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Preface

Individual differences (IDs) have been consistently shown to affect both the process
and product of second and foreign language (L2) learning and teaching (cf. Cohen &
Henry, 2020; Dörnyei, 2005; Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015; Pawlak, 2017, 2020; Williams
et al., 2015). It therefore should come as no surprise that research in this domain
remains extremely robust. In fact, in addition to examining what can be regarded as
traditional IDs, such as motivation, language aptitude, or language learning strate-
gies (e.g., Lamb et al., 2020; Pawlak, 2019; Wen et al., 2017), specialists have also
set their sights on a number of new factors, at least in the domain of L2 education,
such as boredom, enjoyment, curiosity, or grit (e.g., Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014;
Mahmoodzadeh &Khajavy, 2019; Pawlak et al., 2020; Teimouri et al., 2020). More-
over, new theoretical perspectives have been proposed. Some of them concern the
ways in which particular IDs are conceptualized, a good case in point being motiva-
tion which is now mainly investigated within the framework of the L2 motivational
self system (cf. Csizér, 2020). Others pertain to the way in which ID factors are
explored, which is perhaps best visible in the growing influence of complex dynamic
systems theories (cf. Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2019; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008).
There have also been more an more attempts to explore interrelationships among ID
factors in different contexts (e.g., Pawlak et al., 2020).

This edited collection represents yet another contribution to the burgeoning liter-
ature on the role that ID factors play in the learning and teaching of additional
languages. It brings together 11 chapters reporting empirical studies conducted by
scholars from different parts of the globe. Because of the diversity of the topics
touched upon, the book is not divided into parts but an attempt has been made
to group together chapters focusing on similar themes. The volume opens with
Chapter One “The Interrelationship of Language Learning Autonomy, Self-Effi-
cacy, Motivation and Emotions: The Investigation of Hungarian Secondary School
Students” byKataCsizér,ÁgnesAlbert, andKatalinPiniel,who examine the relation-
ships among language learning autonomy, motivation, emotions, and self-efficacy in
the case of secondary school students in Hungary, demonstrating that such vari-
ables are indeed related to one another. In Chapter Two “Psychological Aspects
of Self Across Contexts: A Comparison of China, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Turkey,
and the United States,” Amy S. Thompson, Liss Kerstin Sylvén, Yao Liu, and Fahad

v



vi Preface

Alharbi compare the psychological aspects of self in five countries, that is, China,
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Turkey, and the United States, demonstrating that the strength
of specific selves is subject to contextual variation. The next two chapters focus
on the negative emotion of foreign language anxiety. First, in Chapter Three “The
Changing Nature of Foreign Language Anxiety: The Case of Individual Learners,”
Mariusz Kruk and Joanna Zawodniak report a study which investigated changes in
the levels of anxiety reported by seven Polish secondary school students over the
period of 24 regularly scheduled classes. It was found that this negative emotion
is characterized by temporal variation, especially in the case of learners who are
generally more prone to it. Then, in Chapter Four “Investigating Second Language
Pronunciation Anxiety in the Japanese Context,” Harumi Kimura shifts the focus
to pronunciation anxiety experienced by Japanese university students and shows on
the basis of focused essays and interviews that the occurrence of this emotion is
mainly driven by self-presentational concerns. In Chapter Five “In-Class Willing-
ness to Communicate in English Among Third Agers: Results of a Questionnaire
Study,” Anna Borkowska examines classroom willingness to communicate among
third-age language learners. Using the tool developed by Peng andWoodrow (2010),
she identifies factors that enhance and hinder readiness to speak. The following
two chapters are devoted to language learning strategies. In Chapter Six “Vocabu-
lary Learning Strategies and the Representation of L2 and L3 Words in the Mental
Lexicon,” Teresa Maria Włosowicz explores the use of vocabulary learning strate-
gies by multilingual university students as a function of language combination, and
uses the results to shed light on the mental representation of words in a second and
third language. In Chapter Seven “Pronunciation Learning Strategies Used by EFL
University Students: A Classroom-Based Investigation,” Sharif Alghazo investigates
the employment of pronunciation learning strategies inside and outside the classroom
by Jordanian university-level learners of English, showing the most frequent reliance
on cognitive strategies in both contexts. The common thread running through the
next three chapters are learners’ beliefs. In Chapter Eight “Beliefs About Grammar
Instruction and the Mastery of the English Passive Voice,” Mirosław Pawlak looks
into the relationship between beliefs about different aspects of grammar instruction
held by English majors in Poland and the productive and receptive facets of explicit
and implicit knowledgeof theEnglish passive, offering evidence for a number of posi-
tive links between these constructs. In Chapter Nine “Foreign Language Learners’
Pronunciation Learning Beliefs and Strategies,” Magdalena Szyszka also focuses on
Polish university students majoring in English and explores the interface between
their beliefs about pronunciation learning and the strategies they use for this purpose.
Quantitative analysis showed that the relationships were positive in most cases, such
as the belief concerning the value of theoretical knowledge and the use of cognitive
and metacognitive strategies. In Chapter Ten “Oral Corrective Feedback in Univer-
sity EFL Contexts: The Interplay Between Students’ and Teacher’s Beliefs,” Adelina
Sánchez Centeno and María Celina Barbeito investigate the relationship between
beliefs about oral corrective feedbackmanifestedby agroupofArgentinianuniversity
students and their teacher. They found that the two sets of beliefs overlapped and that
the teacherwas aware of the students’ emotional responses. Finally, inChapterEleven
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“Teacher Learning in Action: Reflection on Responses to an Evidence-Based Task
on Teaching English to Young Learners,” Melanie Ellis reports an action research
study which was intended to raise future teachers’ awareness of how to teach reading
in English as a foreign language to young learners. I am convinced that the papers
included in the volume will be of interest to other researchers and provide an impetus
for further research into the complex role of ID factors in L2 learning and teaching.

Kalisz, Poland
Konin, Poland

Mirosław Pawlak
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The Interrelationship of Language
Learning Autonomy, Self-Efficacy,
Motivation and Emotions: The
Investigation of Hungarian Secondary
School Students

Kata Csizér, Ágnes Albert, and Katalin Piniel

Abstract It has been long acknowledged that learners’ individual characteristics
play decisive roles in shaping the learning process (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). Still,
there are relatively few studies tapping into the roles of various individual differ-
ence (ID) variables in concert. Hence, the aim of the present study was to explore
the relationships of secondary school students’ ID variables, namely, language
learning autonomy, motivation, emotions, and self-efficacy. In order to fulfill this
aim, self-reported questionnaire data were collected from secondary school students
in Budapest, Hungary. In the present investigation, two different data sets were
analyzed and compared. In each study both learner-based and technology-based
autonomy (Benson, 2011) and a number of motivational variables including contact
with the English language, emotions and self-efficacy beliefs were measured. As
sample sizes were small (N = 53 for both datasets), correlational analyses were
employed to map the interrelationships among the scales. Our results indicate a
higher number of strong correlations among the scales. For example, both learner-
based and technology-based autonomy are strongly related to the amount of effort
students invest in language learning, their selves, their self-efficacy beliefs, cultural
interests, as well as a number of positive emotions pertaining to classroom learning.
Based on our results, we conclude that the individual investigation of these variables
in the future cannot be justified.

Keywords L2 motivation · Language learning autonomy · Positive and negative
emotions
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1 Introduction

The present research study has been motivated by two main considerations, one
stemming from contextual deficiencies and the other based on theoretical consider-
ations. Despite the fact that individual difference research has been an established
part of applied linguistics, and a great number of studies have been carried out
tapping into the role of various ID variables in the learning process, the call for
investigating these variables in concert has appeared relatively late and is still often
neglected in the field (Ryan, 2020). Therefore, in the present investigation, we set out
tomap the interrelationships of four important individual differences variables: moti-
vation, autonomy, self-efficacy and emotions. In terms of the contextual importance
of our study, it is situated in a European context, Hungary, where despite continuous
effort pertaining to language policy issues, the population is still lagging behind
in foreign language knowledge in the European Union (Eurobarometer, 2012). As
studies targeting language policy considerations have identified no obvious problems
(Öveges & Csizér, 2018; Öveges & Kuti, 2016), more student-focused research is
necessary to tackle possible issues. Our results are thought to be relevant for similar
contexts, as the constellation of these variables has not been researched earlier. In
addition, the multidimensional approach to operationalizing these constructs has led
to a nuanced understanding of the internal structure of these learner characteristics. In
this article, we will summarize the most important theoretical and empirical findings
pertaining to the research of these ID variables. In the methods section, we detail
the steps of the two studies presented here. As for the results, after the presentation
of the descriptive analyses, detailed correlational data are presented and analyzed.
Based on our results, both pedagogical and research-related implications are offered.

2 Background to the Study

2.1 Autonomy

The broad definition of learner autonomy provided by Holec (1981) as “the ability
to take chargeof one’s learning” (p. 3) was reiterated by both Little (1999) including
the responsibility for students’ own learning processes and Benson (2006), refer-
ring to autonomy as learners’ ability to take charge of their own learning. As
learning processes involve steps from planning the content of learning to execu-
tion, more detailed definitions take into account the various stages of these processes
(Cotterall, 2000). It is usually recognized by researchers that students possess a
capacity to take responsibility for their learning, and this capacity can be shaped
throughout the learning process (Benson, 2011; Illés, 2012; Little et al., 2017).When
classroom-learning is focused on, the responsibility of the instructors in developing
and supporting autonomous language learning cannot be denied either (Benson,
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2011; Everhard, 2016; Lamb, 2017; Little, 2007). In terms of teachers’ responsibil-
ities, Littlewood (1997) analyzed three types of autonomy: autonomy as a learner,
autonomy as a communicator and autonomy as a person. In her critical appraisal of
Littlewood’s (1997) analysis, Illés (2019) pointed out that there were several issues
pertaining to the universal definition and application of autonomy, such as the role
of the teacher in various settings, the cultural and contextual differences as well as
the expanding use of English as a lingua franca. She has concluded that “(i)ndividual
autonomy in this sense should be the adaption, rather than adoption, of various
conceptions of autonomy in a way which suits a particular learner at a particular
stage of their language-learning process” (Illés, 2019, p. 47). One major contextual
characteristic that motivated our study was the fact that in the Hungarian context
learner autonomy has shown a decline in compulsory education (Albert et al., 2018a,
2018b; D. Molnár, 2014).

Empirical studies on learner autonomy usually map autonomy together with other
different learner variables. For example, in the Hungarian context, autonomy was
mapped in concert with L2motivation for three age-groups (Csizér &Kormos, 2012,
2014; Kormos & Csizér, 2014). Kormos and Csizér’s findings showed that there
was strong correlation between L2 motivation and students’ autonomous learning
behavior. In terms of the direction of this relationship, structural equation modelling
successfully tested the hypothesis that more motivated students would be more
autonomous, too, by finding opportunities to use the language outside the classroom,
managing their time better and overcoming boredom during the learning process.
Researching autonomy with other ID variables, such as emotions, would be impor-
tant as many students experience strong negative emotions, such as anxiety, during
the learning processes (Öveges & Csizér, 2018), but there is no information how
their emotions relate to autonomous learning behavior.

2.2 Motivation

Motivated learning behavior measures students’ effort that they are willing to invest
into foreign language learning. Based on Boo et al. (2015) study, we have decided to
use the L2Motivational Self System’s (Dörnyei, 2005, 2009) components as themain
antecedent variables impacting students’ motivated learning behavior in the present
study. This model includes two self-related concepts: the ideal L2 Self and the ought-
to L2 self . The former subsumes students’ views about themselves as competent users
of the L2, while the latter measures the external pressures that students think they
have to comply with. As language learning is a social enterprise, apart from self-
related concepts, one cannot neglect the experience of learning the language. Hence,
the third component of this model has been the L2 learning experience.Although the
model is notwithout criticism (Csizér, 2020), a high number of empirical studies have
proved its viability. The empirical work pertaining to this model has been detailed
elsewhere (see Boo et al., 2015 and Csizér, 2020); suffice it to say at this point
that its relevance has been proven in various contexts, with ideal L2 self and L2
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learning experience being more prominent factors in predicting overall motivation
or achievement (Al-Hoorie, 2018). This abundance of the research does not mean
that there are no uncharted territories, as very little is known how the components of
this model relate to other ID variables, such as emotions or self-efficacy.

Another important concept related to L2motivation measured in the present study
is students’ contact experiences, that is access to the target language. Their impor-
tance is underpinned by three reasons. First, the ultimate aim of foreign language
learning is communication with speakers of that language. Second, this communi-
cation can be part and parcel of the learning process. Third, learners’ experience of
these encounters could shape other relevant ID variables in the learning process. The
investigation of contact-related issues in the L2motivation field is rooted in the social
psychological study of inter-cultural contact (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998; Petti-
grew&Tropp, 2006) and has been introduced byClément’s (1980) into the field of L2
motivation.Clément andKruidenier (1983) showed that frequent andpleasant contact
experience resulted in increased linguistic self-confidence in L2 learners which, in
turn, affectedmotivated learning behavior in a positiveway. In another study,Clément
et al. (2001) concluded thatmore frequent positive contact experiences not only led to
more confident languageuse but also influenced the identification profiles of language
learners. In the Hungarian context, Kormos and Csizér (2007) found that it is not only
the amount of contact experiences that contributed to shaping students’ motivation
but the perceived importance attached to these contact experiences also had a direct,
positive impact on motivation. The strengths of this impact for English and German
measured separately with structural equation modelling almost paralleled the role of
language learning attitudes (Csizér & Kormos, 2008a, 2008b, 2009).

2.3 Emotions

According to current views of emotions, they have an important role in helping the
individual adapt to their environments (Reeve, 2009), and as such, they are instru-
mental for coping with fundamental life tasks such as protection, reproduction, or
the exploration of the environment (Plutchik, 1980), a prerequisite for any learning.
Moreover, as Izard argued (2010), emotions are considered multi-componential by
many recent definitions: besides claiming that neurobiological processes play a role
in forming emotions, they emphasize the role of perceptual-cognitive processes and
the phenomenological aspect, the feeling itself. In line with the above, Keltner et al.’s
(2014) definition was used in our study, which states that emotions are “multifaceted
responses to events that we see as challenges or opportunities in our inner or outer
world, events that are important to our goals” (p. 27).

There are two main approaches to categorize emotions: according to the dimen-
sional view, all emotions can be placed along a small number of continua like
arousal/activation and valence/pleasantness (Larsen& Fredrickson, 1999). Although
this approach appears practical as it circumvents the problems posed by the numerous
and often overlapping labels that are used for describing emotions, it also disregards
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the fact that distinct emotions usually have their own predictors, lead to different
behavioral outcomes, and probably serve different functions (Izard, 2007). Emotions
are believed to result from a process called appraisal (Lazarus, 1991). During this
two-phase process, events are evaluated according to the individual’s own concerns.
The first phase, primary appraisal, is an automatic, almost reflex-like process, while
cognitions play an important role during the secondphase, called secondary appraisal.
According to Lazarus (1991), these cognitions, which are inherently attached to
the feelings experienced, have a fundamental role in determining the quality of the
emotions and the way they are labelled by the individual. This suggests that emotions
and cognitions are interlinked; therefore, cognitions about the individual’s abilities,
that is, their self-efficacy beliefs, for example, might be linked to emotions.

Although in the past studying the role of emotions in language learning was
mostly limited to investigating the effects of anxiety (Horwitz et al., 1991), recently
researchers have started to turn their attention to positive experiences and affective
states (MacIntyre & Gregersen, 2012; MacIntyre & Mercer, 2014; Oxford, 2015).
Dewaele andMacIntyre (2014, 2016)were thefirstwhohighlighted the importance of
the feeling of enjoyment and argued for its positive effects on language learning in line
with Fredrickson’s (2003) broaden and build theory. In Hungary, Piniel and Albert
(2018) conducted an exploratory study attempting to map English major university
students’ emotions in connectionwith different language skills, where enjoyment and
anxiety emerged as the two most frequently experienced affective states. Moreover,
Albert et al. (2018a, 2018b) investigated students’ feelings of enjoyment, anxiety,
boredom and apathy in connection with their language classes using a representative
national sample. Two age groupswere compared, and the findings revealed that while
7th-graders seemed to enjoy language learning more than 11th-graders, anxiety and
apathy characterized the older students more than their younger peers. Despite the
growing number of investigations focusing on different emotions besides anxiety,
studies covering a wider range of emotions and attempting to link them to other
individual variables are still lacking; thus, our study attempts to fill this niche.

2.4 Self-Efficacy

Another, although less frequently investigated, yet seemingly key individual differ-
ence in terms of language learning success is learners’ self-efficacy (Mills et al.,
2007). According to Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory, self-efficacy beliefs
comprise “people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses
of action required to attain designated types of performances” (p. 391). In the present
study, these actionswere related to the language learning process, and the judgements
referred to generally how capable people thought they were to successfully learn a
foreign language in the school context and to complete particular language-learning
tasks.

It is important to note that self-efficacy beliefs constitute a cognitive construct (in
contrast with, for example, self-confidence, a socially defined construct), since they
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involve cognition about one’s own abilities (Mills, 2014). Self-efficacy beliefs in the
academic context are said to be strongly influenced by learning experiences, more
precisely mastery experiences, which include perceptions of a person’s own abilities
based on their successes/failures; vicarious experiences, which build on perceptions
of the learners’ own abilities compared to the perceived abilities of peers; verbal
persuasions, in the academic context usually appearing as praise primarily coming
from the instructor; and the experience of physiological and emotional states (Mills,
2014). Thus, learners’ thoughts about their ability to learn a foreign language can
be attributed to their experiences of success, how their achievements compare to
those of their peers, the feedback from their instructor, as well as the emotions they
experience during the process of language learning.

As for the effect of self-efficacy on learning, Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2002),
in line with Zimmerman (2000), posited that learners with higher levels of self-
efficacy beliefs are more inclined to invest more effort into their own learning. This
relationship between L2 motivation and self-efficacy beliefs was investigated among
Hungarian foreign language learners by Piniel and Csizér (2013). The authors found
that self-efficacy beliefs impacted motivated learning behavior as well as learners’
level of language anxiety, while self-efficacy was influenced by language learning
experiences. Because self-efficacy seldom appears in investigations on individual
differences in language learning, in the present study, we not only wanted to gain
insight into this construct, but also to explore its possible linkswith learner autonomy,
motivation, including learners’ contact with the English language, aswell as learners’
emotions.

3 Methods

3.1 Research Questions and Design

The following research questions were formulated to guide our investigation:

1. What characterizes secondary school students’ autonomous learning behavior
and autonomous use of technology, language learning motivation, emotions,
and self-efficacy beliefs?

2. How can the relationships of the ID variables in the secondary school EFL
context be described?

In order to answer these research questions, we designed and carried out a quan-
titative questionnaire study. Data was collected in the 2018–2019 academic year in
two rounds from a secondary school in the capital city of Hungary, which resulted in
two distinct data sets from two non-overlapping samples. The first set was gathered
in January (Study 1) and the second set in May 2019 (Study 2). The two subsam-
ples were analyzed separately due to technical reasons linked to the necessity of the
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execution of the research plan submitted to the National Research, Development and
Innovation Agency that provided the financial support for the study.

3.2 Participants

The sample in both Study 1 and Study 2 consisted of 53–53 learners, whose L1
was Hungarian. They all attended a secondary grammar school in Budapest, the
capital city of Hungary and were students in Grade 10 and 11. The first set of data
comprised 26 males and 27 females, while the second set included 31 male and
22 female learners’ responses. The mean age in the first group was MSample1age =
17.24 years and in the second MSample2age = 16.60 years. The average time spent
studying English as a Foreign Language was MSample1Englishlearning = 9.2 years in
the first group and MSample2Englishlearning = 8.8 years in the second, which indicates
that participants started learning English in primary schools. Participants in both
samples can be characterized by comparable levels of English proficiency, from B1
to B2 according to the Common European Framework of Reference (Council of
Europe, 2001). Around one third of the students in the samples had completed a
complex B2-level exam at the time of the survey.

3.3 Questionnaires

Both studies utilized instrumentswith five-point Likert scales, where participants had
to indicate the extent to which they agreed with particular statements (1 = strongly
disagree to 5= strongly agree). The questionnaire employed in Study 1 was slightly
modified for Study 2 primarily in order to enhance the quality of the instrument and
not all constructs were included in Study 2. As shown in this section, two scales were
deleted from the secondwave of data collection (Direct contact andPerceived impor-
tance of contact) due to questionnaire length considerations. In addition, items were
added to some scales (Autonomous learning behavior, Language learning experi-
ence, Cultural contact), while for some scales, items with low item-level correlation
were deleted from scales (Autonomous use of technology,Hope,Pride,Anger, Shame
and Apathy). Apart from the scales, the final part of the instrument contained back-
ground questions concerning the participants’ gender, age, and language learning
history. The language of the questionnaire was Hungarian, the mother tongue of the
participants. In what follows, we present the four groups of scales with their sources
and definitions as well as sample items translated into English.

Two autonomy-related scales were used in the study that were based on Csizér
and Kormos (2012):

1. Autonomous learning behavior (Study 1: 11 items; Study 2: 12 items): the
extent to which participants are able to learn and practice English on their own
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(example: “I spend more time practicing elements in English that I find difficult
to understand”).

2. Autonomous use of technology (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 4 items; based on
Csizér&Kormos, 2012): learners’ abilities to utilize the internet- and computer-
based opportunities in order to improve their English knowledge (example: “I
often use the Internet to improve my English”).

The following motivation-related scales were included in our study. They were
based on Dörnyei (2005, 2009), Csizér and Kormos (2012), and Kormos and Csizér
(2008):

3. Motivated learning behavior (Study 1: 5 items; Study 2: 5 items): the extent
to which learners are ready to invest energy in their foreign language learning
(example: “I can honestly say that I do everything I can to master the English
language”).

4. Ideal L2 self (Study 1: 4 items; Study 2: 4 items): participants’ vision about
their future language use (example: “When I think of my future life, I imagine
myself using English regularly”).

5. Ought-to L2 self (Study 1: 5 items; Study 2: 5 items): what participants perceive
as expectations in terms of their own language learning (example: “For all
the people around me, English proficiency is an important part of general
knowledge”).

6. Language learning experiences (Study 1: 4 items; Study 2: 5 items): partici-
pants’ experiences concerning learning English (example: “I like the activities
that we do in English lessons”).

7. Cultural contact (Study 1: 4 items; Study 2: 5 items): learners’ perceived
contact with English language cultural products (example: “I often watch films
in English”).

8. Direct contact (Study 1: 6 items): the perceived frequency of learners’ direct
contact with or use of the English language (example: “How often do you use
English to speak with foreign friends?”).

9. Perceived importance of contact (Study 1: 6 items): the extent to which learners
find it important to use English with native or non-native speakers outside the
language classroom (example: “I believe it is good to speak to foreigners because
I can get to know their ways of speaking, their accents and vocabulary”).

The concept of self-efficacywasmeasured by one scale. The selection of the items
were guided by Albert et al. (2018b) and Piniel and Csizér (2013).

10. Self-efficacy (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 6 items): learners’ beliefs about their
abilities to successfully learn a foreign language (example: “I believe that I
can do the speaking tasks we are given during English lessons”).

A variety of positive and negative emotions related to the English lessons was
assessed in our study. These scales were based on Pekrun (2014) and Pekrun et al.
(2011) and were directly adopted from Albert et al. (2018a, 2018b) and Albert et al.
(2020):
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11. Hope (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 4 items): the extent to which learners feel
hopeful about achieving success in learning English in the school context
(example: “I feel hopeful about overcoming challenges in the process of
learning English”).

12. Pride (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 5 items): how proud learners are of their
achievements in language learning and their attained proficiency (example: “I
am proud of my achievements in learning English”).

13. Enjoyment (Study 1: 4 items; Study 2: 4 items): the extent to which learners
enjoy language learning in the school context (example: “I enjoy the topics
that we discuss in English lessons”).

14. Curiosity (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 6 items): participants’ interest in learning
English within the school context (example: “In English lessons, we deal with
topics that arouse my curiosity”).

15. Confusion (Study 1: 5 items; Study 2: 5 items): the extent learners feel confused
about language learning (example: “Sometimes I feel confused because I don’t
understand what is happening in the English lesson”).

16. Boredom (Study 1: 4 items; Study 2: 4 items): the extent participants feel
bored during school language lessons (example: “I get bored by the activities
in English lessons”).

17. Anger (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 4 items): the extent participants feel angry
related to English lessons at school (example: “It makes me angry if I can’t
complete the activity that the teacher assigns”).

18. Anxiety (Study 1: 4 items; Study 2: 4 items): participants’ feelings of worry
and frustration related to activities in English language lessons (example: “I
get frustrated if I can’t understand an English-language text”).

19. Shame (Study 1: 6 items; Study 2: 5 items): participants’ feelings of shame
related to their performance in English lessons (example: “I feel ashamed if I
can’t answer a question during our English lesson”).

20. Apathy (Study 1: 5 items; Study 2: 4 items): learners’ feelings of hopelessness
about successful language learning in the school context (example: “I feel
hopeless about ever mastering English in the school”).

3.4 Data Collection Procedures and Analysis

After gaining the approval of the school principal, the questionnaires were admin-
istered in January (Study 1) and May (Study 2) 2019 respectively. The participants
were ensured of the anonymity of their responses and their participation was volun-
tary. The data collected was recorded and subjected to analysis using IBM’s SPSS
software version 20. The data was checked for normal distribution, then descriptive
statistical analyses (means, standard deviations), reliability analysis using the Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient and correlational analyses using Pearson correlations were
conducted using parametric procedures.
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4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Descriptive Analyses

First, we looked at the reliability of the scales by calculatingCronbach’s alpha values,
then we calculated the average scores and standard deviations for each of the scales.
Concerning the individual variables in the focus of our study (i.e., autonomy, moti-
vation, contact, self-efficacy, and emotions), all scales had an acceptable reliability
coefficient of α = 0.61 or higher (for details, see Tables 1 and 2).

Table 1 The reliability analysis and descriptive statistics of the autonomy, motivation, contact and
self-efficacy scales

Study 1 Study 2

Scales α M SD α M SD

Autonomous learning behavior 0.81 3.10 0.64 0.80 3.18 0.61

Autonomous use of technology 0.82 3.84 0.71 0.63 3.60 0.83

Motivated learning behavior 0.83 3.87 0.74 0.79 3.77 0.79

Ideal L2 self 0.62 4.60 0.54 0.79 4.68 0.46

Ought-to L2 self 0.64 4.07 0.62 0.60 3.95 0.67

Language learning experiences 0.61 3.07 0.91 0.93 3.36 1.07

Perceived importance of contact 0.83 3.85 0.80 n.a n.a n.a

Direct contact 0.79 3.01 0.81 n.a n.a n.a

Cultural contact 0.66 4.63 0.65 0.64 4.67 0.51

Self-efficacy 0.94 4.04 0.78 0.92 4.07 0.81

Table 2 The reliability analysis and descriptive statistics of the emotion scales

Study 1 Study 2

Scales α M SD α M SD

Hope 0.87 4.10 0.84 0.74 4.21 0.66

Pride 0.83 3.60 0.91 0.88 3.72 0.92

Enjoyment 0.70 3.38 0.74 0.67 3.45 0.77

Curiosity 0.76 2.86 0.78 0.62 2.84 0.72

Confusion 0.84 2.67 0.66 0.70 2.29 0.75

Boredom 0.70 2.63 0.76 0.62 2.36 0.77

Anger 0.77 2.60 0.94 0.70 2.75 0.94

Anxiety 0.66 2.54 0.86 0.63 2.63 0.78

Shame 0.85 2.49 1.01 0.80 2.44 0.91

Apathy 0.84 2.23 1.00 0.78 2.22 0.95
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In terms of autonomous language learning, in both samples the participants’ mean
scores were above 3 on a five-point Likert scale (MSample1 = 3.10;MSample2 = 3.18),
which means that the learners in our study claimed to sometimes seek out opportu-
nities on their own to expand their English language knowledge, but these average
scores also suggest that there is still room for improvement in terms of increasing
language learners’ autonomy.

As regards language learning motivation, all three aspects resulted in relatively
high average scores, with the ideal L2 self exhibiting the highest mean in both
samples (MSample1 = 4.60; MSample2 = 4.68). Nonetheless, it must be noted that
language learning experiences had the lowest mean in both of our studies among the
motivational constructs (MSample1 = 3.07;MSample2 = 3.36) and the largest standard
deviation (SDSample1 = 0.91; SDSample2 = 1.07). Among the motivational variables
we measured, language learners’ experiences are the most susceptible to everyday
influences in and outside the classroom; therefore, the relatively low andwider spread
of scores here deserve attention.

Based on the mean scores, we can say that our participants attributed high impor-
tance to contact with the cultural products related to the English language (MSample1

= 4.63; MSample2 = 4.67). Unfortunately, by looking at the data in the first sample,
this result seems to be somewhat in contrast with the perceived direct contact that
learners actually reported having with English. In fact, perceived direct contact had
the lowest average among the variables measuring contact with the English language
(MSample1 = 3.01). Therefore, the notion that learners readily consume cultural prod-
ucts related to the English language should provide ample basis for the necessity of
increasing their direct contact opportunities.

In connection with self-efficacy beliefs, participants’ answers on the question-
naire showed that generally they believe they are able to complete language learning
related tasks involving the different language skills (MSample1 = 4.04; MSample2 =
4.07). This is a promising result, as self-efficacy beliefs have been theorized to stem
from language learning experiences (Mills, 2014) and have been shown to positively
influence language learning motivation (Piniel & Csizér, 2013).

Concerning emotions related to learning English in the foreign language context,
we found that the secondary school participants in our samples generally had stronger
positive than negative emotional experiences (see Table 2). Among the positive
emotions in our enquiry (hope, pride, enjoyment, curiosity), hope had the highest
average score (MSample1 = 4.10; MSample2 = 4.21). This is an encouraging result
because it further underpins the idea that the learners see knowing and using English
as part of their future goals. Hope not only comprises the vision of a goal, but also a
vision of the path that can lead towards reaching that goal (Snyder et al., 2002), which
means that our participants are ready to take that path. Among the positive emotions,
for both of our samples, curiosity seemed to have the lowest means (MSample1 = 2.86;
MSample2 = 2.84).

As for the negative emotions that were measured (i.e., confusion, boredom, anger,
anxiety, shame, and apathy), confusion appeared to have the highest average in the
first sample (MSample1 = 2.67), while the negative emotion with the highest mean in
the second samplewas anger (MSample2 = 2.75). Apathy exhibited the lowest averages
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in both studies (MSample1 = 2.23;MSample2 = 2.22), which is a logical outcome given
the fact that hope (the opposite of apathy) had the highest mean score among the
positive emotions.

4.2 Interrelationships of Language Learning Autonomy,
Motivation, Self-Efficacy, and Emotions

Results of the Pearson correlational analyses of the two studies can be seen in Tables 3
and 4. Because of the high number of significant correlations, only those above r =
0.50, p < 0.01 are discussed here, which means the results from moderate to strong
effect sizes are considered (Dörnyei, 2007). Correlations between the different scales
revealed that in both of our samples, the two autonomy scales, namely autonomous
use of technology, referring to the autonomous use of electronic devices and the
Internet, and autonomous learning behavior, referring to students’ ability to learn
independently, correlated very strongly with motivated learning behavior (rstudy1
= 0.608, rstudy1 = 0.709, rstudy2 = 0.563, rstudy2 = 0.776 respectively). This finding
supports the results of earlier studieswhich also found strong links between autonomy
and language learning motivation (Kormos & Csizér, 2014). Although there were
several significant correlations between components of the L2 motivational self-
system, the only two correlations that reached the previously specified level were
between autonomous use of technology and ideal L2 self in our first sample (rstudy1 =
0.505) and autonomous learning behavior and ought-to L2 self in our second sample
(rstudy2 = 0.522). These findings might point to the importance of future self-images
in promoting learner autonomy.

Having direct contact with the English language outside the classroom or having
indirect contact with it through culture were strongly correlated with the autonomous
use of technology (rstudy1 = 0.686 and rstudy1 = 0.822 respectively), while the
perceived importance of contact was more highly correlated with autonomous
learning behavior (rstudy1 = 0.550) in the case of our first sample (see Table 3).
In our second study, we reduced the number of contact scales keeping only cultural
contact, but a similarly high correlation between this scale and the autonomous use
of technology could be seen there (rstudy2 = 0.630), as well. This might suggest that
while having actual contact is related to the autonomous use of technology as tech-
nology can be used as an instrument for establishing contact, autonomous learning
behavior is more strongly linked to the self-perceived importance attached to contact
experiences, signifying the value assigned to those experiences by the learner.

Although correlations between both aspects of autonomy and self-efficacy were
significant in our first sample, their magnitude only reached the previously specified
level in the case of the autonomous use of technology (rstudy1 = 0.633). In our
second study, this correlation was lower but still statistically significant, while the
relationship between autonomous learning behavior and self-efficacy was no longer
significant there. The trend identified here seems to support the existence of a link
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