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Students in most universities in non-English Speaking countries have limited 

opportunities to speak English in class. Self-regulated learning enables some self-

motivated students to find opportunities outside the classroom to have face to face 

and virtual interaction to enhance their English speaking. This study is intended to 

examine the level of self-regulated motivation of university students to improve 

their Speaking of English as a foreign language (SRMIS-EFL). Moreover, this 

study investigates if students' SRMIS-EFL differ among academic levels. 156 EFL 

students from an English Department in a private university in Jakarta took part 

in this study. Self-reported SRMIS-EFL questionnaire was used as the data 

collecting method. Descriptive and inferential statistical analysis were then 

conducted. The findings showed that the overall SRMIS-ELF level of students was 

high. Moreover, students used various self-regulatory motivation strategies to 

enhance their EFL speaking skills. As for the aspect of academic level, the results 

of this study shows that SRMIS-EFL of senior students are lower than SRMIS-EFL 

of junior students , and there is a statistically significant difference of students’ 

SRMIS-EFL across academic levels. The results of this study indicate that 

motivational regulation instruction should be included in EFL curricula to 

increase students’ awareness of motivational self-regulation strategies to enhance 

their self-regulated motivation. 
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INTRODUCTION                

One essential skill that helps lay the groundwork for lifelong learning is self-regulated 

learning, or SRL (Dent & Koenka, 2016). According to Zimmerman, B. J., and Schunk (Zimmerman, 

B. J., & Schunk, 2011). SRL is defined as a dynamic process in which learners actively engage and 

maintain thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that are methodically focused on achieving personal 

objectives. 

Due to university students’ need to self-organize their studies, SRL is particularly significant 

in higher education (Broadbent, 2017; Broadbent & Poon, 2015). Higher education students who use 



 

more effective SRL techniques do better academically (Schneider & Preckel, 2017) and report higher 

levels of study satisfaction (Liborius et al., 2019). 

In order to develop language competence, it is necessary to have both input and output. Input 

provides learners with exposure of the context-specific target language (Mackey, A., & Gass, 2015), 

while output enables them to produce written or spoken language (Swain, 1985). However, according 

to Dornyei (1990), some Setting in a foreign language does not provide sufficient input or 

opportunities for output, which results in more challenging language learning and requires learners 

to make more effort in learning the language. In this situation, an independent language learning 

process concerning what, when, how and where to learn  (Kellenberg et al., 2019) which is referred 

to as self-regulated learning (SRL) (Ore et al., 2018) becomes an alternative solution to deal with the 

complexities of learning foreign languages. Self-regulated learning is concerned with the regulation 

of various aspects of learning including cognitive, affective, behavioral, and motivational aspects.  

For enhancing their EFL speaking in university contexts where lecturers and students have 

limited opportunities to practice English speaking inside the classroom, some self-motivated students 

embrace SRL to create and catch opportunities to speak English outside the classroom. Moreover, 

they make use of in person and virtual human interaction supported by technology, to enhance their 

language learning (M Alotumi, 2020). With the support of available and portable technology such as 

mobile devices, university students could learn EFL anywhere(M Alotumi, 2020). SRL enables 

students to learn more flexibly in terms of time and place, which is energized by their motivational 

beliefs (Bai & Wang, 2021; Ge, 2021; Kryshko et al., 2020).  

Self-regulated Motivation (SRM) refers to  motivational orientation of Pintrich's (2004) SRL 

conceptual framework (Uztosun (2020). Furthermore, Uztosun (2020) defined SRM as techniques or 

tactics used by students to preserve their self-regulation (SRL) by controlling their motivational 

beliefs. Despite the evident necessity of integrating SRM into EFL instruction, few studies have been 

conducted in this area —as far as the researcher is concerned—looking into students' SRM to improve 

their EFL speaking. In the Indonesian context particularly, there has been no study concerning SRM 

for improving EFL speaking. Several existing studies on SRM have shown mixed results concerning 

the connection between self-regulated motivation of college students' and their gender and academic 

level (e.g. Sun & Wang, 2020; Teng & Zhang, 2020; Yan et al., 2020). This study is therefore intended 

to investigate EFL students' SRMIS-EFL in Indonesian higher education context and examine if 

students’ SRMIS-EFL differ across academic levels. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Self-regulated Learning (SRL) 

A number of descriptions concerning SRL have been suggested by different authors as it plays 

important role in the learning process (Uztosun, 2021). The term SRL encompasses various aspects 

of learning, including motivation, metacognition, and the regulation of cognitive skills and strategies  

(Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). Winne (1996) defined SRL with more emphasis on the function of 

metacognition; SLR refers to metacognitively guided behavior to regulate cognitive strategies when 

dealing with a learning task. As this study is concerned with students’ motivation to speak English 

outside the classroom for their Englis speaking skills development, the goal-oriented nature of SRM 

becomes relevant. A model which informed this study' theoretical framework is the model suggested 

by Pintrich (2004), which is based on the social-cognitive theory of Bandura (1986). 

In addition to some definitions of SRL conceptualized from an goal-oriented viewpoint, other 

definitions put emphasis on the SRL metacognitive aspect (Huh & Reigeluth, 2017). SRL was defined 

by Schunk, D.H., Zimmerman (2012) as the process by which students maintain and engage in 

thoughts, actions, and emotions that are methodically focused on achieving their objectives. This 



study is focused on the goal‐oriented perspective of SRL as establishing specific goals suitable with 

the nature of speaking is prominent to develop speaking skills.  

Self‐regulated learners control their behaviors while learning by activating their cognitive 

processes in ways suitable to the learning tasks. They control their emotion by developing positive 

states (e.g., self-confidence, and interest) and minimizing negative states such as anxiety and 

frustration.  Self-regulated learners are autonomous learners with a capacity to take control of their 

learning goals suitable with their learning contexts (Klimas, 2017) and other aspects of learning such 

as various learning strategies to achieve their goals (Barry J. Zimmerman, 2002). Moreover, self‐

regulated learners control their cognitive processes (Butler & Winne, 1995) and cope with difficulties 

in their learning (Hwang & Lee, 2019). They have a capacity to critically reflect on their learning 

experiences (Mekala, S., & Radhakrishnan, 2019) and develop internal feedback (Hattie, J., & 

Timperley, 2007). Instead of attributing failure to outside forces, they grow in self-awareness 

(Nakata, 2019). 

SRL places a strong emphasis on how students may consciously activate, sustain, and modify 

their affect, cognition, and behavior in order to meet their learning objectives (Barry J. Zimmerman, 

2013). SRL involves a cyclical and dynamic process wherein students must use a variety of 

techniques to actively manage their thoughts, convictions, observablele behaviors, and learning 

situations (Barry J. Zimmerman, 2013). As a result, SRL techniques incorporate a variety of elements 

to control motivation, social behavior, metacognition, and cognition in various learning environments 

(Oxford, 2017; Barry J. Zimmerman, 2013). Promoting SRL strategies necessitates motivational 

support to to assist students commence, sustain, and improve their learning efforts (Schunk, D.H., & 

Greene, 2018; Zimmerman, B.J., & Schunk, 2008). 

SRL incorporates various components of skills; determining learning objectives, utilizing 

effective learning strategies, monitoring learning progress, reorganizing the physical and social 

environment, managing time, self-evaluatinglearning strategies and results, and modifying future 

approaches (Barry J. Zimmerman, 2002). Restructuring the social context is one of the most important 

of these since it affects goal setting and can thus result in different goal pathways (Boekaerts, M., & 

Niemivirta, 2000). Thus, it is reasonable to say that students control their learning according to their 

understanding of the context, and that self-regulation is started by looking at the elements of the 

learning context (Boekaerts, M., & Niemivirta, 2000).  

This element is highly pertinent to the study's objectives because it highlights the need for 

effective analysis of the drawbacks of a monolingual learning environment and learning regulation 

to address issues with input/output opportunities. Enhancing foreign language speaking proficiency 

requires these components. Based on this presumption, this study defines self-regulating learners as 

people who take initiative to address the insufficient chances for input and output in their learning 

environments and actively search for new opportunities to learn and communicate in a foreign 

language. With its characteristics and requirements, SRL could promote academic achievement (Bai 

& Wang, 2020; Theobald, 2021), and self‐regulated learners could succeed in foreign language 

learning (Atay, 2022; Puspitasari & Ishak, 2023) 

Self-regulated Motivation (SRM) 

With regards to the motivational aspects, the term Self‐regulated motivation (SRM) is referred 

to as the degree to which students make an effort to establish, sustain, and encourage motivation 

(Christopher A. Wolters, 2003).   Several learning characteristics, including learner effort, 

perseverance, self-efficacy, outcome anticipation, and goal orientation, are likely to be impacted by 

SRM. (Huh & Reigeluth, 2017; Uztosun, 2021; Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). 



 

In the context of learning, SRM establishes the degree to which students start, continue, or 

increase their willingness to begin, put effort into, or finish a specific task or objective (Christopher 

A. Wolters, 2003). This perspective acknowledges SRM as the founder of SRL and highlights the 

highly driven nature of self-regulated learners (B. J. Zimmerman, 2021) who make a conscious effort 

to affect their motivation level, primarily by their intrinsic motivation (Wolters, C. A., & Benzon, 

2013). This calls for understanding the fundamental mechanisms that govern motivation and control 

ideas, and/or behaviors in order to make wise decisions, put in consistent effort, and/or persevere 

through learning activities (Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). 

The concept of SRM relates to Deci and Ryan's (Deci, E. L., & Ryan, 1985) self-determination 

theory (SDT) of motivation, which examines how self-determined and self-motivated a person's 

activities are. The theory is based on the idea that various motivational styles are linked to various 

regulatory styles and behavioral attributes. Deci and Ryan (2002) suggested different motivation and 

regulation types in the self‐determination continuum ranging from amotivation, extrinsic motivation, 

and intrinsic motivation. Amotivation, at the leftmost of the spectrum refers to nonregulation and 

non-self‐determined behavior. On the other hand, intrinsic motivation, which is at the right end of the 

continuum, deals with intrinsic regulation and self‐determined actions. Understanding the 

relationship between various motivation, regulation, and self-determined behavior requires an 

understanding of SDT and its continuum. 

Another view of SRM suggests that SRM comprises three important aspects: motivation 

awareness, motivation monitoring, and motivation control (Wolters, C. A., & Benzon, 2013). In order 

to control motivation, individuals need to learn about motivational regulating techniques and how to 

hold views about subjects, fields, and assignments (Uztosun, 2021). In order to regulate motivation, 

learners also need to monitor their motivation during their learning tasks. Moreover, learners have to 

understand what deliberate actions need to take to manage their effort, motivation, and perseverance.  

According to Wolters (2003), there are a variety of strategies that are applicable to regulate 

motivation. The first strategy is self‐consequating; a learner promises him/herself a reward after doing 

a task. Goal‐oriented self‐talk is another strategy when a learner reminds himself of his/her learning 

goal.  The third strategy is interest enhancement; a learner promotes interest toward the learning task. 

Other strategies include environmental structuring such as setting up a physical study environment, 

selhandicapping, such as blaming external factors for failure, control over attribution, such as 

attributing success internally, efficacy management, such as raising perceived level of self-efficacy, 

and emotion control, such as managing affect.  

SRM plays an important role in foreign language learning as it affects students' effort, perseverance, 

expectations for their results, and goal-orientedness (Huh & Reigeluth, 2017; Christopher A. Wolters, 

2003). In this present study, the term self‐regulated speaking motivation (SRSM) is used as the 

measure of how well students manage their intrinsic motivation to improve their speaking abilities. 

(Uztosun, 2021).  

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This study is intended to investigate Indonesian junior and senior EFL university students' 

SRMIS-EFL. Moreover, it looks at the connection between students' academic level and their 

SRMIS-EFL. 

 

Research Design  

Utilizing a quantitative survey design, this study investigates Indonesian EFL college 

students' overall level of SRMIS-EFL and examine the correlation between students' academic levels 

and their levels of RSMIS-EFL. Survey enables researcher to gain a numerical depiction of patterns, 



beliefs, and attitudes as well as to examine connections among a population's variables, by 

investigating the sample of the population (Creswell, John W., 2017). According to Cohen, L., 

Manion, L., & Morrison (2018), surveys are conducted to gather facts at a specific moment in time 

to characterize the nature of the current circumstances, or examining the relationships between 

specific events. In this study, data collection by means of questionnaire as the best instrument to 

measure students' motivational self-regulatory strategies (Dörrenbächer-Ulrich et al., 2021), was 

conducted during the 2021/2022 academic year. 

 

Subject 

The participants of the study comprised 156 students of a private university in Jakarta 

majoring in English at the English Department. 78 were juniors – first- and second-year students who 

were still having speaking courses, and 78 students were seniors – third- and fourth-year students 

who were no longer taking any speaking course. In an English as a foreign language learning context, 

students' opportunities to practice their speaking outside the classroom are limited. To get better at 

speaking in English as a foreign language, they must rely on themselves. As for the seniors, there are 

no longer any formal speaking courses offered in their curriculum. This study applied convenience 

sampling in where responders were selected in accordance with their availability and convenience 

(Creswell, John W., 2017). University students majoring in English at the Faculty of teachers training 

and pedagogy participated in this research voluntarily.  

Instruments 

 

This study applied online questionnaire to collect the data concerning students’ SRMIS-EFL. 

The questionnaire contained two primary sections; the first section was about demographics, and a 

modified online version of Uztosun's (2020) self-regulated motivation for improving speaking 

English as a foreign language (SRMIS-EFL) scale was included in the second section. The 

demographics section comprised two questions that aimed to gather data on the respondents' gender 

and academic level. However, the aspect of gender was excluded in this article since this study is 

intended to examine the levels of SRMIS-EFL across academic levels. The SRMIS-EFL scale's 

section incorporated four subsections. The first part is concerned with students' task value activation. 

It consists of sevenitems (items 1–7) which measure the importance of EFL speaking skill 

development for students. The second subsection deals with students' control over learning 

environment. This second part comprises five items (items 8–12), measuring the degree to which 

students surpassed the limitations of EFL environments with little input to be exposed to a variety of 

English-language references. The third subsection with three items (items 13-15) addressed 

regulation of affect. This subsection examined students' ability to control emotional aspects that can 

prevent them from becoming proficient EFL speakers. The fourth subsection comprising five items 

(items 16-20), are concerned with students' regulation of classroom environment. It assessed students' 

active engagement in classroom tasks and activities. Every item of the questionnaire was measured 

using a 5-point Likert scales ranging from strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), undecided (3), agree 

(4), and strongly agree (5). The questionnaires were then presented in the online version by means of 

Google Form. The online questionnaire enabled the researcher to obtain numerical data from many 

participants with less cost , effort and time. Moreover, the use of online survey could reduce errors 

of data entry and enable the gathering of data into structured spreadsheets for data analysis (Creswell, 

J. W., & Creswell, 2018).  

 

Through WhatsApp groups of students from year one, year two, year three and year four, the 

researcher informed the students about the objectives of the study and invited students’ participation. 

The researcher expressed an appreciation of students' willingness to voluntarily take part in this study 

before distributing the online questionnaire and collecting the data. Students were asked to fill in the 

online questionnaire once with their utmost honesty. The link of the online questionnaire could be 



 

accessed through students’ WhatsApp groups, and students could fill in it from 22 June until 14 July 

2022. During three weeks, 78 EFL junior students (year 1 and 2) and 78 EFL university senior 

students (year 3 and 4) responded to the online questionnaire.  

According to Uztosun (2020), the SRMIS-EFL scale demonstrated strong validity and 

reliability (Cronbach's α =.90), with excellent reliabilities across all sub-scales (Cronbach's α >.80)). 

However, as the questionnaires were translated into Indonesian and targeted for Indonesian 

respondents, the validity and reliability of the instruments were checked with the data collected from 

156 respondents. 

 

The Result of validity and reliability test of the instrument 

To be regarded as valid instrument, every item in the questionnaire that was translated into 

Indonesian was examined for validity and reliability. According to the table of r value, with the 

number of 156 participants, the instrument's validity test results in r value of 0.1313. Every item in 

the questionnaire has an r value that is higher than the r table, according to the findings of the validity 

analysis conducted using SPSS. It could be concluded every item in the questionnaire is valid. 

Furthermore, the reliability test of the instrument using SPSS results in alpha crombach of 0.920 > 

0.6., indicating that the instrument in this study is reliable. 

 

Data Analysis  

The responses from the participants in Google Form were downloaded for data tabulation and 

analysis. The data were then sorted based on respondents’ academic levels: one answered by senior 

students, and the other one by junior students. The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (SPSS v. 26) for descriptive and inferential statistics.  

Descriptive statistics were calculated to find the mean, median, mode, and standard deviation 

of respondents’ perceptions toward their level of SRMIS-EFL. As for the inferential statistics, 

independent t-test was conducted to draw conclusion whether there is a significant difference of 

students’ SRMIS-EFL across academic levels.  

 

 

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  

Research Findings  

This study is intended to investigate students’ SRMIS-EFL and examine its correlation with 

their academic level. The data collected through questionnaires from 156 EFL students respondents 

were then analyzed, and the next section presents the data analysis results. 

 

Demographic Data of The Respondents 

The demographic information of the participants could be seen in table 1. 

Table 1. Demographic data of the participants 

 

No Demographic Characteristics 
            Students 

Total % 

1. 

Gender   

Male 23  

Female 83  

2. 

Academic level   

Senior (year 3 and 4) 78 50 

Junior (year 1 and 2) 78 50 

   

3. 

Reasons for taking English Department   

Students’ own choice 18  

Suggestions from others 86  

   



Data from 156 EFL university students were gathered and analyzed. The number of junior 

students is the same as that of senior students (78 juniors and 78 seniors). The frequencies and 

percentages of students by academic level are shown in Table 2. 

 

Senior Students’ Levels of SRMIS-EFL 

Students from higher semesters responded to the 20 questions in the questionnaire. The 

percentages of their responses could be seen in able 2 

 

Table 2. Frequency percentages for SRMIS-EFL among senior EFL college students (n = 78). 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Using a Likert-type scale, the senior student participants answered 20 statements to determine 

their SRMIS-EFL level. Table 2 shows the frequency of responses to the 20-item SRMIS-EFL scale 

comprising students' level of task value activation (items1-7), students' level of regulating learning 

environment (8–12), students' level of regulating affect (13–15) and students' level of regulating 

classroom environment (16–20).  Referring to Alotumi’s (2021) mean score interpretation 

framework, the SRM levels are categorized into five levels. The mean score of 1.0 to ≤ 1.8 is 

considered a very low motivation level, 1.8 to ≤ 2.6 is considered as low, 2.6 to ≤ 3.4 is considered 

medium, 3.4 to ≤ 4.2 is considered as high and a mean score of 4.2 to ≤ 5.0 is considered a very high 

motivation level.  

Overall, the following table shows that the SRMIS-EFL level of senior students was high, 

with an overall response mean of 3.8 and a standard deviation of 0.5. 

 

 

 

 

No. Statements/Items Percent (%)       

    SD D U A SA 

1 I remind myself that I need to speak English Well 0 0 5.1 38.5 56.4 

2 When the teacher speaks in English, I listen to him/her carefully 0 0 2.6 34.6 62.8 

3 I develop my interest and willingness to learn English 0 1.3 15.4 38.5 44.9 

4 When I speak English, I learn from my mistakes. 0 0 6.4 37.2 56.4 

5 I learn from the mistakes other people make  1.3 2.6 16.7 33.3 46.2 

 in order to speak English more correctly.      

6 I try to pay attention all the time in English lessons. 0 1.3 6.4 44.9 47.4 

7 I try various ways to increase my motivation to speak English. 0 2.6 10.3 30.8 56.4 

8 I try to find friends from different countries to practice English. 0 14.1 29.5 23.1 33.3 

9 I try to communicate with foreigners in English on the internet, 1.3 9 16.7 38.5 34.6 

10 I make contact with English native speakers. 10.3 26.9 35.9 12.8 14.1 

11 I try to visit places with lots of foreign tourists 15.4 30.8 34.6 9 10.3 

  to improve my English-speaking skills.      

12 I try to practice my English when I meet foreigners. 7.7 14.1 24.4 38.5 15.4 

13 When I speak English, I can overcome my fear. 2.6 16.7 44.9 23.1 12.8 

14 When I speak English, I can cope with my anxiety. 3.8 24.4 35.9 28.2 7.7 

15 When I speak English, I try to maintain a high level of my confidence. 1.3 5.1 19.2 50 24.4 

16 I use every opportunity during lessons to speak English. 1.3 3.8 37.2 39.7 17.9 

17 I speak in English with the people I know (e.g., classmates, friends). 0 2.6 23.1 42.3 32.1 

18 In class, I try to take part in English speaking activities  2.6 9 38.5 35.9 14.1 

 as much as possible.      

19 I support the idea of speaking English in class. 1.3 2.6 34.6 35.9 25.6 

20 I spend time with friends who  motivate each other to speak English. 5.1 7.7 15.4 44.9 26.9 

  
SD: Strongly Disagree  D: Disagree  U: Undecided  A: Agree   
SA: Strongly Agree           



 

Table 3. Distribution of SRMIS-EFL mean scores for senior students. 

 
Scale Mean Median Mode SD Range 

Task value activation 4.4 4.4 5 0.5 2 

Regulation of learning environment 3.3 3.4 2.6 0.8 3.6 

Regulation of affect 3.4 3.3 3.3 0.8 4 

Regulation of classroom environment 3.8 3.8 4.2 0.7 3.6 

Overal senior SRMIS-EFL 3.8 3.8 3.7 0.6 2.4 

 

As can be seen in table 3, concerning task value activation, senior students' mean score was 

4.4 (SD = 0.5), indicating a very high level of activating task value. Majority of the senior student 

participants agreed or strongly agreed about reminding themselves that they need to speak English 

well (94.4 %), listening to the teacher carefully when he/she speaks in English (96.8%), developing 

their interest and willingness to learn English (83.4%), learning from their mistakes when they speak 

English (93.6%), learning from the mistakes other people make  in order to speak English more 

correctly (79.5%), trying to pay attention all the time in English lessons (92.3), and  trying various 

ways to increase their motivation to speak English (87.2%). 

Regarding regulation of learning environment, the responses from senior students had a mean 

score of 3.3. (SD = 0.8), demonstrating a medium level of control over the learning environment. The 

majority of senior student participants (73.1%) agreed and strongly agreed that they try to use English 

to communicate with foreigners online. More than half of the participants (56.4 %) agreed and 

strongly agreed that they try to find friends from different countries to practice their English. Only a 

small number of participants (36.9 %) made contact with English native speakers. Majority of student 

respondents try to practice their English when meeting foreigners (53.9%). About half of senior 

student participants (46.2%) disagreed and strongly disagreed about attempting to visit places where 

there are lots of foreigners to improve their English skills. 

With regards to the control of affect, the mean score of senior students' responses was 3.4 (SD 

= 0.8), representing a medium degree of affect regulation. Almost half of the senior student 

participants (44.0%) were undecided whether they could overcome their fear when they speak 

English.  48% of them agreed or strongly agreed with keeping a high level of self-confidence. Only 

35.9% of the participants claimed that they could cope with their nervousness when conversing in 

English (35.9%).  

The mean score for senior students' replies regarding controlling their classroom environment 

was 3.8 (SD = 0.7), showing a medium level of control over classroom environment. Majority of 

senior student respondents agreed or strongly agreed about making use of every opportunity to speak 

English in class (66%) and speaking in English with the people they know (74.4%). Half of the student 

participants agree and strongly agree about trying to take part in as many English-speaking activities 

as possible (50 %), and most of them supported the idea of speaking English in class (81.5%). 71.8% 

of participants agree and strongly agree about spending time with friends who encourage one another 

to speak Englis. 

 

Junior Students’ Levels of SRMIS-EFL 

The same SRMIS-EFL questionnaire that was given to the senior students was answered by the junior 

student participants. The percentages of junior students’ responses to the questionnaire items are 

shown in the following table. 

 

Table 4. Frequency percentages for SRMIS-EFL among junior EFL college students (n = 78). 
 

No. Statements/Items Percent (%)       

    SD D U A SA 

1 I remind myself that I need to speak English Well 0 1..3 6.4 23.1 69.2 

2 When the teacher speaks in English, I listen to him/her carefully 1.3 0 3.8 16.7 78.2 

3 I develop my interest and willingness to learn English 0 0 6.4 33.3 60.3 



4 When I speak English, I learn from my mistakes. 0 0 3.8 24.4 71.8 

5 
I learn from the mistakes other people make in order to speak English 
more correctly. 0 0 6.4 33.3 60.3 

6 I try to pay attention all the time in English lessons. 0 1.3 7.7 24.4 66.7 

7 I try various ways to increase my motivation to speak English. 0 0 2.6 28.2 69.2 

8 I try to find friends from different countries to practice English. 2.6 5.1 34.6 23.1 34.6 

9 I try to communicate with foreigners in English on the internet, 2.6 6.4 24.4 30.8 35.9 

10 I make contact with English native speakers. 10.3 26.9 32.1 12.8 17.9 

11 

I try to visit places with lots of foreign tourists to improve my English-

speaking skills. 12.8 21.8 32.1 17.9 15.4 

12 I try to practice my English when I meet foreigners. 2.6 7.7 19.2 41 29.5 

13 When I speak English, I can overcome my fear. 0 6.4 44.9 24.4 24.4 

14 When I speak English, I can cope with my anxiety. 0 7.7 47.4 20.5 24.4 

15 When I speak English, I try to maintain a high level of my confidence. 0 2.6 9 46.2 42.3 

16 I use every opportunity during lessons to speak English. 1.3 2.6 14.1 41 41 

17 I speak in English with the people I know (e.g., classmates, friends). 0 1.3 30.8 24.4 43.6 

18 
In class, I try to take part in English speaking activities as much as 
possible. 2.6 5.1 24.4 30.8 37.2 

19 I support the idea of speaking English in class. 0 1.3 17.9 39.7 41 

20 I spend time with friends who  motivate each other to speak English. 1.3 0 26.9 35.9 35.9 

  
SD: Strongly Disagree  D: Disagree  U: Undecided  A: Agree   
SA: Strongly Agree           

 

 

As for the junior students' overall SRMIS-EFL level can be seen in the table 5. A greater 

SRMIS-EFL level was indicated by higher scores, and a lower SRMISEFL level was indicated by 

lower scores. 
 
Table 5. Distribution of SRMIS-EFL mean scores for junior students. 

 
Scale Mean Median Mode SD Range 

Task value activation 4.6 4.7 5 0.4 2 

Regulation of learning environment 3.5 3.4 3.4 0.8 3.6 

Regulation of affect 3.9 3.7 3.3 0.8 3 

Regulation of classroom environment 4.1 4.1 5 0.7 3.4 

Overal junior SRMIS-EFL 4.1 4 4 0.5 2.5 

 

The SRMIS-EFL score of junior students was generally high, with a mean score of 4.1 and a standard 

deviation of 0.5 (see Table 5). 

The frequency of junior students’ responses to the 20-item SRMIS-EFL scale is shown in 

Table 5. The mean score of the responses from junior students indicated that their level of task value 

activation was 4.6 (SD = 0.4 indicating a high degree of task value activation. Majority of junior 

students responded agreed or strongly agreed that they should remind themselves to speak English 

fluently (92.3%), listening to the teacher carefully when him/her speaks in English (94.9 %), 

developing their interest and willingness to learn English (93.6 %), learning from their mistakes when 

they speak English (96.2 %), learning from the mistakes made by others in order to speak English 

more accurately (96.2%), trying to pay attention in English lessons all the time ( 91.1%), and trying 

various ways to enhance their motivation to speak English (97.4 %).  

With regards to the control over learning environment, the responses from junior students had 

a mean score of 3.2. (SD = 0.8), demonstrating a medium level of control over learning environment. 

Majority of junior students (70.5%) agreed or strongly agreed that they should attempt to speak 

English when interacting with foreigners. 66.7% of junior students agreed or strongly agreed with the 

idea of making overseas acquaintances in order to practice speaking English and conversing with 

foreigners online, and 30.7% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that speaking with English 



 

native speakers is a good idea. Less than half of the junior student respondents (33.3%) agreed or 

strongly agreed about visiting places with lots of foreigners. 

Junior students' responses on the regulation of affect had a mean score of 3.9 (SD = 0.8), 

confirming a high level of affect regulation. 48.8% of the student participants either strongly agreed 

or agreed that they can overcome their fear speaking English. Almost half of the junior student 

participants strongly agreed or agreed that they can cope with their anxiety when they speak English. 

However, 88.5 of the junior student participants stated that they tried to maintain a high level of my 

confidence when they speak English. 

 Concerning junior students’ responses on regulation of classroom environment, the mean score 

was 3.8.(SD = 0.7), indicating a medium level of control over classroom environment. Majority of 

them (82%), agreed or strongly agreed about using every opportunity during lessons. 68% of them 

stated that they speak in English with the people they know try to take part in as many English-

speaking activities as possible. Majority of junior student participants agreed with the idea of 

speaking English in class (81.5%) and spending time with companions who inspire one another to 

learn English (70.8%). 

 

Difference of students SRM across academic levels 

 

As mentioned earlier, to assess if there is a statistically significant difference of students' 

overall SRMIS-EFL between juniors and seniors, independent t-test was conducted using SPSS 

version 26.  

 

Table 6. Output of SPSS independent t-test 
 

  Group Statistics        

 
Academic 

levels N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean      
Overall Junior 78 4.0987 0.53464 0.06054      
  Senior 78 3.8385 0.55531 0.06288      
           
   Independent Samples Test      

  
Lavene's Tests for Equality of Variances 

 

t-test  for Equality of 

Means   
         95% Confidence  

         interval of the  

         Difference  

  F Sig. t df 

Sig 

(3-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

Overall Equal 

variances 

assumed 0.034 0.853 2.982 154 0.003 0.26026 0.08728 0.08783 0.43268 

  

Equal 

variances not 

assumed     2.982 153.779 0.003 0.26026 0.08728 0.08783 0.43268 

 

The table above shows that the average SRMIS-EFL score for junior students is 4.0987, while 

the average SRMIS-EFL score for the senior student sample is 3.8385. Thus, descriptive statistics can 

be concluded that there is a difference in the average SRMIS-EFL between senior students and junior 

students, where SRMIS-EFL of senior students are lower than SRMIS-EFL of junior students. The 

Independent Sample T-Test results in a sig (2-tailed) value of 0.863 where 0.03 < 0.05. Thus it can be 

concluded that there is significant difference between the average SRMIS-EFL of junior students and 

that of senior students. 

 

 

Discussion  

This study investigated EFL university students' level of SRMIS-EFL and examined whether 

or not the level of senior students differ from that of junior students. As presented in the research 



findings, the participants generally had a high level of SRMIS-EFL. The overall mean of senior 

students' SRMIS-EFL was 3.8 (SD = 0.6), indicating a high SRMIS-EFL level. The subdomain of task 

value activation was very high (M=4.4, SD=0.5), indicating that senior students were able to remind 

themselves when they need to speak English well, listen to their teachers carefully when he/she speaks 

in English, develop their interest and willingness to learn English, learn from their mistakes when they 

speak English, learn from others’ mistakes to speak English better, pay attention to English lessons 

and try different strategies to enhance their motivation to speak English. This finding is in line with 

previous studies conducted by Chou (2018), Uztosun (2020), Zhang et al. (2020) revealing that 

students with more enthusiasm to engage in oral communication in English may show a greater task 

value as a result of their belief that improving their EFL speaking skills is important. Consequently, 

students use more self-regulated learning techniques in their pursuit of enhancing their EFL 

proficiency (Cho et al., 2020; Sekar Diasti & Laos Mbato, 2020; Teng & Zhang, 2020; Uztosun, 2021). 

The very high level of senior students’ task value activation subdomain could be due to senior 

students’ awareness of the relevance of English learning tasks to their interests, goals, and future 

aspirations. For senior students, this can entail talking about how fluency in English can help them in 

their academic endeavors, professional aspirations, or leisure activities. Senior students also have more 

exposure to the real-world situations which require them to be competent in English speaking. This 

could include more experiences of course  projects that require senior students to apply English skills 

in practical contexts relevant to their lives and their position as a pre-service teachers. The senior 

student respondents in this study were taking either peer-teaching or internship program which require 

them to speak English fluently. 

Although senior students showed very high levels of their task value activation in speaking 

English, the other three subdomains of senior students’ SRMIS-EFL which include control over 

learning environment, control over affect, and control over classroom environment were in medium 

level. Hence, their overall level of SRMIS-EFL is lower than that of junior students. This finding 

contradicts a previous study conducted by Alotumi (2021) which found that the SRMIS-EFL scores 

of students were not significantly impacted by their academic level; students' EFL speaking 

competence did not differ significantly between juniors and seniors. Students from both junior and 

senior groups in Alotumi's (2021) study were not offered any speaking course in the college. 

Meanwhile, junior student participants in this study were still having speaking courses which were 

formally offered to enhance students’ speaking skills. This result confirms the consensus of earlier 

studies, showing that in situations where there is official upskilling in EFL proficiency, students' 

motivational self-regulation may vary depending on their educational level (Teng & Zhang, 2020). As 

students at both academic levels did not receive any instruction that could have assisted them in 

developing self-regulatory skills, university motivational self-regulation training is required (Wang, 

H., Yang, J., Li, 2021). The value of teacher participation in helping students develop a self-awareness 

of their motivating tendencies to modify their learning becomes important (Teng & Zhang, 2020; Yan 

et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020).  

Self-regulated motivation is necessary in enhancing EFL speaking skills as English learners in 

EFL context have limited opportunity to practice their English both inside and outside the classroom. 

Individuals with high levels of self-regulated motivation are more likely to set specific goals for 

improving their English-speaking skills. These goals could be related to achieving a certain score on 

a language proficiency test or being able to communicate fluently in specific contexts. In terms of 

strategy use, self-regulated learners actively seek out and employ various strategies to enhance their 

English-speaking abilities. This could include practicing speaking with native speakers, using 

language learning apps, or participating in language exchange programs. 

Individuals with self-regulated motivation are more likely to persist in their language learning 

efforts despite challenges or setbacks. They are more resilient and proactive in seeking out 

opportunities to practice and improve their speaking skills. Ultimately, individuals who possess high 

levels of self-regulated motivation are more likely to achieve higher academic levels in speaking 

English. Their proactive approach to learning, combined with effective goal-setting and strategy use, 

contributes to improved language proficiency over time. 



 

When it came to the affect regulation, senior students showed a lower level of control over 

affect than junior students did, which indicates that junior students could cope with their anxiety and 

fear as well as enhancing their self-confidence. The results support the idea that EFL students with 

positive emotional views can make better use of their cognitive and metacognitive SRL methods (Sun 

and Wang, 2020; Teng et al., 2020). Students could increase their proficiency in EFL speaking by 

continuing to participate in English-speaking assignments while suppressing their negative affective 

responses (Uztosun, 2020, 2021; Zhang et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, senior and junior students’ classroom environment regulation were in the 

medium level. It might be the result of students participating in diverse class-based assignments and 

activities with different classmates, which should be promoted. Teachers' roles in the classroom can 

be assigned to the medium level of this SRMIS-EFL subsection since research indicates that teachers 

are crucial in fostering student engagement through engaging and cooperative activities that meet 

students' needs. (Seli and Dembo, 2020; Teng et al., 2020).  

Both junior and senior students demonstrated a medium level of regulation of their learning 

environment, indicating that their attempts to find additional opportunities to practice and enhance 

their learning experience outside of the classroom were moderate. It confirms pertinent research 

showing that EFL students with stronger environmental regulation might locate richer informal EFL-

input contexts to practice speaking EFL and overcome the constraints of their limited EFL-input in 

formal learning environments (Uztosun, 2020). 

 
 

CONCLUSION  

The purpose of this study is to look at the SRMIS-EFL of EFL students in the setting of higher 

education in Indonesia and see whether there are any differences between academic levels. A total of 

156 EFL college students' data were collected and examined. There are exactly the same number of 

junior and senior students—78 juniors and 78 seniors.  

The SRMIS-EFL level of senior students was high generally, as seen in the accompanying 

table, with an overall answer mean of 3.8 and a standard deviation of 0.5. The mean score for senior 

students in terms of task value activation was 4.4 (SD = 0.5), which suggests a very high degree of 

activating task value. In reference to the regulation of the learning environment, the average score of 

senior students' answers was 3.3 (standard deviation = 0.8), signifying a moderate degree of regulation. 

The replies of senior students indicated a medium degree of emotion control, with a mean score of 3.4 

(SD = 0.8) in this regard. A medium level of control over classroom environment was indicated by the 

senior students' mean score of 3.8 (SD = 0.7) on their responses about managing their classroom. 

The junior students’ level of SRMIS-EFL was found to be usually high, with an overall mean 

score of 4.1 and a standard deviation of 0.5. The junior students' responses showed a mean score of 

4.6 (SD = 0.4) on the task value activation scale, which is relatively high. Junior students' answers 

indicated a medium degree of learning environment regulation, with a mean score of 3.2 (SD = 0.8) 

in relation to controlling their learning environment. Junior students' replies on affect regulation had 

a mean score of 3.9 (SD = 0.8), indicating a strong degree of affect regulation. Junior students gave a 

mean score of 3.8 (SD = 0.7) when asked about the regulation of the classroom environment, indicating 

a medium level of regulation. 

Concerning the difference between senior and junior students’ level of SRMIS-EFL, this study 

revealed that for junior students, the average SRMIS-EFL score is 4.0987, whereas for the senior 

student group, it is 3.8385. Descriptive statistics thus indicate that there is a difference in the average 

SRMIS-EFL between senior and junior pupils, with the former having a lower SRMIS-EFL than the 

latter. A sig (2-tailed) value of 0.863 is obtained from the Independent Sample T-Test, where 0.03 < 

0.05. Thus, it can be said that there is a notable variation between junior and senior students' average 

SRMIS-EFL scores. 



Limitations 

There are sample size limitations in the study. Even though the study's sample is representative 

of all English teachers in the study environment, additional participants will yield more accurate 

results. 
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Students in most universities in non-English Speaking countries have limited 

opportunities to speak English in class. Self-regulated learning enables some self-

motivated students to find opportunities outside the classroom to have face to face 

and virtual interaction to enhance their English speaking. This study is intended to 

examine the level of self-regulated motivation of university students to improve 

their Speaking of English as a foreign language (SRMIS-EFL). Moreover, this 

study investigates if students' SRMIS-EFL differ across academic levels. This 

research applied a quantitative survey design, and 156 EFL students from an 

English Department in a private university in Jakarta took part in this study. Self-

reported SRMIS-EFL questionnaire was used as the data collecting method. 

Descriptive and inferential statistical analysis was then conducted to address the 

research objectives. The findings showed that the overall SRMIS-ELF level of 

students was high. Moreover, students used various self-regulatory motivation 

strategies to enhance their EFL speaking skills. As for the aspect of academic level, 

the results of this study shows that SRMIS-EFL of senior students are lower than 

SRMIS-EFL of junior students , and there is a statistically significant difference of 

students’ SRMIS-EFL across academic levels. The findings of this study suggest 

the need for motivational regulation training into EFL programs to increase 

students’ awareness of motivational self-regulation strategies to enhance their self-

regulated motivation. 
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INTRODUCTION                

Self-regulated learning (SRL) is an essential competence that contributes to the 

foundation for lifelong learning (Dent & Koenka, 2016; Theobald, 2021). According to 



 

 

Zimmerman, B. J., & Schunk (2011) SRL is described as a dynamic process in which students 

actively engage and maintain attitudes, behaviors, and cognitions that are systematically 

focused on achieving their personal objectives. Higher education places SRL as important 

concept since university students need to be able to self-organize their coursework (Broadbent, 

2017; Broadbent & Poon, 2015). Higher education students that use more effective SRL 

strategies show better academic achievement (Schneider & Preckel, 2017) and higher 

satisfaction with their studies (Liborius et al., 2019). 

In order to develop language competence, both input and output are essential. Input 

provides learners with exposure of the target language in context (Mackey, A., & Gass, 2015), 

while output enables them to produce written or spoken language (Swain, 1985). However, 

according to Dornyei (1990), some foreign language contexts do not offer sufficient input or 

opportunities for output, which results in more challenging language learning and requires 

learners to make more effort in learning the language. In this situation, an independent 

language learning process concerning what, when, how and where to learn  (Kellenberg et al., 

2019) which is referred to as self-regulated learning (SRL) (Ore et al., 2018) becomes an 

alternative solution to deal with the complexities of learning foreign languages. Self-regulated 

learning is concerned with the regulation of various aspects of learning including cognitive, 

affective, behavioral, and motivational aspects.  

For enhancing their EFL speaking in university contexts where lecturers and students 

have limited opportunities to practice English speaking inside the classroom, some self-

motivated students embrace SRL to create and catch opportunities to speak English outside the 

classroom. Moreover, they make use of physical and virtual human interaction supported by 

technology, to enhance their language learning (M Alotumi, 2020). With the support of 

available and portable technology such as mobile devices, university students could learn EFL 

anywhere(M Alotumi, 2020). SRL enables students to learn more flexibly in terms of time and 

place, which is energized by their motivational beliefs (Bai & Wang, 2021; Ge, 2021; Kryshko 

et al., 2020).  

The motivational orientation of Pintrich's (2004) SRL conceptual model is referred to 

as Self-regulated Motivation (SRM) (Uztosun, 2020). Furthermore, Uztosun (2020) defined 

SRM as students' self-regulatory attempts or strategies to control their motivational beliefs to 

maintain their SRL. Students could apply a range of self-regulatory motivational strategies in 

improving their EFL speaking skills, and the levels of SRMIS-EFL could vary among students 

(Mohialdeen Alotumi, 2021). Even though the need for incorporating SRM in EFL learning is 

obvious, there has been limited number of studies—as far as the researcher is concerned—

looking into students' SRM to improve their EFL speaking skills in different contexts. In the 

Indonesian context particularly, there has been no study concerning SRM for improving EFL 

speaking. Several existing studies on SRM have shown mixed results concerning the 

correlation between higher education students' self-regulated motivation and their academic 

level and gender (e.g. Sun & Wang, 2020; Teng & Zhang, 2020; Yan et al., 2020). This study 

is therefore intended to investigate EFL students' SRMIS-EFL in Indonesian higher education 

context and examine if students’ SRMIS-EFL differ across academic levels. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Self-regulated Learning (SRL) 

A number of descriptions concerning SRL have been suggested by different authors as 

it plays important role in the learning process (Uztosun, 2021). The term SRL encompasses 

various aspects of learning, including motivation, metacognition, and the regulation of 

cognitive skills and strategies  (Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). Winne (1996) defined SRL 

with more emphasis on the function of metacognition; SLR refers to metacognitively guided 

behavior to regulate cognitive strategies when dealing with a learning task. As this study is 

concerned with students’ motivation to speak English outside the classroom for their English 

speaking skills development, the goal-oriented nature of SRM becomes relevant. A model 

which informed this study' theoretical framework is the model suggested by Pintrich (2004), 



 

 

which is based on the social-cognitive theory of Bandura (1986). 

In addition to some definitions of SRL conceptualized from a goal‐oriented perspective, 

other definitions put emphasis on the SRL metacognitive aspect (Huh & Reigeluth, 2017). SRL 

was defined by Schunk, D.H., Zimmerman (2012) as “the process whereby students activate 

and sustain cognitions, behaviors, and affects, which are systematically oriented toward 

attainment of their goals” (p. 309). This study is focused on the goal‐oriented perspective of 

SRL as establishing specific goals suitable with the nature of speaking is prominent to develop 

speaking skills.  

Self-regulated learners manage their actions during the learning process by utilizing 

their mental processes in ways that are appropriate for the tasks at hand. By fostering positive 

emotions like curiosity and self-assurance and reducing negative ones like worry and 

annoyance, they are able to regulate their emotions. Self-regulated learners are independent 

thinkers who can decide what kind of learning objectives are appropriate for the circumstances 

in which they are learning (Klimas, 2017) and other aspects of learning such as various learning 

strategies to achieve their goals (Barry J. Zimmerman, 2002). Moreover, self‐regulated learners 

control their cognitive processes (Butler & Winne, 1995) and cope with difficulties in their 

learning (Hwang & Lee, 2019). They have a capacity to critically reflect on their learning 

experiences (Mekala, S., & Radhakrishnan, 2019) and develop internal feedback (Hattie, J., & 

Timperley, 2007). Instead of attributing failure to outside forces, they grow in self-awareness 

(Nakata, 2019). 

SRL places a strong emphasis on how students may consciously activate, sustain, and 

modify their affect, cognition, and behavior in order to meet their learning objectives (Barry J. 

Zimmerman, 2013). SRL involves a cyclical and dynamic process wherein students must use 

a variety of techniques to actively manage their thoughts, convictions, observablele behaviors, 

and learning situations (Barry J. Zimmerman, 2013). As a result, SRL techniques incorporate 

a variety of elements to control motivation, social behavior, metacognition, and cognition in 

various learning environments (Oxford, 2017; Barry J. Zimmerman, 2013). Promoting SRL 

strategies necessitates motivational support to to assist students commence, sustain, and 

improve their learning efforts (Schunk, D.H., & Greene, 2018; Zimmerman, B.J., & Schunk, 

2008). 

SRL incorporates various components of skills; determining learning objectives, 

utilizing effective learning strategies, monitoring learning progress, reorganizing the physical 

and social environment, managing time, self-evaluating learning techniques and outcomes, and 

modifying future approaches (Barry J. Zimmerman, 2002). Restructuring the social context is 

one of the most important of these since it affects goal setting and can thus result in different 

goal pathways (Boekaerts, M., & Niemivirta, 2000). Thus, it is reasonable to say that learners 

regulate their learning based on their understanding of the context, and that self-regulation is 

started by looking at the elements of the learning context (Boekaerts, M., & Niemivirta, 2000).  

This element is highly pertinent to the study's objectives because it highlights the need 

for effective analysis of a monolingual learning environment's shortcomings and learning 

regulation to address issues with input/output opportunities. Enhancing foreign language 

speaking proficiency requires these components. Based on this presumption, this study defines 

self-regulating learners as people who take initiative to address the lack of input and output 

opportunities in their learning contexts and actively search for new opportunities to learn and 

communicate in a foreign language. With its characteristics and requirements, SRL could 

promote academic achievement (Bai & Wang, 2020; Theobald, 2021), and self‐regulated 

learners could succeed in foreign language learning (Atay, 2022; Puspitasari & Ishak, 2023) 

Self-regulated Motivation (SRM) 

With regards to the motivational aspects, the term Self‐regulated motivation (SRM) is 

referred to as the extent to which learners attempt to initiate, maintain, and promote 

motivation(Christopher A. Wolters, 2003).   SRM is likely to affect several factors of learning 



 

 

such as learner effort, perseverance, self‐efficacy, outcome expectation, and goal orientation 

(Huh & Reigeluth, 2017; Uztosun, 2021; Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). 

In the context of learning, SRM determines the extent to which learners begin, continue, 

or increase their willingness to begin, put effort into, or finish a specific task or objective 

(Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). This perspective acknowledges SRM as the founder of SRL 

and highlights the highly driven nature of self-regulated learners (B. J. Zimmerman, 2021) who 

make a conscious effort to affect their motivation level, primarily by their intrinsic motivation 

(Wolters, C. A., & Benzon, 2013). This calls for understanding the fundamental mechanisms 

that govern motivation and control ideas, and/or behaviors in order to make wise decisions, put 

in consistent effort, and/or persevere through learning activities (Christopher A. Wolters, 

2003). 

The concept of SRM relates to Deci and Ryan's (Deci, E. L., & Ryan, 1985) self-

determination theory (SDT) of motivation, which examines how self-determined and self-

motivated a person's activities are. The theory is based on the idea that different types of 

motivation are associated to different forms of regulation and behavior quality. Deci and Ryan 

(2002) suggested In different types of motivation and regulation in the self‐determination 

continuum ranging from amotivation, extrinsic motivation, and intrinsic motivation. 

Amotivation, at the left end of the continuum refers to nonregulation and non-self‐determined 

behavior. On the other hand, intrinsic motivation at the right end of the continuum, deals with 

intrinsic regulation and self‐determined actions. Understanding the relationship between 

various motivation, regulation, and self-determined behavior requires an understanding of SDT 

and its continuum. 

Another view of SRM suggests that SRM comprises three important aspects: 

knowledge of motivation, monitoring of motivation, and control of motivation (Wolters, C. A., 

& Benzon, 2013). In order to control motivation, individuals need to learn about motivational 

regulating techniques and how to hold views about subjects, fields, and assignments (Uztosun, 

2021). In order to regulate motivation, learners also need to monitor their motivation during 

their learning tasks. Moreover, learners have to understand what deliberate actions need to take 

to manage their effort, motivation, and perseverance.  

According to Wolters (2003), there are a number of strategies that can be used to 

regulate motivation. The first strategy is self‐consequating; a learner promises him/herself a 

reward after doing a task. Goal‐oriented self‐talk is another strategy when a learner reminds 

himself of his/her learning goal.  The third strategy is interest enhancement; a learner promotes 

interest toward the learning task. Other strategies include environmental structuring such as 

setting up a physical study environment, selhandicapping, such as attributing failure externally, 

attribution control, such as attributing success internally, efficacy management, such as raising 

perceived level of self-efficacy, and emotion control, such as managing affect.  

SRM plays an important role in foreign language learning as it affects students' effort, 

perseverance, expectations for their results, and goal-orientedness (Huh & Reigeluth, 2017; 

Christopher A. Wolters, 2003). In this present study, the term self‐regulated speaking 

motivation (SRSM) is used as the measure of how well students control their intrinsic 

motivation to become more proficient speakers (Uztosun, 2021).  

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This study is intended to investigate Indonesian junior and senior EFL university 

students' SRMIS-EFL. Moreover, it examines the relationship between students' academic 

level and their SRMIS-EFL. 

 

Research Design  

This research applied a quantitative survey design to investigate Indonesian EFL 

college students' overall level of SRMIS-EFL and examine the correlation between students' 



 

 

academic levels and their levels of RSMIS-EFL. Survey enables researcher to gain a 

quantitative description of trends, attitudes, and opinions as well as to examine connections 

among variables of a population, by investigating the sample of the population (Creswell, John 

W., 2017). According to Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison (2018), surveys are conducted to 

gather data at a particular point in time in order to describe the nature of existing conditions, 

or examining the relationships between specific events. In this study, data collection by means 

of questionnaire as the best instrument to measure students' motivational self-regulatory 

strategies (Dörrenbächer-Ulrich et al., 2021), was conducted during the academic year 

2021/2022. 

Subject 

The participants of the study comprised 156 students of a private university in Jakarta 

majoring in English at the English Department. 78 were juniors – first- and second-year 

students who were still having speaking courses, and 78 students were seniors – third- and 

fourth-year students who were no longer taking any speaking course. In an English as a foreign 

language learning context, students have limited opportunity to practice their speaking outside 

the classroom. They need to depend on themselves to improve their EFL speaking competence. 

As for the seniors, there is no more formal speaking course offered. This study applied 

convenience sampling in which respondents were chosen based on their convenience and 

availability (Creswell, John W., 2017). University students majoring in English at the Faculty 

of teachers training and pedagogy were chosen for their willingness to take part in this research. 

The demographic data of the respondents can be seen in table 1. 

Table 1. Demographic data of the participants 

 

No Demographic Characteristics 

            

Students 

Total % 

1. 

Gender   

Male 23  

Female 83  

2. 

Academic level   

Senior (year 3 and 4) 78 50 

Junior (year 1 and 2) 78 50 

   

3. 

Reasons for taking English 

Department 

  

Students’ own choice 18  

Suggestions from others 86  

   

 

Instruments 

 

This study applied online questionnaire to collect the data concerning students’ 

SRMIS-EFL. The questionnaire contained two main sections; the first section was about 

demographics, and the second part contained an online modified version of Uztosun's (2020) 

self-regulated motivation for improving speaking English as a foreign language (SRMIS-EFL) 

scale. The demographics section included two sections that sought information on the 

respondents' demographic information in terms of academic level and gender. However, the 

aspect of gender was excluded in this article since this study is intended to examine the levels 

of SRMIS-EFL across academic levels. The section of the SRMIS-EFL scale incorporated four 

subsections. The first part is concerned with students' task value activation. It consists of 

sevenitems (items 1–7) which measure students' value of developing EFL speaking skills. The 

second subsection deals with students' regulation of learning environment. This second part 

comprises five items (items 8–12), measuring the extent to which students surpassed the 

constraints of EFL situations with little input to be exposed to a variety of English-language 



 

 

sources. The third subsection with three items (items 13-15) addressed regulation of affect. 

This subsection examined students' ability to control emotional aspects that can prevent them 

from becoming proficient EFL speakers. The fourth subsection comprising five items (items 

16-20), are concerned with students' regulation of classroom environment. It assessed students' 

active engagement in classroom tasks and activities. Every item of the questionnaire was 

measured using a 5-point Likert scales ranging from strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), 

undecided (3), agree (4), and strongly agree (5). The questionnaires were then presented in the 

online version by means of Google Form. The online questionnaire enabled the researcher to 

collect numerical data from many respondents with less cost , effort and time. Moreover, the 

use of online survey could reduce errors of data entry and could facilitate data collection into 

organized spreadsheets for data analysis (Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, 2018).  

 

Through WhatsApp groups of students from year one, year two, year three and year 

four, the researcher informed the students about the objectives of the study and invited 

students’ participation. The researcher expressed an appreciation of students' willingness to 

voluntarily take part in this study before distributing the online questionnaire and collecting 

the data. Students were asked to fill in the online questionnaire once with their utmost honesty. 

The link of the online questionnaire could be accessed through students’ WhatsApp groups, 

and students could fill in it from 22 June until 14 July 2022. During three weeks, 78 EFL junior 

students (year 1 and 2) and 78 EFL university senior students (year 3 and 4) responded to the 

online questionnaire.  

According to Uztosun (2020), SRMIS-EFL scale had high validity and reliability 

(Cronbach's α .90)— all sub-scales had high reliabilities (Cronbach's α > .80). However, as the 

questionnaires were translated into Indonesian and targeted for Indonesian respondents, the 

validity and reliability of the instruments were checked with the data collected from 156 

respondents. 

 

The Result of validity and reliability test of the instrument 

In order to be claimed as valid instrument, all items translated into Indonesian in the 

questionnaire were analyzed for their validity and reliability. According to the table of r value, 

with the number of 156 participants, the r value for the validity test of the instrument is   0.1313. 

The results of the validity analysis using SPSS show that all items in the questionnaire have r 

value which are higher than the r table. It could be concluded that all items in the questionnaire 

are valid. Furthermore, the reliability test of the instrument using SPSS results in alpha 

crombach of 0.920 > 0.6., indicating that the instrument in this research is reliable. 

 

Data Analysis  

The responses from the participants in Google Form were downloaded for data 

tabulation and analysis. The data were then sorted based on respondents’ academic levels: one 

answered by senior students, and the other one by junior students. The data were analyzed 

using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS v. 26) for descriptive and inferential 

statistics.  

Descriptive statistics were calculated to find the mean, median, mode, and standard 

deviation of respondents’ perceptions toward their level of SRMIS-EFL. As for the inferential 

statistics, independent t-test was conducted to draw conclusion whether there is a significant 

difference of students’ SRMIS-EFL across academic levels.  

 

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  

Research Findings  

This study is intended to investigate students’ SRMIS-EFL and examine its association 

with their academic level. The data collected through questionnaires from 156 EFL students 

respondents were then analyzed, and the results of the data analysis can be seen in the following 

section.  

 

Senior Students’ Levels of SRMIS-EFL 

Students from higher semesters responded to the 20 questions in the questionnaire. The 

percentages of their responses could be seen in the following table 



 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. Frequency percentages for SRMIS-EFL among senior EFL college students (n = 78). 

No. Statements/Items Percent (%)       

    SD D U A SA 

1 I remind myself that I must speak English fluently. 0 0 5.1 38.5 56.4 

2 I pay close attention to the teacher when she speaks in English. 0 0 2.6 34.6 62.8 

3 I increase my enthusiasm and willingness to learn English. 0 1.3 15.4 38.5 44.9 

4 I learn from my mistakes when speaking English. 0 0 6.4 37.2 56.4 

5 I learn from others' mistakes in order to speak English better 1.3 2.6 16.7 33.3 46.2 

6 I always try to pay attention in English class. 0 1.3 6.4 44.9 47.4 

7 I try a variety of methods to boost my motivation to speak English. 0 2.6 10.3 30.8 56.4 

8 To improve my English skills, I make friends from various countries. 0 14.1 29.5 23.1 33.3 

9 I use English to communicate with foreigners online. 1.3 9 16.7 38.5 34.6 

10 I interact with English native speakers. 10.3 26.9 35.9 12.8 14.1 
11 To get better at speaking English, I try to go to locations that attract a lot 

of foreign visitors. 
15.4 30.8 34.6 9 10.3 

12 When I interact with foreigners, I try to practice my English. 7.7 14.1 24.4 38.5 15.4 

13 Speaking English helps me get over my fear. 2.6 16.7 44.9 23.1 12.8 

14 I can manage my anxiety when I communicate in English. 3.8 24.4 35.9 28.2 7.7 

15 I try to speak with a lot of confidence when I speak in English. 1.3 5.1 19.2 50 24.4 

16 I speak in English during class whenever I can. 1.3 3.8 37.2 39.7 17.9 
17 When I'm around people I know, like friends and classmates, I talk in 

English. 
0 2.6 23.1 42.3 32.1 

18 I try to participate in as many English-speaking activities as possible 
during class. 

2.6 9 38.5 35.9 14.1 

19 I agree that students should speak English in class. 1.3 2.6 34.6 35.9 25.6 
20 My friends and I spend time together encouraging each other to speak 

English. 
5.1 7.7 15.4 44.9 26.9 

  
SD: Strongly Disagree  D: Disagree  U: Undecided  A: Agree   
SA: Strongly Agree           

 
Using a Likert-type scale, the senior student participants answered 20 statements to 

indicate their SRMIS-EFL level. The frequency of responses to the 20-item SRMIS-EFL scale, 

which includes items 1–7 measuring task value activation, items 8–12 measuring learning 

environment regulation, items 13–15 measuring affect regulation, and items 16–20 measuring 

classroom environment regulation, is displayed in Table 1. Referring to Alotumi’s (2021) mean 

score interpretation framework, the SRM levels are categorized into five levels. A mean score 

between 1.0 and ≤ 1.8 is regarded as extremely low motivation, between 1.8 and ≤ 2.6 as low, 

between 2.6 and ≤ 3.4 as medium, between 3.4 and ≤ 4.2 as high, and between 4.2 and ≤ 5.0 

as a very high motivation level.  

Overall, senior students' SRMIS-EFL level was high, with an overall response mean of 

3.8 and a standard deviation of 0.5, as can be seen in the following table. 

 

Table 3. Distribution of SRMIS-EFL mean scores for senior students. 

 
Scale Mean Median Mode SD Range 

Task value activation 4.4 4.4 5 0.5 2 

Regulation of learning environment 3.3 3.4 2.6 0.8 3.6 

Regulation of affect 3.4 3.3 3.3 0.8 4 

Regulation of classroom environment 3.8 3.8 4.2 0.7 3.6 

Overal senior SRMIS-EFL 3.8 3.8 3.7 0.6 2.4 

 

Table 3 demonstrates that senior students had a very high level of activating task value, 

as seen by their mean score of 4.4 (SD = 0.5) regarding task value activation. The majority of 

senior student participants agreed or strongly agreed that they should remind themselves that 

they need to speak English fluently (94.4%), pay close attention in class (92.3%), pay attention 

to the teacher when they speak in English (96.8%), develop their interest in and willingness to 

learn the language (83.4%), learn from their mistakes when they speak English (93.6%), learn 



 

 

from other people's mistakes to speak English more correctly (79.5%), and try a variety of 

ways to promote their motivation to speak English (87.2%). 

Regarding regulation of learning environment, the mean score of senior students' 

responses was 3.3 (SD = 0.8), indicating a medium level of learning environment regulation. 

Most senior student participants (73.1%) agreed and strongly agreed that they try to 

communicate with foreigners in English on the internet. More than half of the participants (56.4 

%) agreed and strongly agreed that they try to find friends from different countries to practice 

their English. Only a small number of participants (36.9 %) made contact with English native 

speakers. Majority of student respondents try to practice their English when meeting foreigners 

(53.9%). About half of senior student participants (46.2%) disagreed and strongly disagreed 

about trying to visit places with lots of foreigners to improve their English skills. 

Senior students' responses on affect regulation had a mean score of 3.4 (SD = 0.8), 

which indicates a medium level of affect regulation. Approximately 44.0% of the senior 

student participants were unsure about their ability to get over their fear of speaking English. 

and roughly half of them (48 percent) agreed or strongly agreed with continuing to have a high 

level of self-confidence. Out of all the participants, only 35.9% said they could manage their 

anxiety when speaking in English (35.9%). 

The mean score for senior students' replies regarding controlling their classroom 

environment was 3.8 (SD = 0.7), showing a medium level of classroom environment 

regulation. More than half of senior student respondents (66%) and majority of them (74.4%), 

respectively, agreed or strongly agreed about making use of every opportunity during lessons 

to speak English and speaking in English with the people they know. Half of the student 

participants agree and strongly agree about trying to take part in English speaking activities as 

much as possible (50 %), and most of them supported the idea of speaking English in class 

(81.5%). 71.8% of participants agree and strongly agree about spending time with friends who 

motivate each other to speak English. 

 

Junior Students’ Levels of SRMIS-EFL 

The same SRMIS-EFL questionnaire that was given to the senior students was answered by 

the junior student participants. The percentages of junior students’ responses to the 

questionnaire items are shown in the following table. 

Table 4. Frequency percentages for SRMIS-EFL among junior EFL college students (n = 78). 

No. Statements/Items Percent (%)       

    SD D U A SA 

1 I remind myself that I must speak English fluently. 0 1..3 6.4 23.1 69.2 

2 I pay close attention to the teacher when she speaks in English. 1.3 0 3.8 16.7 78.2 

3 I increase my enthusiasm and willingness to learn English. 0 0 6.4 33.3 60.3 

4 I learn from my mistakes when speaking English. 0 0 3.8 24.4 71.8 

5 I learn from others' mistakes in order to speak English better 0 0 6.4 33.3 60.3 

6 I always try to pay attention in English class. 0 1.3 7.7 24.4 66.7 

7 I try a variety of methods to boost my motivation to speak English. 0 0 2.6 28.2 69.2 

8 To improve my English skills, I make friends from various countries. 2.6 5.1 34.6 23.1 34.6 

9 I use English to communicate with foreigners online. 2.6 6.4 24.4 30.8 35.9 

10 I interact with English native speakers. 10.3 26.9 32.1 12.8 17.9 
11 To get better at speaking English, I try to go to locations that attract a lot 

of foreign visitors. 
12.8 21.8 32.1 17.9 15.4 

12 When I interact with foreigners, I try to practice my English. 2.6 7.7 19.2 41 29.5 

13 Speaking English helps me get over my fear. 0 6.4 44.9 24.4 24.4 

14 I can manage my anxiety when I communicate in English. 0 7.7 47.4 20.5 24.4 

15 I try to speak with a lot of confidence when I speak in English. 0 2.6 9 46.2 42.3 

16 I speak in English during class whenever I can. 1.3 2.6 14.1 41 41 
17 When I'm around people I know, like friends and classmates, I talk in 

English. 
0 1.3 30.8 24.4 43.6 

18 I try to participate in as many English-speaking activities as possible 

during class. 

2.6 5.1 24.4 30.8 37.2 

19 I agree that students should speak English in class. 0 1.3 17.9 39.7 41 
20 My friends and I spend time together encouraging each other to speak 

English. 
1.3 0 26.9 35.9 35.9 



 

 

 

 

 

As for the junior students' overall SRMIS-EFL level can be seen in the table 5. A greater 

SRMIS-EFL level was indicated by higher scores, and a lower SRMISEFL level was indicated 

by lower scores. 

Table 5. Distribution of SRMIS-EFL mean scores for junior students. 

 
Scale Mean Median Mode SD Range 

Task value activation 4.6 4.7 5 0.4 2 

Regulation of learning environment 3.5 3.4 3.4 0.8 3.6 

Regulation of affect 3.9 3.7 3.3 0.8 3 

Regulation of classroom environment 4.1 4.1 5 0.7 3.4 

Overal junior SRMIS-EFL 4.1 4 4 0.5 2.5 

 

Junior students' overall SRMIS-EFL level was generally high, with a mean score of 4.1 overall 

and a standard deviation of 0.5 (see Table 5). 

The frequency of responses to the 20-item SRMIS-EFL scale is shown in Table 5. The 

mean score of the responses from junior students indicated that their level of task value 

activation was 4.6 (SD = 0.4 indicating a high degree of task value activation. Majority of 

junior students responded agreed or strongly agreed that they should remind themselves to 

speak English fluently (92.3%), listening to the teacher carefully when him/her speaks in 

English (94.9 %), developing their interest and willingness to learn English (93.6 %), learning 

from their mistakes when they speak English (96.2 %), learning from the mistakes other people 

make in order to speak English more correctly (96.2%), trying to pay attention all the time in 

English lessons ( 91.1%), and trying various ways to enhance their motivation to speak English 

(97.4 %). 

With regards to regulating their learning environment, the responses from junior 

students had a mean score of 3.2. (SD = 0.8), pointing to a medium level of learning 

environment regulation. Majority of junior students (70.5%) agreed or strongly agreed that 

they should attempt to practice their English when they interact with foreigners. 66.7% of 

junior students agreed or strongly agreed with the idea of making overseas acquaintances in 

order to practice speaking English and conversing with foreigners online, and 30.7% of 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that speaking with English native speakers is a good 

idea. Less than half of the junior student respondents (33.3%) agreed or strongly agreed about 

visiting places with lots of foreigners. 

As for the regulation of affect, junior students' responses had a mean score of 3.9 (SD 

= 0.8), confirming a high level of affect regulation. 48.8% of the student participants agreed or 

strongly agreed that they can overcome their fear speaking English. Almost half of the junior 

student participants agreed or strongly agreed that they can cope with their anxiety when they 

speak English. However, 88.5 of the junior student participants stated that they tried to 

maintain a high level of my confidence when they speak English. 

 Concerning junior students’ responses on regulation of classroom environment, the mean 

score was 3.8.(SD = 0.7), pointing to a medium level of classroom environment regulation. 

Majority of them (82%), agreed or strongly agreed about using every opportunity during 

lessons. 68% of them stated that they speak in English with the people they know try to take 

part in English speaking activities as much as possible. Majority of junior student participants 

agreed with the idea of speaking English in class (81.5%) and spending time with companions 

who inspire one another to learn English (70.8%). 

 

Difference of students SRM across academic levels 

 

As mentioned earlier, to assess whether there is a statistically significant difference of 

students' overall SRMIS-EFL between juniors and seniors, independent t-test was conducted 

using SPSS version 26. The output of SPSS independent t-test can be seen in the following 

table. 

 

  
SD: Strongly Disagree  D: Disagree  U: Undecided  A: Agree   
SA: Strongly Agree           



 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6. Output of SPSS independent t-test 
 

  Group Statistics        

 
Academic 

levels N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean      
Overall Junior 78 4.0987 0.53464 0.06054      
  Senior 78 3.8385 0.55531 0.06288      
           
   Independent Samples Test      

  
Lavene's Tests for Equality of Variances 

 

t-test for Equality of 

Means   
         95% Confidence  

         interval of the  

         Difference  

  F Sig. t df 

Sig 

(3-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference Lower Upper 

Overall Equal 

variances 

assumed 0.034 0.853 2.982 154 0.003 0.26026 0.08728 0.08783 0.43268 

  

Equal 

variances not 

assumed     2.982 153.779 0.003 0.26026 0.08728 0.08783 0.43268 

 

The table above shows that the average SRMIS-EFL score for junior students is 4.0987, 

while the average SRMIS-EFL score for the senior student sample is 3.8385. Thus, descriptive 

statistics can be concluded that there is a difference in the average SRMIS-EFL between senior 

students and junior students, where SRMIS-EFL of senior students are lower than SRMIS-EFL 

of junior students. The Independent Sample T-Test results in a sig (2-tailed) value of 0.863 

where 0.03 < 0.05. Thus it can be concluded that there is significant difference between the 

average SRMIS-EFL of junior students and that of senior students. 

 

 

Discussion  

This study investigated EFL university students' level of SRMIS-EFL and examined 

whether or not the level of senior students differ from that of junior students. As presented in 

the research findings, the participants generally had a high level of SRMIS-EFL. The overall 

mean of senior students' SRMIS-EFL was 3.8 (SD = 0.6), indicating a high SRMIS-EFL level. 

The subdomain of task value activation was very high (M=4.4, SD=0.5), indicating that senior 

students were able to remind themselves when they need to speak English well, listen to their 

teachers carefully when he/she speaks in English, develop their interest and willingness to learn 

English, learn from their mistakes when they speak English, learn from others’ mistakes to 

speak English better, pay attention to English lessons and try different strategies to enhance 

their motivation to speak English. This finding is in line with previous studies conducted by 

Chou (2018), Uztosun (2020), Zhang et al. (2020) revealing that students with more enthusiasm 

to engage in oral communication in English may show a greater task value as a result of their 

belief that improving their EFL speaking skills is important. Consequently, students use more 

self-regulated learning techniques in their pursuit of enhancing their EFL proficiency (Cho et 

al., 2020; Sekar Diasti & Laos Mbato, 2020; Teng & Zhang, 2020; Uztosun, 2021). 

The very high level of senior students’ task value activation subdomain could be due 

to senior students’ awareness of the relevance of English learning tasks to their interests, goals, 

and future aspirations (Uztosun, 2020; Zhang et al., 2020). For senior students, this can entail 

talking about how fluency in English can help them in their academic endeavors, professional 

aspirations, or leisure activities (Arnó-Macià, E., Aguilar-Pérez, M., & Tatzl, 2020). Senior 

students also have more exposure to the real-world situations which require them to be 

competent in English speaking. This could include more experiences of course  projects that 

require senior students to apply English skills in practical contexts relevant to their lives and 

their position as a pre-service teachers. The senior student respondents in this study were taking 

either peer-teaching or internship program which require them to speak English fluently. 



 

 

Although senior students showed very high levels of their task value activation in 

speaking English, the other three subdomains of senior students’ SRMIS-EFL which include 

regulation of learning environment., regulation of affect, and regulation of classroom 

environment were in medium level. Hence, their overall level of SRMIS-EFL is lower than 

that of junior students. This finding contradicts a previous study conducted by Alotumi (2021) 

which revealed that students' academic level had no significant effect on their SRMIS-EFL; 

students' EFL speaking competence did not differ significantly between juniors and seniors. 

Students from both junior and senior groups in Alotumi's (2021) study were not offered any 

speaking course in the college. Meanwhile, junior student participants in this study were still 

having speaking courses which were formally offered to enhance students’ speaking skills. 

This result confirms the consensus of earlier studies, showing that in situations where there is 

official upskilling in EFL proficiency, students' motivational self-regulation may vary 

depending on their educational level (Teng & Zhang, 2020). As students at both academic 

levels did not receive any instruction that could have assisted them in developing self-

regulatory skills, university motivational self-regulation training is required (Wang, H., Yang, 

J., Li, 2021). The value of teacher participation in helping students develop a self-awareness 

of their motivating tendencies to modify their learning becomes important (Teng & Zhang, 

2020; Yan et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020).  

Self-regulated motivation is necessary in enhancing EFL speaking skills as English 

learners in EFL context have limited opportunity to practice their English both inside and 

outside the classroom (Mohialdeen Alotumi, 2021). Individuals with high levels of self-

regulated motivation are more likely to set specific goals for improving their English-speaking 

skills. These goals could be related to achieving a certain score on a language proficiency test 

or being able to communicate fluently in specific contexts. In terms of strategy use, self-

regulated learners actively seek out and employ various strategies to enhance their English-

speaking abilities (Uztosun, 2020). This could include practicing speaking with native 

speakers, using language learning apps, or participating in language exchange programs. 

Individuals with self-regulated motivation are more likely to persist in their language 

learning efforts despite challenges or setbacks (Uztosun, 2021). They are more resilient and 

proactive in seeking out opportunities to practice and improve their speaking skills. Ultimately, 

individuals who possess high levels of self-regulated motivation are more likely to achieve 

higher academic levels (Kryshko et al., 2020). Their proactive approach to learning, combined 

with effective goal-setting and strategy use, contributes to improved language proficiency over 

time. 

Regarding regulation of affect, senior students exhibited a lower level of affect 

regulation than junior students did, which indicates that junior students could overcome their 

anxiety and fear as well as enhancing their self-confidence. The results support the idea that 

EFL students with positive emotional views can make better use of their cognitive and 

metacognitive SRL methods (Sun and Wang, 2020; Teng et al., 2020). Students could increase 

their proficiency in EFL speaking by continuing to participate in English-speaking assignments 

while suppressing their negative affective responses (Uztosun, 2020, 2021; Zhang et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, senior and junior students’ classroom environment regulation were in the 

medium level. It might be the result of students participating in diverse class-based assignments 

and activities with different classmates, which should be promoted. Teachers' roles in the 

classroom can be assigned to the medium level of this SRMIS-EFL subsection since research 

indicates that teachers are crucial in fostering student engagement through engaging and 

cooperative activities that meet students' needs. (Seli and Dembo, 2020; Teng et al., 2020).  

When it came to their efforts to find more chances to practice and improve their learning 

outside of the classroom, both senior and junior students reported a medium level of regulation 

of their learning environment. It validates relevant research indicating that EFL students may 

seek out richer informal EFL-input contexts to practice speaking the language and get around 

the limitations of their restricted formal EFL-input learning environments (Uztosun, 2020). 

 

CONCLUSION  

The purpose of this study is to look at the SRMIS-EFL of EFL students in the setting 

of higher education in Indonesia and see whether there are any differences between academic 



 

 

levels. A total of 156 EFL college students' data were collected and examined. There are 

exactly the same number of junior and senior students—78 juniors and 78 seniors.  

The SRMIS-EFL level of senior students was high generally, as seen in the 

accompanying table, with an overall answer mean of 3.8 and a standard deviation of 0.5. The 

mean score for senior students in terms of task value activation was 4.4 (SD = 0.5), which 

suggests a very high degree of activating task value. In reference to the regulation of the 

learning environment, the average score of senior students' answers was 3.3 (standard deviation 

= 0.8), signifying a moderate degree of regulation. The replies of senior students indicated a 

medium degree of emotion control, with a mean score of 3.4 (SD = 0.8) in this regard. A 

medium level of classroom environment regulation was indicated by the senior students' mean 

score of 3.8 (SD = 0.7) on their responses about managing their classroom. 

It was discovered that junior students' SRMIS-EFL level was typically high, with a 

mean score of 4.1 overall and a standard deviation of 0.5. The task value activation scale 

revealed a comparatively high mean score of 4.6 (SD = 0.4) for the junior students' responses. 

With a mean score of 3.2 (SD = 0.8) for managing their learning environment, junior students' 

responses suggested a medium level of learning environment regulation. A strong level of 

affect regulation was indicated by the junior students' replies, which had a mean score of 3.9 

(SD = 0.8). When asked about the level of regulation in the classroom, junior students gave a 

mean score of 3.8 (SD = 0.7), which indicates a medium level of regulation. 

Concerning the difference between senior and junior students’ level of SRMIS-EFL, 

this study revealed that for junior students, the average SRMIS-EFL score is 4.0987, whereas 

for the senior student group, it is 3.8385. Descriptive statistics thus indicate that there is a 

difference in the average SRMIS-EFL between senior and junior pupils, with the former having 

a lower SRMIS-EFL than the latter. A sig (2-tailed) value of 0.863 is obtained from the 

Independent Sample T-Test, where 0.03 < 0.05. Thus, it can be said that there is a notable 

variation between junior and senior students' average SRMIS-EFL scores. 

The findings of this study, which are summarized above, indicates the need to train 

teachers and students on motivational regulation strategies particularly in improving skills 

speaking English as a foreign language. This way, students from various academic levels could 

regulate their motivation to speak English both inside and outside the classrooms. Moreover, 

teachers must use a variety of inspiring and cooperative learning activities that align with the 

needs and goals of their students. 

Limitations 

There are sample size limitations in the study. Even though the study's sample is 

representative of all English teachers in the study environment, additional participants will 

yield more accurate results. 
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