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Chapter 2

Motivafing Learners to Speak as
Themselves

EMA USHIODA

introduction

For over a dozen years now, I have been interested in the twin areas of
motivation and autonomy in language learning and their interactions. By
interactions, I mean interactions in a practical sense, in terms of how
motivation and autonomy interact in learner behaviours and classroom
practices; and I also mean interactions in a conceptual sense, in terms of
how these two constructs of motivation and autonomy have been
theorised and developed in somewhat different traditions of inquiry,
reflecting different literature bases, philosophies and research para-
digms, and yet clearly these constructs share much in common. To put it
simply, we might say that motivation theory has broadly developed in a
positivist cognitive paradigm, which is characterised by psychometric
measurement and the development of abstract computational models of
mental processes and learning outcomes and behaviours. This is true for
both mainstream motivational psychology as well as the specific field of
language learning motivation research. Autonomy theory, on the other
hand, originated in the very different domain of political and moral
philosophy; and autonomy theory in language education has broadly
developed in a constructivist paradigm, grounded in specific contexts of
practice and the needs and concerns of particular learners.

Within the language learning motivation field, which has a rich
history of over 40 years of research, I am regarded as representing
something of an ‘alternative’ perspective, since I bring to the analysis of
motivation a particularised, contextually grounded and qualitative angle
of inquiry, influenced in no small measure by my engagement with the
autonomy literature. This “alternative’ perspective goes against the grain
of much mainstream language learning motivation theory to date, which
has been concerned more with the general than the particular, with
statistical averages and relations rather than rich descriptive analysis. As

1
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I will argue in this chapter, if our pedagogical concern is to engage the
motivation of particular (rather than generalised) learners, then we need
a theoretical perspective that addresses its uniquely personal and
.noﬁmmxgm:% grounded nature. In this regard, I will further argue that
Insights from autonomy theory and practice can usefully inform our
analysis of motivation, and in particular, I will discuss how processes of

engaging, constructing and negotiating identities are central to this
analysis.

Motivation Theory and Practice: Abstract Models, not
People .

. Motivation has traditionally been characterised as an individual
difference (ID) variable that is implicated in learning success, alongside
other ID variables such as aptitude, personality, anxiety or cognitive style
(for a recent overview of ID research in second language acquisition
Amﬂ>.v\ see Ellis, 2008: 643-723). Dérnyei (2005: 4) describes ID constructs
as “dimensions of enduring personal characteristics that are assumed to
apply to everybody and on which people differ by degree’. Ironically,
however, despite its theoretical focus on how people “differ’ from ozm
,mzoﬁrmw or from some kind of normative standard, ID research concerns
itself not with the unique characteristics of particular individuals, but
with the shared characteristics of particular types of Emwim\z&m
>D.nrona in psychometric approaches to the measurement of wmmmonmy.
traits, ID research deploys measurement techniques and statistical
procedures that make certain assumptions about the normal distribution
of wm.amnima traits in a given population. As I have argued elsewhere
(Ushioda, 2009: 215-216), one might say that ID research focuses not on
differences between individuals, but on averages and aggregates that
FB.UU .ﬁomﬁrma people who share certain characteristics such as high
Intrinsic motivation or low self-efficacy. In pursuing rule-governed
patterns linking cognition, motivation and behaviour, such research
depersonalises learners, who are treated simply as abstract bundles of
<m~.~m§mm s0 that, as Bandura (2001: 2) wryly notes, ‘it is not people but
wrm.z, componentized subpersonal parts that are orchestrating courses of
action’.

. Thus, in Ushioda (2009), T have argued instead for what I call a ‘person-
In-context relational view’ of motivation. By this, I mean a focus on real
persons, rather than on learners as theoretical abstractions; a focus on
E.m agency of the individual person as a thinking, feeling human being
with an identity, a personality, a unique history and background, SEM
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goals, motives and intentions; a focus on the interaction between this
self-reflective agent, and the fluid and complex web of social relations,
activities, experiences and multiple micro- and macro-contexts in which
the person is embedded, moves and is inherently part of. My argument is
that we need to take a relational (rather than linear) view of these
multiple contextual elements, and see motivation as an organic process
that emerges through the complex system of interrelations.

This focus on the individuality of the person and on the contextually

grounded and relational nature of motivation does not reflect a purely
theoretical interest in how we conceptualise motivation. As I indicated in
the Introduction, if our pedagogical concern is to engage the motivation of
particular (rather than generalised) learners, then we need a theoretical
perspective that addresses its uniquely personal and contextually
grounded nature. A problem with the traditional computational models
of motivation that have dominated the field is that they seek to make
generalisable predictions about what kinds of motivation might lead to
what kinds of learning behaviour in what kinds of context, and thus to
identify what kinds of pedagogical intervention might be needed to change
maladaptive patterns of motivation and so improve learning behaviours
and outcomes (Ushioda, 2009: 218). Translated into classroom practice,
such models thus promote a view of motivation as essentially controlled by
the teacher through various techniques and strategies, rather than as
actively shaped through personal meaning-making, intentionality and
reflexivity. Moreover, such models focus teachers’ attention on generalised
types of learner behaviour and attitude and how to deal with them, rather
than on how to engage with the complex and uniquely individual people in
their classrooms: people who bring particular identities, histories, goals
and motives; people for whom learning a language is just one small part of
their lives; people who are not just ‘language learners’ and who perhaps do
not see themselves in these terms.

Autonomy Theory and Practice: People, not Abstract
Models

In contrast to the literature on language learning motivation, as Riley
(2003: 239) observes, a key characteristic of writing on autonomy is its
concern with the learner as a fully rounded person, with a social identity,
situated in a particular context. In language classrooms that seek to
promote autonomous learning, it seems that this concern is translated into
pedagogical practices that encourage students to develop and express
their own identities through the language they are learning - that is, to be
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and to become themselves so that as Lj
, ittle (2004: 10 it, ‘

learn becomes part of what they are’. A it har ey

This is vividly demonstrated in L

. : egenhausen’s (1999) com i

Ws&wﬂm ow muwm:mr conversation practice among Hm-%mm?oww O@%MWMMM

amsh children learning English in differe i

. e : nt kinds of clas
m%SSﬁBQ@. Socialised in traditional textbook-based oOEBEMWM%M
classrooms in Gymnasium and comprehensive schools, the German

Exampie 1

W” %\WS\ how old is your father?

- My father is forty years old. And how old is

M . our father?
S: Fifteen years old. How old is your mother? you father
I My mother is thirty-nine years old.
S: How old are you?

I 'm twelve. How old are you?
W“ HHS m Mym%m? W/Emﬁ are your foreign languages?

: orei ,
o memmw 8h languages are Sport, Textil. What are your foreign
W” Ww\ foreign languages are Biologie, Textil and German

: Ehm. .
S: Oh, ah how ah how ne, what is the name of your father?

I The na i : 7
ot me of my father is Felix. And what is the name of your

S: mrg\\ﬁrm name of my father is ah Bernd, ah.
I: What's the name of your mother?

S: Ehm, ah, my mother’s name is Mari
v , an, aria. And ‘
(Legenhausen, 1999 166-167) ¢ yourmother's name?

&mmwm HMM wmwrmw ﬂﬂmba\ the Danish children have been exposed to a
Of classroom culture that promotes aut i
oon onomous learnin
W&Mam EM% @ﬁ%ﬁm activities of their own choice and according to Emw
needs and interests, and ‘do not constr
. : , 3 ue a contrast between
authentic and didactic tasks (Legenhausen, 1999 181). Thus, when asked
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to talk in pairs, they engage their own motivations, identities and personal
interests in their conversations, since this is how they have been socialised
to use and think of English, i.e. as a means of developing and expressing
their own identities and engaging with the world. Their conversations
also proceed in a far more natural and organic fashion and exhibit the
interactional features of authentic communication (see Example 2).

Example 2

L: What should we talk about, Claus?

C: I don’t know, we could talk about our music group ‘Big Engine’.
L: Yeah, that’s a good idea —

C: I think it’s fun. Now we have to play, ah, record our tape.

L: Yeah, the first time.

C: Yeah, it’s very exciting. I have made a cover to our tape at home.
L: That one you showed me?

C: Yes.

L: The only thing it’s beautiful.

C: Beautiful?

L: Yes

C: It’s lovely. (Laughing)

L: I think it’s good, too.

C: Yes.

(Legenhausen, 1999: 167)

Analysing the contrasts between the German and Danish children’s
conversations, Legenhausen draws attention to the critical relationship
between the language classroom and the world of the children’s lives
outside the classroom. As he argues, whether the classroom is seen as an
integrative constituent part of the life surrounding it, or is seen as
separate from real life, will have a major impact on the kinds of target
language communication that take place in the classroom, and on the
degree to which those learning the language are enabled to ‘speak as

themselves’ instead of merely behaving as ‘language learners” practising

language (Legenhausen, 1999: 171).

Speaking as Themselves: Motivation and ﬁnzmnozac_m‘
identities
What happens then to motivation when students are encouraged to

‘speak as themselves’ and to express and engage their identities through
the language they are learning? I will refer here to another interesting

i
]
!
|
|
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knowledge of the language, rather than expressing their identities and
speaking as themselves through the language.

The notion of transportable identities connects strongly with
Legenhausen’s (1999) emphasis on bridging the worlds inside and outside
the classroom, since transportable identities by definition extend beyond
the physical boundaries of the classroom and beyond teacher—student
roles and relationships. However, an important critical issue raised by
Richards (2006: 72) towards the end of his paper is that engaging students’
(and teachers’) transportable identities in the language classroom will
necessarily involve an investment of self, with all the emotional, relational
and moral considerations that this entails. One can imagine classroom
contexts where such an investment of self may be perceived or
experienced as uncomfortable or threatening, and where students may
prefer not to invoke particular transportable identities in their talk. Here
too, I would argue that insights from autonomy theory and practice are
relevant: essentially, a key pedagogical principle in this regard is one of
enabling students to exercise autonomy or choice in terms of which
aspects of their identity they wish to engage and are motivated to express.

By contrast, the motivational consequences of not orienting to students’
transportable identities when they try to give expression to these seem
potentially rather detrimental, as is implicit in this telling example of
teacher feedback and error correction from Scrivener (1994: 19):

Student: I am feeling bad. My grandfather he die last weekand [am ...
Teacher: No — not die — say died because it’s in the past.

In short, to the extent that we as teachers invoke and orient to
students’ transportable identities in the classroom and engage with them
as ‘people’ rather than as simply ‘language learners’; to the extent that
we encourage and create opportunities for them to ‘speak as themselves’
and engage and express their own preferred meanings, interests and
identities through the medium of the target language; the more likely
that students will feel involved and motivated to communicate and thus
to engage themselves in the process of learning and using the language.

Of course, the argument I am developing will hardly seem new to
many classroom practitioners. The notion of engaging our students’
identities is something that many experienced language teachers have
intuitively recognised as important, and is a principle that has often
found its way into the language teacher training literature in the shape of
buzzwords like learner-centred teaching, authentic communication, persona-
lisation and so on. In fact, without wishing to sound too provocative,
I believe that this is very much a case where practice leads and where
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theories are, in fact, value based and identity oriented. Of course, at a very
general level, it seems a rather obvious thing to say that motivation and
identity are linked in this way, i.e. that there is an intimate connection
between our goal-directed behaviours and the identities we pursue;
between the activities we engage in and the social groups we want to
identify with; between what we do and the kind of person we see
ourselves as or want to become. However, as Kaplan and Flum (2009)
point out, it is only fairly recently that motivation researchers have really
begun to explore these connections and to re-theorise motivation in
education in terms of socially grounded value-based and identity-
oriented frameworks, and to reframe existing motivational theories
such as self-determination theory (La Guardia, 2009) and expectancy-
value theory (Eccles, 2009) in relation to constructs of identity.

In the language education field too, we have begun to re-theorise
motivation in relation to concepts of self and identity, particularly in
terms of one’s aspirations towards certain kinds of linguistic or cultural
identity, or towards valued personal or professional identities that are
defined, in part, by proficiency in particular languages (Dérnyei, 2005,
2009; Dérnyei & Ushioda, 2009). This push to re-theorise language
learning motivation in relation to self and identity has not just been
prompted by developments in the mainstream motivational literature
in education. It has also been shaped by growing critical debates within
the SLA field about the relevance of Gardner’s (1985) notion of
integrative motivation in the modern globalised world, particularly
where the learning of English as the target language is concerned, given
the status of English as an international language and, increasingly, as a
basic educational skill in many curricula (e.g. Ushioda, 2006), and given
the complex sociolinguistic realities of language use and identity in ,
postcolonial world Englishes contexts (Coetzee-Van Rooy, 2006).

This re-theorising of language motivation in relation to self and identity
has been spearheaded in particular by Dédrnyei, who conducted a large-
scale longitudinal survey of Hungarian teenagers’ language learning
attitudes and motivation (Dornyei & Csizér, 2002; Dornyei et al., 2006),
spanning the period from 1993 (just after the fall of Communism) to 2004
(on the eve of Hungary’s membership of the European Union) and
comprising data from over 13,000 learners. Although an integrative
motivation factor emerged consistently strongly in the longitudinal
analysis, this factor was underpinned by both practical instrumental
motivation as well as positive attitudes to target language speakers. This
composite finding led Dérnyei and Csizér (2002) to speculate that the
process of identification theorised to define integrative motivation
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as Kaplan and Flum (2009) explain, by linking motivation with identity
goals and identity formation, we bring into focus more long-term
developmental processes and personal trajectories that contribute to
and are shaped by current situated motivational processes. Students’
engagement in school, their choices, struggles and negotiations are
clearly affected by and in turn influence who they think they are, who
they think they want to be and who they actually become (Kaplan &
Flum, 2009: 76). Moreover, as McCaslin (2009) explains, who I am or want
to be is also defined in terms of who I am not or do not want to become.
As Brophy (2009) emphasises, this perspective on the developmental
trajectories of motivation and identity underlines the critical importance
of socialisation in promoting motivation towards adaptive values and
identities, and away from those that are less desirable. Identities grow
and change, partly in response to encouragement and pressure from the
culture at large, or from socialisers, peers and significant others within
one’s social circle; and these emerging motivational dispositions and
identities can solidify and develop into core values and more long-term
stable identities (Brophy, 2009: 155).
In this connection, involving students in making relevant choices and
decisions about their learning may facilitate this process of alignment
towards culturally valued adaptive values and identities (Ryan et al., 1992;
Ushioda, 2003). However, as McCaslin (2009: 138) points out, in many
educational settings, involving students in making meaningful choices is
not always a possibility and opportunities for learning to make choices
are not equitably distributed. Nor is choice necessarily the prime
expression of individual motivation and identity. McCaslin suggests
that struggle and negotiation may also guide the emerging dispositions and
identities of students, since struggle and negotiation promote particular
response patterns (e.g. striving, compliance, resistance, adaptation),
which express and inform motivation and identity. When students are
enabled to voice opinions, preferences and values, align themselves
with those of others, engage in discussion, struggle, resist, negotiate,
compromise or adapt, their motivational dispositions and identities
evolve and are given expression. As McCaslin (2009: 139) argues, these
motivations and identities are shaped, in part, by the social relationships
that support and validate them; or as she writes: “‘What we do and in
connection with whom inform who we might become’ (McCaslin, 2009:
137-138). Thus, she regards participation in opportunity and interpersonal
validation as crucially important in the development, socialisation and co-
regulation of students’ motivation and identities. In other words, it is
through social participation in opportunities, negotiations and activities
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Chapter 3

Joining Forces for Synergy:
Agency and Metacognition
as Interrelated Theoretical

Perspectives on

Learner Autonomy

XUESONG GAO and LAWRENCE JUN ZHANG

Introduction

In the last two decades, the emergence of sociocultural perspectives on
language learning has challenged the domination of cognitive theories
in language learning research (Block, 2003; Sealey & Carter, 2004;
Zuengler & Miller, 2006). Researchers endorsing sociocultural perspec-
tives contend that language learning is also a social act related to
learners’ identity formation in addition to the cognitive process taking
place in the learner’s mind (Donato & McCormick, 1994; Norton &
Toohey, 2001; Zuengler & Miller, 2006). In such research, context or real-
world situations are considered ‘fundamental, not ancillary, to learning’
(Zuengler & Miller, 2006: 37), while in research endorsing cognitive
perspectives, context may be treated as a variable modifying the internal
acquisition process occurring in individual minds.

Due to the increasing popularity of sociocultural perspectives, the
current debate on autonomy in the field has begun to expand its research
horizon by incorporating these new perspectives and new concepts, such
as identity and agency (Palfreyman, 2003; Ushioda, 2009). As indicated
by Zungler and Miller (2006), there is some rising tension among
researchers as to whether or not the two paradigms, namely, socio-
cultural and cognitive, should be regarded as two worlds parallel or
complementary to each other. Likewise, in learner autonomy research,
agency as a sociological/sociocultural construct and metacognition as
a cognitive construct have often been viewed as two worlds apart. Ina
debate between Palfreyman (2003) and Wenden (2002), Wenden's (2002)
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