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Motivation to Oral English Development:
A Study of Chinese College English Majors

Pan Qianying

Abstract: Learners’ oral proficiency of second or foreign language is a subject that
drew attention to itself as carly as the beginning of the 19" century. Since then, it has
become an indispensable part of second and foreign language teaching and learning,
research and practice (Richards, 1978; Brumfit & Johnson, 1979).

It is universally belicved that motivation correlates highly with language
achievements (Vandergrift, 2003). The study is to report on a survey of Chinese college
English majors’ (CEMs’) motivation to oral English development with the aim in
demonstrating their general motivation, the relationship between the motivation and oral

-English proficiency and the motivational discrepancies between high- and
low-proficiency achievers. Furthermore, it distinguishes the motivational discrepancies
between high- and low-proficiency English majors to provide hence practical
implications to oral English teaching in China.

A total of 160 third-year English majors from College of Foreign Languages at
Shaanxi Normal University participated in the study. They were asked to complete a
motivational questionnaire consisting of 4 parts (concerning respectively the four
motivational factors of oral English development: motivational orientations, desire to
oral English development, attitudes towards oral English development and efforts to
oral English developement) drawn from Gardner’s socio-educational model and his
definition of motivation, and based on Vandergrift’s (2005) motivational questionnaire,
Gardner’s Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) (1985) and Tang’s questionnaire
(2005). In addition, 10 of the participants were interviewed. The data were then
collected and then disposed of by SPSS (13.0).

Major findings were:

(1) Description of Chinese CEMs’ General Metivation to Oral English
Development: 1) Motivational Orientations: According to statistics, 91.89% of the
subjects were motivated to learn oral English, either extrinsically' or intrinsically

motivated or both intrinsically and extrinsically motivated. And this was corroborated



by further interviews with certain participants. Making use of paired-sample test,
obvious deviation (t = -12.146, p = .000 < .01) was found existing between CEMs’
extrinsic motivation (EM) and their intrinsic motivation (IM), and IM was proved to be
stronger than EM (M = 52807, M= 4.0569). In other words, CEMs were more
intrinsically motivated to develop their oral English. They had known the importance of
oral English and regarded it as a necessary step towards their way to success or a
necessity for their future, but they were more intrinsically motivated. 2) Desire to Oral
English Development: More than 89% of Chinese CEMs desired to learn oral English.
And they demonstrated a stronger motivation since the mean of their desire was 6.3109
(Mpesi- = 6.3109). 3) Attitudes towards Oral English Development: CEMs had positive
attitudes towards oral English development (Misindes = 5.9178), and 84.31% of the
subjects were positively orientated. 4) Efforts to Oral English Development: CEMs had
indeed made various efforts on the whole to improve their oral English proficiency with
a mean of 4.7676 (Meprs = 4.7676).

(2) Correlation and Multiple Regression Analysis of Chinese CEMs’ Motivational
Factors of Oral English Development and Oral English Proficiency: 1) Comelation
Analysis: Motivational factors were found to be inter-correlated. The correlation
coefficients among motivational factors were respectively: 1l amen = 219 12 sy
436; 13 uampeicg = A490; 14 irainges = A09; 15 (onggerw = 102, 16 @ o = 2605 17 Erbesivg
= .133; 18 Emanindesy = J014; 19 mreporsy) = 086; 110 wrpesiry = .611; 111 mpgatinaey = 5215 112

wErs) = 547, 113 esicmndey = 731, T14 Desie. £fory = .340; 115 (Avinates £gorsy = .520.
According to the correlation coefficients between AM and EM (p = .010 < .05), AM and
M (p =.000 < .01), AM and Desire (p = .000 < .01}, AM and Attitudes (p = .000 < .01),
EM and IM (p = .001 < .01), IM and Desire {p = .000 < .01), IM and Attitudes (p = .000
<.01), IM and Efforts (p = .000 < .01), Desire and Attitudes (p = .000 < .01), Desire and
Efforts (p = .000 < .01), Attitudes and Efforts (p = .000 < .01), it was safe to say that
they were correlated mutually and obviously. A negative relationship between
Amotivation (AM) and oral English proficiency (R1 = -.414, p = .000 < .01) was not
surprising, since amotivated students saw no relation between their actions and
subsequent consequences (Littlewood, 1984). The correlation coefficient between EM
and oral English proficiency was .219 (R2 = .219, p = .163 > .05), and that between IM
and oral English proficiency was .389 (R3 = 389, p = .000 < .01) indicating a positive

and medium correlation that was significant at 0.01 levels. Other motivational factors
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like Desire, Attitudes, and Efforts correlated with oral English proficiency respectively
as .301, .312 and .159 (R4 = .301, p = .000 < .01; R5 = 312, p = .004 < .01; and R6
=.159, p = .035 <.05). 2) Multiple Regression Analysis: By way of multiple regression
analysis, only AM and IM were found to be the best predictors of oral English
proficiency. The five variables altogether could account for at least 22.6% of the
variance in oral English proficiency. And ANOVA proved the validity of this model (F =
6.000, p = .000 < .01).

(3) The Motivational Discrepancies Between High- and Low-proficiency Groups:
‘Independent-Sample T-test was implemented and motivational deviations were found to
exist between high- and low-proficiency groups (zav = 3.868, tzv = 0.338, #m = 4.218,
toesie = 2,162, tanindes = 1.801, teprs = 1.264). And they varied greatly especially in
amotivation (AM) (since tur = 3.868, p = .000 < .01), intrinsic motivation (IM) (tw =
4.218, p = .000 < .01) and desire to oral English development (foesir = 2.162, p = .035
< .05). The motivational differences between high- and low-proficiency groups were: 1)
Difference in Motivational Orientations: High achievers were more motivated than
low-proficiency ones, approximately 98.75% of the subjects in the high-proficiency
group were motivated to learn oral English and they were usually more intrinsically
motivated (MHne = 5.6875, MHen = 5.3216), while low achievers, with 77.50% of them,
were motivated. And they were commonly more extrinsically motivated (MLar = 4.8326,
MLeyw = 5.8581). 2) Difference in Desire to Oral English Development: High achievers
were stronger in their desire to leam oral English (tpwir = 2.162, p = .035 < .05 and
MHpesie = 63813, MLoes = 5.8581). 3) Difference in Attitudes towards Oral English
Development: High achievers had more positive attitudes towards oral English learning
according to the statistical contrasts (fandes = 1.801, p = .077 > .05 and MHammies =
5.9875, MLaunaes = 5.5419). 4) Difference in Efforts to Oral English Development: High
achievers had made more cfforts than the low-proficiency ones to improve their oral
English proficiency (tzos = 1.264, p = .211 > .05; MHzgors = 4.8326, MLegors = 4.4793).

To sum up, the discovery of the study is expected to facilitate oral English learning
and teaching. Implications and suggestions for further study are also included in the

thesis.

Key Words: College English Majors; Oral English; Proficiency; Motivation
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Chapter 1 Introduction

_ With each country associating with others in a world economy, living in an
international political theatre, and facing an ever-growing international communication,
the need for people with foreign language skills especially for those with high oral
English proficiency is gaining attention in the present “global village™.

Leamners’ oral proficiency of second or foreign language is a subject that drew
attention to itself as early as the beginning of the 19" century. Since then, it has become
an indispehsable part of second and foreign language teaching and learning, research
and practice (Richards, 1978; Brumfit & Johnson, 1979).

There is no denial that Chinese college English majors’ (CEMs’) overall English
competence has developed greatly, but they have an unbalanced development of
English—language skills since their oral English is often much underdeveloped (Cai,
2002) with many found to be frequently spoon-fed.

It’s universally believed that motivation correlates highly with second or foreign
~ language learning, and that a successful language leamner is usually highly motivated
(Vandergrift, 2005); and according to Corder (1973:49), “Given motivation, anyone can
learn a language”. A combination of potent motivational factors is responsible since
motivation is found to have a direct influence on learner’s acquisition of speech (Brown,
1980; Ellis, 1994).

Although people have made great achievements in motivation and second or
foreign language (Elliot & Dweck, 1988) and have gained findings of, and insights into,
the nature and mechanism and approaches to oral competence of foreign and second
tanguage learners (Rivers & Stern, 1983; Widdowson, 1990), few existing motivational
researches relevant to oral English proficiency have been done and little is known about
the relationship between motivation and oral English proficiency. So the present study
means to take basic motivational factors drawn by Gardner (1998) into consideration to
throw light on the relationship between the two in the hope of excavating and providing
practical implications to an overall improvement of Chinese CEMSs’ oral English

proficiency.

Accordingly, the research questions to be addressed in the study are as follows:



(1) How is CEMs’ general motivation to oral English development?

(2) What is the relationship between the motivation to oral English development -

and oral English proficiency?
(3) What are the motivational discrepancies concerning oral English development

between high- and low-proficiency ahievers?

The thesis has five chapters: Chapter 1 is the introduction in which significance of
the study is presented and research questions are proposed. Chapter 2 carries out a
historical review to make clear what motivation is. And then, some of the influential
definitions are explored, which will shed lights further on the understanding of
motivation. What is next is to survey subsequently the motivational theories in second

or foreign language learning so as to pave the way for surveying and studying CEMs’

motivation to oral English development. Chapter 3 is the research design that illustrates -

the participants (third-year English majors from Shaanxi Normal University),
instruments, and procedure of the study as well as data collection. Chapter 4 presents
the results, analysis and discussion, in which relevant data are collected, displayed and
disposed of aiming to find answers to the three research questions: Chapter 5 is the

conclusion including the major findings, implications and limitations of the study.



Chapter 2 Literature Survey

This chapter reviews the relevant research on motivation, definitions of motivation

and motivational theories in second or foreign language learning.
2.1 Understanding Motivation

What is motivation? How to understand motivation?

The word “motivation” traces back to the Latin word “movere” which means to
move or to push. In the very beginning, people understand motivation from different
viewpoints according to their different backgrounds and different life experiences. Now,
main schools of thoughts about what motivation is are as follows:

2.1.1 Instinct Theory of Motivation

At the end of 18" and beginning of 19™ century, influenced by Darwin, instinct
theory began to be adopted to explain human behavior. It believes that instinct is the
thing that motivates people to act. Instinct, acquired in the long-term process of
evolution and handed down to posterities, is considered to be the basis for all human
behavior by American' psychologist James, and to be “the sources of all human
behavior” by British psychologist Mcdougall in 1908 in ﬁis Introduction to Social
Psychology. And Austria psychologist Freud (1856-1939) holds the similar view and
thinks that all human action is aroused or motivated by one or more internal instinct{s).

But instinct theory makes no difference between human and animals and writes off
human consciousness. And accordingly, seociety in the theory is viewed as being
composed of individuals who have only instinct like animals. That’s why that instinct
theory is decreasingly mentioned after 1920.

2.1.2 A Behavioristic View of Motivation

A behaviorist tends to consider motivation largely in terms of external forces, so he
will stress the role of rewards or punishments in motivating behavior. For example, in
his operant conditioning model, Skinner argues that human beings would pursue a goal
because they perceive a reward for doing so. This reward serves to reinforce behavior:
to cause it to persist.

Abehaviorist may define motivation as “the anticipation of reinforcement”. That is,

when the subject performs as expected, he would be given pleasant stimuli; otherwise,



he would be offered with unpleasant stimuli so as to arouse the occurrence of
appropriate or correct behavior,

Behavioristic theory ascribes motivation to external stimulus or outer
reinforcement, that is, all human behavior occurs for rewards: no rewards, no
corresponding actions. It stresses exterior factors and thus neglects human initiative and
self-consciousness. Consequently, the theory pertains inevitably to mechanism.

2.1.3 Motivation in Drive Theory

Drive theory claims that motivation stems from basic innate drives. It is these
innate drives that motivate people to act.

David Ausubel (1986) elaborated on six different drives: exploration, manipulation,
activity, stimulation, knowledge, and ego enhancement. Others classify more categories.
But all in all, they consider motivation as drives that push people to act.

Unlike reinforcement in behavioristic theory, these drives act as innate
predispositions, compelling us to probe the unknown, to control our environment, to be
physically active, to be receptive to mental, emotional, or physical stimulation, to yearn
for answers to questions, and to build our own self-csteem.

2.1.4 A Humanistic View of Motivation

Humanistic approaches to motivation take into account important affective
characteristics of people—how they feel about themselves, others, and intemal rewards
(e-g. pride in their own work and satisfaction in their own accomplishment). One of the
most influential theories reflecting the humanistic approach to motivation is Maslow’s
“Needs Theory”, which contends that all human behavior is caused by certain needs.

Mastow (1970) describes a system of needs within each human being that propel
people onward and upward to higher and higher attainment. He argues for two distinct
categories of needs: deficiency needs and being needs. The bottom four layers represent
deficiency needs, which are directly related to a person’s psychological or biological
balance. The top three levels are referred to as being needs. They are related to the
fulfillment of individual potential, in terms of cognitive and aesthetic development and
attainment of self-actualization.

It is unlikely for a person to devote himself to the academic attainment or
achievement of successes if he lacks a sense of security or a feeling of belonging. That
is, a person is not adequately energized to pursue some of the higher needs until the

lower foundations of the pyramid have been satisfied.



(1) Physiological Needs

There are biological needs, which include needs for oxygen, food, water, and a
telatively constant body temperature. They are the strongest needs for a person to stay
healthy. All of the basic needs are instinctual, equivalent to instincts in animals. H
should be noted that Maslow’s concept of instinctual needs makes his theory of human
nature largely a theory of motivation. '

(2) Needs for Safety and Security

When all physiological needs are satisfied and are no longer controlling thoughts
and behaviors, the needs for security can become active, The so-called safety needs are
the needs for security, stability, protection, law and order, etc.

(3) Needs for Interpersonal Closeness

When the needs for safety and for physiological well-beings are satisfied, the next
class of needs for love, affection and belongingness can emerge. Maslow states that
people seek to overcome feelings of loneliness and alienation. This involves both giving
and receiving love, affection and the sense of belonging.

(4) Needs for Esteem

When the first class of needs is satisfied, the needs for esteem can become
dominant. These involve needs for both self-esteem and for the esteem a person gets
from others. Human have a need for a stable, firmly based, high level of self-respected
and respect from others. When these needs are satisfied, the person feels self-confident
‘and valuable as a person in the world. When these needs are frustrated, the person feels
inferior, weak, helpless and worthless,

(5) Cognitive Needs

They need to analyze, conclude, think etc to deal with the natural world and others.

(6) Aesthetic Needs

They tend to enjoy whatever is acsthetic.

(7) Needs for Self-Actualization

The highest level of human need is self-actualization (Pi, 2004) which means the
desire to achieve goal(s). Maslow describes self-actualization as a person’s need to do
what the person was “bom to do”. When all of the foregoing needs are satisfied, then

and only then are the needs for self-actualization activated.
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Figure 1 Maslow’s hicrarchy of nceds

2.1.5 Cognitive Approaches to Motivation

As its name implies, cognitive approach deals with mental processes. By
emphasizing mental process, it -places itself in opposition to behaviorism that largely
ignores mental processes. Cognitive approach has overtaken behaviorism and becomes
one of the dominant approaches in contemporary psychology.

A cognitive view of motivation is based on the assumption that people’s
perceptions and thoughts about activities and events influence the way in which they
respond. From a cognitive perspective, the factor that is of central importance is choice.
People have choice over the way in which they behave and, therefore, have control over
their actions. ’

Cogﬁitive approaches suggest that people can be motivated to perform well, not
only becaunse of rewards such as grades or praise, but because of such factors as interest,
curiosity, the need to obtain information to solve a problem, or the desire to understand,
in other words, it laps the part of cognitive needs in Maslow Pyramid.

The literature on cognitive approaches to motivation consists of diverse theories,
such as attribution theory, learned-helplessness, self-efficacy theory, etc.

(1) Attribution Theory

Weiner (1986) draws together the aspects of achievement motivation (Atkinson,
1974) and locus of control theoties and constructs his version of attribution theory.
Attribution states that what we see as the causes for our past successes or failures will
affect our expectations and through them, our performance. Weiner (1986) summaries
the theory by saying: “attribution theorists assume that individuals utilize a number of
ascriptions both to interpret and to predict the outcome of achievement-related event.”

In explaining previous successes or failures, an individual would assess the level of



ability, the amount of effort that was expended, the difficulty of the task. Ability and
effort are internal characteristics; task difficulty and luck are external factors; task
difficulty and ability are stable factors, whereas effort and luck change for different
situations. Weiner (1986) explains, “The guiding principle of attribution theory is that
an individual’s search for the cause of failure is seeking to discover why an event has
“occurred”.

(2) Learned Helplessness '

Learned helplessness refers to the helpless state characterized by a lack of affection
and feeling. This state engulfs learners and makes them feel that they cannot possibly
achieve their goals.

(3) Self-efficacy Theory

Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1986) refers to people’s belief about their
capabilities to carry out certain tasks. Self-efficacy beliefs determine how people feel,
think, motivate themselves and behave. A strong sense of efficacy enhances human
accomplishment in many ways. People with high assurance in their capabilities
approach difficult tasks as challenges to be mastered rather than as threats to be avoided.
They set themselves challenging goals and maintain strong commitment to them. They
heighten and sustain their efforts in the face of failure. They quickly recover their sense
of efficacy after failures or setbacks. They attribute failure to insufficient effort or
deficient knowledge and skills acquirable. They approach threatening situations with
assurance that they can exercise control over them. Self-efficacy has been shown to
affect performance positively and directly. The greater one’s self-efficacy to do a task,
the greater will be the motivation to do it (Bandura, 1991).

In summary, the above-mentioned thoughts about motivation contribute a lot to the
understanding and they are of great significance to the refinement of basic motivational

factors.
2.2 A Review of Definitions of Motivation

Motivation is a complex, multi-faceted construct (Gardner 1985; Williams and
Burden, 1997). The term is generally referred to certain force or inner power that gets
people going, keep people moving, and helps people gets job done. However, it is
difficult for researchers to reach an agreement on the definition of motivation. The
concept has undergone a number of different interpretations:

Keller (1983:389) defines motivation as: Motivation refers to the choices people



make as to what experiences or goals they will approach or avail, and the degree of
effort they will exert in this respect” (cited in Crookes and Schmidt, 1991:389).

Gardner (1985) states that motivation refers to “the combination of efforts plus
desire to achieve the goal of learning the language plus favorable attitude towards
learning the language”.

Kanfer and Ackerman (1989:661}) define motivation as: “The direction of (goal)
intentional effort, the proportion of total intentional effort (intensity), and the extent to
which intentional effort towards the task is maintained over time (persistence)”.

Crookes and Schmidt (1991), view motivation as a much more complex construct
than the one culturally related dichotomy, especially in different contexts of foreign
language learning. They propose an expanded definition of language motivation by
using Keller’s education-oriented theory of motivation as their base. Based on Keller’s
view, Crookes and Schmidt (1991) add the external or behavioral characteristics of
language leaming. Namely, the leammer: decides to choose, pays aitention to, and
engages in language learning; pcrsisience or perseverance in it over extended period of
time and return to it after interruptions; and maintains a high activity level.

Brown (1994) summarizes the “dictionary definition” from different sources as:
“motivation is the extent to which you make choices about goals to pursue and the effort
you will devote to that pursue™.

Spolsky (2000) considers that “motivation moves us from boredom to interest. It is
something like the engine and steering wheel of an automobile”.

Williams and Burden (1997:120): “Motivation may be constructed as a state of
cognitive and emotional arousal, which leads to a conscious decision to act, and which
give rise to a period of sustained intellectual and/or physical effort in order to attain a
previously set goal or goals™.

Dornyei (1998) states that “in a general sense, motivation can be defined as the
dynamically changing cumulative arousal in a person that initiates, directs, coordinates,
amplifies, terminates, and evaluates the cognitive and motor processes whereby initial
wishes and desires are selected, prioritized, operationalized and (successfully or
unsuccessfully) acted out”,

Motivation refers to (Ellis, 1994) the effort that learners put into leaming a second
language as a result of their need or desire to learn it.

According to Brown (2002:160-166), motivation includes factors such as the need



for exploration, activity, simulation, new knowledge, and ego enhancement.

Although there have been considerablé investigations and rtesearch related to
motivation, there is no straightforward and unanimously accepted concept of motivation.
These definitions show various aspects of motivation, which help épproach to the

essence of motivation.
2.3 Motivational Theories in Second or Foreign Language Learning

Motivation plays a key role in the rate and success of the learning, particularly
classroom language learning (Vandergrift, 2005). Dornyei (1998:117) argues that
“motivation provides the primary impetus to initiate leamning the L2 and later the
driving force to sustain the long and often tedious leamning process”. Accordingly, the
past few decades have seen a considerable amount of research into the nature and role
of motivation in second or foreign language learning process. Here several models of
motivational theories of language leaming are presented.

2.3.1 Gardner et al’s Motivational Theories of Language Learning

Gardner and Lambert are the earliest and the most influential figures in the ficld of
language acquisition research relevant to motivation, For a long time research on
motivation in the field of second or foreign language leaming was strongly influenced
by Gardner and Lambert. Their research had stimulated a large number of empirical
studies and had resulted in attempts to synthesize the outcomes of such studies into a
model which Gardner calls the socio-educational model (Gardner, 1985).

(1) Gardner’s Socio-Education Model

Gardner’s Socio-Educational Model seeks to interrelate four aspects of 12
learning: the social and cultural environment, individual leamner differences, the setting,
and learning outcomes.

In this model, Gardner points out that social and culturat milieu in which learners
grow up determines the attitudes and motivational orientation they hold towards the
target language, its speakers and its culture. These in turn influence learning outcomes
(Ellis, 1994).- That is the social and cultural environment in which learners grow up
determines their beliefs about language and culture. Thus it determines the extent to
which they wish to identify with the target-language culture (their integrative
motivation) and also the extent to which they hold positive attitudes towards the
learning. Both contribute to the learners’ motivation, which is seen as independent of

language aptitude. Whereas motivation has a major impact on leaming in both formal



and informal learning contexts, aptitude is considered to be important only in the former,
although it can play a secondary role in the latter. These two variables eventually
determine the learners’ learning outcomes, which can be both linguistic (L2 proficiency)
and non-linguistic (attitudes, self-concept, cultural values, and beliefs).

Gardner and Lambert (1972) conclude that second or foreign language learning is
essentially a social psychological phenomenon. They highlight the importance of the
learner’s “psychological preparedness” to adopt various aspects of the behavior of the
‘target language community. In his Socio-Educational Model, Gardner (1985) proposed
that motivation “refers to the combination of effort plus desire to achieve the goal of
learning the language plus favorable attitudes towards learning the language”. Thesc
factors are measured in the Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (AMTB) by three subtests:
Motivational Intensity, Desire to Learn the Language and Attitudes towards Learning
the Language. Gardner proposes that all three components are necessary to describe
properly motivation in language learning.

' (2) Extended Social-Educational Model

Although Gardner’s motivation construct did not go unchallenged over the years, it
had been highly influential in studies of motivation in second or foreign language
learning. However, in the early 1990s, a number of writers called for a broadening of
the theoretical perspective and research base to incorporate cognitive approaches to
motivation in education. Later, in response to calls for the “adoption of a wider vision of-
motivation”, Tremblay and Gardner extended Gardner’s Social psychological construct
of L2 motivation by incorporating into it new elements from expectancy-value and
goal-orientation theories (Tremblay and Gardner, 1995). This extended model is fairly
straightforward in suggesting a “language attitudes — motivational behavior —
achievement” sequence. The novel element is the inclusion of three mediating variables
between attitudes and behavior:

1) Goal salience, referring to the specificity of the leamner’s goals and the
frequcncvy of goal-setting strategies used.

2) Valence, denoting an L2-learning-related value component.

3) Self-¢fficacy, comprising anxiety and “performance expectancy”.

Thus, the model offers a synthesis of Gardner’s earlier, socially grounded construct
and recent cognitive motivational theories, and demonstrates that additional variables

can be incorporated into Gardner’s socio-educational model without damaging its
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integrity.
(3) Revised Socio-Educational Model
The socio-educational model has undergone a number of changes over the years,
but there is considerable similarity between the earlier versions and the most recent one,
~which is presented in Figure 2. In this revised model, Gardner gives an updated

description of integrative motivation.

Other Supports

Language

Achievements

Language Aptitude

Integrative Motivation

Figure 2 Basic model of the role of aptitude and motivation in second language learning

Figure 2 shows that two classes of variables, integrativeness and attitudes towards
the learning situation are two correlated variables that influence motivation to learn a
second language, and that motivation and language aptitude have an influence on
language achicvement. The figure also shows that the three classes of variables,
integrativeness, attitudes towards lecarning and motivation form the “integrative
motivation”.

Gardner explains that “Other Supports” shown in Figure 2 might be instrumental
factors contributing to motivation, which could be labeled as instrumental motivation.
“Other Factors” in Figure 2 refer to the factors that might have direct effects on
language achievement, such as learning strategies, language anxiety, self-confidence,
etc. Gardner does not attempt to show all the possible variables, since the intent is to
focus attention on the role of integrative motivation.

Gardner and Lambert make the now well-known distinction between integrative

and instrumental motivation. Motivation is identified primarily with the learner’s
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orientation towards the goal of learning a second language. Integrative motivation is
identified with positive attitudes towards the target language group and the potential for
integrating into that group, or at the very least an interest in meeting and interacting
with members of the target language group. A student is said to be integratively
motivated if he “wishes to learn more about the other cultural community because he is
interested in an open-minded way to the point of eventually being accepted as a member
of that other group”. Insiramental motivation refers to more functional reasons for
learning a language, such as getting a better job or a promotion, or passing a required
examination. A student is instrumentally motivated if the purposes of language study
reflect the more utilitarian value of linguistic achievement, such as getting ahead in
one’s occupation.

While acknowledging unanimously the fundamental importance of Gardner’s
social-educational model, researchers like Dornyei (1994), Crookes and Schmidt (1991)
pointed out that Gardner’s motivatien theory received too much attention to leave other
theories enough space to survive or develop. And they were searching for a more
pragmatic, education-centered approach to motivation research.

2.3.2 Deci and Ryan’s Self-Determination Theory

Self-determination theory, conceptualized by Deci and Ryan (1985), focuses on
“the degree to which people endorse their actions at the highest level of reflection and
engage in the actions with a full sense of choice” (Ryan and Deci, 2000:68).

In self-determination theory, the focus is mostly on two general orientations to
motivation: one bases on intrinsic interest in the activity, and the other bases on rewards
extrinsic to the activity. In focusing on the reasons why people choose to act in certain
ways, cognitive psychologists come to draw a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation. Although the intrinsic-extrinsic continuum in motivation is pot foreign
language learning specific, it does provide a simple framework for the explanation of
conscious, motivated learning behavior. Intrinsic motivation is usually defined as
motivation which is guided by an interest in the task itself in which one is engaged,
whereas extrinsic motivation is said to be guided by external stimuli, such as parental
approval, offer of a reward, threat of punishment and a good grade.

This distinction is more useful for teachers. Intrinsic motivation refers to “the urge
to engage in the learning activity for its own sake” and extrinsic motivation is derived

from external incentives (Penny, 2000: 276) stated that both of the motivations “have an
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important part to play in classroom motivation, and both are at least partially accessible
to teacher influence.” In other words, intrinsic motivation comes from within the
individual. Thus a person might be motivated by the enjoyment of learning process
itself or by a desire to make one feel better. On the contrary, extrinsic motivation results
from outer factors such as social situations, cultural influence, as well as families and
educational conditions. For instance, compliments from parents and encouragement
from teachers are sometimes the vital factors to a student.

Intrinsic motivation exists when someone works because of an inner desire to
accomplish a task successfully. “Intrinsically motivated activities are ones for which
there is no apparent reward except the activity itself. People seem to engage in the
activities for their own sake and not because they lead to an extrinsic reward.”

Extrinsic motivation, on the one hand, exists when individuals are motivated by an
outcome that is external or functionally uarelated to the activity in which they are
engaged. Thus when a student’s only reason for working hard at a certain subject is to
pass the exam or get high grades, he is likely to have extrinsic motivation. Typical
extrinsic rewards are money, prizes, grades, and even certain types of positive feedback.
Behaviors initiated solely to avoid punishment are also extrinsically motivated.

The self-determination framework consists of three orientations to motivation that
lie on a continuum of increasing self-determination: amotivation, extrinsic motivation
and intrinsic motivation. Deci and Ryan argue that different types of extrinsic and
intrinsic motivation can be classified on a continuum according to the extent to which
the motivation is self-determined or internalized within the learner. .

Amotivation (AM), locating at the least self-determined point of the continuum, is
reflected by leamers who see no relation between their actions and the consequences of
those actions. Amotivated language leamers have the impression that they are wasting
their time studying the L.2. They do not value language learning, do not feel competent
to do it or do not expect to be successful (Ryan and Deci, 2000). AM implies a lack of
motivation; it is often manifests itself in disengagement, passive acquiescence, and
apathy. AM is not to be confused with demotivation which refers to a reduction of
motivation due to some specific external force (Domyei, 2001a).

Extrinsic motivation (EM) is manifested through a focus on achieving some kind
of instrumental end. It can be divided into three subtypes, each one increasingly

scif-determined: external regulation, introjected regulation, and identified regulation.
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First, external regulation refers to pressure or reward from the social environment tb
learn a language, for example getting a good job. Second, introjected regulation, and
identified regulation, the most self-determined form of EM, refers to personal choice,
priority, or value placed on the ouicome of language leaming; for example choosing to
be the kind of person who c¢an speak more than one language. A characteristic of the
sub-types of EM is that theyr all imply some kind of extcrﬁal coercion, which, once
removed, may result in the language learner abandoning L2 learning {Noels, Clement,
and Pelletier, 2001).

Intrinsic motivation (IM), the most self-determined form of motivation, refers to
internal factors such as enjoyment and satisfaction for oneself, Vallerand and his
colleagues (Vallerand, 1997) have extended this dimension of self-determination theory
further by dividing IM into three subtypes, each increasingly more self-determined.
First, IM-Knowledge is the motivation to perform an activity for the feelings associated
with exploring new ideas and developing knowledge, for example enjoying the feeling
of learning about English-speaking people and their way of life. Second,
IM-Accomplishment refers to the sensations related to attempting to master a task or
achieve a goal, for example the feelings experienced when one understands a difficult
. idea in English. Third, IM-Stimulation, the most self-determined of all the motivation
sub-types, refers to motivation based simply on the sensations stimulated by performing
the task, such as aesthetic appreciation, fun and excitement, for example the pleasure of
hearing English spoken by English speakers.

2.3.3 Skehan’s Hypotheses of Motivation

In an attempt to characterize a non-theoretical view of motivation, Skehan (1989)
| puts forward four hypotheses: (1) The Intrinsic Hypothesis: motivation derives from an
inherent interest in the learning tasks the learner is asked to perform. (2) The Resultative
Hypothesis: learners who do well will persevere; those who do not so well will be
discouraged and try less hard. (3) The Internal Cause Hypothesis: the leamer brings to
the learning situation a certain quantity of motivation as a given. (4) The Carrot and
Stick Hypothesis: external influences and incentive will affect the strength of the
learner’s motivation (Ellis, 1994}).

As to the resultative hypothesis, other studies, however, suggest that learners’
motivation be strongly affected by their achievement, Savignon (1972) reported that

students” desire to learn French increased with gains in French proficiency. Finally, a
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study by Hermann (1980) also suggested that it is success that contributes to motivation
rather than vice versa. Hermann advanced that “Resultative Hypothesis”, which claims
that learners who do well are more likely to develop motivational intensity and to be
active in the classroom. The third hypothesis, has received the lion’s share of
researchers’ attention (Rod Ellis, 1994), which needs further corroboration. Skehan
intends to contain all kinds of cases in this summary of four hypotheses and his study
can be regarded as a great achicvement after Gardner’s.

2.3.4 Dornyer's Three-Level Framework

In order to make sense of the different components involved in L2 motivation, and
to design a comprehensive construct to synthesize various lines of research by offering
an extensive list of motivational components categorized into main dimensions, Domyei
(1994) conceptualized L2 motivation within a framework of three relatively distinct
levels: language level, learner level; and learning situation level. The resulting three
levels coincide with the three basic constituents of the 1.2 learning process and also
reflect three different aspects of language: the social dimension, the personal dimension
and the educational subject-matter dimension.

The most general level of the construct is the Language Level. It encompasses
various orientations and motives related to aspects of the L2, such as the culture, the
community, and the potential usefulness of the language. These will determine the goals
that learners set and the choices they make. This motivational dimension is in
accordance with the integrative and instrumental motivational subsystem in Gardner’s
model.

The second level of construct is the Learner Level. It involves a complex of affects
and cognitions that form relatively stable personality traits. Key features of this level are
need for achievement and self-confidence, the latter encompassing various aspects of
language anxiety, perceived L2 competence, attributions about past experiences, and
self-cfficacy.

Learning Situation Level is made up of intrinsic and extrinsic motives and
motivational conditions in three areas. Course-specific motivational components are
related to syllabus, teaching materials, teaching method, and learning tasks.
Teacher-specific motivational components include the afflictive drive to please the
teacher, authority type, and direct socialization of student motivation. Group-specific
motivational components are made up of four main components: goal-orientedness,
norm and reward system, group cohesion, and classroom goal structure.
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Table 1 Components of Foreign Language Learning Motivation (Domyei, 1994:280)

Language Level Integrative Motivational Subsystem
Instrumental Motivational subsystem
Need for Achievement

Leaner Level Self-Confidence
*Language Use Anxiety
*Perceived L2 Competence
*Causal Attributions
*Self-Efficacy

Leaning Situation Level
Course-Specific Motivaticnal Components Interest
: Relevance
Expectancy
Satisfaction
Teacher-Specific Motivational Components  Afflictive Drive
Authority Type
Direct Socialization of Motivation
*Modeling
*Task Presentation
: *Feedback
Group-Specific Motivational Components Goal-crientedness
Norm and Reward System
Group Cohesion
Classroom Goal Structure

Domyei’s formulation is helpful as it highlights the point that motivation is a
multifaceted construct. The construct stresses what the learner brings to the task of
learning and the situational factors.

These four approaches listed above were once powerful and influential, since there
is no absolute, unanimously accepted framework. But it is based on them that present
study is carried out. They highlight at least differeni dimensions of motivation helping

us to approach “motivation”,
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Chapter 3 Research Design

This chapter presents the research design, including the participants, instruments,

the procedure of the study, and data coliection.
3.1 Participants

The survey was conducted in all junior classes in College of Foreign Languages at
Shaanxi Normal University. And there were altogether 160 of them as the subjects.

Third-year English majors were chosen as the participants because they had
acquired strikingly different levels of oral English proficiency though they had the same
oral class as a compulsory one. Furthermore, they had gained four marks indicating
their oral English proficiency. These ensured comparatively apparent deviations in their
oral English proficiency, which could best illustrate the research questions and facilitate

the operation at the same time.
3.2 Instruments

The instruments adopted in the study include a motivational questionnaire,
interviews, oral-English-proficiency scores and SPSS (13.0).

3.2.1 Motivational Questionnaire

To survey CEMs’ general motivation to oral English development, a mdtivational
questionnaire is to be designed on the basis of the four elementary motivational factors
of oral English development (goal in oral English development; desire to oral English
development; attitudes towards oral English development and efforts to oral English
development) according to Gardner’s socio-educational model since Domyei’s
framework is too complex to be adopted as a basis of the questionnaire for this research,
and some of Skehan’s assumptions still nced testing. All four components are necessary
to describe properly motivation to oral English development (Gardner, 1985). It is based.
on the questionnaire that the survey is conducted. The purpose is to provide realistic
data. Furthermore, the questionnaire can also serve as a way to assess their own college
students’ motivation to develop oral English proficiency for college English teachers.

1) Design of the Motivational Questionnaire

The motivational questionnaire consists of 4 parts, 50 statements:
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Part 1 Motivational Orientations: There are a variety of reasons or motives for
CEMSs’ oral English development. This part is designed to see whether CEMs are
motivated to develop their oral English proficiency and whether they are extrinsically or
intrinsically motivated. And attempting to take the full range of motives into
consideration, it presents 25 statements for finding out the goals or motives of their oral
English development. It adopts the intrinsic-extrinsic continuum. Strong as Gardner’s
integrative-instrumental continuum is, it is more restricted to L2 learning situations and
far from satisfactory in describing motivation in foreign language classroom. What’s
more, integrative motivation, generally speaking, belongs to intrinsic motivation, and
instrumental motivation, as Clement and his co-workers’ research demonstrated
(Clement and Dl;uidcnicr, 1985), falls to the final into the category of extrinsic
motivation. Thus, students’ motives will be measured and classified into 3 categories or
3 motivational orientations as Amotivation (AM), Intrinsic Motivation (IM) and
Extrinsic Motivation (EM) (for more information, see Appendix). This part is designed
based on Vandergrift’s questionnaire {2005), which derived from Language Learning
Orientations Scale that was previously validated by Noels et al (2000) to assess the AM,
EM and IM.

- Part 2 Desire to oral English development: The desire to achieve the goal contains
two levels of meaning: one is whether or not CEMs have desire to achieve the goal, the
other, how much they desire. This part is to investigate whether or not they desire to
develop their oral English proficiency and how much they desire to. Five relevant
statements, refined from one of the subtests in Attitude/Motivational Test Battery
(AMTB) (Gardner, 1985), are set for these aims (see Appendix for more information).

Part 3 Attitudes towards oral English development: Another 5 statements constitute
this part. They’re refined to make out college students’ attitudes towards oral English
development (see Appendix for more information). This part is also refined from one of
the subtests in Attitude/Motivational Test Battery (AMTB) (Gardner, 1983).

Part 4 Efforts to oral English development: While a native speaker can acquire the
different components of communicative proficiency through natural learning, foreign
learners must obtain them through conscious learning and practice. CEMs have little
opportunity to interact with English natives and the oral English classes are, after all,
limited in both time and functions. They provide the students with only general

principles in speaking English and techniques to deal with speaking problems, but lacks
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of actual practices, which is important to the improvement of oral English proficiency.
However, how much, how well and how frequent the actual practices are fulfilled by
students depends mainly on self-regulated efforts. There are 15 statements (validated
from Tang’s questionnaire, 2005} in this section designed to survey the efforts college
students have made to improve their oral English proficiency (see Appendix for more
information).

All in all, it is from these four aspects that the survey and description of CEMs’
general motivation to oral English development is accomplished. Some of the
statements in the questionnaire were reworded and many new statements were appended,
but the spirit of the initial statement was preserved.

2) Weighing of the Motivational Questionnaire

All the statements in the motivational questionnaire are to be weighed up by Likert
scale so as to offer subjects chances to be neutral, that is, to be in the middle points of
the balance, or in other words, to be undecided. The participants are offered to choose
from 7 scales ranging from SA (Strongly Agree) to SD (Strongly Disagree) to make the
result more accurate. In each statement from Bl to F14, each SA (Strongly Agree) = 7,
A (Agree) = 6, AS (Agree Slightly), N (Neutral) = 4, DS (Disagree Slightly) = 3, D
(Disagree) = 2, SD (Strongly Disagree) = 1. That is to say, the subjects would get 7
points for each SA, 6 for each A, 5 for each AS, 4 for each U, 3 for each DS, 2 for each
D and 1 for each SD. But for item Al to AS, things are different, since they are
negatively orientated: each SA=1,A=2,AS=3,N=4,D5=5,D=6,andSD =7.

3.2.2 Interviews '

Interviews with 2 teachers and 10 participants are also conducted to find related
information.

To interview their teachers is to ensure that their oral English proficiency is in
accordance with their common classroom performance. .

To interview some students is to see more of their motivation to oral English
development, their suggestions and the time they épend practicing oral English after
class.

3.2.3 Acquisition of Oral-English-Proficiency Scores

The mean of each subject’s four terms’ oral English scores is figured out and serves
as an indicator of his own oral English proficiency. To ensure the validity, any

individual who has any abrormal fluctuation in his four terms’ scores or has great
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~ changes in his rank among his classmates are picked out and considered as invalid
participants. Only those whose four terms of scores are stable or have just mild rise or
fall or normal fluctuation, no matter they rank in the bottom or top, are taken into
account as the valid ones.

Acquiring the subjects’ oral-English proficiency in this way can ensure the validity
and can at the same time reduce greatly the work amount. Consequently it enables to
cover a much larger number of subjects, which in turn ensure the validity and
significance of the research results.

3.24 8P5S8 13.0

SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) adopted in this research is
version 13.0 which is more advanced than the previous ones because of its enlarged

capability of calculation.
3.3 Procedure

The investigation was carried out during the period from 2005.7 to 2006.1, and the
whole study lasted actually nearly a year in which data-collection and statistical analysis
were accomplished.

The research can be roughly divided into three periods:

The first was the Preparation Period in which most preparation.work for the study
was done beforehand like questionnaire-designing which was based on a lot of literary
reviews, the choice of the form to distinguish high- from low-oral-English-proficiency
subjects, cte.

The sccond period referred to the Operation Period, during which 160 copies of
questionnaire were sent out to the students and collected after being finished. The
subjects were told that the answers they provide have nothing to do with their credits
during the four-year study in the university and were encouraged to answer the
questions as honestly as possible. And they were allowed as much time as is necessary
to complete the questionnaire. That was the first step, also the questionnaire-fulfillment
step. And then, their oral-English-proficiency scores were output according to the
student numbers, It was also in this period that the interviews with the teachers and
some of the participants were conducted,

The third period, the final and critical period, was also called the Result Period. All
the data-collection and statistical analysis were completed. The CEMs’ general

motivation to oral English development was figured out. The relationship between
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motivation and oral English proficiency was investigated, and contrasts were made to

discern the motivational differences between those high and low achievers.
3.4 Data Collection

The final version of the questionnaire was delivered to 160 third-year English
majors from College of Foreign Languages at Shaanxi Normal University in December
200s.

One hundred sixty copies of questionnaires were handed out and 154 were
collected because 6 were absent. Fifteen students were excluded from this study because
of the errors they had made in implementing the questionnaire. Another 7 were excluded
for the sharp and abnormal fluctuation in their four terms’ scores. And another 2 copies
of questionnaire were also rejected because of the absence of their oral English scores.
As a result, the valid number of subjects involved was 130 exactly. In other words, only
130 valid questionnaires were used for the final analysis. 7

After rejecting the invalid questionnaires and excluding the invalid
oral-English-proficiency scores, the corresponding statistics of valid questionnaires and
their according oral English scores are collected and input into a computer and disposed
of by SPSS 13.0. This is the procedure of data collection.
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Chapter 4 Results, Analysis and Discussion

Through the research design in the previous chapter, the data concerning CEMs’
motivation to oral English development were obtained and disposed of in Chapter 4

concerning the three research questions.
4.1 Normality of the Sample

The mean, mode and median of the sample’s oral English proficiency are
respectively: Mean = 86.8288; Mode = 86.75; and Median = 87.2500. The three
measures of central tendency are quite approximately equal which suggests a normal
distribution of their proﬁciency. Consequently, the sample is typical. And as a result, it
can reflect to a large extent the general state of Chinese CEMs’ motivation to oral

English development and can best illustrate the research questions.
4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Motivational Questionnaire

“The questionnaire was developed on 4 motivational factors of oral English to affect
oral English proficiency: orientation (AM, EM and IM), desire, attitudes and efforts.

The subjects’ student number, their answers to each item and their
oral-English-proficiency scores are input correspondingly into a computer and disposed
of by SPSS 13.0. Statistical terms like mean and standard deviation {S.D.} are also
employed.

Table 2 Summary of college English majors’ responses to the motivational questionnaire

Factors Itemn Mean S.D. Strongly | Apree | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | Dis- | Strongly
Agzee Slightly Strongly | agree | Disagree

Al 6.3231 | 114942 | 0.00 0.77 3.08 7.69 5.38 17.69 6538

A2 6.5231 | 1.03591 | 0.77 0.77 0.00 6.15 3.08 14.62 74.62
A A3 61538 | 1.21656 0.77 1.54 1.54 6.15 12.31 23.08 54.62

Ad 6.4338 | 0.95732 | 0.00 0.76 1.54 3.85 4.62 23.85 65.38
A5 6.4692 | 095794 | 0.00 0.76 1354 3.85 4.62 2231 66.92
Bl 1.9154 | 1.27610 | 0.77 1.54 3.08 8.46 6135 2923 30,77
B2 3.8077 | 193337 | 6.5 | 23.08 ; 7.4% 20.00 10.00 17.69 15.38
B3 2.5462 | 1.70322 | 3.08 538 4.62 17.69 5.38 26.92 36.92
B4 45462 | 1.90516 | 1923 | 19.23 | 14.62 18.46 7.69 13.85 6.92
BS 3.9077 | 1.74962 4.62 18.46 16.92 20.00 13.85 1538 1077
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E B6 4.9077 | 1.63511 | 1692 | 2692 | 16.92 23.85 4.62 6.15 4.62
B7 51154 | 1.50263 | 20.00 | 2692 | 19.23 20.00 B.46 3.08 2.31
B3 39538 | 155450 | 538 | 1385 | 13.08 31.54 18.46 14.62 5.38
B9 4.8308 | 1.51549 | 1231 | 26.15 | 20.97 26.15 6.92 3.08 4.62

B10 5.2154 | 1.33518 | 19.23 [ 26.92 | 23.08 21.54 5.38 3.85 0.00
Cl 4.8923 | 1.60061 | 1846 | 2231 | 19.23 21.54 10.00 5.38 3.08
C2 54769 | 134807 | 23.85 | 3462 | 2000 1385 3.08 3.85 0.77
C3 5.2923 | 1.38344 | 20.77 | 3231 | 1692 20.00 5.38 4.62 0.00
C4 5.3231 | 132487 | 20.77 | 3231 | 16.15 23.08 4.62 3.08 0.00

I C5 5.6385 | 1.23893 | 2692 | 37.69 | 15.38 14.62 3.08 2.31 0.00
M| ¢ 5.3769 | 1.58611 | 29.23 | 29.23 [ 13.85 14.62 6.15 4.62 231
C7 4.1385 | 1.73319 [ 9.23 16.92 9.23 38.46 6.15 9.23 10.77
C8 54462 | 1.46833 | 27.69 | 20.77 1 16.92 13.85 6.92 1,54 2.31
C9 5.4154 | 139092 [ 26.92 | 27.69 | 17.69 19.23 5.38 2.31 0.77

C10 51615 | 1.51889 | 23.08 | 23.85 | 20.77 18.46 7.69 4.62 1.54
D1 6.3000 | 1.16572 | 62.31 | 20.00 { 9.23 5.38 0.77 1.54 0.77
D2 6.0231 | 1,19732 | 49.23 | 23.85 9.23 16.15 0.77 0.77 0.00

é?. D3 6.1692 | 1.10066 | 55.38 | 20.00 { 11.54 12.31 0.77 0.77 0.00
? D4 6.3769 | 0.99818 | 63.08 | 20,77 9.23 5.38 0.77 0.77 0.00
D5 6.3538 |1.04073 | 6231 | 21.54 9.23 3.85 231 0.77 0.00
El 6.3462 | 1.08343 | 62.31 | 22.31 7.69 5.38 0.00 2.31 0.00
by E2 6.1615 | 1.12618 | 5231 | 26.15 | 11.54 6.15 3.08 0.77 0.00
E' E3 6.0231 | 1.29079 | 4923 | 2615 | 1154 6,15 538 0.77 0.77
& E4 53462 [ 1.32777 { 19.23 | 26.15 | 2231 16.15 5.38 1.54 1.54
E5 5.4154 | 1.25002 | 19.23 | 33.85 | 2231 17.69 2.31 2.31 0.77
F1 5.4923 | 1.29547 | 26.15 | 30.77 | 16.15 23.08 1.54 1.54 0.77
F2 4.8769 | 145216 | 12.31 | 2692 | 20.77 25.38 7.69 4.62 2.31
F3 49385 | 1.54896 | 16.15 | 27.69 { 1692 23.08 7.69 6.15 2.31
F4 50154 | 140312 13.85 | 26,15 | 2769 20.77 538 3.85 2.31
F5 44769 | 154627 | 1000 | 1769 | 2231 25.38 1231 9.23 3.08
F6 4.8308 | 1.47925 [ 13.08 | 24.62 | 21.54 2385 7.69 8.46 0.77
g F7 4.6077 | 157744 | 1308 | 21.54 [ 1538 26.15 11.54 11.54 0.77
z F8 402769 | 1.55027 | 5.38 1923 | 2231 23.85 13.85 10.77 4.62

F9 47385 | 159239 ( 13.08 | 2231 | 26.15 18.46 6.15 11.54 2.31
F10 48692 | 1.54713 § 1615 | 21.54 | 23.08 23.85 6.15 6.15 3.08
F11 45769 | 155452 | 9.23 2615 ) 1462 27.69 10.00 10.00 2.31
F12 5.0692 | 156606 | 2000 | 27.69 | 1846 16.15 10.00 6.15 1.54
F13 .4.2231 1.55152 6.15 1538 | 23.08 27.69 1000 13.08 4.62
Fi4 44308 | 1.36931 6.92 1692 | 16.15 45,38 3.85 8.46 2,31
Notes: AM = Amotivation; EM = Exirinsic Motivation; IM = Intrinsic Motivatiion; $.D.: Standard
Deviation; SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; DS: Disagree Slightly; N: Neutral; AS:
Agree Slightly; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree
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4.3 Analysis of Motivational Factors of Oral English Development

4.3.1 Motivational Orientations of Oral English Development

(1) Descriptive Statistics of Motivational Orientations

1) Amotivation (AM)

Al to AS in Table 2 supplies the information of the amotivation cluster that is
negatively oriented. From the table, the mean of the amotivation cluster is worked ont
as 6.3846. The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Disagree” for Al to A5 are
respectively 85, 97, 71, 85 and 87; and their corresponding percentages are 63.38%,
74.62%, 54.62%, 65.38% and 66.92% as shown in Table 2. The frequencies of CEMs
who chose “Disagree” for Al to A5 are respectively 23, 19, 30, 31 and 29; and their
corresponding percentages are 17.69%, 14.62%, 23.08%, 23.85% and 22.31% as shown
in Table 2. The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Disagree Slightly” for Al to A5 are
respectively 7, 4, 16, 6 and 6; and their corresponding percentages are 53.38%, 3.08%,
12.31%, 4.62% and 4.62% as shown in Table 2.

As a result, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Disagree” and
“Disagree” as well as “Disagree Slightly” for Al to AS are respectively 115, 120, 117,
122 and 122; and 89.46%, 92.31%, 90.00%, 93.85% and 93.85% as their corresponding
valid percentages. These statistics reflect in general that 91.89% of the subjects are
motivated to leamn oral English, either extrinsically or intrinsically motivated or both
intrinsically and extrinsically motivated. And this is corroborated by further interviews
with certain participants.

2) Extrinsic Motivation (EM)

B1 to B10 are concerned with the utility of oral English, that is, they form the
extrinsic cluster. According to Table 2, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly
Agree” for Bl to B10 are respectively 1, 8, 4, 25, 6, 22, 26, 7, 16 and 25; and the
according percent for each items in this cluster are respectively 0.77%, 6.15%, 3.08%,
19.23%, 4.62%, 16.92%, 20.00%, 5.38%, 12.31% and 19.23%. While 1.54%, 23.08%,
5.38%, 19.23%, 18.46%, 26.92%, 26.92%, 13.85%, 26.15%, 26.92% of the subjects
chose “Agree” for each items from Bl to B10; and the corresponding frequencies are
respectively 2, 30, 7, 25, 24, 35, 35, 18, 34, and 35. Those who chosc “Agree Slightly”
for B1 to B10 account for 3.08%, 7.69%, 4.62%, 14.62%, 16.92%, 16.92%, 19.23%,
13.08%, 20.77% and 23.08% 1espectively of the total. The according frequencies are 4,
16, 6, 19, 22,22, 25,17, 27 and 30.
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As a result, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” as a total for B1 to B10 are respectively 7, 48, 17, 69, 52, 79,
86, 42, 77 and 90; and 5.38%, 36.92%, 13.08%, 53.08%, 40.00%, 60.77%, 66.15%,
32.31%, 39.23% and 69.23% as their corresponding valid percentages.

3) Intrinsic Motivation (IM) |

C1 to C10 form the intrinsic orientation cluster.

According to Table 2, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” for
C1 to C10 are respectively 24, 31, 27, 27, 35, 38, 12, 36, 35 and 30; and the percentages
of the subjects who chose “Strongly Agree” for each items in this cluster are
respectively 18.46%, 23.85%, 20.77%, 20.77%, 26.92%, 29.23%, 9.23%, 27.69%,
26.92% and 23.08%. While “Agree” by 22.31%, 34.62%, 32.31%, 32.31%, 37.69%,
29.23%, 16.92%, 30.77%, 27.69% and 23.85% comespondingly of the subjects chose
“Agree” for each item from C1 to C10; and the according frequencies are respectively
29, 45, 42, 42, 49, 38, 22, 40, 36 and 31. Those who chose “Agree Slightly” for C1 to
C10 account for 19.23%, 20.00%, 16.92%, 16.15%, 15.38%, 13.85%, 9.23%, 16.92%,
17.69% and 20.77% respectively of the total, The according frequencies are 25, 26, 22,
21, 20, 18,12, 22, 23 and 27.

As a result, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for C1 to C10 are respectively 78, 102, 91, 90, 104, 94, 46, 98,
94 and 88; and 60.00%, 78.46%, 70.00%, 69.23%, 80.00%, 72.31%, 35.38%, 75.38%,
72.31% and 67.69% as their corresponding valid percentages.

(2) Further Analysis of CEMs’ Intrinsic Motivation and Extrinsic Motivation

Table 3 Paired-samples t-test of Chinese college English majors’ intrinsic motivation (IM) and
extrinsic motivation (EM)

Mean S.D. | Std. Error t pr df Lower Upper
Mean
IM | 52162 | 9.59312 | .84137 -12.146 | .000 | 129 -13.27492 -9.55585
EM | 40560 | 7.85446 | 27396 |

As Table 3 shows, ¢t = -12.146, 95% confidence interval of the difference is
-13.27492 as the lower and -9.55585,as the upper, p = .000, which is smaller than .01.
This suggests an obvious deviation between IM and EM.

The mean of the extrinsic motivation cluster is 4.07462 and that of intrinsic

motivation is 5.28066. So, it is safe to say that most subjects are much more
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intrinsically motivated than extrinsically motivated in oral English development just as
the general tendency in Table 2 reveals. Though they have perceived the importance of
spoken English and regarded it as a necessary step towards their way to success or a
necessity for their future, they are more intrinsically motivated to develop oral English
proficiency. '

4.3.2 Desire to Oral English Development

The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” for D1 to D5 are
respectively 81, 64, 72, 82 and 81; and their corresponding percentages are 62.31%,
49.23%, 55.38%, 63.08% and 62.31% as shown in Table 2. The frequencies of CEMs
who chose “Agree” for D1 to D5 are respectively 26, 31, 26, 27 and 28; and their
corresponding percentages are 20.00%, 23.85%, 20.00%, 20.77% and 21.54% as shown
in Table 2. The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Agree Slightly” for D1 to D5 are
respectively 12, 12, 15, 12 and 12; and their corresponding percentages are 9.23%,
9.23%, 11.54%, 9.23% and 9.23% as have been shown in Table 2.

As a result, the frequencies of CEMs who chase “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for D1 to D5 are respectively 119, 107, 113, 121 and 121; and
91.54%, 82.31%, 86.92%, 93.08% and 93.08% as their corresponding valid percentages.
According to the original statistics resulting from the investigation above, it is safe to
say that the majority of the subjects (89.38%) desire strongly to leam oral English, or in
other words, are willing to develop oral English proficiency.

This shows, at the same time, how much they desire to learn oral English, in other
words, their motivational intensity in learning oral English. According to the original
statistics resulting from the investigation above, the intensity in learning oral English is
shown further by the following statistics. They demonstrate a stronger motivation since
the mean of CEMs’ desire to oral English development is 6.2477 (Mbes= 6.3169), mode
=7, max. = 7, and S.D. = 1,10052.

4.3.3 Attitudes towards Oral English Development

The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” for El to E5 are
respectively 81, 68, 64, 25 and 25; and their corresponding percentages are 62.31%,
52.31%, 49.23%, 19.23% and 19.23% as shown in Table 2. The frequencies of CEMs
who chose “Agree” for E1 to ES are respectively 29, 34, 34, 44 and 46; and their
corresponding percentages are 22.31%, 26.15%, 26.15%, 33.75% and 35.45% as shown
in Table 2. The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Agree Slightly” for E1 to ES are
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rcspectively 10, 15, 15, 2% and 29; and their comesponding percentages are 7.69%,
11.54%, 11.54%, 22.31% and 22.31%.

As a result, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for E1 to ES are respectively 120, 117, 113, 98 and 100; and
92.31%, 90.00%, 86.92%, 75.38% and 76.92% as their corresponding valid percentages.
So it is safe to say that CEMs have positive attitudes towards oral English development
(Maindes = 5.9178), and 84.31% of the subjects are positively orientated.

4.3.4 Efforts to Oral English Development

Item F1 to F15 show the efforts CEMs have made to improve their oral English
proficiency.

CEMs lack broad exposure to English environment. Students seldom have chance
to practice English natvrally in their daily life just like those native speakers. Efforts
includihg various strategies of oral English development are employed. The mean of
Efforts; Megrs = 4.7445. |t goes without saying that they have made various efforts to
improve their oral English proficiency. To be more specific, The frequencies of CEMs
who chose “Strongly Agree” for F1 to F14 are respectively 34, 16, 21, 18, 13, 17,17, 7,
17, 21, 12, 26, 8 and 9; and their corresponding percentages are 26.15%, 12.31%,
16.15%, 13.85%, 10.00%, 13.08%, 13.08%, 5.38%, 13.08%, 16.15%, 9.23%, 20.00%,
6.15% and 6.92%, The frequencies of CEMs who chose “Agree” for F1 to F14 are
respectively 40, 35, 36, 34, 23, 32, 28, 25, 29, 28, 34, 36, 20 and 22; and their
corresponding percentages are 30.77%, 26.92%, 27.69%, 26.15%, 17.69%, 24.62%,
21.54%, 19.23%, 22.31%, 21.54%, 26.15%, 27.69%, 1538% and 16.92%. The
frequencies of CEMs who chose “Agree Slightly” for F1 to F14 are respectively 21, 27,
22,36, 29, 28, 20, 29, 34, 30, 19, 24, 30 and 21; and their corresponding percentages are
16.15%, 20.77%, 16.92%, 27.69%, 22.31%, 21.54%, 15.38%, 22.31%, 26.15%, 23.08%,
14.62%, 18.46%, 23.08% and 16.15%.

-As a result, the frequencies of CEMs who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for F1 to F14 are respectively 95, 78, 79, 88, 63, 77, 635, 61, 80,
79, 65, 86, 58 and 52 and 73.08%, 60.00%, 60.77%, 67.69%, 50.00%, 59.23%, 50.00%,
46.92%, 61.54%, 60.77%, 50.00%, 66.15%, 44.62% and 40.00% as their corresponding
valid percentages. So it is safe to say that CEMs have made various e¢fforts to improve
their oral English proficiency (Mems = 4.7445), and 56.48% of the subjects are

positively oricntated.
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Item F15 is listed separately to show the time they spend practicing their oral
English every week: The number of CEMs who chose “Z7hrs” is 13; “5-7his”, 28;
"3.5hrs™, 36; “2-3hrs”, 24; “1-2hr(s)”, 14; “= 1hr”, 11; and “0 hr”, 4 which account for
respectively 10.00%, 21.54%, 27.69%, 18.46%, 10.77%, 8.46% and 3.08%.

It is clear in the table that most of the subjects (77.69%) spent 2-7 hours practicing
their oral English every week after class, with only 13 (10%) choosing “=7 hours”

indicating one hour practicing per day.
4.4 Correlation and Regression Analysis

To make clear the relationship between motivation and oral English proficiency,
also the 2™ research question, further analysis including correlation analysis and the
multiple regression analysis are carried out next.

4.4.1 Correlations Analysis

As shown in Table 4, the correlations among motivational factors are respectively:
rlaew = 219 (p = .000 < .01); 12y = 436 {p = .000 < .01); 13 ampesiy = 490 (p
= .000 < .01); rdwsetmnes = 409 (p = .000 < .01); 15 cwermorns = 102 (p = 125 > .05); 16
@eny = 260 (p = .001 < .01); 17 @moesis = 133 (p = .066 > .05); 18 ®ranindes = 014 (p
= 437 > .05); 19 @urmns = 086 (p = .164 > .05); 110 moery = .611 (p = .000 < .01); r11
iy = 521 (p = .000 < .01); 112 amemon9 = .547 (p = .000 < .01); 113 pesiretnintess = 731
(p = 000 < .01); 114 esive. 250y = 340 (p = .000 < .01); 115 camimces.ziorsy = .520 (p = .000
< .01). According to the correlation coefficients between AM and EM (p = .010 < .05),
AM and IM (p = .000 < .01), AM and Desire (p = .000 < .01), AM and Attitudes (p
= 000 < .01), EM and IM (p = .001 < .01), IM and Desire (p = .000 < .01), IM and
Attitudes (p = .000 < .01), IM and Efforts (p = .000 < .01), Desire and Attitudes (p
=.000 < .01), Desire and Efforts (p = .000 < .01), Attitudes and Efforts (p = .000 < .01},
it is safe to say that they are correlated mutually and obviously.

The correlation coefficients between motivational factors and oral English
proficiency are shown respectively by R1, R2, R3, R4, RS and R6 whose values are
-.414, 291, 389, .301, 312, and .159 accordingly. A negative relationship (R1 = -.414)
between AM and oral English proficiency is not surprising and has been discerned,
since amotivated students see no relation between their actions and subsequent
consequences (Littlewood, 1984). Table 4 shows that amotivation is highly correlated
but negatively with the dependant factor, the oral English proficiency. This means that

the more a student is motivated, the more he may achieve. IM is positively and
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moderately correlated with oral English proficiency (which is demonstrated by .389 as

their correlation coefficient). So does EM, but weakly, since its correlation coefficient
with oral English proficiency is .219 (R2 = .219). Other factors like Desire, Attitudes

and Efforts correlate with oral English proficiency respectively as 301 (R4 = 312, p
=.000 <.01), .312 (R5 = .312, p = .004 < .01} and .159 (R6 = .159, p = .035 < .05).

Table 4 Pearson correlation coefficients among motivational factors and oral English preficiency

AM EM ™ Desire | Attitudes | Efiots
Pearson 1.000 219 436** 490** A409** 102
AM Correlation 11 12 3 4 5
Sig. 010 .000 .000 000 125
(2-tailed)
Pearson 219 1.000 260** 133 .014 .086
EM Correlation ) 17 18 19
Sig. 010 001 .066 437 .164
(2-tailed)
Pearson 4354 260%* 1.000 H11** S21%% | 547+
Correlation 10 11 r12
™M Sig. 000 001 .000. .000 .000
(2-tailed)
Pearson A0(+* 133 H11%* 1.000 T3 L 340
Desire Correlation 113 14
Sig. .000 066 000 000 .000
{2-tailed)
Pearson .409** -.014 521%* J31F* 1.000 5207
Attitudes | Correlation s
Sig. .000 437 .00 .000 .000
(2-tailed)
Pearson 102 .086 5474 340%* S520%* 1.000
Efforts Correlation .
- Sig. 125 164 .000 000 000
(2-tailed)
Pearson -414%* 201 389+ 301+ J12¢ 159%
Oral Correlation R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 Ro
English Sig. .000 .163 .000 2000 004 035
Proficiency | (2-tailed)
N 130 130 130 130 130 130

Note: ¥*Correlation is significant at 0.01 levels (2-tailed).

AM: Amotivaiton; EM: Extrinsic Motivation; IM: Intrinsic Motivation

The correlation coefficients among motivational factors and that between

motivational factors and oral English proficiency are shown in this table. Which 2 are
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comelated and how much they are correlated are clearly presented in the table. The
larger the coefficient is, the more closely they are related.

4.4.2 Multiple Regression Analysis

To evaluate the predictability of motivational factors, the multiple regression
analysis is also employed with the motivational factors as simultaneous predictors
(independent variables) of oral En glish proficiency (the dependent variable).

The predictive models were established according to the standardized coefficients
(beta) obtained from regression analysis. “R Square” indicates the predictive power of
the motivational factors on oral English proficiency. The direction of the arrow
represents the direction of influence.

According to ANOVA, the sum of squares of regression is 331.579, and df = 6; F =
6.000, and p = .000(a), which is smaller than .01. These indicate that the motivational
factors can predicate the oral English proficiency.

As shown in Figure 3, the regression with oral English proficiency as dependent
variables and AM, EM, IM, Desire, Attitudes and Efforts as simultancous, independent

variables yiclded a relationship.
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Figure 3 Multiple regression model of oral English proficiency

AM (beta = 294, p = 004 < .01) were negatively related to oral English
proficiency (R1 = -.414); EM (beta = -.035, p = .703 > .05) was positively related to
oral English proficiency (R2 = .219). IM (beta = .294, p = .019 < .05) was positively
related to oral English proficiency (R3 = .388). Desire (beta = -.005, p = .049 < .05) was
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positively related to oral English proficiency (R4 = .289); Attitudes (beta = -.0304, p
= 090 > .05) was positively related to oral English proficiency (R4 = .235) and Efforts
(beta = -.011, p = .04 < .05) was positively related to oral English proficiency (RS
= .159). Consequently, AM, IM and Desire to oral English development are better
predictors of oral English proficiency.

The variables together can account for 22.6% of the variance in oral English
proficiency. ANOVA proves the validity of this model (F = 6.000, p = .000 < .01).

4.5 Analysis of Motivational Discrepancies Between High- and
Low-proficiency Groups

Why is some students’ oral English proficiency higher than that of the others’? Are
high achievers different from the low ones concerning motivation to oral English
development? Analyses in the following help to answer these questions.

4.5.1 Formation of High- and Low-proficiency Groups

Based on cach subject’s four terms of oral English scores, the subjects are
classified into 3 groups: the top-level, the middle-level and the bottom-level groups.
Only those who rank at the top and the bottom are picked out and reorganized into new
groups. According to statistics, when the sub-sample is 30 or larger than 30 (N = 30),
the mean of the sub-sample will manifest normal distribution. Therefore, the top 32
students, the high achievers, make up the high-proficiency group; and another 32 who
rank in the bottom of score list, considered as low achievers, are grouped into the
low-proficiency group. And the rest fall into middle-level group, which is paid no
attention to, Then contrasts ﬁre made between high- and low-proficiency groups to
distinguish the discrepancies in motivation to oral English development.

4.5.2 Independent-Sample T-Test of Oral English Proficiency Between High-
and Low-proficiency Groups

The Independent-Sample ¢-test is applied with an aim to find out whether the two
groups vary greatly in their oral English proficiency to ensure the significance of the

contrasts between high- and low-proficiency groups.

Table 5 Independent-sample ¢-test of oral English proficiency of high- and low-proficiency subjects

Group N Mean S.D. t-value | df r F Sig.
High-proficiency 32 | 904140 | 116467 | 17.537 | 62 | .000 | 9.589 |.003
Low-proficiency 32 | 818945 | 241162
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As shown in Table 5, the mean oral score of high-proficiency group is 90.4140, and
that of low-proficiency group is 81.8945 (MH = 90.4140, ML = 81.8945), F =9.589, =
17.537, and p = .000 < .01. These indicate that there is an obvious deviation in their oral
English proficiency between high- and low-proficiency groups. Consequently, the
contrasts between the two groups are‘statistically significant.

4.5.3 Independent-Sample T-Test of Motivational Factors Between High- and
Low-proficiency Groups

As Table 6 shows, the means, t-values, and p values of the motivational factors of
the two groups are presented as the following; AM (MH = 6.7250, ML = 5.8774, ¢ =
3.868, p = .000 < .01}, EM (MH = 5.3216, ML = 5.8581, t = 0.338, p = .737 > .05), IM
(MH = 5.6875, ML = 4.8326, t = 4.218, p = .000 < .01), Desire (MH = 63813, ML =
3.8581, t = 2.162, p = .035 < .03), Attitudes (MH = 5.9875, ML = 55419, r = 1.801, p
=.007 > .05), Efforts (MH = 4.8326, ML = 44793, t = 1.261, p = .211 > .05).

Table 6 Independent-sample T-test of motivational factors between high- and low-proficiency groups

Factors Group N Mean S.D. t-value df (Z-i:igl'c &)
AM | High 32 6.7250 0.56234 3.868 62 .000
ox Low | 32 | 58774 |  0.14068
S 2 [EM | High 32 53216 0.87215 0.338 62 737
EE Low 32 5.8581 1.58353
S & |IM | High 32 5.6875 130593 4.218 62 .000
= Low 32 4.8326 1.70661
Desire High 32 6.3813 1.112% 2.162 62 033
Low 32 5.8581 1.28857
Attitades | HiE 32 5.9875 1.20166 1.801 62 077
Low 32 5.5419 135711
High 32 4.8326 1.57632 1.264 62 211
Efforts | (50| 35 | e 1.60966

Notes: AM: Amotivation; EM: Extrinsic Motivation; IM: Intrinsic Motivation

This demonstrates that the two groups do vary in their questionnaire responses, that
is, in their motivation to oral English development (fav= 3.868, tew= 0.338, tm= 4.218,
toesire = 2,162, tavides = 1.801, tepors = 1.264). And they vary greatly especially in
amotivation (AM) (tav= 3.868, p = .000< .01), intrinsic motivation (IM) (tm= 4.218, p
=.000 < .01) and desire to oral English development (fouin = 2.162, p = .035 < .05).

4.5.4 Contrasts of Motivational Discrepancies Between High- and
Low-proficiency Groups

For convenience and sharp contrast, only “Strongly Agree”, “Agree” and “Agree

Slightly” are counted in the following contrasts.
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(1) Contrasts of Motivational Orientations Between High- and Low-proficiency Groups

1) Amotivation (AM) _

The frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Disagree” for Al to AS in the
high-proficiency group are 26 (81.30%), 29 (90.60%), 22 (68.80%), 24 (75.00%) and 24
(75.00%); while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 14
(45.20%), 16 (51.60%), 11 (35.50%), 19 (61.30%) and 19 (61.30%). The frequencies of
those who chose “Disagree” for Al to AS in the high-proficiency group are 26 (81.30%),
29 (90.60%), 22 (68.80%), 24 (75.00%) and 24 (75.00%); while the numbers of those in
the low-proficiency group who did so are 14 (45.20%), 16 (51.60%), 11 (35.50%), 19
(61.30%) and 19 (61.30%). The frequencies of those who chose “Disagree Slightly” for
Al to AS in the high-proficiency group are 1 (3.13%), 0 (0.00%), 2 (6.21%), 1 (3.13%)
and 1 (3.13%); while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are
5(15.63%), 1 (3.13%), 8(25.00%), 2 (6.25%) and 5 (15.63%).

As a result, the frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Disagree” and
“Disagree” as well as “Disagree Slightly” altogether in the high-proficiency group for
Al to AS are respectively 31 (96.88%), 32 (100%), 32 (100%), 32 (100%) and 31
(96.88%); while the frequencies of those in the low-proficiency group who chose
“Strongly Disagree” or “Disagree™ or “Disagree Slightly” for each jtems from Al to AS
are respectively 24 (75.00%), 23 (71.88%), 24 (75.00%), 26 (81.25%) and 27 (84.38%)
as shown in Figure 4. :

That is to say, approximately 98.75% of the subjects in the high-proficiency group
are motivated to develop their oral English proficiency, while in the low-proficiency
group, 77.50% of them are motivated to learn oral English.
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Figure 4 Contrasts of Amotivation Figure 5 Contrasts of extrinsic motivation
between high- and low-proficiency groups between high- and low-proficiency groups

2) Extrinsic Motivation (EM)
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The frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” for Bl to B10 in the
high-proficiency group are 0 (0.00%), 2 (6.25%), 1 (3.13%), 3 (9.38%), 1 (3.13%), 5
(15.63%), 8 (25.00%), 2 (6.25%), 7 (21.88%) and 10 (31.25%); while the numbers of
those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 1 (3.13%), 4 (12.50%), 3 (3.13%), 5
(15.63%), 3 (9.38%), 7 (21.88%), 8 (25.00%), 3 (9.38%), 5 (15.63%) and 11 (34.38%).
The frequencies of those who chose “Agree” for Bl te B10 in the high-proficiency
group are 1 (3.13%), 6 (18.75%), 2 (6.25%), 3 (9.38%), 7 (21.88%), 11 (34.38%), 11
(34.38%), 8 (25.00%), 10 (31.25%) and 4 (12.50%); while the numbers of those in the
low-proficiency group who did so are 2 (6.25%), 7 (21.88%), 2 (6.25%), 8 (25.00%), 6
(18.75%), 10 (31.25%), 9 (28.13%), 7 (21.88%), 10 (31.25%) and 5 (15.63%). The
frequencies of those who chose “Agree Slightly” for B1 to B10 in the high-proficiency
group are 0 (0.00%), 5 (15.63%), 0 (0.00%), 5 (15.63%), 6 (18.75%), 4 (12.50%), 3
(9.38%), 6 (18.75%), 4 (12.50%) and 4 (12.50%); while the numbers of those in the
low-proficiency group who did so are 2 (6.25%), 1 (3.13%), 3 (9.38%), 4 (12.50), 5
(15.63%), 7 (21.88%), 6 (18.75%), 3 (9.38%), 5 (15.63%) and 11 (34.38%).

As a result, the frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for Bl to B10 are respectively 1 (3.13%), 13 (40.66%), 3
(9.38%), 11 (34.38%), 14 (43.75%), 20 (62.50%), 22 (68.75%), 16 (50.00%), 21
(65.66%) and 18 (56.25%); while the frequencies of those in the low-proficiency group
who chose “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” or “Agree Slightly” for each items from Bl to
B10 are respectively 5 (15.63%), 12 (37.50%), 8 (25.00%), 17 (53.13%), 14 (43.75%),
24 (75.00%), 23 (71.88%), 13 (40.63%), 20 (62.50%) and 27 %(84.38), as shown in
Figure 5. This indicates that low-proficiency ones tend to be more extrinsically
motivated.

3) Intrinsic Motivation (IM)

The frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” for Cl to C10 in the
high-proficiency group are 9 (28.13%), 9 (28.13%), 11 (34.38%), 13 (40.63%), 16
(50.00%), 17 (53.13%), 3 (9.38%), 16 (50.00%), 15 (46.88%) and 6 (18.75%), while the
numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 3 (9.38%), 7 (21.88%), 4
(12.50%), 6 (18.75%), 6 (18.75%), 7 (21.88%), 2 (6.25%), 6 (18.75%), 5 (15.63%) and
7 (21.88%). The frequencies of those who chose “Agree” for C1 to C10 in the
high-proficiency group are 9 (28.13%), 13 (40.63%), 12 (37.50%), 11 (34.38%), 7
(21.88%), 8 (25.00%), 5 (15.63%), 9 (28.13%), 10 (31.25%) and 13 (40.63%); the
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numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 5 (15.63%), 7 (21.88%),
9 (28.13%), 4 (12.50%), 9 (28.13%), 6 (18.75%), 5 {15.63%), 8 (25.00%), 6 (18.75%)
and 1 (3.13%). The frequencies of those who chose “Agree Slightly” for C1 to C10 in
the high-proficiency group are 5 (15.63%), 5 (15.63%), 4 (12.50%), 4 (12.50%), 3
(9.38%), 3 (9.38%), 5 (15.63%), 2 (6.25%), 5(15.63%) and 7 (21.88%); while the
numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 5 (15.63%), 6 (18.75%),
2 (6.25%), 5 (15.63%), 8 (25.00%), 4 (12.50%), 4 (12.500%), 5 {15.63%), 4 (12.50%)
and 8 (25.00%).

As a result, the frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for C1 to C10 are respectively 23 (71.88%), 27 (84.38%), 27
(84.38%), 28 (87.50%), 26 (81.25%), 28 (87.50%), 13 (40.63%), 27 (84.38%), 30
(93.75%) and 26 (81.25%); while the frequencies of those in the low-proficiency group
who chose “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” or “Agree Slightly” for each items from Cl1 to
C10 are respectively 13 (40.63%), 20 (62.50%), 15 (46.88%), 15 (46.88%), 23
(71.88%), 17 (53.13%), 11 (34.38%), 19 (59.38%), 15 (46.88%) and 16 (50.00%) as

shown in Figure 6.

This indicates that subjects with higher achievement scores tend to be more
intrinsically motivated.

Frequencics of SA+A+AS

Frequencies of SA+A+AS

1 2 3 4 5 & 1 8 9 w
Item C1-C10

Item D1-DS

= i of Hig"“’"’f‘;‘“‘y Group —4— Desire of High-proficiency Group
~— iM of Low proficieacy Group i Desire of Low-proficiency Group

Figure 6 Contrasts intrinsic motivation Figure 7 Contrasts of desire

between high- and low-proficiency groups between high- and low-proficiency groups

(2) Contrasts of Desire of Oral English Development Between High- and
Low-proficiency Groups

The frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” for D1 to DS in the

high-proficiency group are 23 (71.88%), 20 (62.50%), 21 (65.63%), 22 (68.75%) and 24
(75.00%); while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 13
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(40.63%), 13 (40.63%), 15 (46.88%), 14 (43.75%) and 5 (15.63%). The frequencies of
those who chose “Agree” for D1 to D5 in the high-proficiency group are 5 (15.63%), 6
(18.75%), 4 (12.50%), 5 (15.63%) and 4 (12.50%); while the numbers of those in the
low-proficiency group who did so are 7 (21.88%), 6 (18.75%), 5 (15.63%), 9 (28.13%)
and 10 (31.25%). The frequencies of those who chose “Agree Slightly” for D1 to D5 in
the high-proficiency group are 0 (0.00%), 2 (6.25%), 3 (9.38%), 2 (6.25%) and 1
(3.13%); while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 6
(18.75%), 4 (12.50%), 3 (9.38%), 4 (12.50%) and 5 (15.63%).

As a result, the frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for D1 to D5 in the high-proficiency group are respectively 28
(87.50%), 28 (87.50%), 28 (87.50%), 29 (90.63%) and 29 (90.63%); while the
frequencies of those in the low-proficiency group who chose “Strongly Agree” or
“Agree” or “Agree Slightly” for each items from D1 to D5 are respectively 26 (81.25%),
23 (71.88%), 23 (71.88%), 27 (84.38%) and 27 (84.38%) shown in Figure 7.

According to the statistical contrasts, it is safe to say that those. in the
high-proficiency group desire stronger to learn oral English than those in the
low-proficiency group.

(3) Contrasts of Attitudes Between High- and Low-proficiency Groups

The frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” for El1 to E5 in the
high-proficiency group are 23 (71.88%), 16 (50.00%), 19 (59.38%), 7 (21.88%) and 9
(28.13%), while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 14
(45.20%), 14 (45.20%), 11 (34.38%), 4 (12.50%) and 5 (15.63%). The frequencies of
those who chose “Agree” for E1 to ES in the high-proficiency group are 5 (15.63%), 8
(25.00%), 8 (25.00%), 14 (45.20%) and 10 (31.25%), while the numbers of those in the
low-proficiency group who did so are 8 (25.00%), 11 (34.38%), 7 (21.88%), 11 (34.38%)
and 7 (21.88%). The frequencies of those who chose “Agree Slightly” for E1 to ES in
the high-proficiency group are 2 (6.25%), 4 (12.50%), 3 (9.38%), 4 (12.50%) and 5
(15.63%), while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are 4
(12.50%), 3 (9.38%), 6 (18.75%), 7 (21.88%) and 7 (21.88%).

As a result, the frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for E1 to E5 in the high-proficiency group are respectively 30
(93.75%), 28 (87.50%), 30 (93.75%), 25 (78.13%) and 24 (75.00%), while the

frequencies of those in the low-proficiency group who chose “Strongly Agree” or
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“Agree” or “Agree Slightly” for each items from D1 to D3 are respectively 26 (81.25%),
28 (87.50%), 24 (75.00%), 22 (68.75%) and 19 (59.38%) shown in Figure 8.
According to the statistics contrasts, it is safe to say that CEMs in the

high-proficiency group attribute more favorable attitudes towards oral English
development.
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Item E1-E5 Item F1-F14

—&— Efforts Made by High-proficiency Group
—R— Efforts Made by Low-proficiency Group

—e— Attimdes of High-proficiency Group |
—{8— Attitudes of Low-proficiency Group

‘ Figure 8 Contrasts of attitudes Figure @ Contrasts of efforts
between high- and low-proficiency groups between high- and low-proficiency groups
(4) Contrasts of Efforts Between High- and Low-proficiency Groups

The frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” for F1 to F14 in the
high-proficiency group are 9 (28.13%), 2 (6.25%), 8 (25.00%), 6 (18.75%), 4 (12.50%),
5 (15.63%), 5 (15.63%), 1 (3.13%), 5 (15.63%), 6 (18.75%), 2 (6.25%), 9 (28.13%), 3
(9.38%) and 3 (9.38%), while the numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who
did so are respectively 8 (25.00%), 4 (12.50%), 4 (12.50%), 3 (9.38%), 1 (3.13%), 2
(6.25%), 3 (9.38%), 3 (6.38%), 3 (9.38%), 3 (9.38%), 3 (9.38%), 5 (15.63%), 8 (25.00%)
and 2 (6.25%). The frequencies of those who chose “Agree” for F1 to F14 in the
high-proficiency group are 9 (28.13%), 15 (46.88%), 10 {31.25%), 11{34.38%) and 6
(18.75%), 7 (21.88%), 5 (15.63%), 6 (18.75%), 5 (15.63%), 8 (25.00%), 7 (21.88%), 9
(28.13%), 7 (21.88%) and 5 (15.63%), while the numbers of those in the
low-proficiency group who did so are respectively 6 (18.75%), 7 (21.88%), 6 (18.75%),
6 (18.75%), 7 (21.88%), 10 (31.25%), 6 (18.75%), 6 (18.75%), 7 (21.88%), 5 (15.63%),
10 (31.25%), 8 (25.00%), 6 (18.75%) and 4 (12.50%). The frequencies of those who
chose “Agree Slightly” for F1 to F14 in the high-proficiency group are 5 (15.63%), 2
(6.25%), 4 (12.50%), 5 (15.63%), 5(15.63%), 5 (15.63%), 7 (21.88%), 9 (28.13%), 8
(25.00%), 7 (21.88%), 4(12.50%), 5(15.63%), 6 (18.75%) and 5 (15.63%), while the
numbers of those in the low-proficiency group who did so are respectively 5 (15.63%),
9 (28.13%), 5 (15.63%), 7 (21.88%), 5 (15.63%), 5 (15.63%), 2 (6.25%), 4 (12.50%), 4
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(12.50%), 5 (15.63%), 3 (9.38%), 4 (12.50%), 6 (18.75%) and 4 (12.50%).

As a result, the frequencies of those who chose “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” as
well as “Agree Slightly” for F1 to F14 in the high-proficiency group are respectively 23
(71.88%), 19 (59.38%), 22 (68.75%), 22 (68.75%), 15 (46.88%), 17 (53.13%), 17
. (53.13%) and 16 (50.00%), 18 (56.25%), 21 (65.66%), 13 (40.63%), 23 (71.88%), 16
(50.00%) and 13 (40.63%), while the frequencies of those in the low-preficiency group
who chose “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” or “Agree Slightly” for each items from F1 to
F14 are respectively 19 (59.38%), 20 (62.50%), 15 (46.88%), 16 (50.00%), 13 (40.63%),
17 (53.13%), 11 (34.38%), 13 (40.63%), 14 (43.75%), 13 (40.63%), 16 (50.00%), 17
(53.13%), 20 (62.50%) and 10 (31.25%}) as shown in Figure 9.

" According to the statistics contrasts, it goes with saying that CEMs in the
high-proficiency group have made more efforts than that of low-proficiency group to
improve their oral English proficiency.

All these 6 figures throw light on the third research question, that is, the
high-proficiency group tends to be stronger either in their desire to oral English
development, or in their attitudes towards oral English development, or in their efforts
to oral English development than the low-proficiency group and tends to be more

intrinsically motivated contrasting with the low-proficiency group.
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Chapter 5§ Conclusion

The research studies Chinese CEMs’ motivation to oral English development. A
series of investigations are undertaken to find out first CEMs’ general motivation, and
then the relationship between motivational factors and oral English proficiency, and
finally the discrepancies concerning the motivation to oral English development
between high and low achievers of oral English proficiency. The present chapter

concerns mainly the main findings, the implications and limitations of the study.
5.1 Main Findings

(1) Description of Chinese College English Majors’ General Motivation to Oral
English Development: 1) Motivational Orientations: According to statistics,
approximately 92% of the subjects have motivation to learn oral English. They are
either extrinsically or intrinsically motivated or both intrinsically and extrinsically
motivated. And this is corroborated by further interviews with certain participants.
Taking use of paired—samples #-test, obvious deviation (¢ = -12.146, p = .000 < .01) is
found existing between EM and IM, and IM is proved to be stronger than EM (M=
5.2807, M=ex= 4.0569). In other words, Chinese CEMs are more intrinsically motivated
to oral English development. Though they have perceived the importance of oral
English and regard it as a necessary step towards their way to success or a necessity for
their future, their motivation to oral English development is more intrinsic. 2) Desire to
Oral English Development: The majority of Chinese college English Majors, 89.38% of
them, desires to learn oral English. And they demonstrate a stronger motivation since
the mean of the desire is 6.3109 (Mpew-= 6.3109). 3) Attitudes towards Oral English
Development: CEMs have favorable attitudes towards oral English development
(Mamnaes = 5.9178), and 84.31% of the subjects are positively orientated. 4) Efforis to
Oral English Development: CEMs have indeed made many efforts to improve their oral
English on the whole with a mean of 4.7676 (Megors = 4.7676).

(2) Correlation and Multiple Regression Analysis of Chinese CEMs’ Motivational
Factors of Oral English Development and Oral English Proficiency: 1) Cormrelation .
Analysis: Motivational factors are found to be inter-correlated. The correlations among

motivational factors are respectively: the correlations among motivational factors are
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respectively: 1l e = 219 (p-= .000 < .01); r2 pmay = .436 (p = 000 < .01); 13 mpesiee
490 (p = .000 < .01} 14 wramidesy = 409 (p = 000 < .01); 15 pamzpory = 102 (p = .125
.05); 6@ = 260 (p = .001 < .01); 17 emoesig = 133 (p = 066 > .05); 18 zmaciuies
014 (p = 437 > .03); 19 Emzmns = 086 (p = .164 > .05); 110 umpesrs = 611 (p = .000
< .01); 1] prrammaen = 521 {p = .000 < 01); 112 gugpony = 547 (p = .000 < .01); 113
esiretuindes) = 731 (p = 000 < .01); 114 pesie. £y = .340 (p = .000 < .01); 115 panivudes. Egores)
= .520 (p = .000 < .01). According to the correlation coefficients between AM and EM
(p = .010 < .05), AM and IM (p = .000 < .01), AM and Desire {p =.000 <.01), AM and
Attitudes (p = .000 < .01), EM and IM (p = .001 < .01), IM and Desire (p = .000 < .01),
IM and Attitudes (p = .000 < .01), IM and Efforts (p = .000 < .01), Desire and Attitudes
(p = .000 < .01), Desire and Efforts {p = .000 < .01), Attitudes and Efforts (p = .000

< .01), it is safe to say that they are correlated mutually and obviously. The correlation

v

coefficients between motivational factors and oral English proficiency are shown
respectively by R1, R2, R3, R4, R5 and R6 whose values are
-.414, 291, .389, 301, .312, and .159 accordingly. A negative relationship (R1 = -.414)
between AM and oral English proficiency is not surprising and has been discerned,
since amotivated students see no relation between their actions and subsequent
consequences (Littlewood, 1984). Table 4 shows that amotivation is highly correlated
but negatively with the dependant factor, the oral English proficiency. This means that
the more a student is motivated, the more he may achieve. IM is positively and
moderately correlated with oral English proficiency (which is demonstrated by .389 as
their correlation coefficient). So does EM, but weakly, since its corelation coefficient
with oral English proficiency is .219 (R2 = .219). Other factors like Desire, Attitudes
and Efforts correlate with oral English proficiency respectively as .301 (R4 = 312, p
=.000 < .01), .312 (RS = 312, p = .004 < .01) and .159 (R6 = .159, p = .035 < .05). 2)
Multiple Regression Analysis: By way of multiple regression analysis, only AM and IM
are found to be the best predictors of oral English proficiency. The six variables
altogether can at least account for 22.6% of the variance in oral English proficiency.
ANOVA proves the validity of this model (F = 6.000, p = .000 < .01).

(3) Motivational Discrepancies between High- and Low-proficiency Groups:
Independent-sample #-test was implemented and motivational deviations were found to
exist between high- and low-proficiency groups (fur = 3.868, tmar = 0.338, tar = 4.218,
toesie = 2.162, tavinges = 1.801, tagors = 1.264). And they varied greatly especially in
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amotivation (AM) (ter = 3.868, p = .000 < .01), intrinsic motivation (IM) (ta = 4.218, p
=.000 < .01} and desire to oral English development (foes= = 2.162, p = .035 < .05). The
differences between high- and low-proficiency groups were: 1) Difference in
Motivational Orientations: High achievers were more motivated than low-proficiency
ones and they were usually more intrinsically motivated (MHm = 5.6875, MHen =
5.3216), approximately 98.75% of the subjects in the high-proficiency group were
motivated to learn oral English; while low achievers, with 77.50% of them were
motivated and they were commonly more extrinsically motivated (MLns = 4.8326, MLex
= 5.8581). 2) Difference in Desire to Oral English Development: High achievers were
stronger in their desire to learn oral English than the low-proficiency ones (tpesiee = 2.162,
p = 035 < .05 and MHpeie = 6.3813, MLoesi= = 5.8581). 3) Difference in Attitudes
towards Oral English Development: High achievers had more favorable attitudes
towards oral English development according to the statistical contrasts (fasiawes = 1.801,
p = .077 > .05 and MHusiudes = 5.9875, MLannses= 5.5419). 4) Difference in Efforts to
Oral English Development: High achievers had made more efforts than that of the
low-proficiency ones to improve their oral English proficiency (tzpns = 1.264, p = 211
> .05; MHzgors = 4.8326, MLegors = 4.4793).

5.2 Implications

With statistics supported result, 2 implications are advanced for oral English
teachers to make use of in implementing oral English teaching.

(1) To foster students’ motivation to oral English development

Since motivation to oral English development correlates highly with oral English
proficiency and high proficiency students are often high motivated, it is important to
motivate and foster students’ motivation to oral English development so as to improve
their oral English proficiency. Though far more research has been done in the past to
identify various motives and validate motivational theories than to develop techniques
to incrcase motivation (Dornyei, 2001a), teachers themselves have to create the basic
motivational conditions, to generate, sustain and protecting learners’ motivation, taking
into consideration the specific teaching materials and contexts. And teacher skills in
motivating learners are basic to teaching effectiveness.

According to the research, IM are more correlated with oral English proficiency
than EM. So the first thing to be done for oral English teachers is to motivate students’

IM to oral English development. Some suggestions are presented here for references: 1)
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To invite a foreigner to oral English class; 2) To offer more chances of watching original
versions of films; 3) To provide more interesting websites. And EM is also found to be
correlated with oral English proficiency. As a result, motivating students’ EM is also
recommended like assigning them oral tasks.

(2) To avoid students’ demotivation

With motivation being an important factor in successful teaching, negative teacher
behaviors are perceived as central to students’ demotivation that is defined by Dornyei
(20012) as “specific external forces that reduce or diminish the motivational basis of a
behavioral intention or an ongoing action”. According to statistics, approximately
two-thirds of the reported sources of demotivation in these studies were
“teacher-owned”, that is, the lack of motivation of students was attributed to what the
teacher had done or had been responsible for. For example: 1) Teacher’s personal
relationship with the students, including a lack of caring, hypercriticism and favoritism.
2) Teacher’s attitude towards the course or the material, including lack of enthusiasm
and sloppy management. 3) Style conflicts between teachers and studenté, including
conflicts about the amount of structure of detail and conflicts about the degree of
closure or “seriousness” of the class. 4) The nature of the classroom activities, including
irrelevance, overload and repetitiveness. These prompts are helpful in guiding teachers

to avoid students’ demotivation.
5.3 Limitations

Though all possible efforts have been made to complete the study, the present
study is also subjected to some limitations.

Firstly, one of the investigation tools is a questionnaire consisting of four parts. But
motivation is multi-facet and cannot be fully covered by a questionnaire with 50
statements. In other words, though the investigation in this study has covered various
factors concerning orat English motivation, there must be many other variables affecting
college English majors’ oral English proficiency and this leaves much room for further
research. ) .

Secondly, the sample, though typical, its size is only 160 and from only several
classes of students in Shaanxi Normal University, which expects larger ones.

Thirdly, in this study, the subjects’ English achievements are established only on
their oral-exam scores in each term that may not reflect their real oral English

proficiency. Furthermore, the study explores from the motivational factors affecting oral
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English proficiency instead of from the angle of the mechanism of speech production.
As a result, future research is expected.
Fourthly, how to generate students’ motivation is not paid enough attention to. This

expects certainly further research.
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Appendix

Motivational Questionnaire
on Chinese College English Majors’ Oral English Development

Directions: This form of QUESTIONNIARE ON MOTIVATION TO ORAL ENGLISH
DEVELOPMENT is for Chinese CEMS. There are 50 statements in all. Please read each

statement and write the according response by choosing one of the seven numbers (1, 2,

3,4, 5,6, and 7) that tells how true of you tl_1e statement is.

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Disagree Slightly
=Neutral S=Agree Slightly 6=Agree 7=Strongly Agree

Part 1 Motivational Orientations
Amotivation (AM}:
A1l Honestly, I don’t know why I have to speak English. 1 23 456
A2 1 think learning oral English is a waste of time. 1 2 3 456
A3 1 have no interest to speak English. 1 23 456
A4 1 think writing and reading English is enough for me. 1 23 456
A5 1 think oral English is useless to me. 1 2 3 4 56
Extrinsic motivation (EM):
B1 I learn oral English to pass the oral exam or to get the certificate since it

is a required course, 1 2 3 4 5 6
B2 1 learn oral English to contact more persons. 1 2 3 4 5 6
B3 I leamn oral English to satisfy my parents or teachers. 1 23 45 6

~N N N

7
7
7

B4 I learn oral English to get a good job or to earn more money or for the benefits I

might gain by speaking English. 12 3 45 6 7

B5 I learn oral English to prove that ’'m an intellectual or to be regarded as
knowledgeable or educated. 1 23 45 6 7

B6 1 learn oral English because I think it important for my future personal development
such as studying further abroad. 1 2 3 435 6 7

B71 learn English because I would feel ashamed if I couldn’t speak to my
English-speaking friends. 1 23 45 6 7
B8 I learn oral English only because my oral English isgood. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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B9 I learn oral English because I want to have direct and deeper academic

communication._ 1 2 3 45 6

B10 I learn oral English for an extra way of obtaining information.

1 23 456

Intrinsic motivation (IM):

C1 I learn oral English for the pleasure of being well informed.

1 23 456

C2 1 learn oral English to meet and converse with more and varied people.

1 2 3 456
C3 I leamn oral English for the enjoyment that I'm able to converse with English native
speakers 1 23 4 5 6 7

C4 I learn oral English for the ‘high’ that I get while speaking English.

4

7

123 45 67

C51 learn oral English to understand better the English-speaking people and their
cultures and to know the world better. ‘ 123 456 7

C6 1 learn oral English because I like speaking English. 1 2 3 4567
C7 1learn oral English to integrate into English-speaking community.

1 23 45 6 7
C8 I leam oral English because I'm interested in oral English learning.

123 45 6 7
C9 Ilearn oral English because I feel convenient to speak English.

1 2 3 45 6 7
C10 If T had more chances to communicate with native speakers, I would like to study

oral English better. 1 2 3 45 6 7

Part 2 Desire to oral English development and how much the desire is
D1 1 hope I can speak English well. 123 45 67
D2 I want to express myself in English. 123 456 7
D3 I admire those who speak English well. 1 23 4 35 6 7
D4 T hope an English language surroundings around me. 123 456 7
D5 1 hope English natives can understand me when communicating.

123 4356 7
Part 3 Attitudes towards oral English development
E1 I think oral English is important. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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E2 I'm willing to make efforts to improve my oral English. 1

E3 I'm ready to accept any pertinent suggestions

to improve my oral English. 1
E4 I never want to miss an oral English lecture, 1
E5 [ always try my best to finish the oral tasks. 1

Part 4 Efforts to oral English development

F1 1 go out of my way to remember and practice those good expressions Ive met for

future oral use. 1 2 3
F2 I often practice my oral English with others. 1 2 3

F3 1 often imitate the articulation and intonation of the natives.1 2 3

F4 Whenever I learn a new word, T always try to put it into practice.

1 2 3
F5 I always buy oral English materials even they benefit me only a little.

1 2 3
Fé6 1 strive for chances of talking with foreigners. 1 2 3
F7 1 take an active part in oral English class. 1 2 3
F8 1 often practice my oral English at English Corner or on Internet.

1 2 3
F9 I often receive BBC or VOA broadcasting news. 1 2 3
F10 1 often choose CCTV-9 or CCTV-4 or plays in English to watch.

12 3
F11 I often speak to myself what [ see or I'm doing. 1 2 3
F12 1 often read aloud English texts. 1 2 3
F13 1 often learn by heart the wonderful paragraphs. 12 3
F14 I often practice English tongue twister. 1 2 3

F15 1 spend about

4
4
4

L

4

5
5
5

Lh

Lt o L n Lh

6
6
6

[oATR =¥

[« S = TR = N R =

7
7
7

~

R B N B ]

hours every week to practice, in whatever way, my oral

English. - 12 3 4 5 6.7

| =7hrs [ 5-7hes | 3—5hes |23 hrs | 1—2he(s) [ =1hr

0 hr
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