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Introduction

Instead of analyzing language data derived
from tests of modern linguistic theories, non-
linguistic factors such as age, gender, perso-
nality, attitude, and motivation have been
studied from an interdisciplinary perspective
in the field of second language acquisition
research (SLA). Since these individual factors
have a close relationship with external and
contextual variables, the researchers have
cited relevant theories depending on when
and where language learning takes place and
who learns the target language.

As for motivation, which is the primary
focus of this paper, various types of
motivation in language learning have been
categorized within social psychological
frameworks. So far, the main purpose of such
studies has been to identify what kinds of
motivation the learners have. However, it
seems insufficient for language teachers with
a practical orientation that researchers simply
concentrate on classifying language-learning
motivations in psychological terms. For
them, motivational studies should aim at
examining how different types of motivation
can enhance actual behavior patterns with a
view to providing practical and educational
implications for both teachers and students.
In this paper, we review the results of the
previous motivational studies to: (1) clarify
the major points; (2) introduce goal theory as
one of the explanatory theories in order to
discern the relationship between learners’
types of goal orientations and learning
behaviors; and (3) discuss the results of the
present study in terms of goal theory.
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Review of Literature

Motivational Studies in Japan

After several researchers in the early 1990s
(Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Dornyei, 1990,
1994; Oxford & Shearin, 1994) pointed out
some shortcomings and limitations of the
Gardner’s social psychological framework
(i.e., instrumental and integrative motivation,
see, Gardner & Lambert, 1959, 1972; Gardner
1985), motivational studies based on new
concepts and rooted in other areas of
psychology have been published (Dornyei,
1994). Much attention has been paid in
particular to studies on learner motivation in
the language classroom from an educational
psychological perspective and this tendency
can be seen quite clearly in motivational
studies conducted in Japan (e.g., Kimura,
Nakata, & Okumura, 2001; Nakayama, 2001;
Yashima, 2000). So far, the study of language
learner motivation has focused on situations
where learners are expected to develop
communicative competence both socially and
in daily life in a target language (e.g., second
language, or L2), in Canada. In Japan,
students typically study English as a foreign
language (EFL) in a classroom, where they
lack exposure to English and do not always
realize the necessity for acquiring it. Several
Japanese researchers (Kamiyama, 1984;
Konishi, 1996; Kubo, 1997) have pointed out
repeatedly the difference between the L2 and
EFL situations. In order to meet the demands
of this motivational research paradigm,
researchers should specify clearly which
aspects they are addressing and where the
language learning is taking place.

Motivational study in the 1990s concent-
rated not only on introducing educational
psychological views but also on seeking



explanations for outcomes of specific
language tasks and behaviors rather than
pursuing general tendencies in social contexts
(Kimura, Nakata, & Okumura, 2001). With
regard to the relationship between moti-
vational patterns and strategy choices, Horino
and Ichikawa (1997) examined the influence
of motivation of high school EFL learners in
Japan on strategy choices and found that
learners’ strong attachment to the contents of
what they learned was needed for them to use
an organization strategy. Concerning the
possibility of cognitive interventions with
language learners, Kubo (1999) examined the
relationships among learning motivation,
cognitive appraisal, learning behavior, and
performance in Japanese university students
by using an orientation-appraisal model. She
found that having teachers present a learning
strategy with clarification of the goals of the
learning content might facilitate a favorable
change in the learning strategies students use.
By examining the relationship between
motivational patterns and behaviors, teachers
might be helped to better understand
learners’ behavior patterns and changes.
Moreover, these two studies conducted in
Japanese high schools and universities seem
to be based on the assumption that studying a
foreign language as a school subject is the
same as learning other school subjects such as
mathematics, world history, biology, etc. This
assumption is related to the notion of the
difference between L2 and EFL learning. As
mentioned above, since learners in EFL
situations lack both an exposure to English
and a sense of the necessity of acquiring it,
English class for them might be a matter of
learning vocabulary and the rules of grammar
in order to pass college entrance exami-
nations. Thus, foreign language learning in

Japan might be characterized as one instance
of a more general learning process.

Achievement Goal Orientations

Language teachers may know from
experience that students who are highly
motivated do not always get good grades on
English tests or any other kind of language
proficiency test. This is probably due to the
fact that several important factors can
intervene between learner motivation and
language proficiency, including learner
beliefs, anxiety, motivational patterns,
learning strategies, ability, and so forth.
Presumably, motivational factors have their
impact on behavior patterns rather than
language proficiency, itself. With regard to
this relationship, goal theory' might provide a
plausible explanation.

“It has long been known that factors other
than ability influence whether children seek
or avoid challenges, whether they persist or
withdraw in the face of difficulty, and
whether they use and develop their skills
effectively” (Dweck, 1986, p.1040). In parti-
cular, motivational processes influence not
only learners’ persistence in learning the
target language but also their acquisition,
transfer, and use of knowledge and skills.
Despite this, education related conceptions of
motivation have been neglected for a long
time. Researching motivational processes
from a social-cognitive perspective, Dweck
(1986) proposed a model of achievement goal
orientations showing how the particular goals
children pursue in cognitive tasks shape their
reactions toward success and failure and
influence the quality of their cognitive
performance. Dweck also argued that this
approach has important implications for
practice and the design of interventions to
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change maladaptive motivational processes.
According to Dweck, achievement goal
orientations can be divided into two different
orientations: learning goal (LG) and
performance goal (PG). The former refers to
the orientation to increase competence and
understand something new and the latter to
the orientation to gain positive judgment, or
to avoid negative judgment of their com-
petence. Concerning each behavior pattern,
several researchers (Ames, 1984; Elliot &
Dweck, 1985; Leggett, 1986) reported that
children with learning goals tend to use
obstacles as a cue to increase their effort or to
analyze and vary their strategies while
children with performance goals are likely to
reach negative outcomes in terms of their
ability and attribute errors and failure to a
lack of ability, and this tends to result in a
defensive withdrawal of effort or debilitation
in the face of obstacles.

Regarding confidence in present ability, the
role of self-efficacy is reflected in Dweck’s
model in contrast to the preceding model of
goal theory expanded by Nicholl (1984).
That is, it is considered that task choice is
affected by the degree of self-assessment of
ability in Dweck’s model. Several studies
(Bandura & Dweck, 1985; Elliott & Dweck,
1985) reported that performance goals work
against the pursuit of challenge by requiring
that children’s perceptions of their ability be
high before the children will desire a
challenging task. That is, if the goal is not to
obtain a favorable judgment of ability, they
will choose tasks that conceal their ability or
protect it from negative evaluation. On the
other hand, learning goals make it easier for
children to choose challenging tasks that
foster learning even if they assess their present
ability as low. That is, children with learning
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goals chose challenging tasks regardless of
whether they believe themselves to have high
or low ability. In short, children with a
learning goal are willing to risk displays of
ignorance in order to acquire skills and
knowledge while performance goals appear to
promote defensive strategies that can interfere
with challenge seeking (Dweck, 1986).

Target Issues and Research Question

Although Dweck’s model accounts for the
tendency to use learning behavior patterns
consistent with the various types of students’
orientations, the concrete strategies they use
are not identified, let alone the strategies the
language learners use. For language teachers
dealing with practical issues, understanding
the relationship between students’ moti-
vational patterns and strategy choice might
help them to intervene cognitively with their
students. As such, empirical studies on the
relationship between motivational patterns
and language learning strategies are necessary.
Focusing on EFL learners in Japanese high
schools, the present study investigates the
influence of achievement goal orientations on
learners’ choice of strategies. Thus, our
research question for our exploratory study is,
“Do differences in students’ achievement goal
orientations affect their use of language
learning strategies ?”

Method

Participants

A total of 295 Japanese high school
students in a general course in high schools
located in Hyogo and Hiroshima participated
in our self-report survey. Students in
technical courses who wanted to get a job



after graduation and students who had
experiences in English speaking countries for
a period greater than one year were excluded
from subsequent analyses because (1) they
may have held specific beliefs or orientations
toward English learning and/or (2) they did
not meet our sampling criteria (i.e., the
statistical population for our study was
Japanese students who study English as a
foreign language in a public or private high
school in Japan). The analyses reported below
are based on a total of 284 students enrolled in
a general course and who were learning
English as a foreign language. Characteristics
of the survey respondents are shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Characteristics of the Survey Respondents

(n=284)

Characteristics Percent
Age 16 to 17 (age range)
Gender

Female 61.2%

Male 38.7%

Missing 0.1%
Year in school

1st grade 28.3%

2nd grade 71.7%

3rd grade 0.0%
English Proficiency Test (STEP)

Pre-1st Grade 0.0%

2nd Grade 0.03%

Pre-2nd Grade 2.2%

3rd Grade 61.2%

None + 4th Grade 36.57%

Procedure

The participants were asked to respond to
two different self-report questionnaires after
the class period. First, they completed a
questionnaire containing items to measure
achievement goal orientations. Second, they
completed a questionnaire consisting of items
designed to measure language-learning
strategy. Administration of these questio-
nnaires took about 20 minutes. We asked the
teachers to inform the students that their

participation was voluntary, that their
responses would be used only for this study,
and that their personal information would be
kept confidential.

Instrumentation

The instruments used in this study
consisted of two independent existing
questionnaires. To measure subjects’ achieve-
ment goal orientations, we adopted the
Mokuhyo Tassei Keikou Shakudo (MTKS)
developed by Hayamizu, Ito and Yoshizaki
(1989), which is written in Japanese and was
originally designed to measure Japanese
students’ goal orientations in accordance with
the basic tenets of goal theory. This scale
consisted of 26 items arranged in random
order (see Table 2). The participants rated
the extent to which the descriptions corres-
ponded with their own reasons for achieve-
ment goal, adopting a 5-point scale ranging
from 1=“Does not correspond at all” to
5=“Corresponds exactly.” A high score
indicated strong agreement with the subject’s
achievement goal orientations.

Second, with a view to identifying subjects’
preferences for using learning strategies, we
adopted Oxford’s (1990) Strategy Inventory
for Language Learning (SILL). We had a
bilingual colleague translate the SILL from
English to Japanese and then had it back-
translated to English to confirm that the
Japanese version of the scale was equivalent to
the original English version. This scale
consisted of 43 items on concrete language
learning strategies divided into six sections
as follows: memory strategies (7 items),
cognitive strategies (9 items), compensation
strategies (6 items), metacognitive strategies
(9 items), affective strategies (6 items), and
social strategies (6 items). The participants
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rated the extent to which the descriptions
corresponded with their use of language
learning strategies, using a 5-point scale that
ranged from 1=“Do not use at all” to 5= Use
it always.” A high score indicated strong
agreement with their preferred learning
strategy use.

Analyses and Results

Overview of Analyses

The results are presented in the following
three sections. Reported first are descriptive
statistics and results of the factor analysis of
the MTKS seen in Tables 2 and Table 3.
Second, descriptive statistics for the SILL are
shown in Table 5. Third, the results of the
partial correlation analysis between MTKS

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of MTKS (n=284)

and SILL are reported in Table 6.

Descriptive Statistics and Factor
Analysis of MTKS

Descriptive statistics for the MTKS are
shown in Table 2. The alpha level for all
statistical decisions was set at .05.
Concerning the factor construction in MTKS,
since previous studies (Hayamizu, 1987;
Hayamizu, Ito, & Yoshizaki, 1989) found
three factors in achievement goal orientations
despite Dweck’s goal theory proposed only
two types of achievement goal orientations,
the data were examined using the principal
factor method (PEM) for exploratory factor
extraction and the factors were rotated by the
Kaiser Varimax method on assumption that
three factors might be identified. By taking

Item Statement M SD
1 Ilearn because I can develop my mind. 342 1.24
2 Ilearn because I want to get a good report. 379 118
3 TIlearn because I find it interesting to solve problems. 2.56 1.24
4 TIlearn because I want to be praised by my parents and teachers. 250 1.25
5 Ilearn because what I study now might be useful for the next study in the future. 321 1.27
6 1learn because I want to show off academic might. 2.80 1.24
7  Ilearn because I enjoy gaining ability. 326 1.18
8 Ilearn because I want to be noticed by my parents and teachers. 2.56 1.23
9 Ilearn because I enjoy challenging difficult things. 232 121

10  Ilearn because I can be proud of obtaining a good grade. 271 135
11 Ilearn because I don’t want to fail the entrance examination. 3.50  1.39
12 Ilearn because I feel pleasure of mastery. 3.18 1.24
13 Ilearn because I don’t want to be scolded. 243 1.35
14  Ilearn because I enjoy getting to know that I can do it. 3.13 1.26
15 TIlearn because I don’t want to be made a fool of by my peers. 238 1.21
16 Ilearn because I enjoy overcoming stumbling blocks and failure. 231 1.15
17 Tlearn because I want to enter a good school. 3.27 137
18 Ilearn because [ enjoy finding new means of problem-solving. 239 121
19  Ilearn because I want attention from my peers. 201 116
20 Ilearn because I can see something new. 2.87 1.28
21 Ilearn because I want to get good marks in the exams 3.84 1.18
22 Ilearn because if I study hard, I can develop my mind. 3.30 1.20
23 TIlearn because I wish to get better grades than my peers. 2.86 1.30
24 Ilearn because I am pleased when I can work out difficult problems. 3.07 1.34
25  Ilearn because I am pleased when I get better scores than my rivals. 274 141
26  Ilearn because I like using my brains. 201 117

Source: Hayamizu, Ito & Yoshizaki (1989).

Notes: This is our English translation of the Japanese version used.
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the decreasing rate of the scree plot and the
cumulative proportion into account, three
factors were identified in our study. As
shown in Table 3, like earlier studies
(Hayamizu, 1987; Hayamizu, Ito, & Yoshizaki,
1989), each item was assigned conceptually to
one of three factors: “understanding-oriented
(F1: Q12, Q20, Q3, Q18, Q14, Q9, Q16, Q26,
Q24)”, “reality-oriented (F2: Q21, Q2, Ql1,
Q7, Q17,)”, and “evaluation-oriented (F3:
Q15, Q23, Q25, Q10, Q19, Q13, Q8, Q4).”
The understanding-oriented motivation
refers to that learners study for self-
fulfillment, as represented in Q12 “I learn
because I feel pleasure of mastery.” The
reality-oriented motivation refers to that
learners study for getting rewards, for getting

works, and for the development of the mind,
as represented in Q21 “I learn because I want
to get good marks in the exam.” The
evaluation-oriented motivation refers to that
learners study in order to get approvals and
avoid refusal from their teachers, parents, and
peers, as represented in Q15 “I learn because
I don’t want to be a fool of by my peers.” 45%
of the total variance is explained by these
three factors. Although the factor analysis
indicated that F1, F2, and F3 were inde-
pendent of each other, the correlation
coefficient among F1, F2, and F3 was of
moderate strength (see, Table 4), which
suggests that it may be impossible to study
the effects of each orientation separately. In
order to examine the research question, we

Table 3 Results of Factor Analysis of MTKS (Principal Factor Method with Varimax Rotation)

Item _
No. Statements

Factor Loadings
F1 F2 F3 h?

Q12 Ilearn because I feel pleasure of mastery.
Q20 Ilearn because I can see something new.

0.73 036 0.06 0.67
0.69 0.24 0.07 054
0.68 0.19 0.08 0.51

Q3 Ilearn because I find it interesting to solve problems.

Q18 Ilearn because I enjoy finding new means of problem-solving.

Q14 Ilearn because I enjoy getting to know that I can do it.

Q9  Ilearn because I enjoy challenging difficult things.

Q16 Ilearn because I enjoy overcoming stumbling blocks and failure.
Q26 Ilearn because I like using my brains.

Q24 Ilearn because I am pleased when I can work out difficult problems.
Q6  Ilearn because I want to show off academic might.

Q21 Ilearn because I want to get good marks in the exams.

Q2  Ilearn because I want to get a good report.

Q11 Ilearn because I don’t want to fail the entrance examination.

Q22 Ilearn because if I study hard, I can develop my mind.

Q7  Ilearn becauseI enjoy gaining ability.

Ql  Ilearn because I can develop my mind.

Q17 Ilearn because I want to enter a good school.

Q5  Ilearn because what I study now might be useful for the next study in the future.
Q15 Ilearn because I don’t want to be made a fool of by my peers.

Q23  Ilearn because I wish to get better grades than my peers.

Q25 1learn because I am pleased when I get better scores than my rivals.
Q10 Ilearn because I can be proud of obtaining a good grade.

Q19 1learn because I want attention from my peers.

Q13 Ilearn because I don’t want to be scolded.

Q8  Ilearn because I want to be noticed by my parents and teachers.
Q4  Ilearn because I want to be praised by my parents and teachers.

0.67 0.02 022 0.50
0.64 036 0.05 0.54
0.63 -0.03 0.30 0.48
0.63 -0.05 0.31 0.49
059 -0.14 0.27 044
0.56 037 0.16 0.48
040 0.29 031 0.34
-0.05 0.67 0.16 047
-0.10 0.60 0.16 0.40
0.15 0.60 020 042
046 0.59 0.09 0.57
0.38 0.55 0.14 047
0.44 0.55 -0.08 0.50
0.13 0.54 031 040
0.40 0.43 -0.07 0.35
0.09 0.06 0.68 0.47
021 037 0.65 0.61
0.30 0.22 0.64 0.55
0.05 0.22 0.64 0.46
0.32 -0.03 0.61 0.48
-0.02 0.01 0.57 0.32
024 030 049 0.39
021 034 043 034

Proportion

0.19 0.14 0.13

Cum. Proportion

0.19 033 047
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Table 4 Correlation Coefficient among Three Factors

(Reality-oriented)

Factor 3
(Evaluation-oriented)

Factor 2

Factor 1
(Understanding-oriented)
Factor 1 _
Factor 2 0.513%*
Factor 3 0.475%*

0.451** —

need to control the independent predictive
power of F1, F2, and F3 over each strategy.

Descriptive Statistics of SILL

Descriptive statistics for the SILL data were
first calculated for each item and then for the
items grouped into the six categories. The
alpha level for all statistical decisions was set
at .05. Table 5 shows the items themselves
with their original groupings, and the mean
and standard deviation for each item.
Although Oxford (1990) introduced the SILL
as a generalized inventory, Robson and
Midorikawa (2001) reported two problems
with the factor construction of SILL. One is
that despite the high degree of reliability of
the SILL as a whole, it still consists of six
independent subsections in its factor
construction. The other is that the results of
factor analysis do not confirm Oxford’s six
strategy categories even when attempting to
force the analysis into a six-factor solution
(Robson et al., 2001).
Cronbach’s alpha (a ), which indicates the

In our study,

internal consistency of the scales, was
relatively high for each of the subsections
(Table 5), but this might be the result of the
number of items. The more items the
subcategories have, the higher the degree of
reliability the scales are likely to exhibit
(Bachman, 1990). Moreover, we also found
that the exploratory factor analysis did not
show six different factors in the SILL

(although we did not provide the results of
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factor analysis due to limitations of space).
Thus, it would seem safer to limit the SILL to
one grand language learning strategy instead
of trying to break it into theorized groups
(Robson et al., 2001). Though the SILL has a
problem with its factor construction, the
original groupings were adopted for the sake
of convenience. We could not perform
statistical comparisons among the six original
groupings because we could not assume that
the factors were statistically independent
from one another.

Partial Correlation Analysis

In order to answer our research question,
we used the partial correlation coefficient
formula. In this formula, we can treat more
than three different kinds of variables at one
time and calculate the correlation between
two of them, while eliminating the effect of
other latent variables during the process of
statistical computation. In our study, the
variables are F1, F2, F3 and each strategy. As
mentioned above, since F1, F2, and F3
unexpectedly correlated with each other at
statistical significant level, we had to control
two of the predictors respectively, and
calculated the partial correlation coefficient
(r») among each orientation (factor) and the
six strategies. Table 6 shows the results of this
analysis for each orientation and the six
different learning strategies. The results
showed that F1 correlates with all six
strategies at the .01 level, F2 correlates with



Table 5 Descriptive Statistics of SILL

Item Statements M SD
Memory Strategy (a =0.92)
1 I think of relationships between what I already know and new things I learn in English. 2.23 0.95
2 1 use new English words in a sentence so I can remember them. 1.89 0.93
3 I connect the sound of a new English word and an image or picture of the word to help 2.83 1.23
me remember the word.
4 I remember a new English word by making a mental picture of a situation in which the 2.15 1.15
word might be used.
5 I physically act out new English words. 2.83 1.36
6 I review English lessons often. 1.70 0.99
7 I remember new English words or phrases by remembering their location on the page, on 2.35 1.22
the board, or on a street sign.
Cognitive Strategy (a =0.81)
8 I try to talk like native English speakers. 1.71 0.94
9 I practice the sounds of English. 2.48 1.18
10 I use the English words I know in different ways. 2.10 1.04
11 I start conversations in English. 1.70 0.96
12 I write notes, messages, letters, or reports in English. 1.36 0.80
13 I try to find patterns in English. 2.49 1.21
14 I find the meaning of an English word by dividing it into parts that I understand. 2.34 1.08
15  Itry not to translate word-for-word. 2.14 1.01
16 I make summaries of information that I hear or read in English. 1.86 0.99
Compensation Strategy (a =0.78) ’
17 To understand unfamiliar English words, I make guesses. 2.79 1.18
18  WhenI can’t think of a word during a conversation in English, I use gestures. 3.01 1.35
19 I make up new words if I do not know the right ones in English. 2.15 1.23
20 I read English without looking up every new word. 2.71 1.29
21 I try to guess what the order person will say next in English. 1.72 0.92
22 If I can’t think of an English word, I use a word or phrase that means the same thing. 3.20 1.23
Metacognitive Strategy (a =0.89)
23 1 try to find as many ways as I can to use my English. 1.97 1.08
24 I notice my English mistakes and use that information to help me do better. 2.35 1.20
25 1 pay attention when someone is speaking English. 2.54 1.31
26 I try to find out how to be a better learner of English. 2.65 1.30
27 1 plan my schedule so I will have enough time to study English. 1.92 1.05
28 I look for people I can talk to in English. 1.46 0.88
29  Ilook for opportunities to read as much as possible in English. 1.77 1.00
30 I have clear goals for improving my English skills. 1.94 1.07
31 I think about my progress in learning English. 2.44 1.25
Affective Strategy (a =0.88)
© 32 I try to relax whenever I feel afraid of using English. 2.24 1.11
33 I encourage myself to speak English even when I am afraid of making a mistake. 1.76 0.93
34  1give myself a reward or treat when I do well in English. 3.43 1.36
35 I notice if I am tense or nervous when I am studying or using English. 2.55 1.28
36  Iwrite down my feelings in a language learning diary. 1.15 0.53
37 I talk to someone else about how I feel when I am learning English. 1.57 0.89
Social Strategy (a =0.80)
38 IfIdo not understand something in English, I ask the other person to slow down or say it again.  3.41 1.11
39 Iask English speakers to correct me when I talk. 2.06 0.93
40  Ipractice English with other students. 2.57 1.36
41 Iask for help from English speakers. 2.46 1.28
42 I ask questions in English. 1.63 0.53
43 I try to learn about the culture of English speakers. 2.07 0.89
Source: Oxford (1990).
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Table 6 Result of Partial Correlation Coefficient

Memory Cognitive Compensation Metacognitive ~ Affective  Social
Understanding-oriented 0.35%% 0.37%% 0.20%* 0.34%%* 0.28%%* 0.33%*
Reality-oriented 0.09 0.14* 0.09 0.26* 0.05 0.15%*
Evaluation-oriented 0.02 -0.08 0.02 -0.10 0.09 -0.02

Cognitive strategy (p< .05), Metacognitive
strategy (p< .05), and Social strategy (p< .01),
and F3 does not. In this analysis, we did not
carry out statistical comparisons of the
differences in each strategy because they
are not independent from one another.
According to the results, our research
questions can be answered as follows.
Compared to students who rated high on F3,
students who rate high on F1 use all types of
strategies evenly all around.

Discussion

Regarding achievement goal orientations,
unlike the dichotomous categorization
proposed by Dweck, three different goal
orientations (F1, F2, and F3) were found in
our study. However, these three factors are
similar to the results of Hayamaizu et al
(1989). According to Hayamizu et al (1989),
F1 “understanding-oriented” can be identi-
fied as LG and the other two factors (F2
“reality-oriented” and F3 “evaluation-
oriented”) can be identified as PG, and PCM
analysis in our study led the almost same
result as Hayamizu et al (1989). In addition,
recent goal theory proposes a trichotomous
categorization of goal orientation designated
as “mastery-goal”, “performance-approach”,
or “performance-avoid” (Church, Elliot, &
Gable, 2001). Each type of goal orientation
has a close conceptual match with the results
of both Hayamazi, et al. (1989) and the
present study. Therefore, the three factors
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*p<.05, ¥*p< .01

identified in the present study and that of
Hayamizu, et al. (1989) might be characte-
rized as students’ general tendency. However,
the modest correlation among them might
indicate that the students have these three
orientations simultaneously but to different
degrees. We could theorize in our study that
three types of goal orientation exist, and we
could not make a rigid boundary among the
subjects in terms of achievement goal
orientations. This finding may be limited to
the present study, but it suggests that students
who are mastery-oriented and have a high
attachment to the contents of what is learned
may tend to have praise and reward orienta-
tions. This might be related to self-efficacy or
students’ confidence in their present ability,
which is reflected in Dweck’s model of goal
theory. Since the participants in the present
study were from middle level high schools
and the proportion of students preparing for
university entrance examinations was relati-
vely high, their goal orientations were
dispersed to some degree. .
With regard to the relationship between
achievement goal orientations and strategy
choices, the results of the partial correlation
analysis suggest that learners’ achievement
goal orientations can influence their use of
learning strategies. In particular, high rating
scores in F1 “understanding-oriented” have a
closer relation with all types of strategies used
than high rating scores in F2 “reality-
oriented” and F3 “evaluation-oriented.” As
Dweck (1986) argued, those who show



mastery-oriented type of behavior (i.e.,
learning goal) are characterized by the
tendencies to seek challenge and to persevere
in their efforts. From this point of view, their
types of achievement goal orientation might
affect language learners’ flexibility in
That is,
mastery-oriented students may be willing to

choosing or using strategies.

try any kind of learning strategy in order to
accomplish their goal and they may be
flexible enough to modify or change their
strategy depending on the requirements of
the target tasks. Concerning reality-oriented
students, they tended to limit their choice of
strategy to the cognitive, meta-cognitive, or
social domains in the present study. As this
type of students rated high on questions such
as “I learn because I want to get good marks in
the exams”, “I learn because I enjoy gaining
ability”, and so forth, they study English just
for utilitarian purposes. This is a very really
realistic, compared to students who exhibited
high scores on evaluation-oriented items and
were studying English just to avoid negative
evaluations from others. Moreover, these
psychological constructions are not only
limited to English language learning but
apply to general learning, so called school
subjects, such as mathematics, history and so
forth.

However, it is impossible to say definitely
that those who use all types of strategies
always show mastery-oriented type of
behaviors. Can it be said that the student
who uses a single or a particular strategy,
which is his favorite and effective way of
learning, does not seek challenge and does
not persevere in the face of obstacles ? This is
also beyond our research design framework
and scope.

Achievement goal orientations might be
considered to take the form of learners’ beliefs
about learning. That is, whether learners, for
their own sake, use effective ways of learning
a target issue depends on what they think
about learning it. As mentioned above, those
who use only one strategy, or persist in using
a particular strategy, have a belief that, as
language learners, they should do so. There
might be a reciprocal relationship between
orientations and beliefs, and this relationship
may make it hard to grasp the blueprint of the
motivational construct.

Implications for Further Research

Teachers with practical concerns need to
keep in mind that the choice and use of
learning strategies by students might be
influenced by achievement goal orientations
or beliefs about language learning, although
flexibility and persistence in using certain
strategies cannot always be defined in terms
of types of orientation and beliefs. We need
another empirical study to explore the
relationship between individual issues and
strategy choices. Both strategy investment
and clarification of learning goals and
language learning beliefs must be considered
in the course of the foreign language
education.

For both researchers and teachers, it is
important to investigate the influence of
teachers’ beliefs about language learning and
teaching on students’ goals and beliefs toward
language learning. Particularly in the EFL
context, students are likely to view their -
language teachers as experts in language
learning matters, and, presumably, teachers
convey through their classroom practices
many of their own assumptions about
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language learning.

Along with learners’ beliefs, achievement
goal orientations play an important role in
choosing learning strategies. However, the
present study does not provide any infor-
mation on types of learners’ beliefs as one of
the factors to affect language learning, nor
does it offer a detailed psychological model of
the relationship between learners’ beliefs and
their choice of learning strategies. As such,
future research topics should include: (1)
identifying learners’ beliefs and enumerating
the strategies they use; (2) the development of
new scales to measure these phenomena over
and above the SILL; and (3) clarifying the
relationship between these variables by way of
path diagrams.

Notes

1. In goal theory, individual behaviors are thought to
be rational and economic so as to achieve certain
goals. In terms of goal theory, motivation is a
series of information processing stages leading
toward the goals. Thus, the goals an individual
sets influence the strategy choice, methodology,
and process toward the goals, and, consequently,
the actions and behaviors are driven or
maintained.
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