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Abstract

Two hundred Chinese and 160 German college students completed two surveys about their self-efficacy beliefs
and self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies learning English in China and Germany. All participants took an
English language test to measure their English proficiency. Cronbach’s alpha was used to check the internal
consistency of the surveys, and confirmatory factor analysis was employed for the construct validity. Factorial
invariance of the self-efficacy survey was tested between Chinese and German students. Both surveys turned out
to be reliable and valid with satisfactory goodness-of-fit indices. The self-efficacy survey was found to have the
same latent structure between Chinese and German students. The SRL strategy survey, however, was found to
have a different latent structure. Mean differences between Chinese and German students were compared with
multivariate analysis of variance, and relationships between self-efficacy, SRL strategies, and English
proficiency were examined with structural equation modeling. Chinese students reported a lower level of
self-efficacy beliefs but their English proficiency was not significantly different in comparison to German
students. Their use of SRL strategies was not significantly different, either. Statistically significant relationships
were noted between self-efficacy, use of SRL strategies, and English language test scores. Female students
reported higher levels of self-efficacy beliefs but gained lower scores on the English language test in both
countries. Implications of the results are discussed for English language instruction in both countries. Future
studies are recommended to use the same English language test in two countries and to use a balanced sample
between male and female students.
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1. Introduction

English language is spoken in 188 countries and is the official language of 83 countries. As a result, English is
considered “world language” and is used as an official language for all international conferences. College
students in most non-English speaking countries are required to take English language courses to meet the need
of internationalization and communications with people outside of the country. In China, for example, most
students start to learn English in elementary schools, and college students are required to take four hours of
English courses each week during the first two years and have to pass a national-level standardized test (College
English Test Band Four) in order to receive their diplomas in most universities. English is also a major subject
test for the admission to graduate schools in China. In Germany, English is the prevailing foreign language
taught at secondary schools and is also compulsory in almost all elementary schools across the country. Although
more and more study programs are beginning to design courses in English as a lingua franca, English is not the
official academic language at university level. Although Chinese and German students are similar in the English
language learning context, the cultural and linguistic differences make it important to examine similarities and
differences in their process of learning English. This paper focuses on Chinese and German college students’
self-efficacy beliefs and their use of self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies in learning English as a foreign
language.
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1.1 Self-Efficacy, Self-Regulation, and Academic Achievement

Self-efficacy is defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to
produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 3) and is part of the self-regulation process. The process of
self-regulation consists of three phases: forethought, performance, and self-reflection (Zimmerman, 2000). The
forethought phase includes processes and beliefs that precede efforts to learn, such as motivation, self-efficacy,
goal-setting, and planning. Among these concepts, self-efficacy is most often misinterpreted and often confused
with similar constructs like self-concept, self-esteem, and self-confidence.

Some scholars viewed self-concept as a global construct and operationally defined it as a composite score from
multiple scales such as behavior, academic status, physical appearance, anxiety, happiness, and satisfaction
(Byrne, 1996; Piers & Harris, 1964). This practice, however, was criticized for its failure to distinguish activities
in different domains (e.g., Bong, 2006; Marsh, 1992; Marsh, Byrne, & Shavelson, 1988). These scholars claim
that self-concept consists of competence judgments coupled with evaluative reactions (e.g., Bong & Clark, 1999;
Pajares, 1996; Schunk, 1991). Therefore, the common factor between self-concept and self-efficacy is perceived
competence. Self-esteem is a general sense of worth and reflects how one feels about one’s achievement in a
specific domain (Byrne, 1996; Damon & Hart, 1982).

The performance phase refers to processes that students focus on to complete a task and optimize their
performance. Examples of these processes include attention control, keeping records, and monitoring. The
self-reflection phase refers to processes associated with self-observation, such as self-evaluation. During this
phase, students compare information about their performance with a standard or goal and ascribe causal meaning
to the results. They make a judgment about whether an unsatisfactory result is due to their limited capability or
insufficient effort.

Self-regulation and self-efficacy are related constructs in which self-efficacy is perceived to be a subcomponent
of self-regulation. Self-regulation reflects any effort individuals make to modify their responses through
inhibiting impulses and substituting them with different approaches that lead to desirable outcomes; thus,
individuals with strong self-regulation tend to be highly self-efficacious (Luszczynska, Gutierrez-Dona, &
Schwarzer, 2005). Not all strategies are self-regulated learning (SRL) strategies. Pintrich (2004) proposed four
important assumptions for SRL strategies: (a) learners are actively constructing meaning, setting goals, and
choosing strategies; (b) learners have the potential to control the direction of their learning; (c) the strategies are
goal-oriented rather than random; and (d) the strategies mediate the relationship between personal and contextual
characteristics and achievement or performance.

The relationships between self-efficacy, SRL strategies, and academic achievement have been studied
extensively in the domains of first language English writing and mathematics education (e.g., Boekaerts &
Cascallar, 2006; Pajares & Valiante, 2002; Pape & Wang, 2003; Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006; Zimmerman &
Martinez-Pons, 1990). Studies of these relationships in the context of learning English as a foreign language,
however, are limited (Huang, Lloyd, & Mikulecky, 1999). Therefore, it is crucial to study students’ self-efficacy
beliefs and SRL strategies in the context of foreign language learning process. Self-efficacy is malleable and
content specific (Klassen, 2004). These beliefs and strategies vary as a function of tasks and contexts (Bong,
2002; Pintrich & Schunk, 1996). Studies about gender differences in the development of self-efficacy beliefs
suggest that social persuasions and vicarious experiences are critical to women’s self-efficacy beliefs whereas
mastery experience is critical to men’s self-efficacy (Zeldin, Britner, & Pajares, 2008). Gender differences in
self-efficacy beliefs in mathematics were no longer noticed after receiving proper performance feedback for
middle school students (Schunk & Lilly, 1984).

1.2 Self-Efficacy and Self-Regulation across Cultures

In cross-cultural studies, lower self-efficacy for self-regulation was found in Singapore students than in Canadian
students (Klassen et al., 2009). Similarly, Al-Harthi (2010) reported that Arab students’ perceived self-regulation
was lower than that of American counterparts, and they attributed the difference to culture effect (future
orientation).

While it is suggested that self-efficacy is a universal and one-dimensional construct, differences in perceived
levels of self-efficacy were found between countries (Scholz et al., 2002). Studies examining self-efficacy across
nations indicated that Asian students reported lower self-efficacy beliefs despite outperforming their counterparts
in academic achievement (Scholz et al., 2002; Yan & Gaier, 1994). Specifically, several cross-cultural studies
about self-efficacy beliefs claimed Chinese students were more likely to report lower levels of self-efficacy
beliefs when compared to European and American students (Earley, 1999; Eaton & Dembo, 1997; Salili et al.,
2001; Scholz et al., 2002; Schwarzer & Born, 1997). When comparing Asian nation groups, differences were
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found among Asian students in different countries. Students in Hong Kong and Japan reported lower
self-efficacy scores than did students from Indonesia, with students from Japan reporting the lowest scores
(Schwarzer, Born, Iwawaki, Lee, Saito, & Yue, 1997). An examination of general self-efficacy across German,
Poland, and South Korea also suggested cross-cultural differences in which the Korean sample reported lower
self-efficacy scores than did the German and Poland (Luszczynska, Scholz, & Schwarzer, 2005) samples.
Gender differences were also found in cross-cultural studies; in particular, significant gender differences
emerged in the Chinese sample in which women obtained lower self-efficacy scores than men (Scholz et al.,
2002; Schwarzer, BaBler, Kwiatek, Schroder, & Zhang, 1997).

Researchers have postulated that attributions may account for differences in perceived self-efficacy in that effort
and hard work are more highly valued than ability in collective cultures; as a result, self-efficacy tends to be
reported lower in collective cultures than in individualistic cultures (Eaton & Dembo, 1997). Moreover,
differences in the perceived self-efficacy scores across nations may reflect variations in linguistic and cultural
backgrounds, which might moderate the associations between self-efficacy and related constructs (e.g.,
self-regulation) (Eaton & Dembo, 1997; Salili et al., 2001). Therefore, investigating linguistic effects on
students’ self-efficacy in relation to self-regulated learning strategies is warranted.

1.3 Measurement of Self-Efficacy and Self-Regulation

Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), published in 1990, was developed by a group of
scholars at the University of Michigan. The psychometric properties of MSLQ, which consists of 6 motivation
subscales and 9 learning strategy subscales with 81 items, were examined (e.g., Barker & Olsen, 1995; Pintrich,
Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993; Sachs, Law, Chan, & Rao, 2001). These 15 subscales can be used together
or separately. One of the subscales is “Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance,” which is composed of 8
items. These eight items measure student beliefs of how well they can succeed in an undergraduate course, but
cannot measure the specifics of language learning as self-efficacy needs to be tailored to the particular domain of
interest (Bandura, 2006). Other subscales of MSLQ are about goal orientation, task value, expectancy, cognitive
and metacognitive strategies, and resource management strategies, none of which was designed for English
language learners.

In the field of teaching English as a second or foreign language, Oxford (1990) developed the Strategy Inventory
for Language Learning (SILL) to measure three direct language learning strategies (cognitive, memory, and
compensatory) and three indirect language learning strategies (metacognitive, affective, and social strategies).
The reliability and validity of information provided by SILL have been examined (Green & Oxford, 1995; Hsiao
& Oxford, 2002). SILL has been used in a variety of languages and countries (Oxford, 1996; Nisbet, Tindall, &
Arroyo, 2005; Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995). The strategies included in SILL, however, focused heavily on
language acquisition. Although some of the strategies in SILL could be considered SRL strategies, SILL does not
reflect the three phases of self-regulation defined by Zimmerman (2000) or the four assumptions of
self-regulation articulated by Pintrich (2004). Incorporating self-regulation into the field of language acquisition,
Oxford (2011) developed the S’R model of language learning, which is a dynamic interaction of strategies
(cognitive, sociocultural-interactive, and affective) and metastrategies (metacognitive,
meta-sociocultural-interactive, and meta-affective). Following Pintrich’s (2004) theoretical framework of
self-regulation, a group of scholars suggest that measurement of self-regulation should be dynamic and should
identify self-regulation in action (Ainley & Patrick, 2006; Turner, 2006).

The literature review suggests a need to investigate the relationships between self-efficacy, SRL strategies, and
achievement in learning English as a foreign language. As a result, the purposes of this study are three folds: (a)
to examine the psychometric properties of the self-efficacy survey with Chinese and German students; (b) to
compare the self-efficacy, SRL strategies, and achievement of Chinese and German college students; and (c) to
see how the relationships between these constructs differ between Chinese and German college students.

2. Methods
2.1 Procedure and Participants

Participants were recruited through university professors at one university in Germany and another university in
China, both located in mid-size cities. The data for this study were collected among prospective foreign language
teachers studying English either as their major or minor subject in an undergraduate teacher training setting.

After removing students with incomplete responses, data from 200 students in the Chinese university and 160
students in the German university were used. Of the 200 students in China, 58 (29%) were male and 142 (71%)
were female. Of the 160 students in Germany, 31 (19%) were male and 129 (81%) were female. All Chinese
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students were in the second year of the college whereas most (92%) of the German students were either in the
first year (65%) or in the second year (27%). Chinese participants (M = 20.03, SD = 1.11) were relatively
younger than German participants (M = 21.69, SD = 2.80). This difference was statistically significantly different
from zero, ¢ (357) = 7.66, p < .001, with a medium effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.78).

2.2 Instruments
2.2.1 Self-Efficacy Survey

The Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (QESE) consists of 32 items (Appendix A). Each item asks students
to make judgments about their capabilities to accomplish certain tasks using English in listening, speaking,
reading, and writing contexts. An examination of the rating scale structure with Item Response Theory (IRT)
showed that participants reliably distinguished response categories, and the item hierarchy was consistent with
the expected item order (Wang, Kim, Bong, & Ahn, in press). Previous studies with Chinese and Korean college
students (Wang et al., in press) confirmed the four distinct factors and a second-order common factor. The
common factor is named as English Self-efficacy whereas the four factors are named as Listening Efficacy
(Items 1, 3, 9, 10, 15, 22, 24, and 27), Speaking Efficacy (Items 4, 6, 8, 17, 19, 20, 23, and 30), Reading Efficacy
(Items 2, 12, 16, 21, 25, 26, 29, and 32), and Writing Efficacy (Items 5, 7, 11, 13, 14, 18, 28, and 31). The
internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was .96, test-retest reliability was .82, the concurrent validity was .55,
and the predictive validity was .41 (see Wang, Wang, & Li, 2007 for detailed reliability and validity information).
Students were asked to rate their capabilities on a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (I cannot do it at all) to 7 (I can do
it very well).

2.2.2 Self-Regulated Learning Strategy Survey

The Questionnaire of English Self-Regulated Learning Strategies (QESRLS) includes 67 items (Appendix B).
Each item describes an SRL strategy commonly used in studying English and falls into one of the 12 categories:
Self-Evaluation (Items 8, 30, 58, and 65), Organizing and Transforming (Items 2, 13, 16, 18, 21, 26, 32, 34, 37,
38, 40, 44, 45, 50, 57, 60, 63, and 64), Rehearsing and Memorizing (Items 14, 22, 24, 28, and 43), Seeking
Social Assistance (Items 6, 12, and 19), Persistence (Items 5, 9, and 20), Seeking Opportunities (Items 23, 29, 39,
46, 48, 52, 54, and 66), Taking Records (Items 1 and 4), Self-Consequence (Items 15 and 53), Goal-Setting
(Items 7, 10, and 11), Reviewing Records (Items 3 and 51), Use of Native Language (Items 33, 41, 47, 49, 55,
and 67), and Interpretive Guessing (Items 25, 27, 31, 35, and 59). The context ranges from cognitive components
to generally accepted English learning strategies, including strategies such as goal-setting, making adjustment,
and seeking social assistance. Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) was .96, test-retest reliability was .88,
concurrent validity was .62, and predictive validity was .57 (see Wang et al., 2007 for details). Students were
asked to respond by circling one of the four choices: 0 = “I never use it,” 1 = “I seldom use it,” 2 = “I sometimes
use it,” and 3 = “I often use it.”

2.2.3 English Language Test

All participants completed an English language test after taking the surveys. The English language test is English
grammar based in both countries and covered content areas in tense and semantics. The English language test in
Germany was consisted of two parts. In Part I, verbs as infinitives were given in brackets, and students were
asked to put the verbs in correct tense and form. In Part II, students can choose one of the options. In one option,
students were given two sentences, each of which reflects a single grammatical difference. Students were asked
to describe the semantic differences and explain how tense and semantic rules caused the differences. In another
option, students were given sentences with or without grammatical mistakes with respect to tense and semantics.
Students had to identify the mistakes and correct them. The total score of the English test in Germany is 40 (20
points for each part). The English language test in China was also consisted of three parts. Part I is in multiple
choice format, and students were expected to choose the best word in tense and form to fill in a sentence. Part II
is reading comprehension, where students were given four texts that they had to read and answer questions about
the information in the texts. Part III is translation, where students were given sentences in Chinese and had to
translate them into English. This part was graded by the number of grammatical and semantic mistakes students
made in translation. The total score of the English test in China was 100. The English language test score in
Germany was converted to percentage afterwards for the sake of comparison to that in China.

2.3 Data Analytical Procedure

First, single group CFA was conducted for each group to assess the overall model fit of the self-efficacy survey
using the ;(2 statistic, Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA), Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI). The 2-index
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presentation strategy (i.e., SRMR coupled with another index) suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) was not used
because they were based on very restrictive assumptions (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004) and cautions to use this
strategy was raised by Fan and Sivo (2005). Following our previous research (Wang et al., in press), a two-level
four-subconstruct measurement model was chosen for the CFAs. The first level was self-efficacy, and the second
level consisted of the four subconstructs: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.

Second, multigroup CFA was conducted to test the factorial invariance across the groups with LISREL 8.8
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 2006). Different levels of factorial invariance between the student groups were tested
through the following three steps: (a) all parameters were freely estimated (Model 1, baseline model); (b) the
factor loadings were constrained to be equal for each pair of the four dimensions of self-efficacy across the
groups (Model 2); and (c) factor loadings and error variances were constrained to be equal for each pair of the
four dimensions of self-efficacy across the groups (Model 3). Significant changes in ;(2 and changes in CFI

values of .01 or above were used to flag significant differences when testing the models (Cheung & Rensvold,
2002).

Third, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed to examine differences in the mean self-report of
self-efficacy across the two groups of students. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to see if
the groups differ on the combination of the four subconstructs of self-efficacy. Group differences in self-efficacy,
self-regulation, and achievement in learning English (measured by the English language test) were also
examined with MANOVA by controlling gender differences.

Fourth, structural equation modeling was employed to examine the relationships between self-efficacy beliefs,
use of SRL strategies, and English language test scores with consideration of the measurement error.

Finally, participants were put into two groups by their responses in the survey (QESRLS) to the question about if
they read a passage first before answering questions about the passage or read the questions first then find the
answer in the passage. The variable created to represent these two groups is a dummy variable “passage” with
“0” standing for reading the passage first and “1” standing for reading the questions first. Median score of their
responses was used to split them into two groups. Three-way MANOVA was used to see if students differ on the
combination of their English language test scores and self-efficacy beliefs with independent variables of country
of origin, gender, and passage.

3. Results

CFAs were conducted separately for each group to assess the fit of the four-factor model of QESE to the data.
Results indicated that the two-level four-construct model was not rejected, suggesting that the model adequately
represented the factorial structure of self-efficacy (NNFI = .96, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .10, and SRMR = .08 for
the Chinese students; NNFI = .97, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .08, and SRMR = .07 for the German students). See
Table 1 for detailed information about the goodness of fit indices and Figures 1 and 2 for the latent and item
structure of QESE.

Table 1. Model fit indices for self-efficacy survey

df Ratio GFI AGFI NFI NNFI CFI SRMA RMSEA 90%LL 90UL

China 1357.92 460 295 .70 .66 95 .96 .97 .08 099 093 110
Germany 94426 460 205 .73 .69 .94 97 97 .07 081 074 089

Note. GFI=Goodness of Fit, AGFI=Adjusted Goodness of Fit, NFI=Normed Fit Index, NNFI=Non-Normed Fit
Index, CFI=Comparative Fit Index, SRMR=Standardized Root Mean Residual, RMSEA=Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation.
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Figure 1. Structure of self-efficacy survey (German students)
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1.0

Figure 2. Structure of self-efficacy survey (Chinese students)

In testing factorial invariance, Model 1 was used as the baseline model with which the more constrained models
(i.e., Model 2 and Model 3) were compared. The results of the invariance tests are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Test of invariance by group and model

Model df %2 Adf  Ay2 CFI ACFI SRMR
Model 1 945  2593.76 - - .96 - .09
Model 2 948  2593.76 3 0.00 96 .00 .09
Model 3 984 267020 36 76.44 96 .00 12

Note. (1) CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; (2)*p < .05.

In Model 1, all fit values showed good fit of the data, suggesting that the factorial pattern of QESE was similar
across Chinese and German college students. These students appeared to have a similar pattern of their
self-efficacy beliefs. In Model 2, the factor loadings were imposed to be equal across the groups. The CFI
difference ( A CFI) between Model 1 and Model 2 was equal to zero and the SRMR fit values stayed the same
from Model 1 to Model 2, suggesting that factor loadings were invariant across the groups. When both the factor
loadings and error variances were imposed to be equal across the groups (Model 3), the A CFI was still zero but
the SRMR value increased by .03, indicating that Model 3 is also acceptable. The increase of SRMR values from
Model 2 to Model 3 suggested that Model 2 fit our data better than Model 3. In summary, there was not a
significant difference in the error variances between Chinese and German college students, and the factor
loadings were the same across the groups. These results make it possible to compare the mean constructs
between the two groups of students.

3.1 Mean Comparisons of QESE

Table 3 displays the means and standard deviations for all QESE constructs, Cronbach’s alpha for each construct,
and correlation coefficients between each construct.

Table 3. Means (standard deviations) and correlation coefficients of self-efficacy

Group Self-Efficacy Listen Speak Read Write
China Self-Efficacy - 92%* 95%* 94%* 95%*
(n=200) Listen -- 81* 84%* .80%*
Speak -- 83%* 90%*
Read -- 84x%
M (SD) 4.64 (0.88) 4.34(0.92) 4.80 (0.99) 4.73 (0.90) 4.70 (0.94)
Alpha .97 .93 .90 .89 .89
Germany Self-Efficacy -- 90%* 92%* 93%* 92 %%
(=160)  isten - AR 84 T3
Speak -- 18%* .88**
Read -- Wi
M (SD) 5.59(0.71) 5.60 (0.81) 5.69 (0.78) 5.58(0.74) 5.51(0.74)
Alpha 97 .88 .90 .89 .89

One-way ANOVA indicated that German students (M = 5.59, SD = 0.70) were more efficacious than Chinese
students (M = 4.64, SD = 0.88), F' (1, 349) = 112.34, p < .001, r]2 =.24. Same results were found for each QESE
subscale. In general, female students (M = 5.21, SD = 0.96) were more efficacious than male students (M = 4.90,
SD =0.88), F (1, 349) = 5.64, p = .02, #* = .02. Same results were found for each QESE subscale.

3.2 Mean Comparisons of QESE, QESRLS, and Achievement

Descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alpha about QESRLS and its subscales are presented in Table 4 for Chinese
students and Table 5 for German students.
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Table 4. Means (standard deviations) and correlation coefficients for SRL strategies (Chinese students)

SEV ORG REH SEK PER OPP REC CON GOA REV LAN GUS M (SD) Alpha

SRL O7FE Q1R F 65¥¥  34%k 60F*  75¥¥  S5¥¥ A4k JIFF 50%% DoRk .66%* 1.71(0.35) .92

SEV - SRR 30%x Q3wk 3Rk 3@k 40k DOk 43Rk A4k 3Rk 50%x 19](0.6]) .64
ORG - 58K ORE AREE G0%E  47%x 3Rk g0Rx SRk 44wx 60%*F 175(0.51) .88
REH - 12 D24%%  Ad4RE 3Rk 3wk 43wk 4ewx 35k 34% [ 65(0.55) .62
SEK - 26%%  20%F 0% 13 8% 09 .06 12 1.50(043) 33
PER - 38K 3EEE Q7R 4Q%F 6% 23FF S54%% 222(0.60) .66
OPP - 20%% 33k 5Ewk 35wk gQkk 35kx 142(0.60) .83
REC - 19k 3gER 4Dk 5% g%x 175(0.66) .32
CON - 22%% Q7% 27%x 8% 189(0.70) 35
GOA - 39%% 27%x  A1*% 169(0.70) .64
REV - 22%%  32%x 186(0.74) .51
LAN - 31%% 1.74(0.58) .69
GUS —  217(052) 65

Note. SRL = self-regulated learning; SEV = self-evaluation; ORG = organizing and transforming; REH =
rehearsing and memorizing; SEK = seeking social assistance; PER = persistence; OPP = seeking opportunities;
REC = taking records; CON = self-consequence; GOA = goal-setting; REV = reviewing records; LAN = use of
native language; GUS = interpretive guess; * p <.05; ** p <.01.

Table 5. Means (standard deviations) and correlation coefficients for SRL strategies (German students)

SEV ORG REH SEK PER OPP REC CON GOA REV LAN GUS M(SD) Alpha

SRL A3E o 74%% SRR 3eFE 38%x oS5%F 33%x 6%k 4% 33%x - 1e* 29**  1.68(0.23) .79

SEV -- 31 16* 11 26%% .06 23%k 0 24%% 6%k 31** 06 -.05 2.42(0.44) 42
ORG - 39%% 11 18%* 25%x 21 12 A4qxx o 21xx 31x* 19* 1.44(0.36) .70
REH -- 23%% .08 16* 27%% 14 A0FE1T7* 26%* .10 1.01(0.50) .49
SEK - .08 25%% 16* .01 .16* 16* -.14 -.10 1.50(0.42) .37
PER -- 24%% .07 A1 .02 11 -.08 .08 2.50(0.43) .37
(0)3 - .09 .04 -11 .04 -30%* 12 1.63(0.59) .74
REC -- .03 22%% 0 27%% 06 -.08 1.86(0.54) .20
CON - 13 12 .06 .14 1.59(0.63) .12
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GOA - A9% 20%% 02 1.31(0.61) .50
REV - 01 02 2.580.40) .15
LAN - 04 1.45(0.65) .75
GUS - 222(042) 35

Note. SRL = self-regulated learning; SEV = self-evaluation; ORG = organizing and transforming; REH =
rehearsing and memorizing; SEK = seeking social assistance; PER = persistence; OPP = seeking opportunities;
REC = taking records; CON = self-consequence; GOA = goal-setting; REV = reviewing records; LAN = use of
native language; GUS = interpretive guess; * p <.05; ** p <.01.

MANOVA did not identify a statistically significant interaction effect between gender and country of origin on
the combination of self-efficacy beliefs, use of SRL strategies, and English language test scores, F (3, 301) =
0.42, p = .74, 5* = .004. The main effects of country and gender, however, were both statistically significant: F (3,
301) = 52.65, p < .001, #* = .34 for the main effect of country of origin and F (3, 301) = 3.52, p = .02, * = .03
for the main effect of gender. The Box’ M test of equality of covariance matrices yielded a p-value of less
than .001, but the outcome was disregarded because this test was notoriously known to be sensitive and the
robustness of significance tests was expected when the sample sizes were approximately equal (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). Pillai’s trace, the pooled effect variances, was used instead of Wilks’ lambda for multivariate
statistical inference because of the advantage of Pillai’s criterion in terms of robustness when there was more
than one degree of freedom for effect.

Tests of between-subjects effects again failed to find any statistically significant effects of country of origin or
gender on the use of SRL strategies: F (1, 303) = 0.53, p = .47, #* = .002 for the main effect of country of origin
and F (1, 303) = 0.08, p = .77, #* < .001 for the main effect of gender. The main effect of country of origin,
however, was significant for the ratings of self-efficacy beliefs, F (1, 303) = 56.33, p < .001, 5* = .22. The main
effect of gender was also significant on the ratings of self-efficacy beliefs, F (1, 303) = 5.50, p = .02, #* = .02.
Female students (M = 5.11, SD = 1.00) reported significantly stronger self-efficacy beliefs than male students (M
=4.86, SD = 0.88). As for the outcome of English language test scores, the main effect of county of origin was
not significant, F (1, 303) = 2.39, p = .12, * = .008. The English language test scores of Chinese students (M =
66.70, SD = 8.49) and German students (M = 61.99, SD = 14.32) were not statistically significantly different.
The main effect of gender, however, was significant, F (1, 303) = 6.53, p = .47, * = .02. Male students (M =
67.50, SD = 7.71) achieved significantly higher scores than female students (M = 62.36, SD = 13.42) in English
language tests regardless of their country of origin.

As for the subconstructs of QESRLS, German students (M = 2.42, SD = 0.44) used more self-evaluation
strategies than Chinese students (M = 1.91, SD = 0.61), F (1, 357) = 81.10, p < .001, > = .19. German students
(M = 2.50, SD = 0.43) used more persistence strategies than Chinese students (M = 2.22, SD = 0.60), F' (1, 357)
=24.35, p < .001, 5* = .06. German students (M = 1.63, SD = 0.59) used more seeking opportunity strategies
than Chinese students (M = 1.42, SD = 0.60), F (1, 357) = 12.17, p = .001, #* = .03. On the other hand, Chinese
students (M = 1.75, SD = 0.51) used more organizing and transforming strategies than German students (M =
1.44, SD = 0.36), F (1, 357) = 42.04, p < .001, > = .11. Chinese students (M = 1.65, SD = 0.55) used more
rehearsing and memorizing strategies than German students (M = 1.01, SD = 0.50), F (1, 357) = 125.90, p < .001,
n* = .26. Chinese students (M = 1.89, SD = 0.70) used more self-consequence strategies than German students
(M =1.59, SD =0.63), F (1, 357) = 18.35, p < .001, > = .05. Chinese students (M = 1.69, SD = 0.70) used more
goal-setting strategies than German students (M = 1.31, SD = 0.61), F (1, 357) = 29.65, p < .001, * = .08.
Finally, Chinese students (M = 1.74, SD = 0.58) used more using native language strategies than German
students (M = 1.45, SD = 0.65), F (1, 357) = 20.79, p < .001, 772 = .06. There is no statistically significant
difference between Chinese and German students on the use of seeking social assistance, taking records, or
interpretive guessing strategies (p > .05).

The path diagrams of the structural model for the relationships between self-efficacy, use of SRL strategies, and
English language test scores were presented in Figure 3, for Chinese and German students, respectively.
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Achievement

Chinese Students

Achievement

German Students

Figure 3. Path diagram of the structural model for the relationships between self-efficacy, self-regulation, and
achievement in English language (* p <.05; ** p <.01)

An interesting result from Figure 3 is that the relationship between use of SRL strategies and English language
test scores was positive for Chinese students but negative for German students. Statistically significantly positive
relationships were found between self-efficacy and use of SRL strategies with both Chinese and German students.

183



www.ccsenet.org/jedp Journal of Educational and Developmental Psychology Vol. 3, No. 1; 2013

Similar results were noted for the relationship between self-efficacy and achievement.

When participants were split into two groups by the dummy variable “passage”, another interesting result
emerged: nearly half of the Chinese students (n = 92) reported reading the passage first, but only 25% of the
German students (n = 39) were in this category. Most of the German students (n = 119) and the other half of
Chinese students (n = 108) reported reading the questions first before reading the passage while working on a
reading comprehension exam. The distribution of these two groups of students in each country was statistically
significant, y 2(df = 1) = 17.29, p < .001. Three-way interaction effect between country of origin, gender, and
passage on the combination of self-efficacy beliefs and English language test scores was not statistically
significantly different from zero, F (2, 298) = 0.77, p = .46, #* = .005. The two-way interaction effect between
country of origin and gender was not statistically significant either, F (2, 298) = 0.01, p = .99, * < .001. The
two-way interaction effect between county of origin and passage, however, was statistically significant: F' (2, 298)
=3.09, p = .047, * = .02. The two-way interaction effect between gender and passage was also statistically
significant: F (2, 298) = 3.91, p = .02, * = .03. Tests of between-subjects effects revealed that the two-way
interaction effect between country of origin and passage was only significant on self-efficacy beliefs, ' (1, 299)
=3.90, p = .049, 5* = .01. Similarly, the two-way interaction effect between gender and passage was only
significant on English language test scores, F (1, 299) = 6.13, p = .01, > = .02. As a result, ANOVA was
conducted for each country for the outcome of self-efficacy and for each gender for the outcome of English
language test scores.

For German students, those who read the passage first (M = 5.83, SD = 0.63) reported stronger self-efficacy
beliefs than those who read the questions first (M = 5.53, SD = 0.71), F (1, 156) = 5.38, p = .02, * = .03. For
Chinese students, however, there was no statistically significant difference between those who read the passage
first (M = 4.58, SD = 0.87) and those who read the questions first (M = 4.69, SD = 0.88) with respect to their
self-report of self-efficacy beliefs, F (1, 198) = 0.78, p = .38, > = .004.

For female students, there was no statistically significant difference between those who read the passage first (M
=67.12, SD = 8.55) and those who read the questions first (M = 67.85, SD = 6.88) with respect to their English
language test scores, F (1, 159) = 0.36, p = .55, #* = .002. For male students, however, those who read the
passage first (M = 66.45, SD = 13.02) gained statistically significantly higher scores on English language test
than those who read the questions first (M = 60.65, SD = 13.27), F (1, 144) = 5.86, p = .02, > = .04.

4. Discussions and Implications

This study not only provided further evidence of validity information about QESE used to measure student
self-efficacy beliefs in learning English as a foreign language, but also established factorial invariance of QESE
between Chinese and German college students. The statistically significant relationships between self-efficacy
beliefs, use of SRL strategies, and English language test scores extended the findings related to these constructs
to the field of studying English as a foreign language from previous studies in first language English reading and
writing as well as in mathematics education (Bockaerts & Cascallar, 2006; Pajares & Valiante, 2002; Pape &
Wang, 2003; Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006; Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990).

Chinese students reported significantly lower levels of self-efficacy beliefs than German students in total
self-efficacy scores and each of the four subscale scores in listening, speaking, reading, and writing. These
findings support previous cross-cultural studies that claimed Chinese students were more likely to report lower
levels of self-efficacy beliefs in comparison to European and American students (Earley, 1999; Eaton & Dembo,
1997, Salili et al., 2001; Scholz et al., 2002; Schwarzer & Born, 1997) and extended the results to the domain of
learning English as a foreign language.

What is surprising in this study, though, is that female students were more efficacious than male students but
gained significantly lower scores on English language test regardless of their countries of origin. Previous
studies reported that female students were more motivated to study a foreign language and were more likely to
choose to study a foreign language than male students (Bacon & Finnemann, 1992). As women’s self-efficacy
beliefs were more likely to be influenced by social persuasions and vicarious experiences (Zeldin, Britner, &
Pajares, 2008), we expected female participants in this study to be more efficacious than male students. Although
we speculated that our self-efficacy survey focuses on communication skills whereas the English language test
focuses on grammar and syntax and our study is limited in that we have a relatively small sample of male
students (about 25%), the contradictory result of these participants’ self-efficacy beliefs with their English
language test scores is worthy of further investigations.

The relationship between the use of SRL strategies and English language test scores was positive for Chinese
students but negative for German students. This is also surprising because a positive relationship was expected
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based upon findings from previous research (Ainley & Patrick, 2006; Pape & Wang, 2003; Shih & Alexander,
2000; Zimmerman & Cleary, 2006). One interpretation is that QESRLS, developed with Chinese students, might
not be a good measure of the use of SRL strategies for German students potentially due to differences in cultural,
linguistic, and social context. Another interpretation is that German students do use different SRL strategies in
learning English in comparison to Chinese students. This interpretation was confirmed with our findings that
German students favor some particular SRL strategies while Chinese students favor some other SRL strategies.
This could also be due to the differences in instructional method in German and Chinese classrooms as SRL
strategies are process-based and vary according to context, domain, and classroom environment (Boekaerts &
Cascallar, 2006). Future studies should develop a unique measure of SRL strategies that reflects contextual
factors in German culture for German students.

Although no significant differences were found with respect to English language test scores between Chinese and
German students and between students who read the passage first and students who read the questions first when
taking English reading comprehension exams in general, differences within each country and for each gender were
found. In China, students who read the passage first and those who read the questions first were not significantly
different in their self-report of self-efficacy beliefs. In Germany, however, students who read the passage first were
more efficacious than those who read the questions first. Male students who read the passage first had significantly
better achievement than male students who read the questions first in English language test. This finding was not
found with female students. These findings should be interpreted with caution because the distribution of male and
female students in the Chinese sample and the German sample was not the same and the sample is quite
unbalanced in gender (only about 25% of the participants were male students). Although we are not certain if this
could be a reason for the unexpected results, further studies should consider using a more balanced sample
between two countries. Also, the English language tests used with the German sample and the Chinese sample are
not the same. The results would be more convincing and more generalizable if the same English language test
could be administered in both countries.

Implications of the findings to foreign language teaching and learning in China may include teachers advising
and encouraging the use and application of SRL strategies to students’ English learning. These strategies include
those that were reportedly less used by Chinese students in the present study, such as self-evaluation, persisting,
seeking opportunity, and reviewing records strategy. In particular, teachers may especially advise male students
to adopt the strategy of reading a passage first before reading the questions to generate answers for a reading
comprehension test. In addition, although Chinese students reported significantly lower self-efficacy beliefs than
German students, the outcomes of English language test scores were no different between the two groups. This
suggests that for Chinese students, perceived self-efficacy may not be a suitable predictor of academic
performance in relation to the academic achievement of its European and American counterparts. Instead, factors
in the cultural and societal context should be considered, such as levels of self-expectation, attributions, parental
expectation, fear of failure, and social values that may play more weights in the levels of academic performance
of Chinese students.
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Appendix A: Questionnaire of English Self-Efficacy (English Equivalent of the German Version)

Listening Efficacy:

Item 1: Can you understand stories told in English?

Item 3: Can you understand American English TV programs?

Item 9: Can you understand radio programs in English speaking countries?

Item 10: Can you understand English TV programs?

Item 15: If your teacher gives you an audio-recorded English dialogue about school life, can you understand it?
Item 22: Can you understand English movies without German subtitles?

Item 24: Can you understand English songs?

Item 27: Can you understand telephone numbers spoken in English?

Speaking Efficacy:

Item 4: Can you introduce your university in English?
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Item 6: Can you tell the directions to your classroom from your home/dormitory in English?

Item 8: Can you tell a story in English?

Item 17: Can you ask questions to your teachers in English?

Item 19: Can you introduce your English teacher in English?

Item 20: Can you discuss in English with your classmates some topics assuming all of you are interested?
Item 23: Can you answer your teachers’ questions in English?

Item 30: Can you introduce yourself in English?

Reading Efficacy:

Item 2: Can you finish your homework of English reading independently?

Item 12: When you read English articles, can you guess the meaning of unknown words?
Item 16: Can you understand the English news on the Internet?

Item 21: Can you read English short novels?

Item 25: Can you read English newspapers?

Item 26: Can you find the meaning of new words by using English-English dictionaries?
Item 29: Can you understand English articles about German culture?

Item 32: Can you understand new reading materials (e.g., news from the Time magazine) selected by your
instructor?

Writing Efficacy:

Item 5: If you have access to internet, can you release news on the Internet (e.g., facebook, twitter, blogs)?
Item 7: Can you write English compositions assigned by your teachers?

Item 11: Can you leave a message to your classmates in English?

Item 13: Can you make new sentences with the words just learned?

Item 14: Can you send emails in English?

Item 18: Can you make sentences with English idiomatic phrases?

Item 28: Can you write diaries in English?

Item 31: Can you write an article in about two pages about your English teacher in English?
Appendix B: Questionnaire of English Self-Regulated Learning Strategies

(English Equivalent of the German Version)

Self-Evaluation Strategies

Item 8: Check my English homework before turning it in.

Item 30: Proofread my English compositions when I complete writing.

Item 58: Adjust my reading speed according to the difficulty of the article.

Item 65: When I finish my English composition, I have a rest and then read it again to check whether it should be
revised.

Organizing and Transforming Strategies

Item 2: Write an outline before writing English compositions.

Item 13: Write an outline after reading an English article.

Item 16: Summarize the main idea of each paragraph when reading.

Item 18: Summarize the most important points of the whole English article after I read it.

Item 21: Pay attention to the English language structure during reading.
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Item 26: Classify new words in order to memorize them.

Item 32: When I listen to English, I pay attention to the stressed words or phrases in order to comprehend the
sentence.

Item 34: Use the title of an English article to help understand that article.

Item 37: When I read an English article, I imagine the scene described in the article in order to memorize what I
have read.

Item 38: Make a chart to summarize the grammatical points learned.

Item 40: Recite similar words all together to distinguish slight differences.

Item 44: Memorize English words whose pronunciations are similar.

Item 45: Memorize a new word by memorizing where I learn it.

Item 50: Memorize meanings of words by using prefixes and suffixes.

Item 57: Pay attention to the beginning and end of each paragraph in my English reading.
Item 60: Underline key points during my English reading.

Item 63: Make sure to write a topic sentence in each paragraph in writing.

Item 64: Make sure that the content of each paragraph supports its topic sentence in English writing.

Rehearsing and Memorizing Strategies

Item 14: Recite English texts in the process of studying English.

Item 22: Review flash cards of new words in order to memorize them.

Item 24: Read texts I have learned several times in order to recite them from memory.
Item 28: Write new words many times in order to memorize the spellings.

Item 43: Read new words repeatedly in order to memorize them.

Seeking Social Assistance Strategies
Item 6: Consult teachers when I encounter difficulties in the process of studying English.
Item 12: Search related documents when I have difficulties in the process of studying English.

Item 19: Ask classmates when I have questions in my English study.

Persistence Strategies
Item 5: Keep reading when I encounter difficulties in English reading.
Item 9: Read an English article several times if I don’t understand it at the first time.

Item 20: Listen to tape-recorded English several times if I cannot understand it for the first time.

Seeking Opportunity Strategies

Item 23: Listen to American or British radio broadcasts to improve my pronunciation.
Item 29: Use sentence patterns just learned to make new sentences for practice.

Item 39: Send emails to friends in English on my initiative.

Item 46: Try my best to find opportunities to practice my oral English.

Item 48: Watch English TV programs on my initiative.

Item 52: Listen to English radio programs on my initiative.

Item 54: Try to use various English expressions to express the same meaning.

Item 66: Use words just learned to make new sentences on my initiative.
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Taking Records Strategies
Item 1: Write down the mistakes I often make in the process of studying English.

Item 4: Take notes in English classes.

Self-Consequence Strategies
Item 15: Reward myself when I make progress in studying English.
Item 53: Have a break when I am tired during my English study.

Goal-Setting Strategies
Item 10: Make a study plan in the process of studying English.
Item 11: Set a goal to study English.

Reviewing Records Strategies
Item 3: Reread the English texts I have read in class.

Item 51: Review my notes of English class before examinations

Use of Native Language Strategies

Item 33: Use phrases in German which are similar to English words in pronunciation to memorize the English
words.

Item 41: Compare the similarities and differences between English and German.

Item 47: Consider how to say something in English in my mind before saying it out loud.

Item 49: When I listen to English, I translate it into German to help me understand it.

Item 55: Translate what I have read in English into my home language to help me understand it.

Item 67: Think out a composition in German before writing it in English.

Interpretative Guess strategies
Item 25: Guess the meaning of new words by considering the contexts.

Item 27: Guess what people mean by reading their expressions and movements when watching an English
movie.

Item 31: When I come across a new word which doesn’t hinder my comprehension, I skip it.
Item 35: When somebody speaks English, I guess what he/she will say according to what he/she has said already.
Item 59: Use my background knowledge to comprehend English articles.
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