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In an investigation of students and teachers of various languages, Ruesch and
colleagues (2012) discovered that the two groups held different perceptions
regarding the effectiveness of motivational strategies (MSs). However, consid-
ering learning environment significantly influences MSs (Dornyei, 2001), situ-
ating students and teachers in a more specific environment is recommended
when comparing their perceptions. This study examines the perceptions of
students and teachers sharing the same learning environment to identify any
differences in perceptions regarding the effectiveness of MSs. The participants
included 316 students of English at a Japanese technical college and six non-
native English teachers. Statistical analyses on questionnaire data collected
showed that both groups perceived the overall effectiveness of motivational
strategy (MS) similarly, which is inconsistent with Ruesch and colleagues (2012).
One possible interpretation for this discrepancy is that the current study was
situated in a single second language (L2) learning environment—specifically
English—whereas Ruesch and colleagues (2012) conducted their study in
multiple L2 learning environments. Therefore, the teachers in this study had a
better and more accurate understanding of how to motivate students. Addition-
ally, no significant differences were found in students’ perceptions of MSs across
groups with different L2 proficiency and motivational intensity.
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Motlﬁlon %%al S been at the center of the discussion on L2
1 ‘h'nng Ggillot x & Dornyei, 2008; Lee & Pun, 2021). To date,
&: tensiy rese&gh in the field of L2 motivation has considered various
\ th 1cal eworks, such as integrative and instrumental motivation
30 ard and Lambert’s (1972) socio-psychological approach (e.g.,
04‘ A‘z(}ardg;s} 1985), intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in Ryan and Deci’s

O QQ (2000) self-determination theory (e.g., Agawa & Takeuchi, 2017; Noels
et al., 2000; Yashima et al., 2009), ideal and ought-to self in Dornyei’s
(2009) L2 motivational self-system (e.g., Fukui & Yashima, 2021;
Taguchi et al., 2009; Ueki & Takeuchi, 2013), and directed motivational
currents (e.g., Dornyei et al., 2015; Henry et al., 2015). Although these
studies used different frameworks for different research purposes, as Lee
and Pun (2021) mention, “there is widespread consensus that motivation

plays a [sic] important role in language learning” (p. 2).

Another well-known aspect of language education is that language
teachers are largely responsible for maintaining and enhancing their
students’ motivation (Dornyei, 2001; Dornyei & Csizér, 1998; Dornyei
& Ushioda, 2011). Considerable attention has therefore been given to
teachers’ MSsl, that is, techniques used to motivate students. Since the
late 1990s, a variety of MSs have been identified (e.g., Dornyei, 2001;
Dornyei & Csizér, 1998), and research on MS has continued to grow.

Research on MSs has confirmed that those used by teachers are
effective (Alrabai, 2016; Guilloteaux & Dornyei, 2008; Moskovsky et
al., 2013; Papi & Abdollahzadeh, 2012; Sugita, 2009; Sugita & Takeuchi,
2010; Sugita-McEown & Takeuchi, 2014). However, “to make L2
motivation research more useful to education,” (Lamb, 2017, p. 304)
researchers need to provide L2 teachers with knowledge that is
“straightforward and unambiguous, along the lines of ‘If you do this,
you will get this’” (Dornyei, 2001, p. 23). One sure way to offer
concrete pedagogical implications is to bear in mind Dornyei (2001)
important reminder: “not every strategy works in every context.” (p. 30)
This highlights the powerful and influential role of the learning
environment in the effectiveness of MS.

Despite the extensive research on MSs, a gap remains in
understanding how these strategies work within a specific educational
context, particularly in the context with a single set curriculum for L2
classes. Considering the above mentioned Dornyei’s statement, addressing
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this gap is %rgcial quoproviding L2 teachers with “straightforward and
unambig pe‘é@'gogic implications.

efore s st explores the MSs perceived to be effective by
& feachers within a specific learning environment
erem ere 1%/;1 smgle set curriculum for L2 classes. By doing so, we
q?alm YQ« rov,l concrete pedagogical implications that are tailored to this

Q p&d‘rcula,%‘&ucatlonal setting.
SRS

Literature Review

Definition and Effectiveness of MSs

MSs are commonly referred to as “instructional interventions applied by
the teacher to elicit and stimulate student motivation” (Guilloteaux &
Dornyei, 2008, p. 57). Specifically, MSs are defined as techniques that
teachers use “to consciously generate and enhance student motivation, as
well as maintain ongoing motivated behavior and protect it from
distracting and/or competing action tendencies” (Dornyei & Ushioda,
2011, p. 103).

Research interest in MSs in L2 learning emerged in the late 1990s,
partly in response to Gardner and Tremblay (1994), and researchers
wanted “to make L2 motivation research more useful to education” (Lamb,
2017, p. 304). While many practical recommendations were seen as
potentially valuable, scholars argued that “from a scientific point of
view, intuitive appeal without empirical evidence is not enough to justify
strong claims in favor of the use of such strategies” (Guilloteaux &
Dornyei, 2008, p. 56).

Research on MSs began with developing a list of techniques used by
teachers to motivate students. Dornyei and Csizér (1998), for example,
in their pioneering quantitative study of MS, examined Hungarian L2
teachers’ use of techniques to motivate their students and identified “Ten
Commandments for Motivating Language Learners.” More recently,
Dornyei (2001) theoretically expanded Dornyei and Csizér’s (1998)
study and proposed a comprehensive framework of 102 MSs. Its clarity
and comprehensiveness, as well as its close association with the process
model proposed by Dornyei and Otté (1998), make it readily adoptable
in classroom settings (Lee & Pun, 2021).
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In @0 OO%Q%[esearch interest in MS shifted from a list of
technig@es to*&xami g the extent to which teachers’ use of MSs

inﬂg@hcedqg&dentsémotivation tflroug? intervention apd observation.
ata'p e qfﬁoteaux and Dornyei’s (2008) study in Korea found

e b
e,bthat teacherseuse of MSs influenced students’ motivated behavior and
K X9
<> ﬂ'atip state. These findings were later supported by studies
o 15
4‘* A@nm%e:& in different language learning environments (e.g., Alrabai,
20163*Moskovsky et al., 2013; Papi & Abdollahzadeh, 2012; Sugita,

st &

2009; Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010; Sugita-McEown & Takeuchi, 2014;
Wong, 2013). In addition, recent studies have shown that the impact of
teachers” MSs extends beyond the classroom, affecting students’ learning
behavior outside the classroom as well (Lee et al., 2020).

While the effectiveness of MSs on students’ motivation has been
confirmed, several studies have shown that the extent to which MSs are
effective can vary according to students’ individual differences (Sugita,
2009; Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010; Sugita-McEown & Takeuchi, 2014). For
example, inspired by the findings of Noels and colleagues (1999) and
Sugita and Takeuchi (2010), which indicate that students’ English
proficiency and motivational intensity influence their perceptions of
teaching style, Sugita-McEown and Takeuchi (2014) investigated the
effectiveness of MSs on student groups categorized by these two factors.
Through their four-month intervention, they found that the two variables
influenced the perceived effectiveness of MSs. A total of ten MSs,
accounting for more than half of the 17 MSs adopted in the study,
showed positive or negative correlations only in one of the groups.

Students’ and Teachers’ Perceptions of MSs

Around the same time that research on the effects of MSs on students’
motivation began, several studies also investigated the perceptions of
language teachers and students in different contexts. Studies based on
Dornyei’s framework (Dornyei, 2001; Dornyei & Csizér, 1998) found
that while some MSs are perceived as important across contexts, others
are culturally conditioned (Cheng & Dornyei, 2007; Guilloteaux, 2013;
Ruesch et al., 2012; Tavakoli et al., 2016). Also, it appears that some
MSs are underutilized relative to their perceived importance by teachers
(Cheng & Dornyei, 2007; Dornyei & Csizér, 1998; Guilloteaux, 2013).
Wong and Wong (2017), who examined the relationship between
students’ evaluations and teachers’ use of MSs, attribute this underuse to
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the heavy Wé)ﬁ%loadqﬁ@ed by teachers. In addition, Lee and Lin (2021)
found th \1 minabt factor leading to the use of specific MSs is
thelr s1b1111;g$0Wh1 1s influenced by various internal and external
t&@n th @chers working ecology (Lee & Pun, 2021; Ye &
%fmdmgs highlight the need for further research
q?focus@% on, e01ﬁc learning environment to better understand of MSs.
Mo @r Ruesch and colleagues (2012) examined student and
QOQ Q&acherY’perceptlons of the importance of MSs to investigate the
differences in their views. This was in response to Brown (2009), who
found that students’ and teachers’ perceptions of effective L2 instruction
often do not align. In a questionnaire survey with students of different
languages and teachers responsible for each language classroom in the
United States, Ruesch and colleagues (2012) found a general tendency
among students and teachers to perceive the importance of MSs
differently.

What We Know About MSs

The results described above suggest that the effectiveness of MSs is
context-dependent; that is, their effectiveness varies depending on where
MSs are used (Cheng & Dornyei, 2007; Guilloteaux, 2013; Ruesch et al.,
2012; Tavakoli et al., 2016). In addition, students’ L2 proficiency and
original motivational intensity are powerful determinants of how effective
MSs are perceived to be (Sugita, 2009; Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010;
Sugita-McEown & Takeuchi, 2014). Furthermore, there appear to be
differences in perceptions of MS effectiveness between teachers and
students (Ruesch et al., 2012). Thus, the MSs perceived as effective by
teachers are not necessarily perceived similarly by students. Consequently,
it would be informative to focus mainly on the following factors when
examining the effectiveness of MSs in future studies: students’ learning
context, differences in perceptions between students and teachers, and
individual differences among students.

The Present Study

Accordingly, this study formulates the following two research questions
by focusing on “learning environment,” “students’ and teachers’ different
perceptions,” and “students’ L2 proficiency and motivational intensity.”
The research question (RQ) is as follows:
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Ql: %@hat M@%Odo students and teachers who share the same learning
enyironme ercei\@, as effective? Are there any differences between the

@% grow {4

@ R e @% differences in the perceived effectiveness of MS among
2‘ nts
\

v% different levels of L2 proficiency and motivational intensity?

gﬁeg@lg RQI, the current study is considerably different from
4 ue cﬁsand colleagues (2012) in the following three aspects: First, this

QQ study” used Dornyei’s (2001) framework of MSs, whereas Ruesch and

colleagues (2012) used that of Dornyei and Csizérs (1998). As mentioned
earlier, Dornyei’s (2001) framework of MSs is an expanded version of
that of Dornyei and Csizérs (1998), with each MS theoretically
underpinned and readily adoptable in classroom settings (Lee & Pun,
2021). Second, the concept of students’ individual differences was
considered in this study based on the findings of Sugita-McEown and
Takeuchi (2014)—that the effectiveness of MSs could depend on
learners’ proficiency in their target languages and their initial
motivational intensity levels. Lastly, and this is the major characteristic
of this study—we collected data from students and teachers that share
the same language learning environment. In other words, this study was
situated in a specific environment in the sense of Lave and Wenger’s (1991)
“situated learning” (for situated L2 acquisition studies, see Gao, 2007;
Groves et al., 2016; Hwang et al., 2014). This approach is in direct
contrast to that of Ruesch and colleagues (2012), who targeted students
and teachers of a variety of languages in various classes. Specifically, the
current study attempted to examine the perceptions of both teachers and
learners of the same language (English), who share the same curriculum
in the same institution. This focus contrasts with previous research that
often reviews general trends involving teachers and students from
various languages and classes. This situational approach is consistent
with Dornyei’s (2001) argument that “not every strategy works in every
context” (p. 30), noting that the learning environment is a powerful
factor that influences the effectiveness of MSs.

Methodology

Participants

The participants in this study included 316 English as a foreign language
(EFL) students and six English teachers at a technical college in Japan,
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all of whom_are non@%ﬁve English speakers. The school offers five years
of engin ing ed\&zaﬂon Aand accepts junior high school graduates at age

15 gra 1on m the technical college, students earn associate
d @ and almost all of them either find jobs or transfer
anoth fou [year college for the purpose of obtaining a bachelor’s

q?degroéﬁAll 0 e students who participated in this study were enrolled in

4‘ a @‘écon '61 1; 47.8%) or a third-year (165; 52.2%) English elective

Q &)urse They had already studied English for more than four years at the

N time of data collection. The six English teachers each had at least one

year of experience teaching some of the student participants when this

study was conducted; thus, they were familiar with the students and their
learning environment.

Instruments

The instruments used in this study consisted of two questionnaires (one
administered to both students and teachers; the other only to students)
and a test as an indicator of students’ L2 proficiency. English translations
of the original Japanese questionnaires used in this study can be found in
Appendices A and B.

Questionnaire Items Regarding MSs (For both Students and Teachers)

This study used a questionnaire on 65 MSs provided by Sugita (2009).
This list was adopted because it is based on Dornyei’s (2001) list of 102
MSs and compressed to 65 items to better suit the Japanese EFL
environment. In this study, students were asked to rate how effective they
thought those MSs were at motivating them to learn English, while
teachers were asked how effective they thought those MSs were at
motivating their students to learn L2. Each item was rated by both students
and teachers using a six-point Likert scale ranging from (1) “Not effective
in the least” to (6) “Very effective.” (see Appendix A) A six-point scale
was used in this study because Japanese respondents tend to select the
midpoint on odd-numbered scale, such as a five-point scale, which can
neutralize the overall ratings (Sugita-McEown & Takeuchi, 2014).

Questionnaire Items Assessing Motivational Intensity (For Students Only)

A total of 12 questionnaire items assessed students’ motivation intensity
levels. All the items were taken from Yashima (2002); six items assessed
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motivat@ﬂ inteémqgl, and the other six assessed desire to learn English;
both thes&are cansidered important subscales of motivational

int%s&ty. S@%nts V@,re asked to rate the degree to which each statement
ﬁ&tch 0eir %& of mind on a six-point Likert scale ranging from (1)
t&e at {L}, to (6) “very true.”

B

*\

rof@’}ncy Test (For Students Only)

Students’ English proficiency was measured using the Test of English for
International Communication (TOEIC) Bridge Listening & Reading Test
(hereafter referred to as TOEIC Bridge test), with a maximum score of
100. The TOEIC Bridge test is a measure of students’ English
proficiency at the beginner to lower intermediate level (Educational
Testing Service, 2023). Powers and colleagues (2013) showed that
TOEIC Bridge test scores were moderately correlated with teachers’
assessments of their students’ English proficiency (for listening r = .58,
for reading r = .57). Furthermore, research conducted by Powers and
Yan (2013) in Korea and Japan showed that TOEIC Bridge test scores
for reading and listening were highly correlated in both samples (r = .73
and .67, respectively) and that TOEIC Bridge test scores were modestly
correlated with participants’ self-assessments of their English proficiency
(r = 26 to 40 in the Japanese sample). Thus, we can assume that the
TOEIC Bridge test has high to moderate reliability in assessing students’
EFL proficiency.

Students at this technical college take the TOEIC Bridge test once a
year, in mid-December, to confirm their English proficiency levels. In
the present study, participants’ total scores for the listening and reading
sections were used.

Data Collection Procedure

Before data collection, permission to conduct the study was obtained
from the Ethics Committee of the university to which the authors belong.
The survey of students was conducted in class in April 2021. In each
class, the first author explained the survey and their rights to voluntary
participation and confidentiality.

The students who agreed to participate in this study were asked to
complete the questionnaire. The TOEIC Bridge test scores of the
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participatl%ﬁldent&\%@ere obtained, with their consent, from the English
Departmz& echn&&l College.

'dﬁ'acher(soﬁ?fvey @as administered during the same period as the
e conducting the teacher survey, the participating
\t&:hers gere @bmformed of their rights and their written consent to
q?pamazpﬁate \ obtamed. Both questionnaires were completed in their
n *ve langthage, Japanese, to eliminate any possible language impairment.
Q& The™data obtained from both the students and teachers were then
subjected to statistical analyses using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 27. There was a difference in the
numbers of teachers and students simply because the current study was
situated in an environment wherein the teacher-to-student ratio in regular
classes was approximately one to forty. For this reason, a different
statistical approach was employed from that of Ruesch and colleagues
(2012), where the number of participating students was 126, while that
of the teachers was 30.

Preliminary Analyses

We performed cluster analysis to identify the extent to which students’
English proficiency levels and original motivation intensity influenced
their perceptions of the effectiveness of MSs. Because we did not know
how many groups of student participants could be identified, we first
employed the hierarchical approach with Ward’s method and squared
Euclidean distance. Next, based on the dendrogram obtained and the
k-means method, we identified two specific clusters: (1) students with
lower English proficiency and lower motivational intensity (Cluster 1:
n = 158) and (2) students with higher English proficiency and higher
motivational intensity (Cluster 2: n = 157). Table 1 presents the
descriptive statistics for each cluster.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of TOEIC Bridge Test Scores and Motivational
Intensity of Student Clusters 1 and 2

TOEIC Bridge test Motivational intensity

n
mean (SD) mean (SD)°

Student cluster 1 158 56.2 (7.16) 3.02 (0.84)

Student cluster 2 157 75.6 (8.16) 3.43 (0.85)

*The maximum possible score is 100.
® Six-point Likert scale.
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nvirénment Perceive as Effective? Are There Any
« & Diff ﬁ!}lces ?
N t@g}g . o .
< men d earlier, we used the questionnaire items from Sugita (2009),
OQ "\éwhi 5 a revised version of Ddrnyei’s (2001) list, to fit the Japanese
O Q EFL environment. Sugita’s (2009) study focused on how effective the 65
MSs were perceived to be by teachers and, therefore, did not consider
the latent variables behind the MSs used in the study. In contrast, Ruesch
and colleagues (2012) adopted Dornyei and Csizérs’ (1998) items, which
comprised 17 macro strategies, and compared the students’ and teachers’
perceptions of each macro strategy. To determine whether there were any
differences between students and teachers, as suggested in Ruesch and
colleagues (2012), we needed to categorize the items adopted from
Sugita (2009).

&&%Wh Ss Students and Teachers Who Share the Same
arn

ween the Two Groups?

Figure 1. Scree Plot with Kaiser-Guttman Criterion Obtained from Exploratory
Factor Analysis Using the Maximum Likelihood Method and Promax
rotation on MS ltems to Which Students Responded

20

Eigenvalue
-
5

1 4 7 10 13 16 19 22 25 28 31 34 37 40 43 46 49 52 55 58 61 64
Factor Number

For the above-stated reason, exploratory factor analysis using the
maximum likelihood method and promax rotation was performed on the
MS questionnaire data collected from the students. Based on the scree
plot (see Figure 1) and Kaiser-Guttman criterion, the structure of the MS
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questionna& Qu&sed im%this study consisted of five factors’. The data
obtamed AFom t participants were not included in the factor

anal ecaue%’bas on the results of Ruesch and colleagues (2012),
H@e th tefgtudents and teachers might have perceived the
caz?éctlveé Ss differently. Furthermore, the number of teacher
q?partmip nts, i e present study was clearly insufficient compared to the

S uﬁ?le @of 100 that Takeuchi and Mizumoto (2014) suggest as

QO Q@uldelnk for factor analysis. ) .

The first factor was labeled “Incorporating student-centered
activities” because the MSs included in this factor mainly related to the
activities where students work with others, as represented by words and
phrases such as “leadership,” “work together,” and “involvement from
each participant.” Some examples of MSs with high factor loadings in
this factor were as follows (in the order of factor loading value): “Hand
over as much as teachers can of the various leadership or teaching roles
and functions to students” (item 53), “Set up tasks in which teams of
learners are asked to work together toward the same goal” (item 50), and
“Assign students to a small group during class to provide opportunities
for all students in the group to interact” (item 10).

The second factor was labeled “Supporting student autonomy,”
based on Benson (2011a, 2011b). The factor is constructed by the MSs
relating to teachers’ support for students in many aspects of L2 learning.
The following are some example items contained in this factor: “Encourage
learners to explain their failures by the lack of effort” (item 57), “Raise
students’ awareness of the importance of self-motivation” (item 54), and
“Make sure that students receive sufficient assistance” (item 21).

The third factor was labeled “conducting classes that make it easy
for students to feel a sense of accomplishment,” as the items in this
factor were associated with the teachers’ willingness to help their
students feel a sense of achievement through classroom activities.
Selected examples of items in this factor were as follows: “Adjust the
difficulty level of tasks to the students’ abilities” (item 38), “Provide
regular feedback about the areas on which students should particularly
concentrate” (item 59), and “Keep the class goals achievable” (item 23).

The fourth factor was called “Stimulating students’ interest” because
the MSs in this factor were mainly related to activities that teachers use
to stimulate their students’ interest in learning English. Some items in
this factor were: “Include a socio-cultural component in language class,”
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(item I%Qhareoqgﬂcher’s personal interest in the L2 learning (e.g., in
learni trateg&-s or tatget culture) with students” (item 1) and “Highlight
an%’@emoré&&le ;gt@cts of L2 learning that students are likely to enjoy”
];;Q*m th§E er of factor loading value.

Basged QB Ryan and Deci (2000), the fifth factor was labeled
“P{éﬂnoti students’ extrinsic motivation” because the MSs in this

) A . .

@Scf@(&ate to the emphasis on English as a necessary tool. Some

Q& examples are: “Reiterate the role the L2 plays in the world, highlighting

its potential usefulness both for students and their community” (item 18)
and “Regularly remind students that the successful mastery of the L2 is
instrumental to the accomplishment of the valued goals” (item 17).

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of students’ data for each of
the factors described above, and Table 3 displays the descriptive statistics
of teachers’ data according to the factors obtained from students’ data on
MSs. The factor with the highest mean in both groups was the third
factor, “conducting classes that make it easy for students to feel a sense
of accomplishment.” The only difference between the two groups was
that the second and third places in the teachers’ perception rankings were
swapped with those in the student rankings.

Table 2. Means of MS Factors Perceived as Effective by All Students

Rank All students Mean (SD)
1 Conducting classes that make it easy for students to feel 4.65 (0.68)

a sense of accomplishment
2 Stimulating students’ interest 4.28 (0.72)
3 Promoting students’ extrinsic motivation 418 (1.19)
4 Incorporating student-centered activities 4.14 (0.87)
5  Supporting student autonomy 3.86 (0.77)

Table 3. Means of MS Factors Perceived as Effective by Teachers

Rank Teachers Mean (SD)
1 Conducting classes that make it easy for students to feel 4.32 (0.43)

a sense of accomplishment
2 Promoting students’ extrinsic motivation 4.08 (0.58)
3 Stimulating students’ interest 4.07 (0.35)
4 Incorporating student-centered activities 3.78 (0.27)
5  Supporting student autonomy 3.69 (0.51)

In addition to the descriptive statistics, we used Spearman’s rank
correlation to examine the relationship between student and teacher
perceptions of the effectiveness of the factors of MS, resulting in a score



Q
e%

=4
Students’ and Teach%g’,%rcep* ionts of Second Language Motivational Strategies — 21
v
S
of rs = 9(1%thlch(gﬁows a strong correlation between student and
teacher eptldﬁs efficacy of the MS factors. Based on this

finding&we ¢ onc e that there is no difference between the two
a@

g@s in @ms (&g@rcelved MS effectiveness.
o &
RQ@:‘Are @re Differences in the Perceived Effectiveness of MS

Qﬁiong?ﬁudents with Different Levels of L2 Proficiency and
Q%otlva ional Intensity?

Looking at the mean of each MS factors for clusters 1 and 2 (Tables 4
and 5), the rankings of the factors for both groups were the same as
those for all students (Table 2). In addition, Spearman’s rank correlation
regarding perceptions of the effectiveness of the MS factors between
each group of students and teachers yielded a result of rs = .90 and rs =
90, respectively.

Table 4. Means of MS Factors Perceived as Effective by Students with Lower
English Proficiency and Lower Motivational Intensity (Cluster 1)

Rank Students in Cluster 1 Mean (SD)
Conducting classes that make it easy for students to feel

1 ) 4.64 (0.75)
a sense of accomplishment

2 Stimulating students’ interest 4.24 (0.73)

3 Promoting students’ extrinsic motivation 4.21(1.12)

4 Incorporating student-centered activities 4.13 (0.93)

5  Supporting student autonomy 3.86 (0.77)

Table 5. Means of MS Factors Perceived as Effective by Students with Higher
English Proficiency and Higher Motivational Intensity (Cluster 2)

Rank Students in Cluster 2 Mean (SD)
Conducting classes that make it easy for students to feel

1 ) 4.66 (0.63)
a sense of accomplishment

2 Stimulating students’ interest 4.33 (0.70)

3 Promoting students’ extrinsic motivation 415 (1.27)

4 Incorporating student-centered activities 4.14 (0.81)

5  Supporting student autonomy 3.86 (0.77)

Additionally, a t-test was employed to determine whether there was
a difference in the perceived effectiveness of the MS factors between
clusters 1 and 2. When a Bonferroni correction was used to set the
significance level at 0.01, no significant differences were found for any
of the factors, and effect sizes were also very small: for the first MS
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factor, t —@&7 p = .95, r = .00; for the second, #305) = -0.04, p

97&4@'— 0 ort @vthird, #(298) = -0.29, p = .77, r = 02; for the
&&( 13065 -16@1 p =25 r=07; and for the fifth, (313) = 44, p
?ﬁed on these findings, we can conclude that there is no
6dlfferegce 1;{:4 perceived effectiveness of MS among students with
30 dlétté-ent I%IS of L2 proficiency and motivational intensity.
& \\*
&

P N k¢ Discussion
The current study has provided some significant findings regarding
students’ and teachers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of MSs. First, the
exploratory factor analysis we used to answer RQ1 yielded five factors,
of which the third, “conducting classes that make it easy for students to
feel a sense of accomplishment,” had the highest mean in student and
teacher groups. Meanwhile, in the setting targeted by this study, the
strategies that included several activities for helping students achieve the
set goals were perceived as the most effective for motivating students;
this perception was shared by both groups of participants. Teachers
seeking to incorporate many of the items included in this factor into
their English classes—such as “Adjust the difficulty level of tasks to the
students’ abilities” (item 38), “Keep the class goals achievable” (item
23), and “Design tests that focus on what learners can rather than cannot
do” (item 39)—need to observe students on a regular basis, understand
their situations, and present learning goals that they believe their students

can achieve.

Large-scale surveys (e.g., Cheng & Dornyei, 2007; Dornyei &
Csizér, 1998; Guilloteaux, 2013; Ruesch et al., 2012) have been used to
investigate students’ and teachers’ perceptions of MSs. These large-scale
surveys do help us understand general tendencies that apply to some
extent to students and teachers in a variety of L2 learning settings.
However, considering the primary aim of MS research, that is, to provide
pedagogical implications, it becomes evident that there is a crucial need
for small-scale surveys situated in a specific context like the one we
conducted. What we have identified are the MSs perceived as effective
by students and teachers in the specific EFL context. This means our
findings can provide specific suggestions for implementing MSs to the
English teachers in the context.

In addition to the finding above as to RQ1, analysis using
Spearman’s rank correlation showed that the students and teachers who
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participated%é‘this@ﬁldy perceived the efficacy of MSs extremely
similarlyk‘%h tis &ﬁeonsistent with Ruesch and colleagues (2012),
as it u%gests@ﬁt tea@ers have a good understanding of the students’
}&‘eszmml @ in perceptions could be due to the setting of this
édy Wherea S used a single particular learning environment for all
égstude@% achers Ruesch et al.’s (2012) research involved many
4‘* differen Qﬁwronments In other words, the data in this study were
@llecteﬂﬂn a more specific context, that is, the same target language in
N the same curriculum with teachers and students being familiar with each
other, compared to Ruesch et al.’s (2012) research. The results indicate
that there is no marked difference in the perception of the effectiveness
of MSs between students and teachers who share the same L2 learning
context. This suggests that the teachers who participated in this study
have a good understanding of how to motivate the students. It should be
noted, however, that similar perceptions between students and teachers
do not necessarily mean that the teachers are successful in motivating
their students to L2 learning. As mentioned earlier, teachers’ perceptions
of the effectiveness of MSs are not always reflected in their actual use of
the MSs (Cheng & Dornyei, 2007; Dornyei & Csizér, 1998; Guilloteaux,
2013). Rather, a variety of internal and external constraints seem to
determine whether teachers use MSs or not (Lee & Pun, 2021; Wong &
Wong, 2017; Ye & Hu, 2024). To provide more concrete implications for
the teachers who participated in this study, more research is needed on
the extent to which teachers use the MSs they perceive to be effective
and the factors that influence their use of these strategies.

Regarding the findings for RQ2, we found that there were no
differences in perceptions of MS effectiveness between clusters with
different levels of English proficiency levels and motivational intensity.
These results can be interpreted in several ways. For example, this may
be attributed to students in both groups having spent several years in the
same school curriculum or to individuals with similar prior learning
experiences gathering at the college. This result is interesting when
combined with the findings of Sugita-McEown and Takeuchi (2014). In
their intervention study with student groups classified by their English
proficiency and motivational intensity, the L2 learning motivation of the
student groups did not increase in proportion to the frequency of the
teachers’ use of MS for almost all the MSs employed. Based on this
finding, Sugita-McEown and Takeuchi (2014) propose the possibility
that whether an MS is motivational in practice depends on the complex
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relatio gl?p becgseen student factors (i.e., L2 proficiency and
motivational n&cnsuy nd teacher factors (1e timing of using MS).
Th;g&‘nterprq?ﬁlon G@n also be applied to the current study.

b&‘l&

300\2‘ \’4\ ‘Q&% Conclusion

Q°Q’ &

éﬁﬁls ﬂQy has some limitations. Although it found no significant
dlffeMce in the perception of the effects of MS between the two groups
of students, “no difference in perception” does not necessarily mean that
MS is “equally effective” for both groups, as noted above. To explore
the extent to which MSs affect students’ motivation in respective groups,
empirical research using an intervention or observation scheme with the
MSs may be necessary. This should also consider when and how to use
MS, as argued in Sugita-McEown and Takeuchi (2014). In light of Lee
et al.’s (2020) findings, it would be necessary to examine learner
behavior not only in the classroom, but also outside of it. Additionally,
although we adopted students’ English proficiency and motivational
intensity as factors of their individual differences, as in Sugita-McEown
and Takeuchi’s study (2014), research that includes other individual
factors—such as foreign language classroom anxiety (Horwitz et al.,
1986) and learning styles (Ddornyei, 2005)—could identify differences
regarding which MSs are perceived as effective. In this study, we also
attributed the similarities in students’ and teachers’ perceptions of MSs’
effectiveness to the fact that this study was situated in a specific learning
environment. However, to truly claim that the differences in the results
of the current study and that of Ruesch and colleagues (2012) are due to
the focus on a specific learning environment, further research that
includes a comparison group of participants from other institutions in
one study may be needed.

This study investigated students’ and teachers’ perceptions of MSs
situated in the same EFL learning environment. The major findings are: (a)
students and teachers had nearly the same perceptions regarding what
MSs were the most effective, (b) the results were inconsistent with
Ruesch et al.’s (2012) reportes, and (c) there was no difference in the
perceived effectiveness of the MSs between the two clusters of students
categorized in terms of English proficiency and motivational intensity.
The results of this study suggest that there may be no difference in the
perception of MSs between students and teachers when they share the
same learning context. Ruesch and colleagues (2012) argue that for
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future resq@;& theg»qﬁﬁeed to include more institutions and a larger
number art1c§1pants which would be helpful for understanding the
gener ’Le{rend Q?Ohow S is perceived. However, as the current study
E % @arch is more helpful in providing language teachers
preo e mfg ation about the students in front of them.

30 @é' ,&o
Q D Notes
P Q*‘ >
Guilloteaux and Dornyei (2008) define MSs as “(a) instructional
interventions applied by the teacher to elicit and stimulate student motivation
and (b) self- regulating strategies that are used purposefully by individual
students to manage the level of their own motivation.” (p. 57) The MSs

discussed in the current study belong to type (a).

2. Owing to the limited space available in this article, results of the exploratory
factor analysis are not reported here. However, they are available from the
authors upon request.

3. It should be noted that the second and third places in the teachers’
perception rankings were swapped with those in the student rankings, but
this difference is considered marginal in view of the difference in mean
scores.
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> S
ﬁe pﬁ&se OQ&')is survey is to use responses of this questionnaire and

ridge scores to clarify students’ perceptions about the
v\z’th%l EICBridg to clarify students’ percept bout th
x% @t ods{s?nployed by teachers to motivate them in class.
-ée‘ o are planning to present the results of the survey at academic
QQ conferences and submit them for publication. However, the results of the
responses we receive will be processed statistically, and we will not
make an issue of or publish only one person’s responses. In addition,
your participation in this survey, the content of your responses, and your
TOEIC Bridge score will not be used to disadvantage you with regard to
your school performance.

We would like as many students as possible to cooperate to make
this survey meaningful and improve our teaching. Thank you very much
for your cooperation.

Questionnaire 1 For each of the following 65 items, please think about
whether you would be more motivated if the teacher incorporated them
into the class and select the number that best matches your choice. The
rating scale shows as below:

1. Not effective in the least

2. Not effective
3. Not effective if pushed I would say
4. Effective if pushed I would say
5. Effective
6. Very Effective
1. Share teacher’s own personal interest in L2 learning (e.g., in learning strategies

or target culture) with students

2. Show students that teacher values L2 learning as a meaningful experience

3. Show students that teacher cares about their progress

4. Indicate teacher’'s mental and physical availability for all things academic

5. Set a goal that is a bit challenging for students

6. Help students accept the fact that they (will) make mistakes as part of the
learning process

7. Bring in and encourage humor in the classroom

8. Create a pleasant and supportive atmosphere (for studying English) in the
classroom
9. Use icebreakers at the beginning of a course
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10. ASSIg %L%ents t@S%mall group during class to provide opportunities for all
:§3 in t up tonnteract
11. L{a@*matena other the textbook
Reedbacksld stud
‘I% Assaciate lea with peers (e.g., in group or project work) who are
24

entiiiSiastic apout the subject
% 4. .%hl|ght$ demonstrate aspects of L2 learning that students are likely to
{\

@em <
7 on a socio-cultural component in language class

C)OQ 0916 Quote positive views about language learning made by influential public

figures

17.  Regularly remind students that the successful mastery of the L2 is instrumental
to the accomplishment of the valued goals

18. Reiterate the role the L2 plays in the world, highlighting its potential usefulness
both for students and their community

19. Encourage students to apply their L2 proficiency in real life situations

20. Make sure that students did their preparation/review of the lesson

21.  Make sure that students receive sufficient assistance

22.  Make sure students know exactly what success in the task involves

23. Keep the class goals achievable

24.  Use needs analysis techniques to find out about students’ needs, goals, and
interests, and then build these into curriculum as much as possible

25.  Teach everyday expressions in English (including school life)

26. Positively confront the possible erroneous beliefs, expectations, and
assumptions that students may have

27. Raise students’ general awareness about the different ways languages are
learned

28. Vary the learning tasks and other aspects of teaching as much as possible

29. Focus on the motivational flow in lessons

30. Occasionally do the unexpected

31.  Select tasks that yield tangible, finished products

32. Select tasks that require mental and/or bodily involvement from each
participant

33. Create specific roles and personalized assignments for everybody

34. Encourage students to select specific, short-term goals for themselves

35.  Emphasize goal completion deadlines

36. Monitor students’ process and make sure that the details of the contract are
observed by both parties

37. Provide multiple opportunities for success in the language class

38. Adjust the difficulty level of tasks to the students’ abilities

39. Design tests that focus on what learners can, rather than cannot do

40. Include improvement options on tests

41.  Tell students that they need to make efforts to improve their English abilities

42.  Assess each student’s achievement (improvement) not by comparing with
other students but by its own virtue

43.  Promote competition

44.  Promote cooperation instead of competition
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45. M k%%sessm@%completely transparent
46. stu S Com@,unication strategies to help them overcome
éommumlgél ion difffeulties
‘bf Re incl tasks that involve the public display of students’ skills
g fac atening acts such as humiliating criticism
49 oid p ﬁgng students in the spotlight unexpectedly
5 ’& Setu sks in which teams of learners are asked to work together toward the
Qgoal
T‘}ke team products and not just individual products into account in
ssessment

52. Include a specific “group rules” activity at the beginning of a group’s life to
establish the norm explicitly

53.  Hand over as much as teachers can of the various leadership or teaching roles
and functions to students

54. Raise students’ awareness of the importance of self-motivation

55.  Share with each other strategies that students have found useful in the past

56. Encourage students to adopt, develop and apply self-motivation strategies

57.  Encourage learners to explain their failures by the lack of effort

58. Encourage learners to explain their failures by the lack of appropriate
strategies applied

59. Provide regular feedback about the areas on which students should particularly
concentrate

60. Make sure that even non-material rewards have some kinds of lasting visual
representation

61. Make sure that students do not get too preoccupied with the rewards

62. Offer tangible rewards to students

63. Make sure that grades also reflect effort and improvement and not just
objective levels of achievement

64. Apply continuous assessment that relies on measurement tools other than
paper-and-pencil tests

65. Encourage accurate students’ self-assessment by providing various
self-evaluating tools

Questionnaire 2 For each of the following 12 items, please think about
how true it is for you, and select the number that best matches your
choice. The rating scale shows as below:
1. Not true at all
Not true
Not true if pushed I would say
True if pushed I would say
True
Very True

A S
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Comp @Qo my o@?é@mates, | think | study English relatively hard
I ofte nk a the w@ds and ideas that | learn about in my English classes.
If qﬁllsh w not taught at school, | would study on my own.
. Anink | d fairlydong hours studying English.
% reallgcgsbo | nglish.
\'84 Aft QD gradu@@ from college, | will continue to study English and try to improve.
QO n | hq?asmgnments to do in English, | try to do them immediately.
4\&~ 8. e& wouk@ English newspapers or magazines outside my English course

ENESEN

$ e
C) Q% Durihg English classes, I'm absorbed in what is taught and concentrate on my
studies.

10. | would like the number of English classes at school increased.
11. | believe absolutely English should be taught at school.
12. 1 find studying English more interesting than other subjects.
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Thig\surv designed to investigate techniques to motivate students in

Iﬁg class@ m from teachers’ perspectives. Although we plan to present

“Sthe ts of the survey at academic conferences and submit papers in

QQ

the future, the results of the responses we receive will be processed
statistically, and individual responses will not be called into question or
published. To make this a meaningful survey, it is essential to have the
cooperation of as many people as possible, so we appreciate your
collaboration.

For each of the following 65 items, please choose the number that
matches your choice, while thinking of the classes you responsible for.
The rating scale shows as below:

1. Not effective for students in the least

2. Not effective for students
3. Not effective for students if pushed I would say
4. Effective for students if pushed I would say
5. Effective for students
6. Very Effective for students
1. Share teacher’'s own personal interest in L2 learning 1 2 3 4 5 6
(e.g., in learning strategies or target culture) with
students
2. Show students that teacher values L2 learning as a 1 2 3 4 5 6
meaningful experience
3. Show students that teacher cares about their progress 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Indicate teacher’'s mental and physical availability for 1 2 3 4 5 6
all things academic
5. Set a goal that is a bit challenging for students 1t 2 3 4 5 6
6. Help students accept the fact that they (will) make 1t 2 3 4 5 6
mistakes as part of the learning process
7. Bring in and encourage humor in the classroom 1 2 3 4 5 6
8. Create a pleasant and supportive atmosphere (for 1 2 3 4 5 6
studying English) in the classroom
. Use ice-breakers at the beginning of a course 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. Assign students to a small group during class to 1 2 3 4 5 6
provide opportunities for all students in the group to
interact
11. Use materials other than the textbook 1 2 3 4 5 6

12. Feedback to students 1 2 3 4 5 6
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gﬁ L2 is instrumental to the accomplishment of the
ed goals

ate aspects of L2 learning that

remind students that the successful mastery

1

1

Reiterate the role the L2 plays in the world, highlighting 1

its potential usefulness both for students and their
community

Encourage students to apply their L2 proficiency in
real-life situations

Make sure that students did their preparation/review of

the lesson

Make sure that students receive sufficient assistance
Make sure students know exactly what success in the
task involves

Keep the class goals achievable

Use needs analysis techniques to find out about
students’ needs, goals, and interests, and then build
these into curriculum as much as possible

Teach everyday expressions in English (including
school life)

Positively confront the possible erroneous beliefs,

expectations, and assumptions that students may have

Raise students’ general awareness about the different
ways languages are learned

Vary the learning tasks and other aspects of teaching
as much as possible

Focus on the motivational flow in lesson

Occasionally do the unexpected

Select tasks that yield tangible, finished products
Select tasks that require mental and/or bodily
involvement from each participant

Create specific roles and personalized assignments
for everybody

Encourage students to select specific, short-term
goals for themselves

Emphasize goal completion deadlines

Monitor students’ process and make sure that the
details of the contract are observed by both parties
Provide multiple opportunities for success in the
language class

Adjust the difficulty level of tasks to the students’
abilities

1

1

1

1

1
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39. Desi tests@gﬁfocus on what learners can, rather 1 2 3 4 5 6
ngcan o}
40 él»nclude prove Sﬂtopnons on tests 1 2 3 4 5 6
‘bf Te ents they need to make efforts to improve 1 2 3 4 5 6
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. ‘Q &4\ by c aring with other students but by its own virtue
LY {3’ Pref JtRGte competition
QA\ A4, mote cooperation instead of competition
C)o QQ 45 Yyl\/laKe assessment completely transparent
. Teach students communication strategies to help them
overcome communication difficulties
47. Reqularly include tasks that involve the public display 1 2 3 4 5 6
of students’ skills
48. Avoid face-threatening acts such as humiliating criticism1 2 3 4 5 6
49, Avoid putting students in the spotlight unexpectedly 1 2 3 4 5 6
50. Set up tasks in which teams of learners are askedto 1 2 3 4 5 6
work together toward the same goal
51. Take team products and not just individual products 1 2 3 4 5 6
into account in assessment
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52. Include a specific “group rules” activity at the 1 2 3 4 5 6
beginning of a group’s life to establish the norm
explicitly

53. Hand over as much as teachers can of the various 1 2 3 4 5 6
leadership or teaching roles and functions to students

54, Raise students’ awareness of the importance of 1 2 3 4 5 6

self-motivation

55. Share with each other strategies that students have 1 2 3 4 5 6
found useful in the past

56. Encourage students to adopt, develop, and apply 1 2 3 4 5 6
self-motivation strategies

57. Encourage learners to explain their failures by thelack 1 2 3 4 5 6
of effort

58. Encourage learners to explain their failures by thelack 1 2 3 4 5 6
of appropriate strategies applied

59. Provide regular feedback about the areas on which 1 2 3 4 5 6
students should particularly concentrate

60. Make sure that even non-material rewards have some 1 2 3 4 5 6
kinds of lasting visual representation

61. Make sure that students do not get too preoccupied 1 2 3 4 5 6
with the rewards

62. Offer tangible rewards to students 1 2 3 4 5 6

63. Make sure that grades also reflect effort and 1 2 3 4 5 6
improvement and not just objective levels of achievement

64. Apply continuous assessment that relies on 1 2 3 4 5 6
measurement tools other than paper-and-pencil tests

65. Encourage accurate students’ self-assessment by 1 2 3 4 5 6

providing various self-evaluating tools
Thank you for your cooperation.






