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R SIMREDORSE, BHE, TLTRKICHEDP-T :
WrFEDBhIN & AFFET7 i DRREED ©

mHE BEETF

1. XCHIT

AFETIX, 1959 7 5B L2 #BE S IR %, BifE, £ L TA%ROI R
(DWW TR DB & AFFE T Eam DHEN DR 5 Z L 2 HIE LTS, 1959 A
O BAAA U7 B S T R A DL EORFSEDERER H 0 | A DB (1959 FLURE),
SRS IR (1990 FELIRE) 1E, BAURFEN LR CTH 7= (UVLF,2019,p.100), LnL, ¥
7 % @ Person-in-Context Relational Model (Bf5EDH D A @ 7 > A F OB T % BRI
HHE X HHA)ICEI T 428> (Ushioda, 2009), #5425 (Complex Dynamic Systems)7)S )
K SITHIRE CHEH Z8E 05 L 912720 (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008) . & AIAFZE 71552
RAWTETIEC S LV EIRD2END L9127V 5o5H% (Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2020), L ¥
BN DOERES T DOEACIZOWTIHRILET VA U X 5 &3 285, £7-, &
B - BROMFE T EZ D ANTZIRAFHEVEIC B IEERNEIND LI 325 ThH
59 AR TITET ., ERSNTOEESITHIEIZEET 5 Z vk TOMFEDMN & I8 T7 R
% Boo, Dornyei, & Ryan (2015) ZZZ 2@ L. RIC, ENOEESITFFROBE) M A I £
EHTUVD Aoyama (2017)% LI [EN OERE-S TSR 2 #8553 5, F 72, Hiver & Al-Hoorie
(2020)23FI4T L 7="Research Methods for Complexity Theory in Applied Linguistics”% H.0r 2, #2
HERBR SR CREH STV 2 BRUIFSE - BRIMFZE - IR G ETENEICOWTIREZ TV, v oA X
® Person-in-Context Relational Model (BREz D D A : 7 A4 & OEIERT T 2 BAGRIED HHE 2
HHRNCET DR 2 B L, A% OIS 3BT D R EIIHFZED WREMEIZ DWW T
i L%,

2. FATHFSE

2.1 HREE OB ST LD M

Boo, Dérneyi, & Ryan (2015) Ti, 2005 4E~2014 £E(Z 0 T OEE-SITHFIEIC B L T HER
FETHINZ STV D 416 RO LEMRIC L B 2 —21T- 72, AFFETIL, S-S
TP D EEE - WRZ TSR L LT\ D, BT ROPIIBRE (1959 F~) 25
1990 FARUNTHNT T, LB T P a—F 2l & LIZBFEn Thiviz, 1990 R0 5
DOFHEN  RWHI T, BE LEF ORI s i B & L2WFEM ThodL, 2005 FARELE
PHIE, AT HRRIRTA T I ZADHEET Y AN TOITWD, 2 b Ot
Ze DT, 2005 FELUBEOIETIZ, DXL RBm LML T P o —F PHEEMER L



TWDONEHIET D722, 1) #hLEFPRREIC B W CIE A RS R - 8 R
PEICBET 22803 ThodL, 2) 1990 FERICIE, #E LY TH D A O E B - e m P -
H S IS ER R & G LI FZE AT O T A D, 3) IRWT, L2 A 2B 2 8F5E53T
bid L0, 4) WERONRTEA LR ED X D ITHFEERO T T Thit T 50
IZOWTHRIELTWD, ZOWFFETIEL, 2005 FFLABEOMFFRIZER S /-8l & LT, 2005
ELLREIZ Tthe L2 Motivational Self System (L2MSS)| ' 2MER Sz Z L2 L0 S ITAF
e BBV CHIZED R (LN R O D K 917k o 72, T, S-S O e Bk
W CHEMER B (Complex Dynamic Systems Approach: CDSAY 23S &5 L 9 1278 - 72,
416 FRDOIML A AT AV — (LT 272D, 1) LT v —F v« Fr 7 & —), 2) [H)
% (motivation)?> TENEE-SIT | (motivating) I DWTHRENTTHOIL, 3) BRI/ T XA A
DA, 4) AERZREOSFE, 5) BIEESEE (targetlanguage) D3%H, 6) WFIE LR D3 FE
BITON TS, HrofERE LT, #HRA LU TR 2 EEE-SITFEIL, 2005/2006 4 &
2013/2014 % i3 % L asCHIRESBEE IC B L. 2O T b FRCEGEFHEE S T 0
WFIERR S Z OO SEEFHEE ST L0 b EREMICH 2 & HE LTV D, 20052006 4F
FEIZIE 33 $Ro0 HRRGH SCEO TR LT 2013/2014 4EFEIC1T 138 #RODO GRS & . HIRERIC
DOWTITAB ERV O EFEZRL TS, EEDITHIZE & FERICEMEIC OV T HIRE 2T
STWDHA, @WPEIZEET D530, 2005/2006 2>5 2013/2014 (22> TZIFRUZ WV OFERT
BDHZENRH LN 0T, HERE OB, /NFAE (5.67%). FETE (20%), KT
£ (51.64%). DL (22.69%) T o7z, WFZEHIEIZDOWTIL, 335 FmDFm X, 178 #a D&
UL RAIFTRIEZ M L. 71 I EERIRF R T EE R LT b, 73 SR SR A FHEE
AL, 13 fOFmITE OO L E T LEPEL TV D, ERFREOFTIE, %
BRI OF TS, ¢t E - BT - 5B (ANOVA)Z T 2503 £ < | ey Hu
AT (SEM) b2 <MHIN TV D, BRI CIXE#EEAEH L T, HARLT +—H R
T N—T R & TTHENThI, & OMICBIEIESHREE T 21T > TV DR S A
b, FiEEE 745 L. 20052006 DFm3C 23 fi Tk, 2B (—MFEET) (15 Hi).
HOSHAREE T 2 ). T OMOERIRIZE (1 W), IRARTHEE @) TH 0. 2013/2014 O
FMCTIL, ARG (—RFED 40 ). o HEEST (S fR). mERE (14 W), EH
e 5 (7 fW)IRAFHENE (23 f). T OO F3E% VW IZHFFEY 12§ Cd - 72,2009/2010
AR IT R 2 B0 ANTZE R L B0 ARG D X520 | EFICRD &
RAFEIELERZSOH 5 LA L TW\WD, £ RICIL, 2010 FELIERICIE TL2
DT H OV AT L) ORI Z < | BEOHGREZMAE DT bITh THE
BB, BAERME S L2 8-S T H O 2T Lda) 0 TL2 B L MR ©
HFRBELLNTND, S BT, BESITIFRITER A Z2ETiTbi, 53 2EEXRICER®
a3 5L A (11.34%), KE (8.96%), TE (746%)ThH D LRI TWD, TVTET
DI Z L DD, ZOHTHRFICEESITFEIT B A THZ <1Thit 38 fm). #
(25 fw). &HE (15 fW). B8 (11 ThY, 7UTEE KL TH HARIZK T 28-S



JHFRDOZ S &R LTV D, 2L, N OBEIE ST EE N SEHE TRV LITxf L.,
ENOEES ITIIEE D% IXFFEHE (GEHER) Tho7eH, HORNIW D ¥ E %
THRIGEINCT L, BS T & 2 OMOERB O R, 72 [HGEFEE 280X o2 TH)
WO o0 ICEREZEE. XVAFBGITRAELIENMTOL TV DS A ),
Boo, Dérnyei, & Ryan (2015)Z #4595 & | BUEOHEOE A & L CiE, BEimiiRIL T2
ST H OV AT La) [MAERERME EREERMEE L2 $iS0 B OV AT A
(L2 B L MR EGR ] DNERO P L2 RTH Y . HFFEHIEICOWTIE, 2000 48]
HICTIXERITE T o 5L BT B E T8 1 T d - 7223, BUETIE, ERINFZE
RRAFEEZER L CEE ST 22 L ) LT HMEM I TWDEE2 LD,

2.2 ENOEESITRFE DB

Wiz, ENOENESITAFFE OB A & STV SRR T R IZOV T Aoyama (2017)23
I AT TV DT, K TGS 5, Aoyama (2017)TlE, 247 #DE N T OB 1) A
B B 21T - 72, Booetal (2015) 12K DHFZETIL, AAZ® S E LHFZEIE 38
LTI TRy > 7228, Aoyama (2017) OFFZE TILEWN THIR S 1072 247 SR D5 ST 5y
WO E 7o, AFIRDORG L 72 o T-fmsCiE, 2005 FFE~2017 FFEEITHIT TOFRLT
Y WFFROIIEE UTHER SN0 T, SESTE, MEE, SascofER] (FEREFE -
FMATIE). RSO R (EE - BT - PR EABUR), AR E OFRE (NFE - T
A R - REFA), BRI B (FEEDEES: - L2MSS ¢ H OB - B CiRE R
W RBERR - 2 2= — 3 VORI - EHERE R - ERRAEAES), ik (R
HIRFSE « BRODTZE - IRGFHEE), 7 — 2 IUETE (CERIMK - ik - Bl18305), 7 — 2 IR
¥ (1 [E -2 8] -3 [EIBLE), BAGHT (7 T A =08« ¢ BRIE Sy EGT - FRBIS AT - (8]
JFRAIAT + BRERIIK 10T « IOy Eos AT - FlalbfiEt) 1B L Ca— MMeziT, Ry
Hra LTuWad, 2005 F225 2017 FITHIT TOHRMEBUIIEIMEIZH VO | 555 TOEEIL,
68.83%. HAAGETOHMEIL, 31.17% Th o7z, FEEIC OV TIL, /NP (9.42%) 54
(4.04%) FIFEAE(8.07%) KFE(73.54%) Z DL(0.45%) £k~ 724FnE DIREG (4.93%) TH -
7oo ENTORGRMNERE L TRBEBEHIN TV EGRIT, HOREHER (24.38%) .
B O FHROMAE DE(22.73%). L2MSS(12.40%). % DA (12.4%), tE20HSEH T 70—
FOHFIE (4.13%)TdH 0 | #EFLD Boo etal. (2015)DHFFE & tled 2 & B Ok E B im O A3
%< BB, WWT, L2MSS ICBD IR Z < BTV D, AFFEFIEIC OV TIE, &
WFFED 60.65%. ERIAFFED 11.57%., IRAFTHEE 27.78% Ch -7, 7 —FINEHIETR HZ
Do To DI TH Y 64.24% T o7, IRVVT 2 BIOFAE 21T > TV 5 b DI, 20.0%
ThoTo, EMMIETIE, tRE/ DHIHT(ANOVA) 29.8% ThH VD . IRDHK) 3 E % 5
D72, BEREITCORED DMK, 2 KA TOLEE (pre-post 7 A ML FEHE TS
ST FIETH D &V X9, O FEEIE RO T ABIOHT (18.9%)., LB E ST (15%).
PRRIIR T (13.6%)03% < 505, Aoyama (2017)DA3HTHE RS EHRNICBIT 5 L2



ST OFFEE LTk, GRS EIME RIS D L H Z & & [Motivating] LV
HE A [Motivation] (ZRET AMITICESNH D LWV D Z & REFGEFEE D HENRE
IZZWE WD Z & BT RICIX L2MSS, B e EHE . WTC, EREAE RIS S8
DL, FTEMME L E LR N 2N 2 E B 5NN > TV 5,

2.3 BHRERICE T 2 H I RGTEROER
WA, B S AR Brlc W O BRERER A IS H LM T o s X 91277,
BRI & V2B S T B COMRITEZEICR Y A0 . N Q0191 E KT D
KT T DOFROH THMERBIG 2T XTI Z 5 2 LITRFRETY, #HFJEHIEL. CDST?
DEFEDON L SINTER L, ZANFEEESIT O L 5 W o Tefilim D& b & itk 425 DI
WL TWDENEEZ, BITHRREZIToTVDEWVIDONBURTL X 9 | (p.108) & AFZEIZRE 9
DR L TOWDRMA R L TV D, ZO K 9 ITHEMERIEGR 2 AW TZiFZ8Is DV T, IR &
L7ZRITIEH 725 DD, 2020 412 Hiver & Al-Hoorie (2020) 7% [Research Methods for
Complexity Theory in Applied Linguistics] % HR L, JEH SFEFICIIT 2 MR 2 e
BT 72 BROMFSE < B RORIFZE < IRAFTIRI T 15 T O FFENFIE 152 AW T e O A 2 225 L
Too Bkx TG IEDN 8 D C, HHERE R &2 BV & L2 RICER R DI E L Z R LT
%, EWIMFZE L L TIEL,  Time Series Analysis (FFR251774T).  Experience Sampling Method (%
Brth> 7Y > 71E), Latent Growth Curve Modeling (ETERIFRET U > 7). Panel Design (/X%
VT WA ). Multimodal Modeling (= /L F & — % /L& /L), Single Case Design (3> 7 )V /-
— AT ¥ A V), Idiodynamic Method (1 7 4 A XA 7 v 7 FikBRH 5, iz, EHE L
L T, Qualitative Comparative Analysis (& #JLL# 7347 %), Retrospective Qualitative Modeling
(BB FELET U > 7). Social Network Analysis (fh2 % >~ b 7 — 2 73#T). Concept Mapping
(BE& M), Design-based Research Modeling (7 > W42 /71%), Process Tracing (7' 2 & & k
V~7V7)Ag%@mﬂ%®myi~yxyFN~Z%?M%F%L IRAFHETIED
ERBIT> TW5D, U TICHEMERIGRICH T 2 ®IMEHIE (R 15R) & BRI HE
(F228) 79 (GEMIZ. Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2020 2:08)

1. HEHECREERIC BT D EBFZE 1L (Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2020 2 )
BHERERTR T 5 B i
Time Series Analysis WERFIGHTCIEL, MW T — 2 T 25, [F—DOFRENRE N Tldik
(RERF53HT) Wy, BERFIGHTIR, BRI ORGEIZFE 5 KBGGRA TH v | BRI A —E T

%, BIAIT, FMOMXEEHOFI R, MEHOEMOKERAZR, #R
IR DM OEB L ENEZ BN D,

Experience Sampling RERY 7Y 7kl X, SRR D 1 D TH Y . FEHOREIZFES T
Method & D —EOHIM, AENRE LT —F FREAFI L - TIT 5, BRx RS

BBV 7Y L TE) (IIFREEI O T T A RE RGPS TER SOV THIEZTT ),




Latent Growth Curve
Modeling
(BTEfRET Y v )

LT 7L TIERE R ORGEIZHE S HEWr T — 2 Z B0 o, RRL1 L
T %, WAEMBRE 7L TH O WEME L 13, 77— 2 9 L TOBRMK T

— IR 72 R 2 AR 2 7 e ADRBLTH D LR D, 1> T, BB
EHEET D720, BIIMBAERIE Z "R b D L LTIRATWD

Panel Design

PSFNT A LT, HEFIED T, [ U R R 15 L O Lo

(SRNVTHA V) WEEAT 9, BIAIE, [F—OFARGE IR LT 5 REmOREZITH, KD
IR BB A IR R D, ETRXNT WA T XA T v 7 281k
EMET D Z LIkt LTHERT - FHRO LD RIFRXT A L LV FRTH D,

Multimodal Modeling PSRRI T A E L, BRSNS EEEOEEN S S & LT

(FAFE—FNAVETNA) | 2 TWD, BIZIEERVSVEAL Oy T AX— (BE) TREN, T4 L%
BEMEILTFT—FNVOBRETIL, 7T AZ—NRAT 47 (nesting)
E LTI TV D, EFETHIZ 25613, IBBEO AR DBENE R AT 1
YZELTEZ, @Ry MIER L~ b=y PEEE LT
HEMERHGR TIIR AT 4 ' F Y AT A (nested system) Z FHAE L, EF /L0
L, SBESEELVICRBESEL 2L e L T,

Single Case Design TN — AT YA ORI, A EDRE I, EAICKTT A

VTN —ATFA DI LW FIRFEZAT 2 3T T L TH D, Bl 2IE, THFEEE (IR - FEIR - i

V) JE - BLES) OG- TIE, BAORRRIES S A X v 7 e B b & RS 5

SOV S, BERRCRRISHRZAE IO S M AMTE TR Shu .,

Idiodynamic Method
ATAFEAFTIv7
Jit)

AT AFLTAFTI v HikEE, ABRaIa=r—rarx{7H ETotk
B - FRABYIE A HE Z D BT R TFIETH D, AR ENLDAI 2
=r—=varrIAEETARE L. RENPELOH HHEICED S
R Bl aa=r—Ta Ot - BE - A% LT, H
CLHERIFEAR (self-reported rating) 217 9 . WL HIETH D,

#£ 2. BHEARHERICBIT D

BRI (Hiver & Al-Hoorie, 2020 2}

BRERERICRT 5 ERNT T

Qualitative Comparative
Analysis
(EHILEB ST )

HEFOSHE T ARG TWDHERTHY . B E 21T 5 1R
B DEMEMEITAEIR U, B2 0gE61 6 T b KRR - KRB 2 @i
THIEETREE T D,

Retrospective Qualitative

BHET,. T M7 2 =2k > THI SN T A ZBLDOMEEIZ SN\ T, A1 F

Modeling Sy THYREORFEETHNEGNITT 5, RQM ITEMERV AT L%
(BEEWMBEET Y ) | lx OFFSUISGHTRMTH Y | #x OFFIFFRIZHTFEEN TN D
Social Network Analysis J—=REMEIND 1 DU EORBRICE > RO b A HERT 5 v

HE2X v b U—7 5347

AT LT, ENHDORERMHERS Y v 2 TEHL L7z E =i
Y =7 (M) 2T %,

BT 5 IR




Concept Mapping e~ > 7H D50 IS & X b Z o FEE, e EBRE KT
(BEx ) BFTnE, BEHMOBGRERTRERE S 2> T THIE(LL TV
D ETHY, MEHMERTIT DIEREIETH 2,
Design-based Research Z O IEL, FEEO S DI L > THEHOSH (/=T a )
Modeling ETYPA L LTERL, FEHERFRNCHMLES L35, TAZER L
(FPA = RTE) L hiEmid, BB IR 298 L FERICB W TR ST T,
Process Tracing 1970 FARICREDBLE TR Lk bz ik Cdh 0 . AN EBRE
(R BHME) ZAT O MWMRRIT RN T, RRBRAZ B L, FRICAET DB 2T 5 2 &
ZH Y. ANOFRGORHEEICHE SN S 0 BMER KRR ZIT O Z & & Al
L5,
Agent-based Modeling TFEHSBER DB CIRAISAIL TS 2 Ea—F—rvaILb—Y
(==Y F—RE a yERY AN FIETHY, Hxoxz— 2 FOITRA L EEH
TIV) LT, VAT ARMRICEGZDEEERIT D,

Z DX 51T, Hiver & Al-Hoorie (2020) TiX, #EMERH R 2 A & U TR 25 FiE 2
DANDZ IRy, flHx DKL fELx DENTEREZHTTHONIEIT> TV D WM
e Lo, B )~ 7 m e I 7 aDfE AR AT, BRI 217 5 EHER
HER 2 L72EE S asens . S b ffS D,

24 UV A X OBBE-ST 2 BRMAEN D R A HEAICEET 5 B

AREICIE, ITHEEH ZED TV D 7 24 HF D Person-in-Context Relational Model (52123
WIAENTZBC: VA X OEES T ZRARMENS RO B L. 777 4 7%t %
i L 7= Thompson & Vasques (2015)DHFZE 2 HE# L T <,

Ushioda (2009) Tl&, ZAVE TEBESITFFEOF T, Fie b BB ST & I HERE
R (EAUFZE) ITIFRARH D LB, NOEWEDSIT AN & BREIZBIT DA BMRICE- T
AT IvIZICENT DI EAMRA DT ENTE DL LD, HIWFICHEIREZ L7-, Ushioda
(2009) Ti, BT OEMIIZE BT 7 r—F) Tix, PRIFRERER &) ok, Ji
KifERGm & LCIRY A 57201, [EADERES T OIERRIERIT 7 1 —F 2 728 ¢,
BHECERMED B D AR 2 L7z, BRTE (BET 7'r—F) Tid, #EE L FEHE
ERDESBHMRRE, HOWIFEEBMADY A F I v 7 2B b Z @I & A
D ENTET, B THAEKFRERNAARNE LR A DVLENRH L Z L5/ LTND, %
7z, Ushioda (2009)DHLmE T, ZHRIEN & 0 BRETEA & OBRIEZEH L, AOBIEST
WD LR T m e A THEMETH Y . REE L O AKFRERZ @ L72EE O 1T O S
%7k L CU %, Ushioda (2009) @ Person-in-Context Relational Model (BREZIZHE DA ENT-H
O U A X OB 2 BRMEDN S LA RO DL 2 RIC DWW TIL, BIfEICE D E T
(SR IE D B 72 W BUR T d A 03, Pfenninger & Singleton (2016)DF4E13 8 5, £ 7-EHY



I

W

WMREFETEREZED TWNWD T T T 4 TFRICONTIE, 4
Thompson & Vasquez (2015) DA 5L & %,

Pfenninger & Singleton (2016)DAF5E Tl [ Affect trumps age: A person-in-context relational view
of age and motivation in SLA| L L T, FFEAFEH T HAA AN (200 44) ZHRGITHE 5
T4, IS T OERK, SHEFEEOT v A DL T — A EETTY, 13 L
18 kMR CT — XN ZFE M L, 2D 5 HD 100 £41% 8 i b 5 abF 8 & biks L FE &
BT, 100 413 B3 D SR EE A A Lo P EER CThoTo, 7 — X IELIIE, B
WFIE & BRI 24TV, KRBT — 2 & L T EAFRE TOREZIT), HA L~ DT —
ZNZOWTTERIMIZE CONEZIT> TV D, fiRE LT, BRMIZETIT, #EEE HRHT
(BT 2 P EFM AR DWW TIIZEN R Do T2 b OO, BHINHFEFIETIE, 83N H D
PAR Lo BB L 1350 b OB L2 BERETIE, PRI TO SRS ERRICE
W&V BRI L > T HA R BN H 5 Z L 2 2 T,

Thompson & Vasquez (2015)DHFFETiL, © 2 4 & @ Person-in-Context Relational Model (B
FIZHLOIAENT-AC: U A X OBERESIT ZBRMEND RS D7 L—NIEH L T
EWZRWnb D0, FHEERZ SN TOWLEIIIEETH LTI 7 4 7ot LT, 34
D S BN 2 M GUE I 24T - T D, ZORFFETIL, L2MSS &L ) 77 2 v
ANCBT DA ATV, THC (D & Tl (other) IZERE HTTHNZITH. THL (D)
X L2 BARA O L OMICTRVBIRDR H Y . £D—F T Ml (other)) 13 L2 FH H CLIZBaE
T EWME LTz, £ L2MSS 1F, BREHRE & ORI Z RS T O LEEEAR L. B S
FEEAESIICBNTT T T 0 TR, EO X I ITEAENFIEFEFICE T HEBREERK
EHEAEHRDN S D2 iR Lz,

ZAFIE 7 BRI B TR

o

3. B&

Afma iy 2 & WHFEodhE & LTiE, HARICA S & 2010 FFEELIRRIZIT TL2 EhffS
JHCY AT A Db ZWVEESITIFEOBEGRIEER TH Y | [HEERE 8 R
BEMEE L2 ST AT AT L), [L2 8-S S EHERER ) OMFEA R ST
%, ENTIETH CER ) [EEOHGROMAE DY TS DEYR T 7'a —F O

[Zofth) Th Y., R EES T OMFE TITEHERERR A H L72FER A b2 Dl
% LT, BN TOEMESITHZE TIE, B R e 2 & L7aEnfThbiiCng Z &8
oMo, ERSNTIE, 98D S Lo RIGEWDRH D Z LB LN > TS, £
TEWNICIBWTIE, EHECRE % M & L72AF%E° 7 24 % @ Person-in-Context Relational
Model GREZIZHIDIAENT- A C: VA X OEESI # RN D A Z L Lz
WFFEIZ DN TIE, TR Y 285 2 7212, BRUTEZ LD AN T4 % O T RA R 2N 17 &
ns,

WHFEFEOE A & LTid, RIS R S & 335 fmOim . mAOBFEE 2 L7z
X178 #mTH V. BHHIWFETIEIZE D H0F5EIE 40% Th 5, BAFHENEZ M L-imsCx



41%ThH VY, ZOMOFREHIEEER LI F LT, 7% ThoTo, BRI TIE, 24
AT - W BAEE N (SEM) 2% < S, RIS Cldmeas 24 L <, miEk
EN « ZH =R AT N—T) « BEE - BEEIT DD D, ERNOIFFTETIED F L NI,
BEAIIFTE(61%) - BHITFFE(12%) « IRAFHEEQ8%) Th o 7o, F BB 21T 2 Fi& 1k
S 64% TH 0 | HEWTIHA 24T 2 FHE TR 20% T - 72, TITHEH STV D08 5%,
t BRUE ./ 53 BT HT(ANOVA) R R D) 3 F & DT\ b, T Fikix, MBS - S5
ESHT  ERHIRF NSV EHRE SN TS, R ML REERNO L v KT
BEOMEN TR TH D LB XD D0, BHINHEOm L. BN XY 0T RZ 0 &
ZEZ D, Mo T BRICB W TITEE ST FRICE T 2 EIM RSB OBRELE LTE
ZBD, BRFFRIZOW T, BHEREER O LIZERFE L (ER T Tk -
MARRFEBE TV - #hx Ry BT — 7 547 « BUEHIX « 75 A o X— 2058 - mFRIBENE -
TV FR=ZRET)V) BETLN, ZOMICH, FIT 470 7T v Ty MR
FV—=7Fa—F - QAY Nu— « ZFEHHT - KEEIHT - BB EEMET Ve —F 5%,
Bk I IRFGE T IE DR IRI IR ATREMER B 2 bV L 5, AFFEIFIEIC DWW T, Bkx 727 7'
—FRFERN D DN HEExgis) Mz BRI 2T 500, [2kE 5675829
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Conceptualizing and Measuring Second Language Speaking
Proficiency

Lee Shzh-chen Nancy

Abstract
Previous research on second language (L2) speaking proficiency has used different operational
definitions and measurements of speaking proficiency (Housen & Kuiken, 2009). In the past decades,
researchers have often conceptualized second language speaking proficiency in terms of three
constructs: complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF). However, the interaction between the CAF triad
and the extent to which the constructs represent speaking proficiency have been highly controversial
(Skehan, 2009). In addition, different studies have produced controversial results concerning speaking
proficiency and its development because different measurements and analytical tools were used
(Norris & Ortega, 2003). These controversies in definitions and measurements are problematic
because they make comparisons across studies difficult. Therefore, the definitions of speaking
proficiency and operationalization of its measurement need to be reconsidered. This paper reviews
literature on the conceptualization of second language speaking proficiency in terms of complexity,
accuracy, and fluency. It also introduces measurements used by major studies of second language

speaking proficiency.

1. Introduction

Currently, English as a lingua franca is becoming the common mean of communication for
speakers of different first languages, and this is the foundational reason why English speaking ability
is becoming a global educational goal. This thinking also holds true in Japan; however, “Why can’t
Japanese students speak English?” is probably one of the most frequently asked questions among
educational policy makers in Japan in the 21st century. The Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Sciences and Technology (MEXT) has been endeavoring to develop the speaking ability of
Japanese students since communicative language teaching was officially implemented in Japanese
high schools in 1989. However, despite continuous attempts, English speaking proficiency
development continuous to be a difficult task for many Japanese students (Apple, 2011). Speaking is
often considered the most valuable language skill, as being able to speak a target language is often
equated with being ‘proficient’ in that language (Hughes, 2011). However, speaking is also often
considered the most difficult skill to develop compared to reading, listening, and writing (Gan, 2014).
One of the reasons that EFL students struggle to development their oral English proficiency is because
of their limited exposure to the target language. Another reason is that many EFL teachers do not know

exactly what to teach and how to teach speaking (Hughes, 2011). Research on L2 speaking proficiency



is difficult in part because different researchers have used different operational definitions of speaking
proficiency (Housen & Kuiken, 2009). In the past three decades, researchers have often conceptualized
oral proficiency in terms of three constructs: complexity, accuracy, and fluency (CAF). However, the
conceptualization of these three constructs, interaction between them, and the extent to which they
represent second language speaking proficiency are highly controversial (Skehan, 2009). In addition,
different researchers have used different measurement instruments and analytical tools and as a result,
they have produced controversial results concerning second language speaking proficiency and its
development (Norris & Ortega, 2003; Ortega, 2003). The controversies in conceptualization and
measurements are problematic because they make comparisons across studies difficult. This paper
aims to review previous studies concerning the conceptualization and measurement of second
language speaking proficiency to dismantle the ongoing controversies. It hopes to provide researchers,
teachers, curriculum developers, material designers, school administrators, and policy an opportunity

to reconsider the research and teaching of oral communication English for second language learners.

2. Literature Review
2. 1 Conceptualizing Second Language Speaking Proficiency

Distinguishing more proficient second language (L2) speakers from less proficient speakers
has created a continuous debate among researchers (Bygate, 2009; Ellis, 2009; Housen et al., 2012;
Iwashita, 2010). Generally, it has been assumed that proficient L2 speakers have the ability to use
complex grammatical forms and to speak more accurately and fluently (Ellis, 2009). However, past
researchers have proposed varying operational definitions of second language speaking proficiency
(Ellis, 2009; Hughes, 2011). It can be conceptualized differently depending on the discourse that
speaking is being analyzed such as pragmatics, linguistic, functional, interactional, conversational,
and sociocultural discourses (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). From a linguistic perspective, researchers in
the past three decades have often conceptualized second language speaking proficiency in terms of
complexity, accuracy, and fluency (Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005). Despite the CAF triad has been widely
recognized, the conceptualization of L2 speaking proficiency is still controversial because it is not
always clear what CAF indicators entail.

Complexity is the extent to which target language production is elaborated and varied (Ellis,
2003). It is also considered to be the most controversial dimension of the CAF triad (Michel, 2017) as
it can be influenced by task difficulty (Robinson, 2001).Complexity can be divided into cognitive
complexity and linguistic complexity (Housen et al., 2012). Cognitive complexity is learner dependent
and concerns elements such as aptitude, memory span, motivation, and first language background,
whereas linguistic complexity is language dependent and concerns elements such as morpho-syntactic
structures, rules, and patterns (DeKeyser, 1998). Linguistic complexity can be further divided into four

dimensions: lexical (words and collocation levels), morphological (inflectional and derivational



levels), syntactic (sentential, clausal, and phrasal levels), and phonological (segmental and
suprasegemental levels) complexities (Koizumi & In’nami, 2014). Skehan (2009) argued that lexical
performance needs to be defined as an independent fourth construct on top of the existing CAF triad
(Malvern & Richards, 2002; Skehan, 2009). However, the addition of the lexical construct is also
controversial because it has also been argued that lexical performance does not determine L2 speaking
proficiency as much as it does on L1 speaking proficiency (Skehan, 2009). Therefore, most researchers
focused on syntactic complexity when they conceptualize complexity of second language speaking
proficiency (Norris & Ortega, 2009).

Accuracy is considered to be a straightforward construct of the CAF triad as it is the ability
to produce error-free speech (Lennon, 1990). Error is defined as deviations from the native-speaker
norm (Housen & Huiken, 2009). Accuracy was added by Skehan (1989) on top of the previously
defined complexity and fluency dichotomy to make the existing CAF triad. Speakers who prioritize
syntactic accuracy tend to use the forms they have internalized and therefore can become resistant to
using more complex and less familiar target language forms (Skehan, 2009). Although the definition
of accuracy is straightforward, there are also controversies as to what criteria are used for the choice
of norms and how far away the deviations are from the chosen norms (Michel, 2017).

Fluency was traditionally used as the general indicator of language proficiency as fluent
speakers are often considered to be successful speakers (Iwashita et al., 2008). Fluency was
characterized by easiness, quality, and smoothness of language production, and it included elements
of accuracy and complexity (Hilton, 2008; Lennon, 1990; Riggenbach, 1991). The more recent
definitions of fluency focused on the speed of the target language produced naturally in real time
without unneeded pausing or dysfluency markers, such as hesitations, false-starts, or reformulations
(Ellis, 2003; Michel, 2017). Automaticity is a key component of oral fluency because automatized
speakers can more speedily retrieve items from memory, encode grammatical forms, and correct their
own erroneous output than less automatized speakers (Segalowitz, 2003). While fluency is also a
multi-dimensional construct (Lennon, 2000), it is considered to be relatively uncontroversial
compared to complexity and accuracy (Michel, 2017). Nevertheless, some aspects of oral fluency are
considered to be more closely related to personal traits than language proficiency itself (de Jong et al.,
2015).

To date, there has been no consensus as to which of the fluency, accuracy, or complexity
construct is a stronger indicator of speaking proficiency as the weighting of these constructs varies
depending on how speaking proficiency is conceptualized (Larsen-Freeman, 2009). For example,
accuracy and fluency are closely related because fluent speech entails the application of accurate
processing mechanisms in learners (Kormos & Dénes, 2004). The inter-relationships among the CAF
constructs are controversial because learners can produce fluent but grammatically inaccurate speech,

or speak fluently but lack a varied range of sentence structures, or speak accurately but not fluently



(Housen & Kuiken, 2009; Michel, 2017; Skehan, 2009). Therefore, it is impossible to conceptualize
one single construct without referring to the other two as all three constructs are interrelated (Hilton,
2008).

2.2 Measuring Second Language Speaking Proficiency

Second language speaking proficiency has been measured using various qualitative and
quantitative methods (Iwashita, 2010). Different researchers have used different measurements to
determine the degree to which oral production is complex, accurate, and fluent. Unsurprisingly, there
is no agreement as to which measures most accurately measure CAF because there are different
learning purposes, learners, and contexts (Housen & Kuiken, 2009; Norris & Ortega, 2009). Most
researchers, however, agree that speaking proficiency needs to be measured multidimensionally using
multiple constructs and each construct needs to be measured using multiple methods (Norris & Ortega,
2009). Studies in speaking proficiency development which used single measurement dimension (e.g.,
only fluency) have produced more positive results from the effects of intervention than studies that
used multi-dimensional measurements of complexity, accuracy, and fluency together (Bygate, 1996).
For example, studies that measured speaking proficiency development using only fluency
measurements have generally produced positive results from interventions (e.g., Ahmadian & Tavakoli,
2011; Bygate, 2001). On the other hand, studies that used syntactic accuracy measurements have very
rarely produced positive results (see Gass et al.,1999 for an exception). This lack of clarity makes the
measurement of speaking proficiency difficult and also complicates comparisons across studies (Ellis,
2009; Housen et al., 2012; Iwashita, 2010). Foster, Tonkyn, and Wigglesworth (2000) attempted to
propose reliable measurement units by examining definitions and criteria for selecting measurement
units in past studies in four leading SLA journals: Applied linguistics, Language Learning, Studies in
Second Language Acquisition, and TESOL Quarterly. They outlined the biggest problem was the lack
of definitions and explanation of measurement units. Among 87 studies they examined, only half of
those studies provided some definitions and explanations of their measurement units (Foster et al.,
2000).

2.2.1 Measuring Syntactic Complexity

It has been theoretically and empirically justified that syntactic complexity needs to be
measured using multiple measurements (Norris & Ortega, 2009; Yuan & Ellis, 2003). Most studies
measured syntactic complexity using multiple measurements because one component of complexity
(e.g., subordination) can stabilize while another component (e.g., global complexity) continues to
develop (Scott, 1988). The speaking process starts from the expression of ideas by coordinating and
sequencing single words, sentences, and clauses to an expansion by which the subordination is added

as a resource to express logical connections of ideas, and finally to the emergence of grammatical



metaphor, which leads to the advanced level of language with complex phrases (Halliday &
Mathiessen, 1999). Therefore, three sub-dimensions need to be measured to capture the development
of complexity across these processes: global complexity, complexity by subordination, and complexity
by sub-clausal or phrasal elaboration (Norris & Ortega, 2009).

Global complexity can be measured using mean length of T-units using the number of words
divided by the number of T-units (Mochizuki & Ortega, 2008; Norris & Ortega, 2009). A T-unit is
defined as an independent clause and all its dependent clauses, which means that a T-unit can be one
independent clause, or it can be one independent clause and one or more dependent clauses combined
together (Hunt, 1965). Besides T-units, C-units and AS-units are also commonly used to measure
speaking complexity because they are often considered to be more appropriate for analyzing oral data
containing ungrammatical segments (Foster et al., 2000; Norris & Ortega, 2009). Complexity by
subordination can be measured by counting all clauses in the oral data and dividing them over a
specified unit (e.g., clauses per T-unit, clauses per C-unit or clauses per AS-unit) (Elder & Iwashita,
2005). Finally, complexity by sub-clausal or phrasal elaboration can be measured using mean length
of clauses (Scott, 1988). However, while it is important to measure syntactic complexity
multidimensionally using multiple measurements, more measurements is not always better than fewer
measurements. It has been argued that there can be overlaps and redundancies in the syntactic
complexity measurement metrics as some measurements are measuring the same elements of

complexity (Norris & Ortega, 2009).

2.2.2 Measuring Syntactic Accuracy

Accuracy is considered to be the most straightforward CAF construct as it is a measure of
error-free usage of the target language (Housen & Kuiken, 2009; Michel, 2017; Mochizuki & Ortega,
2008). It can also be considered as a measure of deviations from native-speaker norms (Housen &
Kuiken, 2009). Grammatical accuracy can be measured in terms of global accuracy (Foster & Skehan,
1996) and specific types of errors (Wigglesworth, 1997). The global accuracy measurement is
considered to be the most comprehensive approach to measuring syntactic accuracy because all errors
are included despite the difficultly in establishing a consistency in the coding of errors (Iwashita et al.,
2008). Global accuracy is often measured by calculating the percentage of error-free T-units or
percentage of error-free clauses.

Error free T-units are T-units that are free from grammatical errors, including both specific
types of errors as well as other syntactic errors, such as word order errors and the omission of words.
Finally, the calculation of error-free T-units can also include syntax, morphological, and lexical choice
errors (Iwashita et al., 2008). On the other hand, measurements of specific types of errors have
analyzed linguistic features such as verb tenses, third person singulars, plural markers, prepositions,

and articles (Wigglesworth, 1997). However, while measurement of specific errors can offer detailed



descriptions of erroneous target forms, they cannot represent learners’ holistic accuracy performance
(Iwashita et al., 2008). In addition, it is more difficult to generalize the research findings of specific

error measurements to other contexts (Michel, 2017).

2.2.3 Measuring Oral Fluency

Fluency is the measurement of smoothness, rapidness, and effortless usage of the target
language (Michel, 2017). It is also considered to be the most reliable quantitative measure of speaking
proficiency (Kormos & Denes, 2004; Mora, 2006). Oral fluency is commonly measured by speed
fluency (speech rate), repair fluency (dysfluency markers), and breakdown fluency (pauses)
(Chambers, 1997; Freed, 2000; Lennon, 1990; Mora, 2006). Speech rate is a common indicator of
speed fluency and it refers to the number of syllables produced per minute while articulation rate also
refers to the number of syllables per minute but excluding pausing time (Tavakoli & Skehan, 2005).
Speech rate is considered to be a valid measurement of speed fluency because it considers different
word lengths (Kormos & Denes, 2004; Mora, 2006). Mean length of runs is another measure of speed
fluency where it measures the average number of syllables between pauses (de Jong, 2016). Despite
the cut-off point of pause length is controversial, it is accepted that mean length of run is the
measurement of the number of syllables between pauses of 0.25 seconds and longer (Kormos & Dénes,
2004; Lennon, 1990). Repair fluency can be indexed by measurements such as reformulations,
repetitions, false starts, and replacements (Skehan, 2003). Finally, breakdown fluency is measured by
filled and unfilled pauses.

The role of filled and unfilled pauses in measuring breakdown fluency is controversial as
previous studies with smaller number of participants indicated that measuring filled and unfilled
pauses can help to distinguish fluent speakers from non-fluent speakers (Freed, 2000; Lennon, 1990;
Riggenbach, 1991). However, other studies with larger number of participants found that filled and
unfilled pauses do not correlate with overall ratings of oral fluency (Kormos & Dénes, 2004). The
measurement of filler pauses include sounds such as mmm, eeeh, aaah, ano, and eto. Some L2 learners
naturally use more filler pauses in their speech than others as it is considered to correlate with their L1
proficiency (de Jong et al., 2015). The measurement of unfilled pauses is more ambiguous as different
researchers defined it differently ranging from 0.28 to 3.0 seconds (Riggenbach, 1991; Towell, 2002).
For measuring unfilled pausing, mean length of pauses is calculated by dividing the total length of

pauses above 0.2 seconds by the total number of pauses above 0.2 seconds (Towell et al., 1996).

3. Conclusion
This paper reviewed existing literature on the conceptualization and measurement of second
language speaking proficiency. There are different definitions of L2 speaking proficiency because

there are different learning purposes, learners, and contexts. While there are different definitions of L2



speaking proficiency, it can still be conceptualized in terms of complexity, accuracy, and fluency
(CAF). However, despite L2 speaking proficiency has been conceptualized, there was no agreement
as to which measurements most accurately and effectively measure the CAF triad. Past studies
reviewed in this paper suggest that each CAF construct needs to be measured multidimensionally using
multiple measurements. Complexity can be measured in terms of global complexity, complexity by
subordination, and complexity via sub-clausal or phrasal elaboration. Accuracy can be measured in
terms of global accuracy and specific error accuracy, using percentage of error free T-units and the
number of specific errors such as verb tenses, third person singulars, plural markers, prepositions, and
articles. Fluency can be measured in terms of speed fluency, repair fluency, and breakdown fluency
using speech rate, the number of reconstructions (e.g., reformulations, repetitions, false starts, and
replacements) as well as unfilled and filled pauses. While controversies over the conceptualization and
measurement of second language speaking proficiency continue, it is important for teachers and

researchers not to be discouraged by these controversies and to try to work toward dismantling them.
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HCRRBRERTERES L8O

HF S8BT

1. [IC®IT

SMEFEFEICRB O CEME S T BN EE 2B 2 ) Z SIIAL B SN TE Y (Domyei &
Ryan, 2015) ., ShEGFEFEZETE BV TH, #H8O11I3EEEY A X (Tanaka, 2013, 2017), ¥
F5E5 (Zheng,2012) . ¥ Sl (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2009) 72 &, & % & F Al %%
ERIFTZERRESNTND, LML, —OICEEST EES->TH, NENEIESIT, 4t
AT 72 & T ONFITEMICEL D, BT OBRYZERDMNEREFE OfE 4 Ol
EWE BT Z LML TWS2 (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015) . 528 I #EE 5
WEE~O XL & R fiHET 5671 - BEICED X I BV E LT DT NEIAHOE E
Thbd, €I T, A TIE, AEFEEEFEICBWT, S-S OB ZERN A CIERE
P HEHREINKITT B OV TR 2,

2. ATHRSE

ARFZE T, S & L CH O ER R (Ryan & Deci,2017) Z#EM+ 5720, T O
Hh ZZTikR%, HOREHRR TIX, BSTIE, RE< 3 (NEMEIE-SIT . S50
TS, MEE) (OB S, VMO T, S HIC4FE (AT, [ —HauR
H M ANITREE, SMURRES) IS b SD, 2D OIS O T TR b H SR EN:
(AN OFEWEE-SITIZTNRNEIE-SIT TH 0 . AT, F—HRE, B Ah
HOREEE . AhROFEEE . SR ONEIC E O EMEORRE MRS 5, NS I, HEE
DHDONRRELL , ZNEBME - L7200 9 B ORI SIE X 2 2 A0RICHS < B
BT TH D, — ., EIHEITIEE ST S W ARVIREER RS, £72. SEENESITIX
W72 EANTERICE > TEHESIT 6N DO TH Y | SNEGEHEE QLI THW L
TV DX, [F—HATHEE, B AFLAUFHEE, SARURHEE D 3 TH D, [RI—HATREIL, il
i, BEMEICESS DT T, SERFE OGS, SEREIPES O LM 2 5 DICEEE
DNDEEREFE AT O 7 ERX ZAUTH Y T 5, B ANURYFRER L, B ELL OMERHIZ B o 2 i
DU T, EEFEOLGA . FRAEL VEEENNRWVERT LW LREFEEE (T O 7 80
ZAUTHEYS T B, £ LC, SRR, R AN BRI K o TRl S LTV D REER FE
L. P EOEE . 7 A N TOWAEEEIRY 720 ) BRERFE 21T 5 72 E0N 23
%, HOREMH (Ryan & Deci, 2017) (ZBW T, B OREMEO @WNREIRE ST & [F
—HRAUTREIL, AREIRE ST & S SMEREFE 1TV TH BREAEIE ST AN R EHE
PRITIE < #E ST D (Noels i, 2020) .,

ST AT, O OB ERNEEL KT T x5 L LTH O ERE T HRE /)



ZEYD EF5H, ZHUTIE Tseng fthh (2006) D B CLFAREGEHEFEEES) (self-regulated capacity
in vocabulary learning; SRCVoc) %23 %, Tseng fill (2006) @ H CF¥EREREEEES 1T,
Dérnyei (2001) @D H BT 2T LAOPSHAZ S LIER SO T, Ao &
B OMEICERZLETEbDOTHD, £/o, HOWEBRTEENISHE (21 y P A
MR, A ZFRARYFREE . DRIBIREE R TR, BRI (IS hD, 22T, %
H O a7 e ) O & RIIE H O — 61 % . Mizumoto & Takeuchi (2012) TfEfH &
N AARGERZSIH L TRT, 23y M AV NEIL, BEAERT 2D S b
DT, ERREEICE., FEEZMEL TV DLR, (—EROHEZR UL ED) B
DALCTBIEZERT H2E THRV T D) R EVNH D, A X BMAITEIL, £ 1% Fifke
SHTY | FRAE IR L LW DIC WD E=4 U o 72V HEERE ), B RRIE H
(i, TRER MR DIFCIE, R A <P CTRIEI LIS LW DI H 27 Y OFfhl7
RN FafioTWnD ] REBDH D, LRFFFEIT, FHEFEOBBIZIMY ke, ¥EHE
MDD b0 LT HFERENCEADL b OT, EFHEE T, [FEREA MR L TV CRIE
R, FEAEEE T 27-OICAOR 0 E a2y hu— VT 5 FiEEZ > TW5D | 78R
o5, EIEFTHEIL, FERHCE T 2 BEAGBORC A F LR 722 G OFRERE DD b O
T, ERMEBICE, TREREZMWE L TODRIC, EEDA L AZMET 57200 A5 7
DOFETTHRE LTS R ENH 5, BREFEIL, FHEWT 5 X O R ER & HEbR
THFERENCEHDL L O T, ERMEE I, IFEEAMIRL TV DR, FE L TSR
BOGINGEE T EHICHE Y TR (S8 L) EEUGAICIE, EORMBEERR L
EHLT D) B D, Tseng fll (2006) (%, FERERIA W& E HWT, Zhd SIKT
MO 5 H OGRS T ERE )T T NV OZEYE, FEEDH2ICE N EE R LTS, E
72, Tseng & Schmitt (2008) %, EEESIFIZEDWGEEFEET V2L L. B RS
B E AR N RIS RER AR B L KT T 2 L 2 LN LTS, Ll mifi Tl
Nk olT, MO OEMAER (WRVERE-S T, EEEE) A CIEREERTER IO
B AR (RGN, BREES) ICEORIREVE LT TNEIAHOEETH L, £
T, AAFZETIE, LT OMMERE AR ET Do

- WIS T E QIR R E RN E DO X O B A KT T O,

3. R
3.1 AEWSIE

ARBFFEO T 1BV, EEEM AL O A 179 4 Th o 1o, R B ITERE &
LTS 2~ (1 =2 45%)) OWGERAZEE L Tz, FEEFEEIL. REEOREITB
T e LTSN, mRRERICHTET 2 F3MThil TV,



3.2 Bk

AAFFRIZI N THW A EHT, BB ISR 2851 & B CisEsEm /e 21
LEMMTH 5, FERETE KT 28-S 41 5 Z #KICIX Tanaka (2017) &M e, Z
i, B EHR (Ryan & Deci, 2017) (2H:-3< 5 K+ (PIEHIENE-S T, [R—HRADFREE
0 AFURFREE, SMEREE . IEN) . B 25 HE O R 2EMETH D, —F, B OIS
FEEBENTOWTIL, Aifi Tl 7= Tseng fill (2006) @ 5 [K 20 T H H 5 7¢ 2 B R,
Self-regulated capacity in vocabulary learning (SRCVoc) @ H AGERFR (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2012)
R LTz, AR IFITIL 6 fFETHIZ 2R, WEE B IZ DWW T, 8T &7 9 Al
AL AT 7,

B RO R - OIEFEMEIZ DUV Tid, Winsteps 3.80.0 (Linacre,2013) ZfEH L, 7 v =
ZEREEEMELREEEI L, —RmIC, WI—BHOHRIZIZZ vy 7 o OEEIE
0.70 FREEIZMEETZ & Svd  (Démyei, 2003) . AWFZE TR L72 10 R0 5 5 7 K+ (B
ST T L 5 WL, AZRMAITE, REMRE) 2oV TiE, Wb EEERED
0.70 & L[El> Tk Y | +oREEENHER I, —FH, VO 3 FFIZ O TIETR
<L 3Ty b A MEE GRS DRIERIRRRE OE MR BN E N E 4L 0.63, 0.59, 0.57
Thole, Elo, BIEFEIZOWTL, FEEZMUR L TWTA ML AZE LD L, T<I
IR A RO NWEE S | LW THENI AT 4 NHHTH D EHES N, ZOHBITN
F—EMEIC D EREZ RIT L T2 OHIBR L F%Y 3 HE 2 BIEREOREICHEH L,
T TIE, AMVEZ BRI L2 170 & DOF — X Z 5t dxtg & L=,

4. RER
4.1 FoaHeEt

F 11X, ABFECHER L-8E-S 1T B L O A a2 S e ) O &K 1O ftik st &
TyvianYy hCRLELDOTHD, BH, 0.0 2y FOEITFEHIELFRT 720 (Bond
fih, 2021) . EOEITEEMELL EA R L, AOMEITESELL T 2R, ROFEOFER /17 O
O OFFEE L CiE, SRS T % BRSSO D Z DO R+ DDA D
EIZ/e > TWD Z &b, FEREFEIT T 28BS T AMRWEANICH 5 2 & 3 b5, FFIC,
WIRIEIE S 1T DRI NBEZE TH 275, EBEEDNADEIZ > TV D720, BE-S1T 5T
WRWDIT TRV, —J, HOREREEFHEIICOW T, T TORTFIZBWT, &
DL 7> TWNDHZ b, BEHEBERETFEBRN O ZNZEES RWHEAICH D L F %
Al

42 H CREREL BRI L THIT 288517

ST D 5 [KF2MIZAE, 58 CERER T EHENZIERER L L. AT v T UA X
HEIC X D ERBIRSN A S ETT>72, HTI21% SPSS 24 (IBM Corp., 2016) Z{HH L=, &k
12, 23y MRV NEEEERAER L LICGA O R E~T, BEBRET L (R? = .17,
F (2,167) =16.56,p<.001) Ti&., WIMEWESIT (1=3.62,p<.001) &HLY AFLHIFREE (¢
=345,p=.001) B2y b A FHEOTHICHE T, SBBEFEHICRLAZ B LD,
HELAMFRFSE S 2 LIGERT 28 SR EVIEE ., BEEERT DR 103 m
Nz 5 Z ERHL Mo T,



1 FLalHeE!

95% CI

M SE LB UB SD
PFERIEEE D 1T -1.28 16 -1.59 -0.97 2.04
A — 1R -0.27 14 —0.55 0.02 1.88
He ) A AT -1.61 23 -2.07 -1.14 3.06
CANIORLES 0.10 16 -0.21 0.42 2.11
B -0.64 18 -0.99 -0.28 2.34
a3y b AV IR -0.12 .08 -0.29 0.05 1.10
A SR IE ~0.14 12 -0.38 0.09 1.55
TN ORI -0.09 .07 -0.23 0.04 0.91
SR AR R -0.02 .10 -0.21 0.18 1.28
PR GE -0.19 .08 -0.34 -0.03 1.05

fHk 2 12, A Z PRI A B & LB A O Ra T, k2T T L (R2=.12,
F (2,167) =11.62,p<.001) Tix, WNEREWESIT (1=3.78,p<.001) &HO ANAJFREE (¢
=1.98,p=.049) N A ZRBHHTHEO THNCAE T, FBEFHICE LA RAH LY, A%
DEMRFSE L Z LICERT 28BS NEWIEE | BRI E2 RS20 | iRz <3<
FTHIEIX L L2 W FREERE D DS mV MEIC B o T,

K 312, DAEFIFRRE A ER AR L LG a O/ R EZRT, &R ET Vv (R2=.15,
F (2,167) =14.67,p<.001) TliL, NIEMERESIT (1=4.93,p<.001) &HRJFRTE (1=-2.46,
p=.015) POLAEERIFREO FRNCAE T, SRy EICE L A% AT 2 LICER T 2 8
SITMNEVIE L, FEETE OBE S OFEGREN BEVEIANC S 72, —T7, LW EGESCHNL
2G5 L MNAESTI D Z LICTRRT 28O R EWVIE L FERTE OIBE S O
BEJJIE D > T2,

ik 412, BIERRE A EBER L LTEGa O R Z R T, fokieET L (R?=.15F (2,
167) =14.13,p<.001) Tix, NFEMERESIT (1=5.13,p<.001) & HEEHE (1=2.81,p=.006)
DEGEHEOTRNCAHE Ch o7, BFEFHICRE L AL AT Z SICER L8 T 2
BWVINEE, A N L ABIEETIE T 2N EWEEICH - 72, o, — R, TR
FOWCb RA 20, EEREOREREWVITE, R b L ARG &S 2B 23 @ WMEANIC &
DT EWPpIroT,

fHe% 512, BREBIHERAZMEBAK L LISA O R2 7T, KEINRET LV (R?=12,F (2,
167) =10.95,p<.001) TiL, B Y ANEJFHEE (¢1=3.10,p=.002) & NREHIENIHESIT (1=2.65,
p=.009) PEREFEOTRNCAET, HRFHICHELAZRML LY, BELEHER S
52 EICERT 28 ST A EmVIEE ., FE AT D X O RN ER & BERR, ST 5 6E
JIDIEMEFNZ 8 o 7z,

PUbZElddé FEE SR THT 5 H CdEEREEEIIR 20X 912725, N



FERIEIRE ST, B ANEOFEE, EEEE, enEh, 5 T RT (2 3y b AV MR,
A S GRAMEGFIR DRI, AR, BREGHTE) . 2R (DAVRRRIEIR, AT &
Br< 3FE (=X w M A M. A ZRRMADIHEE, BREEHE) | 1A (RIEHEE) OIEDT
HRFTH o7, —F7, SR ORIBRFEO RO FHIRFTH Y | [F—HAsEE L
DA EREFRRFEEN B ARICTH Lo T,

F2 AMEBEOTNAEICHAT 2 A R R ERES

RIZH ELPE
PRI S ST (23w b Ay Nl A X RANBGTEE, DEOSIRIAE.,
RN, BABTIRTE)
A — B 0 14
OPNGT L 3RT (AT b A N, A X RMITRNE, BRLARE)
SR LHF (DHRaRIE)
B 1R GRS
5. B

ARWFFETIE, BifS 03 B O R R R IS RIT TR EBIC OV TR LTz, R N
FEHENE S 5@ T UEEVIE Y, ST T o A ClRER P ERE N bE < 2 oA H
D ENHILMNI o7, HOERERTEENL, FEPICEET SRIBEICHL L, T
ENRINCATZ D £ O \CHHET DHRED) 9703, WRMIBIEE- ST B IR2, IHENZE D D Hv%
L, ENEMEELIZWE WD HE ORI SEEEZ AHCRICESSEES T TH 57
W, ZHELRATREMEICEBET S NPV ARELEZOND, D b, #
BENRONATZAD LT D LTI ELTETCNDLENIZLEEZDLTHA I,

—J . HOWREEDOR BIRWIMOFHRE, 262 TS L TWOZRVARIETH 5 MBI
[ZOWTIE, EEE L 0 LM A EVIE D 25 H OGRS B BB L KIET
Z DAL o T, EEES ST AIUTEWVIEE, A R LRI EL KR TE, EE O
BRIV RN ERHA LN R o2, —RAREICEbN S Z R b EGESLER B
ThodIZ LICBRT 2R S L, SBRTFEICEREZE LT ROK bR, LAl
FNEITI ZEBRDOOENDIRPLTFIZH D870, EliEE 2 F<HE LR S 50
ke & 2t MEME & ISR OBIRIZIE, 2O X I R ENTND O L
N, —J7, SRR EWE L R E OBRIOBE S AL, 2T ) R TE
TWRWMERANZSH D Z LR oTz, 7 A M TRWVREDED 720, BALBIZ LW L #
Mz 32T s 2 LICERT 2SI AEmWESIE, FEBEERICK D2 RHET. BHOR
I L THEESC) FEHZT>TNLIDOTHA D,

ET, INLOERNOBONDIHEBIIRBIIED L D bDTHA I, £, BEH
FEERERERENTHR L CHO NRMEE ST DSBS R B2 RITT 2 LR SNz Z &
O, PEEEEOBIIIFE BRISE LAE BINE 5 K5 ZEiN TR LINFNEIES T 4 &



DTV BEWEN R I N, FFIC, MERH ThoThH, BALDTZDH, T A RO &
S TR L > TEES 1T 5TV A58, FEPBET, 2Nz mwikT 5068 L
WEE L TWD Z EBRHOENTR oo, BICERFESNGRELE L CERTE 21TH) L o8
WA 2O TR RENTOHRERETE i, FEEFEHIBENAZE LT 5225 K HE<
VERHLTHA D,

TS OB ERPNEFEFE O 2 OMHEICE e 2 EZRIFTZ i L<mbi
TW572 (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015) . ABFFETIL, %S OERZERD A O EEE 5
TN U TH R DELE FMIET 2 LD LI/ > 72, Tseng & Schmitt (2008) D HEhES
FIZEAS WGBS E T MICB W THEIE SN K 512, B CsEsERES R L, FEEEm
AR PR B A RIETERDO—D>Th b, BEFEH IR R LI VHLNIT D72
(T A ERERE RSB ISR T 5 B iR R EEE ). £ L CES T O S 522 201580
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k1 HEROPTOMR (23 v B A2 M)

B SE B B t p
Step 1~ PVFERIEIRE ST 0.14 .05 26 3.07 .003
QN V= 0.09 03 24 2.97 003
PAN RS —-0.03 .04 -.06 —0.81 419
B 0.03 04 .06 0.64 524
[l —fR AR 0.03 .06 .05 0.52 .603
Step2  PVFERIEIFE ST 0.15 .04 28 3.53 001
0 AFRyFEE 0.09 03 25 3.12 002
PN ki -0.03 .04 -.05 —0.74 459
e 0.02 .04 .04 0.45 654
Step3  WFERIEIRE SIS 0.14 04 26 3.63 .000
) ARy 0.09 03 26 3.52 001
PANIOE ki -0.03 .04 -.06 —0.85 394
Step 4~ PIFERIEIES IS 0.14 .04 26 3.62 .000
) ARy 0.09 03 25 3.45 001

VE. Step 1: R?=.172, F(5, 164) = 6.793, p < .001; Step 2: R>=.170, F(4, 165) = 8.460, p <.001; Step
3: R2=.169, F(3, 166) = 11.267, p < .001; Step 4: R>=.166, F(2, 167) = 16.562, p <.001.



fHek2 BEEUFOHT ORER (X X BENIFTEE)
B SE B Ji t p
Step 1 PNZERUEIHESIT 0.21 07 28 321 .002
B AFLHgEE 0.06 .04 12 1.48 140
PANIOEics -0.06 .06 -.09 -1.14 257
SR 0.07 .06 10 1.11 268
[] —FAL A AL 0.07 .08 .09 0.88 380
Step2  PNZERUEIHESIT 0.23 .06 31 3.82 .000
B AFLHEE 0.07 .04 13 1.67 097
PANIOEics -0.06 .06 -.08 -1.02 311
R 0.04 .05 07 0.79 428
Step3  PNIEHUEIEES T 0.22 .06 28 3.81 .000
i QU V=l 0.08 .04 16 2.09 038
PANIO it -0.06 .05 -.09 -1.21 229
Step4  PNFEHUEIEES T 0.21 .06 28 3.78 .000
i QU V=l 0.08 .04 15 1.98 .049

VE. Step 1: R2=.137, F(5, 164) = 5.216, p < .001; Step 2: R =.133, F(4, 165) = 6.335, p <.001; Step
3: R2=.130, F(3, 166) = 8.254, p < .001; Step 4:

i3 HmEIFEDHT O R (DEIEFFTHE)

R>=.122, F(2, 167) = 11.620, p < .001.

B SE B [ t p
Step 1 WFEHIEIES T 0.18 .04 40 4.65 .000
PANIOEics -0.07 .03 -.15 -2.06 041
R 0.04 .04 .10 1.04 299
[ — AR -0.02 .05 -.05 —0.47 638
i QU V=l 0.00 .02 01 0.18 .860
Step2  WFEHIENES T 0.18 .04 40 4.85 .000
PANEOEics -0.07 .03 -.15 -2.07 .040
R 0.04 .03 .10 1.21 227
[ — AR -0.02 .05 -.04 -0.45 654
Step3  WNZFEHIEIEEDIT 0.17 .03 39 5.19 .000
PANEOEics —0.07 .03 -.16 -2.19 .030
R 0.05 .03 12 1.57 119
Step4  NZFEHIENEEDIT 0.16 .03 35 4.93 .000
PANEOkics -0.08 .03 -.18 —-2.46 015

VE. Step 1: R2=.163, F(5, 164) = 6.388, p < .001; Step 2: R? =163, F(4, 165)=8.024, p <.001; Step
3: R2=.162, F(3, 166) = 10.683, p < .001; Step 4: R> = .149, F(2, 167) = 14.670, p < .001.



ka4 ERUROPTORIEK (RIETHE)

B SE B Ji t p
Step 1 PNZERUEIHESIT 0.24 .05 38 439 .000
SR 0.12 .05 22 2.42 017
PANIOEics -0.07 .05 -.12 -1.58 116
[] —FAL A AL 0.03 .07 .05 0.50 618
B AFLHEE -0.01 .03 -.03 —-0.42 674
Step2  PNZERUEIHESIT 0.23 .05 37 4.43 .000
SR 0.11 .05 21 2.46 015
PANIOEics -0.07 .04 -.12 -1.65 .100
[ — P A i 0.03 .06 .04 0.43 666
Step3  PNIEHUEIEES T 0.24 .05 38 5.15 .000
R 0.10 .04 19 2.53 012
PANIO it -0.07 .04 -.12 -1.61 110
Step4  NIEHUENEESIT 0.24 .05 38 5.13 .000
R 0.11 .04 21 2.81 .006

VE. Step 1: R2=.160, F(5, 164) = 6.234, p < .001; Step 2: R =.159, F(4, 165)=7.787, p <.001; Step
3: R2= 158, F(3, 166) = 10.370, p < .001; Step 4: R? = .145, F(2, 167) = 14.130, p < .001.

ks ERUROPT ORISR (BRETHE)

B SE B [ t p
Step 1 HuYD AFLHIRHEE 0.09 .03 26 3.12 .002
WFERIENEED 1T 0.06 .04 13 1.45 150
[ — R A 0.05 .05 .09 0.93 355
R -0.03 .04 -.07 -0.79 429
PANEOEics -0.01 .04 -.01 -0.13 .894
Step2  HUY AFLHIFHEE 0.09 .03 25 3.14 .002
WFERIENEES 1T 0.07 .04 13 1.48 142
[ — AR 0.05 .05 .09 0.92 359
R -0.03 .04 -.07 -0.79 433
Step3  HUYD AfUAUFR#EE 0.08 .03 23 3.08 .002
WNFERIENEED 1T 0.07 .04 14 1.58 115
[ — AR R 0.07 .05 13 1.50 136
Step4  HUD AfURJFRHEE 0.08 .03 23 3.10 .002
WNFERIENES 1T 0.10 .04 20 2.65 .009

VE. Step 1: R2=.131, F(5, 164) =4.947, p < .001; Step 2: R =131, F(4, 165)=6.216, p <.001; Step
3: R2=.128, F(3, 166) = 8.101, p < .001; Step 4: R>=.116, F(2, 167) = 10.951, p < .001.
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1. IXCHIT

SR AERE (L2) FEEZ DS L FEGHICEW T, FEE OIS OEE
PEIE, #RVIR LS TE TV 5 (e.g., Domyei, 1994; Dormyei & Ushioda, 2011; J&#x, 2015;
Lasagabaster, Doiz, & Sierra, 2014), 1980 #-{{(Z Gardner & 23R LA HEET VIL, 5F
T ERREBE OB S T O L 72 o 72 (e.g., Gardner, 1985, 2000; Gardner, Lalonde, &
Moorcroft, 1985), 1990 AU A - TH b ILIw B MEFGR (Weiner, 1992) 72 & OHEH LIF-O
HHEGNTEH &5 X 912720, 7273 T Deci and Ryan (1985, 2000, 2002) O#EET 25 H A
DB (self-determination theory: SDT) (252U /= L2 “#RHFH O @S ITAFZEN, AALZ &
%< OFETHEM I I, BHIEICE > TV 5D (e.g, Agawa, 2020; Noels, Pelletier, Clement, &
Vallerand, 2000; Shelton-Strong & Mynard, 2020; ' 2013), JT4F L2 Ehf-S T 781380 12 =
AL TE Y. SDT O L2 E/L 7 2 2T L(e.g., Dornyei, 2009), #HEME PG (e.g., Dormyei,
Maclntyre, & Henry, 2016), Directed Motivational Currents (e.g., Dérnyei, Henry, & Muir, 2016)73
EDORAZ M LIZHHER R STV D, HFFEOEMR & LTI 2000 LR, BES
EIZHER L, L2 #EEOEES T 2 &0 2 IEEDM RN ZEELINTND (e.g., B,
2006; FHH, 2010, Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010), AFIX, ZEGHIZIST DEANT L HIFE L5
HEOHES T OMDLY DR TH, BN OEFEFEECHMITIOND [SEICLDE
L 74—y 7] 20 B, 260z R LIEET NS f& SDT OIS
Tifkim 9 Do

2. HCOWREH

SDT IZEWE DI — X ICBI D 2 AFEMNER CThH 0 . AR —Y | @, EFEZOM, ZiGicb
72 DHFGE 8 T DO GMEN R EN TV (Deci & Ryan, 2008), HARIZI 1T 5D EFL 238 ~
DEFES T 2 A L7 SDT HHE L EEA AT TE Y | RRICEATTRHERPE LN TN D
(e.g., Agawa & Takeuchi, 2016, 2017; #K, 2011; 4%, 2006; HH, 2013),

SDT Tix, ARNFAEMIC 3 SOLBRRCKR (RENE, BIMRME, BEME~OFCR) ZFfo
TS E LTS (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 2002), Z L5 DHCRDOEFEIZOWT, EEDIT—i%
%7 /3—7 % Deci and Ryan (2L 5 b DL, ZDOJEWEFKE HAIZET % EFL BEEOH T
BRI A 72 DER 1 ITTRT,



7 1: SDT 3 4kK @ Deci & Ryan (2 X % &7 & EFL BT ICIGH L7-E 5%

i Deci & Ryan |35 F 5 HAOEFLERC L AL FH
Higft B OFBoE2ETHNE LT HH (Decl & Ryan, 2002),  FEEHF, MBLTEBETICHIMEAE VECSHEK (Agawa
autonomy  H B0 AR HERICH-FTEHELEVEFSHETH (Deci& & Takeuchi, 2016).
Ryan, 2002), FEEN, HRMIEEEEIINESECEBUAE (B
2006).
BEROFEAIVETRENTHY, ELBERE LvLwSHR
R (5. 2006).

HHE Tehee DEAFBHEERL, BEO ETEBRTTAR 2 HBoEXRMTEEREBLE Y, BEFTELLINRIEVEYS
competence  §% 5 #= 1 by SETHE (Deci & Ryan, 2002). 7K (Agawa & Takenchi, 2016)
EROEBLIIER IR EEESE L, ERORE
RENETT HoFRE v (B 2006).

R RE fltEFL ot o T T, HEEERY, ooy oThs EEER, Be MR DRSS S IEs
relatedness iz, Fiz, MEE—HIC BV, 2322 T = lIFEL TV v RREUSIE (B 2006).
HE R EHAT (Dec & Ryan, 2002) . HIrA-b R B SE HERE, FhiwbeaiiR
(Agawa & Takeuchi 2016),

SDT (X FE 7z, HEEWE, SREAVEHESIT, NENEIES T LD 3 DD X A T OERESIT
ZEE L TW5D (Deci & Ryan, 2000; 2002), HEEE & 1T RCOKDRWIRETH Y | K55
FETE 2L, TR T A HEEGE R LT D L9 RIRETH 5, IRICHMEIEIE S
T ATEIZ DL O TIEE RS  ATENCES TR Z 72 VAR ENTZY 56 O % HRYIZITE)
ZERZTIRETH D, HIZITHEMEZTRS (BRY) 72OICRELE R (TE) LW aH5E
AT 5 (BI) T2DIZRGEA IR (TTE) L TWAEERENINICHIZD, II5
HIENEE S T IZIX S BIZHID WS ER H Y | HEEEE ISV IREED & NFBYEIEE S 112 ik
EE TV O0ORENR S D (X 1), REICHNIEHEWES I, TEIZ0 b DEZ S LT
TEZEZTRETH D, EREFEFICY UIDTERD L, TEZO L ONHE T, Hik
FETLZEHERRELOOTHIET A2 BAN Zchiz b,

IO OEEST &R 3 ACRO TR EAWICITRRER R H 5 & S TEH Y (Deci &
Ryan, 2000; 2002), AHEME. BIFRME, HHME~ORCRA M- Sl s 513 8, A
WNHHNZERES T B, W 3RO TR ESVRIRN & AIICERE ST oh b & Sh
TW5, SDTIZHIT L HOHRE (BokFE) OB EEEST X A 72X 11277,
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2 @S & E o D IREEIE OB & BE T AMF] (Dornyei, 2001. p. 29 & —HHZE)

L2 “FE B OB ST 2 @6 572D DI A IEIZ-DOW T Dérnyei (2001)1%, i« OEE S
DOIRPNZEST2 b DERY ANDREFZLIBRRTND, 2O Lix, HDHITAD, FEHED
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ST OERER D NIHFELXFE L TINAEELTINC L TEEEELZ 7 L= L,
BERUCIRM EB 2 OND TEEICLDHIEL - 74— RN 7| & SATHIZEICEKILL T
AT ZEET D, Eol R LIEEBENABRREOFEERIIH L TIREEZ b DHH
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4.2 KBRS R

Ahmad, Abdullah, and Ghani (2014) (%, A AT LRNANFARHE OKFAEICHGEEZHZ T
VD T & P S HETR A A S L. FE - D AW TV A EENA L Z OB RIZONT
deam L7, A ORER, KEE ST HOFE B L CERICLIME LA THLZ L
DR STz, BARIICIE TR E O\EEM A L CHRaR S o4 BHE L T &
D1, IFHE ORI ICHREZ R T & &I E T, THEETE I L THEEMN KRS & 5t
BCEDEORFEET D) REThoT,

H AR D HEFEFEE 2 (BT LI2FRICIL, B (2006;2011) 238 5, EEAR(Q2011) TiL, 3
DD RFEDNILFR, HEFR, HEARO W& B4 5 REEE 3 355 44 & /PR IE R
PEZIT o7z, TOREE., RIS ITORWEEFIIL (HhE L2 BEEZ3R LY
T4 ZEE THENRECTMAZMET ) 2 EORMERRINTE,

I OFEREZ SDT O 3 EKIZIES LTHE XD & HAHFEDON AN K-S IT O
WP EEICEENEE L EZBLONIONTOE Y 3B S, £7. Ahmad &
(2014) TrRENT- [FREFE OEEME AP L CHRFEFEOMMEZ M L TH 5 5 ) 1L, K
ST RIC ZZRDBBO LN D FIEE LB X b D, FEE~OEIE ST I, 1»hen
RV OIGFELFH LTV DHEIL, FEEFEHOMEN R TE T, 00 STV LR &+
STWHTHAH, £ CHRFEFHOEEMAZMP L, MEZEMLTHH 5 2 EA2RETI
ATFIEIE, THS U CHEsE2 3 1T Y #7272\ | (Agawa & Takeuchi, 2016) &9 | EEE D
HEMES~OHCREZFET 2 Z L2010 fRE L THCRERZ M- 8-S 2
DL EPIFFTE D, —HTIOMNAIZ, EEESITREIITNRBIRENTH A 5, HKih
I MR @ WEEE L, BICEFEFE OMEEZ NS ETWH LB LD )
LThbH, ZOLI)RFEBICKD CHFHFEHOEEMZRLTH, ELDOHREFE~DE
IR LR E RNV TH A9,

RIZ Ahmad © (2014) @ [FEFORBFICEELZ R~RT E EHITMET) Z IOV Tk
i L7, AREIE S I REO FEF D, BEEFE ST 5 ADEIE L F o T\ D Z &3
ROV, O XD RADORIE A BN EFET S Z L, FEEOEBE ST EICHR
DToH A DD Reeve (1996) 1%, HEMNEEMN L DEEOTFEHEFEDKIEEZ TAND Z
CICE-o T, FEHFTARMZZE SN TWD EELOND EFELTWD, ZOMiIzh,
FEFEOREIINL TR E %295 (Reeve & Jang, 2006) = & X°, YHFOKEFH 2 HMET 5
(Deci, Vallerand, Pelletrier, & Ryan, 1991) Z & 723, HEXEO HELE L THIF LTV S,

BENZR S DEED, FEEOKF O ZHRT 5 2 L WFEFEOBEME~ORCR A 72
TOITRETHA DM, ZHUL, BN FEEOREZSE LN LIk FEEFITH
NS DENRT Ly vy —%E LD EEVNELS 20 . ZOFERE b OITE ZHiHl L T
WOHRE AR OZ LN TEDLLMINTEL O, LL, HIZFEEFEOKFHLEZZITANDLTE
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JTIE, FEASOBESMEIZEE LW TH A D, Ahmad b (2014) 23R L72r AFIEICIE T
HEOBIG IR~ L L BITET) (THED) L H 5, L FEE O/ OKEITH
e~ T TR MELEEZTEE~ORVMAEZET Z & T, FEITHEZEZRML L
LT HNALEL DD, ZOXHIZ NEIGOMRME — [hE L) W) BEEA T = &
T, HESTORWFEZE ThH-oTH, IO E LEZZITANRSLT R EBZHND,
ZOMNTE, B L FEEOEHEBBROMEIC L HET 5159, BN EEE O
BRESICHEAMET 5 Z &%, FEHENOAHIUL [ ZOREITFE N Db, RN 5] &
WU DI EZORNDTEA D, EEIBIE 2 > 72198 T, FEENIGE~D B E 2 TK
ZRBROOEDIZHERH T 5TV 5D (Agawa & Ueda, 2013; Kikuchi & Sakai, 2009;
Sakai & Kikuchi, 2009) Z & 725 % Zifil & FEFH ORI EE OMESITICH 2 58T
REWZ LD N D, B ST ORWFEFICHLFTED 2 & T, FEHEILERE~D
BRR A= AIEEES B D, AR (2006) 1, EHEES I A ERAVK VR F 1L, i & DB
IR & 9 e B3R A R AR B D L LT, FEZ 0L O~OBIES T AME
WFEEEI T 2 BRME~ORCR TR O BEEMEZ R LTV 5,

4.3 REIEOTEE

EERE ST REORM & U CBTIFE CHE STV 2 D1, ISV - T, (KBS
BEOFEF IR TN ADOERE N ETHD (HF,2010; KRR, 2011), 9 TLZ e\ B
ST EFREIE TV DL FEFIL, JGEFE M L CTHEMBE N & 5720, Hhlin b
DFENITICIE LT VDL EEZ b D, BRI AN OWTERIT THE L B
EXELIEVT L) & THENZECIMM AR ZE0RIMEELTRLTND, #iDOE
7 a vy Tk E 1T, ZD O NTEEE ST LA TH D,

IKEhE SIS B2 2 MEE ST O E LT, BL0EE T aw RTkT 2 ET%
FFomVBINLTZ0 32 2 L ~OZIEE e Z L3S D (FERR, 2006), =D Z &b Bk
SUBHIRE L CUE, WEEEE ~OmM 0 A% L0 EERIICITS X5 BRI L, LEIG Uiz
4= RNy 7 EH 25T, BEE~OBKRERRETE D EELX DD,

4.4 FEBF - BERER

H AN KA 2 )P I E RG22 520 L 7= 7 A 2 — Q01302 L % & HENREFR,
KEAE T ORFVEFEEICLE S TRDIRDEEIHAL LT IHENLE N EZRBO LN E
LEZF 5], THEDN, FEOFEREHEANCZIT L, EHZKIINT TV FELFET ],
EAORRE), b L2 ED D) 25T b, FHEIC TED LR ICEE-ST
NEED EDEIENE -T2 EbMEINTWD,

H AN 524 2 6P 82124 T - T2 3% -S 1T BFSEIC Sugita and Takeuchi (2010) 238 5, JEEEA
FFFThHLHF2FEADIFETFE~OEE ST LHENAORKREFHE LA [4E
NI Z ANNDRE L ZAHIZONT, EMINCTZ 4 — MRy 735 Z& &, ThEx
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B EERRE L T Z R E T,
I OREE%Z SDT D 3HROFE EWO T LRD L9 ITHINTE 5, T RIRMEDOBCKR
[ZDOWTHDRD T A 72— (2013) (2K D & REEFE TITRWFAER R 55 AT,
THENFEDESZKITINT TWD ] THBENOENZRObN. ELEZIT D] L,
Bl & ORARME CHRFEFE ~DBERN EDRDETHHDONEIN-T2Z LBy Ind, 7 A=A
—IE, BREORNFENIELEERO FTRLHEAIC OV THERATEY b7 RI%
OFIE THBERFEOARTZRZ T aWe & B BICBbk, L2 e LR U 7R
ST MMETT 5] LoTBRHoT-, ZOZLnbb, Bl FEEOBBOR LEL
W, FEEEARE LT 2FEE OB ST ICHEL KT ERRINTWD, HiELP S
FFREN, FEZOLOICEVCEZ LHT OB LW EEB X O, 2l e o ARIEfR &V
o7, W b OIS T HRZEE N HIZRL2DTHA 9,
WICHBEME~DRKFER TH D3, T A T— (2013) ITHBWT DD | WD IR LRE
Nz et b, FEHEORREZRD, BHODHZLIZL T, HLDOHRE~DOHKRZ T2
THENIARFEI NS, F 7= Sugitaand Takeuchi (2010) (ZFRBWTEIEM & Sz THEZ S
ZEE FE TR RO OREZFANTHE LD X9 T D) HikiE, MiEXSHZ
CIZ LD ANEDOTEREZL S DITENTL D EEZ BIVD, S BIZ TEERFIC ) Z AN DX
HfTZ R Z& T, AMEERKETH, FHORIELNPRBHANTE, RE—IVAT v 7%
A CEENZI MARLT 720 fERE L CTHEEE~DOBCRFEEDBHIfFT& 5 LHfF TX
D
[ERENFFCNEANDREE ZAIZONT T 4 — RN 7 T5 | ZEid, FEEOHRE
PE~OBCRFTEDHIFHFTE D L L bic, BEE~OHFRTBRZBWIFTE Lo, bz
T, FEBEIFEICBET 2 BRNERE 525, Wb ATERN T 4 — K3y 7 TH H )
5 ToH D, Reeve DOWIEIZ L B &, FEHEBO N T +—< ATK L, HE2E - AR, B
fift « RIEfEHARZ DHHIN T 4 — Ko 7 Tidded, EINRRBLTETWT, EDORIZEDY
MDITE VB RDEDE VS TFERNT 4 — KRNy 7 252550, FEEO BN IR
X415 (Reeve, 1996; Reeve & Jang, 2006), “FROIGEREIZEB N TL, FEHERA VT v b
ZIELSBEfRETETWADE, 7T Ny EIEME)D, EWVWolzZ EITER LB TH DM,
ST OB DX, HHT 8T —~ 2 RTHT 5 BRI R E 5 2 T, BEE IS
DEFHEHEFELTHLW, ML TEETELLHI DT LIRETHA I,

4.5 BF - mEREH

SOOI LB SEALZNANEETHD ET 51T, BEE DS WILEEFE 3 OB L
MBHEEE LT DFREENNEE LHBICEbNDS] 2 E2HIF b, E7- Abbasi,
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ARORY LV EZBL T, PEHENREORE, BHHOFTHE BEZIHEL TV D0 MRT
5] L THEBEOMESTINEE-T-L LTS, WTFRLEEENH S OREEEL R
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A Book as a Textbook — Unintentional Soft-CLIL? —
What and How It Works

Dorota Zaborska

1. Introduction

The academic year of 2020-2021 was full of challenges caused by the COVID-19 pandemic that
both teachers and learners had to face. The challenges ranged from personal to institutional, from
pedagogical to psychological. Digital literacy (or the lack thereof) was a constant theme. The stress of
getting accustomed to various online environments was accompanied by concerns for the wellbeing
of the students as well as the teachers. Naturally, these factors strongly influenced the choices that
teachers made when considering their teaching practice, and the ways to adjust it to their own
particular teaching context. In this article, I describe in detail the teaching practice implemented in
two general English language courses at a public university in Japan over this precarious academic
year, with the aim to share and reflect on the efficacy of implementing a soft-CLIL teaching approach.

As a researcher of the psychology of language learning and motivation, with a particular interest
in positive psychology, I have always paid attention to possibilities of what could be applied from the
research to my classroom. I felt even more strongly so during the pandemic. After I describe the
teaching context, i.e., school, learners, online platforms and tools, I explain how my own research
pursuits connected and influenced the choice of the textbook. I proceed with short introductions of
several activities in which students engaged. I reflect on how efficient various techniques utilized in
synchronous online classes proved to be, and then I conclude this article with some thoughts on the
role of the teacher as a facilitator of learning, who at the same time is able to enhance the overall
wellbeing of everyone in the classroom.

Although this particular pedagogical practice occurred solely online due to the COVID-19

pandemic, many activities can be easily transferred to the physical classroom settings.

2. The Teaching Context
2.1 School, Courses, and Students

Two general English language skills courses described in this article were part of the compulsory
subjects for general education and took place at a medium-sized public university in the Kansai area.
One was a compulsory General English course offered to first-year students from the Department of
Japanese Food Culture in the Faculty of Letters. The other was also a compulsory General English
course offered to second-year students from the Department of Public Policy and the Department of
Welfare Society in the Faculty of Public Policy. Both groups showed excellent attendance over the

whole academic year. Out of 37 freshmen students who initially enrolled in the reading class, only two



dropped out. Similarly, only two sophomore students did not finish the reading class. The classes met

30 times in total, once a week, over the whole academic year.

2.2 Online Platforms and Tools

Microsoft Teams and Zoom were the two main online platforms utilized in each class. One Team
was created for each course. Within each Team, I made a different channel for each of the 15 weeks.
This helped to keep all activities organized, and easy for the students to find the information during
and after class. It was also practical for the teacher to check the students’ work and active in-class
participation during class and also retrospectively. All instructions and announcements, including the
homework assignments for individual class meetings were posted on Teams. Similarly, classroom
materials, such as handouts or useful links for further study were distributed via Teams. Depending on
their nature, assignments were collected either via the Assignments function on Teams, visible only to
the teacher, or the students were asked to upload assignments on the chat, so all participants could see
them and give peer feedback to one another.

Zoom was used for more direct communication. The students were free to choose whether they
wanted to turn their web camera on or off. However, at the beginning and the end of each meeting, all
students who had a strong enough internet connection were encouraged to turn their camera and
microphone on and exchange greetings. It seemed that as a result, the majority of students, if not all,
kept their cameras on throughout the lesson. Part of the Zoom meeting, usually at the beginning and
the end, was held as a whole group in “the common area.” A significant portion of the lesson was,
however, spent in breakout rooms. This allowed students to see and directly talk with each other. The

teacher would enter every breakout room at least once in the 90-minute session.

3. Teacher/Researcher and the Textbook Choice
3.1 Teacher/Research’s Background and Philosophy

My positionality as a qualitative researcher affects the ways I carry out and interpret my research.
It has also influenced my teaching philosophy and the choice of the textbook I used in these particular
classes for these particular students. Therefore, I shall start with a brief description of my professional
background. There are two main lines of work that I undertake. One is as a foreign language teacher,
and the other is as a researcher of the psychology of language learners. At the tertiary level, such dual
roles are often the norm, especially for those in charge of language courses. On one hand, I teach
mainly language skills classes to undergraduate students. On the other hand, in my research I focus on
learners of foreign languages in the later stages of life after retirement, also known as thirdagers. I
explore their motivations to pursue language learning, and how their learning positively impacts their
wellbeing. I naturally come across issues related to perceptions of older people in society, and the

negative impact of ageism, of which younger people are simply unaware. Understanding ageing in



general is not a common topic that students have a chance to study closely. However, from a broader
perspective, and for the sake of the wellbeing of society as a whole, I firmly believe that this should
be part of education for younger generations. When designing a course, I ask the following complex
question: How can I lead my students to experience English as a tool which enables them to learn
something new; which challenges them to think more deeply about important issues; which helps them
relate to those issues within their own lives and social contexts, and all the while results in improving
their English language skills? However, I also have to keep in mind the practical needs of the students.
Considering my students’ areas of studies in this particular university, I saw it as a great opportunity
to bring the issues that [ am encountering in my research to their attention. Therefore, as the textbook
for this course, I chose a short, non-fiction book called Age (Reflections), written by biogerontologist
Suresh Rattan, whom I know personally. In the following section, I shall briefly explain about the

author and the contents of the book.

3.2 Book as a Textbook
Age is a short 60-page book, in which biogerontologist Suresh Rattan deals with the difficult topic

of age and ageing in a very accessible and reader-friendly way. It is part of a series called Reflections,
published by the Aarhus University Press. This series offers the essence of knowledge on topics such
as trust, love, positive psychology and others, all written by leading researchers in those particular
fields. The author was assigned to me as a mentor in a multidisciplinary Master Class, ‘“Portraying Old
Age and Ageing to Counteract Ageism” held in 2019 in Gothenburg, Sweden. I read the book before
meeting him for the Master Class. His approachable writing style, and later, in the actual course, his
mentoring and friendly personality were decisive factors in choosing the text. The book is divided into
six short chapters:

1. Just a number

2. The emergence of life,

3. The progression of life,

4. Lifelong zest,

5. The formula for eternal life, and

6. Me and my multiple ages.

As is obvious from the chapter titles, topics of a philosophical, biological, sociological, and
psychological nature are covered throughout the book. Although the central theme of the book is age
and ageing, it also offers a variety of emergent related sub-topics. Ageing is viewed through different
lenses, which along with engaging examples elucidating the central theme, kept the student readers
interested and provided ample food for thought. During the group discussions following assigned

readings, students could easily discover emerging subtopics, which they further researched themselves



in preparation for final presentations. In the following part, I describe some of the activities carried

out, in which I refer to myself as the teacher.

4. Activities and techniques

Being suddenly and abruptly forced into an unfamiliar online teaching/learning environment
presented a major challenge. My goal was to establish a positive and trusting atmosphere that would
motivate students to willingly participate and take a proactive role in their own learning. From my
perspective, this was even more important than in the regular classroom setting. It was also crucial to
realize that the pace and time allotted to activities would differ from those in the physical classroom.
The first three meetings, for example, were spent on “let’s-get-to-know-each-other” activities. The
students first wrote self-introductions and presented them to the whole class. Then, they shared their
scripts as Word files on Teams, so everyone could read about each other again. Based on their reading,
they prepared questions for their classmates to engage first in the chat, then in the breakout rooms.

“Smile and Hi!” and “Smile and Bye!” were two phrases that became our signature greetings,
which triggered positive feelings and students grew to love by the end of the course. Friendly small
talk with the teacher in breakout rooms also proved to be motivating for students in a way that when
later “left alone unsupervised” they engaged actively in tasks following the teacher’s instructions.

Classes in the first semester were dedicated to understanding the English text. Students worked
together in groups on translating portions of text, which they posted on Teams, thus having
opportunities to compare their translations with others. For their homework assignment, they were
asked to express their opinion about what they had read in several English sentences. These could be
comments, impressions, or reflections. In weeks 9 and 10, we took a break from translating, and
students had an opportunity to do some online research about one of the emergent subtopics: creation
mythologies around the world. Then, they presented their findings in groups by PowerPoint on Zoom.
This experience prepared them for the second semester, in which the focus shifted from their simply
understanding/translating the text to presenting their understanding of the topics in the text, all in
English. After each presentation, all students also wrote an informed opinion of the presented topic in
English. After each group’s presentation, the presenters were asked to reflect on their own performance,
and the audience wrote comments under the uploaded PowerPoint files in Teams.

There are two more activities that demonstrate a positive impact on students’ learning experiences.
One is a reflective summative portfolio, which students were asked to submit at the end of the second
semester, and the other is a hypothetical letter and interview questions to the author of the book, which
they worked on in groups. In their summative reflective portfolio, students were asked to gather all
their interactions from chats and exchanges with classmates in every class and reflect on that particular
class. This enabled them to reflect on their own progress and notice a positive learning curve, as well

as to observe their increased competence, and hence confidence to express themselves in English.



Writing a hypothetical letter to the author of the book was designed as follows. The students were
first asked to watch an actual lecture on YouTube. It was an invited guest lecture on the biology of
ageing for a virtual conference of the British Geriatric Society delivered by the author of the book.
Students were asked to watch the recording on their own, at their own pace, while taking notes in their
notebook. Then, they were asked to upload and share a picture of their notes on Teams and write two
questions to the lecturer, imagining that they were in the audience. In the following class, all their
questions were collated and shared on Teams. The students worked in groups, first sorting out the
questions, then grouping similar questions, selecting the twenty most interesting ones, and finally,
reorganizing them into a logical order suitable for an imagined interview. They inserted their interview
questions into a letter to the author. Part of the letter was fixed and the same for every group, but there
was a part in which the students wrote up examples of what they had learned or found interesting over
the course of reading the book and watching the lecture on YouTube. Many students reported in their
reflections that it was interesting for them to see the similarities and differences of their peers’ thinking

about similar topics raised in the book and the lecture.

5. Teacher as Facilitator

There are several roles that a language teacher can choose to take in an English language classroom
for non-English majors at the tertiary level. At one end of the spectrum is a teacher-centered approach,
which focuses on a further mastery of the technical knowledge of English and pursuit of accuracy.
Depending on the course or the academic level of the students, this approach still remains in demand.
However, another approach, when the context allows, is more student-centered, and enables the
teacher to become a facilitator or a coach, directing the students in their learning, and allowing them
time and freedom to discover on their own through collaboration with the teacher and with peers. In
such a positive learning atmosphere, students want and choose to find meaning in the material used in

the classroom.

6. Conclusion

The aim of this article was to look back at and evaluate a tailored CLIL, or soft-CLIL approach, in
which English became a tool for conveying and communicating content. It is beyond the scope of this
short article to analyze all of the rich qualitative data yielded from 110 pages (55,158 words) of
students’ portfolios containing reflections and comments. However, from the students’ letter to the
author shared in the appendix, the fact that the content was learned and that the students were able to
sharpen their critical thinking is clearly observable and implicitly understandable.

Online platforms also proved to be efficient in supporting students’ learning. What might have
gotten lost in a physical classroom during oral-only communication, was kept available long after

classes ended for both students and the teacher in Teams chats and files. This kind of digitalized record



of the classroom activities is certainly usable from now on, even when we return to face-to-face

learning and teaching.

7. Bonus for Readers

After the letter-writing activity, I put together all the different parts of students’ hypothetical letters
in which they described what they had learned, selected about 20 questions for the author, and actually
emailed this letter to him (Appendix A). To keep the letter authentic, none of the grammatical mistakes
were edited. The mistakes did not hinder what students wanted to communicate. Very generously, the
author recorded an almost 15-minute-long response to this letter and answered some of the students’
questions. We watched his response together during our final class. The students were thrilled to listen
to Dr Rattan’s response, which they expressed in their thank-you notes later sent to the author in private

email communication. (Appendix B).

8. Appendices
Appendix A. The Letter for Suresh Sensei

Dear Professor Rattan,

We are students of Faculty of Letters and Faculty of Public Policy at Kyoto Prefectural University.
Over the course of this academic year, we 've read your book AGE and watched your talk on YouTube.

Through this lecture, we were interested in the relationship between physical aging and mental
age. We were very surprised that the essential lifespan is 45 years old. We want to keep to have some
goals and social roles even over the essential lifespan. Even if people get older, they can live fun like
they were young people, so we want to keep enjoying forever. We learned that you don't have to worry
too much about your age and how long you want to live is important because age is just a number.
Also, it was interesting that even stress leads to our health depending on the type. So, in order to stay
healthy, it was important for us how to live to satisfy our lives.

I learned age is very deep and has many meanings. I don’t think it is necessary to have eternal life.
Life is not eternal, and now is vividly fun because there is an end. I used to think of age as just a
number, so it was interesting to learn about your multifaceted view of age. The way of thinking about
life has changed. I felt like I was stressed out because I had less time to exercise every day, but in fact,
1 wanted to work out knowing that exercising also reduces stress.

We learned that the number of age is not represent lifespan and we are not always negative about
aging. We worry about aging effects. Problems with aging may be inevitable. However, we should
face aging for life from now on. First, we think the notion the right age to die is impressive. After
reading that chapter, one of our members’ grandfather died at the age of 90. The member thinks he

died at the right age to die as relatives weren’t so depressed. We die as individuals, but continue to



go as species. We agree this way of thinking of you. Also, we were very interested in whether it was
worth living as an individual.

Moreover, homeodynamics is most memorable word. When we read that its space reaches largest
size at 25, we thought it was too young. This age is too low for starting to lose resistance to many
factors. It is also interesting for us that our age flows forward and backward depending on how we
feel, how we behave and how we visualize ourselves. This part taught us that age is not absolute and
our identity can change in various ways. We learned that age can have a positive or negative impact
on our physical and mental health depending on how we are aware of it. I found this interesting. So I
have a few questions for you. I am looking forward to your answers. Thank you very much for your
time.

Your talk was very interesting and filled with a lot of knowledge we knew newly. It was opportunity
for us to think not only about aging, but also about our life. We learned we tend to have a negative
image about aging, but it's not all bad. We've vaguely wanted to live longer, but now we want to make
each day a fulfilling way of spending. And, simply, I had an image that modern people would live until
their 80s, so I was surprised our "essential lifespan' is 45 years.

Your talk was very interesting, and we could learn and think various things regarding AGE.

What impressed us are as follows: *Our favorite phrase is "We are born as copies, but we die as
originals.” We knew it for the first time by your book. It's cool. We try to live as originals. *We knew
about essential lifespan for the first time after reading this book. We think this is a very important
period for humans. +We are interested in the large difference about retired age between athletes and
artists. Especially, what impressed us was artists leave people their works and athletes leave people
their record and memory about their performance. *We learned that we are likely to have a negative
impact on aging, but it’s not necessarily bad. We don’t know why, but we want to live more, but what
is important for us is to enjoy the limited life and spend the fulfilling days, we noticed. We could change
the perspective of “age”. We almost all will work until we become 60 years old. Therefore, we thought
that our essential life is 60 or so.

After your lecture we learned that we need 45 years for reproduction and continuation of
generations. We didn’t have such perspective about “essential life span”, so it was interesting for us.
We learned that for leaving offspring, essential life span is very important. We thought how we age
after that depends on our way of thinking about our age. But we clearly learned that “essential life
span” would make our life more abundant. We thought we must treasure our valuable time and life
again. It was good for us to know about “essential life span”.

Also, “Homeodynamic space” was an intriguing idea for us. Thanks to such an image, we were
able to think about ageing well and understand your study. Aging cannot be stopped so we thought we
should live our own lives and become original. We learned that we must live with thinking that time is

important, and little stress is good for our health, so we decided to be careful the measure of stress.



We thought that getting old was negative thing, but how to get old is deferent for each person. So,
we think that we want to get old without regrets. We want to get eternal life. We could understand the
essence of age and changed our way of thinking. Our fear diminished.

We learned about that interventional stress is needed. In the long run, I felt that stress should be a
means of stepping up to live better, and that moderate tension and stimulation are necessary to gain
a sense of accomplishment from overcoming them. And to keep health, it is good to help each other.
So, we learn human relationship is important.

We would like to ask you some questions. Thank you in advance for any answers that you'll kindly
share with us.

Respectfully Yours,

Students of Dori's class at KPU, Kyoto

Our questions are as _follows:

1. What does the natural environment mean to humans in modern times?

2. Do you do something to keep [your] homeodynamics space or reducing the rate of
homeodynamics space shrinkage?

3. From the perspective of gerontologist, what should we young people of 20 do to spend the better

life?

What do you do when you feel big stress?

How can you measure amount of one’s homeodynamic space correctly?

Is there anything you care about your health as a gerontologist?

Why did you decide to study age and aging?

What is your ideal way of aging?

O L N S A

Does the way of thinking about life and lifetime change depending on the place of origin?

10. What do you do in your daily routine to keep your health?

11. Why do women and men think differently about aging?

12. You say that the lifespan of living things varies from individual to individual. However, women
have a longer life expectancy. Why do you think it is?

13. When you were 19 years old, what did you think about your age?

14. Japan is famous as a country which has many longevity people. Do you think it's because the
Japanese personality such as being polite and attentive affects a low level of stress?

15. Do you think the bedridden state is the living state? Should we regard this state as a part of our
lifespan?

16. Do you think the Essential Lifespan will get longer in the future?

17. What do you think is the best way to create mental hormetins?



18. Have your thoughts about death changed after your research?
19. You seemed to enjoy getting older. How will life change if you enjoy aging?

20. Do you think that the size of homeodynamic space is related to parents' one?

Appendix B. Teacher and Author Exchange
What follows is an exchange between the teacher and the author as posted in the comments to the

video message for the students on YouTube.

Dorota Zaborska:

Dear Suresh ji,

My beautiful students of English A and English B classes were so excited to watch your video and
listen to your message. I felt over the moon as I was observing their focused faces, and then reading
their comments and words of appreciation...and realization even... about life. Their perceptions of
age have changed. They became more thoughtful, more considerate, kinder...or so I believe.

You’ve got all their comments in my email, and my intention was to share here on YouTube ‘with
the world’ a short digest, but that turned out to be an impossible task. All of their 55 comments carried
some extremely valuable thoughts. I loved them all. Here is but one:

“After reading "AGE", my image of aging has changed for the better and I learned that we can do
anything depending on how we think. I want to interact with a lot of people and use the knowledge
and experiences I gain from them as food for my life. We will all die someday, but I think it is because
our lives are finite that we have the desire to make the most of every day. I want to enjoy every day of
my life in the future.

Throughout the year, I had the opportunity to think deeply not only about my age but also about
life. I would also like to apply what I have learned in this class to the way I live my life from now on.
(Noa, 18)

From Kyoto with love,

Dori

Suresh Rattan:

Dori ji: many thanks for your feedback, which makes me very happy. I have read all the comments
by your students that you have sent to me by a separate email, and I am really touched. One comment
that every student wrote was that they did not expect to get any response from me, and therefore were
very surprised and happy that [ made that video message for them. This just shows that how important
and necessary it is for us - the teachers - to be accessible to students and listen to them, and then
encourage and inspire them if possible. I am glad that I have been successful in doing so to some

extent.
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