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Abstract 
Factors that contribute to learning achievement have always been a primary research concern in the field of 
education. In the field of second/foreign language (L2) learning, researchers have been trying to explore many 
important factors that are linked to successful learning and how these factors may predict the success of language 
learning. With respect to the factors contributing to language proficiency, many researchers endeavor themselves 
to the exploration of assisting the learners. The present study aims to explore whether or not the following 
factors would influence learners’ academic achievement: the process of goal-setting, the L2 anxiety, the effort the 
learners put into, self-efficacy together with self-regulatory strategies. A total number of 356 senior high school 
students who were learning English as a Foreign Language participated in the study. A new questionnaire was 
developed to measure and collect the participants’ responses in respect to the above-mentioned learning factors. 
In order to investigate the relationships among these factors and the learners’ academic performance, the 
structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to identify the best fit model. It was found that self-efficacy, L2 
anxiety, together with goal-setting processes, are prerequisites for the application of effective self-regulatory 
strategies, which in turn play an important role in affecting the intended efforts the learners make, and 
consequently influence the learners’ achievement. According to the findings, we suggest the teacher elevate the 
students’ self-efficacy, lower the L2 anxiety, help set their learning goals, cultivate their capability of employing 
strategies and increase their intended effort.  

Keywords: L2 anxiety, self-efficacy, self-regulatory strategies, structural equation modeling 
1. Introduction 
With increasing attention given to improve language learners’ performance, educators leave no efforts to work 
out a better way to assist the learners. The factors related to individual differences count as important in 
influencing learners’ academic performance. The L2 anxiety, self-efficacy, self-regulatory strategies, together 
with the goal-setting theory have been considered to play significant roles in successful language learning. 
Among the factors, language anxiety, which is negatively correlated with language achievement (Gardner et al., 
1997), is thought to be the most powerful predictor on the students’ performance (Liu & Huang, 2011). 
Self-efficacy is individual belief in their ability to perform a certain task (Bandura, 1977). For language learners, 
they form and adjust their self-efficacy beliefs by deliberately evaluating their mastery and vicarious 
experiences, verbal messages and their own emotional states when communicating with others (Bandura, 1986; 
Usher, 2009). Goal-setting helps to enhance a learner’s self-efficacy and also has an impact on learners’ 
self-regulation behaviors (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 1995). The influence of these factors on learners’ academic 
performance has been extensively researched. However, few studies have examined the relationships among 
these aforementioned factors. 
Perceived self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1994), is “people’s belief about their capabilities to produce 
designated levels of performance that exercise influence on events affecting people’s lives.” That is, the higher 
level of self-efficacy one perceives, the higher possibility challenging tasks is taken. When it comes to the 
sources of self-efficacy, mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion and emotional states 
(Bandura, 1977, 1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008) are the key elements. Mastery experience refers to continuous 
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efforts put into the process of pursuing success. The sustained efforts build a sense of efficacy, making the 
individual convinced that they can control their learning and help them become tougher from adversity 
(Bandura, 1977, 1997). Vicarious experiences come from watching the people similar to oneself succeed or fail. 
Others’ experience contributes to raise their beliefs or reduce their confidence. The extent of the influence lies in 
the level of similarities between the model and the individual. If the individual is very similar to the model, the 
influence is strong. On the other hand, for a model who is very different from the individual, the influence is not 
so much (Bandura, 1997). Verbal persuasion is a third source of influencing people’s perceived self-efficacy. 
Compliments may make people believe that they possess the capabilities to master activities. They are likely to 
make greater efforts and show more persistence in the face of difficulties. On the other hand, people who receive 
negative comment may lack confidence tend to avoid challenging tasks. For successful efficacy builders, they 
not only try to raise people’s confidence but also avoid failure (Bandura, 1997). The final source is about 
emotional states. Positive mood enhances self-efficacy, but negative one diminishes it (Bandura, 1997).  

In addition, self-efficacy influences human function in four aspects: cognitive, motivational, affective, and 
selection processes (Bandura, 1993). In cognitive processes, if the perceived self-efficacy is strong, people are 
more likely to set challenging goals and demonstrate firm commitment to the goals. Besides, imagery vision also 
plays a significant role in the personal beliefs. People with a high sense of self-efficacy can visualize success and 
devote more efforts. On the other hand, people with a weak sense of self-efficacy visualize failure and doubt 
themselves.  

A second aspect is the motivational processes. Three forms of cognitive motivators build this aspect. They are 
causal attributions, outcome expectancies and cognized goals, which respectively correspond to attribution 
theory, expectancy-value theory and goal theory. Causal attribution refers to the fact that those people with high 
efficacy often attribute their failures to insufficient efforts. Expectancy-value theory means that people act on 
their beliefs about what they can do, and they assess possible outcomes based on the beliefs. Goal theory 
demonstrates that explicit, challenging goals enhance and sustain motivation. In short, self-efficacy beliefs 
contribute to motivation. The beliefs determine what goals people set, how much effort they expend, how long 
they sustain in face of difficulties and how they react to failures (Bandura, 1993).  

The third aspect is affective processes. In affective processes, negative feeling such as stress, depression and 
anxiety has an influence on the intensity of perceived self-efficacy. Those who can put the negative feeling under 
control can manage difficult situations and reduce anxiety along with avoidant behaviors (Bandura, 1993).  

The last one is selection processes. What choice people make will represent their perceived self-efficacy. Take 
the career for example. People with high perceived self-efficacy consider a wider range of career. They make 
better preparation for the work and have a greater chance of success (Bandura, 1993). 

The focus of the present study is to examine whether the L2 learners’ self-efficacy acts as the predictor of the 
language achievement. Therefore, the language learners’ self-efficacy on the four skills—listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing along with the overall skills are under evaluation. The instrument is partly adapted from 
Piniel and Csizer (2013), which offers items from the four skills. 

Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) first proposed the idea that foreign language anxiety (FLA) is a unique type 
of anxiety specifically appearing in the foreign or second language learning context. They claimed that FLA is “a 
phenomenon related to but distinguishable from other specific anxieties” (p. 129). They pointed out that foreign 
language anxiety falls into three categories: communication apprehension, fear of negative evaluation, and test 
anxiety. This model becomes a dominant one and then based on this definition several researchers create their 
own definitions about foreign language anxiety. 

For example, Clement (1980) designated FLA as a complex construct dealing with learners’ mental activities 
with respect to feelings, self-esteem, and self-confidence. In addition, Young (1992) specified it as a complicated 
psychological phenomenon with the emphasis on its distinctive features. Moreover, MacIntyre and Gardner 
(1994b) elucidated FLA as the feeling of stress and apprehension aroused in speaking, listening, and learning, or 
the worry and negative emotional reaction (MacIntyre, 1999). Likewise, Zhang (2001) defined anxiety as the 
psychological tension that the learner undergoes in performing a task. Dӧrnyei (2005) proposed that foreign 
language anxiety involves different types. Among them, two of the most well-known regimentations are 
trait/state (Speilberger, 1983) and facilitating/debilitating (Scovel, 1978) views of anxiety. Trait anxiety stays 
stable over time, whereas state anxiety is a momentary feeling. Facilitating anxiety could improve performance 
and have a positive impact on leaning. On the other hand, debilitating anxiety has a negative effect. 

In terms of the instrument to assess FLA, Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) established a 33-item 
questionnaire, called Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) to measure language anxiety. On the 
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basis of this, a plethora of studies have been conducted on language anxiety. The results are inconsistent. Some 
studies have shown a positive relationship between language anxiety and language achievement (e.g., Liu, 2006; 
Oxford, 1999), whereas most of others have shown that language anxiety is negatively related to language 
achievement (e.g., MacIntyre, 1999; Horwitz, 2001; MacIntyre, Noels, Clement, 1997). That is, the more 
proficient learners get, the less anxiety they experience. Horwitz (2010) explained the confusing results was due 
to the multi-faced conceptualization of anxiety. Many researchers still have doubt about the specificity of L2 
anxiety. For example, MacIntyre (1989) and Aida (1994) questioned that test anxiety is a general anxiety 
problem, which is opposed to the concept that L2 anxiety is specific. With respect to the FLCAS scale, Sparks 
and Ganschow (1991, 1996, 2007) have interrogated the validity of the scale and maintained that the scale 
measures language skills, not L2 anxiety levels. They have also criticized the FLCAS excludes native language 
skills or foreign language aptitude. Because the present study explores several latent variables, each of which 
contains several items of questions. To save the time on answering the questionnaire, Papi’s (2010) scale was 
adopted, which includes only six items to evaluate the L2 anxiety.  

In research on motivation, goal setting plays a vigorous role. Locke (1968) stated that employees were motivated 
by specific goals and appropriate feedback. Furthermore, working toward a goal provided a major source of 
motivation to actually reach the goal–which, in turn, enhanced performance. Locke further revealed that a 
relationship existed between a goal and people's performance. That is, specific and difficult goals led to better 
performance than vague or easy goals. Locke and Latham (1990) emphasized the need to set specific and difficult 
goals for better performance. In setting goals, challenging goals are a better alternative, and sustained efforts will 
activate to achieve goals. If a person fails, it is because of the insufficient efforts or deficient knowledge.  

Goal setting can be effectively used to numerous domains. The success of goal setting counts upon taking 
consideration of the mediators and moderators with regards to efficacy and applicability. Locke and Latham 
(2006) maintained that four mediators are between goals and performance: (1) Compared with moderately 
difficult, easy, or vague goals, high goals lead to greater effort and/or persistence. (2) The function of goals is to 
direct attention, effort, and action toward goal-relevant behaviors. (3) The requisite task knowledge and skills 
affects the effects of goals. (4) Goals may stimulate one to use potential ability, stored relevant knowledge, and 
search for new knowledge. Locke and Latham (1990) also stressed that the key moderators of goal setting are (1) 
feedback, which aids people to trace their progress; (2) commitment to the goal, which is strengthened by 
self-efficacy and taking the goal as important;(3) task complexity, that task knowledge is hard to acquire; and (4) 
situational constraints, which means the goal will be modified according to the situation.  

In their article, Locke and Latham (2006) further pointed out that a learning goal boosts or increases 
metacognition—namely, planning, monitoring, and evaluating progress toward goal realization. The findings in 
Brown et. al (2005) supported the concept that goals affected performance only when overload was low. Goals 
can be allocated by others, be set jointly with others, and be self-set. In the self-set goals, self-regulation is the 
key to accomplish the goals. Since the questionnaires for goal setting are usually in the form of open questions, 
which make it hard for the quantified evaluation. Therefore, the researchers developed a 7-point Likert scaled 
questionnaire for the ease of quantifying the responses from the participants. The validity and reliability has been 
tested to reach the criteria before distributing to the respondents. 

For a long time, SLA research on learning strategies focused largely on how learning strategies were applied in 
the procedure of achieving language learning goals (e.g., O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). There are 
some conundrums on language learning strategies research: the ambiguous definition, and the assessment 
instrument (e.g. Ellis 1994; Skehan 1989; Dӧrnyei & Skehan 2003). Self-regulation is a course during which 
people organize, and manage their learning behavior. Dӧrnyei (2005) argued for the need to conduct research on 
the process of how learners perform control over their learning. Winne and Perry (2000) claimed that the nature 
of self-regulating capacity is about an aptitude. In addition, it is teachable and can be influenced by experience:  

Self-regulated learning is now modeled as a “developable” aptitude—an aptitude that changes incrementally 
with experience and instruction—for dynamically adapting how one changes with tasks. (Winne, 1996, p. 330)  
Therefore, learners’ former learning experience may influence learners’ developmental level of self-regulating 
potential. Self-regulation of learning includes learners setting their learning goals, selecting appropriate 
strategies, retaining motivation, and monitoring and appraising academic progress (Zimmerman, 2000). This 
takes learners’ capabilities to control over their thoughts, emotions, behaviors as well as the learning context. 
Thoughts means the competency beliefs; emotions include anxiety aroused while learning; behaviors refers to 
how people cope with a learning task; learning context is the surroundings of learning (Pintrich & De Groot, 
1990; Zimmerman, 1998). The motivation can be consciously regulated and observed. The concept of 
self-regulation has a lot in common with self-determination theory. Reeve et al. (2008) claims that “autonomous 
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self-regulation is associated with autonomous motivation and is characterized by a sense of volition and choice” 
(p. 225). For self-regulated learning strategies, Pintrich (2004) proposed four classifications: (a) learners are 
energetically establishing meaning, setting goals, and deciding strategies; (b) learners have the ability to control 
their learning; (c) the strategies are not random but goal-oriented; and (d) the strategies reconcile the relationship 
between personal and environmental characteristics and achievement or performance. Likewise, Kuhl (1985) 
suggests six action-control strategies, and they can be categorized into four subsets— (a) controlling cognition, 
including attention strategies, encoding strategies, and information control strategies; (b) controlling 
motivation—incentive-escalation strategy;(c) emotional control strategies and (d) environmental strategies. 
Besides, Corno & Kanfer (1993) evaluated related research and then divided volition strategies into two 
types—covert strategies and overt ones. Covert strategies include (a) metacognition control, (b) motivation 
control and (c) emotion control. Overt strategies are related to control; they contain (a) control the task situation 
and (b) control others in the task setting.  

On the basis of the taxonomies of Kuhl (1985) and Corno & Kanfer (1993), Dornyei (2001) puts forward a new 
theoretical conceptualization of self-regulation strategies in SLA. Five types of control strategies are categorized. 
They are (a) commitment control, which stipulates goal commitment; (b) metacognitive control, which aids 
learners maintain attention; (c) satiation control, which helps lessens the feeling of boredom; (d) emotional 
control, referring to emotional management;(e) environmental control, helping learners create an appropriate 
context for study. Furthermore, the empirical study conducted by Tseng, Dornyei & Schmitt (2006) provided 
support for the validity of Dornyei’s (2001) taxonomy. Tseng et. al (2006) recommend a new approach of a L2 
learners’ strategic learning to be an alternative to the traditional scales used to quantify language learning 
strategy use. Tseng applied the measurement to different studies (e.g., Tseng, 2008; Tseng, 2017) and found the 
scale could attain high reliability and strong validity. Hence, the present study employed this measurement to 
assess the participants’ self-regulatory strategies in L2 learning. 

2. Method 
2.1 Purpose of the Study 

Based on the theoretical considerations, a hypothesized model is constructed and tested in order to confirm the 
relationships among L2 anxiety, self-efficacy, self-regulatory strategies, goal-setting, intended effort and the 
academic achievement. The hypotheses are formulated as follows:  

H1: L2 anxiety can predict the results of self-efficacy, goal-setting strategies and self-regulatory strategies. 

H2: Goal-setting is a significant predictor of self-regulatory strategies and then influences academic 
performance. 

H3: Self-regulatory strategies are positively related to academic performance. 

H4: Intended effort functions as a mediator in the process that self-efficacy and self-regulatory strategies exert 
their influences on academic performance. 

2.2 Participants 

The sample consisted of 356 senior high school students who were learning English as a foreign language in 
Taiwan, with 198 males and 158 females, 15-19 years of age. The participants all speak Mandarin Chinese as 
their first language. They had been studying English since 10 years old. English is an important subject not only 
because it is a compulsory school subject to the participants but also a subject of the entrance college 
examinations, which is a general situation in Taiwan.  

2.3 Instrument 

The instrument used in this study involved a self-report questionnaire focusing on the motivational measures 
based on Papi (2010) for L2 anxiety, Piniel & Csizer (2013) for self-efficacy, Tseng et al. (2006) for 
self-regulatory strategies and goal setting created by the researcher tailed for the participants in this study. The 
questionnaire contains 60 7-point Likert type items ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree. The 
internal consistency coefficients of the scales range from .81-.95, which indicates a satisfying reliability of the 
questionnaire. Table 1 presents the Cronbach Alpha value, number of items and the sample item of each 
subscale.  

(1) Self-efficacy: 14 items from Piniel, & Csizer(2013)  

(2) L2 anxiety: 6 items from Papi (2010),  
(3) Goal setting: 14 items  
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(4) Self-regulatory strategies: 26 items basically from Tseng et al. (2006)  

The items were originally used for evaluating the learners’ strategies in learning English vocabulary. However, in 
this study, the researcher modified the description into evaluating the participants’ strategies for learning overall 
English. 

(5) Intended efforts: 6 items, adapted from Taguchi et. al. (2009) 
(6) Academic performance: four categories, including vocabulary, cloze tests, filling-in, and reading 
comprehension presented in the form of multi-choice 
 

Table 1. Reliability coefficients, numbers of items and sample items the subscales 

Subscales 
N of 

items 

Cronbach 

Alpha 
Sample item 

Self-efficacy(reading) 2 .86 I believe that I can read English silently well in class. 

Self-efficacy(speaking) 2 .86 I am confident that I can speak English well in class. 

Self-efficacy(writing) 2 .83 I am thinking that I can write a good English composition in class. 

Self-efficacy(listening) 2 .87 I understand the English listening questions and answer them right in class. 

Self-efficacy 

(overall feeling) 
6 .95 I am confident that I can complete tasks well in English class. 

L2 anxiety 6 .95 If a foreigner asked me for direction in English, I would feel nervous. 

Goal setting 

(learning goals) 
5 .90 I would set specific goals for my learning. 

Goal setting 

(task strategy) 
3 .87 My goals will be compared with my progress. 

Goal setting 

(feedback) 
2 .83 Encouraging remarks from others is important for me. 

Goal setting 

(task complexity) 
4 .89 Complex projects will be broken down into small tasks. 

Self-regulatory 

strategies 

(situational) 

4 .86 
Once the fresh feeling of learning a new grammar/word disappears, I become 

impatient. 

Self-regulatory 

strategies 

(emotional) 

4 .84 When I feel stressed about learning English, I know how to overcome this feeling. 

Self-regulatory 

strategies 

(environmental) 

4 .86 
While I am studying English and the learning place becomes unsuitable, I know 

how to solve the problem. 

Self-regulatory 

strategies 

(commitment) 

4 .88 When I am learning English, I have personal techniques to achieve my goals. 

Self-regulatory 

strategies 

(metacognitive) 

4 .87 When learning English, I know how to stay focused on my study. 

Self-regulatory 

strategies 

(skill mastering) 

6 .93 When in English class, I volunteer to answer as much as possible. 

intended efforts 6 .93 I am ready to put a lot of effort into learning English. 

Academic performance 4 .81 
four categories, including vocabulary, cloze tests, filling-in, and reading 

comprehension presented in the form of multi-choice 

 

For the academic performance part, the question number of each category is ten, with a total number of 40 
questions on the test paper. In the process of coding the questionnaire, the number “1” means the learner answer 
one question right; “10” means the learner answers 10 questions right. This scale of academic performance can 
be regarded as a 10-point scale with four categories. The Cronbach Alpha (α) = 0.81 ≥0.7 is considered 
acceptable. 



ies.ccsenet.

 

The Englis
by a teach
questionna

Data Colle

The partic
influence t
of academ
questionna
teachers m

The Hypot

 

Based on t
form a mo
“－”sign in
L2 anxiety

3. Results
3.1 Model 

Table 2 rev

 

Table 2. M

 

The chi-sq
(CFI), the 
mean squa
index that 
threshold. 
had a good
 

org 

sh version of th
her who taugh
aire was pilote

ection and Ana

cipants were i
their grades. T

mic performan
aire on individ

monitoring them

thesized Mode

the aforementi
odel as the abo
ndicates a pos

y are hypothesi

 
Evaluation 

vealed the resu

Model fit index

Mod

 

Acc

Hyp

quare/df ratio 
Tucker-Lewis

are error of ap
did not meet 
It is normal fo

d overall fit wi

he questionnai
ht Chinese lit
d among 102 s

alysis: 

informed that 
The students sp
nce was execu
dual differences
m. It took 50 m

el: 

Figure 1. T

ioned discussio
ve figure. The
itive influence
ized as negativ

ults of model e

es for the hypo

del fit indexes 

ceptable fit 

pothesized model 

(x2=799.95, d
s index (TLI),

pproximation (R
the acceptabl

or some indexe
ith the empiric

Internation

ire was transla
terature. Befo
students other

the survey w
pent approxima
uted one wee
s. This test wa

minutes to answ

The hypothesi

on, the six late
e hypothesized
e or negative in
ve, whereas oth

evaluation. The

othesized mod

X2/df GFI

<3 >.9

1.90 .90 

df=421, p<.01)
, the incremen
RMESA) all r
e thresholds (a
es to not confo

cal data. The re

nal Education Stu

29 

ated into Mand
re administeri
than the partic

was only for a
ately 20 to 25 m
ek after the p
as held simultan
wer the test. Th

ized model of s

ent variables a
d paths between
nfluence in a p
hers are hypoth

ey support the

del 

AGFI CFI

>.9 >.9

.89 .98

), the goodnes
ntal fit index (
reached or exc
adjusted good
orm to the maj
esults were pre

udies

darin Chinese b
ing it to the
cipants in the m

academic rese
minutes comp
participants fi
neously at diff
he data were c

six latent varia

and the hypoth
n variables are
particular path.
hesized as pos

acceptability o

TLI IFI NF

>.9 >.9 >.9

.98 .98 .96

ss-of-fit index
(IFI), the norm
ceed acceptabl
dness-of-fit ind

ority trend in 
esented in Figu

by the author a
students in th

main study.  

earch and thei
leting the ques
inished the pr
ferent classes w
oded in AMOS

ables 

hesized relation
e given a numb
. Note that the 
sitive.  

of the hypothe

FI RMESA 

9 .05<x<.08 

6 .053 

(GFI),the com
mal fit index (
le fit threshold
dex [AGFI]) a
SEM, so the h

ure 2. 

Vol. 12, No. 3;

and was then e
he main study

ir reply would
stionnaire. The
revious sectio
with the homer
S 23.0 version

 

nships among
ber. A “+” sign
paths connect

esized model.

mparative fit i
(NFI), and the
ds. The only on
lso approache

hypothesized m

2019 

dited 
y, the 

d not 
e part 
on of 
room 
.  

them 
n or a 
ted to 

 

index 
 root 
ne fit 
d the 

model 



ies.ccsenet.

 

 

A further 
improvem
with self-r
significant
C.R. absol
self-efficac
significant
in Figure 3

 

Table 3. M

 

4. Discuss
The result
self-efficac
aforementi
a language
motivated 
worse or 

org 

examination 
ments were nec

regulatory strat
tly different le
lute value=0.1
cy over achie
t level. So thes
3. 

Model fit index

M

 

A

Fi

sions 
ts indicated t
cy, self-regul
ioned variable
e learner feels,
in the proces
failing to live

Figur

of the streng
cessary for the
tegies (Path 7,
evel. Likewise
144, p>.05), in
evement (Path
se paths were 

Fig

es for the final

Model fit indexes 

Acceptable fit 

inalized model 

that the level 
latory strateg
es are negative
, the less self-e
ss of setting pe
e up to the ex

Internation

re 2. The result

gths of the ca
e hypothesized
, the critical ra
e, the causal r
ntended effort
h 6, C.R. val
eliminated fro

gure 3. The resu

lized model 

X2/df GFI A

<3 >.9 >

1.86 .91 .

of L2 anxie
gies, goal-sett
ely correlated w
efficacy one ha
ersonal goals
xpectations. F

nal Education Stu

30 

ts of the hypoth

ausal relations
d model (Figur
atio (C.R.) abs
relationships fo
over achievem

lue= 0.965, p
om the model.

ults of the fina

AGFI CFI T

>.9 >.9 >

.92 .98 .9

ety has a grea
ting process,
with the L2 an
as, the fewer s
to achievemen

For the intend

udies

hesized model

ships among t
re 2). The cau
solute value is
for L2 anxiety
ment (Path 14
p>.05) were n

The results of

alized model

TLI IFI NFI

.9 >.9 >.9

98 .98 .96

at impact on
and academ

nxiety. This de
elf-regulatory
nt, and therefo

ded effort, the

l 

the six latent 
usal relationsh
0.528, p>.05)

y toward inten
4, C.R. value= 
not strong eno
f the finalized 

RMESA 

.05<x<.08 

.052 

the following
mic achievem
emonstrates tha

strategies one
ore makes per

e result showe

Vol. 12, No. 3;

 

variables, se
hip for self-effi
 does not reac
ded effort (Pa
0.515, p>.05)

ough to reach
model were sh

 

g latent varia
ment. All of
at the more an
e will exert, the
rsonal perform
ed that there i

2019 

veral 
icacy 
h the 

ath 4, 
) and 
h the 
hown 

ables: 
f the 
xiety 
e less 

mance 
is no 



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 12, No. 3; 2019 

31 
 

significant relationship between L2 anxiety and intended effort. This indicates that however anxious a language 
learner may be, the effort one put forward will not be diminished.  

In terms of the role of self-efficacy, it directly predicts the strength of learners’ goal-setting process. With the 
mediator of goal-setting, it indirectly influences learners’ academic performance as well as the self-regulatory 
strategies. The results indicate that the more self-efficacy a language learner holds, the more likely the 
goal-setting process can be carried out. Moreover, the more self-efficacy one possesses, the better the academic 
performance is. The findings are consistent with previous research which examines the relationship between goal 
setting and self-efficacy (Bailey, 1999; Cheung & Cheng, 1997; Schunk, 1991; Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997). In 
addition, the strength of self-efficacy contributes to the self-regulatory strategies one will manipulate. 
Furthermore, the level of self-efficacy has a connection with the intended effort one exerts. It means that more 
efficacious language learners put more efforts in learning a target language, and therefore achieve success. This 
finding is in line with previous studies (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Pajares & Urdan, 2006; Zimmerman, 2000). 

In the present study, self-efficacy serves as the prerequisite of goal-setting. The relationship is positive. This is in 
line with Carroll et al. (2013). In the current study, the result shows that the more efficacious a participant is, the 
more challenging goals are set. Goal-setting in turn affects the academic performance and the efforts exerted into 
the tasks. Therefore, to perfect the achievement, the intensity of self-efficacy cannot be ignored. As for the 
influences of self-efficacy on self-regulatory strategies, the statistics result shows that there is no direct 
connection between participants’ self-efficacy and the use of self-regulatory strategies. However, with the 
mediators of goal-setting and intended efforts, the strength of self-efficacy indirectly associated with 
self-regulatory strategies. Only after the participants clearly hold their personal belief in their ability do they set 
concise goals and put into considerable efforts to carry out the strategies in order to accomplish the academic 
tasks.  

The role of goal setting: 

In the present study, Goal setting positively correlates with self-regulatory strategies, intended effort, and 
achievement. This result is consistent with previous studies (Fu, 2011; Mukherjee, 1965; Wang & Zhang, 2010). 
Goal-setting is a prerequisite of self-regulatory strategies in that setting goals involves a lot of metacognitive, 
and cognitive approach. For example, the student needs to gauge personal ability and then decide how much 
effort and time be dedicated to achieving the goals. The approach, or strategies, parallel the innate traits of 
self-regulatory strategies. Some research even indicates that a portion of self-regulation includes learning how to 
make proximal goals in order to accomplish more distal ones (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Zimmerman, 2000).  

To achieve the goals, intended efforts should be exerted to ensure the results. For example, the students need to 
spend some time studying the subject English. With the strategies and efforts, the learners can improve their 
performance and achieve their goals. These variables are closely correlated with each other.  

For the participants in the present study, they need the teachers’ guidance to set their learning objectives. In the 
process of setting goals, the participants can better understand their inner thoughts and underlying potentials. The 
goals should be set for short-term use, because learners’ need and motivation are dynamic. The outlying factors 
may have an influence on learners’ goals. The goals need to be modified after a certain period of time in order to 
fit the learners’ real situation. With the change of the goals, the strategies to accomplish the task should be 
reorganized. The cognitive, meta-cognitive, emotional, environmental and other strategies should be modified as 
well. For example, the learners should overcome the feeling of abandoning or frustration. They also need to 
reconsider and reorganize their study plan. On the other hand, though the short–term goals are reset and revise 
from time to time, the overall long-term goal needs to be stable so that the learners can have a definite aim and 
strong determination to reach the overall long-term goal. Through the interaction of self-regulatory mechanism 
and goal-setting process, the learners can make better performance in academic achievement.  

5. Implication and conclusion 
This study aims at constructing a model to evaluate the causal relationship among the following variables: 
self-efficacy, L2 anxiety, goal-setting, self-regulatory strategies and their influences on academic performance. 
The statistical results of the final model indicate the model is a suitable model that can adequately explains the 
interrelationship between all the latent variables for the language learners in Taiwan. The L2 anxiety functions as 
the predictor of self-efficacy, goal-setting, and self-regulatory strategies. The more anxious a second language 
learner gets, the lower self-efficacy the learner possesses. The more anxiety a language learner senses, the less 
challenging goals are set, and the fewer strategies employed to accomplish academic requirements. The goals the 
learner sets influence the strategies used, and also influences the efforts put into the task. To encourage the 
learners to set the learning objectives can help them improve their academic performance. However, the intensity 
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of anxiety needs to be reduced so that the level of self-efficacy can be elevated and then challenging goals can be 
set. With specific goals being set, intended efforts can be instilled and self-regulatory strategies can be used to 
accomplish the complex academic tasks.  

The limitation is that the sample is selected from one senior high school, the results may not be able to be 
generalized across the EFL context. The eventual objective of teaching is to lead the learners to learn 
independently. With the exploration of the interrelationship of the individual differences, the educators can have 
a deeper insight of the learners’ inner selves. 
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