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ABSTRACT

Over recent years, more and more universities in Taiwan set graduation
thresholds, regulating that college students pass certain levels of standardized English
proficiency tests before graduation. Students are expected to be motivated to maintain
or enhance their English ability through such policies. However, the real effects
remain unclear. The present study, based on expectancy-value theory, aimed to
investigate how college students perceived English proficiency tests they were
required to take, how perceived levels of importance of examinations exerted
influences on students’ L2 learning motivation and academic performance as
operationalized in GEPT scores, and the reciprocal relationships among three facets of
L2 learning motivation.

A total of 319 first-year collége students ifi, National Chiao Tung University was
recruited in this study. They wete given two séts of questionnaires, which measured
their perceptions towards the compulsory standardized examination (test motivation)
and L2 learning motivation, including self-efficacy beliefs, intrinsic value and
motivational intensity. Besides, students were encouraged to express their opinions
towards graduation thresholds and share their experiences about ways to prepare for
and attitudes to deal with a compulsory standardized examination. The statistical
methods of correlation and within-subject t-tests were applied to analyze the collected
data.

The following results were found. First, our participants were not very motivated
towards the compulsory standardized examination undertaken. However, their test
motivation was still slightly correlated with self-efficacy beliefs, intrinsic value and
motivational intensity. Second, students who had higher self-efficacy beliefs and

intrinsic value were usually those who spent more effort in the subject of English and
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those who performed better academically. Third, self-efficacy beliefs, intrinsic value
and motivational intensity were positively correlated with one another both before and
after the examination, suggesting that the higher self-efficacy beliefs one has in
learning English, the higher intrinsic motivation one owns and the more effort he or
she puts forth. Fourth, the two groups of students with higher and lower test
motivation differed in the changes of their L2 learning motivation. Students with
higher test motivation obviously spent less effort after the examination; those who had
lower test motivation had higher self-efficacy beliefs after the examination. Fifth,

only one-third of our participants prepared for this required examination even though
most of them thought the compulsory standardized examination was beneficial to
enhancing their English proficiency. Finally, implications are drawn to provide
suggestions to policy makers and classroom teachérs on how students’ motivation

could be maintained while the graduation threshold pelicy is enforced.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, more and more college students are encouraged to take
standardized examinations such as TOEFL, TOEIC, or IELTS to demonstrate their
English proficiency. Of the standardized examinations, General English Proficiency
Test (GEPT) has been extensively adopted among universities in Taiwan. For example,
National Taiwan University uses the first stage of the High-intermediate level of
GEPT as a placement test, placing their sophomores in different levels of Online
English programs. Those who have passed this examination can waive the credits.'
On the other hand, some national universities set regulations, requesting their
undergraduates to pass a certain level of GEPT or:take remedial English courses as a
prerequisite of graduation. Undergraduates in. National Cheng Kung University,
National Sun Yat-sen University andiNational Chung Cheng University are asked to
succeed in the Intermediate or the first.stage of the ‘High-intermediate levels of GEPT.
Starting from 2003, the freshmen in National Chiao Tung University are also required
to pass the first stage of the High-intermediate level of GEPT. If they fail the
examination, they have to take remedial English courses. During the course-taking
period, course waivers are warranted once students succeed in this examination. It
seems that GEPT gradually serves as a threshold for graduation amid the universities
in Taiwan.

In Taiwan, many people consider that students’ English proficiency starts to

decrease once they attend universities. The reason may be that students no longer
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have to worry about entrance examinations. Compared with high school students,
college students spend obviously less time studying English every week. High school
students learn English almost every day since the grades in the school subject of
English have great influences on their choices of future universities. However, most
college students only need to take four to six credits on English courses in the first to
second academic years. In other words, they merely attend two to three English
classes every week. For non-English majors, they have few chances to register in
English classes afterwards. To facilitate college students’ English learning, many
universities set regulations that their students have to pass a standardized examination
before graduation. It seems that this kind of policy intends to enhance students’
motivation to learn English. However, its real effects remain unclear. Thus, it is worth
probing any positive or negative impacts this policy:may bring on college students’
motivation to learn English.

We complied a table (AppendixtA), summarizing the graduation requirements,
required English credits and measutes-for not reaching the graduation threshold amid
twelve national universities in Taiwan. It appears that most national universities make
use of GEPT as the graduation standard. Below, the standardized examination of
GEPT is briefly introduced as part of the background, followed by a brief review
concerning the impacts of standardized examinations on students’ learning motivation.
Then, the researcher indicates the niche and purpose of this study. Significance of this

study is finally addressed.

General English Proficiency Test
GEPT is sponsored by the Ministry of Education in Taiwan and developed by the
Language Training and Testing Center (LTTC). This standardized examination has

been administered in Taiwan since 2000. Different from other English proficiency
2



tests developed by foreign institutions, as LTTC claims, GEPT aims to test candidates’
general English ability.2

GEPT is divided into five levels with each level standing for varying English
proficiency. Each level of GEPT contains two stages of testing. The first stage is
inclusive of listening and reading tests and the second one writing and speaking tests.
According to LTTC, non-English major undergraduates are capable of understanding
English in social or working occasions (listening ability) and reading all kinds of
articles and documents (reading ability), which are assessed in the first stage of the
High-intermediate level of GEPT. This is why the first-year students in National
Chiao Tung University are required to pass the listening and reading sections of the
High-intermediate level of GEPT. They have to complete ninety-five multiple-choice
items in eighty-five minutes, with«forty-five items for the listening section and fifty
items for the reading section.

GEPT is a criterion-referenced test. Test-takers’ scores in the listening and
reading sections hinge on the numberiof correct-answers they gain. Testees have to
achieve the criterion of the standardized passing grade, i.e., 80 out of 120 points, in
listening and reading tests so that they can further take the following stage of writing
and speaking tests.”

More detailed information regarding GEPT, including its features, assessed
contents, format, testing time, grading criteria, and comparisons with other
standardized examinations is offered in Appendix B. In the next section, we would

like to direct our readers’ attention to the influences standardized examinations may

TOEFL and IELTS are designed for international students who would like to apply for schools in
English-speaking nations. These standardized exams are to test their English ability in academic
settings. TOEIC is mainly designed to evaluate test-takers’ English skills in workplaces.
Starting from 2008, testees can also pass the first stage of the High-intermediate level of
GEPT once they get a total score of 160 in listening and reading sections, with each section reaching
at least 72 points (http://www.lttc.ntu.edu.tw/gepthifmain.htm). This research was conducted before
this regulation was enforced. As a result, this new rule did not fit for this study.

3



have on learners’ motivation in learning English.

The Impacts of Exams

Some researchers state that examinations could be a motivator (Linn, 1993),
driving learners to study harder. From another perspective, nevertheless, examinations
may damage learners’ motivation (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987), making them lose
interests in L2 learning. The pros and cons of examinations have been debated for a
long time. Over recent years, some researchers mentioned that the level of importance
of an examination as perceived by students affects their performance on that
examination by influencing their motivation (Wolf & Smith, 1995). In Wolf and
Smith’s research (1995), they developed a questionnaire to examine “how motivated
the student was to perform on the test in question” (p. 231). It was found that students’
test scores were correlated with-testing conditions. In their study, Wolf and Smith
(1995) focused on how levels of impertance of an examination affect students’
motivation and how motivation, in‘turn, influences‘test performance. However, it
seems that the construct of motivation has not been explored more deeply in Wolf and
Smith’s study (1995). As a result, we think it necessary to make deeper investigations
into this area.

According to expectancy-value theories, expectancy of success on a given task
and the value attached to that task are two key factors to motivate individuals to
perform assigned tasks. Of task values, intrinsic value is of great importance, defined
as one’s behavior in performing a task being out of his or her inner interests without
the stimuli of external rewards. It has been reported that intrinsic motivation can make
learning more lasting (Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973).

Aside from task values, the other facet of expectancy-value theories, expectancy

of success, is worth noticing. Self-efficacy beliefs are one of the motivational
4



constructs that are related to the notion of expectancy of success, representing that
people believe they are capable of executing actions.

When it comes to self-efficacy beliefs, the concept of motivational intensity is
often discussed as well, which means the amount of effort one intends to expend
when performing a task. Research has suggested that one’s effort spent on a task is
related to his or her level of self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Pajares, 1996;
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). The higher level of self-efficacy beliefs, the more effort
one is willing to spend.

The relationships between self-efficacy beliefs and motivational intensity have
been extensively discussed. Based on expectancy-value theories, self-efficacy beliefs
and intrinsic motivation are two crucial notions. However, little research probes how
the two variables may interact mutually. Also, itis of interest to know whether
individuals with higher levels of intrinsic motivation expend more effort on a given
task. Accordingly, the correlation among the three variables is another aspect that
deserves to be inspected.

In addition to the reciprocal interaction of the motivational variables, the changes
of individual variable before and after the compulsory standardized examination are
worth investigating. It is possible that the compulsory standardized examination and
the test results exert influences on students’ intrinsic motivation, effort intended to put
forth and self-efficacy beliefs in learning English.

On the basis of the above rationale, we proposed a research framework to describe

possible relationships among the variables.

The Research Framework
Figure 1.1 displayed the order of these variables along a time continuum. The

three motivational variables on the left represented our participants’ existing L2
5



learning motivation before they took GEPT while the same three variables on the
right meant their motivation to learn English after they finished the test and were
informed of the grades. As shown in this figure, the standardized examination was
administered on May 12, 2007. Stage 1 and Stage 2 were the schedule of data

collection.
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Figure 1.1 Framework of This Study

Since motivational orientations of individuals may not remain consistent over
time and they are shaped by experiences (Dornyei, 2000; Wolf & Smith, 1995), we
hypothesized the three variables of intrinsic value, self-efficacy beliefs and
motivational intensity may be influenced by external events or one’s mental state.
Before our participants took the compulsory standardized examination, they had

already had their own interest, levels of self-efficacy beliefs, and efforts intended to
6



make about learning English. In the context of our study, two factors may affect these
motivation. One is how our participants were motivated to perform well on the
compulsory standardized examination (test motivation) and the other is GEPT results.
Our participants’ test motivation may pose impact on their original self-efficacy
beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value, which may in turn exert influences
on their test performance. After our participants obtained their GEPT grades, their
subsequent motivation may be affected. Accordingly, we would make an investigation
into the possible changes of the three motivational variables before the compulsory
standard examination was held and after our participants were notified of their test
results. Furthermore, we thought that the three variables of intrinsic value,
motivational intensity and self-efficacy beliefs may be correlated with one another in
some degree before and after this examination. Hence, we intended to examine the

interrelationships among the three.motivational variables.

Purpose of this Stady
The present study aims to investigate the influences the compulsory standardized

examination may exert on first-year college students’ motivation to learn English.
Three motivational factors were scrutinized, including self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity, and intrinsic motivation. In addition, we explored our
participants’ attitudes and motivation to prepare for and pass this examination, i.e.,
their test motivation. Moreover, their perspectives toward learning English as a
requirement and GEPT as a threshold for graduation was another major facet that we
zeroed in on. In this study, five questions were probed:

1. Are college students’ pre-test self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity

and intrinsic value in learning English correlated with their motivation

towards this compulsory standardized examination defined as test
7



motivation?

2. Are college students’ pre-test self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity
and intrinsic value in learning English correlated with their GEPT grades?

3. Are college students’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and
intrinsic value correlated with one another before they took the compulsory
standardized examination and after they gained GEPT grades?

4. Do college students’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and
intrinsic value in learning English change significantly before and after the
compulsory standardized examination?

5. What are college students’ perspectives towards learning English as a
requirement and the compulsory standardized examination as a graduation
threshold?

The first-year college students.in National.Chiao Fung University were recruited

as our participants. Questionnaires, including Likert-type scales and open-ended
questions, were administered to elicit:students’.responses to the above five research

questions.

Significance of this Study

Through the canvass, this research can add one piece of information to the
current literature regarding the effects of examinations on students’ L2 learning
motivation. Since the nature of GEPT is different from that of other compulsory
examinations mentioned in past research, it is hoped that the present study can clarify
how compulsory standardized examinations exert influences on language learners’
motivation in L2 learning. In addition, this study can provide useful information for
the authority to reflect upon this policy executed at quite a few universities, and help

clarify whether this policy motivates or demotivates college students in English
8



learning. Implications will then be drawn to provide suggestions to policy makers and
classroom teachers on how students’ motivation could be maintained while the

graduation threshold policy is enforced.




CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

Influenced by the Confucianism, collectivism and social expectations, Chinese
learners are motivated to show excellence in examinations so as to glorify their clans
(Chen, Warden, & Chang, 2005). Some researchers argue that examinations could be
demotivating during the learning process (Grolnick & Ryan, 1987). Others advocate
“test as the motivator,” making students spend more time studying (Linn, 1993). Still
others challenge this assumption, pointing out that the amount of effort an individual
spends relies on the importance of examinations (Wainer, 1993; Wolf & Smith, 1995).
Warden and Lin (2000) found that Taiwanese students seem to be motivated to learn
because they have to pass examinations or requirements. For example, junior and
senior high school students in Taiwan have to.pass entrance examinations to enter
their ideal schools. A recent examplesisthat university-students have to pass English
proficiency tests so that they can graduate. As noted above, examinations serve as a
motivator to encourage, or even force students to study in Asian society. However,
further studies are necessary to investigate the impact of examinations on students’ L2
learning motivation.

In this chapter, we review theories and empirical studies regarding effects of
examinations on learners’ motivation to learn a second language. First of all, we
provide our readers with a sketch of L2 learning motivation theories and learning
motivation theories in general, narrowing down to expectancy-value theories. On the
basis of the expectancy-value frameworks, two motivational variables, self-efficacy
beliefs and intrinsic motivation, are addressed. Finally, we explore the relationships

between examinations and motivation.
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L2 Learning Motivation Theories and Learning Motivation Theories in General
A second language is a school subject which can be divided into different skills
with explicit instruction from the perspective of education (Dornyei, 2000). Different
from other school subjects, learning a second language involves learning social and
cultural aspects this second language embodies. As can be understood, L2 learning is
multifaceted and as a result, a wide range of theories regarding L2 learning motivation
have surged from the 1970s on, such as Gardner’s motivation theory,
self-determination theory, social motivation, Dornyei and Otté’s process model of L2

motivation, and expectancy-value theory.

Gardner’s motivation theory

Gardner’s motivation theory subsumes three distinct areas, including integrative
motivation, the socio-educational model and the Attitude/Motivation Test Battery
(AMTB).

Gardner and his colleague, Lambert, conducted research in Canada, where
Anglophone and Francophone communities co-exist. Since English and French played
the role of mediating factors that may enhance or hinder intercultural communication
and affiliation between these two communities, Gardner and Lambert (1972) explored
the reasons that encourage or discourage Canadian people to learn French or English
as their second language. It was found that whether an individual can learn a second
language successfully hinges on his or her attitudes towards the L2 and the L2
community and his or her ethnocentric orientation in general. Gardner and Lambert
discovered that Canadian people learned English or French as a second language with
differing purposes. Some of the people learned the L2 because they wanted to be
connected to the other community, to realize its culture and to interact with its people

whereas some learned the L2 for the purpose of getting a better job or earning more
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money. The former is defined as integrative motivation while the latter instrumental
motivation.

Previous research (Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Gardner, 2001; Hernandez, 2006)
has revealed that integrative motivation was a predictor of successful second language
acquisition for language learners with integrative motivation learn for the sake of
learning. They demonstrate interest in a second language and desire to interact with its
native speakers and culture. On the other hand, individuals with instrumental
motivation learn a second language mainly for pragmatic purposes, such as the pursuit
of better employment. They easily give up learning a second language once they
achieve their goals. As a consequence, it is often recommended that L2 learners
develop integrative motivation in a foreign language classroom.

Besides these two important ¢oncepts, motivational intensity and desire to learn
the language are another two compenents in Gardner’s motivation theory.
“Motivational intensity” means.effort an individual spends learning a second language.
“Desire to learn the language” represents an individual’s will or want in learning a
second language. Theoretically, the two components are positively correlated. The
more one wants to learn a language, the more effort he or she expends. These two
components and attitudes towards learning a language, as stated above, constitute an
individual’s motivation in L2 learning (Gardner, 1985).

The socio-educational model is concerned with the influences individual
difference characteristics bring during a L2 learning process. This model was
proposed by Gardner and Maclntyre (1993), focusing on four aspects of the second
language acquisition process, including antecedent factors, individual difference
variables, language acquisition contexts and outcomes.

As can be seen in Figure 2.1, in formal and informal learning contexts, an

individual’s biological and experiential factors such as age, gender, or learning history
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as well as individual difference variables including intelligence, language aptitude,
learning strategies, language attitudes, learning motivation and language anxiety

interact altogether and finally lead to linguistic and non-linguistic L.2 attainments.
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Figure 2.1 Gardner’s Socio-educational Model of Second Language Acquisition

(Gardner & Maclntyre, 1993; p. 8)
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From Gardner and Maclntyre’s (1993) socio-educational model, we can unearth
that learning a second language is a sophisticated process with many aspects being
involved. To measure the complicated concept of L2 motivation, Gardner developed
the Attitude/Motivation Test Battery with a total of 134 items. The constituent
constructs measured in the AMTB are inclusive of attitudes towards French
Canadians, interest in foreign languages, attitudes towards learning French,
integrative orientation, instrumental orientation, French class anxiety, French use
anxiety, motivational intensity, desire to learn French, evaluation of the French
teacher and evaluation of the French course (Gardner, 2001). The AMTB has been
widely used in empirical studies regarding L2 motivation (Clément, Dornyei, & Noels,

1994; Kraemer, 1993; Muchnick & Wolfe, 1982).

Self-determination theory

Similar to the constructs of Gardner’s integrative-and instrumental motivation,
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are extensively investigated in the field of L2
learning motivation (Noels, 2003; Noels et al., 2003; Shaikholeslami & Khayyer,
2006). Intrinsic motivation refers to one’s performing behavior out of his or her
interest or enjoyment of the targeted task. As for extrinsic motivation, one may
demonstrate his or her behavior due to rewards or punishment avoidance. From an
educational point of view, people may be intrinsically motivated to learn a second
language if their behavior is triggered by maintaining consequences that are inherent
in tasks, such as the pleasures. On the other hand, people may be extrinsically
motivated to learn a second language that helps them get better jobs or higher salaries
in the future.

Originally, intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are viewed as a dichotomy. Quite a

few researchers indicated that extrinsic motivation may undermine students’ intrinsic
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motivation, making them lose interest in L2 learning once external rewards are
removed (Deci, 1971, 1972; Lepper et al., 1973). However, other researchers did not
find such a relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation; in fact, they found
that other forms of external rewards could be conducive to intrinsic motivation
(Lepper & Henderlong, 2000; Ryan, Mims, & Koestner, 1983). Afterwards, Deci and
Ryan (1985) reported that intrinsic and extrinsic motivations are like the two ends of a
continuum, being called self-determined and controlled forms of motivation. This is
known as self-determination theory. From their perspectives, everyone has these two
sorts of motivation. One’s initial action can be aroused by extrinsic rewards. Once she
or he is more self-determined and self-regulated, extrinsic motivation can combine
with or even lead to intrinsic motivation. Besides the intrinsic/extrinsic continuum,
Deci and Ryan (1985) also discovered that autonomy, competence and relatedness are
three components that affect an-individual’s levels of self-determination in performing
a particular task. When individuals are-capable of deciding their own behavior, they
have faith in their own ability and they.feel connected to other people, they would

show more intrinsic motivation.

Social motivation

Intrinsic/extrinsic motivation and integrative/instrumental motivation mentioned
above are subsumed to personal motivation, which is contrasted to social motivation
put forth by Weiner (1994). Social motivation means that an individual’s behavior is
influenced by the environment he or she stays. Parents, teachers, peers, and schools
are all factors that impact on an individual’s motivation. When it comes to L2 learning,
the social context often plays a crucial role in shaping humans’ motivation (Dornyei,
2000).

Most motivation theories assume that motivation is a stable mental state.
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However, Dornyei (2000) stated that motivation does not necessarily remain constant
all the time when it refers to the mastering of a L2. Instead, motivation may fluctuate
with the influences of internal and external events. Thus, he and his colleague took
“time” into consideration and proposed a model, which would be introduced in the

following section.

Dornyei and Ottd’s process model of L2 motivation

The field of motivation is comprised of abundant theories and models with
respect to L2 learning. To synthesize a variety of motivation theories and tackle the
challenge of time during motivational processes, Dornyei and Ott6 (1998) proposed a
process model of L2 motivation. This model is inclusive of two dimensions: action
sequence and motivational influences. The dimensien of action sequence describes
how one’s wishes, hopes and desites are transformed into goals, then into intentions,
finally leading to action launch;completion and evaluation. The other dimension of
motivational influences explains energy sources'and motivational forces that help fuel
the action sequence.

The dimension of action sequence is divided into preactional, actional and
postactional phases. The preactional phase corresponds to “choice motivation,”
meaning that one has to turn abstract wishes, hopes, and desires into concrete goals.
With commitment and tangible steps needed to carry out the goals set, one’s
intentions are formed. However, they are not sufficient for an action to be launched.
Only with the adequate starting time and appropriate means and resources can one
begin to implement subtasks planned in the process of intention formation.

The actional phase corresponds to “executive motivation.” During the process of
action implementation, one keeps appraising the progress and tries to utilize strategies

to control the progress. Following that, an actional outcome is ultimately reached. The
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optimal situation is that an individual’s goal is achieved whereas it is possible for he
or she to terminate the action. Action termination, nevertheless, is not equal to action
abandonment. The actor can fine-tune the subtasks and continue the action or the
original goal can be modified and the sequential process can be re-started.

When the actor acquires an actional outcome, she or he enters the postactional
phase in the process model. Here, the actor explores the causal attributions of success
or failure of the action. The critical retrospection facilitates the actor to examine the
internal standards and action-specific strategies employed in the previous phase.

Next, we move to the other dimension in the process model — motivational
influences. Five clusters correspond to the five processes in the dimension of action
sequence. They are motivational influences on goal setting, on intention formation, on
the initiation of intention enactment, executive motivational influences and
motivational influences on postactional evaluation..Each cluster contains various
motivational factors that may contribute to or fail the implementation of action.

To sum up, the process model‘tells us thatlz2.learning motivation is sophisticated
in essence and involves ample motivational factors, which render motivation research
more challenging.

Of all the theories concerning L2 learning motivation, we base our research on
expectancy-value theories. In ESL learning milieu, language learners can demonstrate
their ability by interacting with native speakers. However, the English-learning
environments for most Asian students are not sufficient once they step out of their
language classrooms. Accordingly, it is possible for students in an EFL context to look
forward to success in L2 learning by means of performing well on examinations.
Besides, they may add value judgments to their own success gained from the
examination results. “Expectancy of success” and “value” are thus crucial during L.2

learning process in that they probably explain students’ motivation to learn a L2.
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In the following section, we would like to direct our readers’ attention to several
theories under the expectancy-value frameworks and then narrow our focus to two

motivational components, i.e., self-efficacy beliefs and intrinsic value.

Expectancy-value Theories
Beginning with Atkinson’s achievement motivation theory, expectancy-value
theories emphasize that humans are born with curiosities and they are actively
motivated to explore the environment and receive challenges (Dornyei, 2000). In the
expectancy-value frameworks, an individual’s expectancy of success and the value
attached to success are two key factors that influence the individual’s motivation to

perform a given task.

Expectancy of success

Expectancy of success is linked:to'the question “Can I do this task?” Many
theories are relevant to this concept, From an educational viewpoint, attribution theory,
self-worth theory, and self-efficacy theory are the three most important constructs that
are used to explain whether an individual expects attainments in a task. Weiner is the
representative of attribution theory, which deals with one’s past performance with
two-dimensional, and more recently, three-dimensional models of causal attributions
(Weiner, 1979; Williams, Burden, & Al-Baharna, 2001). We will explain attribution
theory in more detail with two tables that are complied on the basis of causal
elements.

As shown in Table 2.1, this initial model involves two dimensions: locus of
causality and stability. A learner may attribute success or failure to internal factors,

such as ability and effort, or to external factors, such as task difficulty and luck.
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Table 2.1 The Two-dimensional Attributional Model

Locus of causality
Internal External
Stability Stable Ability Task difficulty
Unstable Effort Luck

(Modified from Williams et al., 2001; p. 173)

Of the four causes, ability and task difficulty are stable, which represents that
they do not usually change over time. By contrast, effort and luck are unstable and
easy to change over time. Following Weiner’s perspective, a number of researchers
conducted research to explore to what factors language learners ascribe their success
or failure (Brown, 2004; Graham, 2004). Later researchers, nevertheless, found that
Weiner’s model could not fully explicate their patticipants’ causes of success or
failure. As a result, the facet of eontroHablity was.added to this original model, which
concerns the extent to which one can control an event-or outcome. A more

complicated three-dimensional attributional model showed up as follows:

Table 2.2 The Three-dimensional Attributional Model

Locus of causality
Internal External
Stable Unstable Stable Unstable
Controllable Typical Immediate | Teacher bias | Unusual help
effort effort from others
Uncontrollable Ability Mood Task difficulty Luck

(Adopted from Williams et al., 2001; p. 173)

As demonstrated in Table 2.2, we can see four more attributional causes:
immediate effort, mood, teacher bias and unusual help from others. Because of the

latest dimension for causal attributions, more research was extended beyond Weiner’s
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perspective, trying to investigate possible causal factors for success and failure (Little,
1985; Weiner, 1992).

Covington’s (1992) self-worth theory is related to maintaining one’s self-esteem.
It is natural for people to try to protect their personal value and worth, especially
when they encounter competition, failure or negative feedback. Self-efficacy theory is
what we are concerned with among the three constructs. Additional discussions on

this theory are separated from this section and will be introduced later on.

Value

The other facet in the expectancy-value frameworks is value, which is also
labeled as ‘valence’, ‘incentive value’, ‘attainment value’, ‘task value’ and
‘achievement task value’ by varigus researchers."According to Dornyei (2000), value
is linked to the question “Do I want to do the task?’’ Eecles and Wigfield (1995)
considered that task values are compoesed-of four components: attainment value,
intrinsic value, extrinsic value and-cost. Individuals may want to do a given task for
the purpose of mastery goal or performance goal (attainment value). Factors such as
effort, time, anxiety and fear of failure are all costs that individuals have to pay during
the process of task completion. Intrinsic and extrinsic values are of extreme
importance in the field of education. As already explained in self-determination theory,
individuals may be motivated to execute an action because of inner interest and
enjoyment (intrinsic value) or external rewards and tangible goals (extrinsic value).
The four components interplay reciprocally to determine one’s strength or intensity
when performing a task. Amid the four values, we aim to explore the component of

intrinsic value. Again, relevant discussions will be given in subsequent sections.
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Self-efficacy Theory

An array of factors can determine whether an individual trusts he or she has the
capacity to do a task. From an educational viewpoint, attribution, self-worth, and
self-efficacy theories have prominent effects on learners’ expectancy of success. The
reason why we zero in on self-efficacy beliefs is that it is a main construct discussed
in educational psychological literature (Dornyei, 2000). In the past, researchers
concentrated on two issues. One is the link between self-efficacy beliefs and college
major and career choices and the other is the relationships among self-efficacy beliefs,
related psychological constructs, and academic motivation and achievement (Pajares,
1996). At school, students’ self-efficacy beliefs towards mathematics are frequently
investigated (Keramati, Shahraray, & Farahani, 2004; Metallidou & Vlachou, 2007).
However, little research refers to students’ self-efficacy beliefs regarding L2 learning.
Therefore, it is worth probing students’ self-efficacy beliefs if we treat L2 as a school
subject.

At this section, we are going to depict self-efficacy beliefs, which are related to
expectancy of success under the expectancy-value frameworks. The origin and
definition of self-efficacy beliefs are first presented, followed by exploring the
relationships between self-efficacy beliefs and academic achievement. Next, we
discuss the fluctuating nature of self-efficacy beliefs. Eventually, how self-efficacy

beliefs interact with other motivational variables is investigated.

Origin and definition of self-efficacy beliefs

Bandura (1977) at first presented the concept of self-efficacy beliefs in his book
“Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change,” defining it as “beliefs
in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the course of action required to manage

prospective situations (Bandura, 1995; p. 2).” People with different levels of
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self-efficacy beliefs may view difficult tasks in varied ways. Self-diagnostic
orientation is a key feature among people with low self-efficacy beliefs. They tend to
perceive difficult tasks as personal threats and think of personal deficiencies and the
obstacles that impede their performance. Therefore, they easily give up in the face of
failure. By contrast, people with high self-efficacy beliefs are characterized by
task-diagnostic orientation. Such people view difficult tasks as challenges and handle
threatening situations with confidence. Hence, they heighten and sustain effort even in

the face of failure.

Self-efficacy beliefs and academic achievement

Compared to other constructs, some researchers thought that self-efficacy beliefs
are more precise to predict students’ achievement or.performance (Pajares, 1996;
Zajacova, Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005).' Many-studies-have revealed that self-efficacy
beliefs are positively related to academic performance (Bong, 2001; D’amico &
Cardaci, 2003; Elias & Loomis, 2002).

Bong (2001) reported on an investigation into the role of self-efficacy beliefs and
task-value in predicting college students’ academic achievement and future course
enrollment intentions. One hundred and sixty-eight female undergraduate students in
Seoul were administered scales of various self-efficacy beliefs and task-value beliefs
at two different time points. Partial findings showed that self-efficacy beliefs are
positive predictors of students’ academic performance.

D’amico and Cardaci (2003) conducted a study on one hundred and fifty-one
students in India with an average age of 13.4 years. All of them completed a 24-item
questionnaire including self-efficacy beliefs and self-esteem for three school subjects:
linguistic-literary, logical-mathematical, and technical-practical. The measure of the

participants’ scholastic achievement depended on their teachers’ ratings of one to five
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points. One of the findings revealed that students’ self-efficacy beliefs are
significantly correlated with their academic achievement, which represented that the
students with higher self-efficacy beliefs performed better in school subjects than
those with lower self-efficacy beliefs.

In their research, Elias and Loomis (2002) found the same results as well. This
study examined whether need for cognition (NFC) and academic self-efficacy are
predictors of academic performance. Besides, the authors investigated the causal
direction of NFC and self-efficacy beliefs by executing path analysis. One hundred
and thirty-eight undergraduate students in the United States were recruited for this
study. They were administered questionnaires including NFC scale, academic
self-efficacy scale and demographic information. The findings showed that NFC and
self-efficacy beliefs can be used to-predict one’s academic performance measured by
Grade Point Average. People with,higher NFCrand sclf-efficacy beliefs like to partake

in enjoyable and challenging tasks and-obtain greater performance in academics.

The fluctuating nature of self-efficacy beliefs

What we have discussed so far is the interrelatedness of self-efficacy beliefs and
academic achievement. Actually, self-efficacy itself is an interesting construct worth
probing. Stajkovic and Sommer (2000) reported on an investigation into the direct and
reciprocal links among self-efficacy beliefs, performance feedback and causal
attributions. First of all, the authors proposed a conceptual rationale with two sets of
hypotheses, with the first four hypotheses stating how individuals with differing levels
of self-efficacy beliefs attribute their success or failure and the remaining four
hypotheses stating the effects of causal attributions on formation of subsequent
self-efficacy beliefs and performance outcome. Ninety-three undergraduate and

graduate students at a Midwestern university participated in this study. They were
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asked to give as many uses of an object as possible in one minute, which was
measured as their performance attainments. After the practice trial, all the students
were administered the scale of self-efficacy beliefs, which served as their initial
self-efficacy beliefs. Next, they were given the experimental trial and told whether
they succeeded or failed the task. Following that, they were administered two scales
regarding self-efficacy beliefs, as subsequent self-efficacy beliefs, and causal
attributions of their success or failure. As can be seen in Figure 2.2, it was discovered
that low-efficacious individuals increased their self-efficacy beliefs when success was
attributed to internal factors whereas decreased their self-efficacy beliefs when
attributing failure to internal factors. However, the authors found that individuals with
high beliefs of personal efficacy did not have increased self-efficacy beliefs when
they ascribed their success to internal factors. In-addition, highly-efficacious
individuals lowered their self-efficacy beliefs when they encountered failure which

was attributed to external factors.

success Internal attributions — > No increase in subsequent self-efficacy
High self-efficacy

failure External attributions —_ Decrease in subsequent self-efficacy

success Internal attributions —> Increase in subsequent self-efficacy

Low self-efficacy <
Internal attributions ——p | Decrease in subsequent self-efficacy

failure

Figure 2.2 Fluctuations of Self-efficacy Beliefs
(Modified from Model of Hypothesized Relationships Proposed by

Stajkovic and Sommer, 2000; p. 10)
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This empirical study tells us that self-efficacy beliefs are dynamic and may
change due to a single event during a short period of time. In Stajkovic and Sommer’s
(2000) research, the single event is one-minute brainstorming during which the
participants had to think as many uses of an object as possible. The two authors
examined the causes that resulted in the changes of individual self-efficacy beliefs.
Their investigation gives us insightful explanations about the fluctuating nature of
self-efficacy beliefs. Nevertheless, it is a pity that all the incidents occurred in the lab
setting rather than in real learning situations. Accordingly, it remains doubtful whether

we can generalize its findings to the real world.

Self-efficacy beliefs and effort

The previous literature manifested that levels of self-efficacy beliefs are a vital
indicator of an individual’s suceess.-Moreover; they determine the amount of effort
one is going to expend for the task undertaken (Eccles: & Wigfield, 2002). Many
researchers have expressed that one’s-effort spent on a task is related to his or her
level of self-efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Pajares, 1996; Stajkovic &
Luthans, 1998). Low-efficacious people tend to consider that tasks are more difficult
than they really are and do not believe they have sufficient ability to accomplish the
tasks. Hence, such people may pay less effort in completing tasks than those with high
self-efficacy beliefs. However, we found that the remarks these researchers put forth
are mostly theoretically-based. In other words, more empirical studies need to be done
to prove the relationships between efficacy beliefs and effort.

After the construct of self-efficacy beliefs is introduced, the ensuing passages
channel our readers’ attention to the other facet of the expectancy-value frameworks,
describing the concept of value in task performance. Here, we pay more attention to

the motivational variable of intrinsic value. Following that, we explore the
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relationships between examinations and motivation.

Intrinsic Value

Eccles and Wigfield (2002) said that intrinsic motivation belongs to one of the
theories relating to the domain of task value. It has been noted that whether an
individual has the desire to do a certain task depends on the value he or she attaches to
success of completing that task. The values consist of attainment value, intrinsic value,
extrinsic value and costs (Eccles and Wigfield, 1995). Hence, when an individual is
intrinsically motivated to do an activity, he or she experiences enjoyment or
satisfaction during the process, which can be dubbed intrinsic value this individual
connects to that activity.

When we mention intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation is its counterpart
that immediately emerges in our mind. Many psychologists have claimed that
extrinsic rewards decrease intrinsic motivation (Atkinson, 1964; deCharms, 1968;
Murray, 1964). Early studies concentrated on the effects of externally mediated
rewards on intrinsic motivation. Deci (1971) conducted two laboratory experiments
and one field experiment to test this hypothesis. He discovered that participants who
received money as external rewards when solving puzzles did decrease their intrinsic
motivation once external rewards vanished. However, those who took verbal
reinforcement and positive feedback as external rewards when doing a good job
actually had increased intrinsic motivation when they proceeded to undertake the task.

Aside from tangible and intangible rewards, it is also found that threats of
punishment and negative feedback would reduce one’s intrinsic motivation (Deci,
1972). Threats of punishment and negative feedback can be realized as external
pressure, which might undermine an individual’s interest of doing any activities.

Actually, as long as individuals perceive any form of intervention as external pressure,
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they may think they are compelled to get involved in tasks, which make it possible to
destroy their intrinsic motivation. In Lepper et al.’s (1973) study, for example, two
groups of children drew pictures with one group being given rewards for participating
in this study and the other one being told that they were monitored during their
drawing. The researchers discovered that the so-called “observed” group stopped
painting the next time they were asked to do the same activity without being

monitored.

Examinations and Motivation
Examinations and intrinsic motivation

Applying the preceding concept to the context of education, examinations are
usually carried out as a means to evaluate students’learning. At schools, students may
be forced to study to avoid being scolded or receivingpoor outcomes other than doing
it out of their own interest. Examinations-may be viewed as external pressure that
would be likely to undermine students’learning-interest. On the contrary, some
researchers argue that examinations may serve as a powerful inducement for students
to study (Linn, 1993). To perform well on examinations, students may study hard and
consequently experience the pleasure of learning (Remedios, Ritchie, & Lieberman,
2005).

To assess the effects of examinations on students’ intrinsic motivation, relevant
studies in laboratory and real-life settings were conducted (Gallagher & McClune,
2000; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Remedios et al., 2005). Grolnick and Ryan (1987)
separated their participating students into two groups. Both groups were designated to
learn material. The only difference was that one group learned the material for the
purpose of testing whereas the other group was simply for the sake of learning. The

students who had to take the tests reported that they felt much pressure but showed
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great enthusiasm and interest in pursuit of good performance. However, they
immediately lost their motivation in learning after the tests were finished.

Remedios et al. (2005) did a study in Northern Ireland where some 10 and
11-year-old children have to join a Transfer Test for the purpose of being selected to a
grammar school whereas other children do not have to take the examination until they
are fourteen. A total of one hundred and eight primary school students took part in this
study, with forty-two students being the members of the non-test group and sixty-six
students belonging to the test group. Both groups were administered 7-point Likert
type items of intrinsic motivation two weeks before and after the Transfer Test was
held. The findings showed that the intrinsic motivation of the students in the test
group was lowered even though they passed the Transfer Test and obtained expected
grades. The other group did not display such a phenomenon. Thus, Remedios et al.
concluded that examinations indeed decrease students” intrinsic motivation under
some circumstances.

Both Grolnick and Ryan (1987) and Remedios et al. (2005) reported that
students’ intrinsic motivation was diminished after they underwent tests. Gallagher
and McClune (2000), however, did a similar study as Remedios et al.’s (2005)
research but gained a conflicting result. They found that the primary school students
in Northern Ireland were highly motivated when they obtained a place at the grammar
school since they deemed passing the Transfer Test and getting good grades as
positive feedback, which enhanced their intrinsic motivation.

All the above three studies intended to investigate students’ intrinsic interest
towards school subjects learning. However, we can witness completely different
results. The reason lies in the varying nature of examinations. The Transfer Test in
Northern Ireland is declared by the government and pupils in some regions definitely

have to take this examination in order to obtain a place in the grammar school. As a
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consequence, the students will take it seriously. What would happen to our
participants in this study if examinations do not have a direct influence on students?

Much research needs to be conducted to clarify this point.

Examinations and effort and self-efficacy beliefs

The foregoing passages discuss the effects examinations may have on learners’
intrinsic motivation. The relationship among examinations, effort and self-efficacy
beliefs will be explored as follows.

Whether students are motivated to prepare for examinations depends on the
importance of examinations (Wolf & Smith, 1995). If students consider that
examinations they are undertaking are crucial, they own higher motivation in
expending effort on examinations#Contrarily, they will not be motivated to prepare
for examinations and pay considerable effort if the examinations are not so important
for them.

Wolf and Smith (1995) designeditwo sets.of classroom-based examinations and
one hundred and fifty-eight college students took part in their study. Each participant
had to take two sets of examinations, with one being counted as part of their grades
while the other being not. When the examinations were over, they were administered
a questionnaire with the purpose of understanding their motivation and perceptions
towards the two examinations. The findings demonstrated that students were highly
motivated and spent more effort preparing for examinations when they were notified
that the examination results would be counted as their grades.

The above study tells us that significance of examinations determines the amount
of effort one is going to pay. The more consequential an examination is, the more
effort one expends. Since effort is closely related with self-efficacy beliefs, it is

necessary to investigate the interrelationship between self-efficacy beliefs and
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examinations. Put it more specifically, do students’ initial self-efficacy beliefs
influence their test performance? In other words, we can scrutinize whether highly
efficacious students perform better than those with lower self-efficacy beliefs. In
addition, are students’ subsequent self-efficacy beliefs different from their initial ones
after they get their test results? More importantly, is it possible that students’
perceptions towards examinations undertaken exert influences on their self-efficacy
beliefs, and further, their attainments on examinations. Those are the concerns that

need to be inspected.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHOD

This study aims to investigate the effects the compulsory standardized
examination may have on first-year college students’ motivation to learn English
before and after they took the required GEPT. First-year students in National Chiao
Tung University were recruited for this study. They completed two sets of
questionnaires before and after partaking in GEPT. Besides, they were asked to give
their opinions on two open-ended questions for the purpose of understanding how
they prepared for this compulsory standardized examination and how they viewed this
policy of GEPT as a threshold for graduation.

In the following sections, werdescribed our participants, instruments, procedures

of data collection, and the statistical methods for data analysis.

Participants

Our sample comprised of five hundred and ninety first-year college students in
National Chiao Tung University who took GEPT on May 12"2007. These
participants came from thirteen Freshman English courses, with two hundred and
sixty-nine coming from five reading courses, one hundred and nine from four
conversation courses, and another two hundred and twelve from four listening courses.
Students in each class came from diverse colleges, including colleges of electrical and
computer engineering, computer science, engineering, science, biological science and
technology, management, humanities and social science, and Hakka studies.

For the college students in National Chiao Tung University, English is a required
course in the first academic year. They are required to register in two of three

Freshman English courses in the first two semesters. The English courses are
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inclusive of reading, conversation and listening courses. Regulated by the school
policy, it is stipulated that the first-year students have to take the first stage of the
High-intermediate level of GEPT at the end of the first academic year. Additionally,
GEPT is incorporated into the requirements of the English courses the students take.
It is a must for the students to take the listening and reading sections of the same level
of GEPT as a mock, whose grades they obtain will be counted as 15-20% of their total
scores of the courses they take.

Students who successfully pass the first stage (listening and reading sections) of
GEPT can go on taking advanced English courses or second language courses of
Japanese, French, and German, with a maximum of 4 credits. As for those who do not
pass the examination, they can still take these courses but at the same time, they have
to take another year’s study of remedial English-before they graduate from the
university. The remedial English courses aim at improving listening and reading skills.
Students meet for an hour every ‘week..The textbook “Read and Think” is the essential
reading. Some teachers may add other-supplemental materials such as Advanced
magazines to their course reading. If students do not plan to take remedial English,
they can choose to take GEPT again. Once they pass, it is not necessary for them to

take remedial English courses.

Instruments
Questionnaires, including Likert-type statements and open-ended questions
(Appendices D and E) were employed in the present study. Below, the instruments

used for measuring variables were elaborated.

Self-efficacy beliefs

Duncan and McKeachie (2005) made full investigations into empirical studies
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addressing the nature of motivation and the use of learning strategies and they found
that entire or partial items in the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
(MSLQ) were used in fifty-six studies from 2000 to 2004. Since MSLQ is an
instrument frequently applied to measure learners’ motivation across numerous
disciplines, we adapted eight items (Questions 1 to 8 in Appendices D and E) for the
measurement of self-efficacy beliefs, trying to investigate how our participants
perceived their ability to learn English. The responses to these items ranged from

strong disagreement to strong agreement, with a 5-point scaling.

Motivational intensity

In our questionnaires, ten items (Questions 9 to 18 in Appendices D and E) were
intended to measure our participants’ motivational intensity, i.e., how much effort the
students made when they learned English. These items were adapted from
Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) (Gardner, Fremblay, & Masgoret, 1997). A
5-point Likert scale, with responses ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree,

was provided for our participants to choose what best suits their situation.

Intrinsic value

Seven items contained in the questionnaires administered before and after GEPT
looked into the students’ interest in learning English (Questions 19 to 25 in
Appendices D and E). They were adapted from Remedios et al.’s research (2005). To
maintain the consistency of our questionnaire and conform to the context of this study,
we modified the interrogative sentences in Remedios et al.’s study (2005) into
declarative ones. Moreover, two questions (How interesting do you find English? &
How fun do you find English?) in the original version were merged into one sentence

(I find English interesting) for we thought that interesting and fun mean the same
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thing to Chinese students.

Actually, MSLQ (Duncan & McKeachie, 2005) comprises four items for
measuring learners’ intrinsic goal orientation. Many researchers drew on the subscale
of MSLQ in their studies (Campbell, 2001; Davenport, 2003; Green, 2001; Hancock,
2002; Hargis, 2001; Jacobson, 2000; Karabenick, 2004; Livingston, 2000; Longo,
2000; McManus, 2000; Polleys, 2001; Seibert, 2002; Vanzile-Tamsen, 2001). Instead
of using the four items in the MSLQ, however, we adapted the items in Remedios et
al.’s research (2005). The reason lies in the fact that the four items in the MSLQ
mainly evaluate the effects of instructional strategies and course structures on
students’ learning (Duncan & McKeachie, 2005). Nevertheless, the items developed
by Remedios et al. (2005) are prone to explore the influences of tests or examinations
on students’ interest in language learning, which s more pertinent to our study.
Therefore, we decided to adopt:the.items developed by Remedios et al. (2005) in our

research.

Test motivation

Eight items in the questionnaire examined the extent to which the participants
stressed this compulsory standardized examination and whether they were motivated
to perform well on it (Questions 26 to 33 in Appendix D). These items were adapted
from Wolf and Smith’s (1995) study. The researcher made minor changes on the
wording, replacing “this test” with “GEPT” as a reminder for the participants that the
focus in this study was GEPT instead of the midterm, final examinations or quizzes

they took in class.

Students’ attitudes toward GEPT as a threshold for graduation

Inspired by Etten, Freebern, and Pressley’s research (1997) which reported on an
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investigation into one hundred and forty-two college students’ beliefs about the
process of examination preparation in the northern United States, we came up with
two open-ended questions to elicit our participating students’ opinions regarding the
issue being concerned in the second questionnaire survey (Appendix E). More
specifically, we asked them whether the policy of passing a standardized examination
works for their improvement of English proficiency. We also solicited ideas from our
participants about their ways to prepare for and their attitudes to deal with a

standardized examination.

Procedures
As displayed in Table 3.1, this study was composed of a two-stage data
collection. In Stage 1, three weeks:before GEPT"was administered, we made use of
questionnaires to measure three-metivational variables; including self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity (effort), and intrinsic.value. In addition, we measured how
motivated our participants were in‘preparing for'GEPT, i.e., their test motivation.

In the second stage, two weeks after our participants obtained their GEPT
grades, questionnaire survey was utilized again to examine the same variables of
self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value. Aside from the
Likert-type items, two open-ended questions were included in the questionnaire to
collect information concerning students’ attitudes over the school policy and their
effort spent on the compulsory standardized examination. Both the questionnaires in
the present study were written in the students’ native language -- Chinese.

The application of a two-stage data collection lay in two reasons. First, we made
references to the past literature and discovered that most studies conducted pre- and
post-tests and made comparisons in between. Secondly, due to administrative

concerns, we intended to execute two questionnaire surveys so as not to interfere with
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teachers’ teaching and exhaust our participants. As to the timetable, Stage 1 was
administered three weeks before GEPT since we thought that the compulsory
examination was approaching and may start to impact on our participants’ L2 learning
motivation. Stage 2 was administered two weeks after our participants received their
GEPT grades because we wanted to finalize our second questionnaire survey before

our students’ upcoming final examinations.

Table 3.1 Instruments and Variables in the Two Stages of Data Collection

Two-stage Data Collection

Stage 1 Stage 2
Instruments Questionnaire 1 Questionnaire 2
Variables - self-efficacy beliefs - self-efficacy beliefs
- effort - effort
- intrinsic value - intrinsic value
- test motivation - perspectives
towards GEPT

In the ensuing passages, we describe how'the questionnaire items were translated
from English into Chinese. Then, the process of pilot study was depicted. The

two-stage data collection was eventually addressed.

Translation and back translation of the questionnaire items

The items included in our questionnaire were originally English-written
sentences. To conserve the time of questionnaire administration and ensure our
participants’ understanding of all the items, we translated them from English into
Chinese. At first, the researcher translated the English-version questionnaire into a
Chinese-version one. Then, a graduate student not involved in this project was invited

to translate the Chinese-version questionnaire back into another English version.
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Following that, the researcher compared the two English versions of questionnaire
items to ascertain the translated items were truthful to the original ones in meaning.
For the items that did not quite match in the two versions, the researcher modified
their Chinese items and asked the outside student to translate these items again.
Among the questionnaire items, two questions measuring motivational intensity were
discussed more often than the rest. The characteristic these two items had in common
was that they began the sentences with “I don’t bother...” or “I can’t be bothered...”
This kind of sentence structure was more confusing when we tried to translate it into
Chinese. The procedures for back translation of the questionnaire items were repeated

twice. Until all the items were considered feasible were our questionnaires finalized.

Pilot study and its results

After we made sure the contents of our questionnaires, we did a pilot study to
test its reliability. For items of self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity, and
intrinsic value, they were distributed to.seventy-three sophomores in three Advanced
English courses in National Chiao Tung University. As for the items of test motivation,
another eighty-three first-year college students in two Freshman English courses in
the same university completed our questionnaire. Those who were recruited for the
pilot study did not take part in our main study. The reason why we separated our
questionnaire items and distributed them to different students is that the items
belonging to test motivation intended to elicit first-year college students’ responses to
the level of importance of GEPT as perceived and consequently, it is better if we
could have first-year college students involved in the pilot study. The rest of items
were then distributed to the sophomores since we did not have so many participants
and hoped that all of them got involved in the formal questionnaire survey, not the

pilot study.
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Table 3.2 demonstrated the reliability of each variable drawn from the pilot study.
As can be seen, the Cronbach alpha values for the items of self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity, intrinsic value and test motivation were .80, .70, .83, and .77.

The pilot results manifested that these items were acceptable in our study.

Table 3.2 The Cronbach Alpha Values for Subscales

Self-efficacy Motivational Intrinsic Test
beliefs intensity value motivation
Number of items 8 10 7 8
a value .80 .70 .83 77

As for the open-ended questions in the second questionnaire, two college
students not involved in this study were invited to'go over them and provided
suggestions on their wording. They indicated that'the wording was appropriate and

would not result in misunderstanding.

Two-stage data collection

In order to administer the questionnaires in the Freshman English courses, it is
essential for the researcher to get permission from the English teachers who are
responsible for teaching the first-year English reading, listening and conversation
courses. Therefore, an email was forwarded to nineteen English teachers in National
Chiao Tung University before the spring term 2007 started (Appendix C). The content
of the email conveyed the purpose of this study and told these teachers the possible
time for questionnaire administration. At the end of this email, these teachers were
asked to give a short reply if they were willing to open their classes to the researcher.
Finally, we got responses from twelve English teachers who indicated that they agreed

with the research in their classes.
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After we were allowed to distribute questionnaires in these Freshman English
classes, we administered questionnaire surveys in two time frames. The reason why
we did our survey twice was that this study was intended to investigate how the
compulsory standardized examination may interfere with college students’ motivation.
To address the issue, we collected the data for two times and compared our
participants’ motivational changes in terms of the variables of self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity and intrinsic value. Moreover, the relationships between our
participant’s GEPT grades and the variables mentioned above are another concern in
this study. Accordingly, the second survey was administered after our participating
students gained their scores on GEPT.

As noted in the research framework proposed in the first chapter (p. 6), we
specified the time for questionnaire distribution. The first questionnaire survey was
administered in the ninth week-of the spring term 2007, i.e., three weeks before GEPT
was held. The researcher went to each class.and explained to the students the purpose
of distributing the questionnaire. Following that; our participants spent ten minutes
completing all the questions.

The second questionnaire survey was administered in the fifteenth week of the
same semester, two weeks after our participants were notified of their GEPT grades. It
was estimated that the questionnaire took our participants ten minutes or so to be
finished.

As for the open-ended questions in the second questionnaire, we told our
participants that their responses would be beneficial for the present study and they
were encouraged to describe their experiences and express their opinions. The

participating students were given sufficient time to complete this part.
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Data Analysis

The collected data were analyzed by using SPSS 12.0. We drew on descriptive
and inferential statistics to account for the concerned issues in this research. First of
all, we presented the means and standard deviations of all the measured variables,
including self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity, intrinsic value, test motivation
and GEPT grades. Following that, we ran the analysis of correlation and
within-subject #-tests to answer the first four research questions. Correlation analysis
was applied to answer the first research question, examining the relationships between
our participants’ test motivation and the three motivational variables. For the second
research question, we intended to explore whether our recruited undergraduates’
pre-test motivation correlated with their GEPT grades, and as a result, correlation
analysis was used to probe the associations. After that, we made an investigation into
the interrelatedness among the three motivational variables before and after the
compulsory standardized examination by using correlation analysis. For the fourth
research question, we observed the'metivational:ichanges of self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity and intrinsic value before and after the compulsory
standardized examination by running within-subject ¢-tests. Finally, the participants’
responses obtained from the open-ended questions were classified in terms of
common themes, which offered information to help us investigate the last research
question.

Through this research, we may identify the influences of compulsory
standardized examinations on students’ motivation to learn English. Moreover, we
may get a better understanding of how the students perceive this examination as a

requirement in their first year’s English learning in university.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

As stated previously, this study was aimed at uncovering the effects the
compulsory standardized examination may bring on college students’ motivation to
learn English. More specifically, we tried to examine the undergraduates’ attitudes
towards the compulsory standardized examination and how their self-efficacy beliefs,
intrinsic value and effort were influenced by the test results. We administered
questionnaire surveys to five hundred and ninety first-year college students at two
time points. After checking all the questionnaires, we abandoned the ones without
complete responses. Finally, a total of three hundred and nineteen (54%) valid data
sets was used in the analysis. In the following sections, the detailed calculations of
variables were first elaborated before we presented.their means and standard
deviations. Then, the findings were reported.in terms of the sequence of the five

research questions.

Descriptive Statistics

In this present study, we measured four variables, including self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity, intrinsic value and test motivation. Eight positively worded
items in both pre-test and post-test questionnaires (Q1 — Q8) were used to measure the
informants’ self-efficacy beliefs in learning English. With a 5-point Likert scale, the
overall scores obtained ranged from eight to forty. Another measure (Q9 — Q18),
including five positively (Q9 — Q13) and five negatively (Q14 — Q18) worded items,
was to assess the participants’ effort expended to learn English. This scale is 5-point
Likert type as well, with a minimum score of ten and a maximum fifty. The measure

for intrinsic value comprises seven items (Q19 — Q25), six positively (Q19 — Q23 &
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Q25) and one negatively (Q24) worded items. With scales from strong disagreement
(1) to strong agreement (5), the respondents may gain scores ranging from seven to
thirty-five. Besides, we have eight more items (Q26 — Q33), six positively and two
negatively (Q30 & Q31) worded statements included, for the measurement of our
participants’ test motivation. The students may obtain scores ranging from eight to
forty on this scale.

Table 4.1 summarized the descriptive statistics for all the scales measured in the
present study. As can be seen, we measured four variables before our participants took
GEPT, including self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity, intrinsic value and test
motivation. The means for these variables are 24.26, 30.81, 24.21, and 24.98
respectively. As for the variables measured after our participants obtained their GEPT
grades, we got the results as shown'in the same table. The means for self-efficacy
beliefs, motivational intensity and.intrinsic value are 25.19, 30.79 and 24.31. Our

participants gained an average score ©f148.06 on this-standardized examination.”

Table 4.1 Means and Standard Deviations of Self-efficacy Beliefs, Motivational
Intensity, Intrinsic Value, Test Motivation and GEPT Grades (n = 319)

Before GEPT After GEPT
Variable (range of scores) M SD M SD
Self-efficacy beliefs (8-40) 24.26 5.64 25.19 5.33
Motivational intensity (10-50) 30.81 5.15 30.79 5.19
Intrinsic value (7-35) 24.21 4.38 24.31 4.15
Test motivation (8-40) 24.98 4.40 - -
GEPT grades (0-240) - - 148.06 33.0

* The listening and reading sections on GEPT count as one hundred and twenty points, respectively.
Grades obtained depend on the numbers of correct items test-takers answer. The standardized
passing grade for each section is 80. Only when test-takers achieve the criterion on both sections can
they pass the first stage of GPET.
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Investigation of Research Questions
RQ 1: Are college students’ pre-test self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and
intrinsic value in learning English correlated with their motivation towards this
compulsory standardized examination defined as test motivation?

The first research question was intended to explore how our participants viewed
the standardized examination they were required to take and how their motivation to
learn English was correlated with their test motivation. Already mentioned in Table
4.1, the mean for our participants’ test motivation was 24.98 (SD= 4.40) out of a
possible maximum score of 40. With scores on this scale ranging from 8 to 40, a mean
score of 24.98 is slightly above the halfway point on the scale, indicating that our
participants may not be so motivated to prepare for the compulsory standardized
examination.

As for the correlations between student’s test. motivation and their self-efficacy
beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic motivation in learning English, the
statistical method of correlation was employed-and‘the outcome was shown in Table
4.2. The correlation between test motivation and self-efficacy beliefs is » = . 245, p
< .05. The correlation coefficient between test motivation and effort the students made
is .279, p < .05 and a correlation of .276, p < .05 was for the relationship between test
motivation and their interest level. These figures represented low levels of correlation

among test motivation and the three motivational variables.’
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RQ 2: Are college students’ pre-test self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and
intrinsic value in learning English correlated with their GEPT grades?

The second research question under investigation was whether college students’
self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value in learning English
correlated with their GEPT grades. As demonstrated in Table 4.2, our participating
students’ pre-test self-efficacy beliefs showed a medium level of correlation with their
GEPT grades (r = .442, p < .05). Besides, our participants’ pre-test motivational
intensity and intrinsic value, as seen in the same table, displayed low levels of
correlations with their scores gained in the standardized examination (r=.193 & r =.
315, p < .05). To sum up, the undergraduates’ confidence, effort and interest in
learning English were correlated with their GEPT grades, meaning that those who had
higher self-efficacy beliefs and intrinsic value were-usually those who spent more

effort in the subject of English and-those who.performed better academically.

Table 4.2 Correlations among Test Motivation, GEPT Grades and the Motivational

Variables
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 test motivation - .078 .245%  279*%  276% - - -
2 GEPT grades A442% 0 193*%  315% - - -
3 (pre-test) self-efficacy beliefs 539%  567% - - -
4 (pre- test) motivational intensity 588*% - - -

5 (pre- test) intrinsic value - - -
6 (post- test) self-efficacy beliefs A478*%  .580*
7 (post- test) motivational intensity .589*

8 (post- test) intrinsic value

p < .05
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RQ 3: Are college students’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic
value correlated with one another before they took the compulsory standardized
examination and after they gained GEPT grades?

This research question discussed the associations among the three motivational
variables in learning English, both before and after the compulsory standardized
examination. As can be seen in Table 4.2, the undergraduates’ pre-test self-efficacy
beliefs showed medium levels of correlation with their pre-test intrinsic value and
motivational intensity (r = .567 & r =.539, p < .05). As for the correlation between
pre-test motivational intensity and intrinsic value, we obtained a medium level of .588
as well (p <.05).

In the same table, we saw the results regarding the correlations of the three
motivational variables measured after the standardized examination. Our participants’
post-test self-efficacy beliefs were correlated with their post-test intrinsic value with a
medium level of .580 (p < .05) and cetrelated with their post-test motivational
intensity with a medium level of .478:(p < .05).-Also, the college students’ post-test
motivational intensity revealed a medium level of correlation with their post-test
intrinsic value (r = .589, p <.05).

To conclude, it was found that the three motivational variables positively
correlated with one another to a medium-level extent before and after the standardized
examination was held, suggesting that the three aspects of motivation are interrelated.
The higher efficacy beliefs one has in learning English, the higher intrinsic motivation

one owns and the more effort he or she puts forth.

RQ 4: Do college students’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic
value in learning English change significantly before and after the compulsory

standardized examination?
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The fourth research question we explored is whether our participants’ original
self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value in learning English,
which were shaped by their past learning experiences, were influenced by the
compulsory standardized examination and the test results. More specifically, we
intended to know whether the three motivational variables significantly changed after
our participants finished the standardized examination.

Table 4.3 gave us a summary about the preliminary findings. The statistical
method of within-subject ¢-test yielded the result that our participants had higher
self-efficacy beliefs after they took GEPT (M = 25.19, SD =5.33), #(318) = -4.006, p
< .05. No significant differences, however, were found for their motivational intensity
and intrinsic value before and after the standardized examination, #(318) =.053 &

-480, p > .05.

Table 4.3 Within-subject t-tests-Results.for Self-efficacy Beliefs,

Motivational Intensity and Intrinsic Value

n M SD t value p value
pre-SEF 319 24.26 5.64 1,006 000*
post-SEF 319 2519 533 o '
pre-MOT 319 30.81 5.15
.053 .958

post-MOT 319 30.79 5.19
pre-INT 319 24.21 4.38

-.480 .631

post-INT 319 24.31 4.15

Notes: pre-SEF= pre-test self-efficacy beliefs; post-SEF = post-test self-efficacy beliefs

pre-MOT= pre-test motivational intensity; post-MOT= post-test motivational intensity

pre-INT= pre-test intrinsic value; post-INT= post-test intrinsic value

Since the findings are contradictory to the past studies (Remedios et al., 2005;
Stajkovic & Sommer, 2000), we decided to conduct a further analysis. Considering
the test motivation a mediator and our participants’ test motivation normally

distributed in this experiment, we think that it is necessary to exclude part of the data
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so that we can have a more reasonable comparison among those with higher and
lower test motivation.

First of all, we divided our data into three sets on the basis of the levels of our
participants’ test motivation, whose scores ranged from twelve to thirty-six. Next, we
crossed out the set of data that lay in between the two extreme ends. We gained two
sets of data with one belonging to higher test motivation (above the score of
twenty-seven) and the other lower test motivation (below the score of twenty-four).
Then we utilized the statistical method of within-subject ¢-tests to compare the college
students’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value in learning
English before and after GEPT.

Table 4.4 summarized the changes of our participants’ self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity and intrinsi¢ value in learning English in the two groups of
higher and lower test motivation. As can be seen, the participants in the group of
higher test motivation enhanced their.self-efficacy beliefs (M = 26.96, SD = 4.77) but

lowered their motivational intensity,(M = 31.86;SD = 4.75) and intrinsic value (M =

Table 4.4 Within-subject t-tests Results for Self-efficacy Beliefs, Motivational
Intensity and Intrinsic Value between the Groups of Higher and Lower

Test Motivation

Higher Test Motivation Lower Test Motivation
n M SD tvalue  p value n M SD tvalue  pvalue
pre-SEF 106 2640 4.65 106 2278 6.11
-1.446 151 -2.857 .005*

post-SEF 106 2696 4.77 106 24.02 572
pre-MOT 106 32.87 4.85 2672 009% 106 2926 5.16 a1 233
post-MOT 106 31.86 4.75 106 2936 521
pre-INT 106 26.05 3.48 106 2291 4.5

1.085 .280 -1.921 .057
post-INT 106 25.65 3.54 106 23.53 452

Notes: pre-SEF = pre-test self-efficacy beliefs; post-SEF = post-test self-efficacy beliefs
pre-MOT = pre-test motivational intensity; post-MOT = post-test motivational intensity

pre-INT = pre-test intrinsic value; post-INT = post-test intrinsic value
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25.65, SD = 3.54) after they took the compulsory standardized examination. By
applying within-subject #-tests, we found that the effort the college students put forth
in learning English was significantly decreased, #(105) = 2.672, p < .05, while no
obvious difference was discovered for this group’s self-efficacy beliefs and intrinsic
value, #(105) =-1.446 & 1.085, p > .05.

Turning our focus to the group with lower test motivation, we detected that these
participants were more efficacious in learning English after they underwent GEPT (M
=24.02, SD =5.72), t(105) = -2.857, p < .05. Although this cohort’s post-test
motivational intensity and intrinsic value scored higher (M = 29.36 & 23.53, SD =
5.21 & 4.52) compared to those measured before GEPT (M = 29.26 & 22.91, SD =
5.16 & 4.75), within-subject ¢-tests yielded insignificant results, #(105) = -.211 &
-1.921, p > .05. This means that the standardized examination had no impact on this
group’s effort and enthusiasm te learn English:

Surprised with the findings regarding the variances of self-efficacy beliefs, we
analyzed our raw data in a different,way. First of all, we separated all the participants
into three groups according to their levels of pre-test self-efficacy beliefs in learning
English (with a range score of eight to forty) and then chose the two sets of data at the
two extreme points of the continuum (above the score of twenty-seven & below the
score of twenty-two). Within both groups, data were sifted again based on the
undergraduates’ pass or failure on the standardized examination. We thus had four sets
of data within which the differences of pre- and post-test self-efficacy beliefs were
compared as shown in Table 4.5.

For the college students with higher self-efficacy beliefs and success on the
standardized examination, no significant difference was found between confidence in
learning a second language before and after the examination, #(46) = 1.365, p > .05.

However, significant results were yielded for the other three groups. Self-efficacy
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Table 4.5 Within-subject t-test Results for Self-efficacy Beliefs

Group n M SD  tvalue  pvalue

pre-test 47 3098 3.15
pass 1.365 179
post- test 47 30.53 345

pre- test 59 30.02 2.62
fail 2.196 .032%
post- test 59 2881 393

High self-efficacy

pass pre- test 10 1990 1.20 8610 000*

post-test 10 2520 1.75

pre- test 9% 1776 2.79
fail -6.444 .000*
post- test 96 2059 449

Low self-efficacy

beliefs of the undergraduates who were more confident but flunked the examination
were reduced, #(58) = 2.196, p < .05 while the participants who owned lower
self-efficacy beliefs but passed the examination enhanced their confidence in L2
learning, #(9) = -8.610, p < .05. For'those with lower self-efficacy beliefs and failure
on the examination, their confidence in Englishilearning scored higher after the
examination (M = 20.59, SD =4.49) in comparison with that before the examination
(M =17.76, SD =2.79) and as a result, this cohort’s'self-efficacy beliefs were

significantly enhanced, #(95) = -6.444, p < .05.

RQ 5: What are college students’ perspectives towards learning English as a
requirement and the compulsory standardized examination as a graduation threshold?

In the last research question we intended to realize college students’ perspectives
towards learning English as a requirement and the compulsory standardized
examination as a threshold for graduation. To elicit our participants’ responses, we
designed two open-ended questions for them to express their opinions (see Appendix
E). Thirty-two participants only filled in the Likert-type questions but did not answer
the two open-ended questions. Therefore, we received a total of two hundred and

eighty-seven (90%) responses.
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The first open-ended question asked that “many people consider that the
decrease of domestic undergraduates’ English ability is related to temporary
termination of entrance examinations. To encourage college students to keep learning
English, our university sets up a graduation threshold — to pass the first stage of the
High-intermediate level of GEPT. Do you think this policy works? Why?”

Table 4.6 summarized our participating students’ responses to the compulsory
standardized examination. Forty-six percent of the undergraduates referred that the
graduation threshold was helpful for them. Nine percent of the participants indicated
that this policy may be useful while thirty-two percent of them did not consider this
kind of threshold can push students to learn English. Another three percent of the
participants said that they had no idea about the effectiveness of this policy or they

did not show their position regarding this issue.

Table 4.6 Undergraduates’ Responses to.the Usefulness of the Graduation

Threshold
Yes No Maybe - Noidea No response Total
n 146 102 30 9 32 319
% 46 32 9 3 10 100

Of the one hundred and forty-six college students who considered that the
compulsory standardized examination was conducive, they provided us with several
reasons as demonstrated in Table 4.7. As we can see, forty percent of the
undergraduates claimed that this standardized examination served as a motivator,
pushing them to study English. Seventeen percent of the college students wanted to
maintain, enhance or better understand their English competence by means of taking
this examination. In other words, they can realize if they need to strengthen their

listening or reading skills through the test results. Another fifteen percent of them
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remarked that this policy was effective because it could force them to study English to

pass the examination. Seven percent of the college students stated that this policy

worked since they would study English in order to meet the graduation threshold.

Table 4.7 Reasons for Effectiveness and Ineffectiveness of the Compulsory

Standardized Examination

Reasons N %
Effective - examinations as motivators, helping them to learn 59 40
English 25 17
- letting students realize what language skills they
should strengthen through the test results 21 15
- studying English in order to pass examinations 10 7
« studying English in order to graduate successfully 4 3
- helping them enhance competitive ability in
workplaces or makespreparations, for advanced
studies in the future 3 2
- studying English for the purpose of not having to take
remedial English courses 24 16
- others
Total 146 100
Ineffective - this policy cannot really motivate students to learn 33 32
English
- this policy would lead to “teaching to testing” 18 18
« they can still graduate as long as they take remedial 8 8
English courses
« this policy imposes pressure on students, lowering 8 8
their learning motivation
+ too busy with their majors or other activities; having 4 4
no time to study English
« English proficiency is not rapidly enhanced only by 4 4
GEPT or remedial English courses
« GEPT is not an internationally-recognized 3 3
standardized examination
* not mentioning 24 23
Total 102 100
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Three percent of our participants focused on the future, thinking that this kind of
policy can help them enhance English proficiency in workplaces or graduate schools.
Only two percent of the participating students thought that the standardized
examination was helpful for they would study English harder for the purpose of not
having to take remedial English courses.

Of those who did not support the implementation of the standardized
examination, thirty-two percent of the first-year college students did not think this
policy would motivate them to learn English. Eighteen percent of the students thought
that this policy might have negative effects on teaching, resulting in “teaching to
testing.” Another eight percent of the participants did not consider this compulsory
examination worked since they could still graduate from university as long as they
took remedial English courses if they failed GEPT. Eight percent of the
undergraduates thought that the-compulsory standardized examination brought them
pressure and lowered their learning motivation in English. Several students, around
four percent among our recruited participants, indicated that they were too busy with
their majors or extra-curricular activities and as a result, they had no time studying
English and preparing for the examination. Some undergraduates (4%) opposed to the
execution of the policy since they thought that English proficiency could not be
enhanced by the compulsory standardized examination or remedial English courses.
Few students, about three percent of our participants, mentioned that GEPT was not
an internationally-recognized standardized examination and thus they considered this
policy ineffective.

The above were our participants’ responses to the first open-ended question. In
the following, we will report what our participants responded to the second
open-ended question.

The second open-ended question asked “Did you prepare for the compulsory
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standardized examination, i.e., GEPT? If yes, how did you prepare for it? If no, what
was your attitude when you took this examination?”” As shown in Table 4.8, thirty-two
percent of our students prepared for this standardized examination while fifty-seven

percent of them did not prepare for it.

Table 4.8 Numbers and Percentage for Preparation for GEPT

among the Undergraduates

Yes No No No Total
mention  response
n 101 182 4 32 319
% 32 57 1 10 100

Of the one hundred and one college students who made preparations for GEPT,
they said they enhance their English ability by utilizing resources in their daily life,
including English magazines, broadcasting, TV- programs, movies and so forth. In
addition, quite a few students referred that-they-write the on-line or paper mocks
offered by the university and the Language Teaching and Research Center in NCTU.
Some participants indicated they try to improve their weaker skills before the
examination and few students mentioned that they concentrate on their English
courses and amassed their English competence in class.

As for those who did not prepare for the standardized examination, Table 4.9
displayed their attitudes as they took the examination. Most of the participating
students referred that they considered GEPT similar to in-class quizzes, midterm or
final examinations. Around four percent of the undergraduates considered that they
might discover in which aspects of language skills they are deficient by means of the
test results even though they did not prepare for it. Three percent of the college

students did not know how to prepare for GEPT and therefore, they were nervous
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about the requirement. Two percent of the students claimed that they took GEPT to
get a better understanding of the testing contents so that they know how to prepare for
it afterwards. Few students (1%) did not place high value on the compulsory
standardized examination and hence they gave up GEPT or thought this examination

wasted time.

Table 4.9 The Attitudes for Taking GEPT among the Undergraduates Not

Preparing for the Examination

Reasons N %
- viewing GEPT as similar to in-class quizzes, midterm 48 26
or final examinations
- discovering what language skills are deficient through 8 4
GEPT
- taking GEPT with nervous; scare or absent-mindedly 5 3

attitudes since they do,not knowshow:to prepare for
this examination in advance
- getting a better undetstanding of the testing Contents 3 2

of GEPT in order to pass it successtully in the future

- giving up GEPT 2 1
- thinking that GEPT is time-wasting 1 1
* no mentioning 115 63

The results described here gave us an overview of the nature of these
participants’ motivation to learn English under the influence of compulsory
standardized examination. In the next chapter, we would relate our findings to the
previous literature and present more detailed explanations and interpretations to help
our readers get a thorough understanding of the association of L2 learning motivation

and the graduation threshold.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this research was to explore the impacts of compulsory
standardized English proficiency tests on first-year college students’ L2 learning
motivation. On the basis of expectancy-value theories, we examined our participants’
self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value in learning English.
Furthermore, this cohort of students’ attitudes and perspectives towards the
compulsory examination were scrutinized as well. We recruited five hundred and
ninety students in National Chiao Tung University and had them complete two
questionnaires at two time frames — three weeks before the standardized examination
was administered and two weeks,after our participants were notified of their test
results. A total of three hundred-and nineteen valid questionnaires was gathered. In the
following, we would first summarize:the findings of our study and then provide the
explanations for the results. Finally, theoretical-and pedagogical implications on

relevant issues would be given at the end of this chapter.

Summary of the Findings
The first research question investigated whether college students’ self-efficacy

beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value in learning English correlated with
their test motivation. As already reported previously, the participating students were
not very motivated towards the standardized examination they were required to take
since the mean score of test motivation was only 24.98, slightly above the average
score (M= 24) on this scale. Even though their test motivation was not high, it was
still positively correlated with the three variables of self-efficacy beliefs, motivational

intensity and intrinsic value.
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Besides test motivation, we thought that test results may have effects on our
participants’ L2 learning motivation and as a result, our next research question
discussed if college students’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic
value in learning English were correlated with their GEPT grades. This group of
students got a mean score of 148.06 out of a possible maximum score of 240 on their
GEPT grades. After we examined the correlations among the students’ GEPT grades
and their motivation to learn English, we found that the college students’ self-efficacy
beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value in learning English were all
positively correlated with their performance on the compulsory standardized
examination.

The preceding two research questions concerned the associations among the
three aspects of motivation and the two variables of test motivation and GEPT results.
In our opinion, the three motivational variables themselves were important factors to
be inspected. Thus, we probed the correlations among-self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity and intrinsic yvalue. The results showed that our participants’
self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and intrinsic value were positively
correlated with one another to a medium-level extent both before and after our
recruited students took participation in the compulsory standardized examination.

In addition to exploring the correlations amid the three motivational variables,
we tried to compare our participants’ self-efficacy beliefs, motivational intensity and
intrinsic value before and after the examination between the two groups of higher and
lower test motivation. Among those who cared more about the examination, they
obviously spent less effort studying English after they completed the required
standardized examination. However, no significant differences were found for their
self-efficacy beliefs and intrinsic value in learning English. For the low test

motivation group, they had higher self-efficacy beliefs while no obvious changes were
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found for their expended effort and intrinsic value in L2 learning. Contrary to our
expectation regarding the results of self-efficacy beliefs, we divided the participants
into four groups according to their levels of self-efficacy beliefs in learning English
and performance in the standardized examination. The outcomes, shown in Figure 5.1,
indicated that highly efficacious students did not change their self-efficacy beliefs in
English learning after they passed the examination. Nevertheless, self-efficacy beliefs
were reduced for the undergraduates who were more confident but flunked the
examination. On the other hand, less efficacious students had their self-efficacy

beliefs enhanced in L2 learning no matter they passed or failed the examination.

pass No change in subsequent self-efficacy
High self-efficacy

fail Decrease in subsequent self-efficacy

pass Increase in subsequent self-efficacy
Low self-efficacy <

fail Increase in subsequent self-efficacy

Figure 5.1 Fluctuations of the Participants’ Self-efficacy Beliefs

Aside from the former variables measured through Likert-type questions, we also
invited our participants to voice their ideas regarding English learning as a
requirement and the standardized examination as a graduation threshold. More than
half of our participants remarked that the regulation set by the school administration
was effective whereas one-third of the college students took an opposite stand,
considering this policy useless. Although most of the first-year college students

agreed on this policy, only thirty-five percent of them prepared for this required
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examination.

Discussions

Pintrich (1988, 1989) once proposed a model of motivation based on
expectancy-value theory, thinking that three components need to be taken into
considerations when people execute tasks: expectancy, value and affect. Wolf and
Smith (1995) further indicated that the expectancy component should be broadened to
contain “the estimated amount of effort needed” (p. 342) to perform a task well.
Given that each major component is formed by various conceptualizations, applying
this model to the present research, these elements can be explained as (a) self-efficacy
beliefs: how confident I am to perform the standardized examination well, (b)
intrinsic value: how doing well on:the standardized-examination is important to me, (c)
motivational intensity: how much effort'T am willing te expend for the standardized
examination and (d) attitude: how important the standardized examination is to me.

Our evidence proved that students who think they are competent and enthusiastic
for the assigned task may probably expend more effort studying English to pass the
graduation threshold. Besides, the three motivational components are positively
correlated with students’ GEPT grades. In consistency with previous literature (Bong,
2001; D’amico & Cardaci, 2003; Elias & Loomis, 2002; Stewart, 2008), self-efficacy
beliefs and efforts are substantial predictors to forecast learners’ achievement. Except
the two predictors, our analysis tells us that intrinsic value can be another predictor as
well. Furthermore, these predictors are also interrelated with students’ perceptions
towards the required standardized examination (test motivation). Since they are
closely related, we may interpret that students who stress the examination more may
be more efficacious, diligent and interested in studying English to meet school

expectations, or vice versa.
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Although students with higher test motivation display more confidence and
enthusiasm and put forth more effort in learning English, our participants’ desire to
perform well on the required standardized examination is apparently low. Wainer
(1993) and Wolf and Smith (1995) posited that testing conditions would have
influences on students’ perceptions towards the test undertaken. In their study, the
participants who were informed that the test grades would be counted as part of their
academic performance accentuated the classroom-based test more than the others who
were not notified. Hence, it is inferred that if students think that a test is consequential
to them, more effort may be involved when they prepare for that test and then in turn
affect their test performance. According to this notion, many universities set the
graduation threshold for policy makers think college students lack autonomy and
motivation to learn English (Lin etal.; 2007). Howeyver, it seems that the participants
investigated are not highly motivated towards.the tequired standardized examination.
Drawn from one of these undergraduates” statements,

“I don’t think this policy is useful..If we don’t.pass it, we just need

to take remedial English courses (Student A).”

As can be seen, the college students do not consider the examination is of direct
importance to them for they can still graduate as long as they receive the credits of
remedial English courses. Such regulations impact on the undergraduates’ attitudes
towards English learning, making them put less emphasis on graduation threshold.

One point worth noticing is that high test motivation does not guarantee good
test performance. Our analysis showed no direct link between the two factors (r
=.078, p > .05, see p. 44). Several researchers mentioned that learning motivation
does not necessarily lead to the enhancement of English proficiency (Doérnyei, 2000;
Fenollar, Roman, & Cuestas, 2007; Huang, 2006). Many other motivational factors

are involved in the process. We can only argue that students’ learning motivation are
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shaped by their accumulated learning experiences and influenced by the importance
of the assigned tasks. If students consider a designated task consequential, they may
be willing to exert effort to accomplish that task, which in turn, but not directly, affect
the outcome of performance.

The above statements manifested the importance of L2 learning motivation.
After our participants underwent the compulsory standardized examination, we are
curious about the possible alterations regarding their self-efficacy beliefs,
motivational intensity and intrinsic value in English learning. Self-efficacy beliefs are
a complicated construct and may be influenced by causal attributions. Stajkovic and
Sommer (2000) concluded that the confidence of highly efficacious students do not
change obviously if they ascribe success to internal factors whereas their self-efficacy
beliefs may be reduced if they think failure results from external factors. For students
who have lower self-efficacy beliefs, they may:increase their self-efficacy beliefs if
they owe success to internal factors; less efficacious students, however, decrease their
subsequent self-efficacy beliefs if they.think internal factors are the causes of failure.
Most of our analyses corresponded with the previous findings except for the group
with lower self-efficacy beliefs and failure on the required examination. As outsiders,
people may think that this group of students would probably decrease their subsequent
self-efficacy beliefs since they did not succeed in the examination. However,
self-efficacy beliefs of this group were enhanced (see Figure 5.1, p.57). Our
speculation is that college students in this group may better understand the testing
contents of GEPT after they underwent the compulsory standardized examination.
This experience may be conducive to their preparing for such a large-scale English
proficiency test in the future. As a result, their self-efficacy beliefs after the
examination were increased. Trope and Neter (1994) once claimed that the objective

outcomes of performance do not directly change people’s self-efficacy beliefs. Instead,
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individual subjective analysis of personal and environmental factors influences the
formation of subsequent self-efficacy beliefs. The present study is limited on the
exploration of causal attributions, which merit further investigation to get a deeper
level of understanding of the relationships between self-efficacy beliefs and causal
attributions.

Besides this group, we would like to channel our reader’s attention to another
group who were more efficacious but failed the examination (see Figure 5.1, p. 57).
Compared with others, these students owned higher self-efficacy beliefs before the
examination and may expend more effort studying English and believe that they had
the capacity to reach the requirement. They, nevertheless, flunked the examination. In
our study, we found that quite a few undergraduates obtained scores of more than one
hundred and sixty in the first stage-of the High-intermediate level of GEPT. These
students did not pass the examination because.either their scores in listening sections
or those in reading sections did:not meet the threshold-of eighty points. The outcome
may not result from students’ Englishiproficiency, .but from the criteria of GEPT
grading, which may be detrimental to students’ confidence. Fortunately, LTTC has
proposed a new rule for the grading system (see annotation 3, p. 3). In addition to
LTTC’s reform, we think that school administrators and teachers should pay more
attention to this cohort of students to help diminish the negative effects the
compulsory examination brings and retrieve their confidence.

In mention of motivational intensity, it is believed that effort would be decreased
after tasks are completed. For the undergraduates who stress the requirement more,
we obtain the same result, discovering that students’ effort in learning English was
diminished after they took GEPT. Nevertheless, this trend is not found among the
students who do not emphasize the standardized examination. From our perspective,

this may be the negative effects examinations bring to people who hope to perform
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well. More specifically, if people place high value on designated tasks, they may
undergo a hard-working process. Once the tasks are done, people naturally do not
expend effort any more. By contrast, people will not work hard from the beginning if
they do not care about tasks undertaken. Drawn from the results, we may speculate
that the compulsory standardized examination has only temporary influences on a
small number of undergraduates. School regulations for graduation may make it
difficult to sustain college students’ motivation to learn English.

Unlike the research conducted before (Gallagher & McClune, 2000; Grolnick &
Ryan, 1987; Remedios et al., 2005), our undergraduates’ intrinsic motivation was
neither enhanced nor reduced. Theorists (Renninger, 2000) considered that intrinsic
motivation subsumes situational interest and individual interest, the former
representing temporary enjoyment.in an activity and the latter continuous engagement
in subject-related knowledge. As we are concerned, learning a second language
involves the drive of individualinterest; which is shaped over time and therefore
resistant to immediate changes (Remedios et al;;2005). Since we realize the
importance of individual interest, it is urgent to help undergraduates establish or
strengthen their lasting and ongoing interest in the subject matter of English for it is
proclaimed that people with well-developed individual interest learn for the sake of

learning, not for extrinsic goals (Renninger, 2000).

Theoretical and Pedagogical Implications
The Ministry of Education administered a development project in 2002, hoping
to improve all the residents’ English proficiency. Through this, domestic
undergraduates are expected to be capable of interacting with other global citizens
using English as an international language and keeping lifelong learning of English

(Lin et al., 2007). At present, we are doubtful about the realization of these objectives.
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One thing for sure is that the graduation threshold and the required English ability
lead to the phenomenon of people surging forward taking English proficiency tests
(Lin et al., 2007). We think most students neglect the original purposes of these
regulations and only center on what passing examinations can benefit them. As a
result, a large number of students stop learning English after they go through
examinations or they just give up learning English from the start.

In addition, the measure of offering remedial programs to those who fail GEPT
may replace the significance of the graduation threshold. Many undergraduates may
regard the compulsory standardized examination as lack of serious consequence and
be unwilling to put forth effort.

Lin et al. (2007) mentioned that examinations are ‘“necessary evil”, pushing
students to study and learn. Bandura and Schunk (1981) referred that examinations
and tests serve as short-term subgoals during the tedious and lifelong process of
English learning. Feedback drawn from test results can be powerful motivators,
helpful for the enhancement of L2 leatners’ confidence and interest and the
stabilization of expended effort. The researchers emphasized that the subgoals must
be “attainable” from which learners acquire satisfaction and subsequently, increase
their motivation and involvement in learning. In terms of pedagogical assistance, our
participating undergraduates can have access to GEPT prep materials in the library
and self-study center. Furthermore, the university sets up an online system, allowing
students to practice GEPT at any given time. In class, English teachers put emphasis
both on listening and reading skills and incorporate GEPT mocks into the grading
policy. Although these students have abundant resources for use, some of them
indicated that passing GEPT is not easily attainable for it is hard to prepare for such a
large-scale standardized examination with a wide range of testing contents. Besides,

instead of being given information on their learning, students mostly gain judgmental
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feedback from mocks, being informed whether or not they reach the criteria.

To tackle these problems, it is suggested that teachers provide GEPT-related
diagnostic feedback instead of judgmental information only. Learning strategies and
test-taking strategies, especially the ways to prepare for large-scale examinations are
what teachers can convey to their students. In this way, students can realize what
aspects of learning they should strengthen and make better preparation for the
required standardized examination. As to the testing contents, if we can design
university-based examinations, testing students’ English ability that they can apply to
their workplaces in the future, then students may feel the examinations more
manageable. Besides, it is believed that these kinds of examinations are conducive to
the enhancement of college students’ L2 learning motivation (Lavallee, Gong, & Liu,
2008).

Lin et al. (2007) stated that students may.observe-the way school administrations
enforce their regulations. If administrators take them seriously, students would follow
the rules in the same manner; if they are not serious about the regulations, students
would not take them seriously. As a result, we think the priority is to raise college
students’ awareness, making them realize the significance of this policy instead of just
asking them to pass the graduation threshold or take remedial English courses. After
all, learners would gradually lose their inner interest if they are forced to accomplish
extrinsic requirement (Dornyei, 1994). Once college students are conscious of the
essence of the regulations with the enhancement of motivation accompanied, they
would strive for prominent academic performance and keep learning English during

the academic years.

Conclusions

All in all, undergraduates’ attitudes towards the compulsory standardized
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examination play a substantial role in enhancing their L2 learning motivation. The
more they stress the graduation threshold, the higher they demonstrate their
self-efficacy beliefs, expended effort and intrinsic value. If we want college students
to emphasize the requirement more, it is of importance to make them feel passing the
examination is attainable. We can start it over from two feasible dimensions. Offering
pedagogical assistance is one of the dimensions, especially tactics to prepare for
large-scale English proficiency tests. Furthermore, it is expected to provide students
with GEPT-related diagnostic information so that they can realize what aspects of
language skills they should reinforce. Designing a university-wide examination is the
other workable dimension, whose purpose is to bridge the gap between the language
competence tested in the present standardized English proficiency tests and the
English ability that university students need to ownsin the future workplaces or for
further academic pursuit. To sum up, several ways to enhance college students’ L2
learning motivation are listed as follows:

- Offering pedagogical assistance such as:GEPT prep materials, online

GEPT-testing systems, and so on

« Offering GEPT-related diagnostic feedback

« Offering English learning and test-taking strategies

- Designing university-based English proficiency tests

Hopefully, this study may shed some light on the field of L2 learning motivation,

making policy makers, teachers and undergraduates rethink the meaning of the
graduation threshold policy and work together to maintain or enhance college

students’ motivation to learn English.
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Regulations on Graduation Requirements

among National Universities in Taiwan

APPENDICES

Appendix A

Universities

Required Credits

for Foreign

Required English Proficiency Test

for Graduation

Measures for Not Passing

Required English Proficiency Test

University of Education

Language
Courses
National Taiwan 6 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking Online English Programs
University High-intermediate level 1&I
National Cheng Kung 6 GEPT/the Intermediate level Taking Remedial English
University
National Chiao Tung 6 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking Remedial English T & IT
University High-intermediate level
National Sun Yat-sen 4 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking English I I &III
University High-intezmediate level
National Chung Cheng 4 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking Remedial English
University High-intermediate level
National Chengchi 4~6 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking English or other foreign
University High-intermediate level languages
National Central 6 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking Second Year English
University High-intermediate level
National Kaohsiung 4 GEPT/the Intermediate level Taking Advanced Courses in
Normal University English
National Changhua 6 GEPT/the Intermediate level Taking TOEFL courses
University of Education
Taipei Municipal 4 GEPT/the first stage of the Taking Remedial English
University of Education Intermediate level
National Taichung 4 GEPT/the Intermediate level Taking Remedial English
University
National Hsinchu 4 GEPT/the Intermediate level Taking Advanced Courses in

English

p-s. Due to page limits, we only listed twelve national universities that were randomly

selected. Instead of private or vocational universities, national universities were chosen

because the participants in this study were recruited from a national university.
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Appendix B

An Introduction to GEPT

Features

GEPT is divided into five levels with each level requiring varying English
proficiency. Table 1 shows the equivalent English proficiency for individual level.
According to the Language Training and Testing Center, undergraduate students with
non-English majors should have the ability to communicate with others without much
difficulty. In addition, the Language Training and Testing Center specifies the
required English ability of individual skills for the High-intermediate level (Table 2).
That is the reason why the first-year college students in National Chiao Tung

University are required to pass the first stage of the High-intermediate level of GEPT.

Table 1 Equivalent English Proficiency for Each Level of GEPT

Level Equivalent English Proficiency

Elementary People who pass the Elementary level'have basic English proficiency, which
equals to that of junior high school students. They can comprehend and use

simple English,

Intermediate People who pass the Intermédiate/level can communicate with others in simple

English. Their English proficiency is‘equivalent to that of high school students.

High-intermediate | People who pass the High-intermediate level may have some problems in
language use. However, they basically communicate with others without
difficulty. Their English proficiency is equivalent to that of non-English major

undergraduate or graduate students.

Advanced People who pass the Advanced level speak fluent English with minor mistakes.
They can use English in academic or professional domains. Their English
proficiency equals to that of English major undergraduate or graduate students
or that of people who study in universities or graduate schools in

English-speaking countries.

Superior People who pass the Superior level can communicate efficiently with

appropriate strategies in various situations. Their English proficiency is

equivalent to that of native speakers with degrees in higher education.
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Table 2 The Required English Ability for the High-intermediate Level of GEPT

Listening

Reading

Writing

Speaking

Having the ability to
understand general
social and workplace

English

Having the ability to
read various articles

and documents

Having the ability to
write abstracts, reports,

and letters in English

Having the ability to
express ideas and
opinions in social

situations and

workplaces

The Elementary, Intermediate, and High-intermediate levels are administered
twice a year and the Advanced level once a year. As for the Superior level, it is only
administered upon request. In each level, test-takers have to join two stages of testing.
The first stage includes listening and reading tests. Only when they reach a certain

criterion can they go on the second stage of writing and speaking tests.

Contents / format / testing time

As mentioned earlier, each level of GEPT contains two stages of testing. The
first stage is inclusive of listening andreading tests and the second one writing and
speaking tests. Due to the reason‘that eachyjlevel requires differing English proficiency,
the contents being assessed vary. In this ‘present study,-we focus on the contents of the

High-intermediate level of GEPT for our participating-students took this level of the

standardized examination.

Table 3 Assessed Contents for the High-intermediate Level of GEPT

First stage Second stage
Skills Listening Reading Writing Speaking
Number of 45 50 2 10
items
Time in total 35 50 50 20
(minutes)
Assessed a. Answering a. Sentence a. Chinese- a. Answering
contents questions completion English questions
b. Conversations b. Vocabulary translation b. Picture
c.  Short talks and structure b. Guided description
c. Reading writing c. Discussion
comprehend-
sion
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As displayed in Table 3, there are ninety-five items in the first stage of the
High-intermediate level of GEPT, forty-five items for the listening test and fifty items
for the reading test. These two parts are what the first-year college students in
National Chiao Tung University are required to pass. They have to complete the

multiple-choice items in eighty-five minutes.

Criteria of grading

Table 4 shows the total scores and standardized passing grade of each testing
section of GEPT. As can be seen, the listening and reading sections count as one
hundred and twenty points, respectively. The total scores for each of the writing and
speaking sections are one hundred points. GEPT is a criterion-referenced test. The
raw scores test-takers gain will be transferred to standardized scores. Testees have to
achieve the criterion of the standardized passing grade, i.e., eighty, in listening and
readings tests so that they can further take the following stage of writing and speaking
tests. Only when they reach the passing criterion in writing and speaking tests are they

qualified in this examination.

Table 4 Criteria of GEPT:Grading

Section Standardized passing Total scores
grade
First stage Listening test 80 120
Reading test 80 120
Second stage Writing test 80 100
Speaking test 80 100

Comparisons among GEPT and other standardized examinations

Table 5 displays the comparisons between GEPT and three major standardized
examinations, including TOEIC, IELTS and TOEFL. According to this table, the four
standardized examinations are developed by different language institutes. The
purposes of taking these examinations include school applications at home or abroad,
job search and immigration. In terms of the skills, GEPT, IELTS and TOEFL assess
the four skills of listening, reading, writing and speaking while TOEIC only tests

listening and reading skills.
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Table 5 Comparisons among Major Standardized Examinations

GEPT TOEIC IELTS TOEFL-iBT
Developing LTTC ETS UCLES ETS
center
Purposes 1. Applying for 1. Applying for | 1. Applying for 1. Applying for
schools at schools schools abroad schools
home abroad 2. Looking for jobs abroad
2. Looking for 2. Looking for 3. immigrating to 2. Looking for
jobs jobs Canada, jobs
Australia, and
New Zealand
Assessed Listening Listening Listening Listening
skills Reading Reading Reading Reading
Writing Writing Writing
Speaking Speaking Speaking
Contents General English Workplace Academic modules Academic
proficiency English and general training | English
proficiency

As for the contents being assessed, GEPT aims'to test general English
proficiency, whose contents derivefrom what test-takers experience in their daily life.
TOEIC focuses on the language use in the working world whereas the testing contents
on [ELTS and TOEFL are related to the language used in academic settings.

Source: On the basis of the LTTC website, the information in this appendix was

compiled and translated by the researcher.
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