feelings of helplessness. As shown in Table 4.8, after the worksheet
learning, the low achievers became more reluctant to set goals for improving English,
look for the ways to solve their English problems, attribute success to effort and learn
from mistakes. The qualitative data from the worksheets also reveal that the low achievers
didn’t know how to improve their English because their effort didn’t bring success to
them (See Table 4.15). These suggest that the worksheets may not offer autonomy support
to the low achievers. In this case, the teacher may need to rebuild the low achievers’
confidence in learning English by leading them to solve their English problems and
giving positive and encouraging feedback to assure them that they have the ability to

improve their English as long as they adopt the right strategy and make effort for it.

The Influence of the Worksheet Learning upon the Participants’
Competence Perception
Based on statistical and qualitative results, the test question preview worksheets
seem beneficial to the middle achievers’ perception of English competence but unable to
support high achievers’. In addition, it may have negative effects on the low achievers’
confidence in their English competence. The influence of the worksheets upon the three
groups’ competence perception are described and discussed in the following three

sub-sections.

High Group

The worksheets seem unable to promote the high group’s perception of English
competence. As shown in Table 4.3, the paired-samples t-test results indicated that there
was no significant difference found in the high group’s competence perception after the
experiment. The mean-score changes in the questionnaire items on competence

perception revealed a similar result (See Table 4.4). The slightly-declined mean score in
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the item (Item 1) showed that the high achievers didn’t feel their success experiences
brought them the same amount of sense of achievement as before. The qualitative data
from the worksheets also manifested that the high achievers’ competence perception
didn’t seem to increase after the worksheet learning. As displayed in Table 4.11, over half
of the high achievers experienced both satisfaction (six out of the eight students in the
high group) and dissatisfaction (five students) with their test results. Thus, they didn’t
gain much sense of achievement from their English performances, so their perceived
competence didn’t change apparently. Furthermore, two high achievers gave the feedback
that they thought the test questions were too easy for them and asked the teacher to make
the tests harder or give them the tests directly without a chance to preview (See Table
4.15). The only data that indicated the high achievers felt the improvement of their
English competence are that half of the high achievers expressed they learned some
vocabulary and grammar from the worksheets (See Table 4.13). Generally speaking, the
worksheets may not effectively support the high achievers’ English competence
perception.

There are two possible reasons for the worksheets failing to have positive influence
upon the high group’s competence evaluation. First, the opportunity of previewing the test
guestions made the tests less challenging to the high achievers. Thus, their success
experiences couldn’t increase their sense of achievement as much as before (See Table
4.4). In addition, because the difficulty of the tests was reduced, the high achievers tended
to set extremely high goals. There were half of the high achievers (four students) not
allowing themselves making any mistakes on the tests, or they would perceive their
academic performances dissatisfactory (See Table 4.9). This may explain why over half of
the high group experienced dissatisfaction with their test results and didn’t feel their
competence increased after using the worksheets. Second, some of the high achievers

considered the test questions were too easy (See Table 4.15). They thought there was no
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need for them to preview or prepare for the questions. In this regard, they didn’t gain
much sense of achievement from answering the questions right.

These two reasons indicate that the test questions on the worksheets didn’t seem to
function as optimal challenges to the high achievers, and the effect of promoting high
achievers’ perception of English competence accordingly reduced. Elliot et al. (2000)
proposed that through overcoming optimal challenges, competence could be developed.
Therefore, it is important to make sure every high achiever is provided with the test
questions that are optimal challenges to them so that their competence perception could

be improved.

Middle Group

The worksheets may help promote the middle group’s perception of English
competence to a certain degree though the promotion isn’t significant. There was no
significant difference found in the middle group’s competence perception in the
paired-samples t-test results (See Table 4.5). However, the mean scores of the
questionnaire items on competence perception rose after the experiment (See Table 4.6).
This indicated that the middle achievers felt they gained more sense of achievement and
confidence from their success experiences and the teacher’s affirmation of their
competence during the worksheet learning, but the degree of it wasn’t strong enough to be
presented in the t-test results. The qualitative data from the worksheets also indicated that
the worksheets had some positive influence upon the middle group’s competence
perception. It was found that the middle achievers became more confident in themselves
when facing the upcoming tests. Half of them (seven out of the fourteen students in the
middle group) set their goals above 90 points, and three of them thought they were
capable of getting full scores on the tests (See Table 4.9). After the tests, most of the

middle achievers achieved their goals, which promoted their perceived competence (See
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Table 4.11). Though there were still many of them feeling dissatisfied with their test
results, most of them responded that they all achieved their goals, but they weren’t
satisfied with the results because they believed they could have performed better (See
Table 4.12). Moreover, over two-third of the middle group (nine students) pointed out that
they learned some vocabulary and grammatical structures from the worksheets (See Table
4.13), which also revealed that the middle achievers’ competence perception was
supported after the worksheet learning. The only data showing that the worksheets were
unable to support the middle group’s competence perception were that the test questions
were considered too hard, but there were only two middle achievers gave such feedback
(see Table 4.15). Thus, the questions could generally be viewed as optimal challenges to
most of the middle achievers. According to quantitative and qualitative data, the
worksheets seem helpful for improving the middle achievers’ confidence in their English
competence.

The possible reason for the positive influence upon the middle achievers’ perception
of English competence is that the opportunity of previewing the test questions made the
tests achievable challenges to the middle achievers. After previewing the test questions,
the middle achievers became more confident in setting their own goals and realizing them
(See Table 4.9). In addition, most of them experienced success in achieving their goals
(See Table 4.11). The success experiences at school brought them more sense of
achievement (See Table 4.6). Although there were still many of them feeling dissatisfied
with the test results, the feelings of dissatisfaction were not completely derived from their
failure to achieve their goals. More than half of the dissatisfied middle achievers (seven
students) thought the goals they set were too low to match their proficiency; thus, even
they achieved the goals they still felt dissatisfied (See Table 4.12). Furthermore, over half
of the middle achievers stated that they learned some vocabulary and grammatical

structures from the worksheets (See Table 4.13), which showed that they knew their
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competence was increasing.

In conclusion, being more confident in facing the upcoming tests, gaining more
sense of achievement from their success experiences and perceiving the increase in their
own competence are the favorable outcomes resulting from being able to preview the test
questions. Through overcoming optimal-challenging tasks, students could develop their
competence and feel more confident from their success experiences (Elliot et al., 2000;
Deci & Ryan, 1985; Hunt, 1975). Oxford and Shearin (1994) also proposed that giving
students attainable and meaningful language tasks could help students experience success
regularly and promote their sense of self-efficacy. Therefore, the worksheets may help

support the middle achievers’ confidence in their English competence.

Low Group

The worksheets seem to have negative effects on the low achievers’ competence
perception. Though there wasn’t any apparent difference found in the low group’s
perception of English competence based on the paired-samples t-test results (See Table
4.7), the mean-score changes of the questionnaire items on competence perception
presented different results. The low achievers initially felt they gained little sense of
achievement from their English academic performances at school and were not confident
in learning English even though their teacher affirmed their competence. The situation
was getting worse after they used the worksheets (See Table 4.8). The qualitative data
from the worksheets also indicated that the low group’s competence perception didn’t
seem to be supported by the worksheet learning. After previewing the worksheets, half of
the low achievers (four out of the eight students in the low group) were still not confident
in their English competence and set their goals below 39 points, and one of them even
gave up completely by setting 0 point as his goal (See Table 4.9). This may explain why

all the low achievers experienced success in achieving their goals after the tests (See
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Table 4.11). The success experiences of achieving easy goals couldn’t help increase their
perceived competence. On the other hand, most of them (seven students) also had failure
experiences during the worksheet learning (See Table 4.11). It indicated that those who
set easy goals but still failed to achieve them had little momentum to prepare for the test
questions, and those who truly made effort but still failed to achieve their goals deepened
their sense of frustration. According to the students’ feedback, almost all the low
achievers (seven students) expressed that they experienced such frustration during the
worksheet learning (See Table 4.15). They felt their effort didn’t bring them their
anticipated results. Since not all the low achievers felt their competence improved after
achieving their goals, and their failure experiences further strengthened their sense of
frustration, using the worksheets may not help increase the low achievers’ competence
perception.

Furthermore, three of the low achievers gave the feedback that the test questions
were far beyond their current English competence (See Table 4.15). Thus, the test
questions didn’t seem to be optimal challenges to some of the low achievers. As for
self-stated gains, three of the low achievers expressed they learned some vocabulary and
grammatical structures from the worksheets (See Table 4.13), but the number of them is
small. In general, the worksheets are not helpful in promoting the low achievers’
competence perception and may have negative influence.

There are two possible reasons for the negative influence upon the low group’s
competence evaluation. First, some of the low achievers had a strong sense of
helplessness. They were not confident in their own English competence to set challenging
goals even though the test questions were given to them to prepare for in advance (See
Table 4.9). Furthermore, they were reluctant to make efforts to learn English and to gain a
better academic performance. Thus, their success or failure in achieving the easy goals

they set didn’t help improve their competence perception and perhaps further confirmed

101



their poor English competence. This may be why they gained less sense of achievement
from their success experiences of leaning English at school (See Table 4.8). The tendency
to give up tasks easily is commonly found among helpless learners (Diener & Dweck,
1978; Licht & Dweck, 1984). The low achievers who developed a sense of helplessness
before the experiment may need more guidance and assistances from their teacher to
increase their competence perception. Brophy (2010) suggested that teachers could guide
the helpless students to believe their failures are derived from lack of preparation and
useful strategies instead of low ability by showing them evidence from their previous
learning experiences or giving them attainable tasks as proofs. Thus, simply using the
worksheets may not help promote the English competence perception of the helpless low
achievers.

Second, the test questions may be too hard to be optimal challenges to some of the
low achievers. As shown in Table 4.15, three low achievers expressed that the test
questions were too difficult, and most of the low achievers felt it was no use making
efforts to prepare for the test questions because they still failed to achieve their goals.
Such failure experiences strengthened the low achievers’ sense of frustration and made
them gradually believe that their English competence was poor and unchangeable. After
the experiences were accumulated, they would develop a strong sense of helplessness in
the end. Deci and Ryan (1985) suggested that accumulating success experiences is a way
to promote individual perceived competence. In order to increase competence perception,
it is important to provide students with optimal-challenging tasks (Hunt, 1975). The
process of overcoming the optimal challenges would help develop students’ competence
(Elliot, et al., 2000) and the sense of self-efficacy (Oxford & Shearin, 1994). Therefore,
the teacher may need to adjust the difficulty of the test questions to meet the low
achievers’ current English competence or offer necessary assistance to make the questions

manageable to the low achievers so that they can accumulate success experiences.
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The Influence of the Worksheet Learning upon the Participants’ Relatedness
with Their classmates and the Teacher
The quantitative and qualitative results showed that the middle achievers’ relatedness
with their classmates and the teacher was promoted after the use of the test-question
preview worksheets. However, the positive effect didn’t appear in the high group. In
addition, there seemed to be a negative influence upon the low group’s relatedness with
their classmates and the teacher. The following sub-sections describe and discuss the

influence of the worksheets upon the three groups’ relatedness with others.

High Group

The high group’s relatedness with their classmates and the teacher didn’t have an
apparent change after the worksheet learning as shown in the paired-samples t-test results
(See Table 4.3). The mean-score changes in the relatedness questionnaire items revealed
that the high achievers didn’t feel more enjoyable to discuss the test questions with their
teacher. In addition, they became a little bit reluctant to discuss with their classmates (See
Table 4.4). Although their inclination to discuss with others didn’t increase, they were
willing to learn and share English learning strategies with their classmates and to
encourage each other to learn English well (See Table 4.4). Furthermore, more than half
of them felt grateful to their classmates who discussed the test questions with them (See
Table 4.14). However, there were only three of them feeling thankful to the teacher for
her help. It indicated that the high achievers’ relatedness with the teacher wasn’t strong. In
general, the worksheet learning didn’t seem to support the high group’s relatedness with
others much.

There are two possible reasons for no apparent change in the high group’s
relatedness with their classmates and the teacher. First, the high achievers were more

competent in solving their English problems on their own; thus, they didn’t need much
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help from others. It may explain why the high achievers didn’t feel more inclined to
discuss the test questions with their classmates and the teacher (See Table 4.4). The
teacher may need to make sure the test questions are optimal challenges to the high
achievers so that they would feel the need to discuss the questions with others. Second,
the high achievers’ relationship with the teacher wasn’t secure and positive enough to
make them actively turn to her for help. There were only three high achievers expressing
their gratitude toward the teacher for her help (See Table 4.14), indicating that the high
achievers seemed reluctant to ask the teacher for help when there was a need. In order to
establish a secure and positive relationship with students, teachers may need to make
effort to let students feel they are liked, understood and helped when encountering
difficulties by their teachers (Skinner & Belmont, 1993). Noels, Clement and Pelletier
(1999) also stated that students who interact with supportive teachers would develop their
intrinsic learning motivation. Therefore, providing the high achievers with challenging
test questions and improving their relationship with their teacher may help promote their

closeness with their classmates and the teacher.

Middle Group

The middle group’s relatedness with their classmates and the teacher was found
improved after the worksheet learning according to the paired-samples t-test results (See
Table 4.5). Besides, the mean scores of the relatedness questionnaire items all increased,
indicating that the middle achievers became more willing to learn and share learning tips
with their classmates, encourage each other to learn English well and discuss the test
questions with others (See Table 4.6). The qualitative data also showed that nearly the
whole middle achievers (twelve out of the fourteen students in the middle group) had the
experience of discussing with either their classmates or the teacher for preparing for the

test questions during the worksheet learning (See Table 4.10). Still nearly the whole
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middle group (eleven students) showed their gratitude toward their classmates for
discussing the test questions with them, but fewer than one-third of the group (four
students) expressed thankfulness toward their teacher (See Table 4.14). This indicated that
the middle achievers were relatively reluctant to ask their teacher for help. Generally
speaking, the worksheets seem able to offer support for the middle achievers’ relatedness
with others, especially with their classmates.

The finding that the middle achievers were motivated to interact with their
classmates and the teacher in terms of English learning after the use of the worksheets can
be explained with the following two reasons. First, since the middle achievers were able
to preview the test questions on the worksheets and were also encouraged to discuss the
questions with their classmates and the teacher, the classroom competitive atmosphere
was toned down, and their focus was turned to resolving the English problems together.
Under such circumstance, their learning anxiety would be reduced, their engagement in
preparing for the test questions would be improved, and their relationship with classmates
and the teacher would become closer and more supportive to each other. The less
competitive and more cooperative learning environment could enhance students’
self-regulated motivation in learning English (Johnson & Johnson, 1991). The middle
achievers benefit more from such learning atmosphere because they are not as competent
as the high achievers to be able to handle all the English problems by themselves. Thus,
they are more likely to experience failure when they learn individually without
cooperation. In this regard, they would rely more on the help from their classmates and
the teacher when they are given chances and even encouraged to do so. This phenomenon
can be seen in the qualitative data collected from worksheets. Almost all the middle
achievers used the learning strategy of discussing English problems with others to prepare
for the test questions (See Table 4.10) and felt thankful to their helpers (See Table 4.14).

Second, the worksheets also provided an opportunity of expressing gratitude to the
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people who helped prepare for test questions or offered other necessary support in English
learning. The middle achievers could write down the names of their helpers and the
reasons for their thankfulness on the worksheets. This would enhance their willingness to
help each other and hence increase their relatedness.

Though the middle achievers’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher was
found promoted after the worksheet learning, it was discovered that their relatedness with
the teacher wasn’t improved a lot. Fewer than one-third of the middle achievers wrote
down their gratitude toward the teacher on the worksheets (See Table 4.14). It manifested
that they were less active in asking their teacher for help when preparing for the test
questions. Skinner and Belmont (1993) pointed out that if students’ relationship with
teachers is positive and secure, the students would become more involved in academic
tasks. Thus, teachers may need to actively care about their students, encourage them to

face difficulties and provide necessary help when they are in need.

Low Group

The use of the test-question preview worksheets seems unable to promote the low
group’s relatedness with their classmates and the teacher since no significant difference
was found in the paired-samples t-test results (See Table 4.7). In addition, the mean scores
of most of the relatedness questionnaire items (Items 8, 9, 11, 12) decreased after the
experiment, showing that the low achievers became reluctant to learn and share English
learning tips with their classmates and to discuss the test questions with others (See Table
4.8). The qualitative data from the worksheets also indicated that the low achievers’
relatedness with their classmates and the teacher wasn’t supported by the worksheet
learning. It was found that only two of the low achievers chose the learning strategy,
discussing the test questions with others, for preparing for the tests (See Table 4.10).

Moreover, after the tests, there were half of them feeling grateful toward their classmates
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for their help, but no low achievers felt thankful toward the teacher (See Table 4.14). This
represents that the low group’s relatedness with the teacher wasn’t strong. Based on the
quantitative and qualitative results, the worksheet learning may not help improve the low
achievers’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher.

The possible reason for the worksheets not being able to support the low achievers’
relatedness with others is that the low achievers have developed a strong sense of
helplessness, which hinders them from actively interacting with others in terms of English
learning. They attributed their failure to low ability and developed a belief that their
competence was poor and unchangeable. Thus, they felt they had nothing to share or help
their classmates to learn English and, at the same time, had little momentum to ask others
for help. Therefore, the exercises on the worksheets and the following tests only increased
their belief in their incompetence and reluctance to interact with others. It was found that
only two of the low achievers chose the learning strategy, discussing the test questions
with others, to prepare for the tests (See Table 4.10). After the worksheet learning, they
became more reluctant to learn and share English learning strategies and to discuss
English questions with their classmates or the teacher (See Table 4.8). Furthermore, there
was no one expressing thankfulness to the teacher, showing that they had little intention
to ask the teacher for help (See Table 4.14). This passive attitude of refusing others’ help
is one of the features of helpless learners (Diener & Dweck, 1978; Licht & Dweck, 1984).
Therefore, the teacher may need to actively get involved in the low group’s English
learning and provide necessary assistance and guidance to reestablish their confidence in
their English competence and their belief in that effort brings success. In addition, the
teacher can encourage the middle and high achievers to be the low achievers’ personal
English tutors so that the low achievers’ relatedness with the teacher and their classmates

may improve.
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Report and Discussion of the Results of
the School-administered English Achievement Test
In order to answer Research Question 2, both experimental and control groups,
whose initial English academic achievement were similar, took a school-administered
English achievement test at the end of the experiment. The test scores between both
groups as well as their subgroup pairs were compared by means of the

independent-samples t-test. The statistical outcomes are presented in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16
Independent-samples T-test of the Experimental and Control Groups /Subgroups’Scores
of the School-administered English Achievement Test

Experimental Group- Experimental Subgroups - Control Subgroups
Control Group High Groups Middle Groups Low Groups
t Sig. t Sig. t Sig. t Sig.
-0.027 0.978 -1.128 0.278 -0.640 0.528 1.433 0.174
*p <.05.

According to the results of the independent-samples t-test, there were no significant
differences between the experimental and the control groups’ test scores as well as in their
subgroup pairs’. In other words, both the experimental and control groups had similar
performances on the English achievement test, and so did their subgroup pairs. This
finding suggests that the use of the test-question preview worksheets may have little
influence on the participants’ English academic performances.

There are three possible reasons for the statistical result. First, the test questions on
the worksheets only took care of the vocabulary and grammatical structures, which
occupied 59% of the whole school-administered English achievement test. The rest of the
41% included other types of exercises, like listening and reading comprehension

questions and translation fill-in. Since the worksheets only helped the participants to
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prepare for the vocabulary and grammar parts on the achievement test, the effect of the
worksheets on their academic performances was limited.

Second, the participants may provide or exchanged incorrect information when
discussing the test questions on the worksheets, which may lead to mistakes on the
school-administered achievement test. According to the qualitative data from the
test-question preview worksheets, four participants expressed that their helpers gave them
incorrect information, and it misguided them to answer the test questions wrong. In this
regard, the teacher may need to encourage the participants to check their textbooks or ask
her directly when they encounter some unclear or controversial points about the test
questions on the worksheets during their discussions.

Third, the worksheets may not provide sufficient practice to help the participants
familiarize themselves with the new materials they just learned. In the seven-week study,
the participants only used three test-question preview worksheets before they took the
school-administered English achievement test at the end of the experiment, and each
worksheet contained only about 30 questions to practice. They may need more questions
to absorb the new learning materials well. Besides, the participants were not encouraged
to practice the questions frequently before they took the school-administered English
achievement test. Under such circumstance, the effect of the worksheets on improving the
participants’ academic performances may be reduced. In order to increase the effect, the
teacher can provide the participants with more questions to practice and encourage them

to review all the worksheets frequently before they take an achievement test.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

This chapter contains three sections: the summary of the major findings, the

pedagogical implications for practical application, and the limitations of the study.

Summary of Major Findings

The purpose of the present study is to find out whether the test-question preview
worksheets could help promote the participants’ English learning motivation in a
test-oriented learning environment. Furthermore, the study investigates whether the
participants with the aid of the worksheets could have better English academic
performance than those not using the worksheets. The conclusions are presented by
answering the two research questions.

The first research question looks into the effects of the worksheet learning upon the
participants’ three motivational components, namely competence perception, autonomy
and relatedness, under a test-oriented learning environment. The results suggest that the
worksheets may help promote the high achievers’ autonomy for learning English but have
no apparent influence upon their competence perception and relatedness with their
classmates and the teacher. The t-test results showed that the high achievers tended to
adopt autonomous attitude in learning English after the use of the worksheets (t=-2.967,
p=0.021<0.05), but the other two motivational components remained similar. The little
change in the mean scores of the questionnaire items on competence perception and
relatedness also indicated that the high achievers didn’t feel they gained more sense of
achievement either from their success experiences or from the teacher’s affirmation
during the worksheet learning. Moreover, the worksheets were unable to motivate them to

interact with their classmates and the teacher more often. The qualitative data from the
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worksheets also supported these findings. According to the high achievers’ responses and
feedback on the worksheets, it was discovered that they adopted various learning
strategies to prepare for the test questions, attributed their success to effort and failure to
carelessness and found the ways to improve their English during the worksheet learning.
These learning behaviors indicate that their autonomy for learning English is supported.
However, most of them had success and failure experiences in the tests, and some of them
thought the test questions were too easy. Besides, only three of them expressed
thankfulness toward the teacher for her help in the feedback. These all suggest that, for
the high achievers, the support for competence perception and relatedness with others
may not be effective.

As for the middle group, the worksheets seem to benefit their English learning
motivation the most. According to the paired-samples t-test results, there was a significant
improvement in the middle achievers’ relatedness with their classmates and the teacher
(t=-2.270, p=0.041<0.05). Though the other two components, competence perception and
autonomy, didn’t show apparent improvement based on the t-test results, the mean scores
of the questionnaire items on competence perception and most of the autonomy items
increased after the worksheet learning. The qualitative data collected from the open
questions on the worksheets also suggest that the middle achievers’ three motivational
components may be supported by the worksheet learning. As shown in the data, most of
the middle achievers used different learning strategies to study for the test questions on
the worksheets and ascribed their success to effort and failure to carelessness. Some of
them pointed out that they learned some useful learning strategies from the worksheets
and identified their weaknesses in English. Besides, they became more confident when
facing the upcoming tests, and their success in achieving their goals increased their sense
of achievement. Most of them also expressed that they learned some vocabulary and

grammatical structures from the worksheets. Furthermore, almost the whole group had
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the experiences of discussing the test questions with their classmates and the teacher.
They also showed their gratitude toward their helpers. These responses and feedback all
indicate that the worksheets may support the middle group’s three motivational
components.

The worksheet learning does not have similar positive effects on the low group. The
t-test results showed that their autonomy for learning English decreased significantly
(t=3.325, p=0.013<0.05) after the treatment. Also, the mean scores of most of the
questionnaire items on the three motivational components decreased, reflecting that the
low achievers’ English learning motivation may not be promoted by the worksheet
learning. The qualitative data gathered from the worksheets also present similar findings.
The data showed that not many of the low achievers adopted various learning strategies to
prepare for the test questions on the worksheets. The two most-used strategies,
previewing the test questions and searching for the answers to the questions from the
textbook, were the ones that didn’t take much time and energy and had little interaction
with others. Only few of them actively used the strategy, discussing the test questions
with others, and this may explain why there was no one in the low group expressing
thankfulness toward the teacher for her help. Furthermore, some of the low achievers
tended to set easy goals or give up English learning tasks directly. Those who had given a
try often felt frustrated because their effort didn’t bring them their anticipated learning
results. Three of the low achievers directly pointed out that the test questions were too
hard for them to answer. Thus, most of them had failure experiences in the tests. Besides,
none of them stated that they learned a useful learning strategy to improve their English
from the worksheets. These responses all suggest that the worksheets may not help
promote the low achievers’ autonomy for learning English, competence perception and
relatedness with others.

The second research question inquires into whether the experimental group could
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outperform those without the aid of the worksheets. The results suggest that the
worksheets may have little influence upon the participants’ academic performance on a
school-administered English achievement test. According to the independent samples
t-test results, there wasn’t any significant difference found in the test performances
between the experimental and the control groups. It was probably because that the
worksheets didn’t cover all the questions tested in the English achievement test. They
only focused on establishing the participants’ linguistic knowledge (i.e. vocabulary and
grammatical structures) but left out other abilities, like the ability of translation and
reading comprehension, which were also tested in the English achievement test. In
addition, students’ misguidance in the discussions over the test questions on the
worksheets may also lead to mistakes on the English achievement test. Last, the
worksheets only provided limited test questions for the participants to practice. Therefore,
the worksheets could not exert significant effects upon the participants’ academic

performance.

Pedagogical Implications
Learning English in a test-oriented learning environment, like junior high schools in

Taiwan, may gradually decrease students’ motivation to learn English. Students tend to
become passive learners because their learning behaviors are controlled by tests. Deci,
Pelletier and Ryan (1991) proposed that if the context could provide the support for the
three human inherent needs, namely competence’, autonomy and relatedness, more
self-determined motivation could be developed. Thus, teachers may need to support the
three basic needs of their students by designing some learning activities or supplements,
like worksheets, so as to motivate them to learn English. The present study suggests

making use of tailor-made worksheets in the hope of achieving this goal.

" The present study focuses on promoting the participants’ competence perception.
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For the purpose of ensuring the effectiveness of the worksheets, several suggestions
of designing the worksheets are given. First, teachers can place test questions on the
worksheets for students to preview. By doing so, students’ test pressure and anxiety would
be reduced and their attention would be drawn to looking for the answers to those
questions instead of worrying about their performances on the tests.

Second, to provide relatedness support, teachers can design some open questions that
encourage students to discuss test questions or assignments with their classmates and
teachers. Leading them to express gratitude toward their helpers and state the reasons why
they feel thankful is also a good way to increase students’ relatedness with each other and
with their teachers. Furthermore, teachers may need to be supportive and encouraging to
students so as to create a positive and secure relationship with them. It would help
increase students’ motivation to interact with their teachers actively. In addition, the
worksheets can provide access for students and teachers to exchange their feedback and
feelings. Both students’ relatedness with teachers and autonomy for learning could be
enhanced through understanding each other and feeling being concerned by teachers.

Third, it should be cautioned that low achievers may suffer from a strong sense of
helplessness, which would make them easily give up their learning and refuse others’ help.
They need more attendance and assistance from their teachers and classmates so that their
English learning motivation can be promoted. Teachers can design attainable learning
tasks for them to do (Brophy, 2010). Besides, offering them with remedial classes to build
up the necessary English competence for learning new English material, and encouraging
their classmates to be their personal tutors may be more helpful than simply handing them
the worksheets to learn on their own.

Last, in order to help students have better academic performances, teachers can do
the following things. For example, teachers can encourage students to discuss the test

guestions with more than one of their classmates or with their teacher to avoid the
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chances of being misguided. And teachers may need to make sure the exercises on the
worksheets are sufficient for students to familiarize themselves with the newly-leaned
English material. If there is a need, teachers can give additional exercises for students to
practice. Furthermore, the worksheets could involve some requirements that urge students
to spend time reviewing the worksheets before an English test. Thus, they wouldn’t make
the same mistakes as they made on the worksheets. By doing so, the worksheets would be

more effective in helping students learn and perform better at school.

Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations of the present study that need to be further investigated.
The first limitation is the small sample size of the research. There were only 30 students
in the experimental and the control groups participating in the empirical study.
Furthermore, when they were further divided into three subgroups (i.e. high, middle and
low groups), both the experimental and the control classes contained only eight students
in the high group, fourteen students in the middle group, and eight students in the low
group. The small number of the participants in each subgroup may be problematic in
applying the paired-samples and independent-samples t-tests for conducting
within-group/subgroup and between-groups/subgroups comparisons.

Second, the amount of time spent on the experiment is too short. Within the seven
weeks, the experimental group only used three test-question preview worksheets on three
English lessons in their school textbook. Thus, the study results may not completely
represent the effectiveness of the test-question preview worksheets on students’ English
learning motivation.

Third, the experimental and control groups’ competence perception and relatedness
with their classmates and the teacher were different before the worksheet treatment based

on the independent-samples t-test results (See Table 4.1). This may cause further
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statistical problems, if the study intends to compare the two groups’ three motivation
components after the treatment. Therefore, the present study focused on in-group
comparisons by means of paired-samples t-test. The analysis helps to clarify the effect of
the worksheet on the experimental group.

Fourth, the English learning motivation questionnaire and the test-question preview
worksheets may not be comprehensive enough to represent the three motivational
components, namely competence perception, autonomy and relatedness. The principles
that were adopted to design the questionnaire and the worksheets were only concluded
from a small number of studies relevant to the support of the three motivational
components. It is thus recommended that more relevant studies could be involved and
taken as references to develop a set of principles that are more comprehensive for
devising the questionnaire and the worksheets.

Last, the test questions and assignments on the worksheets mainly focus on
vocabulary and grammatical structures, which couldn’t cover all the knowledge and
abilities examined in the school-administered English achievement test. In addition, when
comparing the test scores gained from the experimental and control groups with
independent-samples t-test, the comparison didn’t focus on comparing the scores gained
from the vocabulary and grammar test sections but on the overall scores of the test. Thus,
the statistical results may not fully reflect the effect of the worksheets upon students’

English academic performances (targeted on linguistic knowledge).

Suggestions for Future Research
The research findings of the present study were limited in several ways that could be
further investigated in future studies.
First, future research can be conducted on a larger number of participants in both

experimental and control groups so that the statistical results of the empirical study would
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be more valid. Also, future studies can try other inferential statistics, like nonparametric
statistics, which can reduce the possible influence of a small sample size upon study
results.

Second, future researchers could lengthen the treatment time. In this way, the
test-question preview worksheets would have more time to exert their effects on students’
English learning motivation.

Third, further research may be needed in this area, to observe the development of
students’ English learning motivation or any of its components after students stop using
the test-question preview worksheets. It may provide the information on the independent
development of English learning motivation after the use of the worksheets.

Fourth, it is recommended that the principles utilized to design the English learning
motivation questionnaire and the test-question preview worksheets can be made more
complete through more comprehensive literature review. By doing so, future studies can
have a more solid theoretical foundation and provide more valid and convincing study
results.

At last, the influence of the test-question preview worksheets on students’ language
anxiety could be added to further research. It has been reported that learning effectiveness
may be impaired if students suffer too much apprehension during their learning (Horwitz,
2001). Therefore, whether the worksheet learning could help students release their
language anxiety and improve their English learning would be an area worth future

studies.
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Appendix A
Three Test-question Preview Worksheets

#— Book3 Lesson4 &% &3 [+ 100 4 )

— ~ Test:
()% % FHBRA G EE TR (FH40)
1. 5 2. Br% 3. £4F
4, F & 5. M ; 1A%
6. There are many (r) here. You can choose(:£) one and listen
to English programs on it.
7. 1 love to sing and dance (a) with pop songs.
8. You can keep a (d) to practice your English writing.
9. 1t’s (q) hot these days. | feel | can’t live without (2 7 ) an
air conditioner(:4 5 ).
10. No one is perfect. Everyone makes (m) sometimes.
(=)=
A B IT AERiEd N (& # 3 4)
1. try 2. practice 3. enjoy
4. keep 5. finish 6. plan

B. AT 2SI (F064) [RAAPFHE2 S]]
1. Eric/ finish/ read the English magazine/ this morning.

2. Frank/ plan/ write a card to Tina/ after school/ yesterday.

3. Willy/ enjoy/ dance and jog/ , not sing.

4. My sister/ help me/ my homework/ every day.

5. The floor/ need/ clean/ every week.

6. Peter/ keep/ practice/ speak English/ with foreigners/ last Sunday.

7. David doesn’t know these English words.
He/ need/ look up/ them.
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#RRY [4erig]:
(-)d ey
.gi-'&—r-%;—hﬁ, Py it l‘%‘%{gﬁ,g o R o
1. (want # need)

2. (plan & try)

B. 5177 # ¥ ta(keep) ~ R ¥ (practice) ~ %= = (finish) & ¥ % ¥t (enjoy)
X¥rE? Fﬁ-# Bo|F o
1. (keep # practice)

2. (finish 2 enjoy)

(= )&=+

FHA L P FE R/ LI RFRERPRE B REAT AR -
(F# * # 3 want, need plan & try)

Example: A:

B:

=
‘3;
e
4

1S g facee.

N

SN RRE (I3MTAE o ¥ 234 ik p o hiFR- HB )

Partl: H* FFED ¥ L lgP » & 148 -

5“¥§$—'—i§-:’z ¥R AT Y £73) A FlL NG s
D%ﬁ*&’ﬂ”ﬁﬁ${° (158440 ¥ Ry Bl HAT -
(&G &> R FEDI K [V EAFLBET ~ 23] F)
LI ¢ g p sl § & J%Ww—°ﬁ%o

[]JH s

Part2: H* 3 s w F o IRA clEP » £ 448 -
[% 1 2% 3kypp e afmd - R]-

1. T2 AET A AFGERR o -

PIFEremp R > Ay 4 G e koo

(%] 5 F 3
[Jee XAEF|FF P> vk R > Fla
l:‘ 7
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2. ¥ xt o NET_ A ABFRR 0 FE

[VaRAR [0 54 - [J7 ey - [t Fotks -
(R ek 4w AV 2BEF 08223 8-
[ iz ii;ﬁ—;ﬁ—g} AR g

[(Jee3 EFFEPH L2 EBL > Fi

(]#

arrd N g

CEHRTEAEF T NFEUAER AL ETE o

3 KB EYHE/Z Y > AFF

4. BH. ' F%

7 ~ Let’s talk:
1LEL2WwEEFaE. (£Y L 8T ~ 1FER -~ v F.)

2. % ﬁﬁﬁ%%&ﬁn/&ffﬁﬂ%:
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@ — Book3 Lesson5 i inp & ehjpezhd FixEt [+ 100 4 )
- ~ Test:
JFR: A FREXFSECFFHFR - (FR24)

(-
1. g% 2. & &P (5)
3. ¥ eh 4, =kt 5 Gkt

5. 74 g% e
6. Jessica tried to (s) money for her trip to the U.S.A.
7. Let’s stay at home and watch some (v) . How’s that?
8. Do you have any new (in) about Lady Gaga?
9. Why not take the MRT to Taipei Zoo? It’s very (c) (®).
10. How did you know Teresa left for Japan one hour ago?

| heard it (th) a friend.

B. #3 * i (3kA P66) : 1.iast pid

240 4 Frx (C) 3405 7 (l)
4.2t B % 5.3 &

6%;”‘4“%’31 V\PPA

(=)% i
A R AT BB RN (B2 )
1. create 2. send 3. share
4. spend 5. shop 6. visit

B. g T A S 3 [LAFFRL] (5F+754)
1. You/ need/ spend time/ work on/ it.

2. read comic books/ be/ a lot of fun/ Sherry

(8 £30% 237)

(% 230 % 13)

(2 57)
3. sing English songs/ be/ interesting/ vy
(= 23 % 1 39)
(F 5% 1 3)
(i 2.57)

6. drink coffee and listen to pop music/ help me/ stay up late(# %).
(5 £ % 137)

(% 239 % 1 3)
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= ~EBRBRY [4r¥]

(C)BPRY: FRARF-CTFRETI 2P GREFTERILRFER
HECHIERFFRE R kR, *H LF -2 IFPLIRAPFLFPER
Bh- BH|F o

1 (% %3)

2. (% %37)

3. (i)

FHA A P E N /W EYF hE A B L P PR h T AR o Ex
A: What is a good way to learn English?
B: is a good way to learn English.

~

p At B E e HE S R

=

N

SN RBERI(LBHETAFE o F 2 38 jrikdpp o oY - HE o)

Part 1: ,.jl—*’*gé T F L IRL HEE R o ;1459
NIFFFXTHEAT LT » FlE AT ..
[Jp@E5 4 i ""ﬁiﬁf;ﬁﬁ" D?&z‘@%&g’ PORY BB -
Ca/ddss + Fxhke DV BrgRen(E3 03 %)-
(0% & P sk & & iﬁ’~°ﬁ%o

RNt

Part 2: ‘.jl--t’*g;%f*wg L IR RRE R 0 £ AL o
[% 124 3ds e chibmd- HB ]

1. ¥ % NE7F Lo REGRR -

(%1% 4 ERFF2enp > Aehy 4 § Fehd & o

[Jee XEF|FF P> vk R > Fla o
L]H # &7

2. A xts o NET Ao A EHR o FE

[lmRAEs -[HEp g4 - [ fymeiad o [Ji2F Gl d -

CAGRE k- TRAEY REFEF a3 AR

iz 5 23 %m 43 § i = o
Dpf'é?é?’lﬁ'*\,mmfgpﬁm,uig e [T EhERAY -
(Jeeg g SFepfh Rmadd 5 .
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&=

Ik

LR EPIELY
CEHRTEAEF T NFEUAER AL ETE o

3 HEREVE/TRY  AFT

A
E TS

4 R

7 ~ Let’s talk:
lLBLrEfFas: (BY P33R 18E% - v HF..)

2. % ﬁﬁﬁ%é&ﬁliﬁfﬁﬁé:
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% — Book 3 Lesson 6 Nora(§ F¥)it 2RF R LB Fens$ [+ 100 » )
- ~ Test:
(-)F % FRBRAB GF TR - (15LFH 34 1 LT 20)

1. & A 2. | FE EARFE

3. F vk 4. 5%

5. A& W

6. Yesterday was Mom’s birthday. We (c) itata

fancy restaurant.
7. We eat moon cakes on the Moon Festival. I1t’s our (t)

8. They (th) about taking a trip to New York, but it
was too expensive, so they gave it up(?< # ).
9. Is this your wallet? | (f) it on the floor.
10. Sandy (c) a star out of a piece of paper and made it into a card.
(=)=
A FRITHAEER Y £ (AR3A)
¥ 2 % 40 % 12 % 8
¥ 31 %5 % 23 % 99
17 10 * 8 7 27"

B. AR A ST (X7 44)
[LRAFFRICZPRFAFNREIER 4 430]
1. Helen/ wash dishes/ this morning

2. Kevin and Jerry/ chat with each other/ Sunday morning

3. The Wang family/ have/ a big dinner/ Thanksgiving/ 2009

4. We/ gather together/ the night of Christmas/ 2010

5. Judy/ visit New York/ December seventh/ 1999

6. We/ shop/ in the department store/ at that time

7. Jerry/ clean his room/ four thirty/ yesterday afternoon

8. Uncle Jerry/ search for/ his cat/ all afternoon/ last Tuesday
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9. Richard was creating his blog then. (i& & 2% 4 % B &)

'rERY [er8]):

() 2Py FFX9t 882 10,3;551::/46]—.}_ LAttt g ?
[F*E2&FNHEN % - ]

1.(8 &)

1y

2.(10 =)

(=) #2 i
FHA L v E R/ p ES B BRSaT AR -
Ex: A: What date is your birthday?

B:

et F 4p [p s #2380

~

1
2.

SR RBWI (BT AE o 5 2 380 ik p o chlnd - B

I

Part1: 3H* 5 #Fn w § 304 chlg p - Ilﬁzo

AIEPFXFTHEAT L ET » FlL AN ...
D%ﬁ*&’ﬁ”ﬁ£$£° Dpﬁ I T Y BT -
[(JA/FEFA A Pk [V E MFLBEF -3 F)-
[I7 § =320 ke F & "'ZFFF o A -

RS

°)

Part 2: “ﬁ-*"g“é"“}'g PLIRLNRER 0k 48R o
[% 1 2% 3kypp e afimd - HR]-

1. T2t ME7 A REGER o -

L1715 7 3 iJ%ﬁﬁ;LmMﬂrw\myJ e & o
(e XEF]FF P> 7R R E

[]# & R 7]

2. ¥ 23 N ET A AT HR 0 Fls

[JEmmaEn - [ ]2 s p’fh (0% sgims i o [JitG otk d -
D%Fl\}—-{&pﬁ( '31"}"\3:5 33 ’“ﬁf(_ﬁf.} ~ *J—"'“Jg\:v/ _&ﬁ)

LF EAGRE AT g .
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OF g arfpin Lg3ren> n 1§ 5 R4 0 (RS £ pm 3

2

N

[Jee3 ERFPH> 222 EBE 0 Fli
IEE

A PPIELR -

CEHRTEAEF T NFEUAER AL ETE o

3. ﬁ\ﬁ'f’ﬂ\g’g’ﬁ/{géﬂ ’ ;\‘ag;l]

7z ~ Let’s talk:
LELHwEFans: (Y L@ hFen - KEEH ~ o #7..)

2. XFF R A IRy amE:
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Appendix B
English Learning Motivation Questionnaire (English/Chinese version)

English Learning Questionnaire
Dear student :

This questionnaire aims to understand your current state of English
learning at school, and the results will only be used for the research. Thus,
please feel free to answer each of the following questions according to your
present feelings and awareness. We deeply appreciate your help and
cooperation.

Your English teacher,

Notice: Please tick the answer that best suits your current situation.

1. | gain a sense of achievement from overcoming the optimal English
challenges at school.

[_IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree [_IStrongly Disagree

2. The teacher’s affirmation of my English competence makes me feel
confident in learning English well.

[IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree [IStrongly Disagree
3. | actively spend time reviewing the newly-learned English materials
actively.

[_IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree [_IStrongly Disagree

4. | set goals for improving my English competence.

[IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree []Strongly Disagree
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5. I search for solutions to my English problems actively.

[IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree [IStrongly Disagree
6. | attribute my success or failure in English learning to effort.

[|Strongly Agree [_JAgree [|Disagree [IStrongly Disagree

7. 1 try to learn from my mistakes | made on my English tests with my
teacher’s corrections and comments.

[]Strongly Agree [_JAgree [|Disagree [IStrongly Disagree
8. I learn some English-learning tips from my classmates, like the ways to
memorize difficult English words.

[ |Strongly Agree [_JAgree [ |Disagree [_IStrongly Disagree

9. I’m willing to share my ways of learning English with my classmates.

[ IStrongly Agree [_JAgree [ |Disagree [IStrongly Disagree

10. My classmates and | encourage each other to learn English well.

[_IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree [_IStrongly Disagree

11. I enjoy discussing English questions with my classmates.

[IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree [Strongly Disagree

12. 1 enjoy discussing English questions with my teacher.

[IStrongly Agree [ JAgree [ |Disagree []Strongly Disagree

Class: Number: Name:
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Appendix C
A School-administered English Achievement Test

I
A FREIEEIINE > RO S BN Frezar .
(25 » $£1053)

B. MRIBFERIAVEEE NS BIEE » B IERENE SR - (F#277 - #1059
( ) 1. (A) He wanted to invite her to the movies.

N

(B) He wanted to give her movie tickets.

(C) He needed her help with his math homework.
( ) 2. (A) She couldn’t go to his birthday party.

(B) She didn’t like his birthday party.

(C) She wanted to invite him to her birthday party.
( ) 3. (A) No, it’s difficult for her.

(B) Yes, it is easy for her to make a pumpkin pie.

(C) No, she made pumpkin pies before.
( ) 4. (A) Creating a blog is easy for the girl and the boy.

(B) Creating a blog is difficult for the girl.

(C) Creating a blog is difficult for the boy.
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( ) 5. (A) He walks to school. (B) He goes to school by bus.
(C) He goes to school by bike.

= XEFR (B8 F£1557)
1. On the Internet, you can look for useful i
2. The potatoes cost ten dollars a p

3.F has only twenty —eight days this year. It is the second month
of the year.

4. A: How do you ¢ Christmas? B: By singing Christmas songs.

5. Don’t park on red | , or you will be fined(£i}§%).

6. It was a big m to leave my umbrella at home this morning.

It begins raining now.

7. Tim’s house is very small, so he has to s the room with
his brother.
8. The White House(H =) is not open to ¢ people because of
the safety.
9.F the good example, and you can be successful.
10. Time is my favorite m . I can read it to know many things.
1158 H () 12.FE#E 13. {84
14.+—_H 15.)\H

=~ B (B2 0 $2077)
( )L to do online shopping today.
(A) We are convenient (B) It’s convenient for us

(C) How convenient we are (D) They are convenient

( )2.1saw Tom last night. He ___the floor then.
(A) mop (B) mopping (C) was mopping (D) mops

( )3.___ alotof fun chatting with friends through the computer.
(A) We have (B)Ithas (C)Weare (D)Heis

( )4 todosomething wrong. No one is perfect.

(A) Anyone is possible (B) Maybe anyone is possible
(O)It’s possible for anyone (D) It may possible

( )5.Momtoldme _ too much TV.
(A) don’t watch  (B) no watch  (C)not watch (D) not to watch
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( )6. To use computers to book tickets __ very convenient.
(A)are (B)is (C)have (D)be

( )7.Mr. Jones has two daughters. __like creating the blog.
(A) They both  (B) They all (C) Both them (D) All of them

( )8.Wehadaparrotasapet

(A) in 2009, January 12 (B) on June 10, 2010, Tuesday
(C) on Thursday, March 19, 2008 (D) on April 1, Wednesday, 2011
( )9.He study math last night. That’s why he got good grades today.

(A)do (B)does (C)didn’t (D) did

(  )10.A: Maylgotothe party withyou? B:
(A)That’s fine with you. (B) Yes, you may.
(C) You’re right. (D) Yes, I’'m afraid not.

Y~ 1~OHE A JEE 1 Zadd) - 10~15IE A E Eha BURE - (L) - $:1597)

1. I listen to Let s Talk in English ________the radio every morning to learn English.

2. Tina keeps adiary ~ English every day.

3. I'love dogs; lam not afraid __~ them.

4. Mr. Wilson goes to church __ Sunday mornings.

5. Evainvited 50 people _ her wedding party.

6. The weather isusually hot __ summer in Taiwan.

7. the evening of October 10™in 2011, there was a beautiful firework show
in Changhua. (#21LE)

8.Andyisgood __ telling jokes. He always makes us laugh.

9. Teacher’s Day comes _ September 28.

10. Don’t forget  (save) the file(f£2) before you turn off the computer.

11.Mike uses a tape recorder to practice __ (speak)English.

12.A:Doyouwant ___ (join)us? B: Yes, I’d love to.

13. Momasksme __ (think) twice before doing everything.

14. Anne finished __ (write) the papers.

15. (learn) Japanese on the weekend is interesting to me.

11~ BREMIER (FRE25) - $£647)
(—) Brother Sharp became an idol in the world a year ago. He was a beggar walking
around in Ningbo, China. One day, someone sent his picture on the Net because of his
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good fashion sense. People in China were surprised by the way he dressed and wanted to
know more about him. He was also reported in many newspapers. After a few days,
Brother Sharp was found in Ningbo with his mother and brother. When a reporter went to
meet him, he looked very different from the picture that we saw on the Internet. He had
new clothes on and his hair was all gone. He was shy and did not talk much. Later,
Brother Sharp told the reporter that he thought being a beggar was better than going back
home. He enjoyed the life of being a beggar because he could go anywhere he wanted to.
However, his family did not agree with him and took him back to his home town to start a
new life. beggarZ™5 senselgiid  better#id]

1. Why was Brother Sharp famous in the world?
(A) Everyone in his family was a beggar.
(B) He was the most handsome beggar in China.
(C) He always walked around in Ningbo.
(D) He dressed well although he was a beggar.
2. He enjoyed being a beggar because
(A) it was free (B) he liked Ningbo
(C) he didn’t want to go back home (D) he was shy

(=)
Ellen anste a foem to Belle.
Fecling bappy. oad, o alone,
Rememben o call me on the phone.
e 0ar life band in hand we are,
Everything for wo to dhare.
Do you feel the same way?
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3. What does Ellen ask Belle to do when Belle feels sad?
(A) Give Ellenahand. (B) Give Ellenacall.  (C) Cry loudly. (D) Laugh loudly.

N~ EHEARER(ERLY - E1L9T)
1. My family to give to Mom

the second Sunday in May.
(FERHEVE EER - YR A BEIERAE — RS ae R - )

2. The waiter is busy everyone’s glass water.
(B A= TETC B A AR T-EDRK - )

3.The man everywhere his wallet. He looked worried.
(E 55 Nt trny g2l - MEEARIRIER )

4. My friend and | are going to the movie,

Warriors of the Rainbow : Seediq Bale.

(P AR F LIRS R B R -2 - )

T (RESERIES (B35 » £957)
1. Going to work by MRT saves Lisa a lot of time. (F1t...)

2. When did you have the English test? 3575 H HHA20114F11H29H)

3. Amy practices the piano for three hours every day. (1]l AspendiZ 5 =)1)

I\~ FEEIRIE (25T - 645)
ex: Ewglish —>  English
1. dilemma —>
2. Fatnentect —>
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