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Abstract

Motivations-beliefs for learning and their relationship to instructional experiences
are a poorly understood aspect of higher education. Notably, interest is an individual
difference that both researchers and educators alike believe should be supported.
However, this support is too often relegated to the craft of instruction. To be enhanced
broadly, interest must be considered from a scientific perspective. In this study the
longitudinal connections between students’ domain/course-level interest, the instruction
students’ experienced, students' exam scores and attendance were assessed. First-year
university students in Japan (n=1000,Female=271) participated in the study. Students
completed surveys at three time points across one semester of study. Students’ initial
domain interest presented medium-to-large f5s with instructional experiences, future
course interest, and exam scores, and positive instructional experiences (autonomy-
supportive and structuring). Future course interest presented medium-/3 for course
attendance. Small relationships were observed between students’ sex and their
instructional experiences. Theoretical and practical implications are discussed.
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1 Introduction

When we consider the teachers in our past who have meaningfully impacted our
lives, they are typically the ones who sparked and helped sustain our interest in a topic,
person, or idea. In many cases, such exemplary teachers helped us develop the confidence
we needed to take a risk or persist in the face of difficulties. To this end, the types of
support they provided in our education likely included the strengthening of our
motivations and emotions (i.e. autonomy-support), and the instilling/reinforcing of
confidence in our ability to succeed (i.e. structure). Teachers who design their pedagogy
around meaningful support in this manner are more likely to help students develop a
range of internal resources that remain viable long after subject-specific knowledge has
faded.

Considerable research has examined autonomy-support, structure, and external
control as a meta-theory of instruction supporting engagement. This research, in its
constituent components, was undertaken by early theorists of perceived control theory
(Belmont, Skinner, Wellborn, & Connell, 1988; Skinner, Chapman, & Baltes, 1988) and
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1987; Grolnick & Ryan, 1989; Ryan &
Grolnick, 1986), and was later integrated into a cohesive empirical model describing the
interaction between instructional experiences and student engagement (e.g., Skinner &
Belmont, 1993). Longitudinal studies have since indicated a broad range of important
implications regarding various elements of instruction such as motivation (Fryer & Oga-
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achievement (Jang, Kim, & Reeve, 2012). Longstanding studies (Skinner & Belmont,
1993) and more recent ones (Fryer & Oga-Baldwin, 2019) have established reciprocal
relationships that connect students’ instructional experiences with their motivations and
ability-beliefs.

The current study aimed to extend our understanding of the connections
highlighted to this point. Specifically, this study aimed to establish linkages between
instructional experiences, students' desire to re-engage with learning materials (i.e., their
interest in a domain and a course of study) and critical, observed outcomes within higher
education (course achievement and course attendance).

1.1 Essential Latent Components of Instructional Experiences

Different models have been employed in investigations of students’ instructional
experiences. From classroom structures in middle-secondary school (e.g., Fryer & Oga-
Baldwin, 2019; Jang et al., 2012; Jang, Reeve & Deci, 2010) to broad learning
environments in higher education (e.g., Ayllon, et al., 2019; Leenknecht, et al., 2017),
researchers have been interested in understanding how student experience supports—or
fails to support—the determinants of student learning. One area that has received
considerable attention with regard to the support and harm of students’ internal resources
for learning is engagement. The relationship between instructional experiences and
students’ motivations-beliefs has been addressed through models such as flow (Shernoff,
Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoft, 2014), achievement goals (Ames, 1992),
perceived control (Skinner et al., 1988), and the regulation of motivation (Deci & Ryan,
1987). The integration of the latter two models for addressing instructional experiences
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decades. This development has been chiefly undertaken by self-determination theorists
who drew on initial longitudinal modelling by perceived control researchers (e.g.,
Skinner & Belmont, 1993) in order to focus on the implications for autonomy-support
(Jang et al., 2012; Jang, Reeve, & Halusic, 2016; Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, &
Sheldon, 2004). This area of research has emphasized the importance of both structure
and autonomy-support for student outcomes, and interventions have demonstrated the
benefits to learning that result from the integration of autonomy-supportive instruction
into the classroom (e.g., Jang et al., 2016).

Research on autonomy-support and structure has typically focused on the quality
of motivation, while the ability-belief implications of instructional experiences have
received comparatively less attention. Yet, motivation alone, regardless of its quality,
paints an incomplete picture of the internal resources on which students rely to initiate
and sustain learning. As modelled in one of the early studies in this area (Skinner,
Wellborn, & Connell, 1990), the ability-beliefs of students (perceived control) also need
to be taken into consideration. Students’ ability-beliefs are what structure, as an
instructional experience, was originally theorised to enhance (Skinner, 1995). In addition,
a theoretical frame that integrates interest and its development with the quality of
motivation as modelled by the self-determination theory (SDT) continuum (a broad
model for understanding motivation as a product of psychological needs satisfaction)
could more directly address students’ developmental, domain, and course-specific
reasons to persist in their learning.

Quantity of student motivation is not the central focus of this study. As with the
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getting students interested in their materials, their course, and (ideally) the wider domain
of study. In light of this practical need, we feel it is important to directly address this
source of motivation (i.e., interest).

1.2 Student Reasons and Their Perceived Reach

SDT is a broad meta-theory that connects psychological needs satisfaction (derived
from the environment), with quality of motivation, and behaviour (Ryan & Deci, 2017,
Deci & Ryan, 1985). In contrast, the construct of interest describes the reasons for
engagement/re-engagement with a specific object or topic/domain (for a recent
comprehensive discussion of this relationship see Renninger & Hidi, 2017). The four-
phase model of interest (Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Renninger & Hidi, 2011) situates
interest within a framework that provides an explanation for the developmental process
through which students initiate and persist in learning. Unlike the motivation types
defined in the SDT continuum, the four-phase model is developmental in its character.
That is to say, interest, as presented by the model, is paired with the development of an
individual’s knowledge in a specific domain.

In addition to being domain specific, interest is a collative construct combining
affective experiences (e.g., enjoyment; Ainley & Hidi, 2014), perceptions of value
(Krapp, 2002), and epistemological components (Renninger & Hidi, 2002). Interest in its
most developed form is marked by a desire for repeated and sustained engagement with a
specific domain (Renninger & Hidi, 2011). Interest also has a persistent and reciprocal
relationship with perceived self-efficacy beliefs (Fryer & Ainley, 2019; Hidi, Ainley,
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to achievement in higher education contexts (Richardson, Abraham & Bond, 2012),
suggesting a mediated pathway to enhancing achievement.

The four-phase model of interest describes how interest can progress within a
specific domain, from triggered situational interest, to maintained situational interest, to
emerging individual interest, and finally, to well-developed individual interest. Across
these phases, an individual’s interest moves from being largely affective and externally
supported, to being an increasingly internal and persistent resource that supports
engagement in a specific domain. The Four-Phase Model is a useful means of
understanding the development of interest on an individual level. The model does not
translate directly to the highly structured environments (e.g., pre-determined subjects,
curricula, time-on-task, etc.) that characterize much of formal education (from
elementary to tertiary). Furthermore, the model is not well disposed to explaining how
interest develops across a single course of study (e.g., at university), particularly one that
is compulsory (i.e., as a requirement to complete a degree course).

A supplementary model that shows promise for explaining how students’ interest
develops within the constraints of a university course is the task, course, and domain
model of interest (Fryer, Ainley & Thompson, 2016). This model describes how interest
in tasks set by an instructor might feed into students’ interest in a specific course (or
might fail to do so; Fryer, et al., 2017). Interest in that course then mediates task interest
(from an array of course tasks: e.g., lectures, short writing assignments, groupwork, and
quizzes) and can have a broader positive impact in terms of interest in the overall domain

of study. This is a practical and empirically straightforward model for understanding how



the complex process described by the four-phase model can unfold across a single course
of study.
1.3  The Current Study

The current study is the first in a series within a programme of research that seeks to
enhance teaching and learning across coordinated courses within higher education (i.e.,
any number of courses which are taught by different instructors, but which share content,
instructional materials, and assessment). For this programme of research, we were
interested in enhancing latent (interest in course) and observed outcomes (achievement
and attendance).

The current study also aimed to extend and focus prior research in this area by
applying a practical model of interest development across university course experiences
(Fryer, Ainley & Thompson, 2016). This refined model of students’ reasons to study
(interest in the domain and course) is further triangulated by the inclusion of prior
standardised achievement results, future exam results, and course attendance.
Furthermore, this study builds on higher education research (Leenknecht, Wijnia, Loyens,
& Rikers, 2017) which validated and connected the instruction for engagement model in
higher education (from perceived control and self-determination theory: Deci & Ryan,
1985; Skinner, 1995) and preliminary, large-scale cross-sectional tests (Ayllon, Alsina, &
Colomer, 2019).

The current study built on the research reviewed to this point, which examined the
role of instructional experiences within students’ interest in a course of study at
university and the implications of both course interest and prior domain interest for

critical outcomes. To this end, the role of instructional experiences was tested within a



longitudinal model of interest (domain/course-level). Prior competence and domain
interest were controlled for. Students’ achievement on a semester-end exam and their
attendance in the course were included as observed outcomes of the model. Modelling
across a semester of study in a carefully coordinated course (15 weeks) with a substantial
sample (n = 1000) enabled a re-examination of the relationships that connect the teacher-
created learning environments with the motivations-beliefs that students develop towards
a course (with clear implications for the domain of study; Fryer, Ainley & Thompson,
2016). Moreover, this modelling enabled us to further develop our theoretical
understanding of these important connections and their implications for education (i.e.,
motivations-beliefs, achievement and course attendance). The current study’s

hypothesised model, with all tested connections, is presented in Figure 1.

2 Aims

The current study aimed to address two specific research questions. First (RQ1),
how are prior domain interest and future course interest related to students’ instructional
experiences? Second (RQ2), how are students’ domain and course interest, as well as
students’ instructional experiences, related to important observed outcomes such as exam

scores and course attendance?

Figure 1 About Here

3  Methods
3.1 Participants
First-year students studying at one private university in western Japan (There are 86

national, 95 public and 597 private universities in Japan; national universities generally



carry the most prestige.) participated in the current study (z = 1000, Female =271, Male
=729; aged 18-19; gender division representative of the university overall). The students
were enrolled in a two-year compulsory foreign language programme as part of a four-
year undergraduate degree (standard at many Japanese universities). The compulsory
programme was coordinated, with all classes using identical course materials (textbooks,
listening, and reading curricula; Fryer et al., 2010), summative (standardised) assessment
(Stewart, Fryer & Gibson, 2013; Stewart, Fryer & Gibson, 2012 ), and weekly e-learning
(Bovee & Fryer, 2011). Students from a total of 34 courses participated, and class sizes
ranged from 24 to 38 students. Students attended two classes a week, with one class
focusing on listening and speaking skills, and the other focusing on reading and writing.
Students came from seven of the university’s nine faculties.

Prior to conducting the current study, the education centre governing students’
compulsory language studies reviewed it and subsequently granted us permission to
proceed. Students were informed of the overall research programme and given the
opportunity to opt out of the research project at the outset and at any time during the
study.

3.2  Procedures and Instruments

Students completed a standardised language test two weeks prior to the semester
of study and a vocabulary test after the final class of the semester. Students completed
surveys at three time points across one 15-week semester of classes. Surveys were
embedded in the weekly e-learning and were completed online. All survey items utilised

a cumulative scale of zero to six, from nothing like me to exactly like me.



Two scales assessing students’ interest at two levels (course and domain level)
were utilised. Both interest scales came from an initial study examining interest across
tasks, course, and domain levels (Fryer, Ainley & Thompson, 2016), and have been
successfully used in recent studies in this area in experimental and longitudinal studies
(i.e., Fryer et al., 2017; Fryer & Ainley, 2019). Students’ instructional experiences were
assessed using three scales: structure (Teacher as a Social Context Questionnaire, e.g.,
‘My teacher makes sure I understand before he/she goes on’; Skinner & Belmont, 1993);
autonomy-support (adapted from Teacher as a Social Context Questionnaire, e.g. ‘My
teacher encourages me to ask questions’); and control (Controlling Teacher
Questionnaire, e.g. ‘My teacher tries to control everything [ do’; Jang, Reeve, Ryan, &
Kim, 2009). For the current study, the autonomy-support and structure scales were
combined to create a teaching quality construct which we call Good Teaching (consistent
with recent longitudinal research in elementary and secondary schools in Japan; Fryer &
Oga-Baldwin, 2019; Oga-Baldwin, Nakata, Parker, & Ryan, 2017).

3.3 Analyses

Analyses began by assessing the composite reliability of each scale (Raykov,
2009). Means and standard deviations along with the latent intercorrelations between the
modelled variables were then calculated and examined prior to conducting latent
modelling. Configural and then latent longitudinal structural equation models were tested.
All latent analyses were conducted using Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015)
utilising the Maximum Likelihood Robust (MLR) Algorithm. As the surveys were
completed online, missing data was low (< 1%) and addressed through Full Information

Maximum Likelihood imputation (FIML). FIML is held to be an effective means of
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dealing with reasonable amounts of missing data (Enders, 2010). Models were tested
while taking into account students’ nesting within classrooms. The design-based
correction of standard errors via the complex design option in Mplus was utilised for all
latent models (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015). This approach, rather than a multi-level
analysis, was pursued because the number of level 2 clusters (i.e., courses) was not
sufficient to prevent bias (i.e., < 50; Maas & Hox, 2005).

Longitudinal analyses were conducted with all latent variables modelled
predicting all future variables. No paths were removed to improve model fit. The sex of
the participants, which is a well-established correlate of an individual’s motivations and
beliefs (Voyer & Voyer, 2014), was controlled for by including it as a predicting variable
for all future constructs (Female = 1, and Male = 2).

For the current study, guidelines suggested by Keith (2015) for interpreting beta
coefficients in research on learning influences were used. Keith’s guidelines suggest that
betas below .05 should be interpreted as ‘too small to be considered meaningful’; those
above .05 should be considered ‘small but meaningful’; those above .10 should be

considered ‘moderate’; and those above .25 are considered ‘large’.

4 Results

The latent pairwise correlations, the composite reliability, means, and standard
deviations for each construct are presented in Table 1. The composite reliability for each
latent construct was well above that which is generally considered to be acceptable
(>.70; Devellis, 2012). The latent pairwise correlations were consistent with both theory

and past empirical findings.

Table 1 About Here
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The configural and longitudinal models each fit the data acceptably well (Table

2).

Table 2 About Here

The finalised model is presented beginning with the controls: Sex and Pre-test
(Time 1; T1). Next, T2 domain interest is reviewed. Last, T3 instructional experiences’
(external control and Good Teaching, the latter being the latent pairing of students’
instructional experiences of autonomy-support and structure), and direct and mediated
(through T4 course interest) /s for the model's outcomes (T5 attendance and T6
vocabulary exam) are then presented.

Two statistically significant relationships involving students’ sex were present for
their instructional experiences. Female students experienced increased quality of teaching
(B = -.09) and male students experienced more external controlling teaching (= .07).
The prior standardised listening and reading presented a substantial relationship with the
semester-end vocabulary test (5 = .62).

Domain interest presented contrasting s for students’ instructional experiences:
Good Teaching (8 = .34) and Controlling Teaching (f = -.15). Domain interest,
accounting for instructional experiences (Good Teaching, 5 = .49; Controlling Teaching
/3 =-.10), presented a strong connection to future course interest (f = .30) and a moderate
relationship with students’ performance on the vocabulary exam (ff = .16). Course
interest (T4) presented the single statistically significant moderate relationship with

students’ course attendance across the 15 weeks (5 = .13). Attendance presented a small

relationship with exam performance (= .05).
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The variance explained for the T2 variables was very low (R? = .02). The variance
explained for students’ instructional experiences was low (Good Teaching, R?> = .13,
Controlling Teaching, R> = .03). Midterm course interest (R> = .45) and exam
performance (R? = .43) variance explanation were large. The variance explained for
attendance was very low (R> = .02). The low variance explained in attendance and the
single, small /3 can be partially explained by the institutional rule that all students must
attend a minimum of 12 out of 15 classes in order to pass the course. This rule
predictably constrained the variance of students’ attendance rates and limited its

explanatory potential.

Figure 2 About Here

5 Discussion

The current study was conducted across one semester of classes in a coordinated,
compulsory foreign language programme. Explanation for the interconnections between
students’ reasons for learning (interest at the domain and course level) and instructional
experiences (structure and autonomy-support combined as the latent variable Good
Teaching, along with Controlling Teaching) was the primary focus of the current study.
Prior competence, future exam performance, and attendance were included in modelling
to highlight key observed inputs and outputs for these course experiences.

Students’ with higher initial domain interest experienced better instruction: increased
autonomy-support and structure, and less Controlling Teaching. These students were also
more interested in the course, after accounting for their instructional experiences.
Accounting for prior domain interest, future course interest was supported by Good

Teaching and negatively predicted by controlling instructional experiences (Research
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Question #1). Students’ course and domain interest presented very different connections
with this study’s outcomes: Students’ domain interest directly, positively predicted
course achievement while their course interest was related to increased course attendance
(Research Question #2).

The current study set out to establish the role of students’ instructional experiences
within the development of key latent sources of motivation to learn (i.e., interest), and
important observed outcomes like class attendance and achievement. The pairing of good
teaching (autonomy-supportive and well-structured) and controlling teaching experiences
was an important node for prior domain interest and was found to be a substantial
predictor of future sources of course interest. As the first step in a programme of research
seeking to enhance these latent foundations for learning in university courses, the present
results clearly support the value of interventions that enhance autonomy-supportive and
well-structured instructional experiences.

5.1 Theoretical Implications

While the role of students’ sex was not a central question for the current study, it
was important to control for, and modelling presented a clear pattern of small, but
important relationships for both men and women. The fact that all potential statistically
significant roles for the sex of the students was mediated by instructional experience was
surprising, and holds implications for future research on sex differences within important
individual differences such as interest. In the present educational context, female students
experienced more high-quality teaching and male students felt more controlled by the
classroom instruction. Two questions arise from this finding, the first being: do these

relationships primarily reflect actual sex-specific differences in instruction on the part of
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the teacher, or differences in student perceptions depending on their sex? If there was an
actual difference in the way teachers taught female students, was this primarily related to
the students’ physical sex, or to other individual differences between male and female
students, such as those found in past research (Voyer & Voyer, 2014)? Given that prior
domain interest was controlled for, other individual differences would need to be
examined.

The role of students’ prior interest within future instructional experiences is
theoretically consistent with the so-called “Matthew effect (of accumulated advantage)”,
a long-established and highly practical concept for how success builds on success which
is consistent with past and recent findings in secondary schools (i.e., Fryer & Oga-
Baldwin, 2019; Belmont & Skinner, 1993). That is to say, students who come to class
with a greater measure of interest experience better teaching—teaching characterised by
better structure, more autonomy support, and less controlling instruction. This is both a
troubling and highly predictable pattern of mediation.

Autonomy-supportive and well-structured teaching experiences function as crucial
supports for individual differences such as interest, and mediated thereby to important
outcomes such as achievement and attendance. Building on and beyond this, it is
essential that we recognise teachers' role as a nexus for fostering key beliefs and
motivations to learn (e.g., interest). It is through these beliefs and motivations that
educators have considerable potential to foster the adaptive persistence students need to
achieve.

Establishing the connections between latent and observed constructs is important

in order to clarify precisely how individual differences (e.g., interst) function in a
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practical sense. In the current study, course interest predicted attendance, even within the
highly restrictive, and therefore low variance, attendance policy environment where the
study was conducted. Within higher education, there is a long-running discussion
regarding both the importance of attendance (e.g., as an important correlate of
achievement; Credé, Roch, & Kieszczynka, 2010) and, in many situations, the difficulty
of getting students to attend class (Devadoss & Foltz, 2009 ; Golding, 2011; Persky et al.,
2014). Motivation, or lack thereof, has also been explored (e.g., latent modelling of
amotivation and course attendance; Fryer, et al., 2018). However, to our knowledge,
interest has less often been the focus of research in this area, and the present results
suggest that it is a worthwhile line of investigation.
5.2 Practical Implications

Instruction can (and should) support students’ motivations to learn. How? Clues are
provided by two meta-theories and the theories they build upon, namely structure
(perceived control theory; Skinner, 1995) and autonomy-support (self-determination
theory; Deci & Ryan, 1985). These theoretical frameworks are both well-established and
empirically robust—a rarity for theories with direct applications to pedagogy—and they
offer two clear messages for educators. The first is that learning environments should be
organised in such a manner so as to support students’ sense of control over, and provide
feedback on, their learning process (i.e., structure). The second is focused more on the
manner in which instructors lecture, conduct discussions, and provide feedback to
students, rather than the actual content of those interactions. Consistently supporting
students in the development and maintenance of personal reasons for course engagement

will foster interest in the course. This increased interest will not only have a number of
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well-established latent outcomes, but will also encourage more tangible (observed)
outcomes such as course attendance. Both of these theories are rich in empirical
applications in a wide variety of contexts, with potential for researchers to develop
practical instructional models for interested educators.

The Matthew effect, which may arise from instructors recognising students’ interest
in the topic of study and subsequently rewarding such students with a greater level of
support, may be of trivial concern as it manifests across a single semester or even a single
academic year, but amplified across multiple years of education, the effect could
contribute to a large and ever widening gap. Unfortunately, this is a very difficult boat to
pivot, as recognising and rewarding interest is a highly intuitive response exhibited by
parents, mentors, and educators alike. The counterintuitive response involves providing
increased support to disinterested students with an aim to help them develop their own
interest. While this may not be difficult to do intermittently, it can prove much more
challenging to implement as a consistent instructional strategy. Yet, consistency is
precisely what is required in order to help all students, not only those who come to a
learning environment already interested in the topic of study.

Addressing the apparent discrepancies in instruction for male and female students
should be more straightforward, simply due to the relative ease in recognising these
subgroups. Instructors need to self-regulate their instruction to ensure their teaching
approaches are unbiased with regard to students’ sex. Regular peer evaluations (from
other instructors) might be one supportive strategy to help teachers regulate behavioural

biases of which they may be unaware.
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The last practical note involves an issue that is relevant to all educators in and
outside compulsory education: attendance. While there is meta-analytic consensus
pointing to the overwhelming importance of attendance for achievement (Crede et al.,
2010), an academic debate regarding necessity of students coming class remains
unresolved. This debate aside, most educators want students to attend as many classes as
possible, but often remain unsure as to how they can encourage this outcome short of
external control in the form of grades. Evidence suggests that fostering interest is an
effective approach. This is not to suggest that getting students interested is easy. The first
step involves making ‘getting students interested’ a curricular goal. Once educators do
this and begin searching for strategies to make this possible, they can rely on a rich and
constantly growing literature describing interest development (recent book-length
examples; Renninger & Hidi, 2017; O’Keefe, & Harackiewicz, 2017). In addition, there
are a growing number of publications suggesting practical strategies for enhancing
students’ interest development across all levels of education (e.g., Harackiewicz, Smith,
Priniski, et al., 2016; Renninger et al., 2014; Hulleman, Godes, Hendricks, Harackiewicz,

2010).

6 Limitations and Future Directions

A number of limitations to the current study should be understood and addressed by
future research in this area. Firstly, this study needs to be replicated in other domains of
study, institutions, and cultural contexts. The present study was undertaken in a
compulsory course. While such courses are common in higher education, a replication in

an elective course is important to test the external validity of this study’s findings. For all
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such replications to meaningfully add to the current study, it is essential that they apply
the same rigorous longitudinal design and latent analyses.

In addition to replications, interventions focusing on changing students’
instructional experiences need to be undertaken. Such replications should be applied as
long-term teaching and learning strategies that are sustainable throughout a course of
study.

The attendance rules for the courses in the current study had an unmistakable
impact on the results. At minimum, these rules impacted the amount of variance
explained in students' course attendance by the model. Future tests in courses lacking
mandatory attendance rules should reveal a clearer picture of the effects of individual

differences and students’ instructional experiences on course attendance.

7  Conclusion
The current study was a replication and extension of well-established research

undertaken within earlier years of formal education (e.g., Fryer & Oga-Baldwin, 2019;
Jang et al., 2012; Jang, et al., 2010; Belmont & Skinner, 1993) as well as nascent research
in the area of higher education (e.g., Ayllon, et al., 2019; Leenknecht, et al., 2017). A
reciprocal model for instructional experiences and important individual differences was
tested. The robust longitudinal role of instructional experiences within students’ future
course interest was confirmed. Students’ interest in the course predicted their course
attendance and their prior domain interest predicted future exam achievement.

Instructors in higher education, as with educators for younger students, play a
consequential role in fostering motivations-beliefs for learning. Theory, empirical

evidence, and common sense all indicate that interest is a crucial component and outcome
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of education. Interest is particularly critical for domains of study such as language that
demand sustained, lifelong re-engagement (Fryer, 2019). Yet, the presence of student
interest is too often assumed in higher education; it has a tendency to be treated as an
unspoken prerequisite, a pedagogical afterthought. At various levels, from the

institutional and curricular, to the lecture and tutorial, it is our hope that educators will

draw on the present findings, and the research on which it builds, to start making courses

an experience that generates interest and motivation to learn.
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Table 1. Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations and Reliability

Pre-Test Domain Controlling Good Course Attendance ~ Vocabulary
T1 interest T2 Teaching T3 Teaching T3 Interest T4 T5 Exam T6
Pre-Test T1 1.00
Domain interest T2 2% 1.00
Controlling Teaching T3 .07 - 5% 1.00
Good Teaching T3 1 34%* - 20%* 1.00
Course Interest T4 -.07 A8** - 24k S9%* 1.00
Attendance T5 -.03 .00 -.06 .04 J10%* 1.00
Vocabulary Exam T6 63%* 23%%* -.10%* 1% J2%* .04 1.00
Mean 48.38 4.57 4.17 4.34 3.18 13.90 11.85
SD 12.63 1.30 1.40 1.28 1.18 1.30 4.23
Raykov’s RHO .83 .85 .87 .84

< 01;*<.05



Table 2. Model Fit

Chi-Square CFI TLI RMSEA (90% C.L.)
Configural model 10519.628(351) 0.96 0.95 1039 (.032-.039)
Final Longitudinal model ~ 10513.818(351) 0.96 0.95 .035(.031-.038)
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