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ABSTRACT 

 

 

Emotion research in second language acquisition (SLA) research is undergoing rapid 

changes with an increasing number of studies exploring its role in second language (L2) learning 

(Prior, 2019). In line with this rising wave of studies, my research aims (1) to introduce the 

constructs of shame-proneness and guilt-proneness from social psychology research into SLA, 

(2) to generate validity evidence for the psychometric measurement of these two constructs 

within SLA, (3) to examine the links between L2 learners’ shame-proneness and guilt-proneness 

and their motivational behaviors and language achievements, and (4) to relate shame-proneness 

and guilt-proneness of L2 learners to their L2 selves (Dörnyei, 2009, Teimouri, 2017).  

These research objectives were explored as follows: First, the prevalence of shame and 

guilt reactions in L2 settings was explored. Next, Second Language Test of Shame and Guilt 

Affect (L2-TOSGA) was developed to measure L2 learners’ individual differences in terms of 

their proneness to shame and proneness to guilt during L2 learning. Then, various psychometric 

properties of the L2-TOSGA were examined. Finally, the links between L2 learners’ shame-

proneness and guilt-proneness, and their motivational behaviors, language achievements, and L2 

selves were probed. A total of 866 English learners, across five studies, from five private 

language institutes and two private universities in Iran, participated in this research.  
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The results of both qualitative and quantitative analyses evidenced the pervasiveness of 

shame and guilt in an L2 context and attested to the reliability, stability, and validity of the newly 

developed questionnaire, the L2-TOSGA. The findings further revealed that while shame-

proneness hampered L2 learners’ motivation by impairing their sense of global self, guilt-

proneness increased L2 learners’ motivation by encouraging corrective actions to undo their 

misbehaviors; consequently, shame-proneness (and not guilt-proneness) was identified as a 

negative predictor of learners’ language achievement. Moreover, learners with stronger ought-to 

L2 selves were found to be more vulnerable to feelings of shame, whereas learners with stronger 

ideal L2 selves were detected as more guilt-prone. In short, this research shed light on the multi-

faceted nature of social emotions and highlighted their subtle roles during language learning.  
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CHAPTER 1  

Introduction 

1.1. Motivation for the study 

 

For decades, the breadth and depth of emotion research in second language acquisition 

research (SLA) remained largely restricted. While research in the areas of L2 learners’ cognition 

and motivation is filled with a wide range of theoretical frameworks, constructs, and notions (see 

Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015), research on L2 learners’ emotions was mainly limited to language 

anxiety. This disproportionate volume of research on language anxiety (for reviews, see Horwitz, 

2001, 2010; MacIntyre, 1999; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991; Teimouri, Goetze, & Plonsky, 2019) 

stymied research developments in other emotions that seem as likely to be experienced during L2 

learning as anxiety. As a result, the scope of emotion research in SLA remained largely limited 

to only a handful of select emotions, despite the wide emotional spectrum that L2 learners may 

experience while pursuing L2 learning goals.  

In addition, the limited scope of emotion research itself has been conceptualized narrowly 

within categories of negative and positive emotions (Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014). That is, a 

variety of negative emotions, such as fear, anxiety, sadness, embarrassment, nervousness, and 

shame, has been aggregated under the rubric of language anxiety (e.g., Cook, 2006; Gardner, 

1985; Horwitz, Horowitz, & Cope, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner 1994a), whereas a list of positive 

affects, such as enjoyment, creativity, interest, pride, fun, and support, has been assembled under 

a single heading of language enjoyment (e.g., Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014). To date, no further 

attempts have been made to provide a theoretical framework describing the underlying cognitive, 

affective, and motivational components of each emotion; nor have any attempts been made to 

discuss how these emotions are theoretically distinct from other related emotions (e.g., How is 
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anxiety different or similar to fear, embarrassment, or shame? How is enjoyment different or 

similar to pride, interest, or fun?).  

From a discrete emotions perspective, characteristic social, cognitive, affective, and 

behavioral distinctions among emotions are conceived as too complex to be captured by wide 

categories of negative or positive emotions (e.g., Ekman, 2003; Izard, 1991; Lewis, 2000; 

Tomkins, 1963; Tracy, Robins, & Tangney, 2007). For instance, while anxiety and sadness can 

both be considered negative emotions, the motivational arousal of an anxious student worried 

about an impending exam is arguably much higher than the motivational arousal of a sad student 

who has already failed the exam. As another example, joy and calm/relaxation are both typically 

considered positive emotions, but the motivational arousal of a happy student filled with joy due 

to his/her excellent performance on an exam is much higher than the motivational arousal of a 

relaxed/calm student who has barely managed to avoid failing an exam (e.g., Feldman Barrett & 

Russell, 1998; Higgins, 1987; Shuman & Scherer, 2014). Moreover, the subjective experiences, 

physiological symptoms, facial expressions, cognitive evaluations, and the eliciting events 

involved or associated with each of these emotions are essentially distinct (e.g., Ekman, 2003; 

Izard, 1991). Hence, narrower categories of emotions, such as achievement emotions (e.g., 

Pekrun, Elliot, & Maier, 2006), epistemic emotions (e.g., Morton, 2010; Muis, Pekrun, Sinatra, 

Azevedo, Trevors, Meier, & Heddy, 2015) topic emotions (Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2014), 

and social emotions (Leary, 2007) have been proposed to better explain the multifaceted nature 

of emotions (see Pekrun & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2014 for further information in this area).  

In order to better capture the range of emotions that L2 learners may feel during L2 

learning, we need to extend the scope of emotion research in SLA beyond language anxiety and 

language enjoyment (Dewaele, 2019; Prior, 2019). As the breadth of emotion research extends,  
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we also need new theoretical perspectives to explain the distinct effects of emotions on L2 

learners’ motivation, interpersonal behaviors, and language achievement. The valence of 

emotions (e.g., pleasant vs. unpleasant) does not have enough explanatory power to throw light 

on the subtle distinctions between emotions (Learner & Keltner, 2000).  

The second decade of the twenty-first century, however, has brought with it a revived 

interest in exploring the emotional experiences of language learners (Dewaele, 2019; Prior, 

2019). A new wave of research has emerged, stretching the emotional spectrum that L2 learners 

may experience, such as amusement, anger, contempt, desire, disgust, embarrassment, 

enjoyment, gratitude, hate, interest, joy, love, pride, sadness, and serenity (e.g., Dewaele, 2015; 

Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014, 2016; Dewaele, Saito, Witney, & Dewaele, 2017; MacIntyre & 

Gregersen, 2012; MacIntyre, Gregersen, & Mercer, 2016; MacIntyre & Mercer, 2014; MacIntyre 

& Vincze, 2017; Motha & Lin, 2014; Ross & Stracke, 2017; Teimouri, 2017). Inspired by the 

complex dynamic systems approach in SLA (e.g., De Bot, 2017; Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2020, 

Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008; Lowie & Verspoor, 2019; Verspoor, 2017), a few studies 

have also investigated the simultaneous interactions of L2 learners’ emotions (e.g., Dewaele, 

MacIntyre, Boudreau, & Dewaele, 2016) as well as their fluctuations over time (e.g., Gregersen, 

MacIntyre, & Meza, 2014).  

The need for new theoretical perspectives in emotion research has also been highlighted 

(e.g., Dewaele & MacIntyre, 2014; Gkonou, Daubney, & Dewaele, 2017; MacIntyre & Vincze, 

2017; Şimşek & Dörnyei, 2017). For instance, Dewaele and MacIntyre (2014) have cast doubt 

on the adequacy of the positive-vs.-negative approach underlying emotions research in SLA. 

Alternatively, they have called for more specific theories targeting the functions of emotions. 

The multi-faceted nature of emotions has been emphasized in some other studies while 
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documenting the emotional experiences of learners in L2 settings (e.g., Imai, 2010; Motha & 

Lin, 2014; Ross & Stracke, 2017; Şimşek & Dörnyei, 2017; Teimouri, 2017). The social turn in 

SLA (see Block, 2013) has also led to the emergence of post-structural/discursive approaches 

toward exploring emotions as socially constructed notions (e.g., Benesch, 2012, 2017).  

In line with recent advances in emotion research in SLA, in this dissertation, I aimed to 

introduce the constructs of shame and guilt from social psychology into the realm of SLA, and to 

examine the effects of students’ shame-proneness and guilt-proneness on their motivation and 

language achievement. Among the emotions that L2 learners may feel during language learning 

are the painful emotions of shame and guilt. For instance, when experiencing a negative event, 

such as receiving a low grade on an exam, receiving negative feedback in the presence of others, 

or failing to communicate one’s intended message during a social interaction, an L2 learner may 

feel ashamed or guilty, especially if he or she believes others are passing negative judgements on 

his or her personal characteristics or behaviors. Of critical note, L2 learners’ lack of proficiency 

in the target language and its underlying sociocultural norms and standards may lead to their 

occupation of a low social status among the members of the new target community. Such an 

undesirable low social status poses a chronic threat to L2 learners’ social self, which may 

generate feelings of shame and guilt (Gruenewald, Sally, Dickerson, & Kemeny, 2007). While 

research on shame and guilt is flourishing in social and educational psychology due to profound 

effects on one’s motivation, interpersonal behaviors, and academic performance (e.g., Tracy, 

Robins, & Tangney, 2007; Turner, Husman, & Schallert, 2002), these two emotions have not 

received proper attention in SLA. The need to fill this research gap becomes even more 

important given the fact that few studies have provided sufficient evidence on the pervasiveness 
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of shame in L2 context and its negative effects on L2 learners (e.g., Cook, 2006; Galmiche, 

2017, 2018; Teimouri, 2017; Wang, 2016).   

In this dissertation, I also developed and validated a scenario-based questionnaire to 

specifically measure L2 learners’ shame and guilt experiences in L2 settings. The need to 

develop L2-specific measures of emotions has been emphasized in past emotion research in SLA 

(e.g., Horwitz et al., 1986; Horwitz, 2001, 2017; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1991; MacIntyre, 2017; 

see also Teimouri, Plonsky, & Tabandeh, under review, for similar arguments for using L2-

specific scales to measure personality traits in L2 research). While the use of general instruments 

from psychology in early anxiety research in SLA generated inconsistent findings, the 

development and application of language-specific anxiety questionnaires—for instance, Foreign 

Language Classroom Anxiety (FLCA) (Horwitz et al., 1986)—led to more consistent findings 

regarding the role of anxiety in language achievements of students (MacIntyre, 2017; Teimouri, 

et al., 2019). Although a plethora of L2 anxiety measures has been developed since the 

conceptualization of L2 anxiety as a situation-specific emotion, there is a scarcity of measures 

for assessing other emotions of learners in L2 situations. The need to fill this measurement gap 

gains even more significance because emotion research is growing rapidly in SLA.  

Compared to previous emotion questionnaires used in SLA (e.g., Dewaele & MacIntyre, 

2014; Gardner, 1985; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994a; MacIntyre 

& Vincze, 2017; Spielberger, 1983), a scenario-based questionnaire provides a more trustworthy 

instrument for assessing L2 learners’ emotions. Each scenario presents a unique context. A 

context, though not real, is perceived as real by L2 learners through the power of visualization 

(see Hadfield & Dörnyei, 2015). Not only can L2 learners imagine themselves in the scenarios, 

but they can also feel their presence in them (e.g., Dörnyei, 2014). As a result, L2 learners can 
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evaluate and express their emotional reactions more accurately if they have more information 

about the context. A scenario-based questionnaire allows for the measurement of various 

emotions simultaneously; it also allows for the exploration of the dynamic interactions between 

different emotions within a particular context, and an examination of their combined effects. The 

use of scenario-based questionnaires, thus, advances research in line with the new complex, 

dynamic turn in SLA, which focuses on the interaction of learner factors within a particular 

context (e.g., Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2020; Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). 

Although there is a close relationship between motivation and emotion (e.g., Reeve, 

2014), motivational theories proposed in L2 research have marginalized the role of emotion. For 

instance, while anxiety was originally included in Gardener’s socio-educational model of 

motivation (e.g., Gardner, 1985), emphasis was given to other motivational and attitudinal 

factors. In Dörnyei’s L2 motivational self system (Dörnyei, 2009)—currently the dominant 

model in L2 motivation research—L2 learners’ cognitive self-representations in the future (ideal 

L2 self and ought-to L2 self) have been foregrounded as the sources of motivation with emotion 

playing a background role. Although emotion has been theoretically argued to be the main 

motivational driver of L2 selves (e.g., MacIntyre & Gregersen, 2012), and a few attempts have 

already been made to relate emotions to L2 selves (Papi, 2010; Papi & Teimouri, 2014; 

Teimouri, 2017), the intimate relationship between emotion and L2 selves remains to be further 

explored. In this dissertation, I tested whether students’ shame-proneness and guilt-proneness 

could be linked to their future L2 selves. In sum, my research aim was to (1) explore the 

pervasiveness of shame and guilt reactions among L2 learners, (2) design and validate a 

questionnaire measuring shame and guilt tendencies of L2 learners, (3) examine the relationships 

between shame and guilt tendencies of L2 learners and their motivational behaviors and 
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language achievement, and (4) probe the links between L2 learners’ shame and guilt tendencies 

and their L2 selves.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Literature Review 

2.1. A historical background 

For decades, the lack of a robust theoretical framework that conceptualized shame and 

guilt as two distinct emotions posed a challenge for psychologists, often resulting in an emphasis 

given to one of them at the price of ignoring the other (as noted in Tangney, 1991). In the field of 

psychoanalysis, for example, Tangney and Dearing (2003) have noted that, while Freud initially 

made a distinction between shame and guilt, later on, he directed his focus of inquiry on guilt. 

Building on Freud’s notion of “ego-ideal”, several post-Freudian psychoanalysts endeavored to 

conceptualize shame and guilt (e.g., Erickson, 1950; Piers & Singer, 1953). They defined guilt as 

the result of clashes between the ego and the superego, whereas shame was conceptualized as a 

reaction to clashes between the ego and the ego-ideal (Piers & Singer, 1953). While such 

theories were fruitful in laying the groundwork for Lewis’s (1971) highly influential theory of 

shame and guilt, they were often criticized by other researchers on the grounds of practical utility 

and contradicting evidence (e.g., Hartmann & Leowenstein, 1962; Lindsay-Hartez, 1984). 

During these formative years in the research domain, some attempts were made from 

outside the circle of psychoanalysis to distinguish shame and guilt (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). 

Within the anthropological perspective, for example, shame and guilt were distinguished as 

separate emotions on the basis of distinct properties of situations or events that elicit these 

emotions (Benedict, 1946). Shame was assumed to arise from public exposure and disapproval 

of others whereas guilt was seen as a more private experience arising from self-generated pangs 

of conscience (e.g., Benedict, 1946, 2005; Gehm & Scherer, 1988; Tangney & Dearing, 2003). 

Although such a public-private distinction of shame and guilt gained popularity among 

researchers, the validity of such assumptions remained unsubstantiated by empirical evidence. 
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The research findings showed that the emotional reactions of shame and guilt cannot be 

restricted to the type of situations because individuals reported experiencing both shame and 

guilt in the presence of others and in seclusion (e.g., Tangney, Marschall, Rosenberg, Barlow, & 

Wagner, 1994; Tangney, Miller, Flicker, & Barlow, 1996). For instance, Tangney, Miller, 

Flicker, & Barlow’s (1996) findings revealed that people’s accounts of shame and guilt had no 

relation to the public-private features of an event.  

It was not until 1971 that Helen Block Lewis, a renowned clinical psychologist, proposed 

her radically different theoretical framework and conceptualized shame and guilt as two separate 

emotions by highlighting the role of the self. According to H. Lewis (1971), when encountering a 

transgression or a failure, the shame experience arises when the self is the focal center of 

negative criticism (e.g., I did a bad thing). However, if the focus of negative evaluation is 

directed toward a specific (mis)behavior, the individual would experience the emotional state of 

guilt (e.g., I did a bad thing).  

Lewis’s (1971) theoretical framework on the distinction between shame and guilt has 

received extensive support from a great number of studies using a range of different 

methodological perspectives (e.g., Ferguson & Stegge, 1995; Ferguson, Stegge, & Damhuis, 

1991; Lindsay-Hartz, 1984; Lindsay-Hartz, DeRivera, & Mascolo, 1995; Tangney 1993; 

Tangney et al., 1994; Tangney et al., 1996; Wicker, Payne, & Morgan, 1983). In the rest of this 

literature review, the underlying features of L2 learners’ shame and guilt experiences will be 

explained in detail by drawing on H. Lewis’s highly influential and popular behavior-vs.-self 

distinctions.   
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2.2. Second language learners’ feelings of shame and guilt 

 

Shame and guilt belong to the family of self-conscious emotions (shame, guilt, 

embarrassment, and pride) (Fisher & Tangney, 1995; Tangney, Stuewig, & Mashek, 2007) as 

opposed to the family of so-called basic emotions (anger, fear, sadness, enjoyment, disgust, and 

surprise) (Ekman, 2003; Izard, 1991; Tracy, Robins, & Tangney, 2007). Self-conscious emotions 

are thought to have evolved through natural selection to facilitate the attainment of complex 

social goals (or identity goals), such as the maintenance or enhancement of one’s social status, 

gaining social acceptance, or avoiding group rejection (Leary, 2007; Tracy & Robins, 2004). On 

the other hand, basic emotions have evolved to facilitate one’s survival and reproductive needs 

(Lazarus, 1991).  

Self-conscious emotions are often referred to as social emotions or other-oriented 

emotions because a person’s active appraisal of other people’s thoughts, judgments, and feelings 

plays a substantive role in their feelings of shame, guilt, embarrassment, and pride (e.g., 

Gruenewald, Dickerson, & Kemeny, 2007; Tracy, Robins, & Tangney, 2007). According to 

Leary (2005), “fundamentally, self-conscious emotions evolved not to respond to people’s 

private evaluations of themselves but rather to regulate their interactions and relationships with 

other people” (p. 46).  

2.2.1. Shame 

 

In a prototypical shame experience, an L2 learner’s primary concern is with his or her 

global self as a person, and how this self is perceived, evaluated, and judged by others (H. Lewis, 

1971; Tangney, 1990, 1995; Tangney & Dearing, 2003). In the midst of a shame experience, an 

L2 learner may critically direct her attention toward the self, negatively scrutinize every aspect 

of it, and harshly perceive herself as an incompetent, flawed L2 learner, or a defective, 
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undesirable speaker of an L2 in the minds of others in the target language community. The 

counter-factual thinking processes involved in feelings of shame are typically directed at L2 

learners’ selves, such as “If and only if I was not a such-and-such L2 learner/user” (Tangney, 

1995). Upon receiving a low grade on an L2 writing assignment, for instance, a shamed learner 

might think “If and only if I was not such a poor L2 writer.” The shamed learner may feel 

exposed; that is, her perceived defects or shortcomings have been exposed before an audience. 

The audience, of particular note, does not need to be real, or physically present during the 

shame-inducing event (e.g., Leary, 2007; Tangney, Burggraf, & Wagner, 1995); the audience’s 

presence, in fact, is often imagined by L2 learners (Tangney & Dearing, 2003) Not only does a 

learner envision the presence of others while reflecting on her characteristic self and behaviors, 

but she also envisions their reactions, thoughts, evaluations, and judgments (Tangney, 1995). 

Such negative thoughts, eventually, will trigger feelings of being small, inferior, powerless, and 

hopeless (Tangney & Dearing, 2003; Tangney et al., 1995).  

Shame motivates avoidance or withdrawal responses (H. Lewis, 1971; Nathanson, 1992; 

Tangney et al., 1995). Because shame involves a feeling of exposure of one’s defective, 

unattractive self before a real/imagined audience, a shamed learner is more likely to report a 

desire to flee the shame-inducing situation (Tangney et al., 1995). In other words, the shamed 

learner seeks a way to hide from others in order to escape the overwhelming feelings of shame 

(Tangney & Dearing, 2003). Avoidance or withdrawal responses associated with feelings of 

shame may reveal themselves either during actual use of the L2, for instance, when L2 learners 

move away from a conversation or a group activity, or at the L2 learners’ intentional levels, for 

instance, when L2 learners show less desire to participate in L2 class activities, or to use the L2 

in social interactions. Feelings of shame, hence, will negatively affect L2 learning by reducing 
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L2 learners’ amount of L2 contact, or by hampering their motivation or willingness to use the 

L2.  

Shame may also motivate learners to adopt defense mechanisms (Kaufman, 1989; Lewis, 

2000; Tangney et al., 1995). Not only may a shamed L2 learner adopt avoidant behaviors, he or 

she may also blame others, real or imagined, for his or her involvement in the shame-inducing 

event (Tangney et al., 1995). Thus, the learner changes the direction of the acute pain of 

“humiliated anger” (H. Lewis, 1971) from his self toward others. Others are harshly criticized 

and blamed because they are held responsible for the learner’s painful experience of shame 

(Tangney et al., 1995). Receiving a low grade on a final exam, for instance, the shamed 

student—who feels inferior compared to other students—may redirect his anger to the teacher 

(e.g., “the teacher was harsh on me”) or other relevant factors (e.g., “the exam was too 

difficult”). This other-oriented hostility can be conceived of as a defensive strategy used by 

shamed learners to regain a sense of agency or control impaired during the shame experience 

(Tangney, 1990, 1995).  

2.2.2. Guilt 

 

In sharp contrast to shame, in a prototypical guilt experience, L2 learners’ primary 

concern is with their specific behaviors, rather than their global self (Lewis, 2000; Tangney & 

Dearing, 2003). In the midst of a guilt experience, an L2 learner may critically direct her 

attention toward her behavior, negatively scrutinize every aspect of it, and carefully examine 

ways to undo it (Tangney, 1995). The counter-factual thinking processes involved in feelings of 

guilt are typically directed at L2 learners’ alternative behaviors, such as “if and only if I had [not] 

done such-and-such” (Tangney et al., 1995). Upon receiving a low grade on an L2 writing 

assignment, for instance, a guilty learner may think “if and only if I had invested more time and 
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effort in the writing assignment.” Such negative thoughts, consequently, may lead to subjective 

feelings of tension, regret, and remorse.   

Guilt motivates reparative actions (Tangney & Dearing, 2003) and, because an L2 

learner’s self remains unified and intact, feelings of guilt are less painful and devastating than 

feelings of shame (H. Lewis, 1971). Given that guilt involves a negative evaluation of one’s 

behaviors and not one’s self, a guilty student is more likely to accept responsibility for her 

behavior, and less likely to blame others (Tangney et al., 1995). Feeling guilty, thus, the L2 

learner is more willing to take corrective action to undo her wrongdoing (Tangney et al., 1995; 

Tangney & Dearing, 2003). Considering the previous example, an L2 learner who feels guilty 

may attribute the cause of the low grade to their lack of effort rather than lack of ability and try 

hard to compensate for it.  

 

2.2.3. Anticipatory and consequential shame and guilt 

 

L2 learners’ experiences of shame and guilt are not solely dependent on their actual 

behaviors in real, social events. In fact, L2 learners may also anticipate their likely emotional 

                         Shame 

• Focus on self 

• More painful than guilt 

• Feeling small, worthless, and powerless 

• Counter-factual thinking on aspects of 

self 

• Desire to escape, or become defensive  

                       Guilt 

• Focus on behavior 

• Less painful than shame 

• Feeling tension, remorse, regret 

• Counter-factual thinking on aspects of 

behavior 

• Desire to confess, apologize, or repair 

Figure 1. Differential features of shame and guilt 
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experiences of shame and guilt by imagining and evaluating the potential consequences of their 

alternative behaviors in different situations (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). These forms of 

forecasted shame and guilt experiences are referred to as anticipatory shame and guilt and should 

be distinguished from consequential shame and guilt reactions that happen in real time (Tangney 

et al., 1995). Moreover, there is an important functional relationship between L2 learners’ 

anticipatory and consequential shame and guilt reactions. L2 learners’ likely feelings of shame 

and guilt in future events are inferred from past experiences of shame and guilt in similar events 

(Tangney & Dearing, 2003). In other words, past experiences provide critical feedback for L2 

learners to assess affective responses to similar behaviors in future events (Tangney, 1995; 

Tangney et al., 1995). For instance, a learner may anticipate shame reactions during an incoming 

phone conversation with a native speaker if they had shame reactions in similar situations in the 

past. Consequently, the learner may opt for other means of communication (e.g., email). Taken 

together, shame and guilt responses, both anticipatory and consequential, exert a strong influence 

on motivation and the interpersonal behaviors of L2 learners via providing critical feedback on 

their self and behaviors (Tangney, 1995).  

So far, the L2 learners’ emotional experiences of shame and guilt, as well as their effects 

on motivation, have been discussed as emotional states in different real/imaginary situations. As 

is often the case in emotion research in general, and in emotion research in SLA specifically, 

emotions are also studied as dispositional traits or tendencies (e.g., Spielberger, 1983). An 

emotional disposition is defined as the propensity or inclination to experience a specific emotion 

in a range of relevant situations (Tangney et al., 1995). Shame-proneness or guilt-proneness thus 

characterizes those L2 learners who are more susceptible to emotional experiences of shame and 
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guilt—both anticipatory and consequential—compared to less shame-prone or guilt-prone 

learners.  

2.2.4. Shame and guilt in second language acquisition: Preliminary evidence 

 

As noted, a few studies have investigated the shame experiences of L2 leaners in SLA. 

Cook (2006) examined the effects of shame and anxiety on thirty college students’ learning 

English as a second language in the US. In his mixed-design study, students’ shame and anxiety 

experiences were examined through in-depth interviews and self-report questionnaires. Interview 

data showed evidence of the pervasiveness of shame in L2 context. Many interviewees instanced 

multiple shame episodes while learning and using English as a second language. The perceived 

deficiency in one’s L2 ability was identified as a main cause of the students’ shame reactions. 

Moreover, shame-prone students were found to be more likely to avoid participation in situations 

wherein English was spoken. A shame-fear sequence was detected for the students’ L2 

avoidance behaviors. That is, the students’ fear of shame reactions in L2 settings prevented them 

from fully investing in L2 learning activities. A shame-anger sequence was also identified, 

indicating that the shame reactions of L2 learners may be followed by unconstructive anger as a 

defensive strategy. The results of correlational analyses, however, revealed no relationship (r = 

.04) between shame-proneness, measured using the TOSCA-3 questionnaire (Tangney et al., 

2000), and L2 anxiety, measured using the FLCA questionnaire (Horwitz et al., 1986).  

In another mixed-design study, Wang (2016) investigated the shame experiences of 143 

Chinese college students learning English in China. Using the shame scale of the Achievement 

Emotions Questionnaire (AEQ) (Pekrun et al., 2006), the results of the study revealed that the 

shame experiences of the students were positively related to their feelings of hopelessness in 

English class. Moreover, shame was found to be negatively associated with students’ positive 
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feelings of hope and enjoyment in English class. The results of interviews also pinpointed 

several sources of shame reactions that were common among the students, such as meeting 

others’ expectations (e.g., failure to meet professors’ expectations), social comparison (e.g., not 

being able to speak the L2 as well as other students), personality traits (e.g., being timid in 

speaking in public), or L2 competence (e.g., not being able to communicate effectively in the L2 

with native speakers).  

Teimouri (2017) also examined the shame experiences of L2 learners within Dörnyei’s 

L2 motivational self system (Dörnyei, 2009). The results of survey-responses from 524 Iranian 

EFL students revealed that all L2 learners, regardless of their motivational types (ideal L2 self 

vs. ought-to L2 self), are susceptible to some extent to the emotional reaction of shame—

although those students with stronger social and personal obligations for learning English (i.e., 

ought-to L2 self/others and ought-to L2 self/own) were found to be more vulnerable to feelings 

of shame.   

Finally, Galmiche (2017, 2018) investigated the shame experiences of L2 learners in 

France. The results of in-depth interviews with L2 learners from different language and 

educational backgrounds revealed shame as a recurrent emotion among L2 learners. Shame was 

by far the most reported negative emotion in French class in comparison to other negative 

emotions, such as frustration and anxiety. Shame was also found to have debilitative effects on 

the students’ linguistics confidence, sense of identity, and self-esteem. Furthermore, shame-

prone L2 learners reported more anxiety about L2 failures and more inclination toward avoiding 

L2 interactions and learning activities.  

Consistent with the phenomenological characteristics of shame, the results of studies in 

various FL/SL contexts (i.e., U.S., China, Iran, and France) taken together, present a convincing 
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case for the prevalence of shame in L2 settings, and its negative effects on L2 learners. In this 

study, I aimed to further investigate shame and its negative role in L2 learning. Moreover, guilt 

and its potential positive role in L2 learning was explored for the first time in SLA research. 

While these few studies (except Teimouri, 2017) have used interviews or instruments from 

psychology to capture the shame experiences of L2 learners, in this study a new language-

specific measure of shame and guilt were developed and validated.  

2.3. The measurement of shame and guilt 

 

Measures of shame and guilt can be classified either as a state or a trait. State measures 

assess a person’s feeling of shame or guilt within a particular context at the moment (e.g., 

Experiential Shame Scale, Turner, 2014); such as, when a person is requested to rate a list of 

certain shame-related or guilt-related characteristics immediately after failing to complete a task. 

Trait measures, on the other hand, assess a person’s disposition to experiencing shame and guilt 

across contexts (TOSCA, Tangney et al., 1990); such as, when a person is requested to rate a list 

of shame-related or guilt-related statements across various situations.  

Because shame and guilt do not involve clear-cut universal features (e.g., Izard, 1991), 

verbal reports of people about their negative feelings have been used as an optimal means for 

their assessment. However, such a methodology has its own limitations because lay people often 

have no idea about the subtle distinctions between shame and guilt. In other words, most often, 

lay people will use the terms shame and guilt interchangeably to express their negative feelings 

in various situations (Tangeny, 1990). Tangney and Dearing (2003) asked a group of 

undergraduate psychology students to elaborate on the distinctions between shame and guilt. The 

findings of the study were intriguing in the sense that the students offered differing definitions of 

shame and guilt (Tangney & Dearing, 2003, p. 10):   
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“Shame is a feeling that you have when you are not happy of your individual 

outcome or a certain matter. Guilt is when you’ve done something you felt you 

shouldn’t have.” 

 

“Shame is when you know you did something wrong and you’re sorry you did it 

Guilt is when you did something that was wrong and you can’t admit it.” 

 

“Shame is the feeling that everyone else thinks you have done wrong and all 

know what you have done. Guilt is the feeling that you know what you have 

done and by your standard it is wrong.” 

 

“Shame is regret. Guilt is sin-regret.” 

 

“Shame is feeling guilty. Guilt is feeling ashamed about something.” 

 

Before H. Lewis’s highly influential self vs. behavior distinction of shame and guilt, 

psychologists had developed separate questionnaires to assess either shame (e.g., Cook, 1989) or 

guilt (e.g., Mosher, 1966; Otterbacher & Munz, 1973). As noted by Tangeny (1991), shame 

measures were constructed without any consideration for guilt, and guilt measures were 

developed without any consideration for shame. These early measures of shame and guilt also 

had different item-response formats, such as single adjectives, descriptive statements, forced 

multiple-choice statements and responses to so-called shame-inducing and guilt-inducing 

situations (see Tangney & Dearing, 2003 for a comprehensive review of shame and guilt 

measures in psychology). On Otterbacher and Munz’s (1973) Perceived Guilt Index, for 

instance, respondents reveal how they normally feel in life by rating a list of adjectives that 

measure guilt at various levels. Cook’s (1991) Shame scale assesses respondents’ likely reactions 

of shame by eliciting their agreement/disagreement to a set of 18 statements. Also, while 

Mosher’s Forced-Choice Guilt Inventory measures guilt by forcing respondents to complete 

sentences using the existing options, Klass’s Situational Guilt Scale measures the guilt 
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tendencies of respondents by asking them to rate their likely emotional reactions to a series of 

guilt-inducing situations.  

As noted by Tangney and Dearing (2003), these early measures of shame and guilt, 

however, suffered from several problems. First, theoretical distinctions between shame and guilt 

were not accurately reflected in the development of these measures. For instance, items such as 

“I sometimes have bad thoughts which make me feel ashamed of myself” (Buss-Durkee Guilt 

Scale, Buss & Durkee, 1957), and “I detest myself for…(a) my sins and failures, vs (b) for not 

having more exciting sexual experiences” (Mosher Forced-Choice Guilt Inventory, Mosher, 

1966), and adjectives such as “disgraceful”, “degraded”, and “marred” (The Guilt Trait Scale, 

Otterbacher & Munz, 1973) are in fact measures of shame rather than guilt. Such conceptual 

misconstructions of shame and guilt cast serious doubt on the research findings of studies in 

which researchers used these measures to explore the influences of shame and guilt.  

The second problem with the early measures of shame or guilt concerns how these 

measures confounded feelings of shame or guilt with other moral standards, beliefs, or values. 

Instead of measuring guilt or shame, some questionnaire items measured respondents’ moral 

beliefs and values toward a phenomenon (Tangeny 1991; Tangeny & Dearing, 2003). Of note, 

people may share similar moral beliefs and values (e.g., revealing a friend’s secret is immoral), 

yet their emotional reactions might be different if those moral beliefs are violated (e.g., one may 

not be able to sleep, filled with guilt, whereas another may move on as if nothing of significance 

has occurred). Likewise, some other measures confounded feelings of shame and guilt with self-

esteem. For instance, Tangney (1991) criticized Cook’s (1989) scale of internal shame, noting 

that items such as “I feel like I am never quite good enough” are in fact measures of one’s global 

self-esteem rather than one’s feelings of shame.  
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Several questionnaires were also developed to assess people’s shame and guilt tendencies 

in relation to certain situations. These questionnaires entailed a list of situations deemed to be 

either shame-inducing or guilt-inducing, and respondents were requested to rate their emotional 

reactions (e.g., how ‘upset’ they would become) to each situation. The Dimensions of 

Conscience Questionnaire (DSQ, Johnson et al.,1987), the Measure of Susceptibility to Guilt and 

Shame (Cheek & Hogan, 1983), and the Beall Shame-Guilt Test (Beall, 1972) fall into the 

category of shame-inducing and guilt-inducing situational measures of shame and guilt. 

According to Tangney (1991), a main drawback of such measures, however, lies in their highly 

skeptical premise regarding the shame-inducing or guilt-inducing content of situations. In other 

words, it is presumed that the certain situations are shame-inducing and certain situation are 

guilt-inducing. However, as noted before, previous research has found insubstantial relations 

between inherent features of an event and respondents’ feeling of shame and guilt.  

Global-adjective measures are also another type of instruments developed to assess 

shame and guilt tendencies of people. As its name suggests, a global-adjective checklist consists 

of a list of global adjectives that are presumed to measure the shame-proneness and guilt-

proneness of people. The Revised Shame-Guilt Scale (e.g., Hoblitzelle, 1987) and Personal 

Feelings Questionnaire (Harder & Lewis, 1987) are examples of global-adjective measures. 

Tangney and Dearing (2003) maintained that although these measures enjoy high face validity 

and are easy to administer, they have some limitations. First, such questionnaires require that 

respondents have a high literacy level. That is, respondents are expected to possess knowledge 

on a variety of related emotional adjectives and their subtle distinctions (e.g., shame, guilt, 

regret, embarrassment, humiliation, shyness, etc.). Second, these adjective-dependent checklists 

are not suitable measures of guilt, although they might be appropriate for measuring shame 
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because these adjectives describe one’s global self. Because feelings of guilt occur based on 

one’s evaluation of a wrongdoing in a specific context, adjective measures lack any reference to 

a behavior and its surrounding context.  

Scenario-based questionnaires are the latest attempts to measure the shame-proneness and 

guilt-proneness of people. Tangney and colleagues (e.g., Tangney, Burggarf, Hamme, & 

Domingos, 1988; Tangney, Wagner, Burggraf, Gramzow, & Fletcher, 1991) developed a series 

of scenario-based questionnaires (SCAAI-C, Burggraf & Tangney, 1989; TOSCA-C, Tangney et 

al., 1990; TOSCA-A, Tangney, Wagner, Gavlas, & Gramzo, 1991) to assess the shame-

proneness and guilt-proneness of both children and adults. These measures consist of a set of 

daily scenarios that are followed by items that measure shame and guilt indirectly via their 

affective, cognitive, and behavioral features. Below is an example of a scenario-based 

questionnaire item (TOSCA-A, Tangney et al., 1991): 

Scenario: While playing around, you throw a ball and it hits your friend in the face.  

a) I would feel stupid that I can’t even throw a ball. (shame) 

b) I would think: “Maybe my friend needs more practice catching.” (externalization) 

c) I would think: “It was just an accident.” 

d) I would apologize and make sure my friend feels better.  

 

Presently, Tangney and her associates’ scenario-based questionnaire and its various 

versions are used frequently in social psychology and are considered to represent a valid and 

reliable measure of shame and guilt (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). This is due to several merits. 

First, theoretical distinctions between shame and guilt are clearly reflected in all the 

questionnaires. As noted, the violation of theoretical assumptions in an instrument will seriously 

undermine its construct validity and will result in misleading findings (Tangney 1991; Tangney 

& Dearing, 2003). Thus, researchers are advised to measure shame and guilt indirectly within a 
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context by focusing on their distinctive affective, cognitive, and behavioral features (Tangney & 

Dearing, 2003). Second, explicit use of the terms shame and guilt are avoided in all the measures 

because respondents are usually unable to distinguish these two related emotions in the abstract 

(Tangney, 1991; Tangney & Dearing, 2003). For instance, the target language and culture may 

inhibit explicit measurement of shame and guilt; MacIntyre and Vincze (2017) encountered 

difficulty translating the term shame from English to Italian in their questionnaire. Third, 

because shame and guilt are measured indirectly in these scenario-based questionnaires, 

respondents are less defensive in expressing their emotional reactions. Moreover, the participants 

are not forced to choose either shame or guilt reactions due to the availability of other options. 

Fourth, such a questionnaire can be easily adapted to measure the shame and guilt tendencies of 

younger participants. It should be noted, however, despite multiple advantages of scenario-based 

questionnaires, they also have their own sets of limitations. For instance, scenario-based 

questionnaires usually have lower reliability coefficients compared to other questionnaire 

formats (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). This is due to the additional source of variance that the 

inclusion of various situations brings into participants’ responses (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). 

Also, the limited number of situations/scenarios included in the questionnaire may put a 

constraint on its predictive power (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). Despite such limitations, 

however, the TOSCA questionnaire and its versions enjoy widespread use in mainstream 

psychology, and the results of many studies have evidenced its reliability, validity, and 

applicability in various contexts (Tangney & Dearing, 2003).  

Instead of using TOSCA in this dissertation, however, a new L2-specific measure of 

shame and guilt (with a similar format to TOSCA) was developed. This decision is in line with 

the latest advances in emotion research in SLA regarding the measurement of learners’ emotions. 
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The inconsistent findings of early research on the role of anxiety in L2 learning, as noted, have 

led SLA researchers to emphasize the need to theorize and operationalize emotional constructs in 

relation to L2 settings (e.g., Horwitz, 2010; 2017; MacIntyre, 2017; Scovel, 1978; Teimouri et 

al., 2019). They have questioned research using measures that are not specific to language-

learning and have cast doubts on their findings. According to Horwitz (2017), “it seems unlikely 

that insect anxiety has anything to do with one’s response to or ultimate success in language 

learning even though entomophobia is subsumed under the general label of anxiety” (p.32). 

Likewise, it seems unlikely that an L2 learner’s response to the scenario “You wake up one 

morning and remember it’s your mother’s birthday. You forgot to get her something” (TOSCA-

3, Tangney et al., 2000) has anything to do with his or her L2 learning experiences even though 

this scenario measures shame or guilt reactions.  

2.4. A socio-cognitive model of shame and guilt 

 

In the following sections, a theoretical model of L2 learners’ shame and guilt reactions is 

detailed by drawing on Tracy and Robin’s (2015) theory of self-conscious emotions, which itself 

was built on a number of other influential theories in emotion research, such as causal 

attributions (e.g., Covington & Omlelich, 1981; Jagacinski & Nicholls, 1984; Weiner, 1985), 

cognitive antecedents of shame and guilt (e.g., M. Lewis, 2000; H. Lewis, 1971; Tangney, 1991), 

and self-evaluative processes (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1999; Duval & Wicklund, 1972; Higgins, 

1987). Within this socio-cognitive model, L2 learners’ shame and guilt reactions are described in 

relation to their L2 selves in a series of steps (see Figure 2). It should be noted, though, that the 

description of L2 learners’ cognitive processing, below, in a linear step-by-step manner is just for 

the sake of simplicity, and a better understanding of its complexity. In reality, however, these 

cognitive evaluations happen in parallel or circular fashion (Tracy et al., 2007). Figure 2 presents 
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a schematic representation of the cognitive/appraisal model of L2 learners’ shame and guilt 

experiences in a social context, along with their distinct phenomenological profiles.  

As Figure 2 shows, L2 learners experience shame and guilt when their social self or 

identity is threatened in a social setting. Hence, the first appraisal in this model is related to L2 

learners’ evaluations of the negative, eliciting event, and whether the event poses any threat to 

their identity goals. Negative events that are deemed as irrelevant to one’s identity goals will not 

generate any affective responses, such as shame and guilt, on the part of learners. For instance, 

failure on an L2 exam will not lead to shame or guilt reactions if the learner has evaluated this 

negative event to be irrelevant, and its consequences harmless to his or her identity goals or 

social status.  

The second step is the activation of L2 learners’ self-representations. The activation 

process begins when L2 learners direct their attention, implicitly or explicitly, toward their 

various L2 self-representations: the “I” self turns toward the “me” self. These L2 self-

representations involve learners’ actual L2 selves (e.g., I am a competent L2 user), ideal L2 

selves (e.g., I wish to be a competent L2 user), and ought-to L2 selves (e.g., My parents want me 

to be a competent L2 user). Furthermore, these self-representations entail both personal and 

public (relational, social, and collective) aspects of the L2 learners’ selves, and may refer to past, 

present, and future. Collectively, these various self-representations constitute L2 learners’ 

identities (Tracy & Robins, 2007).  

Once self-representations are activated through direct or indirect attentional resources, in 

the next step, L2 learners can appraise the relevance of the external, negative event to their 

identity goals. The appraisal process begins when the learners’ current self-representations in a 

given negative event (e.g., I have failed in an L2 exam) are compared with more stable, long-
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term self-representations of actual L2 selves (e.g., I am a knowledgeable L2 learner), ideal L2 

selves (e.g., I wish to be a knowledgeable L2 learner), and ought-to L2 selves (e.g., My parents 

want me to be a knowledgeable L2 learner). L2 learners may witness a discrepancy between 

their current, actual, ideal, and ought-to L2 self-representations, and subsequently appraise the 

negative event as identity-incongruent, which will eventually lead to negative emotional 

reactions of shame or guilt following further evaluative processes.  

Once the negative event is appraised to be incongruent with one’s L2 self-

representations, the learner will engage in more evaluations to determine the cause of the 

negative event (i.e., failure on an L2 exam). Attributing the locus of causality either to one’s self 

or behavior is the key factor in distinguishing L2 learners’ shame and guilt reactions. This 

cognitive evaluation comprises three important, causal attributions: globality, stability, and 

controllability (Weiner, 1985). Global, stable, and uncontrollable attributions (e.g., I am not a 

talented L2 learner) lead to shame experiences, whereas, local, unstable, and controllable 

attributions (e.g., I didn’t put much effort into studying for the L2 exam) lead to guilt experiences. 

Supporting this distinction, several studies have shown that people who blame poor 

performances on ability (an internal, stable, uncontrollable factor) are more likely to feel shame, 

whereas those who blame poor performance on effort (an internal, unstable, controllable factor) 

are more likely to feel guilt (Brown & Weiner, 1984; Covington & Omelich, 1981; Jagacinski & 

Nicholls, 1984; Tracy & Robins, 2004). 
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to strike back 

Guilt 

▪ Less painful than shame 

▪ Tension, remorse, regret 

▪ Mentally undoing some aspect of 

behavior 

▪ Desire to confess, apologize, or 

repair 

Self-representations 

 

o Ideal L2 self 

o Actual L2 self 

o Ought-to L2 self 

L2 Learners’ 

Identities 

Appraisal of 

Incongruency 
 

 

 

Current L2 self 

 

Eliciting 

Events 

 

Self 

 

o Global 

o Stable 

o Uncontrollable 

Specific behavior(s) 

 

o Local 

o Unstable 

o Controllable 

Internal Locus 

of Causality 
 

Threat 

Figure 2. Cognitive-appraisal theory of shame and guilt 
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2.5. Relating learners’ second language selves to their shame and guilt tendencies 

 

The L2 motivational self system (Dörnyei, 2009) is based on the idea that learners’ drive 

to reduce the perceived discrepancy between their here-and-now (actual) self and their future L2 

selves provides the necessary motivation for language learning behaviors. Drawing mainly on 

Higgins’ (1987) self-discrepancy theory, Dörnyei proposed two future L2 selves, the ideal L2 

self and the ought-to L2 self—with the former having an approach while the latter having an 

avoidance orientation. The ideal L2 self is the representation of one’s personal desires and 

aspirations concerning language learning; for instance, if a person desires to become a proficient 

English speaker who interacts with international friends, the impetus to reach this image can act 

as a motivator for him/her to take necessary steps in order to reduce the discrepancy between 

his/her present self and this image. Recent studies have shown that this construct explains a 

noticeable portion of variance in learners’ intended efforts, and notably contributes to positive L2 

learning experience, which itself has been shown to be the strongest predictor of L2 motivated 

behavior within this model (e.g., Csizér & Lukács, 2010; Ryan, 2009; Taguchi, Magid, & Papi, 

2009; You & Dörnyei, 2016).  

The ought-to L2 self, on the other hand, characterizes the image the person’s significant 

others (e.g., family members, friends, teachers) expect him/her to realize. This less-internalized 

future self-guide is the representation of one’s duties, responsibilities, and obligations. The 

results of previous research have shown that the overall impact of the ought-to L2 self on a 

learner’s motivated behavior is considerably less than that of the ideal L2 self (e.g., Papi, 2010; 

Taguchi et al., 2009). In some cases, this construct was not even validated as a predictor of L2 

motivated behavior, or as an existing construct (Kormos & Csizér, 2008; Papi & Teimouri, 2012, 

2014; see Teimouri, 2017 for a comprehensive review).  
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The L2 motivational self system also has a third component, language learning 

experience, which reflects the learner’s attitudes towards learning the target language, and is 

amenable to the immediate learning context and environment (e.g., L2 course, L2 teacher, 

learning materials). This construct is highly associated with the ideal L2 self, and among the 

constituent variables of the L2 motivational self system, it has been shown to have the strongest 

impact on the motivated learning behaviors of students (e.g., Csizér & Kormos, 2009; Papi, 

2010; Taguchi et al., 2009).  

The inclusion of shame and guilt into the L2 motivational self system, as mediating 

emotions between learners’ future L2 self guides, and their motivational behaviors, would add 

more explanatory power and precision to the model (Teimouri, 2017, p. 23). According to 

Dörnyei’s L2 motivational self system (2005, 2009), an L2 learner’s awareness of a discrepancy 

between their actual L2 self and desired L2 self will lead to a sense of discomfort, which in turn 

generates the necessary motivation to reduce such a discrepancy. This ambiguous sense of 

discomfort, however, can be described more specifically as shame and guilt by elaborating on 

cognitive appraisals and attributions involved in those L2 self-discrepancies. Although L2 

learners’ cognitive evaluations of their L2 self-discrepancies have not been discussed in 

Dörnyei’s theory, their inclusion in the model offers new insights into current understandings of 

the motivational behaviors of L2 learners. For instance, rather than questioning the L2 

motivational self system for being unable to explain the lack of engagement of highly motivated 

students in social contexts (e.g., Norton, 1995), we can argue that, when an L2 self-discrepancy 

in a social context generates shame, the L2 learner is inclined to adopt avoidant behaviors 

because he or she had evaluated the self-discrepancy as a function of a defective, unattractive 

self in the mind of others. On the other hand, when an L2 self-discrepancy in a social context 
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generates guilt, the L2 learner is inclined to adopt reparative actions because his or she has 

evaluated the L2 self-discrepancy as a function of behavior (Teimouri, 2017; Tracy & Robins, 

2004, Tracy et al., 2007). Therefore, future research can better capture the motivational effects of 

L2 learners’ selves on their motivated behaviors by taking into account shame and guilt reactions 

that are generated due to their self-discrepancies.   
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CHAPTER 3 

Objectives, Research Questions, and Methodology 

3.1. The objectives of the study 

In this dissertation, across five studies, I seek to (1) probe the prevalence of shame and 

guilt reactions in L2 learning contexts, (2) examine the links between L2 learners’ shame and 

guilt tendencies and their motivations and language achievements, and (3) explore the 

relationships between shame and guilt tendencies of L2 learners and their future L2 selves. I will 

also develop and validate a scenario-based questionnaire—the Second Language Test of Shame 

and Guilt Affect (L2-TOSGA)—to measure learners’ individual differences in proneness to 

shame and proneness to guilt in L2 settings. The specific research questions are as follows:  

3.2. Research questions 

 RQ1. To what extent do L2 learners report feeling ashamed or guilty during the 

process of L2 learning?  

RQ2. How likely are L2 learners to encounter shame-inducing or guilt-inducing 

situations in the process of L2 learning?  

RQ3. To what extent is the questionnaire developed for the current study (the L2-

TOSGA) a reliable, stable, and valid tool for measuring L2 learners’ proneness to 

shame and proneness to guilt during L2 learning? 

RQ4. How are L2 learners’ tendencies to experience shame and guilt related to 

their motivation and language achievements?  

RQ5. How are L2 learners’ tendencies to experience shame and guilt related to 

their future L2 selves (Ideal L2 self vs. Ought-to L2 self)? 
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 Research questions 1 and 2 serve twofold aims: (1) to provide initial evidence on the 

pervasiveness of shame and guilt among language learners and (2) to provide data for developing 

a scenario-based questionnaire to measure shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of language 

learners. To investigate research questions 1 and 2, I examined the occurrence of shame and guilt 

reactions in L2 learners through qualitative analyses of their reports about negative L2 learning 

experiences. I then used L2 learners’ responses as sources of information to develop the L2-

TOSGA questionnaire.  

 Research question 3 addresses the psychometric properties of the newly developed 

questionnaire—the L2-TOSGA—so that the questionnaire can be used later for answering the 

other remaining research questions. To investigate research question 3, various statistical 

analyses were conducted to substantiate the reliability and validity of the L2-TOSGA.  

 Research questions 4 and 5 deals with the interrelationships between students’ tendencies 

to feel ashamed and guilty, and their language learning motivation and achievement. To 

investigate research question 4, I examined the links between learners’ shame-proneness and 

guilt-proneness, and their L2 motivational behaviors and language achievement. To investigate 

research question 5, L2 learners’ shame and guilt tendencies were related to their future L2 

selves. In the following sections, a detailed account of methodological practices for investigating 

each research question is provided. 

3.3. Research question 1: To what extent do second language learners report feeling 

ashamed or guilty during the second language learning process?   

 

3.3.1. Participants 

To answer research question 1, 86 EFL learners in two private English institutes in Iran 

participated. Because language institute learners come from various language learning 

backgrounds (e.g., age, language proficiency, educational background), they were considered to 
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be a suitable and heterogeneous enough sample for documenting a range of different language 

learning experiences (see Delice, 2010; Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016).  

3.3.2. Instrument 

 

An open-ended questionnaire was developed in the L2 learners’ native language, Farsi 

(see the appendix for both Farsi and English versions of this questionnaire). Open-ended 

questionnaires allow respondents a certain degree of freedom to express their thoughts and ideas 

in ways that they feel comfortable, and as a result, these questionnaires (vs. close-ended 

questionnaires) elicit more insightful data (Mackey & Gass, 2015). The questionnaire prompted 

the students to narrate any events related to learning, and using, English in which they 

experienced negative emotions, such as anxiety, fear, shame, and embarrassment. Students were 

encouraged to provide as many examples as they could recall.  

Of note, I did not collect any background information in order to maximize the 

anonymity level so that the L2 learners would feel more at ease to share their negative (e.g., 

embarrassing) experiences.  

3.3.3. Data collection 

 

In early May 2017, I called managers at two private language institutes in a metropolitan 

city in Iran to request permission to collect data at their institutes. Being granted the permission 

to administer my questionnaires, I contacted 13 language teachers who were working at these 

two institutes to discuss a suitable timeframe for collecting data from students in their classes. I 

also informed teachers about the purpose of the study and the approximate time needed to 

distribute the questionnaires in class. After agreeing upon a time for data collection, I visited 

each teacher’s class (usually, during the last ten minutes of class) and handed out the 

questionnaires to the L2 learners in envelopes. Before handing out the envelopes, however, I 
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informed the L2 learners about the purpose of this research and that their participation was 

voluntary. As a bilingual Farsi/English speaker, I read out the consent form—approved by 

Georgetown University Institutional Review Board (ID: 2017-0654)—to ensure they understood 

the research purpose and their own rights as respondents.  

After attaining their (verbal) consent to take part in this research, I explained to the 

learners how to fill out the questionnaires; I also encouraged them to write their responses in 

Farsi, although they could write in English as well. I further instructed the learners to return their 

completed questionnaires to their teachers the next session. The data collection lasted two weeks.   

3.3.4. Data analyses 

I, and a second coder (a Ph.D. fellow in Applied Linguistics), compiled all L2 learners’ 

past negative experiences, and classified them either as shame experiences or guilt experiences. 

The initial inter-rater reliability (kappa) reached .87, but we discussed and resolved all sources of 

disagreement until 100% agreement was achieved. Next, a frequency analysis was run to 

examine the percentage of time the L2 learners felt ashamed or guilty during their negative L2 

learning experiences. The results of this frequency analysis shed light on the prevalence of 

shame and guilt feelings among the L2 learners in L2 class.  

In addition, based on the L2 learners’ report of negative experiences, a pool of scenarios 

was initially written by me to be used for developing a scenario-based questionnaire to assess the 

shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of L2 learners. Then, I selected 15 scenarios from this 

scenario pool based on the following criteria: Each scenario should (a) allow measuring shame 

and guilt tendencies, (b) cover different aspects of learning and using the L2, such as reading, 

writing, listening, and speaking, and (c) be likely to be experienced or encountered by L2 

learners.   
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3.4. Research question 2: How likely are second language learners to encounter shame-

inducing or guilt-inducing situations in the process of second language learning? 

 

3.4.1. Participants 

 

To answer research question 2, a total of 112 Iranian English learners (65 females and 47 

males) at a different private language institute participated. Again, no further background 

information was collected at this point to maximize the anonymity level so that L2 learners 

would feel comfortable expressing their thoughts and emotions in relation to each scenario.  

3.4.2. Instrument 

 

A questionnaire was developed that included 15 of the mini-scenarios previously written. 

The L2 learners were instructed to read each scenario carefully, to imagine themselves in the 

scenario, and finally, to express their thoughts and feelings on the scenario in one or two brief 

sentences. To better understand how likely the L2 learners would encounter each scenario, they 

were also asked to check the box (yes or no) in front of each scenario to indicate whether they 

had had such an experience before or not (see the appendix for both Farsi and English versions 

of this questionnaire). 

3.4.3. Data Collection 

 

In May and June 2017, a manager at a private language institute in a metropolitan city 

granted me permission to collect data in his language center. Using my personal resources, I 

contacted 12 teachers who were working there to seek permission to distribute the questionnaires 

in their classes. I briefed teachers about the purpose of my research and how much time the L2 

learners might need to fill out the questionnaires. After receiving approval from eight teachers, I 

visited each teacher’s class and distributed the questionnaires in their classes. I informed the L2 

learners about the purpose of the research and that their participation was voluntary and ensured 

them about the confidentiality of their responses by reading out the IRB consent form in Farsi to 
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them. After attaining their (verbal) consent to take part in this research, I explained to the 

learners how to fill out the questionnaires. I explained that they could share their thoughts and 

feelings in Farsi, although they could also respond in English. On average, the L2 learners spent 

15 minutes to answer all the questions. I thanked all the L2 learners after collecting the 

questionnaires. The data collection lasted two weeks.  

3.4.4. Data analyses 

 

All the L2 learners’ responses were compiled under their respective scenarios. Next, two 

raters (the author, and a fellow Ph.D. student in applied linguistics) classified 100% of the 

responses to each scenario into categories of shame and guilt. Two additional scales—

externalization of blame and detachment—were also generated based on the L2 learners’ 

responses. These classifications were done based on the cognitive, affective, and behavioral 

features underlying each construct (e.g., Tangney et al., 1995). For instance, if the focus of 

negative evaluation was on L2 learner’s global self (e.g., I would feel dumb), the item was 

classified as shame; however, if the focus of negative criticism was directed toward an L2 

learner’s specific (mis)behavior (e.g., I should have studied more), the item was categorized as 

guilt.  

Although the initial inter rater reliability was quite high (Kappa = .91), the raters 

discussed and resolved their disagreements until 100% agreement was achieved (Kappa = 1.00). 

Next, a frequency analysis was conducted concerning the number of times the L2 learners 

reacted to each scenario with shame or guilt; another frequency analysis was run concerning the 

occurrence of each scenario.   

As noted, my research also aimed to develop a scenario-based questionnaire to measure 

the shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of L2 learners. In the previous step, I wrote the 
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scenarios based on the L2 learners’ report of negative L2 events. In the next step, I developed 

four potential responses for each scenario to measure shame, guilt, externalization, and 

detachment reactions of L2 learners. These four responses were selected from the larger pool of 

responses for each scenario. The selection of responses was guided by two main criteria: The 

response should (a) unambiguously measure shame, guilt, externalization, and detachment, as 

well as (b) represent common reactions among the participants (i.e., a response that was more 

frequently reported by the L2 learners).  

Overall, the rich, qualitative data collected led to the development of a scenario-based 

questionnaire. In the next step, a new sample of L2 learners was recruited to assess the reliability 

and validity of this newly developed questionnaire (L2-TOSGA) for measuring L2 learners’ 

proneness to shame and proneness to guilt within the context of learning a second language.   

3.5. Research question 3: To what extent is the questionnaire developed for the current 

study (the L2-TOSGA) a reliable, stable, and valid tool for measuring second language 

learners’ proneness to shame and proneness to guilt during second language learning? 

 

3.5.1. Participants  

To address research question 3, a total of 395 English learners at four different private 

language institutes participated. The sample included 220 females (56%) and 175 males (46.3%), 

whose age ranged from 10 to 46 years (M = 19.07; SD = 6.69). In terms of educational 

backgrounds, eight L2 learners were from elementary school (2%), 87 were from junior high 

school (22%), 156 were from senior high school (39.5%), and 91 were from university (23.2%). 

Thirty-nine L2 learners reported having a high-school diploma (9.9%) and seven reported having 

an associate’s degree (1.7%). The L2 learners’ language-learning experiences also ranged from 1 

to 156 months (M = 36.58; SD = 27.72). As can be seen, the sample represents diversity in terms 

of age, educational backgrounds, and language learning backgrounds. This heterogeneity of 
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participants would add more support to the validity and reliability of the L2-TOSGA because the 

results of the statistical analyses were not affected due to the characteristics of a single 

demographic (see Delice, 2010; Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim, 2016). Moreover, such a diverse 

sample—statistically speaking—helps avoid limitations of possible restricted range of scores.  

3.5.2. Instrument 

A questionnaire consisting of two sections was used for the data collection. The first 

section included the L2-TOSGA questionnaire, which contained 15 scenarios, each with four 

responses measuring shame, guilt, externalization, and detachment (the L2-TOSGA can be 

accessed by readers in the IRIS digital repository (http://www.iris-database.org). The second 

section of the questionnaire elicited some background information, such as age, gender, language 

learning experiences, and language proficiency.  

3.5.3. Data collection 

In the summer of 2017, I contacted multiple private language institutes in a metropolitan 

city at various locations for data collection purposes. The management at four language institutes 

approved my request to administer the questionnaires to their L2 learners. I visited each language 

institute multiple times to collect the data. By reading the IRB consent form in Farsi, I informed 

the L2 learners about the voluntary nature of their participation and the confidential nature of 

their responses; I further ensured the L2 learners that their performance on the questionnaire 

would have no effects on their class grades. After gaining their (verbal) consent to take part in 

this research, I administered the questionnaires during class, which took about 20 minutes for the 

L2 learners to complete. The L2 learners were thanked after all the questionnaires were 

collected. The data collection process lasted three weeks. 

http://www.iris-database.org/
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3.5.4. Data analyses 

The initial statistical analyses involved examining the cohesion of the L2-TOSGA 

questionnaire. To that end, the mean, standard deviation, and item-total correlation of each scale 

was calculated. Next, reliability analyses as well as descriptive analyses for the L2-TOSGA 

scales and all the other motivational scales (i.e., intended effort, L2 WTC, and attention) were 

calculated. To examine the construct validity of the L2-TOSGA, all composite items were 

submitted to exploratory factor analysis using Principal Component Analysis with the Oblimin 

rotation method. Finally, the discriminant validity of the questionnaire was examined by 

conducting a set of correlations among the sub-scales of the L2-TOSGA (Tangney, 1990, 1995).  

3.6. Research question 4: How are second language learners’ tendencies to experience 

shame and guilt related to their motivation and language achievements? 

3.6.1. Participants 

To answer research question 4, a total of 174 English-major university students were 

surveyed. The sample consisted of 117 females and 57 males, and their ages ranged from 18 to 

58 years old (M = 30; SD = 8.23). The students’ self-reported language proficiencies ranged from 

Beginner Low to Advanced Low, with most of the proficiency scores falling between 

Intermediate Mid and Intermediate High (ACTFL, 2012). The language-learning experiences of 

the students also ranged from 1 to 240 months (M = 26; SD = 34.23).  

3.6.2. Instrument 

A three-part questionnaire was developed for the data collection. The first section of the 

questionnaire included the L2-TOSGA. In order to capture the effects of shame and guilt on 

students’ motivations to learn English, in the second section of the questionnaire, three 

qualitatively distinct descriptors of motivation—intended effort (Taguchi et al., 2009), second 

language willingness to communicate (L2 WTC) (Yashima, 2002), and attention (Trembley & 
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Gardner, 1995)—were measured. All the item responses of each motivational measure were 

elicited using six-point Likert scales anchored at “1” (‘strongly disagree’ or ‘not at all’) and “6” 

(‘strongly agree’ or ‘very much’). Below a detailed description of each motivational measure is 

provided.   

 Intended effort. This motivational measure assesses the students’ intention to invest time 

and effort in learning English (Taguchi et al., 2009). This construct has been used frequently in 

many L2 motivation research studies as an important descriptor of a student’s overall motivation 

(e.g., Dörnyei, 2009; Taguchi et al., 2009). Intended effort has also been used as a criterion 

measure in some studies examining the influence of emotions on students’ motivation (e.g., 

MacIntyre & Vincze, 2017). Three items were adopted from Taguchi et al. (2009) to measure the 

students’ intended effort (e.g., I would like to spend lots of time studying English). 

Second language willingness to communicate: This motivational measure assesses the 

students’ “readiness to enter into discourse at a particular time with a specific person, using a 

L2” (MacIntyre, Clement, Dörnyei, & Noels, 1998, p. 547). Similar to intended effort, items 

represent the students’ intention to use the target language voluntarily in class. L2 WTC has been 

used as an important criterion variable assessing the influence of both negative and positive 

emotions in past research (Hashimoto, 2002; Khajavy, MacIntyre, & Barabadi, 2018; MacIntyre 

& Charos, 1996). For instance, anxiety has been found as a negative predictor, and enjoyment as 

a positive predictor of learners’ L2 WTC in class (e.g., Khajavy et al., 2018). Of particular note, 

both intended effort and L2 WTC represent L2 learners’ intentions to spend time and energy 

studying and using the L2. Because intentions are the most immediate and important antecedent 

of one’s behaviors (Sheeran, 2002), the inclusion of intended effort and L2 WTC in the study 

would offer valuable insights into the effects of shame and guilt on students’ motivational 
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behaviors. The logical assumption is that “people do what they intend to do and do not do what 

they do not intend” (Sheeran, 2002, p. 1). Past research has shown that intended effort is highly 

related to actual effort (Lake, 2013), and L2 WTC is closely associated with actual L2 use (e.g., 

Hashimoto, 2002; MacIntyre & Charos, 1996). Four items were adopted from Yashima (2002) to 

measure the students’ L2 WTC (e.g., If you were free to choose, how much would you like to 

speak English in the class). 

Attention: This measure assesses students’ motivated behavior in terms of their actual 

level of mental attentiveness in class, such as how much attention they pay to their teachers, 

classmates, and class activities. According to Kanfer and Acherman (1989), motivation is “the 

direction of attentional effort, the proportion total attentional effort directed to the task 

(intensity), and the extent to which attentional effort toward the task is maintained over time 

(persistence)” (p. 661). The very close relation between a student’s attention and his or her 

motivation has also been highlighted by some L2 motivation researchers (Crooks & Schmidt, 

1991; Trembley & Gardner, 1995). The results of Trembley and Gardner’s (1995) study has 

evidenced attention as a major indicator of students’ motivational behaviors. While past research 

has extensively explored students’ motivation in terms of intended effort and L2 WTC, the 

magnitude and direction of students’ attention during L2 learning as another major indicator of 

motivation has been neglected. The inclusion of intended effort and L2 WTC as immediate 

predictors of students’ behaviors, and attention as a descriptor of students’ actual behaviors, will 

permit a clear picture of the effects of shame and guilt on learners’ motivations in L2 learning. 

Following Trembley and Gardner’s (1995) study on students’ attentional processes in L2 

learning, four items were developed to measure the students’ attention in class (e.g., how much 

attention do you pay to your teacher when she is speaking in English class?). 
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The third section of the questionnaire elicited background information, such as a 

students’ age, gender, language-learning experiences, and perceived language proficiency. To 

further examine the effects of shame-proneness and guilt-proneness on the students’ language 

achievements, the students’ self-reported grades in three English courses—Grammar Course, 

Laboratory Course, and Speaking Course—as well as their GPAs were also collected in this 

section.  

3.6.3. Data collection 

In the summer of 2017, I contacted the head of the English Translation department at a 

private university in Tehran to seek permission to collect data. After receiving approval from the 

head of the department, I administered the questionnaires to the students during their class time. 

Before filling out the questionnaire, I read the consent form (Georgetown University, IRB, ID: 

2017-0654) to the students to inform them about the purpose of the questionnaire, anonymity of 

their answers, and their right to withdraw from participating in the study. The students took 

about 25 minutes to complete the questionnaire. Of note, 53 students in the research sample 

retook the L2-TOSGA after a one-month period to allow for the test-retest reliability of the 

questionnaire to be determined. A total of 91 students self-reported their course grades.  

3.6.4. Data analyses 

To further assess the reliability of the L2-TOSGA questionnaire, first test-retest reliability 

analysis was computed for the part of the sample that took the questionnaire twice (n = 53). 

Next, Cronbach’s alpha for all variables was calculated and reported based on the whole sample 

(N = 174). Finally, a series of multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine the causal 

relationships between L2 learners’ self-conscious emotions of shame and guilt, and their 

motivation and language achievements. The analyses were all bootstrapped based on 1000 



42 

 

samples, and 95% confidence intervals for bootstrapped estimates were calculated using 

accelerated bias-correction (BCa) (Field, 2013). Assumptions underlying each of these statistical 

analyses were also examined. 

3.7. Research question 5: How do second language learners’ tendencies to experience 

shame and guilt relate to their future second language selves (Ideal L2 self vs. Ought-to L2 

self)?  

3.7.1. Participants 

To answer research question 5, a total of 100 English-major university students from Iran 

were surveyed. Like previous samples, the pool of students was heterogeneous in terms of age, 

language-learning experiences, and language proficiencies (see Delice, 2010; Etikan, Musa, & 

Alkassim, 2016). Students’ ages ranged from 18-66 years old (M = 31.35; SD = 9. 38). They also 

had various language learning backgrounds from 1 to 14 years (M = 4.630; SD = 2.72). The 

sample consisted of 76 females and 24 males, whose language proficiency ranged from beginner 

(score of 1) to upper-intermediate (score of 5) (M = 3.21; SD = .99).   

3.7.2. Instrument 

A three-part questionnaire was developed to measure shame-proneness and guilt-

proneness of the students as well as their L2 motivational selves. The first section of the 

questionnaire included the L2-TOSGA that assessed the shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of 

learners. The second section consisted of 12 items (adopted from Teimouri, 2017) to measure the 

language learners’ future L2 selves: Ideal L2 self (4 items) (e.g., I can imagine a day that people 

around me respect my high English proficiency), ought-to L2 self/own (4 items) (e.g., I must 

learn English; otherwise the others think of me as a weak student), and ought-to L2 self/others (4 

items) (e.g., I must learn English, otherwise I would be considered as an illiterate in the society). 

All the item responses were elicited using six-point Likert scales anchored at “1” (‘strongly 
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disagree’) and “6” (‘strongly agree’). Finally, the last section of the questionnaire, elicited 

background information on the students’ age, language learning experiences, and language 

proficiency.  

3.7.3. Data collection 

In the summer of 2018, I again contacted the head of the English Translation department 

at the private university in Tehran to seek permission to collect additional collection. After 

receiving his permission, I administered the questionnaires to the students during their class time. 

Before administering the questionnaires, the students were given some general information about 

the purpose of the study and how to respond to the questionnaire items; moreover, I read the IRB 

consent form (Georgetown University, IRB, ID: 2017-0654) to students for more transparency. 

They were further informed that their answers would remain confidential and would be used only 

for research purposes. On average, the students spent 25 minutes to answer all the questions. I 

thanked all the students after the data collection.  

3.7.4. Data analyses 

Reliability analyses and descriptive analyses were run initially to evaluate the internal 

consistencies and coherence of all the scales included in the study. Next, a set of multiple 

regression analyses was conducted to examine the effects of language learners’ future L2 selves 

on their shame and guilt reactions. All the assumptions underlying the statistical analyses were 

also examined.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

4.1. Introduction 

As described in detail in the previous chapter, numerous qualitative/quantitative analyses 

were conducted in this dissertation to address my research questions. L2 learners’ narratives of 

their undesirable past experiences as well as their emotional reactions to a set of undesirable 

negative events were scrutinized to detect traces of shame and guilt feelings. A new 

questionnaire (L2-TOSGA) was also developed by using L2 learners’ responses; the reliability 

and validity of the L2-TOSGA was examined through conducting both univariate and 

multivariate analyses. Finally, L2 learners’ proneness to shame and proneness to guilt were 

investigated in relation to their motivated behaviors, language achievements, and L2 selves. In 

the following sections, I will present the results of the analysis of the data according to each 

research question. Before presenting the statistical analyses, I will also examine the assumptions 

underlying each analysis.   

4.2. Research question 1: To what extent do second language learners report feeling 

ashamed or guilty during the second language learning process?   

To answer this research question, 86 EFL learners answered a questionnaire with open-

ended items at two private language institutes. I compiled all the L2 learners’ responses and then 

examined their eligibility for inclusion for further analysis. Responses that were not specifically 

related to L2 learning were deleted; for instance, “I was sitting in my English class and was 

talking to my friend about the last night soccer match. The teachers got mad at us and asked us 

to leave the class. That was very embarrassing for me, and I blushed” was deleted because the 

event did not involve learning and/or using the target language. After the initial inspection of the 

L2 learners’ responses, overall, 58 (negative) L2 events were retained for further analyses.  
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4.2.1. Second language learners’ narratives of negative second language learning 

experiences 

A qualitative analysis of L2 learners’ narratives showcased multiple instances of shame 

and guilt episodes. Of 58 L2-related negative events recounted by the L2 learners, more than half 

of them (57%) involved situations in which the L2 learners felt shame, guilt, and/or a mixture of 

both. The L2 learners’ shame and guilt reactions were uncovered by examining the 

phenomenological characteristics of shame and guilt as reflected in the L2 learners’ reports, for 

instance: 

“It was two years ago, and I was sitting in Mrs. Taherian’s (pseudonym) class. 

Students were discussing women’s rights, and I wanted to share my opinions, 

which I thought was very important, but I couldn’t remember some of the key 

English words for what I wanted to say, so I used some other words. I don’t 

know, but for some reason, students found my English sentences funny and 

started laughing. I blushed and decided not to participate in that discussion 

anymore.” (avoidance = behavioral consequence of shame reaction) 

 

In some other instances, L2 learners explicitly used the words shame or guilt, or closely 

related words, such as humiliation, embarrassment, or regret. For instance: 

“I am not sure, what class it was, but I was assigned to bring my writing to 

class so that we all could work on it in groups. The teacher put the students in 

different groups and gave each group a copy of my writing. So, the students 

worked on my writing and then we had a group discussion… the students 

picked up many faults… I tried to defend my choices and argued back… but 

most of the times they were right, especially when the teacher agreed with 

them… I felt really bad because I could’ve avoided some of those mistakes if 

I had paid more attention to some of the grammatical points.”  

 

These results provide preliminary evidence that Iranian EFL learners do experience 

shame and guilt during L2 learning.  

4.2.2. The L2-TOSGA: Creation of scenarios 

In the next step, all the responses collected from the L2 learners were used as sources of 

information for writing L2 scenarios that could invoke shame or guilt. First, a pool of twenty L2 
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scenarios was initially generated; these scenarios were written based on the situations that were 

most often reported by the L2 learners. For instance, receiving low grades on one’s assignments 

was reported by multiple L2 learners as an instance of an unpleasant event. Next, 15 scenarios 

were selected based on the following guidelines: The scenario (a) allowed for the measuring of 

shame and guilt tendencies, (b) covered different aspects of learning and using the L2, such as 

reading, writing, listening, and speaking, and (c) was likely to be experienced or encountered by 

L2 learners. Below is an example of a written scenario: 

You receive your English class report card. You are surprised to see that your grades are 

lower than what you expected. 

 

4.3. Research question 2: How likely are second language learners to encounter shame-

inducing or guilt-inducing situations in the process of second language learning? 

In order to answer this research question, I created a new questionnaire including all 15 

mini-scenarios that were developed in the preceding step. I asked 112 Iranian English learners at 

a private language institute to provide their perceptions of these 15 scenarios. Next, I compiled 

all L2 learners’ responses under their respective scenarios. The initial pool contained a total of 

1062 responses; this number, however, was reduced to 998 when similar or unrelated responses 

were excluded. Each scenario elicited a minimum of 51 and a maximum of 89 responses. 

 Next, two raters (the author and a fellow PhD student in applied linguistics) classified all 

the responses to each scenario into categories of shame, guilt, externalization, and detachment. 

The initial Kappa’s inter-rater reliability reached .95, however, the raters discussed and resolved 

their disagreements until 100% agreement was achieved (Kappa = 1.00). This classification was 

made based on the cognitive, affective, and behavioral features underlying each construct (e.g., 

Tangney et al., 1995). For instance, if the focus of negative evaluation was on an L2 learner’s 

global self (e.g., I would feel dumb), the item was classified as shame; however, if the focus of 
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negative criticism was directed toward an L2 learner’s specific (mis)behavior (e.g., I should have 

studied more), the item was categorized as guilt. Table 1 depicts the results of frequency 

analyses regarding L2 learners’ responses to each scenario (for a visual representation of the L2 

learners’ emotional responses to all the scenarios, see Figure 4).  

Table 1. Frequency of the second language learners’ emotional responses to each scenario (N = 

112) 

 
No Shame Guilt Externalization Detachment Total 

 N         % N         % N         % N         %  

Scenario 1 15 22.73 39 59.09 4 6.06 8 12.12 66 

Scenario 2 32 43.24 27 36.49 9 12.16 6 8.11 74 

Scenario 3 34 44.16 9 11.69 13 16.88 21 27.27 77 

Scenario 4 28 37.33 35 46.67 7 9.33 5 6.67 75 

Scenario 5 21 32.31 30 46.15 9 13.85 5 7.69 65 

Scenario 7 12 13.48 70 78.65 5 5.62 2 2.25 89 

Scenario 8 41 56.16 26 35.62 2 2.74 4 5.48 73 

Scenario 9 11 13.92 43 54.43 23 29.11 2 2.53 79 

Scenario 10 6 8.96 27 40.30 25 37.31 9 13.43 67 

Scenario 11 10 16.39 41 67.21 6 9.84 4 6.56 61 

Scenario 12 43 54.43 21 26.58 9 11.39 6 7.59 79 

Scenario 13 29 56.86 14 27.45 3 5.88 5 9.80 51 

Scenario 14 29 40.28 29 40.28 4 5.56 10 13.89 72 

Scenario 15 21 30.00 34 48.57 12 17.14 3 4.29 70 

Total 332 33.26 445 44.58 131 13.12 90 9.01 998 

 

4.3.1. Frequency analyses of the second language learners’ responses 

Of 998 responses reflecting L2 learners’ emotional reactions to all the scenarios, two-

thirds of them (76.84%) were representative of shame and guilt emotions (Figure 4). Six 

scenarios generated mostly shame-related responses (Figure 5). For instance, the scenario (No. 8) 

“In class, the teacher asks you a question in English. You don’t understand the question. The 

teacher asks the question in a different way. Again, you don’t understand the question” mostly 

elicited shame reactions among L2 learners (56.16%), such as “I would feel incompetent after 

spending so much time learning English”, “I would definitely feel ashamed”, “I would feel 

humiliated”, “I would think of myself as an illiterate”, “I would feel stupid”, “I would feel 
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disappointed in myself”, “I would think I know nothing [about English]”, “I would be mad at 

myself because I couldn’t do anything about it”, “I would feel weak”, “I would lose my self-

confidence”.   

On the other hand, eight scenarios generated mostly guilt-related responses. For instance, 

the scenario (No. 7) “At the end of the term, you realize that your progress in learning English is 

not satisfactory” mostly elicited guilt-reactions among the L2 learners (78.65%), such as “I 

would try harder next term”, “I wish I had participated more in class discussions”, I would feel 

bad, but would keep trying”, “I didn’t work hard”, “ I would repeat the course; learning is more 

important than passing levels”, “I would feel bad because I didn’t try and didn’t pay enough 

attention”, “I would feel sad, but would try hard to compensate for it”, “this is because I didn’t  

practice enough”, “I would try to find my weaknesses and compensate for them in the next term”. 

 

Figure 3. Second language learners’ emotional reactions to all 15 scenarios 

 

4.3.2. Frequency analyses of the scenarios 

As noted, the participants were also asked to indicate whether they had had experienced 

any of these scenarios. The results of frequency analyses also revealed that nearly all the 
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scenarios were experienced by at least one-third of the L2 learners. Results can be seen in Table 

2 (and Figure 6 for a visual representation). In fact, nine scenarios were reported to be 

experienced by more than half of the L2 learners. Scenario 6 was the only exception, with just 

11% of L2 learners reporting having experienced it; the scenario, thus, was removed from the 

questionnaire. Furthermore, nearly all the L2 learners (98.2%) reported that they had experienced 

at least one of the scenarios before; almost 70% of the L2 learners indicated they had 

experienced at least 6 of these scenarios. Table 3 shows a detailed description on the percentage 

of the L2 learners who have experienced multiple scenarios. Overall, these results provide strong 

evidence for the pervasiveness of shame and guilt reactions among L2 learners.  

Table 2. Percentage of the second language learners who have experienced each scenario (N = 

112) 

 
 Experienced Not Experienced 

Scenario 1 39.8 58.4 

Scenario 2 57.5 40.7 

Scenario 3 49.6 49.6 

Scenario 4 73.5 24.8 

Scenario 5 46.9 49.6 

Scenario 6 11.5 86.7 

Scenario 7 70.8 24.8 

Scenario 8 38.1 58.4 

Scenario 9 56.6 38.1 

Scenario 10 74.3 22.1 

Scenario 11 61.1 34.5 

Scenario 12 46.9 47.8 

Scenario 13 54.0 41.6 

Scenario 14 46.9 47.8 

Scenario 15 50.4 43.4 
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Table 3. Frequency and percentage of the second language learners who have experienced 

multiple scenarios (N = 112) 

 
  

N 

 

% 

Cumulative 

% 

None  2 1.8 1.8 

1 Scenario  2 1.8 3.6 

2 Scenarios 3 2.7 6.3 

3 Scenarios 3 2.7 8.9 

4 Scenarios  7 6.3 15.2 

5 Scenarios  5 4.5 19.6 

6 Scenarios 14 12.5 32.1 

7 Scenarios 15 13.4 45.5 

8 Scenarios 15 13.4 58.9 

9 Scenario  11 9.8 68.8 

10 Scenarios 9 8.0 76.8 

11 Scenarios 10 8.9 85.7 

12 Scenarios  10 8.9 94.6 

13 Scenarios  4 3.6 98.2 

14 Scenarios  1 .9 99.1 

15 Scenarios  1 .9 100.0 
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Figure 4. A visual representation of the second language learners’ emotional responses to each scenario (N =  112) 

5
1
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Figure 5. A visual representation of percentage of the second language learners who have experienced each scenario (N = 

112) 
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4.3.3. The L2-TOSGA: Development of the items 

As mentioned before, another aim of data collection at this stage was to develop subject-

generated items for each scenario reflecting L2 learners’ shame and guilt emotions. Four 

responses each measuring shame, guilt, externalization, and detachment were selected from the 

larger pool of responses for each scenario. The selection of these responses was guided by two 

main criteria: The items should (a) unambiguously measure shame and guilt and (b) represent 

common reactions among the participants (i.e., a response more frequently reported by the L2 

learners).  

Two additional scales—externalization and detachment—were also developed based on 

the L2 learners’ responses to each scenario following these two guidelines: The items should (a) 

unambiguously measure externalization and detachment and (b) represent common reactions 

among the participants. The externalization scale measures L2 learners’ tendency to blame others 

for their transgressions, errors, or failures (e.g., the teacher doesn’t like me), whereas the 

detachment scale represents L2 learners’ lack of concern or emotional involvement in those 

situations (e.g., what’s done is done). The inclusion of these two scales in the questionnaire 

served a twofold aim. First, because other options are available, learners are not forced to select 

only shame and guilt responses in each scenario. Second, the discriminant validity of shame and 

guilt can be further investigated by examining their relationships with these two subscales 

(Tangney, 1990, 1993). The interrelationships between the four subscales included in the 

questionnaire are discussed in detail later. Below is an example scenario from the L2-TOSGA 

and its corresponding items. 
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4.3.4. An example scenario  

 

Taken together, a questionnaire including 14 scenarios with 56 corresponding items 

(responses) was created. All the item responses were elicited using six-point Likert scales with 

“1” being ‘not at all’ and “6” being ‘very much.’ Because how items are sequenced in a 

questionnaire may influence respondents’ understating of the questions as well as their responses 

to them (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2013), all the scenarios and their corresponding items were 

randomized throughout the questionnaire. The questionnaire is referred to as the L2-TOSGA for 

the remainder of this dissertation (see the appendix for both Farsi and English versions of the 

questionnaire).  

4.4. Research question 3: To what extent is the questionnaire developed for the current 

study (the L2-TOSGA) a reliable, stable, and valid tool for measuring second language 

learners’ proneness to shame and proneness to guilt during second language learning?   

To answer this research question, I administered the L2-TOSGA to a new sample of L2 

learners (N = 395) and conducted a series of analysis with the collected data to assess the 

questionnaire’s reliability and validity. Item-response and descriptive analysis were initially run 

to examine the psychometric characteristics (i.e., mean and standard deviation) of each 

individual item as well as the cohesion of items in a sub-scale (i.e., item-total correlation); 

reliability analysis was also conducted to determine the internal consistency of each sub-scale. 

The validity of the scales was assessed by running parallel analysis, principal component 
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analysis, and correlational analysis. In the following sections, the results of each statistical 

analysis are presented in detail.   

4.4.1. Preliminary analysis: Item response analysis  

To assess characteristics of each individual item of the L2-TOSGA, item analysis was 

conducted. The results revealed that all items had a good amount of variability, with standard 

deviations ranging from 1.13 to 1.79 (Table 4). Furthermore, each item of shame-proneness scale 

was strongly related to the overall shame-proneness scale but showed no or weak correlations 

with the guilt-proneness scale. Conversely, each item of the guilt-proneness scale was strongly 

related to the overall guilt-proneness scale but showed no or weak correlations with the shame-

proneness scale.  

 

Table 4. Descriptive analyses of the shame, guilt, externalization, and detachment items 

 
 Shame-proneness Guilt-proneness Externalization Detachment 

No  Mean SD ITC  Mean SD ITC  Mean SD ITC  Mean SD ITC 

1  2.48 1.38 .45  5.12 1.10 .48  1.92 1.21 .33  2.83 1.53 .54 

2  2.80 1.59 .52  4.88 1.20 .48  2.77 1.38 .40  2.38 1.39 .39 

3  1.65 1.18 .68  4.65 1.35 .56  1.75 1.12 .47  3.45 1.66 .47 

4  1.78 1.20 .47  4.11 1.58 .44  3.43 1.85 .33  2.42 1.50 .66 

5  2.24 1.45 .44  4.30 1.60 .46  2.21 1.49 .42  2.10 1.46 .48 

6  1.96 1.35 .61  4.98 1.15 .60  2.32 1.61 .41  2.33 1.44 .56 

7  2.21 1.38 .63  4.48 1.33 .59  1.83 1.22 .49  3.41 1.62 .47 

8  1.78 1.25 .60  4.31 1.51 .32  1.71 1.24 .41  2.41 1.55 .48 

9  2.42 1.52 .43  4.67 1.38 .54      2.60 1.70 .53 

10  2.11 1.43 .50  5.16 1.16 .61      2.66 1.59 .38 

11  2.24 1.52 .53  4.28 1.60 .50      1.85 1.36 .45 

12  2.11 1.33 .63  5.13 1.12 .64      2.51 1.66 .38 

13  1.68 1.16 .47  5.18 1.11 .65         

 

Next, to assess the coherence of each scale of the L2-TSOGA, the item-total correlation 

(ITC) was computed. Items with ITCs below .30 were considered problematic (Field, 2013). The 
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items of one scenario (N. 6) yielded ITCs below .30; the scenario thus was deleted from further 

analyses. In addition, five items from the externalization scale and two items from the 

detachment scale were excluded due to low ITC scores. Overall, 13 scenarios with 46 

corresponding items remained after the initial item analysis.  

4.4.2. Reliability analyses 

To assess the internal consistency of each scale of the L2-TOSGA, Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients were calculated. The high alpha coefficients provided further evidence for the 

reliability of the sub-scales (Table 5). In fact, the range of alphas from .72 to 83 should be 

considered as excellent because these sub-scales were made up of a variety of different 

scenarios.  

Table 5. Results of reliability analyses (Cronbach’s alpha) of the L2-TOSGA sub-scales 

 

 Variables Mean SD α 95% CI 

1 Shame-proneness 2.09 .842 .87 2.01 2.17 

2 Guilt-proneness 4.69 .824 .86 4.61 4.77 

3 Externalization 2.25 .831 .72 2.17 2.33 

4 Detachment 2.56 .883 .83 2.47 2.65 

 

4.4.2. Principal component analysis  

To assess the construct validity of the L2-TOSAG, Principal Component Analysis was 

conducted. Before running the factor analysis, however, the main assumptions underlying this 

statistical procedure were examined. A total of 395 participants in this part of the study form an 

ideal sample size for running factor analysis considering the general guidelines stated in past 

research (see Field, 2013; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The correlation matrix also revealed that 

all the variables were interrelated with some correlations exceeding .50. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
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measure of sampling adequacy of .850 and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity measure of X2 (120) = 

5266.80, p < .001 further lent support to the factorability of the 46 items. 

All 46 items measuring shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, and 

detachment were submitted to exploratory factor analysis using principal component analysis 

using the Oblimin rotation method. The scree plot was the initial criteria examined to determine 

the number of components (e.g., Plonsky & Gonulal, 2015). As seen in Figure 6, the scree plot is 

clearly indicative of four components. Next, the eigenvalues of components were examined. 

Given the shortcomings of eigenvalues greater than one for determining the number of 

components (e.g., overestimation) (e.g., Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004; O’Connor, 2000; 

Patil, Singh, Mishra, & Donavan, 2008), parallel analysis (PA) was run to compute the criteria 

eigenvalues. Presently, PA is considered the most accurate and objective technique for 

determining the number of components in PCA (e.g., Field, 2013). In this procedure, the 

eigenvalues from the original data should be compared to those calculated from random values 

of the same dimensionality (i.e., sample size and the number of variables). PCA eigenvalues 

greater than PA eigenvalues should be retained as significant components, and those falling 

below should be discarded as spurious (Patil et al., 2008).   
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Figure 6. Scree plot of principal component analyses of the L2-TOSGA items 

  

As shown in Table 6, the raw eigenvalues of components 1, 2, 3, and 4 were greater than 

their corresponding PA eigenvalues, suggesting the existence of only four significant 

components. Taken together, the results of the scree plot and PA both confirmed a four-

component solution. This four-component solution is also consistent with the theoretical 

underpinnings of the constructs included in the questionnaire. Component 1 (eigenvalue = 6.83), 

component 2 (eigenvalue = 5.87), component 3 (eigenvalue = 3.76), and component 4 

(eigenvalue = 2.01) accounted for 15%, 13%, 8%, and 4% of the variance, respectively. In total, 

the four-component solution accounted for 40% of the variance in the data. A close look at the 

composite items of each component revealed that the items representing the L2 learners’ shame-

proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, and detachment were neatly loaded onto four distinct 

components (Table 7).  
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Table 6. The result of principal component analysis and parallel analysis of the L2-TOSGA 

items.   

 

 

 

Variable 

 

Real-data  

eigenvalues 

Mean of 

random 

eigenvalues 

95 percentiles 

of random 

eigenvalues % of Variance Cumulative% 

1 6.83* 1.73 1.80 14.85 14.85 

2 5.87* 1.65 1.70 12.76 27.61 

3 3.77* 1.59 1.64 8.19 35.80 

4 2.01* 1.55 1.59 4.38 40.18 

5 1.39 1.50 1.54 3.02 43.19 

6 1.29 1.46 1.50 2.79 45.99 

7 1.19 1.42 1.45 2.58 48.57 

8 1.07 1.39 1.41 2.33 50.90 

9 1.05 1.35 1.39 2.27 53.18 

10 1.03 1.32 1.34 2.24 55.42 
 

 

Table 7. The results of principal component analysis: Item loadings of the L2-TOSGA. 

 
 Component 

 1 2 3 4 

 

Items 

Shame-

proneness 

Guilt-

proneness 

 

Externalization 

 

Detachment 

1. I would feel incompetent. .777    

2. I would feel incompetent writing in English. .740    

3. I would feel hopeless and helpless. .739    

4. I would feel weak and not confident. .683    

5. I would feel dumb.  .669    

6. I would feel like I am a coward. .612    

7. I would feel my English proficiency is worse than the 

other students. 
.603 

   

8. I would feel I don’t have the talent to learn English. .591    

9. I would think, “I am an irresponsible person.” .550    

10. I would try to hide myself from the teacher. .460    

11. I would fear humiliation if suddenly the teacher asked 

me a question. 
.454 

   

12. I would think other students are looking at me and 

laughing. 
.447 

   

13. I would feel small. .411    

14. I should have studied more; I would try to do better in 

the future.   

 
.738 

  

15. I would try to write more carefully next time.  .712   

16. I should have been more careful and spent more time. 

on my writing. 

 
.698 

  

17. I would try to avoid repeating those mistakes.  .686   

18. I would feel sad and work harder next term.  .679   
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  Component  

 1 2 3 4 

 

Items 

Shame-

proneness 

Guilt-

proneness 

 

Externalization 

 

Detachment 

19. I would apologize and try to express my ideas in 

English. 

  

.654 

  

20. I would apologize, and promise it wouldn’t happen 

again. 

 
.606 

  

21. I would try to boost my reading speed by studying 

more. 

 
.592 

  

22. I would try harder next time to state what I mean 

more clearly. 

 
.585 

  

23. I would feel regret; I would speak my mind next time.  .580   

24. I would feel sad and try to improve my English 

proficiency. 

 
.477 

  

25. I would politely ask the teacher to repeat her question.   .475   

26. I wish I had practiced the audio before.    .474   

27. The teacher shouldn’t have interrupted me.   -.651  

28. The teacher was overly strict in correcting.      -.641  

29. The teacher should correct students’ writings herself.     -.548  

30. The teacher cut corners.     -.519  

31. The teacher doesn’t like me.       -.482  

32. The teacher should have given me more time.   -.462  

33. I would feed the teacher an excuse.    -.441  

34. Students should have tried harder to understand what 

I mean. 

  
-.434 

 

35. What’s done is done.      .711 

36. I wouldn’t care; it happens sometimes.    .671 

37. No big deal.     .588 

38. What’s done is done.    .581 

39. It’s not important; students sometimes make such 

mistakes. 

   
.573 

40. Not being able to read a few sentences or answer a 

few questions is not a big deal. 

   
.569 

41. I wouldn’t care.    .564 

42. I would feel nothing; all students make mistakes 

while writing. 

   
.535 

43. So what!? I will bring it next session.    .515 

44. I wouldn’t care about grades.     .480 

45. I wouldn’t keep myself busy thinking about it.    .455 

46. I wouldn’t care. 

 

   
.414 

Note. N = 395. All the component loadings > .40 are reported in the table. Component loadings are obtained using 

principal component extraction with Oblimin rotations.   

 

4.4.3. Discriminant validity of the L2-TOSGA: Correlational analyses 

To assess the discriminant validity of the L2-TOSGA, a set of correlations was run 

between the sub-scales of the L2-TOSGA. As noted, externalization and detachment sub-scales 
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were included in the questionnaire to shed more light on the validity of the shame and guilt 

scales. In other words, shame and guilt should be differentially related to externalization and 

detachment in a theoretically consistent manner (Tangney, 1990, 1995). The following 

hypotheses were stated and evaluated based on the results of correlational analyses: 

1. Shame and guilt should be positively correlated (Tangney, 1990, 1995). Shame and guilt are 

both negative self-conscious emotions involving a negative evaluation of one’s self or one’s 

behavior. In addition, shame and guilt can co-occur in the same situation (H. Lewis, 1977) with 

L2 learners experiencing either a shame-guilt sequence or a guilt-shame sequence. On the other 

hand, the correlation between shame and guilt should be modest or weak so that the distinction 

between them is not violated (Tangney, 1990, 1995). A weak, positive correlation (r = .16, p = 

.02) attested to the validity of this assumption and warranted the theoretical distinction between 

shame and guilt.   

2. Shame should be positively correlated with externalization of cause or blame (Tangney, 1990, 

1995). Although shame and externalization might seem unrelated and diametrically opposite, 

because the former involves blaming one’s self (internal) and the latter blaming others (external), 

externalization is a defensive maneuver of shame-prone L2 learners. That is, L2 learners try to 

distance themselves from the overwhelming pain of shame by simply putting the blame on others 

(Tangney, 1995). In contrast, guilt should be negatively correlated with externalization. Guilt 

involves a negative evaluation of one’s specific behavior and partial acceptance of one’s 

wrongdoing (Tangney, 1995). Further, guilt is less painful than shame simply because an L2 

learner’s global self is not involved. Hence, the L2 learner is more inclined to taking reparative 

actions to compensate for his or her shortcomings rather than blaming others. The positive 

relationship (r = .38, p = .000) between shame and externalization of blame, and the negative 
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association between guilt and externalization (r = -.18, p = .03) lent empirical support to the 

validity of these theoretical hypotheses.  

3. Shame and guilt should be inversely related to detachment (Tangney, 1990, 1995). Because 

shame and guilt involve negative evaluations of one’s global self or specific behavior, they both 

have little in common with a lack of caring measured by the detachment scale. In other words, 

L2 learners go through emotional reactions of shame and guilt because they care about what has 

gone wrong. Such an inverse relationship was confirmed. The results showed that detachment 

was not related to shame (r = .04) and negatively correlated with L2 guilt (r = -.33, p = .000). 

4. Detachment and the externalization of blame should be positively correlated (Tangney, 1990, 

1995). In the process of externalization, because an L2 learner’s personal self is not involved, he 

or she is more likely to adopt a detached attitude toward the situation. This hypothesis was 

confirmed by a positive correlation (r = .45, p = .000) between detachment and externalization.  

Before running the correlational analyses, the main assumptions underlying correlation 

were examined. All the continuous variables revealed linear relationships, to some extent, and no 

homoscedasticity was found. The data also revealed the presence of a few outliers. Although the 

presence of a few outliers in a large sample may not skew the correlation results (Fidell, 2013), 

the analyses were re-run (with and without the outliers) to gauge the potential effects of the 

outliers; no reliable differences were detected.   

One of the main objectives of my research, which was formulated in research question 3, 

was to empirically test the reliability and validity of the questionnaire I developed to measure 

shame and guilt tendencies of L2 learners: the L2-TOSGA. Taken together, the results of 

descriptive analyses, reliability analyses, factorial analyses, and correlational analyses provided 

solid evidence on its ecological reliability and validity.  



63 

 

4.5. Research question 4: How are second language learners’ tendencies to experience 

shame and guilt related to their motivation and language achievements? 

The relationships between language learners’ emotional experiences and their language 

learning motivation and achievement has long interested SLA researchers. For instance, the 

influence of language anxiety on L2 learners’ motivation, interpersonal behaviors, language use, 

and language achievement has been examined in many research studies (for a review, see 

Teimouri et al., 2019). To answer research question 4, I explored the links between shame-

proneness and guilt-proneness of university students and their language learning motivation and 

achievement. The reliability and precision of the L2-TOSGA questionnaire were also further 

examined.  

4.5.1. Reliability analyses 

Table 8 shows the results of the test-retest reliability analysis, as well as descriptive 

analyses for L2-TOSGA sub-scales (n = 57). As seen, students’ mean scores for each sub-scale 

at Time 1 and Time 2 are highly similar. The dispersion of scores for each scale, however, was 

reduced slightly at Time 2. All the sub-scales also exhibited high reliability coefficients at both 

administrations. Test-retest reliability of L2-TOSGA was calculated by running correlations 

between students’ scores at Time 1 and Time 2. The results revealed correlation coefficients 

beyond .95 for all the sub-scales of L2-TOSGA, providing further evidence for its stability and 

precision in measuring the shame and guilt experiences of students across time.  
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Table 8. The results of test-retest reliability analyses for L2-TOSGA sub-scales 

 
Variables Time Mean SD 95% CI α r 

1. Shame-proneness 
1 2.29 1.00 2.02 2.57 .93 

.98 
2 2.48 .88 2.23 2.72 .91 

2. Guilt-proneness 
1 4.71 .66 4.53 4.89 .87 

.95 
2 4.52 .56 4.36 4.68 .81 

3. Externalization 
1 2.62 .95 2.36 2.89 .86 

.97 
2 2.63 .85 2.39 2.86 .83 

4. Detachment 
1 2.87 .86 2.63 3.11 .89 

.97 
2 2.96 .79 2.74 3.18 .82 

 

Table 9 also shows the results of descriptive and reliability analyses (Cronbach’s alphas) 

for all the variables based on the sample. As seen, students’ scores for guilt reactions were 

almost twice the scores for shame reactions. Moreover, students reported low scores for both 

externalization and detachment scales. Of the four sub-scales of the L2-TOSGA, shame and 

externalization showed slightly more variance compared to guilt and detachment sub-scales. 

Considering students’ motivational behaviors, intended effort scored higher than both L2 WTC 

and perceived attention in class. Students also showed more variance in their responses to the L2 

WTC scale than in those of the other two motivated behaviors. Finally, Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients provided evidence of high internal consistency for each scale at each time point. 

Table 9. The results of reliability analyses (Cronbach’s alpha) for all the variables (N =174) 

 
 Variables Mean SD α 95% CI 

1 Shame-proneness 2.39 1.04 .927 2.23 2.55 

2 Guilt-proneness 4.74 .67 .859 4.64 4.84 

3 Externalization 2.59 .95 .843 2.45 2.73 

4 Detachment 2.84 .79 .831 2.72 2.95 

7 L2 WTC 4.08 1.29 .923 3.88 4.27 

8 L2 Attention 4.64 .72 .723 4.53 4.74 

9 Effort 5.00 .85 .806 4.87 5.13 
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4.5.2. Multiple regression analyses 

Next, a set of multiple regressions analyses was run to examine the links between shame-

proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, and detachment and students’ motivation and 

language achievement. Before running multiple regression analyses, however, assumptions were 

examined. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), sample size, normality, linearity, 

homoscedasticity, absence of outliers, and multicollinearity, as well as independence of 

observations, are the main assumptions that should be met before running regression analysis. A 

frequently used rule-of-thumb for calculating sample size for regression analysis is N > 104 + m 

(where m is the number of independent variables) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Khamis and 

Kepler (2010) also suggested N > 20 +5m when the reliability of scales is controlled. Considering 

both rule of thumbs, a sample size of 174 is well beyond the recommended requirements for 

running multiple regression analyses (i.e., 104 + 4 = 108 or 20 + 20 = 40).  

Not uncommon to affect research in SLA, all the variables exhibited slight skewness but no 

kurtosis. Because the magnitude of skewness in each of the variables was below 1, such non-

normality may not pose a serious threat to subsequent analyses (Field, 2013). Nonetheless, all the 

analyses were bootstrapped based on 1000 samples. Bootstrapping is a robust statistical procedure 

that is argued to alleviate any potential problems underlying statistical power of a study (i.e., small 

sample sizes) or non-normality of the scales (e.g., Plonsky, Egbert, & Laflair, 2014). The 

confidence intervals and p values for beta values in each regression analysis are also provided 

based on bootstrapping of the results to show the precision of the coefficients. As it can be seen 

(Tables 10 and 11) in the results, standard errors are all negligible.   

The data also revealed the existence of several univariate and multivariate outliers among 

the criterion and predictor measures. The same reanalysis (with and without outliers) was adopted 

to gauge the potential effects of the outliers. Likewise, no statistically significant differences were 
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witnessed. Considering the results related to the other assumptions, (1) all the independent 

variables showed linear relationships with dependent variables; (2) the absence of multicollinearity 

was confirmed with (a) no correlations above r = .90, (b) tolerance values above .10, and (c) VIF 

values below 10; and, finally, (3) Durbin-Watson values of 1.61, 2.00, and 2.03 all indicated the 

independence of observations.  

A set of multiple regression analyses using the Enter method was run to examine the 

power of the L2-TOSGA sub-scales to predict students’ motivation (i.e., intended effort, L2 

WTC, and attention). Cohen’s f2 values of .37, .56, and .59 represent quite large effect sizes for 

each regression model (Cohen, 1988; Plonsky & Ghanbar, 2018). As the results show in Table 

10, shame-proneness strongly, and negatively, predicted L2 learners’ L2 WTC and attention, 

while it had negligible negative effects on intended effort. In sharp contrast, guilt-proneness 

emerged as a positive predictor of all the motivational variables. While externalization was found 

to be only a moderate, negative determiner of intended effort, students’ lack of emotional 

involvement, that is, detachment, weakly but negatively predicted intended effort and attention.   
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Table 10. Regression analyses of L2-TOSGA subscales with intended effort, second language willingness to communicate, and 

attention as criterion measures 

 
 

 

 

Variables 

 

 

Intended effort 

 

L2 WTC 

 

Attention 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% 

CI 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% 

CI 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% 

CI 

L U L U L U 
Shame-proneness -.07 .08 .007  -.08 -.23          .11 -.47 .11 .005 -.38*** -.69          -.22 -.33 .07 .001 -.41*** -.47          -.17          

Guilt-proneness                                           

Externalization 

Detachment 

.27 

-.22 

-.17 

.09 

.09 

.09 

-.005 

-.011 

.006 

  .21** 

 -.25** 

 -.16* 

 

.09             

-.43 

-.34           

.43            

-.075 

.01 

.56 

-.06 

-.22 

.14 

.13 

.12 

-.006 

-.010 

.000 

 .29*** 

-.04 

-.13 

 

.28            

-.31 

-.45           

.82           

.16 

.02 

.38 

.02 

-.17 

.09 

.08 

.08 

-.002 

-.004 

.005 

  .31*** 

  .02 

 -.16* 

 

.23             

-.16 

-.33           

.55              

.17 

.05           

R2 / F   .27/15.74***    .36/23.45***    .37/25.06***   

Cohen’s f2  .37    .56    .59   

Note. Bootstrapped results are based on 1000 samples.  

* P ≤ 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, ***P ≤ 0.001. 

 

Table 11. Regression analyses of L2-TOSGA subscales with course grades and GPAs as criterion measures 

 
 

 

 

Variables 

 

 

Grammar Course 

 

Speaking Course 

 

Laboratory Course 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% 

CI 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% 

CI 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% 

CI 

L U L U L U 
Shame-proneness -.41 .16 -.025  -.32*** -.73          -.18 -.66 .15 -.014 -.48*** -.98 -.41 -.52 .14 -.011 -.37*** -.80          -.29          

Guilt-proneness                                           

Externalization 

Detachment 

.40 

.25 

-.05 

.20 

.20 

.79 

.003 

.011 

-.005 

  .20* 

 .16  

 -.03 

 

-.02             

-.18 

-.49           

.78            

.66 

.36 

.03 

.18 

-.17 

.19 

.19 

.23 

.014 

.000 

.025 

.01 

.11 

-.08 

-.34 

-.24 

-.70 

.42 

.56 

.36 

.23 

.19 

.08 

.27 

.17 

.21 

-.002 

.000 

.008 

  .11 

  .11 

  .04 

-.27             

-.16 

-.38           

.77             

.54 

.48           

R2 / F   .13/3.176*    .20/5.29**    .14/3.47*   

Cohen’s f2  .15    .25    .16   

Note. Bootstrapped results are based on 1000 samples.  
* P ≤ 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, ***P ≤ 0.001. 
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Table 11. (cont)  

 

 

 

Variables 

 

 

GPAs 

 

B 

 

SE 

 

Bias 

 

β 

BCa 95% CI 

L U 

Shame-proneness -.45 .13 -.015  -.43*** -.74          -.23 

Guilt-proneness                                           

Externalization 

Detachment 

.14 

.13 

-.07 

.15 

.15 

.17 

.007 

.007 

.001 

  .09 

  .10 

 -.04 

 

-.16             

-.22 

-.41           

.46            

.43 

.25 

R2 / F   .17/4.41*   

Cohen’s f2  .20   

Note. Bootstrapped results are based on 1000 samples.  

* P ≤ 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, ***P ≤ 0.001. 

6
8
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Another set of multiple regression analyses was conducted to examine the strength of the 

L2-TOSGA sub-scales in predicting students’ language achievements—course grades and GPA. 

Cohen’s f2 values of .15, .25, .16, and .20 represent medium effect sizes for each regression 

model (Cohen, 1988; Plonsky & Ghanbar, 2018). Table 11 shows the results of multiple 

regression analyses. Similar to previous analyses, shame-proneness emerged as strong, negative 

predictor of all the language achievement measures, whereas guilt positively determined 

students’ Grammar Course grade. Both externalization and detachment had either a negligible, or 

non-existent effects on the language achievement outcomes.  

In sum, the findings revealed that shame-proneness plays a negative and guilt-proneness 

a positive role in L2 learners’ motivation and language achievement. Moreover, the results 

further substantiated the reliability and validity of the L2-TOSGA.  

4.6. Research question 5: How do students’ second language selves interact with their 

tendencies to feel Shame and guilt? 

To answer the final research question, I examined the links between language learners’ 

L2 selves (ideal L2 self and ought-to L2 self) and their shame-proneness and guilt-proneness. To 

that end, a trichotomous model of L2 selves (Teimouri, 2017) was used to measure language 

learners’ future L2 selves: ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self/own, and ought-to L2 self/others. Also, 

the L2-TOSGA was used to measure the students’ proneness to experience shame and proneness 

to experience guilt.  

The data analyses consisted of running (1) reliability analyses (Cronbach’s Alpha) to 

examine the internal consistencies of all scale items, (2) principal component analysis to examine 

the validity of the trichotomous model of L2 selves (Teimouri, 2017), and (3) multiple regression 
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analyses to examine the links between L2 selves and shame-proneness and guilt-proneness. 

Assumptions underlying each statistical analysis were also checked.  

4.6.1. Reliability analyses 

Internal consistencies of all the scales were examined by calculating their Cronbach’s 

alphas. As seen in Table 12, all the scales show high internal consistency, with alpha-coefficients 

ranging from acceptable (e.g., ought-to L2 self/own, α = .68) to excellent (e.g., shame-proneness, 

α = .92) (Field, 2013). The students’ average scores on each scale revealed that (1) students are 

guilt-prone rather than shame-prone, (2) they have strong wishes for learning English with vivid 

visions of themselves using English in the future (ideal L2 self), and (3) their significant others 

(e.g., parents, relatives, teachers) have little effects on their motivation to learn English.  

Table 12. The results of reliability analyses for all the variables (N = 100) 

 
 Variables Mean SD α 95% CI 

1 Shame-proneness 2.42 1.01 .92 2.21 2.62 

2 Guilt-proneness 4.70 .67 .87 4.56 4.84 

3 Externalization 2.27 .75 .74 2.12 2.42 

4 Detachment 2.59 .84 .85 2.42 2.76 

5 Ideal L2 self 5.16 .82 .80 4.99 5.32 

6 Ought-to L2 self/own 4.23 1.14 .68 4.07 4.52 

7 Ought-to L2 self/others 2.61 1.32 .81 2.34 2.87 

 

4.6.2. Principal component analysis 

In the next statistical analysis, the construct validity of the students’ L2 selves was 

examined with principal component analysis. Given the relatively low number of items used to 

in principal component analysis (11 items), a sample of 100 students is appropriate for running 

principal component analysis (Field, 2013; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Moreover, the 

correlation matrix exhibited no correlation exceeding .50. The absence of multicollinearity was 

verified with Determinant value of .002 of R-Matrix (which is greater than .00001) and no 
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correlation was above .90 among the variables. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value of sampling 

adequacy of .73 and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity value of (X2 (55) = 383.98, p = .000) also 

provided support for the factorability of the 12 items. 

 

 

 
Figure 7. Scree plot of principal component analyses of the motivational items 

 

All 12 items measuring students’ L2 selves, that is, ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self/own, 

and ought-to L2 self/others were submitted to principal component analyses. The results of Scree 

plot are clearly indicative of three components. To further substantiate Scree plot findings, 

Parallel Analyses were conducted. As it can be seen in Table 13, the Eigen values of the first 

three components exceeded eigenvalues calculated through PA, suggesting the presence of only 

three significant components. Components 1, 2, and 3 explained 30%, 23%, and 12% of 

variance, respectively. In other words, a three-component solution, overall, explained 65% of 

variance in the data. A close look at the items showed that all the items loaded onto their 
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respective components: Ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self/own, and ought-to L2 self/others (Table 

14).  

 

Table 13. The results of principal component analysis and parallel analysis of the second 

language selves items   
 

 

 

 

Variable 

 

 

Real-data  

eigenvalues 

 

 

Mean of random 

eigenvalues 

 

95 percentiles of 

random 

eigenvalues % of Variance Cumulative% 

1 3.268 1.56 1.71 29.709 29.709 

2 2.551 1.39 1.48 23.189 52.898 

3 1.285 1.26 1.34 11.682 64.580 

4 .822 1.15 1.22 7.472 72.052 

5 .745 1.07 1.13 6.777 78.830 

6 .589 .97 1.04 5.357 84.186 

7 .478 .89 .96 4.343 88.529 

8 .390 .80 .87 3.543 92.072 

9 .330 .72 .78 3.000 95.072 

10 .304 .64 .72 2.766 97.838 

11 .238 .53 .63 2.162 100.000 

 

4.6.3. Multiple regression analyses  

 In the next step, a series of multiple regression analyses using Enter method was run to 

examine the nature of the relationship between the students’ future L2 selves and their proneness 

to shame and guilt. Tables 15 and 16 show the results of the multiple regression analyses. 

Overall, the results showed that, while ought-to L2 self/others positively and significantly 

predicted shame-proneness, ideal L2 self positively and significantly predicted guilt-proneness. 

Students’ ought-to L2 self/own had no effects on shame-proneness, but small, positive effects—

though, statistically non-significant—on guilt-proneness. Finally, ought-to L2 self/others 

positively and significantly predicted students’ level of externalization. None of the L2 selves 

were found to have any reliable effects on the students’ level of detachment. 



73 

 

Table 14. The results of principal component analysis: Loadings of the second language selves 

items 
 Component 

 1 2 3 

 

Items 

Ideal L2 

Self 

Ought-to L2 

self/Own 

Ought-to L2 

self/Others 

1. I can imagine myself speaking English like a native speaker .882   

2. I can imagine myself understanding English 

movies/songs/news very well 

.865   

3. I can imagine myself using English effectively for 

communicating with the foreigners 

.860   

4. I must learn English; otherwise I will encounter difficulties in 

my education (school or university) for not having knowledge 

of English 

 -.949  

5. I must learn English; otherwise I will have difficulties finding 

a job in the future 

 -.768  

6. I must learn English to avoid problems or difficulties that I 

may face in the future for not knowing English 

 -.541  

7. I must learn English otherwise I will be considered as an 

illiterate in the society 

 -.411  

8. I must learn English; otherwise I will be reprimanded by my 

parents or teachers. 

  .869 

9. I must learn English; otherwise people around me will have a 

negative image of me 

  .850 

10. I must learn English; otherwise my parents/ friends will be 

disappointed in me. 

  .773 

11. I must learn English; otherwise the others will think of me as 

a weak student 

  .637 

Note. N = 100. All the component loadings > .40 are reported in the table. Component loadings are 

obtained using principal component extraction with Oblimin rotations. One item was removed because of 

cross-loadings onto ought-to L2 self/own.  

 

Table 15. Regression analyses of second language selves with shame-proneness and guilt-

proneness as the criterion measures 

 

 

 

 Shame-proneness  Guilt-proneness 

    BCa 95% CI     BCa 95% CI 

Variables B SE β L U  B SE β L U 

Ideal L2 self -.17 .11 -.14 -.39 .04  .20 .09 .23* .03 .38 

Ought-to L2 self/own .007 .08 .01 -.16 .18  .10 .07 .16 -.04 .24 

Ought-to L2 

self/others 
.45 .07 .58*** .31 .59  .08 .06 .14 -.04 .19 

            

R2 / F   .37/18.46***     .37/5.08**   

Cohen’s f2  .59     .16   
* P ≤ 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, *** P ≤ 0.001. 
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Table 16. Regression analyses of second language selves with externalization and detachment as 

the criterion measures 

 

 

In sum, the results substantiated a trichotomous model of L2 selves (Teimouri, 2017). L2 

selves were found to be differentially associated to shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of the 

students: guilt-prone students had stronger wishes for learning English compared to shame-prone 

students who had stronger external obligations for learning English. And further evidence on 

internal consistency of the L2-TOSGA sub-scales was provided.      

4.7. Summary of the results 

A qualitative analysis of 198 L2 learners’ reports of negative experiences provided 

evidence that L2 learners experience shame and guilt during L2 learning, and shame-inducing 

and guilt-inducing events occurred frequently in L2 settings. Based on L2 learners’ responses, 

the L2-TOSGA questionnaire was developed to measure L2 learners’ proneness to shame and to 

guilt during the process of L2 learning. The results of psychometric work—descriptive analyses, 

reliability analyses, factor analyses, and correlational analyses—all provided solid evidence of 

the reliability and validity of the questionnaire. The effects of shame-proneness and guilt-

proneness on the university students’ language learning motivation, behaviors, and language 

achievements were further examined. The results revealed differential patterns: while students’ 

 Externalization  Detachment 

    BCa 95% CI     BCa 95% CI 

Variables B SE β L U  B SE β L U 

Ideal L2 self .04 .10 .04 -.15 .23  .04 .11 .04 -.18 .26 

Ought-to L2 self/own .02 .08 .03 -.13 .17  -.10 .09 -.14 -.28 .07 

Ought-to L2 self/others .15 .06 .27* .03 .28  .06 .07 .09 -.08 .20 

            

R2 / F   .08/2.81*     .02/.50   

Cohen’s f2  .08     .02   
* P ≤ 0.05, **P ≤ 0.01, *** P ≤ 0.001. 



75 

 

shame tendencies hampered their motivation and their language achievements, guilt tendencies 

of students had positive effects on their motivation and language achievement. Finally, the 

interrelationships among students’ L2 selves and their shame-proneness and guilt-proneness 

were examined. The results showed that students’ ideal L2 selves positively predicted their guilt 

tendencies, whereas their ought-to L2 selves strongly predicted their shame tendencies as well as 

their level of externalization. The students’ L2 selves were found to be unrelated to their 

detachment (or lack of concern).   
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

 

5.1. Introduction 

By developing and administering a series of questionnaires, I obtained data to (1) 

examine the presence of shame-proneness and guilt-proneness among learners in L2 settings, (2) 

explore the effects of L2 learners’ shame-proneness and guilt-proneness on their language 

learning behaviors and achievements, and (3) understand the links between L2 learners’ shame-

proneness and guilt-proneness and their L2 selves. I also developed and validated a scenario-

based questionnaire (L2-TOSGA) to measure the shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of 

learners in L2 context.  

5.2. Research question 1: To what extent do second language learners report feeling 

ashamed or guilty during the second language learning process?   

Before investing any efforts on developing a questionnaire to explore L2 learners’ shame-

proneness and guilt-proneness, before examining any relationships between shame-proneness 

and guilt-proneness of L2 learners’ and their motivation and interpersonal behaviors, and before 

testing any theoretical model to relate shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of L2 learners to 

their L2 selves, we needed evidence to substantiate the occurrence of feeling shame and guilt 

among L2 learners during L2 learning and L2 use. The first research question was posited to 

address this critical issue.  

A qualitative analysis of 86 L2 learners’ reports of negative experiences during L2 

learning revealed many episodes of shame and guilt reactions. When the L2 learners were 

prompted to recount L2 events where they felt negative emotions, more than half of their 

narratives (58%) referred to situations in which they felt ashamed or guilty. L2 learners reported 
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their shame and guilt feelings, either explicitly or implicitly. Below is an example in which Reza 

(pseudonym) disclosed his shame experience explicitly:  

It happened three years ago, when I was only 14 years old. The teacher asked 

class a question about what we had learned from previous lesson. I volunteered by 

raising my hand. I began talking about all the things we had covered in last 

session, but all of a sudden—and I don’t know why—the whole class burst into 

laughter. Trying hard to keep her face straight, the teacher reminded me that the 

correct pronunciation of the word “X” is “Y”. It was a very embarrassing situation 

for me; I felt humiliated; Students didn’t let it go for almost the whole semester! 

 

In this example, Reza uses “embarrassment” and “humiliation” to show his shame 

feelings explicitly. Although a few other L2 learners also voiced their shame or guilt reactions 

directly, most of the L2 learners insinuated feelings of shame and guilt by discussing their 

thoughts, intentions, and behaviors during an unfortunate event. Maria’s recall of her past 

language learning experience is a good example in this regard:  

Our teacher put us in groups of four and asked us to discuss Norooz festival in 

Iran. During the discussion, for no apparent reason, I switched back to Farsi; 

because of me speaking in Faris, the other two students also started speaking Farsi. 

Watching us speaking Farsi, the teacher reprimanded all of us and requested to 

switch back to English. I felt so small and remained quiet for most of the time in 

class.  

 

In this example, Maria seems to have blamed herself for the group having received 

reprimands because of their speaking Farsi. She attributed the source of this unfortunate event to 

her global self, she felt small, and consequently, avoided contact with anyone in class. Should 

she have directed her criticism toward her behavior (i.e., speaking Farsi), she would have felt 

guilty (and might have apologized and remained active for the rest of class).  

In addition, more than half of the negative emotions (58%) reported by the L2 learners 

were found to be shame and guilt related—echoing findings of Galmiche’s (2017) study where 
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she found out that her L2 learners felt ashamed almost four times more than they felt anxious in 

their L2 French classes. These findings, overall, provide evidence that L2 learners felt ashamed 

and guilty while learning and using an L2. The remaining issue, however, is to identify those 

shame-inducing and/or guilt-inducing situations in L2 settings and to uncover the likelihood that 

L2 learners may encounter those situations.   

5.3. Research question 2: How likely are second language learners to encounter shame-

inducing or guilt-inducing situations in the process of second language learning? 

As noted, many L2 learners reported various negative L2 events that triggered their 

shame or guilt reactions, and more than a dozen of those L2 events were found to be recurrent. 

Multiple L2 learners, for instance, reported similar situations in which their teachers reprimanded 

them for speaking Farsi during L2 class activities. Several other L2 learners recounted situations 

in which they felt they were ridiculed by other L2 learners because of their mispronunciation or 

grammatical mistakes. In order to examine how often these negative, shame-inducing or guilt-

inducing, situations might happen in L2 settings, I recruited another group of L2 learners (n = 

121). I gave the L2 learners a questionnaire containing a set of 15 negative scenarios. The L2 

learners were requested to (1) indicate whether they had encountered any of those scenarios in 

past and (2) express briefly their emotional reactions to each scenario.   

 The results provided strong evidence that all the scenarios included in the questionnaire 

are both shame-inducing and guilt-inducing. Of all 998 L2 learners’ responses to all the 

scenarios, one-third (33.26%) were shame-related and almost half (44.58%) were guilt-related. 

In other words, 77.84% of L2 learners’ emotional reactions to the scenarios were infused with 

shame or guilt. Although certain situations triggered more shame-related responses and certain 

situations provoked more guilt-related responses, no distinctive patterns were identified among 
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those scenarios. More importantly, these shame-inducing and guilt-inducing scenarios were 

found to be frequent in L2 settings; most of the L2 learners reported having experienced almost 

half of them. Overall, these results, along with the results of other studies in different contexts 

(Cook, 2006; Galmishe, 2017; Wang, 2016), offer solid evidence on the occurrence of shame and 

guilt reactions among learners during the process of L2 learning and use, and highlight the need 

to further investigate their effects on L2 learners’ motivations and language achievements.  

5.4. Research question 3: To what extent is the questionnaire developed for the current 

study (the L2-TOSGA) a reliable, stable, and valid tool for measuring second language 

learners’ proneness to shame and proneness to guilt during second language learning? 

I explored L2 learners’ feelings of shame and guilt through qualitative analyses of their 

own narratives of negative L2 events, as well as through their reactions to others’ reports of 

negative L2 events. In order to investigate the links between shame and guilt reactions of L2 

learners and their motivation and language achievement at a larger scale, however, we need to 

have a language-specific measure of shame and guilt. Building on the qualitative data that I 

collected previously, I developed a scenario-based questionnaire—the L2-TSOGA—to measure 

the shame and guilt proneness of language learners. Research question 3 was posited specifically 

to address the reliability and validity issues underlying this newly developed questionnaire.  

The reliability of the L2-TOSGA was examined several times by re-administering the 

questionnaire to various cohorts of L2 learners in this dissertation; Cronbach’s alphas that were 

calculated for each sub-scale of shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, and detachment overpassed 

the excellent criteria of .80; the externalization sub-scale also reached an alpha average of .79, 

suggesting a good amount of internal consistency. Furthermore, the results of test-retest 

reliability further substantiated precision and stability of the L2-TOSGA: all the correlational 
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coefficients computed between Time 1 and Time 2 surpassed .91, affirming stability of the 

questionnaire in eliciting responses over a one-month time-period.   

The high Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of each sub-scale gain particular significance 

given the fact that scenario-based questionnaires, methodologically speaking, are generally 

expected to yield lower reliability because of the extra variance different situations/scenarios 

may add to each student’s responses (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). In other words, two concurrent 

sources of variations could influence internal consistency of my scenario-based questionnaire: 

L2 learners’ responses to each item and L2 learners’ responses to each scenario. As a result, two 

similar items (or even the same items) may elicit different responses simply because they are 

measured in two different contexts. For instance, the item “I wouldn’t care” may be rated 

differentially by the same respondent in two different scenarios, and as a result, the added 

variance may negatively affect the overall internal consistency of the sub-scale.  

In order to establish the construct validity of the L2-TOSGA, principal component 

analysis (PCA) was conducted. Parallel analysis (PA) was also run to determine the number of 

significant components in PCA. The results, overall, provided statistical evidence of the 

construct validity of the L2-TOSGA subscales that is consistent with the theoretical 

underpinnings. In other words, all 46 items of the questionnaire loaded neatly onto the four 

respective components: shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, and detachment.  

In order to examine the discriminant validity of the questionnaire, the inter-relationships 

among the sub-scales of the L2-TOSGA were investigated. As noted, the externalization and 

detachment sub-scales were developed and incorporated into the L2-TOSGA in order to 

empirically test the pattern of relations among shame-proneness, guilt-proneness, externalization, 

and detachment in relation to a priori theoretical hypotheses. The results confirmed the 
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hypothesized relationships (Tangney & Dearing, 2003) among the sub-scales of the 

questionnaire (1) Shame-proneness and guilt-proneness were found to be positively and weakly 

correlated; (2) while shame-proneness had a positive relationship with externalization, guilt-

proneness showed a negative relationship with externalization; (3) shame-proneness and guilt-

proneness had negative associations with detachment; (4) externalization and detachment were 

positively correlated. These differential pattern of relations between subscales of the L2-TOSGA 

further substantiated the validity of the questionnaire. Taken together, the results of various 

analyses provided strong evidence about the reliability, stability, and validity of the L2-TOSGA 

in assessing the shame- and guilt-proneness of L2 learners.  

5.5. Research question 4: How do second language learners’ tendencies to experience 

shame and guilt affect their motivation and language achievements?  

To answer this research question, I probed the nature of the relationship between shame- 

and guilt-proneness of the L2 learners and their motivational behaviors (i.e., intended effort, L2 

WTC, and attention) and language achievements (i.e., course grades, GPAs, and self-reported 

language proficiency). The results showed significant, negative relationships between the shame 

tendencies of L2 learners and a range of different motivational behaviors. These findings are in 

line with previous theoretical discussions of the negative effects of shame on L2 learners’ 

motivation and interpersonal behaviors (e.g., Lewis, 1971; Nathanson, 1992; Tangney, 1990; 

1993, 2007; Tangney & Dearing, 2003). As noted, shame involves a negative evaluation of one’s 

global self when a negative event occurs. Consequently, the shamed learner may avoid the 

similar events, or hide it from others. Shame-prone L2 learners are less likely to invest time and 

effort in situations that are presumed to be shame-inducing. Likewise, they are less willing to 

voluntarily use the L2 in situations that they perceive may pose a threat to their social status. 
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These avoidant behaviors may also be rooted in the learners’ past experiences of shame in 

similar situations. It is thus not unexpected to see less enthusiasm from shame-prone learners in 

response to “If an English course was offered in the future, I would like to take it” (intended 

effort) or “I would like to voluntarily speak up in class in front of the others” (L2 WTC) if those 

situations are judged to be potentially shame-inducing.    

The shame-proneness was also found to be negatively associated with L2 learners’ 

perceived attention in L2 class. Theorists have suggested that self-conscious emotions have 

evolved through natural selection to protect one’s social status or identity goals (e.g., Leary, 

2007; Tracy et al., 2007). Within this functional perspective, we can argue that shame narrows 

down L2 learners’ attentional resources toward the source that threatens their identity. In the 

midst of a shame experience, for instance, when receiving negative feedback in the presence of 

others, the L2 learner’s attention is mostly focused on appraising his or her global self and how it 

is perceived, evaluated, and judged in the minds of others. The self is split into the judge and the 

judgee (Tangney & Dearing, 2003), depleting L2 learners’ attentional resources. The detrimental 

effects of negative emotions (i.e., anxiety) in narrowing down L2 learners’ cognitive processing 

and attentional resources have also been documented in past research in SLA (e.g., MacIntyre & 

Gardner, 1994a, 1994b) 

Shame-proneness was also found to be positively related to externalization. As noted, the 

externalization of blame onto others is a strategic maneuver that shamed L2 learners may use to 

distance themselves from painful feelings of shame. In other words, by attributing the cause of 

the L2 negative event to external sources outside of one’s self, shamed L2 learners feel a sense of 

power (e.g., Lewis, 1971). This shame-induced strategy, however, is often irrational, even from 

the perspective of shame L2 learners who uses it (Tangney et al., 1995). Although this blame-
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others approach may be practical in relieving the learner from the pains of shame temporarily, it 

will damage his or her motivation in the long term (e.g., Tangney et al., 1995). In other words, if 

others are responsible for an L2 learner’s failure, why should the learner take any action? As the 

results revealed, externalization was strongly and negatively related to L2 learners’ intended 

effort, L2 WTC, and perceived attention in class. Taken together, both action-tendencies—i.e., 

avoidant behaviors and externalization of blame—will negatively influence the L2 learners’ 

language achievements by hampering their (1) motivation to actively engage in L2 learning 

opportunities, (2) willingness to use the L2 in social interactions, and (3) paying attention to 

events unfolding in the L2 class. Significant negative correlations between shame-proneness and 

both learners’ course grades and their overall GPA substantiate this assumption.  

As noted, in sharp contrast to shame, guilt motivates corrective actions (Lewis, 1971; 

Tangney & Dearing, 2003). Because in a guilt-experience one’s attention is focused towards 

one’s behaviors, L2 learners are more likely to accept responsibility for their actions. The partial 

acceptance of responsibility is evidenced by the negative relationship found between guilt-

proneness and externalization. That is, guilt-prone learners are less likely to blame others for 

their shortcomings. Guilt-proneness was also found to be strongly and positively associated with 

all types of motivational behaviors. Feelings of tension, remorse, and regret may motivate a 

learner who feels guilty to eagerly seek new ways to undo his or her previous misbehaviors (e.g., 

lack of effort). Consequently, the learner may attempt to actively invest in class activities, to 

willingly use the L2 whenever an opportunity presents itself, and mentally attend to L2 class 

events. These motivational behaviors may eventually repair the damage caused by the L2 

learners’ misbehaviors and may positively influence their language achievement.  
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In line with previous theoretical discussions, shame-proneness and guilt-proneness were 

found to be unrelated to detachment. Since feelings of shame and guilt involve negative 

evaluations of one’s self or behavior, being detached runs contrary to feelings of hopelessness, 

powerlessness, remorse, and regret associated with shame and guilt reactions (Tangney, 1990, 

1995). Moreover, detachment was found to be negatively and moderately related to L2 learners’ 

motivational behaviors. As expected, this lack of emotional investment in L2 events in class may 

reflect a low level of motivation and engagement on the part of learners.  

5.6. Research question 4: How are second language learners’ tendencies to experience 

shame and guilt related to their future second language selves (Ideal L2 self vs. Ought-to 

L2 self)? 

The L2 motivational self system (Dörnyei, 2009) postulates that a discrepancy between 

learners’ actual self and their desired L2 selves causes a sense of discomfort, which in turn 

generates the motivational drive to reduce such a discrepancy (Dörnyei, 2009). This vague 

notion of comfort, however, has been mostly interpreted in L2 motivation research in a positive 

light as a source of energy propelling learners forward toward their desired future L2 selves 

(Teimouri, 2017). Higgins’s (1987) original theory of self-discrepancy—the theoretical basis of 

the L2 motivational self-system—related people’s self-discrepancies to negative emotional 

reactions, such as shame, guilt, anxiety, depression. Thus, it is necessary that we take into 

account both positive and negative consequences of language learners’ self-discrepancies, and 

examine their effects on motivational behaviors of language learners (Teimouri, 2017).  

In addition, the results of past L2 motivation research have identified L2 learners’ ideal 

L2 self as a much stronger motivational factor than their ought-to L2 self. L2 learners’ ought-to 

L2 self did not emerge as a motivational factor in several studies (e.g., Csizér & Lukács, 2010; 

Dörnyei & Chan, 2013; Kormos & Csizér, 2008; Lamb, 2012). Taguchi et al. (2009) pinpointed 
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socio-economic factors inherent in the context of study as mediating factors influencing the 

motivational power of the ought-to L2 self. For instance, an L2 learner’s ought-to L2 self might 

have a stronger influence in collectivist societies, such as Eastern Countries (e.g., China, Japan), 

than individualistic societies, such as Western societies (e.g., the US, Canada). Dörnyei and 

Chan (2013) also discussed how the degree of internalization of L2 learners’ obligations and 

duties might also influence their motivational power (see also Lamb, 2012); for instance, how 

one’s self-imposed obligations compared to other-imposed obligations might differentially affect 

one’s motivation (see Teimouri, 2017; Papi et al., 2018). 

 We can also explain differential motivational impacts of ideal L2 self and ought-to L2 

self by throwing light on their associations with the shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of L2 

learners. The results of multiple regression analyses revealed different patterns between L2 

learners’ future L2 selves and their tendencies to experience shame and guilt. While L2 learners’ 

ratings for ought-to L2 self/others positively predicted their shame tendencies and 

externalization, their ratings for ideal L2 self negatively predicted their shame tendencies, but 

positively predicted their guilt tendencies. These intriguing findings can be explained by 

considering the motivational foci of the ideal L2 self and the ought-to L2 self (Higgins, 1998).  

According to Higgins’s (1998) regulatory focus, L2 learners with predominant ought-to 

L2 selves are expected to meet their externally imposed obligations and duties in order to avoid 

negative consequences. Because failure to meet one’s obligations will result in a loss (vs. non-

loss)—such as losing respect of others—L2 learners with stronger ought-to L2 selves are more 

likely to feel ashamed. Given that their main source of L2 motivation comes from others (e.g., 

parents, teachers, friends, etc.), such L2 learners will feel exposed as failures because they 

believe others have become aware of their flawed global self (Tangney et al., 1996).   



86 

 

Ideal L2 self, on the other hand, has a promotional regulatory focus (Higgins, 1998). L2 

learners with predominant ideal L2 selves are eager to meet their personal wishes and hopes in 

order to approach positive consequences. Because failure to meet one’s ideals will result in non-

gain (vs. gain)—such as not being able to gain admission to a prestigious university—L2 

learners with predominant ideal L2 selves are less likely to feel ashamed. Given that their source 

of L2 motivation comes from their own personal wishes and hopes (vs. others), such L2 learners 

are more likely to feel guilty for their failure and more motivated to invest effort in their next 

attempts. Overall, these findings show that the content of the L2 learners’ future L2 guides (ideal 

L2 self vs. ought-to L2 self) may be related to L2 learners’ shame or guilt experiences.  

5.7. Limitations 

Although this research produced intriguing findings with significant theoretical and 

practical implications, its limitations need to be noted. The first limitation concerns the 

applicability of the L2-TOSGA in various contexts. The L2-TOSGA offers an ecologically valid 

measurement of L2 learners’ proneness to shame and proneness to guilt by examining their 

reactions to a set of language-related scenarios that they may encounter while learning an L2. 

Some of these scenarios, however, may not seem common in other contexts. In other words, 

some scenarios deemed as common in one context might not be relevant in another context, and 

vice versa; for instance, the scenario “During a class discussion, you can’t express your ideas in 

English, so you express them in Farsi. The teacher reminds you that you need to speak in 

English” might not be applicable in a class where the L2 learners are not asked to participate in a 

class discussion.  

The second limitation concerns the (limited) number of scenarios included in the L2-

TOSGA questionnaire to measure shame-proneness and guilt-proneness of L2 learners. For 
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logistical reasons, a total of 15 scenarios were initially selected and included in the L2-TOSGA; 

this number was further reduced to 13 scenarios based on the results of statistical analyses. As a 

result, the scenarios incorporated into the L2-TSOGA may not be representative of all (negative) 

language learning events that may unfold in L2 class in various contexts.    

The third and fourth limitations concern the content of the L2-TOSGA questionnaire. As 

noted, the content of the scenarios included in the L2-TOSGA was generated by drawing on L2 

learners’ recount of past negative events (which were also reported most frequently by them). As 

a result, unique language learning situations that are shame-provoking or guilt-provoking for a 

certain group of L2 learner may not be represented in the L2-TOSGA.  

In addition, because the L2-TOSGA questionnaire was developed in a FL context, most 

of the L2 learners reported negative events in relation to their classroom. Although a few 

scenarios in the L2-TOSGA measure potential shame and guilt reactions of L2 learners outside 

classroom (e.g., “You are home, and an English program is playing on TV. Your family members 

ask you to translate some parts of the program. You can’t translate them well”), the inclusion of 

more out-of-class scenarios in the questionnaire is recommended for those studies that are 

conducted in SL contexts. Also, because the L2-TOSGA was developed and tested in the Iranian 

context, we need more studies in various SL/FL context to further examine its construct and 

predictive validity.  

The fifth limitation concerns the use of self-reported course grades as the measures of 

students’ language achievement. The use of course grades as a measure of language achievement 

has been questioned in past research (see Brown, Plonsky, & Teimouri, 2018 for a review of 

issues regarding the use of course grades as metrics in SLA research). Instead, more objective 
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measures of language proficiency have been recommended to be used as measures of language 

achievement.  

The sixth limitation concerns the small sizes of some samples recruited in this study to 

answer my research questions. Although the assumptions underlying all the statistical analyses 

were examined, and effect sizes were computed and reported, some samples recruited in this 

study had limited size (e.g., n = 91 and n = 100). These small sample sizes restricted the power 

of the study, overall, to interpret the findings and generalize the findings.  

The seventh limitation concerns the disparate nature of all samples recruited in this study; 

in other words, each of my five research questions was investigated based on the data elicited 

from five separate samples. Although the samples recruited to answer each research question 

were drawn from similar populations (e.g., research questions 1, 2, 3, and research questions 4 

and 5), sampling errors, will undermine the findings of this study. Finally, the eighth limitation 

concerns the generalizability of the findings of this research. The findings of this study along 

with the findings of previous research (Cook, 2006; Galmiche, 2017, 2018; Teimouri, 2017; 

Wang, 2016) provide a convincing case for the pervasiveness of shame and guilt during L2 

learning; yet, larger studies at various FL and SL context are needed before we can extend the 

findings of this research to any other populations of L2 learners.  

5.8. Future research directions 

The findings of this research have important implications for future studies examining the 

role of affective factors in L2 learning and use. Language anxiety, for instance, is the most 

researched emotion in SLA, but it remains one of the most elusive concepts in SLA (e.g., 

Horwitz et al., 1986; Şimşek & Dörnyei, 2017). Part of this ambiguity is rooted in its lack of 

theoretical clarity involved in anxiety research (Şimşek & Dörnyei, 2017). Another part of this 
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ambiguity can also be related to its (mis)use as an umbrella term to cover different negative 

emotions of L2 learners (Cook, 2006). As noted, a variety of negative emotions, such as fear, 

anxiety, sadness, embarrassment, nervousness, and shame, are usually lumped together under the 

rubric of language anxiety (e.g., Gardner, 1985; Horwitz et al., 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 

1994a). Along with recent theoretical advances in anxiety research, (e.g., Gkonou et al., 2017; 

Şimşek & Dörnyei, 2017), future research on examining the links between anxiety and its 

masked components, such as shame and guilt, may also offer new insights into the abstract 

nature of language anxiety. Past research has shown (e.g., Cook, 2006) that L2 anxiety, as a 

future-directed emotion, may act as a defensive mechanism to alert L2 learners of a possible 

threat to their social status and potential shame experiences.  

Examining the relationships between shame and guilt, and other important affective 

responses, such as empathy, anger, and aggression, can also offer valuable insights into L2 

learners’ L2 learning experiences. For instance, the results of past research have consistently 

shown that empathy—a highly valuable, prosocial emotion that promotes altruistic and 

supportive behaviors toward others—is positively related to guilt, but negatively associated with 

shame (e.g., Stuewig, Tangney, Heigel, Harty, & McCloskey, 2010). Guilt-prone L2 learners 

thus are more likely to be empathetic toward other people (classmates, teachers) in class, and 

more cooperative in facilitating a supportive, amicable L2 learning environment than shame-

prone L2 learners, who may have “impaired capacity for other-oriented empathy and a 

propensity for problematic, ‘self-oriented’ personal distress responses” (Tangney & Tracy, 2012, 

p. 449).  

Future research on examining antecedents of shame-proneness and guilt-proneness (e.g., 

mindsets, motivational orientations, personality traits), as well as cross-cultural differences in 
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this regard (see Wong & Tsai, 2007), can also open up a new line of research with significant 

theoretical and pedagogical implications. Last but not least, research on teachers’ tendencies to 

feel shame and guilt, and how these feelings may influence their identity, motivation, and 

teaching practices may also offer new insights into the role emotions play in the process of L2 

teaching (e.g., Song, 2016; Wolff & De Costa, 2017). 

5.9. Pedagogical implications 

L2 learning occurs in a social context wherein failures are inevitable. As many have 

experienced learning and using an L2, we are aware of challenges language learners will 

encounter while learning a L2. The L2 learning context, filled with daily challenges involving 

novel language-related experiences, has potential for causing shame. Thus, while some L2 

learners may insist on learning a new language despite challenges and difficulties, other learners 

may simply stop trying after experiencing a failure.  

 L2 learners may feel ashamed or guilty if they attribute the cause of failures to their 

global self or behaviors. Thus, teachers should be aware of the critical self vs. behavior 

distinctions of shame and guilt. Teachers may minimize shame experiences of L2 learners by 

directing the focus of their corrective feedback—either negative or positive—toward L2 

learners’ behaviors (Tangney & Dearing, 2003). When L2 learners’ behaviors become the object 

of corrective feedback rather than their self, they may be more likely to learn from their mistakes 

and expend more effort to compensate for their shortcomings. In addition, they may be less 

likely to feel threatened with using the L2 in social interactions, and/or less likely to blame 

others for their failures because their global self remains protected, away from the spotlight.  

Likewise, teachers should evaluate the L2 achievement of learners based on their 

progress towards their desired goals rather than other L2 learners’ performances or some other 
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external criteria. When an evaluation is directed at L2 learners’ progress, they are less likely to 

reprimand their global self for slow progress toward their L2 goal, and more inclined to increase 

their effort to expedite their progress.    

As noted by Tangney and Dearing (2003), teachers can also reduce shame experiences of 

L2 learners by discouraging them from shaming their classmates. Based on the results of this 

dissertation, many L2 learners reported multiple times that they felt ashamed because their 

classmates ridiculed them for their language related mistakes. Teachers are thus encouraged to 

create a positive atmosphere in their L2 classes, wherein not only their students appreciate the 

benefits of working with their classmates, but also learn from each other’s mistakes.  

Teachers may also reduce shame experiences of L2 learners by helping them create vivid 

visions of themselves using their L2 fluently in the future. As the results of this study suggest, L2 

learners are more inclined to feel ashamed in L2 settings if they feel external pressures (ought-to 

L2 selves) for learning their L2. When encountering failures, for instance, L2 learners with 

strong ought-to L2 selves are more likely to feel ashamed because their focus is placed on the 

negative consequence of failures (e.g., exposure of their flaws in front of others). On the other 

hand, if teachers help L2 learners visualize themselves as successful language users, they will 

redirect their focus on behaviors to gain positive outcomes. As a result, these L2 learners will 

view failures as temporary obstacles towards their desired L2 goals, and will increase their 

efforts to overcome them.  

5.10. Conclusion 

In this dissertation, social, cognitive, motivational, and affective aspects of learners’ 

shame and guilt experiences during L2 learning were explored. In the initial stages of this 

dissertation, I presented sufficient evidence to make the case that L2 learners do feel ashamed 
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and guilty while learning and using English. In their recounts of past English language learning 

experiences, for instance, L2 learners reported multiple instances where they negatively 

criticized some aspects of their global selves or behaviors in response to a negative event or 

failure. In addition, sufficient evidence was provided that showed shame- and guilt-provoking 

events occur in L2 classes more frequently than one might expect. These findings along with the 

findings of previous research (Cook, 2006; Galmiche, 2017, 2018; Teimouri, 2017; Wang, 2016) 

provide a convincing case for investigation of shame and guilt during L2 learning.  

I further examined the effects of L2 learners’ shame-proneness and guilt-proneness on 

their motivation and language achievements using both qualitative and quantitative methods. The 

results revealed that while shame-proneness hampers L2 learners’ motivation by impairing their 

sense of global self, guilt increases L2 learners’ motivation by encouraging corrective actions to 

undo their misbehaviors. Such a finding shows that not all negative emotions of L2 learners have 

detrimental effects on L2 learners’ learning of a second language. In particular, this finding 

pinpoints the inefficiency of positive vs. negative approach toward studying emotions in SLA 

(Lerner & Keltner, 2000).  

The results further revealed that L2 learners with stronger obligations and duties (ought-

to L2 self) to learn English were more susceptible to experiencing shame than L2 learners who 

were learning English because of their own personal ideals and wishes (ideal L2 self). This 

finding supports the assumption that shame-proneness is associated with avoidance-related self-

regulatory orientation and guilt-proneness is related to approach-related self-regulatory 

orientation (Sheikh & Janoff-Bulman, 2010).  

In this dissertation, an L2-specific measure of shame-proneness and guilt-proneness was 

also developed and validated. As noted, previous measures of emotions in SLA measured 
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learners’ emotional experiences regardless of the L2 learning context (e.g., “when the teacher 

asks me a question, I feel anxious”). In contrast, the L2-TOSGA is a context-based measure of 

L2 learners’ shame-proneness and guilt-proneness. Overall, this research examined the multi-

faceted nature of social emotions and highlighted their subtle roles during language learning.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: The open-ended questionnaire used to document negative language learning 

experiences of the students (Farsi & English versions).  

آموزی در طول یادگیری زبان انگلیسی تجربیات تلخ و شیرینی زیادی دارد. ما در این پرسشنامه بر آن شدیم تا هر زبان

تجربیات منفی شما در هنگام یادگیری زبان انگلیسی را بررسی نماییم. لطفاً، در قسمت زیر حداقل سه رویدادی را که 

لیسی برای شما اتفاق افتاده و شما در آن احساس خجالت، شرمندگی، تقصیر، استرس و هنگام یادگیری زبان انگ 

 غیره داشتید. 
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 :2تجربه 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 : 3تجربه 
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Each language learner has both positive and negative language learning experiences. In this 

open-ended questionnaire, we aim to probe your negative language learning experiences. Please, 

recount (at least) three negative events during learning English in which you felt embarrassment, 

shame, guilt, anxiety, etc.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Event 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Event 2:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Event 3:   
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Appendix B: The open-ended questionnaire used to collect L2 learner’s emotional reactions to 

each L2 scenario (Farsi & English versions). 
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Appendix C: The L2 motivation questionnaire (Farsi & English versions) 

 تالش هدف 

   م.کن  انگلیسی زبان یادگیری صرف را زیادی وقت م دار دوست

 م.گیرکار  به را خود تالش و  سعی نهایت انگلیسیزبان یادگیری برای م حاضر

 م.تمرکز کن  دیگری موضوع هر از بیش انگلیسی زبان یادگیری روی که م دار دوست
 

 تمایل برای مکالمه در زبان دوم 

 در بحث های گروهی در کالس زبان انگلیسی مشارکت کنید؟ دارید داوطلبانهچقدر دوست 

 صحبت کنید؟به انگلیسی جلوی کالس  دارید داوطلبانه چقدر دوست

 سؤال بپرسید یا به سواالت جواب دهید؟به انگلیسی داخل کالس  دارید داوطلبانهچقدر دوست 

 انگلیسی صحبت کنید؟به  داخل کالس دارید داوطلبانهچقدر دوست 

 

 دقت و توجه 

 دقت می کنید؟هایش توجه و به طور کلی، زمانی که معلم در حال صحبت کردن به زبان انگلیسی است تا چه میزان به صحبت

 کنید؟شان دقت و توجه میهایکنند تا چه میزان به صحبتآموزان به انگلیسی صحبت میزمانی که دیگر دانش

 طور کلی، توجه، تمرکز و دقت خود را در کالس انگلیسی تا چه میزان ارزیابی می کنید؟به

 انجام دادن فعالیت کالسی تا چه میزان ارزیابی می کنید؟توجه، تمرکز و دقت خود را در کالس انگلیسی هنگام  طور کلی ،به

 

Intended Effort 

I would like to spend lots of time studying English. 

I am prepared to expend a lot of effort in learning English. 

I would like to concentrate on studying English more than any other topic. 

 

Second Language Willingeness to Communicate (L2 WTC) 

If you were free to choose, how much would you like to participate in a group discussion 

in your English class? 

If you were free to choose, how much would you like to talk in front of the class? 

If you were free to choose, how much would you like to ask or answer questions in 

English in the class? 

If you were free to choose, how much would you like to speak English in the class? 

 

Attention  

Overall, how much attention do you pay to your teacher when she is speaking in English?  

In class, how much attention do you pay to your classmates when they are speaking in 

English? 

How would you rate your overall mental attentiveness in your English class?  

How would you rate your mental attentiveness during English class activities?   
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Self-reported English proficiency scale 
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Appendix D: The L2-TOSGA (Farsi & English versions) 
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Grouped-item Scales 

Shame scale: 1d, 2b, 3c, 4c, 5a, 6d, 7b, 8c, 9b, 10a, 11a, 12b, 13c. 

Guilt scale: 1a, 2c, 3b, 4a, 5b, 6b, 7c, 8a, 9a, 10c, 11b, 12c, 13b 

Externalization scale: 1c, 2a, 6a, 7a, 9c, 10b, 12a, 13a.  

Detachment scale: 1b, 2d, 3a, 4b, 5c, 6c, 7d, 8b, 9d, 11c, 12d, 13d.  
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Appendix E: The L2 selves questionnaire (Farsi & English versions) 

 آل خود ایده 

 .کرد خواهم صحبت زبانانگلیسی یک  همچون را انگلیسی که کنممی تصور را روزی

 .کنممی استفاده انگلیسی زبان ازخوبی کارها به انجام  برای که کنممی تصور کنممی فکر ام آینده شغل مورد در رگاهه

 کنم.می استفاده هاخارجی با ارتباط برقراری برای انگلیسی به خوبی از زبان که کنممی تصور را روزی

 ها/ اخبار انگلیسی زبان را به خوبی بفهمم. ها/ ترانهتوانم فیلمکنم که میروزی را تصور می

 خود باید/من 

 غیر اینصورت اطرافیانم تصویری منفی از من خواهند داشت.من باید زبان انگلیسی یاد بگیرم؛ در 

 من باید زبان انگلیسی یاد بگیرم؛ در غیر اینصورت خانواده / دوستان / اطرافیانم از من ناامید می گردند.

 شوم.من باید زبان انگلیسی یاد بگیرم؛ در غیر اینصورت توسط خانواده یا معلمم سرزنش می

 آموز  ضعیفی هستم.کنند من دانشانگلیسی یاد بگیرم؛ در غیر اینصورت دیگران فکر میمن باید زبان 

 خود باید/دیگران 

خاطر نداشتن دانش زبان هایی که ممکن است در آینده برای من بهباید زبان انگلیسی یاد بگیرم تا از مشکالت و محدودیت

 ایجاد شود دوری کنم.

من باید زبان انگلیسی یاد  بگیرم؛ در غیر اینصورت ممکن است در تحصیالتم )در مدرسه یا دانشگاه( به علت نداشن دانش زبان 

 شوم.انگلیسی با مشکالتی مواجه 

 یادگیری زبان انگلیسی برای من ضروری است؛ در غیر اینصورت ممکن است در یافتن شعل در آینده با مشکل روبه رو شوم. 

 سواد تلقی خواهم شد.ن باید زبان انگلیسی یاد بگیرم؛ در غیر اینصورت در جامعه فردی کمم

 

Ideal L2 Self 

I can imagine a day that all my friends admire my high English proficiency.  

I can imagine a day that people around me respect my high English proficiency. 

I can imagine a day that my family will admire me for learning English. 

I can imagine a day that my teachers/ classmates at school/university respect my 

knowledge of English.  

 

Ought-to L2 Self/Others 

I must learn English; otherwise people around me would have a negative image of me.  

I must learn English; otherwise my parents/ friends would be disappointed in me.  

I must learn English; otherwise I would be reprimanded by my parents or teachers.  

I must learn English; otherwise the others think of me as a weak student.  

 

Ought-to L2 Self/Own 

I must learn English to avoid problems or difficulties that I may face in the future for not 

knowing English. 

I must learn English; otherwise I would encounter difficulties in my education (school or 

university) for not having knowledge of English. 

I must learn English otherwise I would be considered as an illiterate in the society. 

I must learn English; otherwise I would have difficulties finding a job in the future. 
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Appendix F: Biodata of sample of the students recruited to answer research question 3.   

ID Sex Age Educational level 

Study time 

(month) 

1 Female 22 associate’s degree 1 

2 Male 13 junior high school 1.5 

3 Male 38 university 24 

4 Male 29 university 7 

5 Male 44 university 6 

6 Male 16 senior high school 12 

7 Male 16 senior high school 30 

8 Male 25 university 24 

9 Male 15 senior high school 12 

10 Male 30 university 12 

11 Male 29 university 12 

12 Male 32 university 12 

13 Male 16 senior high school 3 

14 Male 17 senior high school 12 

15 Male 16 senior high school 12 

16 Male 18 senior high school 4.5 

17 Male 16 senior high school 12 

18 Male 43 university 6 

19 Male 29 university 1 

20 Male 27 high-school diploma 1 

21 Male 17 senior high school 2 

22 Male 12 junior high school 84 

23 Female 26 university 10 

24 Female 14 junior high school 96 

25 Female 24 university 48 

26 Female 17 senior high school 72 

27 Female 40 high-school diploma 6 

28 Female 15 junior high school 60 

29 Female 18 senior high school 12 

30 Female 27 university 48 

31 Female 18 senior high school 48 

32 Female 17 senior high school 36 

33 Female 18 senior high school 12 

34 Female 17 senior high school 60 

35 Female 25 university 72 

36 Female 16 senior high school 36 

37 Female 27 university 18 

38 Female 13 junior high school 6 

39 Female 18 senior high school 60 
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40 Female 25 0 24 

41 Female 18 senior high school 36 

42 Female 29 university 24 

43 Female 20 university 24 

44 Female 17 senior high school 60 

45 Female  0 48 

46 Female 14 junior high school 60 

47 Female 20 associate’s degree 18 

48 Female 17 senior high school 48 

49 Female 32 university 24 

50 Male 20 high-school diploma 54 

51 Male 25 university 4.5 

52 Male 28 0 2 

53 Male 17 senior high school 3 

54 Male 25 university 3 

55 Female  senior high school  

56 Female 28 associate’s degree 24 

57 Male 14 junior high school 108 

58 Male 15 senior high school 84 

59 Male 15 senior high school 24 

60 Male 15 senior high school 36 

61 Male 15 senior high school 60 

62 Male 46 university 30 

63 Male 14 senior high school 60 

64 Male 17 senior high school 84 

65 Male 15 senior high school 36 

66 Male 22 university 48 

67 Female 16 senior high school 96 

68 Female 15 senior high school 36 

69 Female 16 senior high school 28 

70 Female 17 senior high school 12 

71 Female 20 university 3 

72 Female 17 senior high school 12 

73 Female 13 junior high school 72 

74 Female 14 senior high school 60 

75 Female 15 senior high school 48 

76 Female 15 senior high school 48 

77 Female 29 senior high school 36 

78 Male 17 senior high school 42 

79 Male 15 junior high school 24 

80 Male 16 senior high school 72 

81 Male 13 junior high school 60 
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82 Female 19 high-school diploma 60 

83 Female 25 0 18 

84 Female 25 university 24 

85 Male 28 high-school diploma 14 

86 Male 18 senior high school 24 

87 Male 13 junior high school 48 

88 Male 15 senior high school 72 

89 Male 16 senior high school 48 

90 Male 17 senior high school 84 

91 Male 17 senior high school 84 

92 Male 15 senior high school 96 

93 Male 16 senior high school 84 

94 Male 21 university 120 

95 Male 20 university 24 

96 Male 13 junior high school 84 

97 Male 28 university  

98 Male 16 senior high school 36 

99 Male 17 senior high school 48 

100 Male 13 junior high school 72 

101 Male 19 junior high school 48 

102 Male 15 senior high school 49 

103 Male 14 junior high school 72 

104 Male 13 junior high school 72 

105 Male 14 junior high school 48 

106 Male 17 senior high school 48 

107 Female 25 university 6 

108 Female 17 senior high school 12 

109 Female 17 senior high school 10 

110 Female 15 senior high school 24 

111 Female 16 senior high school 12 

112 Female 16 senior high school 1.5 

113 Female 22 associate’s degree 2 

114 Female 16 senior high school 2 

115 Female 31 university 7 

116 Female 30 university 8 

117 Female 17 senior high school 48 

118 Female 33 associate’s degree 8 

119 Female 16 senior high school 66 

120 Female 16 senior high school 36 

121 Female 15 senior high school 60 

122 Female 24 high-school diploma 5 

123 Female 27 university 12 
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124 Female 19 university 60 

125 Female 15 senior high school 72 

126 Female 14 junior high school 84 

127 Female 14 junior high school 48 

128 Female 15 senior high school 72 

129 Female 19 high-school diploma 72 

130 Female 22 university 12 

131 Female 16 senior high school 72 

132 Female 16 senior high school 24 

133 Female 28 university 36 

134 Female 16 senior high school 60 

135 Female 14 junior high school 48 

136 Female 31 university 24 

137 Female 17 senior high school 96 

138 Female 27 high-school diploma 18 

139 Female 15 senior high school 96 

140 Female 16 senior high school 66 

141 Female 15 junior high school 72 

142 Female 32 university 4.5 

143 Female 29 high-school diploma 60 

144 Female 16 senior high school 96 

145 Female 21 university 4 

146 Female 15 junior high school 108 

147 Female 16 senior high school 36 

148 Female 21 high-school diploma 12 

149 Female 13 senior high school 84 

150 Female 13 junior high school 60 

151 Female 30 university 11 

152 Female 18 senior high school 84 

153 Female 10 Elementary school 72 

154 Female 29 high-school diploma 12 

155 Female 14 senior high school 60 

156 Female 15 senior high school 48 

157 Female 16 senior high school 36 

158 Female 14 junior high school 72 

159 Female 13 junior high school 36 

160 Female 13 junior high school 12 

161 Female 20 university 12 

162 Female 28 university 4 

163 Female 16 senior high school 3 

164 Female 12 junior high school 14 

165 Female 10 Elementary school 24 
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166 Female  0 36 

167 Male 13 junior high school 72 

168 Male 14 junior high school 36 

169 Female 17 senior high school 18 

170 Male 16 senior high school 15 

171 Male 28 university 60 

172 Male 14 junior high school 36 

173 Male 14 senior high school 108 

174 Male 16 senior high school 36 

175 Male 14 junior high school 108 

176 Male 13 junior high school 72 

177 Male 13 senior high school 60 

178 Male 14 junior high school 36 

179 Male 12 junior high school 72 

180 Male 16 senior high school 48 

181 Male 17 senior high school 20 

182 Male 15 senior high school 48 

183 Male 17 senior high school 36 

184 Female 17 senior high school 12 

185 Female 17 senior high school 36 

186 Female 15 senior high school 48 

187 Female 16 senior high school 48 

188 Female 16 senior high school 48 

189 Female 16 senior high school 108 

190 Female 16 senior high school 84 

191 Female 16 senior high school 60 

192 Female 17 senior high school 36 

193 Female 17 senior high school 108 

194 Female 16 senior high school 48 

195 Female 17 senior high school 84 

196 Female 17 senior high school 72 

197 Female 22 university 36 

198 Female 17 senior high school 156 

199 Female  senior high school 60 

200 Male 16 senior high school 48 

201 Female 22 university 2 

202 Female 12 junior high school 60 

203 Female 10 Elementary school 48 

204 Female 16 senior high school 1 

205 Female 30 university 1 

206 Female 12 junior high school 36 

207 Female 39 high-school diploma 1.5 
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208 Female 19 university 2 

209 Female 12 junior high school 36 

210 Female 17 senior high school 1 

211 Female 27 university 1 

212 Female 29 associate’s degree 1 

213 Female 15 senior high school 24 

214 Female 25 high-school diploma 12 

215 Female 25 university 24 

216 Female 20 university 11 

217 Female 20 university 12 

218 Male 14 junior high school 48 

219 Male 15 senior high school 8 

220 Female 14 junior high school 66 

221 Female 27 university 7 

222 Male 28 university 6 

223 Male 29 university 5 

224 Male 27 university 7 

225 Female 30 university 12 

226 Male 29 university 6 

227 Female 14 junior high school 12 

228 Female 13 junior high school 48 

229 Male 14 senior high school 12 

230 Male 15 senior high school 96 

231 Female 34 high-school diploma 24 

232 Female 32 university 24 

233 Female 18 senior high school 48 

234 Female 14 junior high school 12 

235 Male 15 senior high school 36 

236 Male 15 junior high school 48 

237 Male 14 junior high school 24 

238 Male 12 junior high school 72 

239 Male 10 Elementary school 24 

240 Male 16 senior high school 72 

241 Male 14 senior high school 4 

242 Male 14 junior high school 52 

243 Female 12 junior high school 24 

244 Female 14 junior high school 24 

245 Female 11 Elementary school 12 

246 Female 12 junior high school 30 

247 Female 17 senior high school 24 

248 Male 23 university 12 

249 Male 35 university 48 
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250 Female 17 senior high school 30 

251 Female 31 university 30 

252 Male 23 university 18 

253 Female 26 university 36 

254 Male 11 Elementary school 48 

255 Male 13 junior high school 12 

256 Male 15 junior high school 12 

257 Female 27 high-school diploma 2 

258 Male 29 high-school diploma 1.5 

259 Male 25 university 24 

260 Male 17 senior high school 36 

261 Male 35 university 24 

262 Female 16 senior high school 24 

263 Male 16 senior high school 12 

264 Female 27 university 24 

265 Male 15 senior high school 60 

266 Female 29 university  

267 Female 13 junior high school 24 

268 Male 11 Elementary school 24 

269 Female 15 senior high school 30 

270 Female 14 senior high school 36 

271 Female 14 junior high school 36 

272 Female 14 senior high school 72 

273 Female 15 senior high school 15 

274 Female 14 senior high school 14 

275 Female 14 senior high school 14 

276 Male 13 junior high school 36 

277 Male 13 junior high school 48 

278 Male 15 junior high school 48 

279 Male 15 junior high school 60 

280 Male 15 junior high school 18 

281 Female 12 junior high school 12 

282 Female 12 junior high school 48 

283 Female 14 junior high school 12 

284 Female 13 junior high school 12 

285 Male 15 junior high school 36 

286 Male 15 0 12 

287 Female 14 junior high school 12 

288 Female 14 junior high school 36 

289 Male 18 high-school diploma 24 

290 Male 18 senior high school 36 

291 Male 19 senior high school 60 
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292 Male 13 junior high school 108 

293 Male 17 senior high school 48 

294 Male 17 senior high school 44 

295 Male 14 junior high school 60 

296 Male 14 junior high school 60 

297 Male 15 senior high school 60 

298 Male 14 junior high school 72 

299 Female 15 senior high school 24 

300 Female 15 senior high school 27 

301 Female 15 senior high school 24 

302 Male 13 junior high school 24 

303 Male 13 junior high school 36 

304 Male 13 junior high school 12 

305 Female 45 junior high school 36 

306 Male 14 junior high school 36 

307 Male 15 senior high school 36 

308 Male 13 junior high school 36 

309 Female 12 junior high school 60 

310 Female 31 university 12 

311 Female 18 high-school diploma 14 

312 Female 17 senior high school 36 

313 Female 23 high-school diploma 12 

314 Female 14 junior high school 48 

315 Female 24 high-school diploma 10 

316 Female 17 senior high school 96 

317 Female 14 junior high school 24 

318 Female 19 high-school diploma 36 

319 Female 28 university 36 

320 Female 18 high-school diploma 30 

321 Female 23 university 48 

322 Female 15 senior high school 24 

323 Female 26 university 15 

324 Female 14 junior high school 84 

325 Female 13 junior high school 72 

326 Female 14 junior high school 36 

327 Female 10 Elementary school 60 

328 Female 12 junior high school 36 

329 Male 27 university 7 

330 Male 18 high-school diploma 7 

331 Male 17 senior high school 24 

332 Male 19 high-school diploma 24 

333 Male 14 senior high school 12 
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334 Male 18 senior high school 72 

335 Male 16 senior high school 48 

336 Male 21 university 36 

337 Male 18 university 12 

338 Male 19 high-school diploma 48 

339 Male 34 university 120 

340 Male 21 university 24 

341 Male 18 high-school diploma 48 

342 Female 23 associate’s degree 36 

343 Male 22 high-school diploma 24 

344 Female 34 high-school diploma 48 

345 Female 23 university 48 

346 Male 22 university 24 

347 Male 15 senior high school 36 

348 Male 16 senior high school 60 

349 Male  senior high school 36 

350 Male 14 senior high school 36 

351 Male 13 junior high school 48 

352 Male 23 high-school diploma 19 

353 Male 20 high-school diploma 3 

354 Male 14 junior high school 3 

355 Male 28 university 1 

356 Male 32 high-school diploma 3 

357 Female 34 university 60 

358 Male 17 high-school diploma 12 

359 Male 15 senior high school 7 

360 Male 28 university 15 

361 Male 15 senior high school 48 

362 Male 15 senior high school 36 

363 Male 17 senior high school 72 

364 Female 15 senior high school 96 

365 Male 24 university 2 

366 Male 20 0 12 

367 Male 18 high-school diploma 2 

368 Female 17 senior high school 36 

369 Female 17 senior high school 24 

370 Female 21 high-school diploma 12 

371 Female 13 junior high school 48 

372 Female 22 university 36 

373 Female 18 high-school diploma 48 

374 Male 14 senior high school 12 

375 Male 31 high-school diploma 12 
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376 Male 14 junior high school 24 

377 Male 16 senior high school 36 

378 Female 15 senior high school 42 

379 Female 16 senior high school 12 

380 Female 19 university 12 

381 Female 26 university 12 

382 Female 20 high-school diploma 12 

383 Female 15 junior high school 48 

384 Female 22 high-school diploma 12 

385 Female 19 university 36 

386 Female 17 senior high school 24 

387 Female 19 high-school diploma 72  

388 Male 29 university  

389 Male 36 university 12 

390 Male 30 university 12 

391 Female 30 university  

392 Female  university  

393 Male 29 university 12 

394 Male 29 university 5 

395 Male 38 university 60 
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 Appendix G: Biodata of sample of the students recruited to answer research question 4.  

  

ID Sex Age Educational year 

Study time 

(month) Self-reported language proficiency 

1 Female 0 Third 72 Intermediate level 

2 Female 20 Second 24 Intermediate level 

3 Female 19 0 24 Upper Intermediate level and over 

4 Female 22 Second 24 Post-Beginner level 

5 Male 48 Second 12 Lower Intermediate level 

6 Female 27 Second 72 Upper Intermediate level and over 

7 Male 27 Second 0 Intermediate level 

8 Female 50 Second 12 Beginner level 

9 Female 48 Second 60 Intermediate level 

10 Male 25 Second 48 Intermediate level 

11 Male 30 Second 12 Post-Beginner level 

12 Male 28 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 

13 Female 23 Second 96 Lower Intermediate level 

14 Female 35 Third 24 Post-Beginner level 

15 Female 27 Second 60 Intermediate level 

16 Female 34 Second 144 Lower Intermediate level 

17 Female 31 Second 60 Lower Intermediate level 

18 Female 49 0 60 Intermediate level 

19 Female 34 0 0 Intermediate level 

20 Female 35 Second 48 Lower Intermediate level 

21 Female 28 Fourth 24 Post-Beginner level 

22 Female 0 Second 54 Intermediate level 

23 Female 26 Second 60 Intermediate level 

24 Male 34 First 48 Intermediate level 

25 Female 30 Second 24 Lower Intermediate level 

26 Female 24 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

27 Female 23 Third 84 Upper Intermediate level and over 

28 Male 26 Third 36 Intermediate level 

29 Male 24 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

30 Male 41 Second 24 Lower Intermediate level 

31 Female 27 Third 120 Upper Intermediate level and over 

32 Male 28 Fourth 5 Upper Intermediate level and over 

33 Female 25 0 48 Lower Intermediate level 

34 Male 22 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

35 Male 27 Third 68 Intermediate level 

36 Female 23 Third 48 Intermediate level 

37 Male 27 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

38 Female 23 Second 24 Post-Beginner level 

39 Female 25 Third 48 Intermediate level 

40 Male 25 Second 84 Upper Intermediate level and over 

41 Male 28 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 
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42 Female 23 Third 60 Upper Intermediate level and over 

43 Female 22 Second 24 Post-Beginner level 

44 Male 25 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

45 Male 24 Second 48 Intermediate level 

46 Female 22 Second 24 Post-Beginner level 

47 Male 25 Third 60 Intermediate level 

48 Female 40 Second 0 Upper Intermediate level and over 

49 Female 23 Second 24 Lower Intermediate level 

50 Female 20 Second 24 Intermediate level 

51 Male 22 Second 72 Lower Intermediate level 

52 Female 18 Second 48 Lower Intermediate level 

53 Female 34 First 240 Upper Intermediate level and over 

54 Male 32 Third 48 Intermediate level 

55 Female 31 Fourth 108 Upper Intermediate level and over 

56 Male 24 Third 36 Intermediate level 

57 Male 27 Third 72 Intermediate level 

58 Female 25 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

59 Male 27 Fourth 48 Lower Intermediate level 

60 Female 20 Second 5 Beginner level 

61 Male 35 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

62 Female 24 Third 72 Intermediate level 

63 Female 23 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

64 Female 23 Fourth 72 Upper Intermediate level and over 

65 Male 25 Fourth 36 Lower Intermediate level 

66 Male 30 Third 12 Post-Beginner level 

67 Female 27 Third 84 Intermediate level 

68 Female 26 Third 24 Lower Intermediate level 

69 Male 31 Third 120 Upper Intermediate level and over 

70 Female 25 Second 36 Lower Intermediate level 

71 Female 35 Third 24 Post-Beginner level 

72 Male 27 Second 84 Intermediate level 

73 Female 22 Third 84 Upper Intermediate level and over 

74 Female 26 Second 48 Lower Intermediate level 

75 Male 28 Third 120 Upper Intermediate level and over 

76 Female 29 Second 36 Lower Intermediate level 

77 Female 42 Third 24 Post-Beginner level 

78 Female 27 Third 72 Lower Intermediate level 

79 Male 30 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

80 Male 26 Third 48 Lower Intermediate level 

81 Male 25 Third 60 Intermediate level 

82 Female 23 Third 36 Lower Intermediate level 

83 Male 28 Fourth 72 Intermediate level 

84 Female 47 Second 2 Beginner level 

85 Female 34 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

86 Female 50 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 
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87 Female 44 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

88 Female 22 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

89 Female 45 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

90 Female 55 Second 5 Lower Intermediate level 

91 Female 33 Second 2 Beginner level 

92 Female 39 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

93 Female 35 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

94 Female 35 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

95 Female 33 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

96 Female 30 Second 4 Intermediate level 

97 Female 45 Second 8 Intermediate level 

98 Female 29 Second 2 Beginner level 

99 Female 35 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

100 Female 33 Second 3 Post-Beginner level 

101 Female 24 Second 3 Post-Beginner level 

102 Female 28 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

103 Female 39 Second 2 Beginner level 

104 Female 31 Second 5 Intermediate level 

105 Female 45 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

106 Female 35 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

107 Female 28 Second 3 Post-Beginner level 

108 Female 28 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

109 Female 38 Second 3 Intermediate level 

110 Female 31 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

111 Female 22 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

112 Male 31 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

113 Female 28 Second 6 Upper Intermediate level and over 

114 Female 21 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

115 Female 49 Second 5 Intermediate level 

116 Female 23 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

117 Female 22 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

118 Female 20 Second 4 Intermediate level 

119 Female 50 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

120 Male 26 Second 4 Intermediate level 

121 Male 21 Second 10 Upper Intermediate level and over 

122 Female 21 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

123 Male 27 Third 6 Intermediate level 

124 Male 48 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

125 Female 23 Third 4 Lower Intermediate level 

126 Female 21 Third 5 Intermediate level 

127 Female 20 Third 4 Lower Intermediate level 

128 Female 21 Third 5 Intermediate level 

129 Female 55 Third 3 Post-Beginner level 

130 Male 23 Third 4 Lower Intermediate level 

131 Male 27 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 
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132 Female 34 Third 3 Post-Beginner level 

133 Male 30 Third 3 Post-Beginner level 

134 Male 42 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 

135 Male 32 Third 4 Lower Intermediate level 

136 Male 22 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 

137 Female 33 Third 5 Intermediate level 

138 Male 24 Third 5 Lower Intermediate level 

139 Female 21 Third 7 Intermediate level 

140 Female 26 Third 5 Lower Intermediate level 

141 Female 20 Second 2 Beginner level 

142 Male 39 Second 2 Intermediate level 

143 Male 26 Second 5 Intermediate level 

144 Female 43 Third 10 Intermediate level 

145 Male 23 Second 4 Upper Intermediate level and over 

146 Female 42 Second 2 Beginner level 

147 Female 28 Second 5 Lower Intermediate level 

148 Female 28 Second 5 Intermediate level 

149 Male 26 Second 2 Intermediate level 

150 Female 25 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

151 Female 33 Second 5 Intermediate level 

152 Female 34 Third 3 Beginner level 

153 Female 40 Second 3 Intermediate level 

154 Male 40 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

155 Female 20 Second 5 Lower Intermediate level 

156 Female 34 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

157 Female 38 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

158 Female 40 Second 3 Intermediate level 

159 Male 28 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

160 Male 30 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

161 Female 19 Second 5 Intermediate level 

162 Female 19 Second 8 Intermediate level 

163 Male 22 Second 5 Intermediate level 

164 Female 40 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

165 Male 46 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

166 Female 37 First 1 Beginner level 

167 Female 34 First 1 Post-Beginner level 

168 Female 31 First 6 Upper Intermediate level and over 

169 Male 30 First 1 Intermediate level 

170 Male 36 First 1 Intermediate level 

171 Male 24 First 5 Lower Intermediate level 

172 Female 25 First 10 Lower Intermediate level 

173 Female 27 Second 3 Post-Beginner level 

174 Female 27 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 
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Appendix H: Biodata of sample of the students recruited to answer research question 5.   
 

  

 

ID Sex Age Educational year 

Study time 

(month) Self-reported language proficiency 

1 Female 23 Fourth 5 Upper Intermediate level and over 

2 Female 48 Second 3 Post-Beginner level 

3 Female 30 Fourth 5 Lower Intermediate level 

4 Male 24 Fourth 4 Intermediate level 

5 Male 35 Fourth 10 Upper Intermediate level and over 

6 Male 35 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

7 Female 35 Fourth 8 Intermediate level 

8 Female 35 Fourth 3 Post-Beginner level 

9 Female 34 Fourth 4 Intermediate level 

10 Female 23 Fourth 5 Intermediate level 

11 Female 25 Fourth 8 Intermediate level 

12 Male 24 Fourth 6 Intermediate level 

13 Male 29 Fourth 3 Intermediate level 

14 Female 23 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

15 Female 22 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

16 Female 23 Fourth 10 Intermediate level 

17 Male 32 Fourth 5 Lower Intermediate level 

18 Female 28 Fourth 6 Intermediate level 

19 Male 34 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

20 Male 44 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 

21 Male 25 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

22 Female 30 Fourth 5 Intermediate level 

23 Male 31 Fourth 4 Intermediate level 

24 Male 22 Third 4 Intermediate level 

25 Female 22 Third 6 Lower Intermediate level 

26 Male 23 Third 4 Lower Intermediate level 

27 Female 27 Fourth 3 Intermediate level 

28 Male 31 Fourth 7 Lower Intermediate level 

29 Female 38 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

30 Female 24 Fourth 3 Lower Intermediate level 

31 Female 22 Fourth 11 Intermediate level 

32 Female 29 Fourth 12 Upper Intermediate level and over 

33 Female 21 Fourth 12 Intermediate level 

34 Male 30 Fourth 14 Upper Intermediate level and over 

35 Female 25 Fourth 5 Lower Intermediate level 

36 Female 26 Fourth 5 Lower Intermediate level 

37 Female 30 Fourth 5 Intermediate level 

38 Female 30 First 1 Post-Beginner level 

39 Female 24 Fourth 6 Upper Intermediate level and over 

40 Female 30 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 
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41 Female 30 Fourth 10 Intermediate level 

42 Female 36 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

43 Female 22 Fourth 3 Post-Beginner level 

44 Female 33 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 

45 Female 35 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

46 Female 26 Fourth 14 Upper Intermediate level and over 

47 Male 52 Fourth 4 Intermediate level 

48 Male 38 Third 3 Post-Beginner level 

49 Female 27 Third 3 Lower Intermediate level 

50 Female 18 First 8 Intermediate level 

51 Male 19 First 6 Intermediate level 

52 Female 40 First 4 Lower Intermediate level 

53 Male 19 First 6 Intermediate level 

54 Female 26 First 2 Post-Beginner level 

55 Female 22 First 3 Lower Intermediate level 

56 Female 43 First 1 Beginner level 

57 Male 20 First 2 Lower Intermediate level 

58 Female 36 First 2 Beginner level 

59 Female 49 First 1 Beginner level 

60 Female 55 First 2 Post-Beginner level 

61 Female 66 First 4 Lower Intermediate level 

62 Male 18 First 5 Post-Beginner level 

63 Female 19 First 6 Lower Intermediate level 

64 Female 20 First 8 Intermediate level 

65 Female 47 First 1 Intermediate level 

66 Female 28 Fourth 4 Lower Intermediate level 

67 Female 22 First 2 Intermediate level 

68 Female 20 First 3 Beginner level 

69 Female 27 Second 4 Intermediate level 

70 Female 42 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

71 Female 38 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

72 Female 44 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

73 Female 45 Second 4 Intermediate level 

74 Female 37 Second 2 Beginner level 

75 Female 45 Second 4 Post-Beginner level 

76 Male 19 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

77 Female 34 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

78 Female 34 Second 6 Intermediate level 

79 Female 22 Second 2 Post-Beginner level 

80 Female 52 Second 6 Upper Intermediate level and over 

81 Female 32 Second 4 Intermediate level 

82 Female 24 Second 5 Intermediate level 

83 Female 32 Second 5 Intermediate level 

84 Female 42 Second 6 Intermediate level 
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85 Female 39 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

86 Female 35 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 

87 Female 27 Second 2 Intermediate level 

88 Female 39 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

89 Female 20 Second 2 Lower Intermediate level 

90 Female 22 Second 5 Intermediate level 

91 Female 39 Second 10 Upper Intermediate level and over 

92 Male 44 Second 4 Intermediate level 

93 Female 38 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

94 Female 32 Second 7 Upper Intermediate level and over 

95 Female 39 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

96 Female 35 Second 3 Lower Intermediate level 

97 Male 37 Second 3 Intermediate level 

98 Male 25 Second 4 Intermediate level 

99 Female 26 Second 6 Intermediate level 

100 Male 30 Second 4 Lower Intermediate level 
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