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ABSTRACT
In this study, I explore the dynamic relationships between how students feel about
their school, school belonging, and to what extent they feel motivated to study a second
language, L2 motivation. School belonging, which has rarely been studied in the field of
applied linguistics, is widely discussed in educational psychology, and its relationship
with academic achievement has been examined. However, the relationship between
school belonging and L2 motivation has hardly been investigated. The first purpose of
this study is to fill this gap by verifying the existence of a sense of school belonging as a
psychological factor among first-year Japanese university students in an English as a
foreign language context, and then to investigate its relationship with L2 motivation.
I employ a convergent mixed method design in which the quantitative and
qualitative analyses were conducted at the same time. Quantitative data were collected
through surveys from 540 first-year students in four Japanese universities, including
higher- and lower-ranked universities. The qualitative data were collected through selfreflection from 176 students, comments from 413 students, and interviews with 11
students. The interviewees were selected based on their willingness to participate. The
quantitative data and qualitative data were collected three times in 2018 and 2019: the
first time in May and June 2018, the second time in September and October 2018, and the
third time in January and February 2019. Validity evidence for the surveys was gathered
through a pilot study. In the main study, school belonging was verified as one large factor
mainly using Rasch analysis. The general relationship between school belonging and
motivation to learn English and the changes of those relationships over the course of the

iii

year were assessed by calculating the responses to the questions with structural equation
modeling (SEM). Details of students’ feelings toward their school and their connections
to English learning motivation were investigated through analyses of the qualitative data.
The quantitative results showed that a sense of school belonging that varies
among first-year Japanese university students exists and that the relationship between
school belonging and L2 motivation and their changes over the course of the year can be
explained in a model in which individual differences in school belonging and L2
motivation and their changes are explained. The qualitative results support the finding
that school belonging and L2 motivation are related to each other and also show that
students change their school belonging and L2 motivation dynamically for a variety of
reasons. Students can change their perceptions of school and language learning from
positive to negative or negative to positive, and their changes can be uneven when looked
at through the lens of sub-components of these constructs.
By merging quantitative results and qualitative results, differences were found
between the two types of data analyses. School was found to predict changes in school
belonging and L2 motivation in the quantitative analyses, while different types of
students, such as those who have positive school belonging and negative L2 motivation
and those who have negative school belonging and positive L2 motivation were found in
the same school in the qualitative analyses. Moreover, concepts of school belonging and
L2 motivation were validated as hypothesized in the quantitative analyses, while
unexpected ideas, such as belonging to multiple groups and loss of L2 motivation due to
technological developments, were revealed by the result of the qualitative analyses.
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These results imply that fostering school belonging among university students can lead to
studying English harder.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study
This research is an investigation of two psychological constructs, school
belonging and L2 motivation, among first-year university students learning English in
four universities in Japan. Motivation has been actively researched in applied linguistics
and second-language acquisition (SLA) for more than half a century, and according to
Ushioda (2012), motivation has been discussed as a major topic in SLA for more than
three decades. Language teachers share the idea that some learners are motivated to study
the language and others are not, but learners’ affective states are complex, as countless
factors are involved in motivating or demotivating them. Learners can also change over
time or because of the learning context because language learning and language learners
are all dynamic systems (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008).
Many SLA researchers based in Japan have investigated motivation (e.g., Kozaki
& Ross, 2011; Murphey, Falout, Fukuda, & Fukada, 2014; Sakai & Kikuchi, 2009).
Ushioda (2013) stated that foreign language motivation is a major research topic in Japan,
as evidenced by a wide range of papers in an anthology in this field (p. 1). It is true that
many Japanese university students appear demotivated to study English to the extent that
this state was described as a “motivational wasteland” by Berwick and Ross (1989, p.
207). It is also true, however, that not all Japanese English learners lack motivation. In
my career, I have taught a wide variety of students, including young learners, university
students, housewives, and businesspeople. Generally, adults show more willingness to
1

learn English than young people, but younger learners in some schools appear motivated.
When I taught at a language school, the students, most of whom were adult learners, were
enthusiastic about learning English, while at a high school, many students seemed to
study English only to pass the course and to pass examinations. Even among learners of
similar ages, motivation levels vary.
The other psychological construct investigated in the current study, school
belonging, refers to the extent to which students feel affiliated with a school. Although
the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation has hardly been
investigated, school belonging has been extensively discussed in educational psychology
and has been shown to be associated with other psychological constructs, including
academic motivation and academic achievement. At first sight, it seems easy to
understand why school belonging can lead to academic motivation and academic
achievements. The students who enjoy membership in a particular school are likely to be
motivated to study and as a result, likely to be academically successful. On the other
hand, students who feel isolated and out of place at school are likely to lose motivation to
study; as a result, they get poor grades or drop out. However, psychological constructs
such as belonging and motivation are complex and the relationship is reciprocal. In
addition, students, especially first-year students, can easily change their feelings both
positively and negatively (Arnett, 2000; Friedlander, Reid, Shupak, & Cribbie, 2007;
Sugimura & Shimizu, 2011).
Thus, the purpose of the current study is to investigate school belonging and L2
motivation among first-year university students and how these two factors interact over
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the course of their first year. By collecting and analyzing quantitative and qualitative
data, the general trends of the two factors are described and the details investigated.

Theoretical Perspective
This study is based on theories concerning motivation to study a second language
(i.e., L2 motivation) and sense of belonging to school (i.e., school belonging). In the
following paragraphs, constructs about L2 motivation, such as instrumental motivation
and integrativeness (Gardner & Lambert, 1959) and ideal L2 selves (Dörnyei, 2009), are
summarized, and then ideas about belonging, such as the belongingness hypothesis
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and school membership (Goodenow, 1993b) are reviewed.
The first category of constructs concerns concepts about motivation, especially L2
motivation. Gardner, Lambert, and their colleagues in Canada started the systematic
study of motivation to learn a second language in the 1950s. The researchers were
interested in the motivation of first language (L1) speakers of English to learn French.
Integrativeness and instrumentality were considered two major psychological factors
(Gardner & Lambert, 1959). Integrativeness plays a major role in learning a second
language when learners desire to be integrated into another culture. For example, when
an immigrant wants to be more affiliated with a new culture, integrativeness is at work.
In contrast, instrumentality motivates language learners when they feel pragmatic and
utilitarian needs. For example, a university student in Japan who wants to get a job at an
international company might be driven to study English by instrumental motivation.
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Additionally, one recent discovery of a language learning motivator was the
power of visualizing the future self-image as a successful language user, called possible
L2 selves and ideal L2 selves (Dörnyei, 2009). The images that learners have of
themselves affect how they study the foreign language, and for the last decade, the power
of such visualization has been discussed and verified empirically (Dörnyei &
Kubanyiova, 2014), and the verification has led to a recent list of motivators for language
learners by Hadfield and Dörnyei (2013). In the book Motivating Learners, Hadfield and
Dörnyei showed 99 practical lesson plans that can motivate students to study foreign
languages. These plans are categorized in three groups: imagining identity, mapping the
journey, and keeping the vision alive. If the images learners create are useful, then their
perceptions of their educational institutions, such as how much support they think they
receive from their peers and teachers and how much they feel that they are a part of that
institution, can also have a positive relationship with L2 motivation.
The second category concerns the sense of belonging discussed in psychology and
education (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Goodenow, 1993b; Hausmann, Schofield, &
Woods, 2007). Although Maslow (1943, 1962, 1970) recognized the importance of
belonging as a psychological concept long ago, it was Baumeister and Leary’s (1995)
belongingness hypothesis that systematically proposed that humans need personal
contacts and interactions with others. The researchers verified their assertion by finding
evidence in different studies pertaining to nine predictions about belonging.
In educational psychology, following the development of a conceptual framework
of belonging in the 1980s (e.g., Wehlage, 1989), Goodenow (1993b) created the
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Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM) survey to measure the extent of
affiliation that students have toward their school. Goodenow’s main focus was on the
relationship between school belonging and academic achievement, but her achievement
was more clearly seen in the development of a survey to measure the extent of school
belonging, as evidenced in the amount of research using the PSSM.

Statement of the Problem
In this study, I address three gaps in the previous literature: the existence of a
sense of school belonging among Japanese first-year students, the relationship between
school belonging and L2 motivation, and the way and the reason university students
change their perception toward their school and language learning. The first problem
concerns the existence of a sense of belonging, which is a “sense of connection to a larger
group or community” (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), in a university. Belonging has been
discussed in the context of community and classes (e.g., Kozaki & Ross, 2011; Sasaki,
Kozaki, & Ross, 2017), and also in the context of a high school in Japan (Togari, Sato,
Yagasaki, & Otemori, 2011), but little research has been conducted on belonging in the
context of Japanese universities except for two preliminary studies (Fukuda, 2014, 2015).
Thus, it is necessary to verify that the psychological construct of school belonging exists
among Japanese university students.
The second problem concerns the relationship between a sense of belonging to a
school and L2 motivation. Previous researchers have explored the relationship between
school belonging and academic achievement, and found relationships between them.
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Still, little research has been conducted about the relationship between school belonging
and L2 motivation. If school belonging can lead to academic motivation and to academic
achievement, then school belonging might lead to L2 motivation. Thus, this possible
relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation should be explored.
The third problem is how and why learners with different degrees of school
belonging can have L2 motivation. The feeling of belonging is likely multifaceted, but
qualitative analyses can reveal some of the ways in which belonging manifests itself, and
how and why the feeling can be connected to motivation to learn English.

Purposes and Significance of the Study
In this section, I discuss the three purposes and their significance in this study.
The general aim of this study is to examine the complex relationship between school
belonging and L2 motivation among Japanese university students. This general aim can
be expressed as three more specific purposes: gather validity evidence for the school
belonging construct, investigate the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation, and examine the relationship in depth.
The first purpose of this study is to confirm that there is variation in the sense of
belonging among Japanese university students. University students participate in a
number of different groups, such as a dormitory or a sports club. Moreover, when
students study English in Japan, they are inevitably involved in groups, including the
local community and their classes; educational institutions can be thought of as one of
those groups. In order to investigate a sense of belonging to a university, it was necessary
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to ensure that a sense of belonging exists among university students, and that the extent
of belonging can be measured with a survey instrument. A pilot study was conducted and
the surveys were validated. The two surveys were employed with a large number of
participants in the main study, and as a result, school belonging and L2 motivation were
validated as psychological constructs. The validation of the surveys is seen as one
achievement of this study.
The second purpose concerns the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation. Initially, positive school belonging was hypothesized to positively influence
L2 motivation; however, the relationship inevitably changes over time. To investigate the
dynamic relationship quantitatively, data were collected with two sets of surveys three
times in one academic year, and they were analyzed employing structural equation
modeling (SEM). Qualitatively, the data from participants’ self-reflections and comments
were coded and analyzed to look for relationships. It was expected that the general trends
among Japanese learners of English would be revealed. The results can serve to improve
foreign language programs. Many Japanese universities are currently revising their
English curricula and textbooks. Many factors, however, contribute to changing the way
students learn English, and one of these is to encourage them to feel more comfortable or
more confident about their school. In other words, the results contribute to Japanese
education by providing school administrators and teachers with a new perspective on
language learning.
The third purpose concerns the way in which learners feel a sense of belonging
and L2 motivation, and how these two psychological factors are related. Considering the
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complexity of these concepts and their relationship, qualitative data analyses were used.
More precisely, these psychological constructs were explored by analyzing data collected
through interviews with 11 participants from three universities and comparing them with
other data. Even sophisticated statistical methods, such as SEM, can only reveal the
general relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation; thus, by conducting
qualitative research and by combining the results with the results from the quantitative
analyses, it was possible to find more about the relationship and understand what goes on
among L2 learners.

Methodology
In order to fulfill the above purposes, a mixed methods design was employed.
Quantitative data were collected and analyzed to assess the general trend in school
belonging and L2 motivation, and qualitative data were collected and analyzed mainly to
investigate details about the two factors and their relationships. Both quantitative and
qualitative data were collected three times in the 2018 academic year.
In the quantitative data analysis, two surveys consisting were administered. There
were 23 items in the school belonging survey and 33 items in the L2 motivation survey.
These items went through a validation process in a pilot study conducted in January and
February 2018. In the main study, the data were analyzed with the Rasch model for
unidimensionality, and also with confirmatory factor analysis to examine the possible
sub-components. In addition, the changes of school belonging and L2 motivation were
analyzed with latent growth curve modeling.
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Three kinds of qualitative data–language learning histories, responses to openended questions, and interview data–were collected and analyzed. The data were coded to
find themes concerning school belonging and L2 motivation and their eight subcomponents. Both typical students and outliers participated in the interviews. By
interviewing them, it was expected that the complex feelings of school belonging and L2
motivation could be better understood.
The quantitative and qualitative analyses were then merged into one set for
interpretation. Even though the general trend was investigated with quantitative analyses
and the details were examined with qualitative analyses, these two factors are interwoven,
so it was necessary to examine both the results together.

The Audience for the Study
The first audience for this study is motivation researchers interested in broadening
the list of motivators in this field. Motivation researchers have investigated individual
differences, including personal traits, willingness to communicate, and socio-cultural
factors. Moreover, other human factors, including teachers and classmates, have been
found to play an important role in motivating (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011) or demotivating
(Sakai & Kikuchi, 2009) learners. Based on the results of this study, school belonging
can be added to the list of individual differences. Belonging varies from person to person,
as no two people in the same school have exactly the same feelings toward their school
(Paul, 2015). Belonging also varies depending on the occasion or over time (Anderman,
2002). It is possible that one learner who does not want to study English in one class can
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be motivated to study in another class, and a student who looks unwilling to study
English today might study hard tomorrow. Because it was found that institutions
contribute to L2 learners’ motivation to learn English, the results of this study provide
motivation researchers with a wider perspective of motivation to learn foreign languages.
Administrators and teachers can also benefit from this study. One finding
concerns the effect of school belonging on motivating learners to study English in
Japanese universities. Many university administrators and teachers are already working
hard to devise ways to motivate their students, including developing new curricula,
materials, teaching methods, and learning environments. In terms of language education,
if a sense of belonging to an institution is added to the list of those motivators, those
responsible for language education programs will have one powerful tool to encourage
their students to learn.

Delimitations
No study results can be generalized to all persons in all situations, and it is
necessary here to acknowledge the main delimitations of this study. Delimitations are
primarily concerned with external validity, such as participants and settings (Murray &
Beglar, 2009, p. 157). There are four delimitations in this study: the first language and
culture of the participants, age of the participants, English language proficiency of the
participants, and the universities where the data were collected.
The first delimitation concerns the language and culture of the participants.
Because all the data were collected at Japanese universities in or close to Tokyo, the
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results cannot be generalized to students in other cultures and only with caution to
Japanese students from rural areas. A few international students from outside Japan
participated and their data were analyzed and included in the results. However, almost all
the participants had a Japanese family name, indicating that the data came from a largely
homogenous group of students in terms of language and culture.
The second delimitation is age of the participants. Because the study was limited
to first-year university students, their age range was inevitably very narrow. Over 90% of
the participants reported that they were 18 or 19 years old at the time of the first data
collection. Therefore, caution must be exercised in extending the findings to other groups
of learners, such as younger learners in middle school, university students in the second
year or later, or graduate school students.
The third delimitation concerns the participants’ English language proficiency.
Among the participants who reported their standardized English tests scores, the means
of the TOEIC, TOEFL ITP, and TOEFL iBT were 540, 466, and 83, respectively, all of
which were slightly over the national average in Japan, and the test scores ranged from
beginning to upper-intermediate level. Nevertheless, compared to university students in
other countries with advanced levels of English proficiency, the English abilities of the
participants were generally low. Consequently, generalizing the results from this study to
university students who have higher English proficiency should be done with caution.
The fourth delimitation is the type of university to which we might generalize.
The data were collected in four universities, referred to hereafter as University A,
University B, University C, and University D. University A is a small but well-regarded
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academically, University B is large and well-regarded academically, University C is
small and less well regarded academically, and University D is medium size and less well
regarded academically. Because data were obtained from both large and small as well as
more and less prestigious Japanese universities, some degree of generalizability is
warranted. At the same time, Universities A–D are all located in or close to Tokyo and all
are private. Because no students from public universities participated in this study and no
data were collected outside the small area of data collection, the results may not be
generalizable to public universities in Japan, nor to universities outside the major
metropolitan areas of Japan.

Key Terminology
Key terms used in the study are explained below. Terms related to L2 motivation
are explained first, and terms concerning school belonging next.
L2 motivation refers to the degree to which students desire to study a second
language and the amount of time and effort they are prepared to invest in it. L2
motivation was hypothesized to consist of five sub-components: effort (Dörnyei &
Ushioda, 2011), enjoyment (Keller, 1983), integrativeness (Gardner & Lambert, 1959),
instrumentality (Gardner & Lambert, 1959), and ideal L2 self (Dörnyei, 2009). Although
L2 motivation is a specific type of motivation, it should be differentiated from
motivation, which refers to “the process of initiating, sustaining, and directing
psychological or physical activities, including internal forces such as impulses, drives,
and desires involved in this process” (Corsini, 1999, p. 611). In addition to the fact that
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L2 motivation only targets motivation in studying a second language, the definition for
this study includes ideal L2 self, which is the vision learners have toward their future self
using the L2. The term L2 is used rather than English as a foreign language (EFL).
Although many studies in which Japanese students participate use EFL to refer to the
type of English learning (e.g., Sakai & Kikuchi, 2009; Sugita & Takeuchi, 2010) and
English is a foreign language for the majority of the participants in this study, a
substantial number of advanced learners of English are included, for whom English is a
very strong second language, and even a preferred language in some situations. For that
reason, the construct is referred to as L2 motivation throughout the study.
School belonging refers to how much students feel they belong to a particular
school. School belonging is hypothesized to consist of three sub-components: pride in
membership (Katzenbach & Santamaria, 1999), support by others (Goodenow, 1993b),
and comfort in membership (Hamm & Faircloth, 2005). The often-cited definition of
school belonging by Goodenow and Grady (1993) is “the extent to which students feel
personally accepted, respected, included, and supported by others—especially teachers
and other adults in the school social environment” (pp. 60–61). In this definition, support
by others is stressed, but comfort in membership is underrepresented. As for pride in
membership, it does not seem to be included at all in this definition, but Hagborg (1994)
pointed out that Goodenow (1993b) included items that measured this concept. In the
current study, all three sub-components were examined. Other terms, such as school
membership (Goodenow, 1993b) and school connectedness (Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, 2009) are treated as synonymous with school belonging; however, school
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engagement (Willms, 2003) is explained separately later because it is a broader concept
than school belonging in that school engagement consists of both psychological factors
and behavioral factors.

The Organization of the Study
This study is made up of seven chapters. Chapter 2, Review of the Literature, is
divided into two main sections: school belonging and L2 motivation. The school
belonging section starts with belonging in psychology, and then covers its recent
development in educational psychology. Another key concept, L2 motivation, is
reviewed by starting with motivation in psychology, then moving on to motivation in
SLA. The gaps in the previous literature, the purposes of this study, and the research
questions and hypotheses are presented at the end of this chapter. In Chapter 3, Methods,
research design, the participants, instrumentation, procedures, and analyses are explained.
In Chapter 4, Validation of Surveys, I discuss the validation of the surveys in the pilot
study using both traditional statistical analyses and the Rasch rating-scale model. In
Chapter 5, Results, I present the quantitative results and qualitative results.
Quantitatively, the statistical analyses are discussed to show the general relationship
between school belonging and L2 motivation. Qualitatively, the data from the
participants’ reflections, responses to open-ended questions, and interviews are analyzed
based on several theories concerning school belonging and L2 motivation. In Chapter 6,
Discussion, the quantitative and qualitative results are synthesized, the results are
interpreted based on the theoretical framework, and the theoretical and pedagogical
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implications are discussed. In Chapter 7, Conclusion, I summarize the results, discuss the
limitations of the study, and present ideas for future research.
In sum, school belonging and L2 motivation were investigated. In the next
chapter, previous literature on these two issues are reviewed, the gaps in the literature are
stated, and research questions and hypotheses are presented.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, school belonging and L2 motivation are reviewed. It has long been
recognized that belonging plays an important role in learning. In Communities of
Practice, Wenger (1998) explained that meaning, practice, community, and identity are
the four most important components of learning, and one sub-component is belonging.
Wenger (1998) stated that when a learner belongs to a community of practice, how much
belonging that learner feels to the new local community influences learning. Another
major concept, motivation, was defined by Grabe (2009) as, “a set of beliefs, values, and
expectations and a set of defining behaviors: engagement, persistence, strategic problemsolving and requests for help” (p. 176). In the following section, previous literature on
motivation in psychology and SLA is reviewed, followed by a summary of the literature
on the connection between school belonging and motivation. At the end of this chapter,
the gaps in the literature are listed, the purposes of the study are stated, and the research
questions and hypotheses are presented.

School Belonging
The literature review starts with the concept of belonging in psychology, and a
review of previous literature on belonging in educational psychology follows. Although
belonging is a new concept in the field of SLA, it is possible to base the discussion on
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belonging in the context of school and language learning on previous conceptualizations
of belonging in psychology and educational psychology.

Belonging in Psychology
Even though school belonging has hardly been discussed in SLA, belonging has
been explored in psychology extensively, and school belonging in particular has been
discussed in educational psychology. Thus, this literature review of belonging begins by
looking at research in the field of general psychology.
Belonging is not a new concept, and interpersonal relationships have been
discussed for a long time. In 1624, Donne (1959) famously wrote, “No man is an island,
entire of itself” (p. 208) to say that human beings are connected with each other. In 1930,
Freud emphasized the importance of interpersonal contact by saying that one feature of
the modern world to be assessed was “the manner in which the relationships of men to
one another, their social relationships, are regulated” (Freud, 1961, p. 80). Though Freud
did not use the term belonging, he discussed this concept by arguing that if deprived of
social relationships, people experience negative psychological consequences.
In the mid-twentieth century, Maslow’s (1943) assertion that people need to
belong to groups became influential among researchers. According to Maslow’s (1943)
hierarchy of human needs, after physiological needs (e.g., air and food) and safety needs
(e.g., security and law), comes the need for love (e.g., friendship and affiliating). After
meeting this need, people move on to the next level of esteem (e.g., dignity and status),
and lastly to the level of self-actualization, which means realizing personal potential.
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Maslow (1970) later updated this third level from love needs to belonging and love
needs, describing the state of lack of these needs as “unsatisfied hunger for contact, for
intimacy, for belongingness” (p. 44). This level came to be known more as
“belongingness needs” (Corsini, 1999, p. 571). Maslow’s model became influential in
many academic fields, but as Maslow (1970) himself admitted, the belongingness need
did not have a strong scientific basis (p. 45). Maslow’s ideas evolved over the course of
his career. Until the early 1950s, he saw Freudian psychoanalysis as the best approach to
analyzing human characteristics, but he gradually became doubtful about the emphasis on
past experiences in psychoanalysis. In 1962, Maslow famously stated, “To oversimplify
the matter somewhat, it is as if Freud supplied to us the sick half of psychology and we
must now fill it out with the healthy half” (Maslow, 1962, p. 5). According to Glassman,
Glassman, and Hadad (2004), the other “healthy” half is the primary focus of Maslow’s
work, self-actualization, which is the highest stage that human development reaches
among the four stages including love and belonging (p. 272).
It was not until the 1990s that researchers began to seek scientific evidence to
support the idea that people have a need to belong. Baumeister and Leary (1995)
conducted an extensive review of the literature on belonging and concluded that people
have a fundamental need to belong. Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) hypothesis, referred
to as the belongingness hypothesis, states that individuals who do not have a sense of
connection to a larger community are likely to experience more stress than those who
have a sense of belonging. There are two main features in the belongingness hypothesis:
first, “people need frequent personal contacts or interactions with the other person” and
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second, “people need to perceive that there is an interpersonal bond or relationship
marked by stability, affective concern, and continuation into the foreseeable future” (p.
500). Criticizing Maslow (1962) for his lack of original data or review of previous
findings, Baumeister and Leary (1995) searched the empirical psychology literature for
findings relevant to the belongingness hypothesis and presented evidence pertaining to
nine predictions about belonging summarized in Table 1.
In their effort to verify the belongingness hypothesis, Baumeister and Leary (1995)
used a large number of studies from psychology in all nine components of their
hypothesis. In the following paragraphs, two studies are summarized that are directly
related to the two features of the hypothesis. As previously shown, it is thought in the
belongingness hypothesis that people require frequent interactions with the same person
and that people want a stable, enduring context of concern and caring. In the sixth
prediction (partial deprivation: relatedness without interaction), the instances in which
people have the first feature (relatedness), while they are deprived of the second
(interaction), were examined. One example given by Baumeister and Leary concerned
prisoners. Many prisoners have families and others they love outside of the prison, but
their interactions with them are limited. The prisoners suffer from the lack of interactions,
and according to Scudder (1952), prison reforms that emphasize increasing contact with
family members is beneficial to the prisoner.
In the seventh prediction (partial deprivation: interaction without a bond of
caring), Baumeister and Leary (1995) summarized two cases: first, interactions with
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Table 1. Nine Predictions of Belongingness Hypothesis
Prediction
Details
1 Forming Social Bonds
Social bonds should form relatively easily, without
requiring specially conducive circumstances.
2 Not Breaking Bonds

People should generally be reluctant to break
social bonds.

3 Cognition

People will devote considerable cognitive
processing to interpersonal interactions and
relationships.

4 Emotion

Real, potential, or imagined changes in one’s
belonging status will produce emotional responses.

5 Consequences of
Deprivation

Deprivation of belongingness should lead to a
variety of affiliative behaviors and cause various
undesirable effects.

6 Partial Deprivation of
Belongingness:
Relatedness without
Interaction

The need to belong has two aspects: People
require frequent interactions with the same person
and people want a stable, enduring context of
concern and caring. This is the case where people
have the first while being deprived of the second.

7 Partial Deprivation of
Belongingness:
Interactions without a
Bond of Caring
8 Satiation and
Substitution

This is the case opposite to the previous prediction
where people have the second while being
deprived of the first.

9 Innateness, Universality,
and Evolutionary
Perspectives

A fundamental need would presumably be innate,
which would entail that it is found in all human
beings and is not derivative of other motives.

Individuals need a certain amount of social
relatedness. Satiation refers to the diminished
motivation that ensues when the need to belong is
already well satisfied, and substitution refers to the
replaceability of one social bond with another.

changing partners are less satisfactory than interactions with lasting partners and second,
only caring bonds offer satisfaction. As the first case, Baumeister and Leary summarized
McLeod (1982), in which prostitutes were examined. Prostitutes often describe their
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occupation as having the benefits of meeting people who might be interesting and not as
boring as other jobs, but the prostitutes are far from satisfied with these interactions and
seek lasting bonds with others (McLeod, 1982, p. 31). Indeed, many prostitutes sought to
work for a small number of clients longer, instead of many brief contacts, which would
maximize their financial earnings. About the second, Baumeister and Leary introduced
DeLongis, Folkman, and Lazarus (1988), who found that some married couples could be
vulnerable, if their relationships were marked by conflictual interactions. According to
DeLongis et al. (1988), happily married couples were much healthier than were people
with unsupportive social relations, and the researchers concluded that it was not the mere
fact of marriage, but rather having a supportive relationship with feelings of attachment
and without conflictual interactions, that provides health benefits.
Supported by a large amount of evidence from previous studies, Baumeister and
Leary (1995) concluded that human beings are fundamentally motivated to belong, and
that people seek frequent, positive interactions in the context of long-term, caring
relationships. Baumeister and Leary’s belongingness hypothesis was not a new
proposition, and their idea looks similar to previous theorists’, such as Maslow’s (1988).
Baumeister and Leary’s idea was, however, new in that the notion of belonging was
elaborated with components and sub-components, and their hypotheses were supported
by a large body of evidence. In that regard, the belonging hypothesis is no longer
hypothetical because it has been verified by a large amount of evidence, but in the current
paper, Baumeister and Leary’s idea is referred to as a hypothesis when citing their 1995
study, although it refers to a set of verified ideas.
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For more than two decades after the theoretical elaboration of belonging by
Baumeister and Leary (1995), the effects of belonging have been empirically shown to
play an important role by other researchers. One topic is how singing in a choir leads to
well-being, and according to Clift, Nicol, Raisbeck, Whitmore, and Morrison (2010),
much research has been conducted recently on this topic. Stewart and Lonsdale (2016),
for example, investigated singing in a choir by comparing three groups of people, namely
choral singers, solo singers, and team sports players. The researchers collected survey
data from 125 participants from each group. The survey was concerned with the
psychological effects of taking part in leisure activities, and consisted of six subcomponents: well-being; entitativity; self-regulation of behavior; autonomy, competence,
and relatedness; extraversion, and; satisfaction with life. A Multivariate Analysis of
Covariance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine the extent to which the three groups
differed on the psychological constructs with participants’ age and gender as covariates.
The MANOVA revealed a multivariate main effect for activity group, and post hoc tests
revealed that choral singers and team sports players reported higher levels of well-being
and that choral singers considered their choir more meaningful than sports players
considered their team. The researchers concluded that being part of a group appeared to
give choral singers and team sport players a higher sense of well-being than solo singers.
In sum, belonging has been researched in psychology (Maslow, 1943, 1970;
Baumeister & Leary, 1995), and the idea of need to belong has been supported by
empirical studies, including Stewart and Lonsdale (2016). These research results in
psychology have the potential to be applied to other areas such as language education.
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Belonging in Educational Psychology
School can be considered a community of practice (CoP), a concept proposed by
Lave and Wenger (1991) and fully developed by Wenger (1998). Williams, Mercer, and
Ryan (2016) summarized CoP in educational contexts as the place where learners and
teachers work together, with the ultimate common aim of learning together. Wenger
(1998) argued that in learning, community is one of the four most important social
components, along with meaning, practice, and identity, and a sub-concept attached to
community is belonging. Wenger stated that when learners belong to a community of
practice, how much belonging they feel to the new local community influences learning.
In this section, school belonging, the concept of belonging in the context of a school, is
reviewed starting with the beginning of the concept, and then looking at its theoretical
development and definition, and summaries of literature review, followed by key
empirical studies, and the gaps in them.

School belonging and similar terms. Before starting to discuss the concept of
school belonging, it must be pointed out that school belonging and similar terms have
been used inconsistently and to some extent interchangeably in previous studies. For
example, Furrer and Skinner (2003) used engagement synonymously with belonging. The
term engagement is discussed in greater detail below. Another often-used term is school
membership, which is used in Goodenow’s (1993b) survey titled the Psychological Sense
of School Membership (PSSM). Its interchangeability with school belonging is
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mentioned by other researchers who employed the survey (e.g., Anderman, 2003;
Ferreira, Cardoso, & Abrantes, 2011). In addition, when Allen, Kern, Vella-Brodrick,
Hattie, and Waters (2016) searched previous literature in order to conduct a meta-analysis
on school belonging, 18 similar terms were treated as one dependent variable, including
school connectedness, school affiliation, and school bonding (p. 8). In another study that
extensively reviewed the literature on school belonging, Slaten, Ferguson, Allen,
Brodrick, and Waters (2016) also noted this exchangeability. In the current study, school
belonging is more often used than school membership to refer to the target construct, but
school membership is sometimes used especially when the construct refers to Goodenow
(1993b) and other studies based on it. Other terms, such as school connectedness and
school affiliation are not used to refer to the concept in this study.
One concept that is often thought of as a broader psychological construct that
includes school belonging is school engagement. Although school engagement is
sometimes considered one large construct (e.g., Roorda, Koomen, Spilt, & Oort, 2011), it
is more often thought to comprise two or more components. Willms (2003) defined
school engagement as “the extent to which students identify with and value schooling
outcomes and participate in academic and non-academic school activities” (p. 8). It
comprises a psychological component and behavioral component, and students’ sense of
belonging is part of the psychological component. In Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris
(2004), school engagement is conceptualized to comprise three components: behavioral
engagement, emotional engagement, and cognitive engagement (p. 60). Behavioral
engagement means the extent to which students are involved in academic and social or
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extracurricular activities. Emotional engagement refers to the extent to which students are
connected to teachers, classmates, and school, and cognitive engagement is the extent to
which students are willing to exert effort (Fredricks et al., 2004, p. 60). More recently,
Philp and Duchesne (2016) conceptualized engagement as a state that comprises
behavioral, cognitive, emotional, and social dimensions. Admitting that the social
dimension is not included in all models of engagement, Philp and Duchesne argued that
the social dimension, which emphasizes “collaboration between peers working on tasks
together” (p. 57), should be foregrounded as a dimension of engagement. Regardless of
the number of components, the definitions are similar in that most have two or more
components in school engagement, and school belonging is one of them.
The above definitions imply that school engagement always connotes school
belonging, but it is not always the case in the school engagement literature. As Fredricks
et al. (2004) pointed out, school engagement has been conceptualized to include only one
of multiple components. For example, Finn (1993) measured school engagement with
teacher-perceived participation, such as attendance and number of office visits for
misbehavior, and student-reported identification with school, such as the popularity of the
student and usefulness of subjects for their future. In Finn, school engagement was
thought to consist of two constructs, but the role school belonging played was limited.
To conclude, school engagement is usually conceptualized as a large construct
consisting of smaller components including school belonging. However, some previous
researchers have conceptualized school engagement as a behavioral construct rather than
a mixture of behavioral and psychological factors.
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Theory of school belonging. If teachers want to help their students learn better,
psychological factors should be included as ways to help them; the sense of belonging to
the school is inevitably one of those factors. In fact, if belonging is a fundamental drive in
people, then students should be no exception. Many experienced teachers would agree
with the arguments made by Wehlage (1989) that schools have “their own character” and
they “represent something in the eyes of students” (p. 15). I expect that students have
different types of feelings depending on what school they attend, and it is commonly
thought that the feelings that students have toward their school are based on human
relationships (Allen & Kern, 2017; Allen, Kern, Vella-Brodrick, Hattie, & Waters, 2016;
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2009). Wehlage (1989) explained that the
concept of school belonging includes more than simply being enrolled. It also means that
“the students have established a social bond between themselves, the adults in the school,
and the norms governing the institution” (p. 10). Wehlage also stressed that reciprocal
relationships must be established between students and adults.
School belonging is a complex psychological concept. As Cheung and Hui (2003)
argued, physical attendance in school does not make all students feel that they belong in
their school in the same way. Even among those who attend the same educational
institution, the school and its support can be perceived differently from student to student,
depending on how they interact with other people. As Paul (2015) noticed when she
recalled her school days at a prestigious university in the United States, what felt like
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perfect belonging to one student could feel different from, and in some cases, opposite to,
others at the same school. Thus, school belonging has to be defined carefully.

Conceptualization of school belonging employed in this study. School
belonging has been defined in different ways. For example, Adelabu (2007) defined it as
“feelings of acceptance and belonging within school” (p. 527), and Van Houtte and Van
Maele’s (2012) definition is “the extent to which students in different tracks feel
embedded in their school communities” (p. 1). In contrast to these definitions focused on
the feelings students have, it was defined in the Wingspread Declaration on School
Connectedness (Anonymous, 2014) with a stronger focus on human relationships as “the
belief by students that adults in the school care about their learning as well as about them
as individuals” (p. 233), but it should be noted that in this definition, peers are not
included. In contrast to the definitions above that are mainly focused on human factors,
Pittman and Richmond (2008) argued that school belonging should go beyond school
affiliation and support by teachers and that the term conveys “a more global sense of
belonging and feeling connected to a larger community” (p. 344). The most cited
definition is probably that by Goodenow and Grady (1993), who defined it as “the extent
to which students feel personally accepted, respected, included, and supported by
others—especially teachers and other adults in the school social environment” (pp. 60–
61). This definition has been used in many studies (e.g., Ferreira, Cardoso, & Abrantes,
2011; Ma, 2003; Teo, Cheung, & Kam, 2016; Ye & Wallace, 2014). In their summary of
school belonging, Allen et al. (2016) stated that the various definitions share three similar
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aspects: school-based relationships and experiences, student-teacher relations, and
students’ general feelings about school as a whole (p. 2).
Based on the above discussions, school belonging is defined as the extent to
which students feel accepted and supported by their teachers, staff, and other students,
and how they generally feel about the school as a whole. It is also hypothesized that
school belonging consists of three sub-components: pride in membership, support by
others, and comfort in membership, which are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

School belonging changes across time. Previous researchers have examined
changes in school belonging among younger students, such as fourth- to eighth-grade
students (Kuang, Mok, Chiu, & Zhu, 2019), middle school students (Isakson & Javis,
1999), and high school students (e.g., Liu & Lu, 2011; Togari et al., 2011). However,
because I investigate the sense of school belonging among first-year Japanese university
students, three studies conducted with first-year university students are reviewed below.
Pittman and Richmond (2008) collected survey data from 79 first-year students at
a regional state university in the United States at two time points, during the fall semester
(Time1) and during the spring semester (Time 2). The researchers investigated three
psychological constructs: school belonging, self-competence, and problem behaviors,
using the PSSM. A paired t-test was conducted to compare the school belonging level at
Time 1 and Time 2. The authors concluded that their participants reported slightly
increasing levels of university belonging, with t = -1.95, p < .10. However, the significant
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probability level was set at a lenient level of less than .10 rather than .05, and the result
would have been judged to be insignificant by other researchers.
Hausmann, Shofield, and Woods (2007) invited 254 African American first-year
students and 291 white first-year students at a university in the United States to
participate in their study. In this study, sense of belonging was measured three times
during the first year at university using a survey developed by Bollen and Hoyle (1990).
In the survey, items to measure sense of school belonging included: I feel a sense of
belonging to <name of school> and I see myself as part of the <name of school>
community. The results showed that the participants reported a small but statistically
significant decline in sense of belonging over the year, and this decline was not
associated with their background characteristics.
Friesen (2019) collected data from 107 first-year university students. The
participants were randomly assigned to either a school belonging condition or a general
condition. All the participants were given a short story written by a senior student, but the
school belonging condition highlighted the students’ success as arising from the social
relationships, while the general condition presented an academic focus that contributed to
the student’s success. The participants took the PSSM at the beginning of the fall
semester, read a story as the intervention, and took the PSSM again at the end of the
semester. The results showed that school belonging scores of the school belonging group
declined slightly, while that of the general group increased slightly. Though the
difference between the two groups was barely insignificant at p = .06, the results at least
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showed that the school belonging intervention did not result in a greater increase of
school belonging.
To summarize, the results of previous studies on change in school belonging
among first-year university students have been inconsistent. In Pittman and Richmond
(2008), general levels of school belonging increased. In Hausmann, Schofield, and
Woods (2007), sense of belonging of the participants generally declined. And in Friesen
(2019), the results were mixed. Overall, first-year university students seem to feel less
school belonging rather than more, but in all the studies, both increases and decreases
were small, and the results can be mixed in different groups. It should also be noted that
all the above studies were conducted in the United States and results may not apply in
other countries or cultures, such as Japan.

Summaries of the literature on school belonging. At the time of this writing,
the literature on school belonging has been summarized in five papers (Allen & Kern,
2017; Allen et al., 2016; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2009; Korpershoek,
Canrinus, Fokkens-Bruinsma, & de Boer, 2019; Slaten, Ferguson, Allen, Brodrick, &
Waters, 2016). Of those five papers, the Slaten et al. (2016) study is summarized in gaps
in previous research on school belonging, and the other four are summarized here.
In 2009, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), an American
governmental agency, issued a brochure, School connectedness: Strategies for increasing
protective factors among youth. Six years before that, recognizing the importance of
human connections for students, the CDC organized a symposium in Wingspread. In the
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next year, based on the discussion in the symposium, the scholars issued a two-page
paper titled Wingspread Declaration on School Connections (Anonymous, 2004).
Wingspread is in the state of Wisconsin in the United States, and the title comes from this
place name. The research behind the declaration was summarized in the brochure in
2009. In it, the CDC analyzed 72 academic journal articles, books, and governmental
reports on school connectedness among adolescents and identified four factors that can
increase school connectedness: adult support, belonging to a positive peer group,
commitment to education, and school environment (Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 2009, p. 5). The authors of this paper stated that in order to increase school
connectedness, school staff could support students (adult support), peers can improve
student perceptions of school (belonging to a positive peer group), students can believe
that school is important and that the adults are helpful (commitment to education), and
the physical environment and psychosocial climate can improve student perceptions
(school environment).
Another summary was written by Allen and Kern (2017), who identified 13
important factors concerning school belonging: gender, school type, school location, year
level, race and ethnicity, extracurricular activities, academic motivation, personal
characteristics, emotional instability and mental illness, peer support, teacher support,
parent support, and environmental variables (p. 25). Unlike the CDC summary, which
was focused on how schools can help students feel connected, Allen and Kern stressed
the themes, topics, and individual differences that have been examined in the previous
literature. Still, two major similarities can be found between the two lists made by the
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Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (2009) and Allen and Kern (2017). First,
support by adults and peers are stressed, and second, environmental factors are included.
As can be observed in these two similarities, school belonging is conceptualized in both
papers in terms of human relationships and environmental factors.
Additionally, Allen et al. (2016) investigated factors that can influence school
belonging by conducting a meta-analysis that examined ten themes related to school
belonging found in 51 studies (N = 67,378). The ten themes in this analysis were
academic motivation, emotional stability, personal characteristics, parent support, peer
support, teacher support, gender, race and ethnicity, extracurricular activities, and
environmental/school safety. Allen et al. (2016) searched articles written in English on
school belonging that used quantitative methods published between 2002 and 2013. Some
of their inclusion criteria were age (12 to 18 years old), school (secondary school setting),
definition (school belonging), and variables (school belonging as a dependent variable).
The meta-analysis found that eight themes, excluding race and ethnicity, and
extracurricular activities, were significantly related to school belonging with the largest
effects for teacher support and personal characteristics (p. 23).
Most recently, Korpershoek, Canrinus, Fokkens-Bruinsma, and de Boer (2019)
meta-analyzed the relationships between school belonging and students’ motivational,
social-emotional, behavioral, and academic outcomes in secondary education. The
authors examined the studies published in English in peer-reviewed journals between
2000 and 2018 with school belonging as the independent variable and motivational,
socio-emotional, behavioral, and academic achievement outcomes as dependent
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variables. Among the findings, the relationship between school belonging and motivation
is most relevant to the current study. The researchers found that school belonging and
motivation were correlated at .30, which was statistically significant. It was also found
that out of the 44 studies that used a survey to investigate relationships between school
belonging and academic achievement, 50% (n = 22) employed the PSSM and the other
half used eight different surveys.

Gaps in Previous Research on School Belonging
The gaps in the previous literature that are addressed in the current study concern
three topics: location, measurement, and age. The current study was conducted in Japan
(location), employing the school belonging survey (measurement) I wrote specifically for
first-year university students in Japan (age). Although these three variables are closely
related to each other, they are discussed in the following pages separately, followed by
the summary of those gaps.

Location. As previously discussed, the concept of school belonging originated in
the United States and has spread to other locations. To this day, one major study (Togari
et al., 2011) and the preliminary studies for the current study (Fukuda, 2014, 2015) have
been published about the Japanese context. Studies from various sites and Togari et al.
(2011) are summarized below.
In the United States, school belonging is often discussed in the context of student
retention (e.g., Alkan, 2016, p. 445). A high dropout rate among American university
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students is behind this research interest. In the United States, only 48% of university
students complete their degree within five years, and this low rate is mostly due to the
departure of first-year students (Tinto, 1999). Approximately 22% of first-year university
students do not return to their second year, and among those students, about 65% leave
for non-academic reasons (Morrow & Ackermann, 2012). It is easy to imagine that these
students who drop out lack support from their peers and teachers, and if they had more
support and as a result more feeling of belonging, more might stay in school longer. In
order to investigate this issue, Freeman, Anderman, and Jensen (2007) collected survey
data on sense of belonging and motivation from 238 first-year university students. In their
study, two levels of sense of belonging were investigated: class-level belonging and
university-level belonging. The researchers used regression analysis to examine the
association between the students’ sense of belonging and motivation and found that when
students felt belonging in a certain university class, they also reported positive motivation
to study. The researchers also used regression analysis to examine the association
between the students’ sense of class-belonging and the teachers’ role, and found that
teachers play an important role in enhancing students’ feeling of belonging to a class. It
was also found that when students perceive that their professors are caring, the students
tend to have higher sense of university-level belonging, too. The researchers concluded
that students’ sense of acceptance by both other students and teachers might be the most
important variables in the sense of belonging.
An intervention aimed to improve school belonging was conducted by Walton and
Cohen (2011). In this experimental research, 43 European American university students
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and 49 African American university students in the United States, who were finishing
their first year, read a report of senior students who went through difficult times during
the first year but who grew confident in belonging over time. The participants were then
told to write about their own feelings and to speak about them. Their speeches were video
recorded for future students. In the control group, the students had no such treatment. It
was found that the mean scores of the GPA of the treatment group participants were
significantly higher in the senior year than in the first year, while the mean GPA scores of
the control group showed no statistically significant differences. Moreover, the African
American students in the experimental group made higher GPA gains than the European
American students. The brief one-time intervention improved the academic performance
over three years. Walton and Cohen (2011) concluded that the results indicated that
“inequality between marginalized and nonmarginalized groups arises … from concern
about social belonging” (p. 1450). It might be possible to apply this type of intervention
to help students in Japanese settings, students in ethnic minority groups, sociallyeconomically marginalized students, or those who perceive themselves to be behind other
students in terms of English proficiency.
Race in school belonging in the United States has also been investigated by
Hausmann, Schofield, and Woods (2007). In contrast to Freeman, Anderman, and Jensen
(2007), who investigated a population consisting of 90% Caucasian students, Hausmann
et al. (2007) investigated this issue with African-American students in a white-dominant
university (77% white), but they controlled the number of participants so that about 60%
were white and 40% were African-American. The experimental group participants
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received written messages from administrators stating that they were valuable members
of the university and small gifts with the university name, logo, and colors, such as ID
holders and magnets, whereas the control group participants did not receive such
messages or gifts. The results showed that the experimental group participants
experienced less decline in their sense of belonging than in the control group participants.
Thus, the results suggested that belonging works regardless of ethnicity, and the sense of
belonging to a school can be enhanced by human and non-human encouragement.
School belonging among American university students was also investigated by
Hoffman, Richmond, Morrow, and Salomone (2002). The researchers examined the sense
of belonging of twelve groups of 205 first-year students at the University of Rhode
Island. Twelve other groups in the non-learning environment also participated in the
study. The participants completed a 50-item survey, which was factor analyzed. Five
factors were identified: perceived peer support, perceived faculty support and comfort,
perceived classroom comfort, perceived isolation, and empathetic faculty understanding.
An ANOVA was conducted to investigate whether the students in the learning
environment benefited more from the environment than the students in the non-learning
environment, with the five factors as dependent variables and the environment as the
independent variable. The results showed that the participants perceived valued
involvement, which is a supportive relationship among students and the belief that
teachers are compassionate (p. 251). The authors concluded that not only the feeling of
knowing each other, but also the feeling of being valued by others is important. These
factors lead to interpersonal attachment and intimacy.
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The issue of school belonging among minorities was investigated not only with
African Americans, but also with Native Americans. Brayboy (2004) qualitatively
researched three Native American students attending a prestigious university, examining
how the students felt when studying in that environment. For example, one participant,
Debbie, walked 45 minutes to the museum, although it only took 15 minutes if she chose
the shortest route. She intentionally chose a detour so that she would not see anyone she
knew or who might look at her as if she were “from another planet” (p. 126). Even
though Debbie belonged to a prestigious university, she avoided contact with other
students and felt isolated. This example shows that only being a member of a school does
not necessarily lead to feeling belonging to the school.
The interest in student retention through maintaining belonging has not been
confined to the American continent. Wilcox, Winn, and Fyvie-Gauld (2005) examined
how social integration influences university students in the United Kingdom about their
decision to stay at or leave university. They interviewed 34 first-year students to
investigate this issue. Although their findings showed that the factors affecting retention
are complex and multifaceted, the researchers concluded that there are key factors
involved in the decision, including making compatible friends, getting along with
roommates, and helping each other with coursework. The qualitative results of this study
supported quantitative research conducted in North America.
School belonging has been investigated in Japan, too. Togari, Sato, Yagasaki, and
Otemori (2011) used the PSSM with Japanese high school students. Togari and his
colleagues recognized the scarcity of research on school belonging in Japan and
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conducted research with the aim of developing the Japanese version of the PSSM scale
and examining the reliability and validity of the survey. The researchers collected data
from approximately 1,500 Japanese high school students in Tokyo. Five items
demonstrated low item-total correlations. Because the original PSSM consisted of 18
items, after deleting the five items, 13 items remained, and the new set of the items was
called the PSSM-13J. The survey was hypothesized to consist of three components:
acceptance by teachers, acceptance by students, and belonging. To examine factor
validity, Togari et al. conducted a confirmatory factor analysis, and the results showed
good model fit with 2 = 1108.42, 2 /df = 3.84, p < .001, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .88 for
male students, and with 2 = 800.96, 2 /df = 2.79, p < .001, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .94 for
female students. Thus, the researchers concluded that the 13-item scale was valid and
could become an important primary outcome indicator of school-environment-building
programs based on school belonging theory. Their research results indicate that the
PSSM might be culturally sensitive, and it is necessary to consider making a revised or
new set of items when conducting research on students in a different cultural group.
To sum up, research into school belonging originated in the United States, but it
has drawn interest in other parts of the world, including Europe and Japan. However,
only one major study was conducted in Japan (Togari et al., 2011), and the study was
conducted with high school students studying math. Thus, lack of studies of school
belonging conducted with university students in Japan is addressed in the current study.
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Measurement. Although there have been qualitative investigations of school
belonging (e.g., Brayboy, 2004; Wilcox et al., 2005), school belonging has primarily
been examined using surveys. A number of surveys have been developed for the purpose
of measuring school belonging, but the one employed most often has been the PSSM.
The PSSM has been examined in different continents. Abubakar et al. (2016) investigated
the validation of the PSSM in the Netherlands, Kenya, Indonesia, and Spain. The
researchers collected data from 1,928 adolescents aged 11 to 20 years and carried out a
series of multi-group confirmatory factor analyses to test the five models, including the
single-factor model and the five-factor model. The model fit shows that only the fivecluster model, with school, student, teacher, self, and other people as the five factors,
explained the results (p. 385). Abubakar et al. (2016) also found that the PSSM showed
an adequate alpha reliability coefficient in all the countries ranging from .73 to .86.
However, they also suggested that the scale should be refined, especially if it is used
across cultural contexts (p. 387). Considering that the present study was an investigation
of school belonging in Japanese university students, the survey must be carefully written
and validated.
As an example of a study that measured school belonging employing a survey
other than the PSSM, Hurtado and Carter (1997) wrote a survey consisting of 22 items to
measure school belonging among Latino university students in the United States. The
researchers recognized that school belonging is not merely an isolated psychological
element based on physical participation in activities and hypothesized a path model that
reflected a causal relationship from three components prior to university entrance—
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selectivity of college, gender, and academic ability—to three latent variables—ease of
transition in the first year, hostile climate in the second year, and sense of belonging in
the third year. Hurtado and Carter found that among 272 university students in the United
States who originally came from Mexico, Puerto Rico, and other Central and South
American countries, selectivity of the university they attended negatively predicted ease
of transition. In other words, the more prestigious the university, the more difficult the
students felt it was to fit into the new environment. Hurtado and Carter (1997) also found
a causal relationship from cognitive mapping, one of the observed factors of ease of
transition, to sense of belonging. In other words, getting to know large campus
environments by affiliating with a group in the college environment in the first year led to
a stronger sense of school belonging in the third year. The results of this research
suggested that further research can be conducted about causal relationships involving
school belonging with a survey.
It has been suggested that a new survey targeting specific groups of students be
developed. Hussain, Domingue, LaFromboise, and Ruedas-Gracia (2018) suggested that
different surveys be employed depending on the cultural group being investigated. In
addition, Slaten et al. (2016) argued that a survey for university students should be made.
Slaten et al.’s review of studies on school belonging found five predictors of school
belonging: school environment, school safety, teacher supportiveness and caring, parent
support, and peer relationships through extracurricular activities. It is reasonable to
hypothesize that the more students feel safe at school, the more belonging they feel and
that the more support they receive from their teachers, the more belonging they feel.
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Unlike the four summaries provided by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(2009), Allen and Kern (2017), Allen et al. (2016), and Korpershoek et al. (2019), this
summary includes school belonging in a university in the analysis. According to Slaten et
al. (2016), research on university students’ school belonging has started to be a “trend”
(p. 8). Summarizing the brief history of research on school belonging of university
students, Slaten et al. noticed that there might be differences between adolescents and
university students and called for a new measurement of school belonging at the college
level. The researchers that investigated university students used the Psychological Sense
of School Membership (PSSM; Goodenow, 1993b) or its modification (e.g., Pittman &
Richmond, 2008), but Slaten et al. acknowledged the need for a new survey targeting
university students, and also the need for research that is more culturally sensitive or
specific (p. 9). Although partly based on the PSSM, I provide one possible answer to their
call by developing a survey for school belonging that is specifically developed for
university students in Japan.

Age. In this section, the previous literature on school belonging focusing on age is
reviewed. Although many of the empirical studies reviewed so far in terms of location
and measurements targeted university students, most previous literature on school
belonging involved adolescent participants. The school belonging research began based
on the theoretical development on how to help adolescents in the 1980s (e.g., Wehlage,
1989). In response to this, the PSSM was also developed for younger students, and it has
become the most widely employed survey to measure school belonging. Goodenow
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(1993b) developed the PSSM, and even though she once used a different survey to
measure school belonging (Goodenow, 1993a), she felt a need to develop a short scale
measuring school belonging for research as well as for identifying at-risk students. For
the purpose of developing a measure of school belonging, Goodenow first wrote 42 items
reflecting the previous literature in school dropout and social support at school, and
shortened the list to 28 items by eliminating ambiguous and redundant items. She
administered the survey to 454 sixth- to eighth-grade students in an urban school and a
suburban school in the Northeast United States. By removing the items that substantially
reduced internal consistency and that had low variance, Goodenow finalized the shorter
scale, which she titled the Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM). Further
analyses were conducted on the relationships between school belonging and other factors,
such as residence (urban or suburban), language (English or Spanish), and gender, but the
finding most relevant to the current study was that the sense of belonging was an
important contributor to motivation and subsequent achievement at school.
Although it is not used as often as the PSSM, the Programme for International
Student Assessment (PISA), conducted by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD), has also been used for research into school belonging
(Bottiani, Bradshaw, & Mendelson, 2017; Dukynaitė & Dudaitė, 2017). Developed by
researchers both within and outside of the OECD (Willms, 2003), PISA has been
implemented every three years mainly to examine the performance of 15-year-olds in
reading, mathematics, and science. However, it also assesses other constructs, including
nine items about school belonging, such as I feel like I belong at school and Other
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students seem to like me (OECD, 2020, p. 131). Currently, the most recent results are
from the survey conducted in 2018, according to which, Japanese 15-year-olds agreed
with the statement I feel like I belong at school at the fourth highest rate after Spain,
Colombia, and Greece among the 35 OECD member countries (OECD, 2020, p. 131).
The results indicated that Japanese students generally feel that they belong to their
school. The OECD survey results are useful for comparing school belonging levels
among countries and for tracking changes in general trends over time, but the target is
limited to 15-year-olds, whose perception of school might differ from university students.
Because the PSSM was originally developed for use with young learners, there
have been attempts to modify the PSSM to target university students. Pittman and
Richmond (2008), for example, acknowledged that school belonging in university
students had not often been examined. To fill this gap, they investigated the relationship
between university belonging and other psychological constructs, such as relationships
with friends (positive or negative relationships), self-competence (self-reports of
scholastic competence, social acceptance, and self-worth), and problem behaviors
(aggressive behavior, anxiety, and depression). The researchers modified the PSSM to
measure how much first-year university students felt belonging to a school and other
factors, such as self-competence and problem behaviors. Their participants were 79 firstyear university students, and belonging was investigated twice during the first year, once
in the first semester (Time 1) and once in the second semester (Time 2). The researchers
used regression analyses to determine how much each factor was associated with changes
between Time 1 and Time 2. The results indicated that there is a link between a sense of
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university belonging and students’ positive feelings, such as scholastic competence (β
= .24) and social acceptance (β = .29), but the relationships with other factors, such as
self-worth, were negative or statistically insignificant (p. 354). If it is possible to identify
the relationship between belonging to a school and other feelings, then, it might also be
possible to find a connection between belonging and L2 motivation.
The model tested in the current study is partly based on Pittman and Richmond’s
study (2008) in that both studies borrowed a number of, if not all, items from the PSSM
and also investigated the relationship between school belonging and other psychological
constructs multiple times. In the current study, however, I employ a more sophisticated
design than Pittman and Richmond in that I collected data from 540 university students
three times in an academic year, while Pittman and Richmond (2008) collected data from
79 university students twice.

Conclusion of gaps in previous research on school belonging. As in any research
topic, in school belonging, there are gaps to be filled. The three interrelated gaps that I
have attempted to fill are in location, measurement, and age. As has been seen in the
literature review, research on school belonging has developed theoretically and
empirically since the 1990s. In terms of location, school belonging research began in the
United States, and spread to the world, including Europe, Australia, Asia, and Africa. In
Japan, however, only one major study has been conducted (Togari et al., 2011). In terms
of education level, early studies were conducted with adolescents, and recently a few
studies have been conducted with university students. In the only extensive study on
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school belonging in Japan by Togari et al. high school students were examined; thus,
almost no research has been conducted on school belonging of Japanese university
students except for my own preliminary studies (Fukuda, 2014, 2015).
In the current study, nine of the 23 items used to measure school belonging are
based on the PSSM. Libbey (2004) found that 23 different measures of belonging in an
extensive review of literature on school belonging. More recently, Korpershoek et al.
(2019) found that nine different school belonging surveys were used between 2000 and
2018, but half of the studies used the PSSM. Table 1 shows the studies in which the
PSSM was employed. All the studies in the list are in psychology or in educational
psychology and none were conducted in the field of SLA. School belonging started to be
discussed extensively in the 1990s. Based on the research in the 1980s, educational
researchers became interested in how they could measure the extent of school belonging.
Goodenow (1993b) measured the relationship between school belonging and academic
achievement by examining whether it was possible to say that the more students felt
belonging to school, the better their academic records were. Her hypothesis was verified,
but the researcher’s achievement was more clearly seen in the development of a survey to
investigate the extent of school belonging, the PSSM.
As shown in Table 1, the PSSM has been used continuously since its development
by Goodenow in the 1990s. In terms of location, the PSSM was employed only in the
United States for the first decade, but it has spread widely, including Asia (e.g., Cheung
& Hui, 2003), Europe (e.g., Ferreira, Cardoso, & Abrantes, 2011), and Africa (Cowden,
Govender, Oppong Asante, Reardon, & George, 2016). Only Togari, Sato, Yagasaki, and
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Otemori (2011) have used the PSSM in Japan. In terms of the participants’ ages, perhaps
because the original survey was made for young learners, most studies have been
conducted with middle school students; a limited number of recent studies have involved
university students (e.g., Alkan, 2016; Friesen, 2019; Pittman & Richmond, 2008; Teo,
Cheung, & Kam, 2016).

L2 Motivation
Because the purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between school
belonging and L2 motivation, I next focus on L2 motivation. In the current study, L2
motivation means motivation to learn English. Even though L2 does not necessarily mean
English, motivation research in SLA is increasingly dominated by research on English
(Boo, Dörnyei, & Ryan, 2015).
Because the section on school belonging started with a broad concept of
belonging, I begin with a broad concept of motivation in psychology and educational
psychology, and then go on to discuss motivation in SLA. Motivation in SLA has to be
extensively discussed, because unlike school belonging, which has not been discussed
much in SLA, L2 motivation is a major topic in this field. Sub-components in the current
study which have been discussed in SLA, such as integrativeness and ideal L2 self, are
also reviewed in this section.
Lastly, the connection between school belonging and L2 motivation is discussed.
The connection between school belonging and general academic motivation has been
discussed theoretically (e.g., Juvonen, 2006; Weiner, 1990) and investigated empirically
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Author(s) and year
Goodenow (1993b)

Participants
Grades 6, 7, 8

Location
United States

Number
of items
18

Goodenow & Grady
(1993)

12- to 16-yearolds

United States

Hagborg (1994)

Middle school

Hagborg (1998)

Results
PSSM was validated.

Conclusion
The 18-item survey was
developed.

18

Large correlations were found
between school belonging and
motivation.

School belonging might have a
powerful impact on motivation.

United States

18

PCA revealed three factors.

The three factors are belonging
(13 items), rejection (3 items),
and acceptance (2 items).

Grades 5 to 8

United States

11

The internal consistency of the
PSSM-Brief was high.

A uniform measure was
validated.

Bosworth et al. (1999)

Grades 6, 7, 8

United States

4

School belonging was correlated
with bullying, but in multiple
regression, it was found to be
insignificant.

School belonging is not
associated with bullying. A
comprehensive analysis is
necessary.

Isakson & Javis (1999)

Adolescents

United States

18

The three-time data showed no
change among students.

School belonging remain stable
from elementary to junior high
school.

Anderman (2003)

Adolescents

United States

5

School belonging was found to
predict other psychological
constructs.

The relation between school
belonging and academic
outcomes varies across schools.

Cheung & Hui (2003)

Grades 4, 5, 6

Hong Kong

PCA identified two factors:
school belonging and school
rejection.

The difference could be
attributed to cultural differences.

18

Table 2. (Continues)
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Table 2. Studies Employing the Psychological Sense of School Membership Survey

Table 2. (Continued)
Author(s) and year
Ibañez et al. (2004)

Participants
High school

Location
United States

Number
of items
18

Sánchez et al. (2005)

High school

United States

Adelabu (2007)

Adolescents

Crooks et al. (2007)

Conclusion
Parents’ belief that school is
important for success is critical
for children to succeed.

18

School belonging plays an active
role in academic outcomes
among Latino adolescents.

School belonging significantly
predicted academic outcomes,
including academic motivation.

United States

18

The three subscales related with
each other as hypothesized.

School belonging is significantly
connected with academic
achievement and time
perspective.

Grades 9, 10,
11

Canada

18

School connectedness was
found to predict less
delinquency.

Schools have an important
influence on violent delinquency.

Kia-Keating & Ellis (2007)

Adolescents

United States

18

Hierarchical regression analyses
found that school belonging
among refugee adolescents
does not buffer PTSD but
predicts less depression and
more self-efficacy.

School belonging can be
effective in preventing
depression and in promoting
self-efficacy of refugee
adolescents.

Pittman & Richmond
(2008)

University

United States

18

Positive changes in school
belonging correspond with
positive changes in scholastic
competence and social
acceptance.

School belonging at the
university level is linked to
positive self-perception as
school belonging at younger
ages.

Ferreira et al. (2011)

High school

Portugal

Negative school belonging
negatively impacts intrinsic
motivation.

School need to improve school
belonging to improve motivation.

2
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Results
School belonging was positively
related to achievement
motivation.

Table 2. (Continues)

Author(s) and year
Irvin et al. (2011)

Participants
Grades 9–11

Location
United States

Liu & Lu (2011)

High school

China

Togari et al. (2011)

Grades 10–12

You et al. (2011)

Number
of items
11

Results
School belonging has a positive
relationship with academic
achievements.

Conclusion
School belonging predicts
educational achievement.

9

A growth curve model found no
relationship between school
belonging and academic
achievement.

Chinese students might be
different from Western students.

Japan

18

After removing five items, three
factors were identified.

The three factors are
acceptance by teacher,
acceptance by students, and
belonging.

High school

Australia

18

In EFA and CFA, after removing
six items, three factors were
identified.

The three factors are caring
relationship with teachers (4
items), acceptance (5 items),
and rejection (3 items).

Sari (2012)

Elementary
school

Turkey

18

Turkish elementary school
students showed school
belonging.

School belonging can be
investigated in all levels of
education.

Van Houtte & Van Maele
(2012)

Secondary
school

Belgium

18

In EFA and CFA, seven items
were found to form the adult
support component.

Students in vocational schools
have lower school belonging
than those in academic schools.

Ye & Wallace (2014)

High school

United States

18

In CFA, after removing three
items, three factors were
identified.

The three factors are
identification and participation in
school, perception of fitting in
among peers, and generalized
connection with teachers.

Table 2. (Continues)
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Table 2. (Continued)

Author(s) and year
Abubakar et al. (2016)

Participants
Adolescents

Location
Netherlands,
Kenya,
Indonesia,
Spain

Alkan (2016)

University

Turkey

Cowden et al. (2016)

Adolescents

Gaete et al. (2016)

Number
of items
18

Results
One dimensional model does
not explain the factor structure.

Conclusion
PSSM has a problematic
structure at item level.

18

EFA and CFA showed better fits
in the three-factor model.

PSSM has three factors;
acceptance by faculty members,
belonging, and acceptance by
students.

South Africa

18

EFA found three factors with 15
items.

PSSM consists of three factors
(acceptance, belonging, and
inclusion).

Grades 5 to 8

Chile

18

EFA and CFA found PSSM with
13 items is unidimensional.

Using only the positively worded
items can provide a clearer
solution.

Teo et al. (2016)

University

China

16

EFA and CFA showed three
factors.

PSSM has three factors: positive
relationships, feelings of
rejection, and sense of inclusion.

Arslan & Duru (2017)

Secondary
School and High
School

Turkey

10

CFA found validity of 10 items
with two dimensions.

PSSM is valid in the two-factor
model (acceptance and
exclusion).

Hussain et al. (2018)

Middle school
and High school

United States

18

EFA found 5 negatively-worded
items did not fit.

PSSM has two factors: peer
support and connection to
teachers.

Table 2. (Continues)
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Table 2. (Continued)

Author(s) and year
Vera et al. (2018)

Participants
ESL learners
aged 35 on
average

Location
United States

Number
of items
18

Whiting et al. (2018)

Grades 7 to 9

United States

Friesen (2019)

University 1styear students

Musthafa et al. (2019)

Upper
secondary
students

Results
School belonging is correlated
with positive and negative
school events.

Conclusion
School belonging does not
predict positive or negative
affect.

10

Through EFA and CFA, 10 items
were verified.

5 items in PSSM and 5 more
items were found to form a
unidimensional construct.

United States

18

Intervention of reading
narratives written by seniors.

The students who read
narratives did not improve
school belonging.

Indonesia

18

School belonging can moderate
school misconduct significantly.

Feeling happy at school can
prevent students from violating
school rules.
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Table 2. (Continued)

(e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Levett-Jones & Lathlean, 2008; Zumbrunn, McKim,
Buhs, & Hawley, 2014). Few researchers have examined the connection between
school belonging and L2 motivation, but three previous studies (Fukuda, 2014, 2015;
Quinn, 2013) are summarized and possible relationships considered.

Motivation in Psychology and Educational Psychology
According to The Dictionary of Psychology, motivation refers to “the process
of initiating, sustaining, and directing psychological or physical activities, including
internal forces such as impulses, drives, and desires involved in this process” (Corsini,
1999, p. 611). As can be seen in this definition, motivation is not confined to
psychological constructs. Colman (2006) categorized motivation into two groups:
biological drives, such as hunger, thirst, and sex, and; social forms, such as need for
achievement and need for affiliation (p. 479). In contrast, Colman (1994) proposed
three categories: hunger and appetite, which usually result from food deprivation;
social motivation in which individuals are in close contact with others, and; sexual
motivation (pp. 483–484). Although attempts have been made to link these categories,
social motivation is usually considered distinct from the other biological, behavioral
type (Wong, 2000). The kind of motivation most relevant to the current study is the
second category, social motivation.
It has long been recognized that motivation is difficult to define. Miller (1962)
said that motivation is a large domain of research, not confined only to psychology,
extending to biochemistry, sociology, economics, and anthropology, and went on to
warn that it is impossible to account for motivation with one single theory (p. 269).
Thus, his definition of motivation was broad: “all those pushes and prods—biological,
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social and psychological—that defeat our laziness and move us, either eagerly or
reluctantly, to action” (p. 269).
Motivation research in psychology has led to improvements in ways of
thinking, including goal setting. According to Latham and Yukl (1975), setting goals
used to be much less common than now, and when a goal was set, it was done by a
teacher or boss. In their experimental study, Latham and Yukl gave three groups of
people the task of cutting and transporting wood with different goals. One group was
only told to do their best, another group was given a specific goal, and the third group
was told to set their own goal. The results showed that the group that was told to do
their best transported the least amount of wood, the group that was assigned a pre-set
goal transported much more wood, and the group that set their own goal performed
the best. Thanks to this study and other work done by psychologists, it is now known
that the results can be applied to motivate people to learn and to work, helping
individuals to understand and combat difficulties in motivational systems. The results
from the current study can also be used to better understand and improve second
language learning.
Because the current study concerns foreign language learning, motivation in
education is summarized here. An educational psychologist, Kolencik (2008), defined
motivation as “an intrinsic or extrinsic process that arouses, directs, and maintains
behavior and relates to the drive to do something” (p. 173). She went on to state that
motivation drives people to study new things and encourages them to try again when
they fail. In this definition, two types of motivation, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation,
are included. According to Kolencik, intrinsic motivation means an innate drive, and
when students do something for the sheer joy of doing it or because they want to
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discover something, they do so out of intrinsic motivation (p. 174). In contrast,
extrinsic motivation means motivators from an external source. When students study
to get a good grade, a teacher’s praise or parent’s praise, or even rewards such as
stickers or candy, they do so out of extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivators are
sometimes abused, but they can be effective in helping students develop intrinsic
motivation (p. 175). In the current study, intrinsic motivation is examined in subcategories termed enjoyment and integrativeness, and extrinsic motivation is
examined in instrumentality.
Motivation has been discussed frequently in educational psychology.
According to Weiner (1990), motivation was a dominant field of study in educational
psychology between 1950 and 1970 (p. 616). Weiner argued that motivation research
in educational psychology could be traced back to the 1930s and 1940s, when the
main topics in educational application were praise and reproof, success and failure,
knowledge of results, cooperation and competition, and reward and punishment (pp.
616–617). In addition, it was not until 1990 that individual differences and the
intrinsic versus extrinsic distinction, currently considered of primary importance,
were listed as main topics in motivational research. Many concepts about motivation
in educational psychology were derived from psychology, but the topics were
“divorced” (p. 617) from the mainstream especially in the 1980s mainly because
motivation was considered separate from learning by psychologists, but in educational
psychology the main focus has been in how to motivate learners, which indicates that
motivation is inseparable from learning (Weiner, 1990, p. 618). In the current study,
motivation is conceptualized in terms of learning, especially learning a foreign
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language, and by connecting L2 motivation to school belonging, the list of motivators
for language learners can be increased.

Motivation in SLA
It is needless to say that motivation is a key to successful language learning.
As Corder (1967) famously put it, “given motivation [italics in the original], it is
inevitable that a human being will learn a second language if he is exposed to the
language data” (p. 164). Thus, it is natural that motivation has been paid attention to
by researchers in SLA. Unlike school belonging, much has been investigated about
motivation in SLA. In this section, history about L2 motivation is overviewed,
followed by reviews of important topics in L2 motivation in the current study:
integrativeness and ideal L2 self; teachers and classmates; intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation; and demotivation.

History of motivation in SLA. The importance of motivation in language
learning was recognized even over one hundred years ago. Jespersen (1904), though
he did not use the term motivation, said that schools should not have any instructions
in languages which only consist in a “parrot-like repetition of the words of the teacher
or the book” (p. 7), and that teachers have to make their students feel interested in
school subjects so that they have a conception of reward that the study will bring (p.
8), and that there are numerous “treasures” that learning a foreign language opens for
students (p. 8). Thus, the importance of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in foreign
language learning was recognized long ago. It was not until the 1950s, however, that
motivation in learning a second language began to be analyzed systematically.
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According to Dörnyei and Ryan (2015), L2 motivation research historically
developed in three stages: the social psychological period (1959–1990), the cognitivesituated period (the 1990s), and the process-oriented period (2000 to the present day)
(pp. 73–74). Those three stages are summarized in chronological order below.
It was in 1959 that Gardner and Lambert published their seminal article, and
this timing was described as the birth of the field of L2 motivation by Claro (2019).
Gardner, Lambert, and their colleagues based in Canada studied the motivation of
students who speak English as their first language and learn French as their second
language. In their study, two psychological constructs were stressed, integrativeness
and instrumental motivation (Gardner & Lambert, 1959, p. 267). Integrativeness
means a desire to learn the language for the purposes of affiliation with, and
acculturation of, the target culture, and instrumental motivation means a desire to
learn the language for personal pragmatic and utilitarian reasons. Although Gardner
(1988) acknowledged the existence of other motivational factors, he emphasized
integrative motivation and instrumental motivation (p. 113). According to Williams,
Mercer, and Ryan (2016), before Gardner and Lambert, language learning was seen as
a function of learner aptitude and teaching methods. Recognizing the role of learner
attitudes toward the language was a major breakthrough in SLA.
The second stage, the cognitive-situated period, was the time when there was a
growing awareness of the conceptual gap between motivational thinking in SLA and
in educational psychology. Admitting that not much attention had been paid to
motivation in applied linguistics, Crookes and Schmidt (1991) proposed three
agendas: provide a contextualized description of L2 motivation, establish an
instrument for L2 motivation applying validity and reliability criteria, and accumulate
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generalizations concerning L2 motivation. Although various concerns emerged at the
same time and there were no coordinated movements guiding the research in this
phase, according to Dörnyei and Ryan (2015), two broad intertwining trends
characterized this period (p. 80). First, motivational researchers in the field of SLA
wanted to catch up with advances in psychology and educational psychology by
incorporating cognitive aspects. Second, the researchers also wanted to narrow the
macro-perspective of L2 motivation to micro-perspective by approaching more finetuned situations such as language classrooms. In other words, the general trend in L2
motivation research began to move away from the investigations that describe broad
patterns across large populations towards interpretations of motivation that are
situated more within education (Williams, Mercer, & Ryan, 2016).
Lastly, the present phase is referred to as the process-oriented period,
characterized by its dynamic character and temporal variation. In this perspective,
according to Dörnyei and Ryan (2015), motivation is regarded as a dynamic factor
that displays continuous fluctuation because it adapts to ever-changing contextual
parameters rather than a static attribute of the individual. Recently, motivation in SLA
has been discussed in the framework of dynamic systems theory (DST). According to
Lowie (2013), DST, which has its origin in mathematics in the 1960s, has been used
in a variety of disciplines from physics to demography and has been applied to SLA
since the 1990s (p. 1806). In SLA, DST can be used to investigate the following three
crucial characteristics: (a) the existence of interconnected subsystems, (b) the
tendency to self-organization, and (c) the occurrence of nonlinear, chaotic patterns of
development (De Bot, Lowie, & Verspoor, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 1997). Before the
introduction of DST, factors in acquiring a second language, such as motivation and
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language aptitude, used to be conceptualized as isolated single factors. Therefore,
researchers attempted to find ways to motivate language learners and to identify
which skill in the language aptitude a certain learner could focus on, such as reading
and listening. In DST, all the factors are interacting components within the system;
thus, the factors cannot be examined without the context they are in.
Recently, SLA has seen a surge in research on motivation to the extent that the
authors of a book about the psychology of language learning had to revise a book
published in 2005 ten years later (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015). In addition, according to
the updated analysis of the same group of researchers (Boo, Dörnyei, & Ryan, 2015),
the number of publications about this topic had “quadrupled” over these years in
major applied linguistics journals (p. 154). Motivation is so widely discussed that,
according to Ushioda (2012), motivation has generated the largest amount of
literature among the psychological constructs in L2 learning (p. 58).

Motivational issues and factors discussed in SLA. Learners do not stay the
same and any psychological state depends upon the learning context, such as place,
time, teacher, classmates, materials, and the weather. Although it sometimes seems
that one single source motivates learners a great deal, more than one factor is usually
involved in motivating L2 learners. An example can be found in one university
student in Austria named Carina (pseudonym). Mercer (2012) collected data from
Carina through weekly journals and interviews. Carina was a female student at a
university in Austria, pursuing a bachelor’s degree in Intercultural Communication
involving Spanish and English, both of which were foreign languages for her. One
belief she seemed to hold was about the nature and process of language learning. She
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believed that it was important to have a natural talent for learning a foreign language.
She appeared to use this frame of reference when she evaluated her own behaviors
and self-concept. Carina stated that she believed that she was a gifted language
learner because her mother repeatedly told her, “You’re good at languages, you’re
good at languages, you’re good at languages” (p. 20). Carina said that her mother’s
encouragement and her own self-perceptions based on that encouragement motivated
her to study a foreign language. However, language teachers all know that language
learning is not simple. Mercer concluded that Carina accumulated experiences and
formed beliefs about herself. Her mother’s encouragement was a starting point, and
from there, many other factors, including confidence through successful
communications in a foreign language, contributed to her motivation.
Although many factors are involved in motivating language learners, some
factors generally play a larger role than others both at the macro-level concerning
schools and programs in general, and at the micro-level concerning classes and
individuals. At the macro-level, according to Abrar-ul-Hassan (2018), three long-term
overarching principles to reinforce learners’ L2 motivation are promoting learners’
involvement in the program, creating a safe atmosphere for learners in the class, and
making language learning pleasurable and interesting (pp. 693–694). As for microlevel strategies applicable to language classes, many researchers have proposed
motivating factors and lesson ideas for language classes (e.g., Carpenter, Falout,
Fukuda, Trovela, & Murphey, 2009; Hadfield & Dörnyei, 2013).
In the following sections, four topics on L2 motivation are summarized:
integrativeness and ideal L2 self; teachers and classmates; intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation; and demotivation. First, integrativeness was proposed as an important
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factor in L2 motivation by Gardner and Lambert (1959), and has been discussed ever
since. It was proposed that ideal L2 self replace integrativeness, but both are
incorporated as sub-components in this study. Second, teachers and classmates are an
important motivator to study English, and they are also considered a large contributor
to school belonging as a factor of support by others. Third, intrinsic motivation is
incorporated as enjoyment and extrinsic motivation is instrumentality in the current
study. Lastly, demotivation is a topic mainly discussed in the Japanese context.
Because the current study discusses motivational changes including the periods of
demotivation and also demotivated students, previous literature on demotivation is
summarized below.

Integrativeness and ideal L2 self. When trying to understand what comprises
L2 motivation, among the five sub-components of the current study—effort,
enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self—effort and enjoyment
and to a lesser extent instrumentality are likely the most easily understood. When
researchers observe a language class, students who are making efforts, and who seem
to be enjoying learning the language, can be described as highly motivated learners.
Effort is so fundamental in judging the extent to which learners are motivated that it
has been used as a criterion measure in some studies on L2 motivation (e.g., Ryan,
2008, 2009). It is also easy to understand someone who is motivated to study a
language by instrumentality, which refers to functional reasons, such as passing an
examination, getting a good grade, or getting a good job. Thus, I decided to review
the literature on integrativeness and ideal L2 self here.
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In the initial conceptualization of L2 motivation, Gardner stressed the roles
that integrativeness and instrumentality play when L2 learners are motivated. Gardner
and Lambert (1959) argued that “the aim in language study is to learn more about the
language group, or to meet more and different people [italics in the original]” (p. 267).
This idea was called integrativeness because these learners aim to be integrated into
the society where the language is spoken. This concept was based on Gardner’s
conviction that when learners identify themselves with speakers of the language and
desire to become like them, they become motivated to learn the language. However,
as Gardner (2010) acknowledged, the concept was later broadened from “genuine
interest in learning the other language in order to become closer psychologically to
the other language community” to “openness to other cultural groups in general and a
willingness or ability to adopt features of the other language group” (p. 85). Thus, the
current study reflects this modification. For the purposes of this study, integrativeness
refers to having positive attitudes toward English and groups of people who speak
English, showing interest in meeting and interacting with them, and wanting to
integrate into that group. From this perspective, as Gardner (2010) acknowledged,
Yashima’s (2002) international posture hardly differs from integrativeness.
Integrativeness might imply a desire to physically integrate with a particular
L2 group, such as English speakers who are learning French, the primary target group
of Gardner’s research. However, this concept may not represent the reality of many
language learners who have practically no contact with native speakers of the target
language. Thus, when Dörnyei and Csizér (2002) examined motivation of English
learners in Hungary, they thought that integrativeness was unrealistic as a motivator
for most Hungarian students, and even though they had items to measure
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integrativeness in their L2 motivation survey, they concluded that they might have
been measuring something other than what had been labeled integrativeness.
The discussion in Dörnyei and Csizér (2002) led to the proposition of ideal L2
self by Dörnyei (2005). Based on the theory of possible selves introduced by Markus
and Nurius (1986), ideal L2 self refers to one’s idealized model of oneself as a
language speaker, and visualizing oneself with such an image is indicative of L2
motivation. Dörnyei (2005) further proposed that integrativeness be replaced by ideal
L2 self as the prime motivator and object of indication of identification. Following
Dörnyei (2005), other researchers based in Japan, including Ryan (2008) and
Taguchi, Magid, and Papi (2009) also proposed replacing integrativeness with ideal
L2 self. In both Ryan (2008) and Taguchi et al. (2009), ideal L2 self was found to be
more closely correlated with effort, the criterion indicator of L2 motivation than
integrativeness. Dörnyei (2005) stated, “I do not think that the term integrativeness
does justice to the broader interpretation of the concept described here; rather, I
suggest that it be re-labeled as the ideal L2 self” (p. 103).
According to Claro (2019), however, ideal L2 self cannot replace
integrativeness for two reasons. First, the locus of identification is different.
Integrativeness represents identification with an external referent, which is a group of
people that the learner wants to join, while ideal L2 self represents identification with
an internal referent, which is one’s representation of oneself from inside. Second, the
statistical results shown in empirical studies to show the stronger correlations between
ideal L2 self and effort, can be interpreted to show stronger correlations between
integrativeness and effort. Claro (2019) argued that external models are internalized
as part of an active process. The external model, which is the representation of

62

integrativeness, is modified, reconstructed, and personalized based on the individual
knowledge, and it becomes the internal model, which is currently conceptualized as
ideal L2 self.
In summary, integrativeness in Gardner (1959) focused on identification with
an external referent and ideal L2 self in Dörnyei (2005) focused on identification with
an internal referent. As MacIntyre, MacKinnon, and Clément (2009) stated,
integrativeness and ideal L2 self are not mutually exclusive, but complementary,
differing in their locus of identification. Both should be important components in the
framework of the L2 motivational model. Based on the discussions above, in the
current study, I conceptualized L2 motivation as a broad concept having both
integrativeness and ideal L2 self as sub-components. This stance recognizes the
complexity of the motivation construct and acknowledges the contributions which
both Gardner and Dörnyei have made to the development of L2 motivation research.

Teachers and other students. When considering L2 learner motivation, social
influences, such as teachers and other students, often come to mind (Dörnyei &
Ushioda, 2011). Teachers act as key social figures and they can influence learner
motivation both positively and negatively. The importance of teachers in L2 learner
motivation has been pointed out in empirical studies. In a project in which I
participated, Carpenter et al. (2009) identified important factors that motivated 285
Japanese university students after a period of demotivation. Using open-ended
questions, they asked the students how they regained motivation to study English.
After coding the comments, several motivating factors were identified. As a result,
teacher-related factors were found to play the most important role when students
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became motivated to study English again, followed by exposure to media, improved
study skills, and interactions with English-speaking foreigners. Teachers have also
been found to negatively influence L2 learner motivation. For example, Falout,
Elwood, and Hood (2009) discussed that disagreeable teacher behaviors and
personalities ranked high in attributions of demotivation in the United States and in
Japan. In addition, as later discussed, Kikuchi (2009) found five factors negatively
influencing L2 motivation, the largest factor being teacher-related factors such as
teacher-centered teaching style and demotivation to teach. In the above studies, it was
found that teachers can influence L2 learners’ motivation in both positive and
negative ways.
In addition to teachers, another critical motivational factor found by Carpenter
et al. (2009) was peers or classmates. Qualitative data showed that students who
remained demotivated for a period of time tended to report that they regained their
motivation to study English by competing with and being influenced by their
classmates (p. 266). It was demonstrated that students could become motivated to
study English again after a period of demotivation with the help of their classmates.
The same group of researchers, Fukuda, Fukada, Falout, and Murphey (2012)
have attempted to conceptualize L2 motivation in the framework of a group of
learners, who share their histories, present feelings, and future aspirations. They
investigated this kind of L2 motivation, which was termed group framing of
motivation, of 412 learners in Japanese universities with a survey in which they
investigated three variables: past (antecedent conditions of the learner), present
(present investments in English inside and outside the classroom), and future
(English-related possible selves). They measured the three variables at the beginning
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of a semester and after having various communicative activities in class, a post-survey
was administered at the end of the semester. The correlation coefficients among the
variables were computed and it was found that all the correlations became larger. The
quantitative results indicated the positive group framing of the learners, and implied
that students’ L2 motivation can be influenced through the group framing. The results
were returned to the learners and they were asked about their perceptions of the
research in an open-ended question. The researchers concluded that the activities
enhanced the learners’ motivation and that returning the results might have helped the
learners feel connected to the class and to the study. They further investigated this
concept by examining survey data from 1351 students in four universities in Japan in
a three-year panel study in Fukada, Murphey, Falout, and Fukuda (2017), and found
that groups of learners can transform their motivation to study English through a
collective psychological shift.
Murphey, Falout, Fukuda, and Fukada (2014) expanded on the previous
studies by proposing a new concept, ideal classmates, by asking 449 Japanese
university students to describe with whom they would like to study in English classes.
After collecting and analyzing data from this open-ended question, a list of 16 codes
describing ideal classmates was created based on the students’ comments. The
descriptors of good classmates included show care to other students, and take risks
and challenge yourself and others to do more with English. The list was shown to the
participants and they were asked three further questions regarding each of the
descriptors: (a) whether they agree with each statement, (b) whether their classmates
are doing it, and (c) whether they are doing it themselves. The results showed strong
correlations among those three perceptions. Spearman’s rank order correlation

65

between (a) and (b) was .58, that between (a) and (c) was .49, and that between (b)
and (c) was .83. Thus, the authors concluded that the concept of ideal classmates
exists and that it can possibly enhance learners’ motivation to study English.
The concept of ideal classmates is recognized as important in motivation
research. For example, Erikson (2019) stated that Murphey et al. (2014) showed that
possible others could influence students to be more engaged in their learning than
before and that the study is one of the few empirical studies of that concept. In
addition, this research design was replicated in conversation classes at a Japanese
university (Peragine, 2019), in a junior high school in Japan (Davis, 2018), and in an
elementary school in Indonesia (Murphey & Iswanti, 2014). In Murphey and Iswanti,
the data collection led to the creation of a different set of descriptors of the ideal
classmates construct, but the list from Indonesia was close to Murphey et al.’s (2014).
These studies imply that implementing ideal classmates can effectively motivate
students to learn an L2 across contexts and cultures.
To summarize, teachers and classmates have been proven to be a significant
motivator to study English. As discussed in the section on school belonging, teachers
and other students are regarded as one source of support at school, and this concept
connects school belonging to L2 motivation.

Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Another common approach to motivational
research concerns the dichotomy of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. As previously
discussed, intrinsically motivated learners tend to participate in an activity because
they enjoy doing so, and extrinsically motivated learners study in order to achieve a
reward, such as getting a good grade or passing a test. The theory of intrinsic
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motivation and extrinsic motivation was developed in psychology (Deci & Ryan,
1985) as part of self-determination theory (SDT), because intrinsically motivated
learners are considered highly self-determined and their reason for engaging in an
activity is linked to their positive feelings.
Over the course of the development of SDT, the dichotomous model
developed into multi-factor models. In the most often cited study on SDT by Deci and
Ryan (1985), in addition to intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation, amotivation
was added, and also three types of extrinsic motivation were identified; thus, five
types of motivation were discussed in the continuum: amotivation, external
regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and intrinsic motivation.
Amotivation is a state in which a person lacks any kind of motivation. External
regulation refers to behavior determined by external means such as reward or
punishment. Introjected regulation refers to behavior for a more internalized reason
than external regulation such as doing homework to impress other students. Identified
regulation refers to the kind of behavior learners have when they view an activity as
personally worthwhile. This kind of motivation is the closest to internal motivation,
and thus the most self-regulated, among the three kinds of external motivation.
SDT has been applied to SLA. Noels, Clément, and Pelletier (1999) and
Noels, Pelletier, Clément, and Vallerand (2000) argued that SDT could be useful in
predicting L2 learning outcomes. The researchers asked 78 university students in
Canada whose first language was English and who were studying French to answer
the questions in the survey about SDT and teachers’ teaching styles. Their main
purpose was to examine the different types of motivation of learners and how their
professors teach, but their results are well known for their validation of different types
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of motivation in the context of language learning. The researchers concluded that the
results attested to the validity of distinguishing between more and less self-determined
forms of motivation. Recognizing the weakness of research employing correlation
coefficients, Noels et al. (1999) stated that the general pattern is consistent with the
relations discussed in Deci and Ryan (1985).
Later, one more kind of extrinsic motivation was proposed. Noels (2009)
proposed that the most self-determined form of regulation is integrated regulation,
which is the most internalized among the extrinsic types of motivation. In this case,
“the activity fits in with other goals, belief and activities that a person already
endorses” (p. 298). In contrast to identified regulation, such as learning English to
become an international lawyer, integrated regulation is a state where “regulation is
integrated into one’s self-concept,” (Yashima, 2009, p. 155), such as practicing
speaking English that has become a routine without being aware of it. Thus, in the
revised model, SDT has six kinds of motivation along a continuum: amotivation,
external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, integrated regulation,
and intrinsic motivation.
SDT has been employed as a framework for L2 motivation research in the
Japanese context by Tanaka (2013, 2015, 2017a, 2017b). For example, Tanaka
(2017a) investigated the roles of the five types of L2 motivation in SDT proposed by
Noels, Clément, and Pelletier (1999)—intrinsic motivation, identified regulation,
introjected regulation, external regulation, and amotivation—when first-year science
and engineering students at a technical college in Japan learn English vocabulary.
Tanaka administered the English vocabulary size test and a motivation questionnaire,
and as a result of a regression analysis, found that two of the five SDT types, intrinsic
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motivation and identified regulation, were significant predictors of vocabulary size.
Her findings were consistent with the studies in other contexts described previously
that demonstrated the positive effects of more self-determined types of motivation.
Tanaka (2017a) concluded, “enjoyment” is important in vocabulary learning (p. 134).

Demotivation. It is inevitable to have some learners who seem to be lacking in
motivation in any language classroom. Dörnyei (2001) defined demotivation as
“specific external forces that reduce or diminish the motivational basis of a behavioral
intention or an ongoing action” (p. 143) and pointed out three examples of
demotivating factors in language classes: public humiliation, devastating test results,
and conflicts with peers (p. 141). English learners in Japan frequently appear to be
demotivated, which has led to a large amount of research on this topic by researchers
based in Japan. According to Ushioda (2013), “it is no exaggeration to say that nearly
all the leading empirical research on demotivation in foreign language learning
currently derives from Japan” (p. 5). It is true that many Japanese students, especially
at the university level, say that they do not like English, many students look tired and
sleepy in class, and some students do fall asleep during class. This state of Japanese
university students was even described as a “motivational wasteland” by Berwick and
Ross (1989, p. 207). In terms of demotivating factors among English learners in
Japan, Kikuchi (2009) analyzed data he collected through interviews with five
students and responses to open-ended questions from 42 students in Japanese
universities. Kikuchi found that five factors negatively influence motivation to study
English among students: individual teacher behavior in the classroom; the grammartranslation method used in instruction; tests and university entrance examinations; the
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memorization-based approach to vocabulary learning; and textbook/reference bookrelated issues (p. 453). In the current study, factors proposed to be related to
demotivation, especially the influence of teachers and examinations, are also an
important area of investigation.

Motivational changes across time. Language learners change across time,
and so do their levels of motivation. The changes in motivational levels among
language learners have been investigated empirically by several researchers. There
have been studies that investigated this issue quantitatively with secondary school
students (e.g., Kikuchi & Sakai, 2016) and qualitatively with university students (e.g.,
Shoaib & Dörnyei, 2005; Ushioda, 2001); however, because the focus of the current
study is on changes among first-year students at four universities, three previous
studies on first-year university students learning a foreign language are reviewed
below. The participants in these studies are studying German in the United Kingdom
(Busse, 2010; Busse & Walter, 2013), studying English in Hungary (Piniel & Csizér,
2015), and studying English in Japan (Kikuchi, 2017).
Busse (2010), and Busse and Walter (2013) investigated the motivation of 142
first-year students studying German at two universities in the United Kingdom. The
study employed a mixed method design, but the quantitative side based on a survey is
the focus here. A motivation survey comprised of 40 items was administered at the
beginning and end of the academic year and the results compared. The subcomponents, called categories in Busse (2010) and investigated areas in Busse and
Walter (2013), included wish for language proficiency, intrinsic motivation, selfefficacy, and effort. To detect changes in motivation, paired-sample t-tests were
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performed comparing measures at the two time points. Three statistically significant
differences with medium effect sizes were found. Students’ wish for language
proficiency gained importance over the year, but their intrinsic motivation and selfefficacy decreased.
In Piniel and Csizér (2015), 79 first-year university students pursuing a degree
in English language and literature were asked to answer Likert-scale items seven
times during a term of 14 weeks. The sub-components included motivated learning
behavior, ideal L2 self, ought-to L2 self, language learning experience, writing
anxiety, writing self-efficacy, and facilitating anxiety. The results found that language
learning experience, ought-to L2 self, and writing anxiety showed a significant level
of decline over the term.
Kikuchi (2017) examined the motivational changes in 20 first-year university
students attending a private university in Japan. A 35-item survey was administered
seven times during the first year, three times in the spring semester and four times in
the fall semester. The sub-components in this study included criterion measures, ideal
L2 self, ought-to L2 self, attitudes toward learning English, cultural interest, attitudes
toward the L2 community, instrumentality-promotion, and instrumentality-prevention.
Rather than showing the general trends of motivational change, Kikuchi (2017) used
the survey results to identify types of learners and how their motivation changed from
the viewpoints of dynamics systems theory. As a result, five learner types were
identified: decreased drastically, generally decreased but increased after summer, no
change, remained high, and steadily increased.
In sum, previous studies on change in first-year university students’
motivation levels have found that overall, students tend to lose motivation to learn a
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language over the year. However, some sub-components of motivation may change
while others do not. In addition, individuals tend to have different trajectories in their
L2 motivation changes.

Summary of Literature on L2 Motivation
Motivation has been a major area of research in psychology and educational
psychology. Previous research has generated many theoretical developments, such as
extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, as well as practical applications, such as the
importance of goal-setting. Psychologists have conceptualized motivation to be
separate from learning, while in educational psychology the main focus has been on
how to motivate learners. In this case, motivation is conceptualized as inseparable
from learning.
In SLA, although the importance of motivation in language learning has been
recognized for over a century, it was Gardner and Lambert (1959) that initiated the
systematic examination of L2 motivation. In their study, integrativeness and
instrumentality were stressed, probably because their research targeted French
learners in Canada whose first language was English. Since then, many researchers
have contributed to motivation research in SLA, including Crookes and Schmidt
(1991), Dörnyei (2005), and Noels, Clément, and Pelletier (1999). More recently,
motivation in SLA is much discussed in the framework of DST (De Bot, Lowie, &
Verspoor, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 1997).
Even though many factors are involved in motivating language learners, four
topics and factors are most relevant to the current study: integrativeness and ideal L2
self, teachers and other students, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, and demotivation.
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As previously discussed, integrativeness was one of the first two motivators proposed
by Garner and Lambert (1959). However, researchers such as Dörnyei and Csizér
(2002), who investigated learners with little or no interaction with native speakers of
the target language, challenged the meaningfulness of integrativeness among their
participants. In the current study, recognizing their importance, both integrativeness
and ideal L2 self are included in L2 motivation as sub-components. Next, teachers
and classmates have been recognized as an important factor by many researchers,
such as Carpenter et al. (2009) and Murphey et al. (2014). In this study, support by
others is also conceptualized as one sub-component of school belonging. Third, the
dichotomy of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation discussed in the section of psychology
was first introduced to SLA by Noels, Clément, and Pelletier (1999). In the current
study, intrinsic motivation was subsumed in the enjoyment sub-component, and
extrinsic motivation was examined as part of the instrumentality sub-component.
Lastly, demotivation is relevant to the current study, because previous studies found
that first-year university students generally lose motivation to study English.
Previous studies have also examined how language learners change their L2
motivation across time. In particular, first-year university students have been
investigated in the United Kingdom (Busse, 2010; Busse & Walter, 2013), in Hungary
(Piniel & Csizér, 2015), and in Japan (Kikuchi, 2017). The results show the tendency
to lose motivation to learn a language over the year, but some sub-components of
motivation may change while others do not. The general tendency and individual
differences in trajectories of language learners are also investigated in this study.
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Conceptualization of L2 Motivation Employed in This Study
Motivation is such a large field that Dörnyei and Ryan (2015) admitted that a
comprehensive account of L2 motivation “might not be realistic” (p. 73).
Additionally, L2 motivation has been faced with what could be called a paradigm
shift. Ushioda and Dörnyei (2009) stated, “L2 motivation is currently in the process of
being radically reconceptualised and retheorised in the context of contemporary
notions of self and identity” (p. 1), and this reconceptualization and retheorization are
still ongoing. Nevertheless, there should be something that motivational researchers
mostly agree on what constitutes L2 motivation. In this regard, Dörnyei and Ushioda
(2011) stated that it “concerns the direction and magnitude of human behavior, that is:
the choice of a particular action, the persistence with it, the effort expended on it
[italics in the original]” (p. 4). In other words, L2 motivation is responsible for “why
people decide to do something, how long they are willing to sustain the activity, how
hard they are going to pursue it [italics in the original]” (p. 4).
Based on the above discussions, L2 motivation is defined as the degree to
which second language learners enjoy and are actively engaged in the learning
endeavor, including both the amount of time and effort the learners are investing as
well as the learners’ vision of being involved in the community of the target language.
It is also hypothesized that L2 motivation consists of five sub-components: effort,
enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self, which are discussed in
greater detail in Chapter 3.
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Connection of School Belonging to L2 Motivation
Two main concepts, school belonging and motivation, have been reviewed. In
this section, the connection between these two concepts is overviewed. First, the
relationship between school belonging and academic motivation is discussed,
followed by the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation.

School belonging and academic motivation. Many educators would agree
that those students who feel that they are supported by teachers and other students are
more likely to study harder than those who feel isolated. As Weiner (1990) pointed
out, academic motivation cannot be understood apart from “the social fabric in which
it is embedded” (p. 621), and the social factors that influence students’ motivation
include school belonging, which is “the extent to which students feel personally
accepted, respected, included, and supported by others” (Goodenow & Grady, 1993,
pp. 60–61). Teachers, including language instructors, understand that each school has
its own culture and students who do poorly at a school can succeed at a different
school and vice versa. Alex, a junior high school student in California described in
Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, and Fernandez (1989), exemplifies the type of
success that students can enjoy by moving to a different school. Alex was “an
impossible student” (p. 152) in his first school, where students were never allowed to
work with one another. After moving to Sierra Mountain High School, which is a
small two-year school for ninth and tenth graders, Alex came to enjoy cooperating
with other students, and he felt that he received encouragement from his teachers,
especially Mr. Menzies, his English teacher. He began to do very well in school, and
earned a 4.0 average for the fourth quarter of the 1986/87 school year. By moving to a
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new school where he could work with other students, and be encouraged by his
teachers, Alex became motivated to study.
However, the relationship between school belonging and motivation is
complex, and cannot be explained in terms of one variable causing the other. As
Goodenow and Grady (1993) pointed out, the relationship between school belonging
and motivation is “reciprocal” (p. 69) in that students who feel that they are valued
members of school are motivated to study, and those who are motivated to study tend
to feel accepted by other students and teachers.
Nonetheless, previous literature supports the idea that school belonging
influences academic motivation positively. According to Juvonen (2006), in the early
1990s significant interest began to be shown in the role that school belonging plays in
motivating students to do well in school (p. 655). Since then, numerous empirical
studies have been conducted on the influence that school belonging has on academic
motivation. Three of those studies, which most clearly investigated this influence, are
summarized in the following paragraphs. One is a quantitative study (Furrer &
Skinner, 2003), one is a qualitative study (Levett-Jones & Lathlean, 2008), and the
third is a mixed methods study (Zumbrunn, McKim, Buhs, & Hawley, 2014).
First, Furrer and Skinner (2003) noted that not only students’ self-perceptions
such as self-efficacy and autonomy but also social factors such as parents, teachers,
and peers have a powerful impact on children’s motivation. The researchers
conducted a survey with 641 children from the third to sixth grades in the United
States, and also collected data from their teachers. The main variables were
relatedness (belonging), perceived control (self-perception), teacher-reported student
engagement (motivation), and self-reported student engagement (motivation).
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Pearson’s Correlation analyses showed that relatedness is significantly correlated with
teacher-reported student engagement (r = .31), and with self-reported student
engagement (r = .65) (p. 153). Furthermore, regression analyses with perceived
control and relatedness as predictors of student engagement revealed that both
perceived control and relatedness are significant predictors of teacher-reported student
engagement and self-reported student engagement with β = .33, p < .01 and β = .14, p
< .01 respectively. Relative to perceived control, relatedness was a stronger predictor
of self-reported student engagement, accounting for 15% of variance (p. 154).
Another hypothesis proposed by Furrer and Skinner (2003) held that the effects of
relatedness would be more pronounced for younger children than for older children.
This hypothesis was rejected. This finding is important in that no difference in terms
of age implied that school belonging could lead to academic motivation at higher
grades, such as high school and university.
Qualitative research has also shown the influence of school belonging on
motivation. As part of a large study (Levett-Jones, Lathlean, Maguire, & McMillan,
2007), qualitative data were analyzed and the findings were interpreted. Belonging
and motivation are researched primarily using quantitative designs, but Levett-Jones
and Lathlean (2008) noted the importance of qualitative data, because important
factors concerning belonging are far from definitive and these factors might be hidden
if only a quantitative approach is employed. The researchers interviewed 18 volunteer
nursing students in the United Kingdom and Australia. The purpose of the study was
to identify the factors that impacted on students’ experience of belonging and the
consequences of that experience, including motivation to learn. Many of the
participants said that the belief that they were accepted and valued as a student was a
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significant motivator for their learning. For example, Fiona (pseudonym) said, “when
you feel welcome and as if they really want you there, you try harder and you are
more motivated to do well” (p. 107). Another student, Brent (pseudonym), said, “You
definitely take a lot more away from a prac when you’re enjoying yourself and you’ve
been accepted” (p. 108). Levett-Jones and Lathlean concluded that students attributed
significance to belonging and they demonstrated the influence it has on their learning;
they further stated that there is a need for strategies that enhance students’ belonging
and social well-being so that they can direct energy and attention towards learning.
Lastly, mixed methods research design has also been employed to investigate
whether school belonging can lead to motivation. Zumbrunn, McKim, Buhs, and
Hawley (2014) conducted an explanatory sequential mixed methods study to examine
a number of psychological constructs including school belonging and academic
motivation. They used SEM, in which they compared two hypothesized models, and
they collected and analyzed qualitative interview data. The data were collected from
212 university students in the United States through surveys including the PSSM, and
six students participated in the interviews. Both the quantitative and qualitative results
showed the role that belonging likely plays in college student motivation. In the SEM,
it was found that social support predicts belonging, and belonging is antecedent to
self-efficacy, which in turn predicts motivation in a model showing good model fit, 2
= 14.59, 2 /df = 3.65, RMSEA = .11, CFI = .97. In the analysis of the interview data,
the participants were divided into two groups: higher belonging and lower belonging.
The participants in the higher belonging group often said that they shared the same
goal of becoming a teacher in class and the participants in the lower belonging group
mentioned their lack of interest in course contents. The qualitative results supported

78

the quantitative results. Their study is important in that they applied the PSSM, which
was originally developed to assess the levels of school belonging for middle school
students, to university students and argued for the importance of creating
academically and socially supportive contexts at the university level, too.

School belonging and L2 motivation. Not every pedagogical method
perceived to be effective in education can work on foreign language education,
because of possible differences between general education and foreign language
education, such as how the subject is perceived by the society, educators, students’
parents and students themselves. However, because school belonging has been shown
to be positively associated with motivation to learn in general, it is possible to
hypothesize that school belonging can also effectively motivate students to learn
English better. Until the 1990s, motivation researchers mostly focused on individual
learners’ attributes, such as needs, goals, expectancies, values, and interests (Dörnyei
& Ryan, 2015). It was, however, gradually understood that the list of motivators for
learners, as was initiated in Gardner’s (1985) work, needed to be expanded to
encompass a more complex wave of human relationships. Still, researchers in SLA
have not paid much attention to school belonging.
Considering the large amount of research that has been conducted on school
belonging and its relationship with academic motivation or academic achievement
(i.e., Adelabu, 2007; Cowden, Govender, Oppong Asante, Reardon, & George, 2016;
Walton & Cohen, 2011), it is surprising to find so little research on the connection in
SLA. In the following paragraphs, three SLA studies, two small preliminary studies
for the current study (Fukuda, 2014, 2015) and Quinn (2013) are reviewed.
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As the first preliminary study for the current study, Fukuda (2014)
administered two surveys with 176 students in two elite universities in Tokyo, Japan,
in 2013. The school belonging survey consisted of four items. Three of the items were
borrowed from the Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM) (Goodenow,
1993b) and one item, I wanted to get into this university, was added to assess how
much students feel affiliation to their school. The L2 motivation survey also consisted
of four items selected from the 38 items in a previous study (Fukuda et al., 2012).
After collecting the data, correlations were calculated between these two constructs,
which were found to be moderately correlated at r = .47 (p < .001). Thus, it was
concluded that school belonging and L2 motivation were positively associated with
each other. However, the small numbers of participants and the universities where the
data were collected were limitations. In addition, no validation was examined in the
first preliminary study, which was also recognized as a limitation.
It follows that in the second preliminary study (Fukuda, 2015), it was
necessary to improve the surveys used to examine school belonging and L2
motivation through validation processes. Two major revisions were made to deal with
the limitations of the first preliminary study (Fukuda, 2014). First, the items were
revised. For example, the number of items in the school belonging survey was
increased from four to seven, and that of the L2 motivation survey was increased from
four to 11. Second, the number of participants increased from 176 to 294 and the
number of universities where the data were collected increased from two elite
universities to three universities with different statuses. The data were analyzed in two
ways to see the dimensionality: a traditional exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
Rasch analysis. The two approaches detected a different problematic item in the
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school belonging survey. In the EFA, the item Most teachers at this university are
interested in me worked poorly, but in the Rasch analysis, a different item, I wanted
to get into this university, did so. In addition, the low person reliability and item
reliability in the school belonging survey indicated that more items needed to be
added to the survey. The results from the two preliminary studies (Fukuda, 2014,
2015) led to the creation of the surveys used in the current study.
Unlike the two studies summarized above, in which surveys were employed,
Quinn (2013) collected data on the issue of school belonging by interviewing 12
university students who immigrated to Canada and spoke English as a second
language. As with native speakers of English, those participants developed school
belonging as they participated in campus events and engaged in academic dialogue
such as group work. However, because they had to work on assignments longer than
other students, they had fewer chances to become involved in campus events.
Furthermore, some students perceived discrimination during group work, which
prevented them from developing further school belonging. The researcher did not
exclusively target the connection between school belonging and L2 motivation, but
the results indicated that school belonging could be enhanced even among students
who speak English as the second language and the feelings are working in complex
ways among students.
In sum, only a limited amount of research has been conducted on the
relationships between school belonging and motivation in SLA. Fukuda (2014) and
Fukuda (2015) based his studies on surveys that were lacked a strong theoretical
background. In addition, even though relationships were found between school
belonging and L2 motivation, the data were collected only once and the statistical
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analysis mostly depended on correlations. Quinn (2013) qualitatively investigated
school belonging in immigrants who speak English as a second language, but this
study was not designed to examine the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation. Thus, the research design in the current study is expected to fill the gaps
by collecting and analyzing both quantitative and qualitative data multiple times,
explicitly targeting the connection between school belonging and L2 motivation.

Gaps in the Literature
In the following paragraphs, three gaps found in the previous literature are
discussed. The three gaps concern school belonging among Japanese university
students, the general relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation, and
the details of the relationship.
As previously discussed, in spite of the large amount of literature on school
belonging in educational psychology, few studies on school belonging have been
published in the field of SLA. In addition, examining the literature on a widely used
survey, the Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM), revealed that the
majority of studies in that area have been conducted with middle school students, with
a limited number of studies conducted with university students. Most studies using the
PSSM have been conducted in the United States; only one study was conducted in
Japan, and it concerned school belonging and math education at the high school level.
It was therefore not known whether school belonging, as it had been operationalized
and validated in the United States, would function well as a cohesive unidimensional
construct in the context of Japanese universities.
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The second gap concerns the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation. Efforts have been made to identify what motivates and demotivates
language learners (Dörnyei, 2001; Hadfield & Dörnyei, 2013; Sakai & Kikuchi, 2009;
Woodrow, 2017), but the list of those motivators and demotivators is not complete.
New theories are currently being developed by researchers, such as wellbeing (Mercer
& Gregersen, 2020) and engagement (Al-Hoorie, Hiver, Kim, & De Costa, in press).
Because scarcely any research has been conducted on school belonging in the field of
SLA, still less is known about the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation. If an association is found between these two factors, then it will result in a
new approach to researching motivation in learning a second language.
The third gap that is to be filled in the current study is the lack of
understanding of the dynamic relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation. A paradigm shift was recently seen in SLA from conceptualizing learners
as a static entity to learners as an ever-changing being, which is often called the
“dynamic turn” (Dörnyei, MacIntyre, & Henry, 2015, p. 1). Quantitative analyses are
becoming more complex (Plonsky, 2014) and an increasing amount of qualitative
research has been published (Canagarajah, 2016). However, because school belonging
has hardly been investigated in SLA, there is as yet no well-defined model of the
relationship among school belonging, motivation, and other possible factors (e.g.,
school type and major) among language learners. Because there is an overall lack of
data regarding these variables, qualitative investigations, using open-ended questions
and interviews, are needed in order to identify the potentially complex relationships.
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Purposes of the Study
Although the overall purpose of this study is to investigate the complexity of
issues of school belonging and L2 motivation in the Japanese university context, it is
comprised of three purposes. First, it is necessary to establish a concept of school
belonging among Japanese university students. The PSSM, which originated in the
United States, has been used to measure the extent of school belonging mainly with
high school or younger students. It has also been found that school belonging can be
perceived differently depending on the location (Teo et al., 2016). Thus, the first
purpose of this study is to investigate the dimensionality of school belonging among
Japanese university students.
The second purpose is to examine the relationship between school belonging
and L2 motivation. The data collected by surveys from first-year university students
in Japan are analyzed with the Rasch model and SEM to investigate the relationships
among the variables under investigation. The data collected by responses to openended questions are also analyzed by coding them with the factors in the current study
and the magnitude coding. It is hypothesized that school belonging and L2 motivation
have a linear relationship and are positively correlated.
The third purpose is to investigate the complex relationship between school
belonging and L2 motivation. Although the relationship is hypothesized to be linear,
different patterns might be found in some individuals. Qualitative analyses of the
interview data are expected to reveal how students perceive their school and the
association between their perceptions and L2 motivation. Interviewees were invited to
participate on a voluntary basis, but care was taken to ensure that a variety of
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participants were selected in terms of school choice, school belonging levels, and L2
motivation levels.

Research Hypotheses and Research Questions
Based on the above discussions, three research questions were examined in the
current study. The first two questions are presented with a hypothesis, because the
first question is investigated quantitatively, and the second question is investigated
both quantitatively and qualitatively. The third question is presented without a
hypothesis, because it is explored only qualitatively.
The first research question asks whether school belonging among first-year
university students in Japan is a unidimensional construct (Research Question 1).
School belonging has been conceptualized as one factor and the survey designed to
measure the levels of school belonging, the Psychological Sense of School
Membership (Goodenow, 1993b), has been validated in many locations around the
world, such as the United States, Asia (e.g., Cheung & Hui, 2003), Europe (e.g.,
Ferreira et al., 2011), and Africa (Cowden et al., 2016). However, most studies
employing the PSSM have been conducted with adolescents; therefore, the
development of a new instrument for university students is called for (e.g., Abubakar
et al., 2016; Hussain et al., 2018; Slaten et al., 2016). In addition, only one study
(Togari et al., 2011) has been conducted in Japan and it was on adolescents as well.
Thus, before investigating the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation, it is necessary to gather validity evidence for the construct of school
belonging as a unidimensional factor among Japanese university students.
Considering the large amount of research that has validated school belonging among
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adolescents around the world, it is hypothesized that school belonging can be
measured as a unidimensional construct among first-year university students in Japan
(Hypothesis 1). Like motivation, school belonging is conceptualized as a composite
variable comprising three sub-components, which may differ in intensity amongst
individuals. However, the sub-components may still be related enough so that a single
measure of school belonging can be constructed and treated as unidimensional. The
unidimensionality of the composite school belonging variable will be assessed
through examination of item fit statistics and principal component analysis of the
residuals in the Rasch analyses, as well as in a confirmatory factor analysis of the
school belonging and motivation data.
The second research question is to what degree school belonging is related to
L2 motivation over the course of an academic year (Research Question 2). Because
previous studies have shown that school belonging is related to general academic
motivation (e.g., Freeman et al., 2007; Levett-Jones & Lathleen, 2008) and to specific
academic motivation (e.g., Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Juvonen, 2006; Zumbrunn et al.,
2014), it is reasonable to expect that school belonging is also related to L2 motivation.
The general relationship between the two factors has already been shown in the two
preliminary studies (Fukuda, 2014, 2015) and it is hypothesized that school belonging
and L2 motivation have a linear relationship and are positively correlated. The above
hypothesis will be investigated through correlation analysis and careful examination
of a scatterplot (Hypothesis 2). In addition to the quantitative results from the surveys,
the qualitative results from the reflections and responses to open-ended questions are
analyzed to support the quantitative results. Moreover, changes in the relationships
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over time are expected because the data are collected and analyzed three times in one
academic year, enabling robust arguments to be made.
The third research question asks how students perceive school belonging and
its relationship to their motivation to learn a second language over the course of an
academic year (Research Question 3). The general relationship between school
belonging and L2 motivation is investigated in the second research question, but
considering that school belonging has scarcely been investigated in relation to L2
motivation with Japanese university students, it is imperative to conduct an
exploratory investigation of this relationship. Moreover, because the participants in
the current study are all first-year university students, they are expected to experience
dynamic changes through the course of the academic year (Sherrod, Haggerty, &
Featherman, 1993; Sugminura & Shimizu, 2010, 2011; Wilcox et al., 2005), and these
changes will be seen in their school belonging and L2 motivation. Due to its unknown
characteristics, this research question is examined only qualitatively, and no results
are hypothesized.
To conclude, the following three research questions are examined with a
hypothesis accompanying the first two questions.
Research question 1. Is school belonging among Japanese first-year university
students a unidimensional construct?
Hypothesis 1. School belonging can be isolated as a valid psychological construct
among Japanese first-year university students.
Research question 2. To what degree is school belonging related to L2 motivation
over the course of an academic year?
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Hypothesis 2. School belonging and L2 motivation have a linear relationship and are
positively correlated.
Research question 3. How do students perceive school belonging and its relationship
to their motivation to learn a second language over the course of an academic year?
These research questions are investigated in a mixed methods study, and the
hypotheses are addressed. In the next chapter, the research methods including
participants, instruments, and research design are discussed.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS

In this chapter, the research sites and the participants are described first,
followed by a description of the instruments used to collect the quantitative and
qualitative data. Then, the research design is explained, followed by a summary of the
methods. The current study employs a mixed methods design, in which both
quantitative data and qualitative data are collected, analyzed, and merged. The data
were collected from first-year students in four Japanese universities in eastern Japan
in three waves, in 2018 and 2019.

Research Sites
The current study was conducted at four private universities in the eastern
Japan, referred to as University A, University B, University C, and University D. The
selection method was convenience sampling, where data collection is conducted by
taking samples that are conveniently located. Among the universities I could have
chosen, I chose those four universities so that I would collect data in large and small
universities, and prestigious and less prestigious universities. I had access to the
students through the administrators and instructors of the English education program
in these universities that I know directly and indirectly. I chose the designators, A, B,
C, and D, according to the numbers of participants, with A having the largest number
of participants and D having the smallest. Two of the four universities, University A
and University B were also used as the sites for the pilot study, which was also
conducted at two other universities, University E and University F. Following the

89

next three paragraphs about the sizes and levels of universities, Universities A–D are
described in one paragraph each and Universities E and F are described in Chapter 4.
The information reported here was generally taken from the website of each
university and the government website.
Descriptions of the universities are summarized in Table 2. The data were
collected from a variety of students so as to avoid skewness in terms of the level and
the academic interests of students. Information regarding university size was obtained
from a government website and the data were as of May 2016 (MEXT, 2017). When
the number of students, excluding those in correspondence courses, is larger than
10,000, the university is categorized as large, when the number is between 3,000 and
10,000, it is categorized as medium, and when the number is below 3,000, it is
categorized as small. The names of the departments were taken from the website of
each individual university. Column 4 shows the number of students who participated
in the research.

Table 3. Descriptions of the Universities in the Main Study
University
Size
Department

n

SS

342
156

74
70

A
B

Small
Large

Liberal Arts
Science & Engineering

C

Small

International Communication

24

43

D

Medium

International Studies

18

57

Note. SS = Standard score (hensachi)

In Table 3, the level of each university is indicated with the standard score
(SS), or hensachi. The hensach indicates “how far from the statistical mean a typical
student admitted to a given institution scores on a test” (Makino, 2016), and it is the
best-known indicator by which Japanese universities are ranked. In the SS, the mean
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score is 50, and a difference of 10 points is equal to one standard deviation. Thus, an
SS of 60 means that the average student in that university scored one single standard
deviation above average, and an SS of 40 is one standard deviation below average.
Although the SS only shows how selective a university is, according to Makino
(2016), the correlation between the Times Higher Education Ranking and the SS
ranges from .58 to .61. Considering that the Times Higher Education Ranking is one
of the world university rankings that many people trust (Makino, 2016), it can be said
that the ranking based on the SS is similar to that known globally.
It should be noted in Table 3 that because the SS depends on the general level
and distribution of test takers, the SS is not an absolute value attached to each
university. It rather changes depending on the general levels of the students who take
the test. For example, even if a certain university is judged to be SS 50 in Test A, the
SS for the university can be 40 in Test B, if the test takers of Test B are higher in their
academic level than those in Test A, and the SS could be 60, if a similar test is taken
by the students with lower abilities. The SS of each university was obtained from the
Benesse (2018) website, one of the largest test providers in Japan, and is based on the
large-scale standardized tests that the company produces to assist Japanese students in
selecting universities that are academically suitable for them. As shown in Table 3,
University A and University B are ranked high, University C is low, and University D
is middle.
In the following four paragraphs, the sites of the current study are described in
one paragraph each. University A is the main site of this research. The choice of the
main site was due to its peculiar characteristics in terms of English education.
University A considers itself a bilingual university of Japanese and English, and all
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the students are expected to be able to use both languages well enough to take content
courses in either language. Thus, in the English program, the students take many more
English courses than other Japanese universities. In many other universities in Japan,
first-year students take two 90-minute English courses per week, while first-year
students in University A take six to 12 70-minute English courses per week depending
on the initial English proficiency levels. Thus, when high school students choose to
enter University A, they are likely to be well aware of its orientation toward English.
Consequently, their L2 motivation level is expected to be generally high. As Table 3
shows, University A is a small university, but it is quite well known because of its
elite status. It is one of the few liberal arts universities in Japan in which students
choose their major after completing the intensive English education program and
general education courses. The university has majors varying from humanities, to
social sciences, to natural sciences, but the majority of students choose a social
science as their major.
University B is, in contrast, a large university with more than 40,000
undergraduate students, about 2,000 full-time professors, and over 3,000 part-time
teachers. Its academic level is high, and it is considered a top private university in
Japan. University B has over 10 faculties, but the current study was conducted only in
the faculty of science and engineering. The major of the students includes physics,
chemistry, mathematics, biology, mechanics, engineering, and their related fields.
Considering that University A has no engineering majors and most students in
University A choose a social science as their major, data from University B should
contribute to the generalizability of the results. In University B, students are required
to take two 90-minute English classes in their first and second years, one
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communication course and one academic listening and writing course. This system is
quite typical among Japanese universities. Because the students in University B major
in natural science or engineering, few of them are expected to be inherently interested
in learning English, but most of them are expected to be aware of the importance of
English for their future studies in science and careers.
University C is a very small two-year college and also quite new with about 25
years of history at the time of data collection. It is much less known than University A
and University B. The participants from University C all majored in international
communication with a quite intensive English program in the first year, in which they
have two or more 90-minute English classes every day from reading to writing, and
presentation courses. Thus, although the students’ English levels are expected to be
low, their L2 motivation might be as high as those in University A. However, because
those students start job hunting in the first year, their experiences and opinions on
English learning might be different from students attending a four-year university.
University D is a medium-size university of international studies. It was
established as a language school more than 60 years ago, and as a university, is just
over 30 years old. University D is quite well known among language teachers, but
generally speaking not as prestigious as University A or University B, because it has
only language-related departments. Its academic level is considered higher than
University C, though not as high as Universities A and B. The participants from
University D majored in English and take two or more 90-minute classes of English
or English-related classes every day. The courses that they take include four-skill
courses, such as reading and speaking, as well as English for academic purposes and
introductory courses for linguistics. Considering that they chose to major in English
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and to enroll in the department with many English courses, it is expected that they are
language-oriented, and their L2 motivation is generally high.

Participants
First-year university students from four universities in Japan were invited to
participate in the study. To achieve a balanced representation of students in Japan,
data were collected from both prestigious and less prestigious universities. The
possible biases have been recognized by educational researchers in general. In other
words, conditions depending on school can affect the students’ outcomes in any
educational study (Alkan, 2016; Tinto, 2010). This concern is acknowledged in the
current study, because those students who have been accepted by and are going to a
prestigious university are expected to have positive feelings toward their school in
general, while the students of a less prestigious university might feel less so. Thus,
participants were invited from both prestigious and less prestigious universities. As a
result, 540 students in four universities participated in the study; 342 from University
A, 156 from University B, 24 from University C, and 18 from University D.
As for interviews, survey participants from Universities A, B, and C were
asked whether they were willing to participate in the interview. Those who answered
the question positively were contacted by e-mail or through the administrators and
teachers of the courses that they were taking. As a result, 11 students agreed to
participate in the interview. Some of the interviewees had typical attitudes toward
their school and learning English, and others had different ideas.
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As for age, of the 540 participants, 97% (n = 515) reported their age in the
survey. The mean age at the time of first participation was 18.62. Ages ranged from
17 to 24, but 93% (n = 479) reported their age as 18 or 19 years old.
Information on gender was not collected, because the Internal Review Board
at University A did not approve asking participants for their gender. However, I
counted the male names and female names in the data. Of the 540 participants, 46
never provided their names, and 43 students had a name that could be either male or
female, or a foreign name whose gender cannot be known. Of the remaining 451
participants, 47% (n = 210) are male and 53% (n = 241) are female. Overall, both
male and female students are well represented in the study.
To a question about their prior experiences of living abroad, 18% (n = 98) of
the 540 participants answered that they had lived out of Japan for more than six
months. Probably reflecting its orientation toward internationalization, 24% (n = 81)
of the students at University A said that they had lived abroad, compared to 10% (n =
16) at University B. No students reported an extended stay abroad at University C,
and there was only one such student at University D.
I also asked the participants to describe how they studied English outside
school prior to university. Of the 540 participants, 60% (n = 321) responded to the
question. Of the respondents, 75% (n = 239) wrote that they studied English at a cram
school, called juku, which is quite common in Japan especially when students prepare
for entrance examinations. 35% (n = 113) wrote that they went to English
conversation school. 6% (n = 20) wrote that they studied English in a different way.
Most of those students learned from a private tutor who typically visits the student’s
house to teach, but two students said that they took online conversation lessons.
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In terms of English proficiency levels, self-reported test scores indicated that a
wide range of proficiency levels are represented in the participant sample. Table 4
shows self-reported test scores from three standardized English tests: TOEIC, TOEFL
ITP, and TOEFL iBT. According to IIBC (2019), the mean score of TOEIC among
Japanese university students from 2018 was 454. According to Educational Testing
Service (2019a), the mean score of TOEFL ITP of those who took the test in Japan in
2018 was 460, and according to Educational Testing Service (2019b), the mean score
of TOEFL iBT of those who took the test in Japan in 2018 was 73. Thus, it is
assumed that the participants are generally better at English than other Japanese
university students. However, the gap is not large, well under one standard deviation.
Perhaps of more importance is that the ranges of scores in all the tests are quite large.

Table 4. Self-Reported English Test Scores
Test
n
M
TOEIC
160
540.36
TOEFL ITP
73
466.03
TOEFL iBT
43
83.22

SD
185.60
44.46
17.13

Minimum
245
324
37

Maximum
980
587
114

Participants were asked the means by which they entered the university and
approximately 84% (n = 455) responded to the question. Their responses are
summarized in Table 5. There are mainly three possible avenues by which students
may enter one of the universities where data were collected: through the general
examination, called ippan nyushi, recommendation, called suisen, and Admission
Office examination, called AO nyushi. In addition, two universities allow admission
through an examination specifically for international students and another
examination for affiliated high schools.
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Table 5. The Ways in Which Participants Entered Their University (N = 455)
General
Recommendation
AO
Others
Examination
Examination
Percentage (%)
41.76
38.24
10.55
9.45
Number
190
174
48
43

I also asked the order of preference of their current university when they
applied, that is, whether it was the first choice or the second choice. 83% (n = 446) of
the 540 participants responded to this question. Of the students who responded, 70%
(n = 390) said that their current university was their first choice, 19% (n = 86) said
that it was their second choice, and 6% (n = 26) said that it was the third choice. The
remaining 24 students provided a variety of answers. While a few of those students
specified the order, such as the fifth choice or even the seventh choice, other students
explained how they felt about their choice. For example, one student wrote, “I only
wanted to get into a good university, and the current one is one of them.” Contrary to
what may generally be expected, many students in less prestigious universities such as
University C and University D, said that their current university was their first choice.
In University C, 96% (n = 23) said that University C was their first choice, and in
University D, 72% (n = 13) said that University D was their first choice.

Rationalization of Limitation to First-Year Students
The participants were limited to first-year university students, and this
limitation is rationalized in this section. Young people in their late teens and early
twenties go through experiences peculiar to this age range of age. The period is
sometimes called transition to adulthood (Sherrod, Haggerty, & Featherman, 1993),
or emerging adulthood (Arnett, 2000). First-year university students go through
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unique experiences, because the transition from high school to university is a major
life change for many adolescents or a turning point in their life. Many move away
from home, and as a result, reduce their contact with and support from family and
friends (Friedlander, Reid, Shupak, & Cribbie, 2007). Although the students feel
stress, the transition also carries the potential for growth (Sherrod, Haggerty, &
Featherman, 1993). The process that these students experience is complex and as
Wilcox, Winn, and Fyvie-Gauld (2005) argued, “finding your place … between old
and new creates tensions which have to be resolved” (p. 712). Japanese university
students are not different from the students described in literature in the western
countries, and the first year at university is a period for identity formation for
Japanese students (Sugimura & Shimizu, 2010, 2011).
Another important issue that must be noted about the first year at university
concerns the loss of motivation that can occur after entering a university in the
Japanese context. Most Japanese high school students have to study English as a
subject rather than a means of communication in order to pass a university entrance
examination. As a result, as Berwick and Ross (1989) suggested, for many students,
motivation to learn English is the highest during the last year of high school, and once
students enter a university, they become “exam-worn survivors with no apparent
academic purpose at university” (p. 206).
For the reasons discussed above, some previous studies of school belonging
and motivation have limited their participants to first-year university students. In
school belonging, Pittman and Richmond (2008) investigated a sense of university
belonging and the quality of friendship to understand whether these factors promote
positive adjustment in the first year of university. In addition, Morrow and
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Ackermann (2012) tested whether there is a relationship between school belonging
and retention among first-year students and found that sense of belonging was
significantly related to second-year retention. In terms of L2 motivation, Berwick and
Ross (1989) stated that Japanese students’ motivation to learn English peaks in the
last year of high school, and upon entering university, their motivation decreases (p.
206). In addition, when O’Donnell (2003) examined L2 motivation among Japanese
first-year university students, he found that most of his participants had learned
English using the grammar-translation method, and the students perceived English
negatively at the beginning of their university life.
To summarize, first-year students are known to experience life changes,
because many move away from home. In addition, motivation studies showed low
motivation among first-year university students in Japan, and school belonging
studies showed the importance of school belonging in the first year. Thus, in the
current study, students’ experience in the transition periods is investigated by limiting
the participants to first-year university students.

Instrumentation
In the following sections, the instruments used in the current study are
presented. First, the survey items used for the quantitative research are presented,
followed by the qualitative instruments. As for the survey items, information on subcomponents and items is given here, but the validation evidence is separately
discussed in the following chapter. Language learning histories, open-ended
questions, and interviews were employed to gather qualitative data. I employed semistructured interviews in which questions were prepared and other questions emerged
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during the interview. The interview questions were prepared based on the responses to
the open-ended questions and the participants’ language learning histories.

Quantitative Instruments
Two surveys were administered as part of the current study: the school
belonging survey and the L2 motivation survey. The sub-components of the surveys
are discussed below, and validation evidence is discussed in Chapter 4. The items
were originally written in English and translated into Japanese. Thus, the participants
saw the bilingual version with a Japanese translation directly below the English (See
Appendix A for the bilingual version of the surveys). The surveys were administered
online using Google forms.
The Likert-scale questions were structured as 4-point responses, indicating the
extent to which each participant agreed with the statements: 1 = No; 2 = Not very
much; 3 = Yes, a little; 4 = Yes. Linacre (1999) outlined how to maximize rating scale
categories. Many factors, such as the number of responses to each scale step, affect
efficiency and reliability. In many studies, however, the 4-point scale has been
employed to successfully maximize the scale categories (e.g., Sick, 2007). Among the
studies on school belonging, some studies, including Kuang, Mok, Chiu, and Zhu
(2019) and Whiting, Everson, and Feinauer (2018), proposed that a 4-point scale is
the best way to avoid using a middle category, which might indicate ambivalence and
confusion. In addition, Nemoto and Beglar (2014) explained that 4-point scales are
easy to understand and require less effort to answer. In the current study, I employed a
4-point scale following the above literature and Linacre’s suggestion.
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In the following sections, two major factors, school belonging and L2
motivation, are conceptualized. Three sub-components in school belonging, pride in
membership, support by others, and comfort in membership and five sub-components
in L2 motivation, effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2
self, are also discussed.

School belonging survey. As explained in Chapter 2, school belonging is
defined as the extent to which students feel accepted and supported by their teachers,
staff, and other students, and how they generally feel about the school as a whole.
Reflecting this definition, the school belonging survey consists of the 23 items shown
in Table 6. Of those 23 items, nine items were borrowed from the Psychological
Sense of School Membership (PSSM) (Goodenow, 1993b). There is an important
difference between previous studies and the current one. Unlike previous research in
which belonging mostly consisted of how other people treat students, that is, support
from others, the current belonging survey treats two other factors, pride in
membership and comfort in membership, as important sub-components.
In the original study of the PSSM (Goodenow, 1993b), school belonging was
treated as one construct, but Abubakar et al. (2016) categorized the 18 items in the
PSSM into five groups: five items assessed school, three items assessed other people,
two items assessed students, four items assessed teachers, and four items assessed
self. Restructuring these five categories to the three sub-components in the current
study, the only item targeting pride in membership was I feel proud of belonging to
this school, which was categorized into school by Abubakar et al.
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Table 6. School Belonging Survey Items
SB01

I wanted to get into this university.

SB02

I feel proud of belonging to this university.

SB03

I dreamed of studying at this university before coming here.

SB04

I admire my teachers at this university.

SB05

My classes are intellectually satisfying.

SB06

I respect students at this university.

SB07

I am happy to be a student at this university.

SB08

Other students in this university take my opinions seriously.

SB09

Teachers at this university are interested in me.

SB10

Other students here like me the way I am.

SB11

There’s at least one teacher or other adult in this university I can talk to if I have
a problem.

SB12

People at this university are friendly to me.

SB13

I am treated with as much respect as other students.

SB14

I know how to find help at this university if necessary.

SB15

I feel like a real part of this university.

SB16

I can really be myself at this university.

SB17

I feel I can voice my opinions freely here.

SB18

I feel I belong here.

SB19

I am included in lots of activities at this university.

SB20

When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking other students about it.

SB21

When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking my teachers about it.

SB22

I feel comfortable when I am asked to help others at this university.

SB23

I am satisfied with the level of this university.

Considering that the participants were university students for whom pride might have
been as important as support by their friends and teachers, it was necessary that a subcomponent, pride in membership, be carefully conceptualized.
Following the conceptualization of school belonging as one large construct
consisting of three sub-components–pride in membership, support by others, and
comfort in membership–the 23 items in the survey shown in Table 6 were written to
represent each of these three sub-components. The three sub-components comprising
the items are explained below, along with revised items from the original surveys.
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The word school in the PSSM was changed to university. Other revisions are
discussed individually.

Pride in membership. The importance of feeling proud of being a member of
a group of people in a company has been discussed in business (e.g., Katzenbach &
Santamaria, 1999), but in the current study, pride in school is hypothesized to play a
role in making people feel belonging to a school. Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, and Perry
(2002) found 27 studies that linked the feeling of pride to achievement motivation in
the education literature and related areas. Among the emotions in education, although
pride is much less researched than anxiety, it is still considered important. Still, in the
previous studies on school belonging, pride in membership has been
underrepresented. In the school belonging survey used in this study, this subcomponent is targeted by eight items, SB01 to SB07 and SB23. Only one of those
eight items, SB02, I feel proud of belonging to this university comes from the
Psychological Sense of School Membership (PSSM) (Goodenow, 1993b). In the
PSSM, which has only this item to measure the feeling of pride, feeling proud to
belong to a school is underrepresented, when viewed as an instrument to measure
levels of school belonging among university students. It is perhaps because the PSSM
was originally made for adolescents, but university students may feel belonging to a
school for various reasons, such as respect to teachers and other students, and
satisfaction with academic levels. I wrote all the other items in this sub-component for
this study. Of the eight items, four items, SB01, SB02, SB03, and SB07, target how
happy students feel by attending their present university. Two items, SB04 and SB06,
target how much students admire their teachers and classmates, while items SB05 and

103

SB23 target how satisfactory the academic levels are to students, which is also
considered important.

Support by others. This sub-component is the main construct in Goodenow
(1993b), and represents the support that students feel they have by their teachers,
staff, and other students in the definition of school belonging in the current study.
This sub-component was measured by seven items, SB08 to SB14. Six items, SB08 to
SB13, were obtained from the PSSM (Goodenow, 1993b), and I wrote item SB14 for
this study. The six items obtained from the PSSM are almost the same as the original,
except item SB09, Teachers at this university are interested in me. In the PSSM, it is
Item 5, Most teachers at (name of school) are interested in me, but when it was used
in the preliminary study (Fukuda, 2015), the item had poor fit to the Rasch model, and
as a result, the word Most was deleted. Of the seven items, three items, SB08, SB10,
and SB13, refer to how much support students receive from other students. Items
SB09 and SB11 refer to how much support students receive from adults, while items
SB12 and SB14 refer to support students receive in general.

Comfort in membership. The definition of school belonging in this study
partly refers to how they generally feel about the school as a whole and along with
pride in membership, how comfortable students feel when they are at university is one
important sub-component of school belonging. Hamm and Faircloth (2005)
conceptualized school belonging with comfort as a broad code consisting of six subcodes such as “friends provide comfort in getting used to a new school” (p. 66).
Anderman (2003) acknowledged the importance of this concept by defining school
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belonging as the feeling of “being respected and of comfort in their particular school”
(p. 10). Wehlage, Rutter, Smith, Lesko, and Fernandez (1989) stated that feeling
comfort could lead to positive attitudes to learning in class. When a student feels
comfortable with other students and teachers, they begin to “allow themselves to take
educational risks” (p. 161), and this risk-taking is essential for academic growth,
which can be inhibited if the students think that even a small mistake will label them
as unfit. In the current study, this sub-component was targeted by eight items SB15 to
SB22. Two items, SB18 and SB19, are from the PSSM, and I wrote the other six
items for this research. Four items, SB15, SB16, SB18, and SB19, target the general
comfort level of students, and the other four items, SB17, SB20, SB21, and SB22,
target how comfortable students feel expressing their opinions and asking questions.

L2 motivation survey. As noted in Chapter 2, L2 motivation is defined as the
degree to which a second language learner enjoys and is actively engaged in the
learning endeavor, including both the amount of time and effort the learner is
investing as well as the learner’s vision of being involved in the community of the
target language. Reflecting this definition, the L2 motivation survey consists of 33
items, as shown in Table 7. These items are numbered from 01 to 37, but because four
items were deleted after the pilot study, the survey in the main study had 33 items.
The process by which the four items were deleted is discussed in Chapter 4. Of those
33 items, 28 items were obtained from seven previous studies on L2 motivation
(Carpenter et al., 2009; Clément, Dörnyei, & Noels, 1994; Fukada, Fukuda, Falout, &
Murphey, 2011; O’Donnel, 2003; Sick, 2007; Taguchi, Magid, & Papi, 2009; Takada,
2003). I wrote the other five items for the current study.
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Table 7. L2 Motivation Survey Items
MOT01

Even if English was not a compulsory subject, I would choose to study it.

MOT02

I regularly use English in class with my classmates.

MOT03

Even if the teacher is not close to me, or cannot hear me, I still speak English
with my classmates in class.

MOT04

I make efforts to speak English outside of class.

MOT07

I try to use English in daily life.

MOT08

I try to learn English from other sources such as the Internet.

MOT09

I am prepared to expend a lot of effort in learning English.

MOT10

I enjoy learning English in class.

MOT11

I enjoy learning English out of class.

MOT12

I wish we had more English classes.

MOT13

I prefer studying English to other subjects.

MOT14

When I’m on my way to English class, I feel relaxed.

MOT15

I will continue studying English after finishing English courses.

MOT16

For me, English is easier than other subjects.

MOT17

I would like to make foreign friends who speak English.

MOT18

I would like to go abroad to study English.

MOT19

I am interested in learning about other cultures by learning English.

MOT20

I would like to live in a foreign country for a few years.

MOT21

I would like to speak English when I travel in foreign countries.

MOT22

I would like to know more about English speaking countries.

MOT24

English proficiency is an essential skill for my future.

MOT26

Studying English is important for me because I’ll need it for my future career.

MOT27

Studying English is important for me because I can work anywhere in the
world with English.

MOT28

English will be useful for my future studies.

MOT29

English is important in order to attain a high social respect.

MOT30

I need to study English to do what I want to do.

MOT31

I would like to use English in my daily life in the future.

MOT32

I would like to get a job using my English abilities in the future.

MOT33

I would like to belong to a group of friends who use English in the future.

MOT34

I would like to belong to a group of professionals who use English in the
future.

MOT35

I would like to choose a career that requires English proficiency in the future.

MOT36

I would like to work in a foreign country using English in the future.

MOT37

I would like to speak English with international friends and colleagues in the
future.
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As discussed above, L2 motivation in the current study is conceptualized to
consist of five sub-components: effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality,
and ideal L2 self. The 33 items in this survey were written to represent each of these
five sub-components. The five sub-components and their associated items are
explained in the following paragraphs.

Effort. When students are motivated to study English, they make a lot of
efforts. As stated in Dörnyei and Ushioda (2011), motivated L2 learners make efforts
and their motivation level can partly be measured with how hard they study. Because
effort is a fundamental indicator of L2 motivation, it is often used as a criterion
measure (Ryan, 2008; Taguchi et al., 2009). In this survey, this sub-component is
targeted by seven items, MOT01 to MOT09. MOT01 was obtained from a survey
used by Carpenter et al. (2009). Three items, MOT02, MOT03, and MOT04 were
obtained from Fukada et al. (2011). Because these three items were designed to ask
about how students studied in the past in Fukada et al., the items were slightly
modified by changing the tense to the present and deleting the words indicating the
past. Items MOT07 and MOT08 were from Sick (2007). Item MOT07 is the same as
the original item, but item MOT08 was changed from I try to learn English not only
in the classroom but also from other sources such as English newspapers and
magazines to I try to learn English from other sources such as the Internet. Reflecting
the change of media during the last decade that students typically rely on for learning
English, the phrase newspapers and magazines was replaced by the Internet. Item
MOT09 was obtained from Taguchi et al. (2009).
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Enjoyment. As indicated in the definition of L2 motivation used in the current
study, motivated learners enjoy learning English. In educational psychology, Keller
(1983) stated that becoming interested and enjoying learning leads to general
motivation in learning, and in SLA, Brantmeier (2005) successfully measured
associations between enjoyment and language learning. This concept is especially
important in the context of Japan, where high school education is characterized by
examination-oriented instruction known as “exam hell,” and tertiary education is
criticized as “leisure land” (Ushioda, 2013, p. 5). While those university students
enjoy the state of leisure land, Japan is also known as the country that produces
almost all the literature on demotivation in SLA. In this survey, this sub-component is
targeted by seven items, MOT10 to MOT16. The first two items, MOT10 and
MOT11, were obtained from Fukada et al. (2011). These items were slightly modified
by deleting the phrase generally, I think, to avoid using I think in an item. Four items
MOT12, MOT13, MOT15, and MOT16 were from Sick (2007). MOT12 was
modified by deleting the phrase at Ochu High School so that this item could be used
in any university. Item MOT13 was slightly modified from I prefer studying English
to other subjects like math or Japanese to I prefer studying English to other subjects,
because university students might not take math or Japanese and even if they do, the
course titles are usually subdivided into smaller academic areas. Item MOT15 was
modified from I plan to continue studying English for as long as possible to I will
continue studying English after finishing English courses, reflecting the situation of
Japanese universities, where students are typically left to study English by themselves
after finishing the first-year and second-year English courses. Item MOT16 was
slightly modified from For me, English is easier than other subjects like math or
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Japanese to For me, English is easier than other subjects, for the same reason as item
MOT13. Item MOT14 was derived from Takada (2003).

Integrativeness. L2 motivation has been linked with attitudes toward the
speakers of the target language, with an interest in interacting with such speakers, and
with self-identification with the target language communities. Gardner and Lambert
(1959) called this orientation integrativeness, where “the aim in language study is to
learn more about the language group, or to meet more and different people” (p. 267).
In the current study, this sub-component is termed integrativeness. In the survey, this
sub-component is targeted by six items, MOT17 to MOT22. Item MOT17 was
obtained from Sick (2007). This item was changed from I want to make foreign
friends to I would like to make foreign friends who speak English, to stress the use of
English. Items MOT18 and MOT19 were taken from Takada (2003). Item MOT20
was taken from O’Donnell (2003). This item was modified from I would like to live in
an English speaking country to I would like to live in a foreign country for a few years
to make this item more difficult to endorse by adding for a few years. Item MOT21
was taken from Clément et al. (1994). I wrote item MOT22 for the current study.

Instrumentality. University students learn English to become able to use for
their studies and career. In contrast to integrative motivation, instrumentality refers to
functional reasons for which students want to learn English, such as passing an
examination, getting a good grade, or getting a good job. In the 1970s and 1980s,
Gardner and his colleagues argued that instrumental motivation had only limited
support compared to integrative motivation (Gardner, Lalonde, & Moorcroft, 1985;
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Gardner, Smythe, & Clément, 1979). Other researchers, however, have argued that
instrumentality can contribute to L2 motivation in Japan (e.g., Hiromori, 2002;
Yashima, 2000) and in other contexts (e.g., Dörnyei, 1990; Schmidt, Boraie, &
Kassabgy, 1996). For example, Schmidt et al. (1996) found that instrumental
motivation was larger than other motivational factors, such as intrinsic motivation and
enjoyment, when they factor analyzed the data collected from adult L2 learners in
Egypt (p. 27). Considering the context of the current study, where Japanese university
students were learning English, instrumentality might be as important as
integrativeness. Many Japanese students learn English for practical reasons, such as
getting a good test score and getting a good job, rather than becoming integrated into
a society in a foreign country. They are studying in the situation similar to the one in
which Hungarian students study English described in Dörnyei and Csizér (2002). In
the L2 motivation survey for the current study, instrumentality is targeted by six
items, MOT24 to MOT30. Of those six items, three items, MOT24, MOT29, and
MOT30, ask about the general importance of English as a means to a practical goal.
Two items, MOT26 and MOT27, stress the instrumentality of English in terms of
future career. The other item, MOT28, is about instrumentality of English in terms of
future study. As for the sources of the items, MOT24 was taken from Takada (2003).
This item was slightly modified by deleting I think in the original item. Item MOT26
was taken from O’Donnell (2003). Items MOT27, MOT28, and MOT29 were taken
from Taguchi et al. (2009). All the three items were shortened from the original items
for consistency. I wrote item MOT30 for this study.
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Ideal L2 self. The last decade of L2 motivation research evolved around the
concept of the ideal L2 self. It is one of the three major concepts in the L2
Motivational Self System first proposed by Dörnyei (2005), which was based on the
theory of possible self, introduced by Markus and Nurius (1986). Dörnyei’s L2
Motivational Self System has three dimensions: the Ideal L2 Self, which concerns a
desirable self-image of the future that the learner wants to become, the Ought-to-L2
Self, which concerns the attributes that the learner ought to possess, and the L2
Learning Experience, which concerns the learner’s present experiences. Since then, a
number of studies have been conducted about this concept and L2 Motivational Self
System has been validated in countries such as the United Kingdom (Busse 2010;
Busse & Walter, 2013), Hungary (Kormos & Csizér 2008), Indonesia (Lamb, 2012),
and Japan (Ryan, 2009). As a result, it is now almost obligatory to discuss ideal L2
self in the literature of L2 motivation (Dörnyei & Ryan, 2015), because the system
“literally reframed the concept of L2 motivation as an outcome of how a learner
perceived the relationship between his or her current and future concepts of self”
(Papi, Bondarenko, Mansouri, Feng, & Jiang, 2019, p. 338). In this survey, this subcomponent was targeted by seven items, MOT31 to MOT37. Of those seven items,
MOT31 and MOT32 were taken from Fukada et al. (2011). These items were changed
from questions to statements. Item MOT35 was taken from Takada (2003). Item
MOT37 was taken from Taguchi et al. (2009). This item was revised from I can
imagine myself speaking English with international friends or colleagues to I would
like to speak English with international friends and colleagues in the future, to be
consistent with the other items in this sub-component. I wrote MOT33, MOT34, and
MOT36 for the current study.
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Qualitative Instruments
The current study employs a mixed method design that includes collecting,
analyzing, and synthesizing both quantitative and qualitative data. These two types of
data are complementary in the current study. Auerbach and Silverstein (2003)
summarized discussions on how researchers employ the two approaches as
complementary, equally valid strategies in six themes: qualitative research directly
investigates subjective experience; qualitative research incorporates meaningful
stories in addition to measurable variables; qualitative research allows for naturalistic
observation and description, rather than testing general laws; qualitative research is a
tool for studying diversity; qualitative researchers view the research participants as
expert informants; and qualitative research involves reflexivity, the explicit use of the
researcher’s subjectivity and values. Of those six themes, the current study owes most
to the second theme: qualitative research incorporates meaningful stories in addition
to measurable variables. The reason is that this study is based on stories told by
participants in written and oral forms. It is, however, also because the two main points
of interest, school belonging and L2 motivation, are psychological constructs.
Although the definitions of those constructs are based on previous studies in
educational psychology, and the survey items used to measure those constructs were
carefully written, school belonging has hardly been investigated among Japanese
university students, and none of the research is longitudinal. Thus, it is necessary to
investigate those factors qualitatively, in addition to the quantitative investigation.
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In the current study, the qualitative data were collected using language
learning histories, open-ended questions, and interviews. In the following paragraphs,
these instruments are explained.

Language learning histories. In a study that analyzed language learning
histories (LLHs) of Spanish learners for psychological factors such as motivation and
belonging, Oxford (1995) defined LLHs as “self-reported-based, introspective
research narratives written by students about their own language learning” (p. 582).
Murphey and Carpenter (2008) argued that rich sources of students’ beliefs and
perceptions could be found in LLHs. As a result, this type of data has been collected
by researchers to investigate L2 motivation (e.g., Mercer, 2012), and its effectiveness
has been advocated by Dörnyei and Kubanyiova (2014). Oxford and Green (1996)
summarized three main benefits of LLHs: discovering what the students bring from
the past, building the classroom community, and promoting authentic engaging,
meaningful communication. Of these three benefits, the first one is most relevant to
the current study, and the second one is also relevant to some extent.
I collected LLHs from 176 students along with their survey responses. The
instructions for the LLHs (See Appendix B for the instructions for LLHs) were
piloted in 2017. Because the data from the surveys and LLHs were collected on a
voluntary basis, not all the participants wrote an LLH. In addition, I was only allowed
to collect LLHs in University A, University B, and University C. Thus, in the current
study, of the 540 students who completed the survey, 176 students wrote an LLH.
Considering the nature of self-selected participation, any generalization from and
interpretation of LLHs must be conducted cautiously.
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Open-ended questions. The second type of qualitative data is responses to
two open-ended questions: What did English mean to you when you decided to get
into this university? and Please write any comments freely about your school and
English learning. These open-ended questions were added to the 56 Likert-scale
questions discussed in the quantitative section. Though the Likert-scale items were
carefully written and validated through the pilot study, considering the fact that school
belonging is a topic new to SLA, it was considered important to explore the issue of
school belonging and its relationship to English learning with open-ended questions.
As previously discussed about language learning histories, not every participant
answered open-ended questions; 76.48% of the participants (n = 413) answered the
questions at least once.
In addition to the open-ended questions directly related to school belonging
and L2 motivation explained above, 11 background questions were also asked,
including their experiences studying English and living overseas prior to university
(See Appendix A for background questions in the survey). Another question asked
whether their current university was their first choice or not. The purpose of asking
these questions was to explore the participants’ background concerning their choice of
university and experiences studying English.

Interviews. After coding the data collected through the language learning
histories and open-ended questions at Time 1, interview questions were prepared, and
11 students were invited to participate in the semi-structured interviews. In the
survey, in addition to the items concerning school belonging and L2 motivation, a
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question about the extent to which they are interested in coming to the interview was
added (See Appendix A for the question added to the survey). The interviewee
selection was based primarily on the response to this question, and of the 19 students
who showed interest in participating in the interview, 11 students agreed. This
sampling process might have biased the data collected through the interviews because
only those interested in this research were interviewed. Those who showed interest in
participating in the research were expected to be intrinsically interested in English or
academic research; thus, unmotivated learners might not have volunteered. Therefore,
the data obtained from the interviews were interpreted with caution.
The length of the interviews did not exceed 30 minutes, based on the
suggestion in Creswell (2016). This amount of time was considered sufficient to yield
rich data, and it also respected interviewees’ time. Thus, in the invitation e-mail (See
Appendix C for the invitation e-mail), I wrote that I would interview them about 20 to
30 minutes, but I also said that if they wanted, they could stay longer and talk more.
The interviews were conducted according to a protocol (See Appendix D for the
interview protocol). The interview questions were prepared based on the responses to
open-ended questions and language learning histories. The interview questions for
Time 1, such as Can you please tell me what you are enjoying and what you could
enjoy more? and Can you please tell me about the university or universities you
wanted to go to? are shown in Table 8. Although the interviews were not entirely
structured and some questions were asked based on their responses during the
interview, 14 questions were prepared. Of those prepared questions, eight common
questions were asked to every participant, and six other specific questions were asked
based on their survey responses. For example, to those who answered that their
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current university was the first choice, I asked, When did you decide to come to this
university? If you thought of applying to another university, can you tell me about it?

Table 8. Interview Questions at Time 1
Common questions
1. How are you doing at this university?
2. Can you please tell me what you are enjoying and what you could enjoy
more?
3. How did you decide to come to this university? When you did so, how
important was English?
4. How do you feel about being a student at this university?
5. How much did you know about the English program here before you came?
6. How do you feel about using English in and out of class?
7. Do you have any plans for your future English learning?
8. What role do you think English will play in your life after graduating from
college?

Specific questions
1. (To those who answered that their current university is the first choice)
When did you decide to come to this university? If you thought of applying
to another university, can you tell me about it?
2. (To those who answered that their current university is not the first choice)
Can you please tell me about the university or universities you wanted to go
to?
3. (To those who chose “others” in answering how they went into university?)
Can you please specify how you came to this university?
4. (To those who lived overseas before entering university) Can you please tell
me about your experience of living overseas? How did it influence your
English learning and your university choice?
5. (To those whose school belonging level is low) Can you specify how you
could enjoy your school life more? What do you want to do more? What do
you want others to do for you?
6. (To those whose L2 motivation level is low) Can you specify how you could
enjoy learning English more? What other subjects do you study more?

As for the common questions in Table 8, because the purpose of the interviews
was to elicit what the students thought about their school and English learning, some
interview questions were quite similar to the questions in the surveys. For example, in
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the school belonging survey, I asked to what extent the students agreed with the
statement, I wanted to get into this university (SB01) and in the interview, I asked,
“How did you decide to come to this university?” Another example concerned L2
motivation. The survey included items about future English use, such as I would like
to use English in my daily life in the future (MOT31), and in the interview, I asked,
“What role do you think English will play in your life after graduating from college?”
The purpose of the specific questions in Table 8, the purpose was to clarify the
interviewees’ responses to the survey questions. For example, to obtain information
about their university choice, I asked whether their current university was their first
choice. If it was not, I asked whether it was their second choice or lower. Their
choices, however, had to be investigated further. If they chose their current university
as their first choice, I asked whether there was any other university they could have
gone to. If their current university was their second choice or lower, I asked what
universities they wanted to go to instead and why. These questions and their answers
had the potential to lead to other questions, such as how much English learning was
involved in the choice of their current university.
In the interview protocol (Appendix D), other instructions, such as an
introduction and closing comments were prepared following the suggestions in
Creswell (2016, pp. 132–133). All interviews followed the protocol.
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Research Design
The mixed methods design employed in this research is explained in greater
detail below. My positionality is also stated, as is customary whenever qualitative
data are collected and analyzed.

Mixed Methods
The current study employs a mixed methods design, in which both quantitative
data and qualitative data were collected and analyzed. Analyses and interpretations
were merged to address the research questions and hypotheses. According to Creswell
(2014), mixed methods research is an approach in which the researcher does not
merely collect both kinds of data, but “integrates the two, and then draws
interpretations based on the combined strengths of both sets of data to understand
research problems” (p. 2). In the current study, I attempted to identify a general trend
in the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation primarily using
quantitative data, and to investigate the details of the two factors and their relationship
primarily using qualitative data.
Creswell and Plano Clark (2018) presented three major categories of mixed
methods design: the convergent design, the explanatory sequential design, and the
exploratory sequential design (p. 65). Of those three types, the design employed in the
current study was closest to the convergent design, in which researchers conduct the
quantitative analysis and the qualitative analysis at the same time. This design enabled
me to compare the two results in order to obtain “a more complete understanding of a
problem” and “to validate one set of findings with the other,” (Creswell & Plano
Clark, 2018, p. 65), both of which I aimed to do in the current study. Data were
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collected three times. More specifically, at Time 1, in May and June 2018,
quantitative data and qualitative data were collected through surveys and reflections,
and analyzed statistically in order to grasp the general picture. Qualitative data were
also collected through interviews and analyzed. At Time 2, in September and October
2018, the quantitative data and qualitative data were collected simultaneously. This
process was repeated at Time 3, in January and February 2019. This design made it
possible to identify general tendencies in some detail, and to examine changes in the
psychological constructs over time. Because the data were collected three times over
the course of a school year, I call the design longitudinal convergent mix method
design, a name confirmed by Creswell (personal communication, May 29, 2019).
Data were collected three times, designated Time 1 (2018 spring), Time 2
(2018 fall), and Time 3 (2019 winter) because the Japanese school year starts at the
beginning of April and the participants were first-year Japanese university students.
Time 1 was in May and June, because by this time most students feel affiliated with
their school to some extent. As Williams, Mercer, and Ryan (2016) pointed out,
people usually take a certain period of time to feel a sense of belonging. This time,
however, is not too early for them to feel comfortable in their university life, and at
the same time vividly remember how they felt when they entered university. Time 2
was in September and October, because the students might have had important
experiences during the summer that influenced their sense of belonging to school and
motivation to study English. January and February were chosen for Time 3, which
was toward the end of academic year, because some first-year students might have
had difficulty developing a sense of belonging during the second half of the year.
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Although the convergent design was appropriate for the current study,
challenges in this type of design should also be pointed out. In addition to a practical
challenge of how to collect data and how to merge two databases at the same time
(Creswell, 2014), three challenges were explained in Creswell and Plano Clark
(2018). First, the consequences of having different sample sizes must be considered. It
is inevitable to have a smaller sample when gathering qualitative data than when
gathering quantitative data. In the current study, 540 students participated in the
surveys, 176 wrote language learning histories, and 11 students were interviewed.
Second, it can be challenging to merge two sets of different data and their results in a
meaningful way. In the current study, the second research question was addressed
both quantitatively and qualitatively. When merging the quantitative and qualitative
data, care needed to be taken so that the quantitative and qualitative data address the
same concepts. Third, when the quantitative and qualitative results did not agree, the
divergence needed to be explained. In the current study, both similarities and
differences were observed between the quantitative and the qualitative results. Such
differences were carefully interpreted and explained in the convergent design.
The challenges explained above should not hinder researchers from employing
mixed methods designs. The benefits gained by employing this design outweighed the
risks, because in a mixed methods study, the end product should be “more than the
sum of the individual quantitative and qualitative parts” (Bryman, 2007, p. 8), which
is described as the 1 + 1 = 3 integration (Fetters & Freshwater, 2015). In the current
study, the integration of quantitative and qualitative results enabled me to see a larger
picture than the sum of the two.
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Researcher Positionality
In this section, I discuss my involvement in this study in two ways. First, I
state my philosophical stance in terms of the research paradigm, which is critical
realism. Second, I describe myself as a researcher and how those descriptions are
related to my research topics and participants.
First, considering that the current study is focused on psychological constructs
in the field of foreign language learning, and data collection and analysis
involved both quantitative data and qualitative data, it is important to state the
paradigm, or the perspective, that I have adopted. Shannon-Baker (2016) summarized
four major paradigmatic perspectives in mixed methods studies: pragmatism,
transformative-emancipation, dialectics, and critical realism. Among these
perspectives, I believe that critical realism is most useful to express what I have done.
Critical realism is, according to Shannon-Baker (2016), a response to the polarization
of positivism used mainly by quantitative researchers and constructivism used mainly
by qualitative researchers. Critical realism, instead, uses the compatibility thesis of
worldviews in the way quantitative and qualitative research can be compatible with
each other, working together to address each other’s limitations. Maxwell and
Mittapalli (2010) summarized four issues in which critical realism can contribute to
mixed methods research: a process approach to causality, mind as part of reality,
validity and inference quality, and diversity as a real phenomenon. I discuss causality
between school belonging and L2 motivation not as a linear mechanism but as a
context-dependent operation. In addition, validity is assessed in a specific context,
and diversity in English learning is investigated more than general trends. Thus, my
positionality as a researcher is that I am a critical realist, and this philosophical
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perspective was kept in mind throughout the data collection, analyses, and
interpretation.
Second, I am a non-native male English teacher and researcher in his fifties,
working mainly as an instructor at a small university in Tokyo, Japan. The
participants were taking compulsory English courses in four universities in eastern
Japan. At Time 1, 119 of the 381 survey participants (31.23%) and three of the 11
interviewees (27.27%) were taking my courses. I had access to the other students
through the administrators and instructors of the English education program I know
directly and indirectly. I did not ask about gender in the survey, but four of the 11
interviewees were female students and seven were male students. Considering that
they were all first-year students, it is likely that a power relationship occurred during
the interviews, especially when I was interviewing my students. I tried to create a
relaxed atmosphere and asked them to be as honest as possible. When the interviews
were conducted in Japanese, I favored polite forms in order to avoid the influence of
power that the students might have assumed I possessed. However, it is undeniable
that my position as an English teacher and researcher might have influenced the
participants negatively, especially when they wanted to make negative comments
about their school and English learning. At the same time, I might have had
advantages as an interviewer, in that I was more likely to understand their experiences
than a non-Japanese interviewer because I had similar experiences when I was a firstyear university student. Moreover, knowing that the participants could use Japanese
when they needed to might have made them more comfortable during the interview.

122

Procedures
In this section, the procedures of the current study are explained. The current
study was conducted in three waves as shown in Figure 1. As previously discussed, I
call the design of the current study a longitudinal convergent mixed method design.
The design is represented in Figure 1, which was approved as a good representation in
a correspondence with Creswell (personal communication, May 29, 2019).

Qual

Quant
Surveys 56 items
(n = 381)

Time 1
2018
May & June

Questions (n = 331)
LLHs (n = 127)
Interviews (n = 11)

Quant
Surveys 56 items
(n = 340)

Time 2
2018
Sep & Oct

Questions (n = 156)
LLHs (n = 37)
Interviews (n = 11)

Quant
Surveys 56 items
(n = 246)

Time 3
2019
Jan & Feb

Questions (n = 134)
LLHs (n = 12)
Interviews (n = 11)

Qual

Qual

Results merged
and compared

Interpretation

Figure 1. Diagram of the data collection and merging for the current study.
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In May and June of 2018, the first survey data were collected from 381
university students at four universities in Tokyo and its neighboring prefectures. The
data were compiled and statistically analyzed in June. At the same time, language
learning histories were collected from 127 students in three universities except
University D and analyzed by coding the comments to elicit the ideas common to
students. Following that, 11 interviewees were selected based on their willingness to
participate in the interview. The first interviews were conducted in June 2018, and at
this time, six of these 11 interviewees were more highly motivated to study English
than average as assessed by the L2 motivation survey, and five of them were less
motivated than average.
The same surveys were administered in the same universities in September or
October 2018, and the same participants were interviewed in October. This procedure
was repeated in January and February 2019. The purpose of the repeated measures
was to examine shifts in students’ perceptions of school belonging and L2 motivation.
First-year students were expected to go through dynamic changes in terms of
belonging to the university and L2 motivation; thus, this procedure enabled me to
investigate the complex dynamic nature of L2 learners.

Quantitative Analyses
The survey data were analyzed quantitatively mainly to address Hypothesis 1,
School belonging can be isolated as a valid psychological construct among Japanese
first-year university students, and Hypothesis 2, School belonging and L2 motivation
have a linear relationship and are positively correlated. Three quantitative analyses
were employed: the traditional analyses, such as Cronbach’s alpha and exploratory
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factor analysis, Rasch analysis, and structural equation modeling. These three
analyses are discussed below.

Traditional Analyses: Internal Consistency and Exploratory Factor Analysis
Two main constructs, school belonging and L2 motivation, and eight subcomponents were measured using survey data. It is important that scales constructed
from sets of survey items be reliable and that the items work as a group to measure
the target constructs, the latter known as internal consistency. One of the most
commonly used indicators of internal consistency is Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
(Field, 2013). Cronbach’s alpha is employed to examine the consistency. Cronbach’s
alpha is an estimate of the average correlation of all sets of two items in a survey, and
it is most widely used as measure of scale reliability (Field, 2013). Minimum
acceptable values for Cronbach’s alpha have varied from .50 to .80 depending on
construct (Field, 2013, p. 709), and in this research, the most stringent threshold, .80,
is used. Cronbach’s alpha was examined for all scales constructed from the survey
items used in the study. When it was found that an item was not contributing to or
negatively influencing internal consistency, the item was marked as a possible
candidate for deletion, taking into consideration the results from other analyses, such
as EFA, as well.
To confirm the hypothesized two-factor structure, namely school belonging
and L2 motivation, the items in the two surveys were analyzed employing EFA in a
pilot study. In EFA, researchers “explore the interrelationships among a set of
variables” (Pallant, 2016, p. 182), and it is often employed in the early stages of
research. Green and Salkind (2010) explained that the number of factors should be
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identified in the following four steps: (a) a priori conceptual beliefs about the number
of factors based on past research or theory, (b) the absolute values of the eigenvalues
computed, (c) the relative values of the eigenvalues computed, and (d) the relative
interpretability of rotated solutions. I analyzed the survey data following this
procedure. As for (b), conventionally, an eigenvalue of 1.0 represents a substantial
amount of variation (Field, 2009); thus, the number of components with an eigenvalue
larger than 1 was counted. As for (c), scree plots are used to examine the number of
factors. According to Green and Salkind (2010), retaining all factors with eigenvalues
in the sharp descent part of the plot before the eigenvalues start to level off yields
accurate results more frequently than the eigenvalue-greater-than-1 criterion. As for
(d), I conducted an exploratory factor analysis using the two most frequently used
rotation methods: Varimax and Direct Oblimin (Green, 2013; Pallant, 2016).
Researchers do not agree on which type should be employed first. Field (2009) stated
that Varimax should be performed first, because it simplifies the interpretation of
factors (p. 644). On the other hand, Green (2013) stated that Direct Oblimin should be
employed first, because it reveals whether there is a significant correlation between
factors (p. 130). In the current study, both Direct Oblimin and Varimax were
employed, but only Varimax results are presented.
Before EFA, I examined whether the data were appropriate for the analysis
using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Barlett’s
test of sphericity. According to Field (2009), Barlett’s test of sphericity should be
significant at < .05 and the value of the KMO index is considered good when it is
between .70 and .80 and excellent when it is between .80 and .90 (p. 659).
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The exploratory factor analysis was only conducted in the pilot study to provide
validation evidence for the items in the two surveys. For the main survey analysis,
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted. CFA is explained below in the
structural equation modeling section. SPSS Version 25 (IBM, 2017) was used to
conduct the traditional analyses.

Rasch Analyses
After conducting the traditional statistical analyses, Rasch analysis was
employed as the main analysis method of this research to provide validation evidence
for the surveys using Winsteps (Linacre, 2014). For the readers’ reference, example
Winsteps command files are shown in Appendix E. In a Rasch analysis, a data set is
fit to one of several a priori models, which are regarded as mathematical descriptions
of ideal measurement (Rasch, 1960; Wright & Stone, 1979). When data are collected
from the real world, such as responses to surveys, the data are expected to deviate
from this ideal statistical model, and the differences, called residuals, provide insight
into the measurement validity of the surveys (Linacre & Humphry, 2002).

The Rasch rating scale model. According to Sick (2009), there are four
major models in the Rasch family of models: the dichotomous model, the rating scale
model, the partial credit model, and the many-facets model. In the current study, the
Rasch-Andrich rating scale model (Andrich, 1978) was employed to provide validity
evidence for the two surveys. In this model, the difficulty of items is conceptualized
as the degree to which the participants find it difficult to endorse, that is, express
agreement with, the statements. Close compliance with the patterns predicted by the
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rating scale model indicates that the items measure a unidimensional construct.
Responses can be analyzed to identify items that do not contribute to the target
constructs (i.e., school belonging and L2 motivation) and their eight sub-components.
The items were measured using the following 4-point Likert scale: 1 = No; 2 =
Not very much; 3 = Yes, a little; and, 4 = Yes. In the Rasch-Andrich rating scale
model, the thresholds between the Likert scale steps—1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4—
indicate the point where a participant (p) has a 50/50 likelihood of choosing one
category over another. For example, the first threshold is modeled as the probability
of choosing a response 2 Not very much over 1 No and is estimated with the following
formula:
𝑒 (𝐵𝑛−[𝐷𝑖 +𝐹1])
𝑃𝑛𝑖1 (𝑥 = 1/𝐵𝑛 , 𝐷𝑖 , 𝐹1 ) =
1 + 𝑒 (𝐵𝑛−[𝐷𝑖 +𝐹1])
where
𝑃𝑛𝑖1 is the probability P of person n choosing step 2 “Not very much” over
Step 1 “No” on any item i.
𝐵𝑛 is the estimated level of the attribute for person n.
𝐷𝑖 is difficulty of item i.
𝐹1 is the difficulty of the first threshold, which is added to the item difficulty.

Advantages of Rasch analyses. Four potentially misleading assumptions of
validation of measurement in traditional analyses were summarized in Apple (2013).
First, it is assumed in traditional analyses that each item in a survey contributes
equally to the measurement of a construct. The second assumption is that all items are
equally difficult to endorse. Third, it is assumed that instruments measure
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unidimensional constructs without securing construct validity. The fourth assumption
is that Likert-type categorical data are interval data rather than ordinal data.
Apple (2013) further discussed five advantages of using the Rasch model in
survey validation analyses. First, the Rasch model uses fit to demonstrate the quality
of both persons and items measured by the hypothesized construct. By examining the
items that do not contribute to the construct, it becomes possible to revise the survey.
Second, Rasch analysis provides reliability figures both for person responses and for
items. Additionally, separation is provided for both persons and items to show the
possible number of statistically different groups within samples. Third, the Rasch
model uses the concept of measure to indicate the item endorsability difficulty level.
Fourth, by visualizing the measures in an item-person map, the relative levels of the
construct of persons and items are displayed on a single scale. Lastly, a principal
component analysis (PCA) of the Rasch residuals shows the degree to which all items
demonstrate coherence to a single dimension and provides clues as to which items
might be systematically influenced by an unmodeled secondary dimension.
Following the five advantages of the Rasch model discussed in Apple (2013),
the current study employs model fit, endorsability, item reliability and person
reliability, and PCA of Rasch model residuals to validate the survey. Although the
validation process is discussed in detail in Chapter 4, those calculation methods are
explained below.

Model fit. The most commonly employed fit statistics are Outfit mean square
(Outfit MNSQ), Infit mean square (Infit MNSQ), Infit z-standardized (Infit ZSTD),
and Outfit z-standardized (Outfit ZSTD) (Bond & Fox, 2015). Both Outfit MNSQ and
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Infit MNSQ have an expected value of 1, and can theoretically range from 0 to
infinity, but in practice they normally range from about 0.5 to 2.0. According to
Wright and Masters (1990), values larger than 1.0 indicate unmodeled noise. For
example, 1.2 indicates 20% excess nose, while values less than 1.0 indicate overfit of
the data to the model (p. 85). Overfit in Rasch analysis means item or person
performances “more determined than expected by the Rasch model, so that misfit is
so low as to be too good to be true” (Bond & Fox, 2015, p. 168). Linacre (2012)
explained that Infit MNSQ and Outfit MNSQ are both based on the chi-square
statistic. According to Bond and Fox (2015), however, while Infit MNSQ is a
“transformation of the weighted residuals” (p. 361), Outfit MNSQ is a transformation
of the unweighted residuals. Thus, according to Linacre (2012), while Outfit MNSQ
is sensitive to outliers, Infit MNSQ is “more sensitive to unexpected patterns of
observations by persons on items that are roughly targeted on them” (p. 552). Outfit
MNSQ, which was originally labeled as unweighted mean square in Wright and
Masters (1982), is formulated in the following formula:
𝑁
2
𝑢𝑖 = ∑ 𝑧𝑛𝑖
/𝑁
𝑛=1

where Outfit MNSQ 𝑢𝑖 is derived by summing each of the squared standardized
2
residuals 𝑧𝑛𝑖
and dividing by the number of persons 𝑁. According to Wright and

Masters (1982), when we rely on Outfit MNSQ, we might unnecessarily reject an
item as misfitting due to the effect of only a few outliers.
Infit MNSQ, which was labeled weighted mean square in Wright and Masters
(1982), is an information-weighted form of Outfit MNSQ formulated to reduce the
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influence of the persons for whom the item was inappropriate. Infit MNSQ is
calculated by the following formula:
𝑁

𝑁

2
∑ 𝑊𝑛𝑖 𝑧𝑛𝑖
/ ∑ 𝑊𝑛𝑖
𝑛=1
𝑛=1

𝑣𝑖 =

where Infit MNSQ (𝑣𝑖 ) is obtained by weighting the sum of the squared residuals
2
(𝑧𝑛𝑖
) by its variance (𝑊𝑛𝑖 ). This variance is smallest for persons furthest from item

(i); thus, their contribution is reduced. Both Infit MNSQ and Outfit MNSQ are
reported because even though most researchers agree that Infit MNSQ should be
prioritized, Linacre (2012) has recommended that Outfit MNSQ be examined and
reported as well (p. 554). Following Wright and Linacre (1994), an item is judged
productive for measurement when its Infit MNSQ falls between .50 and 1.50.
Outfit ZSTD and Infit ZSTD also indicate the degree of misfit of an item or a
person, but they are derived by transforming the unweighted or weighted mean square
values (i.e., Outfit MNSQ and Infit MNSQ) to a distribution with a mean of 0 and a
standard deviation of 1. According to Boone, Staver, and Yale (2014), the ZSTD
statistic provides a “t-test statistic measuring the probability of the MNSQ calculation
occurring by chance” (p. 166).
Outfit ZSTD, which was labeled standardized weighted mean square in
Wright and Masters (1982), is obtained by the following formula:
1⁄
3

𝑡𝑖 = (𝑢𝑖

𝑞
− 1) (3⁄𝑞𝑖 ) + ( 𝑖⁄3)

where Outfit ZSTD for an item (𝑡𝑖 ) is calculated by standardizing the Outfit MNSQ of
the item (𝑢𝑖 ) with the variance of the weighted mean for the item (𝑞𝑖 ). Infit ZSTD can
be obtained with the same formula replacing 𝑢𝑖 with 𝑣𝑖 . Regarding the thresholds of
ZSTD, Linacre (2012) explained that data are reasonably predictable when their Infit
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ZSTD statistic is between -1.9 and 1.9. Even when the ZSTD results are not in this
range, if their Infit MNSQ statistic is acceptable, the Infit ZSTD results are ignored.

Endorsability. One strength of the Rasch model is that it enables researchers
to examine items and persons on the same logit scale. As Bond and Fox (2015)
pointed out, the probability of success depends on the difference between the ability
of the person and the difficulty of the item. Bond and Fox (2015) stated that
endorsability is “a term used to represent the difficulty of endorsing a Likert-type item
for attitude, satisfaction, etc.” (p. 359). The quality of the items can also be examined
with item-person maps, also known as Wright maps to honor Benjamin Wright’s
influence on their development and use (p. 67).
In addition, item-person maps that include Rasch-Andrich thresholds are
employed for analysis, although only common item-person maps, or Wright maps, are
shown in the manuscript. Rasch-Andrich thresholds depict the point at which
respondents have an equal probability of selecting either the higher or lower step of
adjacent Likert item categories (Linacre, 2012). An advantage of using this alternate
version of the Wright map, which displays the three Rasch-Andrich thresholds for
each four-category Likert item, is that they better depict the full range of endorsability
defined by the items, permitting the analyst to better judge how well the items target
the range of attitude found in the person sample.
For comparison, Figure 2 is the Wright map for the school belonging survey in
the main study and Figure 3 depicts the upper half of the Rasch-Andrich threshold
map for the same data.
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Figure 2. Item-person map for items measuring school belonging in the main study.
N = 967. Each # represents nine participants, and each . represents one to eight
participants.

In Figure 2 the most difficult items, SB19 (measure = 1.53) and SB11
(measure = 1.32), are located at about 1.5 standard deviations below the person mean.
It does not seem in Figure 1 that the participants with higher levels of school
belonging were sufficiently targeted by the items. However, in Figure 3 the highest
Rasch-Andrich threshold for item SB19, marked SB19.4 (measure = 5.31), is located
above 5 logits of difficulty, and SB11.4 (measure = 4.93) is just below 5 logits of
difficulty, more than 1 standard deviation above the person mean.
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Figure 3. Rasch-Andrich threshold map for items measuring school belonging in the
main study. N = 967. Each # represents nine participants, and each . represents one
to eight participants. Extreme high = 19. Extreme low = 0.

134

Thus, it can be seen that when the full range of the Likert scale responses is
taken into consideration, the items in the school belonging survey adequately target
most of the participants, except for those with the highest level of school belonging.
There are 19 participants at the top of the map, who had extreme scores in Rasch
analysis. These participants chose the largest number 4 for all the 23 items in the
school belonging survey. The number of extreme cases are reported when the RaschAndrich map is employed.

Item reliability and person reliability. Reliability means that consistency is
assured when the same measurements are repeated on a different population of
individuals or groups (American Educational Research Association, American
Psychological Association, National Council on Measurement in Education, Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational, & Psychological Testing, 1999). To
paraphrase this definition, when the same survey is administered to the same group of
participants and very similar results are obtained, then can the survey is reliable. In
Winsteps (Linacre, 2014), the REAL reliability, which gives the upper limit of the
consistency, reliability of the person measures, and the MODEL reliability, which
gives the lower limit of the instrument’s consistency, reliability of the person
measures, are obtained. Boone, Staver, and Yale (2014) recommend that in research
conducted in education, the REAL reliability be used consistently, because the REAL
reliability is “a more conservative estimate of the person reliability and item
reliability” (p. 222). In the current study, the REAL reliability estimates are reported
over the MODEL reliability, following this recommendation.
Reliability in the Rasch model is obtained using the following formula:
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𝑆𝐴2𝑝
𝑅𝑝 =
𝑆𝐷𝑝2
where the person reliability (𝑅𝑝 ) means the fraction of observed variance that is
reproducible (𝑆𝐴2𝑝 ), which is called the adjusted person variability, of the total person
variability (𝑆𝐷𝑝2 ). Item reliability is calculated by replacing person (p) with item (i) in
the above formula.
According to Linacre (2012), separation is the ratio of the true standard
deviation of the person or the item to the error standard deviation (RMSE). Separation
in the Rasch model is obtained using the following formula:
𝐺𝑝 =

𝑆𝐴𝑝
𝑆𝐸𝑝

where the person separation (𝐺𝑝 ) means the fraction of adjusted person standard
deviation (𝑆𝐴𝑝 ) of the average measurement error (𝑆𝐸𝑝 ). Item separation is
calculated by replacing person (p) with item (i) in the formula above.
Person separation is used to classify people, and according to Linacre (2012),
although the higher the separation is, the better it is, when the person separation is
lower than 2.00 and the person reliability is lower than .80, it implies that the
instrument is not “sensitive enough to distinguish between high and low performers”
(p. 574), and more items might need to be added. Item separation is used to verify the
item hierarchy, and according to Linacre (2012), when the item separation is lower
than 3.00 and the item reliability is lower than .90, it implies that the sample size is
not large enough to confirm construct validity (p. 575). Based on the citations above,
the benchmarks employed in later analyses are 2.00 for person separation, .80 for
person reliability, 3.00 for item separation, and .90 for item.
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Principal component analysis of Rasch residuals. In addition to infit and
outfit mean square statistics, a principal component analysis (PCA) of the Rasch
residuals can be used to further assess measurement dimensionality. PCA is,
according to Sick (2011), “an extension of Rasch fit analysis used to confirm whether
the Rasch difficulty dimension adequately accounts for all the non-random variance in
the data” (p. 16). It is expected that the targeted constructs, in this case school
belonging and L2 motivation, are the sole systematic influences in the data, and are
captured by the Rasch difficulty dimension. The Rasch residuals are expected to
consist of random noise only. A PCA of the residuals, however, might detect
additional inter-item correlations, which could be indicative of secondary dimensions.
Because it is known that components can sometimes appear in random data, standards
are applied to help determine whether components, or contrasts as they are referred to
in Winsteps (Linacre, 2014) output, are substantial enough to disturb measurement.
Generally, a contrast must account for at least 2.0 eigenvalues of variance (the
equivalent of two items) to be considered a dimension. The analyst can evaluate
whether secondary dimensions are meaningful by examining the content of items with
the highest and lowest loadings on the contrast to determine whether they suggest a
meaningful contrast within the theoretical framework of the construct. Finally,
researchers can compare the percent of variance accounted for by the Rasch
dimension to the variance accounted for by the contrast. The amount of variance
accounted for by the Rasch dimension depends on the total variance in the sample,
and Linacre (2019) did not provide absolute guides as to what is a desirable ratio.
However, the percent of variance accounted for by components found in the residuals
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is expected to be small in comparison with the percent accounted for by the Rasch
dimension. If there is any doubt, the analyst can test whether a contrast is substantial
enough to perturb measurement by dividing the data into two sets based on item
loadings, constructing two sets of Rasch measures, and testing the degree to which the
person measures correlate.

Structural Equation Modeling
In the current study, two kinds of statistical analysis were conducted with
SEM, using Amos Version 23 (Arbuckle, 2014). First, CFA is conducted to analyze
the constructs of the two surveys, and second, GCM is employed to reveal the general
trajectory of school belonging and L2 motivation over time.
In SLA, relationships among psychological constructs have been analyzed
mainly with correlations, including a preliminary study of the current study (Fukuda,
2014). The problem with analyzing relationships with correlations, however, has been
recognized for over three decades. For example, Ellis (1985) noted that research in L2
motivation employed correlational analyses, but they only showed relationships, not
the direction of causality. Csizér and Dörnyei (2005) also stated that although SEM is
the most appropriate technique for explaining causal relationships, SEM is
underutilized in L2 research in general (p. 19). Even in recent years, only a limited
amount of SLA research has been conducted employing SEM (Plonsky, 2014). The
scarcity is even more noticeable in L2 motivation research. In an analysis of 39 SLA
studies that had employed SEM, only six were focused on motivation (Winke, 2014,
p. 108). All six studies analyzed certain aspects of language acquisition, such as
vocabulary, and none investigated motivational changes among groups of learners
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over time. In analyzing complex phenomena involving the interactions of multiple
factors over time, a sophisticated statistical tool such as SEM is recommended
(Winke, 2014). The current study attempted to follow that suggestion.
According to Purpura (1999), SEM represents relationships among observed
variables and latent (i.e., unobserved) variables, and relationships among latent
variables, based on theories and previous research (p. 8). In the current study,
observed variables are items on the two surveys, and latent variables are two main
factors, school belonging and L2 motivation.
In SEM, a hypothesis of the pattern of causal structure linking two or more
variables can be tested (Byrnes, 2016, p. 185). A researcher at Temple University,
Wiley (2011), says that in the conventional notion of causal relationships, causes
should occur prior to effects, implying that longitudinal data is a minimal requirement
for causal inferences (p. 151). Strictly speaking, SEM provides only a means of
testing the feasibility of models that depict causal relationships. That is, while an
SEM analysis might indicate that hypothesized causal structures are consistent with
the data, alternate models might also be possible. Thus, some researchers argue that
using terms such as cause and effect should be avoided in interpreting results from
SEM analyses (Kunnan, 1998; Schumacker & Lomax, 2010). Nevertheless,
researchers in SLA frequently interpret the results from SEM using terms of cause
and effect. For example, when Papi (2010) discussed the results of an SEM, he said
that significant paths indicated the “impacts” of the ideal L2 self and other factors on
the intended effort of L2 learners (p. 473). In another example, when Hwu, Pan, and
Sun (2014) compared different instructions on Spanish grammar in university classes
in the United States in GCM, the authors said that the purpose of the research was to
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understand the “effects” of different learning conditions (p. 312). Following these
examples, when discussing the results in the current study, terms indicating cause and
effect are employed, such as effect, influence, and lead to. The reader should keep in
mind, however, that attribution of causality requires an experimental design, which
this study does not have. Thus, the language of cause and effect used here should be
interpreted in terms of feasibility, rather than a strong attribution of causality.

Confirmatory factor analysis. In the pilot study, exploratory factor analysis
was employed to provide validation evidence for the school belonging survey and the
L2 motivation survey. In the main study, the data were analyzed with confirmatory
factor analysis, which is a type of SEM. Byrne (2016) explains that in contrast to
EFA, which is employed in the situation where the links between the observed and
latent variables are uncertain, CFA is appropriate when the researcher has some
knowledge of the latent variable structure. Thus, in the current study, EFA was
employed in the pilot study, and the data in the main study were explored with CFA.

Growth curve modeling. The survey data were also analyzed with Growth
Curve Modeling (GCM), which can be viewed as a “special case of SEM” (Preacher,
Wichman, MacCallum, & Briggs, 2008, p. 5). GCM refers to “statistical methods that
allow for the estimation of inter-individual variability in intra-individual patterns of
change over time” (Curran, Obeidat, & Losardo, 2010). GCM was employed to
examine changes in the responses of the participants during an academic year, at
Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. According to Duncan, Duncan, and Strycker (2006),
compared with other analytic strategies for analyzing longitudinal data, such as
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regression analysis, GCM is appropriate because it not only describes one
participant’s developmental trajectory but also captures individual differences in these
trajectories over time (p. 3). Previous studies showed that GCM is typically
characterized by much higher levels of statistical power than regression analysis
(Curran et al., 2010). Because the current study is an examination of the complex
dynamic relationships between school belonging and L2 motivation over the course of
one school year, GCM is the best option for analysis.
There are two latent factors in the representation of GCM labeled intercept
(ICEPT) and slope (SLOPE). The intercept is a constant that represents each
individual’s starting point (Time 1). The slope is an individual’s trajectory, which
represents the degree or magnitude of change from Time 1 to Time 3. These two
factors, intercept and slope, are allowed to covary as it is likely that the magnitude of
change will be related to the initial starting point. In addition, a GCM may also
include one or more predictor variables, such as gender or group membership, that are
hypothesized to influence both the initial starting point and the degree of change over
time. When a path from a predictor variable to the intercept factor is significant, it
confirms that the mean starting points of the groups in the predictor variable were
different. When a path from a predictor to the slope factor is significant, it is an
indication that the predictor influenced the degree or rate of change across time.
In the current study, the variance of the slope factor would be the degree of
change in school belonging and L2 motivation, corrected for random error. The
variance of the intercept factor is the estimated true score variance of the initial
starting point of school belonging and L2 motivation. School was then added as a
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predictor variable to examine the extent to which participants differ in both initial
value and degree of change, depending on the school they attend.

Model fit. To assess the model fit in SEM, it is customary to employ several
indicators of model fit. According to Schumacker and Lomax (2010), researchers
typically use three types of model-fit criteria, and in this paper, I call the three types
discrepancy functions, indices that compare the target and null models, and
information theory goodness of fit measures, following Moss’s (2016) terms. Nine
indices are reported in the tables in the current study: chi-square (χ2), chi-square
divided by the degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF), and the root mean square error
(RMSEA) in the group of discrepancy functions; comparative fit index (CFI),
incremental fit index (IFI), normed fit index (NFI), and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) in
the group of indices that compare the target and null models, and; Akaike information
criterion (AIC) and Browne-Cudeck criterion (BCC) in the group of information
theory goodness of fit measures. Although nine indices are reported in the tables, four
indices in particular are used for model evaluation.
In the group of discrepancy functions, chi-square divided by the degrees of
freedom (CMIN/DF) is probably the most widely-used discrepancy index. In practice,
it varies between 0.000 and 5.000, with zero indicating perfect fit; thus, the lower the
number, the better the model fit. Although there is no agreed-on cut-off point for
CMIN/DF, Tabachnick and Fidell (2014) stated that a good-fitting model is indicated
when the ratio is less than 2 (p. 770). However, it is often difficult to meet this
criterion (Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005, p. 25). In terms of probability, the higher the
probability associated with χ2, the closer the fit between the hypothesized model and
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the observed data (Byrne, 2016, p. 93). However, this criterion is sensitive to sample
size. According to Schumacker and Lomax (2010), when the N-size is over 200, the
statistic tends to show a significant probability level, and when the N-size is below
100, it tends to indicate non-significant levels (p. 86). Kenny (2015) also stated that
when the N-size is over 400, it is almost always statistically significant. Thus, with
large sample sizes even if CMIN/DF is over the threshold and its probability is
significant, other statistics must be examined. RMSEA is derived from the chi-square
and is one of the two most often cited indices, the other being CFI (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2014). As previously discussed, CMIN/DF has no universally agreed-on
standard model fit, but RMSEA can be used for an absolute model fit as well as the
comparison of two or more models. In examining RMSEA, where exact fit is 0,
values less than .05 indicate good fit, values between .05 and .08 are considered
reasonable, values between .08 and .10 indicate mediocre fit, and values larger
than .10 are considered poor fit (Byrne, 2016, p. 98).
In the group of indices that compare the target and null models, CFI was
selected as a primary index of model assessment, following Byrne’s (2016)
suggestion. In examining CFI, which ranges from 0 to 1, a value of over .90 was
originally considered representative of a well-fitting model, but currently values
above .95 are viewed as acceptable (p. 96). In some software programs, such as
AMOS, when CMIN/DF is below 1.0, an indication of no significant discrepancy
between the hypothesized model and the observed data, CFI and RMSEA are
automatically reported as their ideal values, 1.0 and 0.0, respectively (Kenny, 2015).
The other indices in this group, IFI, NFI, and TLI, are regarded as indicative of good
fit, when values are close to .95, which is consistent with CFI (Byrne, 2016).
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In the group of information theory goodness of fit measures, AIC is used in the
results section as a primary indicator of model fit. In examining AIC, although values
closer to zero are ideal, there is no threshold for acceptable model fit. AIC is only
used to compare different models, and the model that generates the lowest values are
optimal (Akaike, Amari, Kitagawa, Kabashima, & Shimodaira, 2007). Although AIC
is reported, the AIC measure is primarily used to compare models with different
numbers of latent variables (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010, p. 90); thus, this criterion is
not referenced often. In BCC, the other index in this group, the model that generates
the lowest value is preferred, consistent with AIC.
In summary, in the current study, although nine indices are reported in the
tables for readers’ reference, the following four indices are discussed in the results
section as primary indicators of model fit: chi-square (χ2) divided by the degrees of
freedom (CMIN/DF), the root mean square error (RMSEA), comparative fit index
(CFI), and Akaike information criterion (AIC). CMIN/DF and RMSEA are in the
group of discrepancy functions, CFI is in the group of indices that compare the target
and null models, and AIC is one of the information theory goodness of fit measures.
These results are presented in tables in Chapter 5, following the examples in Nicol
and Pexman (2010).

Assumptions of SEM. SEM is not robust to violations of normality or the
presence of outliers. In other words, the distribution should show a symmetrical, bellshaped curve. If the data are non-normally distributed, the chi-square value becomes
excessively large, and fit indices such as CFI yields values that are modestly
underestimated. Although normality is often ignored in research (Byrne, 2016), the
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current study examined normality of the data by deleting univariate and multivariate
outliers, conducting the Shapiro-Wilk tests, and examining the shapes of the
distributions. Further details about assumptions and how the assumptions were tested
are provided in Chapter 5.

Missing data. The current study included responses from all participants even
if they did not provide responses to some items. As pointed out by Byrne (2016),
missing data occur almost inevitably in social science research. In the current study,
all the items and their translation were carefully written and examined, but some
participants did not answer some questions. In addition, the instructions for the survey
(See Appendix A for the instructions for the survey) stated that participants can
choose not to answer questions. The decision to permit the participants to ignore
individual items was due to ethical considerations, as some items might have asked
about feelings that participants wish to keep private.
According to Byrne (2016), common approaches to handling missing data
used to be indirect, which lacked a theoretical rationale. However, these approaches
produced results that were “biased, inefficient (lacking in power), and unreliable”
(Schafer & Graham, 2002, p. 147). In the current study, missing data were handled
with a theory-based direct method called full information maximum likelihood
(FIML). With FIML, all the means and intercepts are estimated. In other words, all
the intercepts are constrained to zero when testing for latent mean differences.
In order to show the usefulness of this approach, Byrne (2016) experimented
with a data set which had 25% of the complete data deleted randomly. The goodnessof-fit statistics for the complete and incomplete data samples had almost the same
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values (e.g., RMSEA .049 versus .048; CFI .941 versus .962) (p. 406). These results
provided support for this approach to addressing the problem of missing data.

Qualitative Analyses
The qualitative data from language learning histories (LLHs) and open-ended
questions were analyzed to address Hypothesis 2, School belonging and L2
motivation have a linear relationship and are positively correlated, and the data from
interviews were analyzed mainly to answer Research Question 3, How do students
perceive school belonging and its relationship to their motivation to learn a second
language over the course of the year? Language learning histories were collected
mostly at Time 1, and the other two types of qualitative data, responses to open-ended
questions and interview data, were collected at Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3.
The LLHs and responses to open-ended questions were compiled in one
spreadsheet, and the audio files of the interviews were compiled in one folder.
Following that, the data files were converted to MAXQDA 2018 (VERBI Software,
2017) for transcription and coding. The transcription was conducted manually, but the
audio file and the text file could be run at the same time using the software. For
coding, the two large factors, school belonging and L2 motivation, and their eight
sub-components were employed as main codes. Additionally, values coding was
employed for LLHs, magnitude coding for responses to open-ended questions, and
narrative coding, or more specifically life-story coding, for interview data. Although
coding should also happen while analyzing text data, as pointed out by Weston,
Gandell, Beauchamp, McAlpine, Wiseman, and Beauchamp (2001), those ways of
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coding were helpful when I analyzed the qualitative data, and their details and
rationale are discussed below.

Values Coding and Magnitude Coding
After verifying Hypothesis 1 in the quantitative analysis, Hypothesis 2 was
investigated both quantitatively and qualitatively. More precisely, in addition to
statistical analyses, coding was conducted on the qualitative data to examine the
extent to which school belonging and L2 motivation are related to each other, and for
that purpose, values coding was employed for LLHs, and magnitude coding was
employed for responses to open-ended questions.
According to Saldaña (2013), values coding is “the application of codes onto
qualitative data that reflect a participant’s values, attitudes, and beliefs, representing
his or her perspectives or worldview” (p. 110). Even when researchers investigate a
participant’s values, attitudes, and beliefs quantitatively with surveys, it is possible to
investigate these concepts qualitatively. In values coding, the three concepts, namely
values, attitudes, and beliefs, are subsumed, and a value is “the importance we
attribute to oneself, another person, thing, or idea” (p. 111), an attitude is “a general
evaluation that an individual holds regarding a particular entity, such as an object, an
issue, or a person” (Visser, 2010, p. 182), and a belief is “part of a system that
includes our values and attitudes, plus our personal knowledge, experiences, opinions,
prejudices, moral, and other interpretive perception of the social world” (Saldaña,
2013, p. 111). In the current study, the LLHs concerning values, attitudes, and beliefs
about school belonging and L2 motivation were coded, and then what they mean and
how they interact with each other was reflected upon.
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In analyzing the responses to open-ended questions, magnitude coding was
employed to facilitate presenting the data in chart form. According to Saldaña (2013),
magnitude coding “consists of and adds a supplemental alphanumeric or symbolic
code or sub-code to an existing coded datum or category to indicate its intensity” (p.
72). As LeCompte and Schensul (2012) pointed out, when text data are coded, the
data can be “tabulated or counted after coding for each coding category” (p. 122).
Magnitude codes can consist of a set of words to suggest intensity, such as strongly,
moderately, or no opinion, and evaluative content, such as positive, negative, and
neutral. Previous researchers that employed magnitude codes did not always use both
of the sets. For example, when Weston et al. (2001) interviewed mathematics teachers
about their educational philosophy and practice, they used descriptive statistics and
frequencies about the professors’ attention to cues, but they did not code the weight or
intensity of attention. In the current study, following the example above, the codes to
suggest evaluative content are used.
The choice of magnitude coding in the current mixed methods design, can be
rationalized in two ways. First, magnitude coding is appropriate to “support
quantitative measures as evidence of outcomes” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 73). In the current
study, Hypothesis 2 concerned the extent to which school belonging and L2
motivation are related, and this hypothesis was verified both with the quantitative
analysis and the qualitative analysis. One of those ways might sometimes work well
to answer a research question, but as Saldaña (2013) pointed out, “sometimes both
can work in concert to compose a richer answer and corroborate each other” (p. 73),
and the current study aims to arrive at a rich answer to the second research question
by employing both ways. Second, magnitude coding is an attempt to quantify
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qualitative data by showing the numbers and percentages of certain codes in a chart.
As explained above, magnitude coding makes it possible to present qualitative
analyses in a table with numbers. Wheeldon and Åhlberg (2012) argued that one
strength of mixed methods design is that by having multiple options, researchers
become able to experiment with different analysis strategies (p. 124). Because the
current study is an investigation of a novel idea in SLA using the mixed methods
approach, magnitude coding, which quantifies text data, is appropriate.

Narrative Coding
In analyzing the interview data, narrative coding, or more specifically lifestory coding, was employed in order to address Research Question 3. According to
Saldaña (2013), narrative coding is “appropriate for exploring intrapersonal and
interpersonal participant experiences and actions to understand the human condition
through story” (p. 132). The rationale for employing narrative coding is primarily
based on the simple fact that I deal with narratives told in the interviews and also
explore ideas rather than trying to confirm fixed ideas. One prominent characteristic
of this method is that it is highly exploratory, and it is appropriate when researchers
code narratives as a preliminary approach to understanding its storied, structured
forms, and to potentially create a richer aesthetic through a retelling. Focusing on
narratives in SLA research means, according to Pavlenko and Lantolf (2000), shifting
the focus of investigation from language structure to language use in context, and
included here are issues of “affiliation and belonging” (p. 156). Pavlenko and Lantolf
(2000) further argued that one major reason why narratives are marginalized in SLA
research is that they are considered less reliable and less valid as research data.
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However, narratives provide a richer source than quantitative data and analyses, and I
agree with Pavlenko and Lantolf that narratives “bring to the surface aspects of
human activity, including SLA, that cannot be captured in the more traditional
approach to research” (p. 159). In the context of the current study, narratives are what
the participants told in the interviews, and traditional approach is quantitative data
collection and analysis through surveys.
In this study, the data from narratives are approached with what Chase (2005)
termed the psychological development approach. Chase (2005) outlined five major
approaches in narrative inquiry: the psychological development approach in
psychology, narratives as lived experience in sociology, intensive interviews in
sociology, narrative ethnography in anthropology, and autoethnography in
anthropology. In the psychological development approach, according to Chase
(2005), psychologists focus on the relationship between individuals’ life stories and
the quality of their lives. More specifically, narratives are studied to look for evidence
that the stories affect how they live their lives. One more characteristic of this
approach, which is pointed out by McAdams (1993), is that the contents of a life story
both develop and change over time. Although some life stories share common
patterns in their developmental changes, McAdams (1993) warned that any general
sequences might not apply to a specific person, because every person follows a
unique path in their life, which he calls “your own developmental trajectory” (p. 273).
I looked for narrative examples of students’ school belonging and L2 motivation, and
I also believed that their stories told in the interviews would develop and change over
the course of their first year at university. Thus, although any of the five approaches
summarized in Chase (2005) could be employed to examine school belonging and L2

150

motivation, in the current study, the most appropriate approach to the qualitative data
is the psychological development approach.
Among the numerous types of narrative coding, the current study employs
life-story coding. Although the use of personal accounts of life experience as basic
social science data goes back to the beginning of the twentieth century, when James
(2011) analyzed various types of religious experiences, it was Butler (1963) who first
added the special meaning to the term life review. Butler wrote that the life review is a
naturally occurring mental process and these experiences told by people can be
surveyed and reintegrated (p. 66).
According to Clausen (1998), life stories are the “quintessential expression of
a life review” (p. 195) but can be overly subjective without being deeply revealing.
However, if the researcher has a structure that will elicit the needed information, it
becomes possible to get at particular aspects of the person’s experiences. Clausen
(1998) stated that by acknowledging the complexity and difficulty, it is possible to
devise an approach that gets at the reality, including turning points, life satisfaction,
and perceived influences. In the current study, the target psychological constructs are
school belonging and L2 motivation, and many first-year university students are
likely to perceive as a turning point what they recently experienced and also are
experiencing at that moment. As Clausen (1998) discussed, going off to college is
mentioned as turning points by many people, along with the death of a loved one,
getting married, and having the first full-time job. Thus, in this research, getting into
university, spending a new life in university, and experiencing new styles of learning
English were expected to be perceived by the participants as turning points.
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According to Hareven and Masaoka (1988), turning points in a life story are
“perceptual roadmarks along the life course” and they “represent individuals’
subjective assessments of continuities and discontinuities over their lives” (p. 272). A
classification scheme developed by Clausen (1998) lists four themes related to this
issue: the major role or roles affected, the source or cause of the turning point, the
timing of the turning point, and the ultimate consequences as perceived by the
respondent (p. 204). The role means how pervasive the effect was, the source means
how the event happened, the timing means when the event occurred, and the ultimate
consequences mean what positive and negative effects the event eventually had.
While coding in the current study, these four points were kept in mind.
To sum up, three types of qualitative data, language learning histories,
responses to open-ended questions, and interview data, were coded in two ways. First,
coding was conducted with two major constructs, school belonging and L2
motivation, and their eight sub-components for all three kinds of data. Second, values
coding was employed for LLHs, magnitude coding was employed for responses to
open-ended questions, and life-story coding was employed for interviews. Coding and
analyzing the qualitative data were expected to reveal how school belonging and L2
motivation are related, and how the relationship changed over one year.

Credibility in Coding
Before interpreting the qualitative data, it was necessary to make sure that the
analysis is trustworthy; one means of establishing its credibility is peer debriefing
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In order to enhance the credibility of the coding, I asked
other researchers to code part of the qualitative data in a procedure called intercoder
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agreement (Campbell, Quincy, Osserman, & Pedersen 2013; Creswell, 2016; VERBI
software, 2018). When two or more researchers code the same data, intercoder
reliability is obtained using the following formula.
number of agreements

𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 = total number of agreements+disagreements

There does not seem to be an agreed-upon threshold for a satisfactory level of
agreement among coders, but Miles and Huberman (1994) argued that researchers
should aim for a reliability “closer to 80%” (p. 64). At the same time, they also
admitted that it is usually impossible to attain an intercoder reliability better than
70%. However, the goal is not to achieve a high standard coefficient, but to achieve a
high level of agreement between multiple coders.
Thus, in order to enhance the credibility, I asked other researchers, Teacher A
and Teacher B, to code part of the language learning histories data, the responses to
the open-ended questions, and interviews, compared their coding with mine, and
discussed the discrepancies. Both Teacher A and Teacher B were female Japanese
English teachers. Teacher A had 17 years and Teacher B had 16 years of teaching
experience at the university level at the time of coding. I asked Teacher A to code the
language learning histories and the responses to open-ended questions, and Teacher B
to code the interview data. The primary codes used for this research were two main
factors (school belonging and L2 motivation), and their eight sub-components (pride
in membership, support by others, comfort in membership, effort, enjoyment,
integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self). In the first meeting, I explained
both Teacher A and Teacher B the codes used for this analysis and shared the
codebook for this research in which definitions and descriptions for each concept and
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the survey items in the surveys are provided (See Appendix F for the simplified
codebook). I asked both of the teachers to code 20% of the data, following the
example of Carey, Morgan, and Oxtoby (1996). As a result, Teacher A coded 20.45%
of the language learning histories and 55.56% of the responses to the open-ended
questions, and Teacher B coded 77.78% of the interview data.
Then, they shared their coding with me, and I compared their coding with
mine. The comparison revealed that the initial agreement between Teacher A and me
was 44.44% in the LLH data and 64.80% in the open-ended question data, and the
agreement between Teacher B and me was 47.40%. Then, in the second meetings, the
teachers and I discussed the coding. When we found an instance of coding differently,
we negotiated by discussing our rationales for arriving at the classification. Rationales
included key words used by participants that might not have been noticed by one
coder, previous examples that had been coded in the same way. As a result, our
negotiated agreement improved to 82.90% in the LLH data and 91.88% in the openended question data between Teacher A and me, and 86.71% between Teacher B and
me (See Appendix G for the examples of the process of intercoder agreement).
Following this step, I reviewed the rest of my own coding and made modifications
when necessary. Thus, the coding in this research was correct to the acceptable level
by avoiding coding mistakes as much as possible.

Integration of Quantitative Analysis and Qualitative Analysis
I employed a mixed methods design, which integrates quantitative data and
qualitative data. Creswell (2014) defined integration as “how one brings together the
qualitative and quantitative results in a mixed methods study” (p. 75). Quantitative
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analyses were conducted to address Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2, and qualitative
data were analyzed to address Hypothesis 2 and to answer Research Question 3.
Although the order of analyses might make the qualitative side appear less important,
as pointed out by Laub and Sampson (1998), qualitative data help uncover what lies
under the patterns found in quantitative data (p. 229). In the following paragraphs,
three important issues about integration are discussed: sampling, types, and
representation.
First, two questions concerning sampling arise when with convergent designs
(Creswell, 2014). One issue concerns whether the participants should come from the
same population and the other is whether both samples should be of equal size (p. 78).
In the current study, the answer to the first question is affirmative. Asking students to
participate in both quantitative and qualitative data collection was both possible and
necessary. The answer to the second question is in the negative. As previously
discussed, quantitative data were collected from 540 students, but not all the students
responded to the written questions and only 11 students were interviewed.
The next issue is which type of integration to employ. According to Creswell
(2014), there exist four types of integration: merging, explanation, building, and
embedding (p. 83). Of these four types, merging is used in a convergent design, which
occurs when the results of the analyses of quantitative and qualitative data are brought
together and compared. Because the current study employed the convergent design,
the comparison was made between quantitative analyses and qualitative analyses.
Quantitative software, such as Winsteps (Linacre, 2014), SPSS (IBM, 2017), and
Amos (Arbuckle, 2014) and qualitative software, such as MAXQDA 2018 (VERBI
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Software, 2017), made it possible to bring the data together and compare them at the
same time.
In terms of representation of integration, Creswell (2014) presented four major
options for how to display in a table or graph: side-by-side joint display, theme-bystatistics joint display, follow-up results joint display, and building into quantitative
instrument or measure display (p. 85). Of those four types, side-by-side joint display,
which arrays both quantitative and qualitative results side by side in a table, was
chosen for the current study. This option made it possible to discuss the differences
and similarities between the two types of data analyses.

Languages Used in Data Collection
The items in the quantitative data collection and the questions in the
qualitative data collection were presented in both English and Japanese (See
Appendix A for the bilingual version of the survey). All the items and questions were
originally written in English but translated into Japanese so that all the participants
could understand them accurately. Thus, the participants in the current study saw the
bilingual version. In order to make sure that all the items could be understood by
Japanese university students, in the pilot study conducted in January and February
2018, 80 of the 120 participants were asked to write comments on the survey items
they did not understand well. Of the 80 students, 19 made comments. Although most
answers were “I have no problems,” one student commented on an item in the school
belong survey, I am treated with as much respect as other students. In the Japanese
translation, respect is translated as keii, but the student wrote that this Japanese word
sounded strange in this context.
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In addition to the students, two experienced English teachers, Teacher B and
Teacher C, were also asked to examine all the items and questions in the two surveys,
especially the Japanese translation. Teacher B was the same teacher that helped with
coding. Teacher C was a non-Japanese male teacher, who is originally from New
Zealand and whose first language is English but is also fluent in Japanese. He had
taught English to all the levels of learners in Japan for 25 years including eight years
at the tertiary level at the time of this research. The two teachers were asked to make
comments about the translation of respect, which was pointed out by the student, and
also about other translations. Both teachers answered that the translation of respect
was not a problem, so it was decided that the translation would not be changed. In
addition, Teacher B pointed out that belong to in the school belonging survey might
sound strange if translated with a Japanese word given in the dictionary, shozoku. As
a result, the translation was modified to a milder expression, ichiindearu. Teacher C
commented on the naturalness of the Japanese translation of Other students like me
the way I am and I am included in lots of activities in the school belonging survey. As
a result, the translations of the two items were modified to more natural Japanese.
In addition, in open-ended questions and interviews, the participants were able
to select the language they preferred. Because almost all the participants spoke
Japanese as their first language, most of them used Japanese. Of the 621 responses to
the open-ended questions, 33.82% (n = 210) was written in English and the rest in
Japanese. Of the 11 interviewees, one student chose English at all the three times. She
lived in Singapore, Taiwan, and the United Arab Emirates for ten years in total, where
she was educated in English. The other ten students spoke Japanese. The interviewees
were also told that they could switch from one language to the other, but none did so.
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Ethical Considerations
When conducting research with human or animal participants, the research
must be ethical. Because the participants in the current study were university students,
ethical issues were considered. In 1979, the government of the United States issued
The Belmont Report (US Department of Health and Human Services, 1979), in which
guidance on the basic ethical principles for conducting research on human subjects
were summarized. The three basic principles for doing research are respect for
persons, beneficence, and justice. More specifically, the participants must be treated
as individuals capable of making decisions, treated ethically, and must receive all the
benefits to which they are entitled. To this end, three specific areas were considered:
informed consent, assessment of risks and benefits, and selection of participants.
Following the suggestions by the US Department of Health and Human Services
(1979), I handled these three areas in the following way. First, in terms of informed
consent, at the beginning of the survey, it was stated that participation is voluntary.
Participants were asked to read the explanation and to check the box if they agreed to
participate. In the case of interviews, participants were given an explanation of their
rights before the interview by e-mail (See Appendix C for the e-mail sent to the
interviewees), and at the beginning of every interview, were given additional
explanation with a consent form. When they agreed to participate in the interview
after reading the explanation, they were asked to sign the form (See Appendix H for
the interview consent form).
In terms of risks and benefits, no serious harm to health was expected because
only surveys and interviews were involved in this research. Some students, however,
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might be concerned that their participation and responses could influence their future
grades. It was explained that their responses would not affect their academic record in
any way before administering the surveys and conducting the interviews, and
moreover, the data were kept in a locked folder on a single computer. In addition, no
information unnecessary to the current study, such as gender, was collected.
Regarding the selection of the participants, as previously explained,
participation was voluntary. In addition, the teachers who administered the surveys
with their students were given instructions regarding voluntary participation. The
participants were told that they could decline to participate and if they later changed
their mind, could withdraw from the research at any time (See Appendix H for the
interview consent form). In addition, my e-mail address and phone number were
provided in the survey so that if the participants had any questions or concerns, they
could contact me by e-mail or by phone.
Before starting to collect data for the current study, I completed the training
provided by Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) as one requirement
set by Temple University on March 24, 2018. In addition, the school where the
current study was mainly conducted requires researchers to submit a research
proposal and obtain permission from an institutional review board, the Center for
Research Planning and Support. The plan for the current study, including the survey
items and interview procedures, was presented to the center and the committee
granted permission to conduct this study at multiple universities in April in 2018.
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Summary of the Methods Chapter
In this chapter I discussed the research methods for investigating school
belonging and L2 motivation. Quantitative data concerning the two psychological
factors were collected through surveys, while qualitative data were collected through
language learning histories, open-ended questions, and interviews. Upon the
individual analysis of the two data sets, the sets were merged and analyzed so that the
three research questions could be answered and the two hypotheses could be
addressed. Validation evidence for the two surveys is discussed in Chapter 4, the
results of the study are presented in Chapter 5, and the interpretations drawn from the
results are discussed in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 4
VALIDATION OF SURVEYS

In order to measure the levels of school belonging and L2 motivation, it was
imperative to have surveys that target and measure these psychological constructs
accurately. To this end, before collecting data in the main study, two sets of items
were assembled and validity evidence was gathered in a pilot study. In this chapter,
the implementation and results of the pilot study are reported.

Overview of the Validation of Surveys
In the pilot study, the data were analyzed in two steps. In the first step,
responses to the 59 items prepared for the pilot study were analyzed for
dimensionality and internal consistency, using Cronbach’s alpha, exploratory factor
analysis and Rasch analysis. After examining the results, four items were judged to be
problematic. In the second step, the analysis was conducted without the four items.
This time, not only the two major factors, school belonging and L2 motivation, but
also the eight sub-components in those major factors were examined. As a result, two
items were modified, and one more item was added.
As reported in Tables 6 and 7 in Chapter 3, there were 23 items in the school
belonging survey and 33 items in the L2 motivation survey for the main study, but in
the pilot study, the initial numbers were 22 and 37. The items that I assembled from
various previous studies and I wrote for this study were detailed in Chapter 3. School
belonging is composed of three sub-components: pride in membership, support by
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others, and comfort in membership. L2 motivation is composed of five subcomponents: effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self.
In January 2018, 59 items from the combined surveys were administered at
four universities in eastern Japan. Table 9 shows the universities where the data were
collected and the number of participants in each university. As in Table 3 in Chapter
3, the size of a university is considered large when it has more than 10,000 students
enrolled, and if it is smaller than 3,000, it is small. In the pilot study, no data were
collected from medium-size universities. The level of each university was obtained
from the website of Benesse (2018) as in Chapter 3.

Table 9. Descriptions of the Universities in the Pilot Study
University
Size
Department

n

SS

A
B

small
large

Liberal Arts
Science and Engineering

16
75

74
70

E

large

Science and Engineering

26

60

F

large

Faculty of Letters (Humanities)

3

63

Total

120

Note. SS = Standard score.

Universities A and B were described in Chapter 3, because the data were
collected in these universities in the main study, too. Data from Universities E and F
were only collected in the pilot study, and those two universities are described in the
following two paragraphs.
University E is such a large university, with about 70,000 undergraduate
students, that each of its faculties resembles a single university. The participants from
this university were all science or engineering majors. Although its academic level is
not at the top and the students are unlikely to become world-famous scientists, many
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get a research-related job. As in University B, considering their academic interests,
their general levels of L2 motivation were not expected to be high.
University F is a large university with about 12,000 undergraduate students,
and its academic level is quite high. It should be noted that only three students
participated in this pilot study from this university. The three students were all
humanities majors. As University A, University F is considered an English-oriented
university, and the students are expected to be motivated to study English.
Two limitations of the pilot study were the academic levels and academic
specializations of the departments from which the data were obtained. First, all of the
universities in which the pilot study was conducted are at hensachi (SS) levels of 60
or above, which means that no students from the lower academic levels participated.
If students’ academic levels are higher than the mean, their general school belonging
and L2 motivation levels might also be higher. Second, 101 of the 120 participants,
84.17% of the participants in the pilot study, belonged to the science and engineering
department at two universities. English is generally considered important for future
studies and future careers in the areas of science and engineering, but at the same
time, those students might have been less intrinsically interested in English than the
students in social sciences and humanities, as discussed in Apple, Falout, and Hill
(2013). These two limitations were dealt with in the main study, in that more students
participated from lower-level universities, as well as majors other than science and
engineering. It should also be noted that the participants in the pilot study were not
limited to first-year students.
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Step 1: Analysis of the 59 Items
As previously explained, in the first step in the pilot study, responses to the 59
items were analyzed for dimensionality and internal consistency, using three methods:
Cronbach’s alpha, exploratory factor analysis, and Rasch analysis. In the following
sections, the descriptive statistics of the school belonging survey and the L2
motivation survey are shown first. Then, the validation of surveys is discussed in
traditional analyses such as Cronbach’s alpha, and then in Rasch analyses. At the end,
how items were revised is explained.

Descriptive Statistics
Table 10 shows the descriptive statistics for the school belonging survey in the
first step. The two items with which the participants most agreed were item SB20, I
can ask questions to other students (M = 3.38), and item SB 01, I wanted to get into
this university (M = 3.33). Considering that the surveys were 4-point Likert-scale,
these two items were very easy to endorse. The two items with which the participants
least agreed were item SB11, There’s at least one teacher or other adult in this
university I can talk to if I have a problem (M = 2.33), and item SB19, I am included
in lots of activities at this university (M = 2.37). When viewed in the three subcomponents, the items in the pride in membership sub-component, item SB01–SB07,
were easiest to endorse, the items in the comfort in membership sub-component,
items SB15–SB22, were next, and the items in the support by others sub-component,
items SB08–SB14, were most difficult to endorse. Although school belonging was
conceptualized as a single psychological construct, the three sub-components might
have been felt unevenly by university students. It should be noted that in the pilot
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study, item SB20 stated I can ask questions to other students and item SB21 stated I
can ask questions to my teachers, but these items were modified as a result of the pilot
study. In addition, item SB23 was not included in the survey at this stage because it
was added later.

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for the School Belonging Survey Respondents in the
Pilot Study
Item
M
SEM
SD
Skewness
SES
Kurtosis
SEK
SB01
3.33
0.08
0.85
-1.28
0.22
1.07
0.44
SB02
3.11
0.08
0.86
-0.70
0.22
-0.21
0.44
SB03
2.93
0.09
0.93
-0.63
0.22
-0.40
0.44
SB04
2.98
0.08
0.82
-0.53
0.22
-0.17
0.44
SB05
3.06
0.07
0.81
-0.70
0.22
0.23
0.44
SB06
2.96
0.08
0.91
-0.54
0.22
-0.52
0.44
SB07
3.06
0.08
0.89
-0.79
0.22
0.02
0.44
SB08
3.00
0.08
0.82
-0.56
0.22
-0.11
0.44
SB09
2.59
0.08
0.88
-0.21
0.22
-0.63
0.44
SB10
3.18
0.08
0.85
-0.95
0.22
0.42
0.44
SB11
2.33
0.09
1.02
0.07
0.22
-1.14
0.44
SB12
2.92
0.08
0.84
-0.45
0.22
-0.34
0.44
SB13
2.89
0.08
0.85
-0.55
0.22
-0.14
0.44
SB14
2.56
0.09
1.01
-0.15
0.22
-1.04
0.44
SB15
2.85
0.08
0.88
-0.53
0.22
-0.28
0.44
SB16
2.96
0.09
0.95
-0.64
0.22
-0.45
0.44
SB17
2.93
0.08
0.92
-0.65
0.22
-0.31
0.44
SB18
3.07
0.08
0.83
-0.76
0.22
0.24
0.44
SB19
2.37
0.08
0.93
0.04
0.22
-0.86
0.44
SB20
3.38
0.07
0.76
-1.24
0.22
1.43
0.44
SB21
2.90
0.08
0.89
-0.54
0.22
-0.33
0.44
SB22
3.18
0.07
0.76
-0.77
0.22
0.47
0.44
Note. N = 120. SEM = standard error of measurement. SES = standard error of skewness.
SEK = standard error of kurtosis. All statistics are based on raw scores.

Table 11 reports the descriptive statistics for the L2 motivation survey in the
first step. The two items with which the participants most agreed were item MOT25, I
want to get good grades in English (M = 3.48), and item MOT28, English will be
useful for my future studies (M = 3.40). The two items with which they least agreed
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Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for the L2 Motivation Survey Respondents in the Pilot
Study
Item
Mean
SEM
SD Skewness
SES Kurtosis
SEK
-0.51
MOT01
2.90
0.09
1.00
0.22
-0.82
0.44
MOT02
3.01
0.08
0.87
-0.63
0.22
-0.23
0.44
MOT03
2.77
0.08
0.91
-0.51
0.22
-0.42
0.44
MOT04
2.32
0.09
1.00
0.19
0.22
-1.03
0.44
MOT05
2.42
0.08
0.88
-0.10
0.22
0.73
0.44
MOT06
2.47
0.08
0.83
-0.37
0.22
-0.57
0.44
MOT07
2.37
0.09
0.98
0.19
0.22
-0.94
0.44
MOT08
2.44
0.08
0.92
0.01
0.22
-0.80
0.44
MOT09
2.72
0.08
0.89
-0.21
0.22
-0.68
0.44
MOT10
2.88
0.08
0.90
-0.40
0.22
-0.62
0.44
MOT11
2.40
0.09
0.93
0.07
0.22
-0.84
0.44
MOT12
2.39
0.09
1.01
0.14
0.22
-1.05
0.44
MOT13
2.25
0.08
0.92
0.21
0.22
-0.81
0.44
MOT14
2.52
0.09
0.98
0.06
0.22
-0.99
0.44
MOT15
2.99
0.09
0.96
-0.68
0.22
-0.46
0.44
MOT16
2.40
0.09
0.93
0.14
0.22
-0.81
0.44
MOT17
3.17
0.09
0.96
-0.94
0.22
-0.14
0.44
MOT18
2.92
0.09
0.98
-0.49
0.22
-0.78
0.44
MOT19
3.03
0.09
0.94
-0.54
0.22
-0.76
0.44
MOT20
2.95
1.00
1.04
-0.67
0.22
-0.74
0.44
MOT21
3.35
0.08
0.82
-1.30
0.22
1.29
0.44
MOT22
3.04
0.09
0.96
-0.67
0.22
-0.55
0.44
MOT23
3.22
0.09
0.93
-1.09
0.22
0.35
0.44
MOT24
3.27
0.08
0.81
-1.02
0.22
0.63
0.44
MOT25
3.48
0.07
0.74
-1.43
0.22
1.78
0.44
MOT26
3.07
0.08
0.89
-0.72
0.22
-0.17
0.44
MOT27
3.25
0.08
0.89
-1.10
0.22
0.47
0.44
MOT28
3.40
0.07
0.76
-1.40
0.22
2.07
0.44
MOT29
2.96
0.09
0.97
-0.58
0.22
-0.66
0.44
MOT30
3.14
0.08
0.90
-0.85
0.22
-0.07
0.44
MOT31
2.82
0.10
1.03
-0.37
0.22
-1.04
0.44
MOT32
2.77
0.10
1.05
-0.39
0.22
-1.02
0.44
MOT33
2.73
0.09
0.99
-0.30
0.22
-0.91
0.44
MOT34
2.68
0.10
1.04
-0.27
0.22
-1.07
0.44
MOT35
2.67
0.10
1.07
-0.16
0.22
-1.22
0.44
MOT36
2.64
0.09
1.01
-0.17
0.22
-1.05
0.44
MOT37
2.92
0.09
1.03
-0.50
0.22
-0.94
0.44
Note. N = 120. SEM = standard error of measurement. SES = standard error of skewness.
SEK = standard error of kurtosis. All statistics are based on raw scores.

were item MOT04, I make efforts to speak English outside of class (M = 2.32), and
item MOT13, I prefer studying English to other subjects (M = 2.25). When viewed in
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the five sub-components, the items in the instrumentality sub-component, item
MOT23–MOT30, were by far the easiest to endorse, followed by the integrativeness
sub-component. Although the participants recognized the usefulness of English, they
did not seem to be enjoying learning English. It should be noted that four items—
MOT05, MOT06, MOT23, and MOT25—were deleted as a result of the pilot study;
thus, these four items were not included in Table 4, the list of items for the L2
motivation survey in the main study.

Traditional Analyses: Internal Consistency and Exploratory Factor Analysis
To validate the surveys, three analyses were conducted: internal consistency,
exploratory factor analysis, and Rasch analysis. In the following section, I report the
results of internal consistency and exploratory factor analyses.

Internal consistency. Internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha was
calculated using SPSS version 25 (IBM, 2017). The purpose of this analysis was to
grasp the general picture of the two data sets and compare them with the results from
the Rasch analysis. Table 12 shows the internal consistency of each of the two main
factors and also each sub-component of the main factors. The alphas ranged from .83
to .97. Overall, no problems were found in internal consistency for the two surveys or
the eight sub-components.
Next, the contribution of each item to internal consistency of school belonging
and L2 motivation was examined. In the school belonging survey, no item was found
to be influencing consistency negatively to the construct of school belonging or to any
of its three sub-components. In the L2 motivation survey, however, it was found that
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two items—MOT05, I prepare for my English classes, and MOT06, I review my
English classes—were influencing the internal consistency of L2 motivation slightly
negatively. If either of MOT05 or MOT06 was deleted, alpha slightly rose. When the
contribution of each item to their sub-components was examined, almost all the items
were found to contribute to internal consistency. However, in the integrativeness subcomponent of the L2 motivation survey, item MOT23, I would like to speak English
as native English speakers do was found to be negatively influencing internal
consistency. When item MOT23 was deleted, alpha increased by .01. In the
instrumentality sub-component, item MOT25, I want to get good grades in English
was found to be negatively influencing internal consistency. If item MOT25 was
deleted, the alpha would increase by .01. The implications of these items negatively
influencing internal consistency will be discussed later.

Table 12. Internal Consistency of the Two Surveys in Step 1
Component
k
α
School Belonging
Pride in membership

22
7

.94
.90

Support by others

7

.85

Comfort in membership

8

.83

37

.97

Effort

9

.86

Enjoyment

7

.89

Integrativeness

7

.91

Instrumentality

7

.91

Ideal L2 self

7

.96

L2 Motivation

Exploratory factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted
next. In the current study, it was hypothesized that the items in the two surveys were
correlated but targeting different constructs. Thus, the next step was to employ
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exploratory factor analysis to examine whether the items in the two surveys were
measuring two different factors, as was hypothesized. To confirm the hypothesized
two-factor structure, 59 items in total (22 items in the school belonging survey and 37
items in the L2 motivation survey) were combined and analyzed. I analyzed the data
following the procedure recommended by Green and Salkind (2010), which I
summarized in Chapter 3. As for (1) a priori concepts, in the current study, it was
hypothesized that there are two constructs, school belonging and L2 motivation, so
there should be two factors. Regarding (2) the absolute values of the eigenvalues,
when the 59 items were analyzed in the initial statistics, ten components had
eigenvalues larger than 1. As for (3), the relative values of the eigenvalues shown in
the scree plot was used to examine the number of factors. As discussed in Chapter 3,
retaining all factors with eigenvalues in the sharp descent section of the plot before
the eigenvalues start to level off yields accurate results. The scree plot indicated that
retaining three factors is sensible in this step. As for (4) the relative interpretability of
rotated solutions, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis using the two most
frequently used rotation methods: Varimax and Direct Oblimin (Green, 2013; Pallant,
2016). Before exploratory factor analysis, I examined whether the data were
appropriate for factor analysis using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy and Barlett’s test of sphericity. The KMO measure of sampling
adequacy was .85, and the result of Barlett’s test of sphericity was statistically
significant at p < .001. Thus, the sample was appropriate for factor analysis because
both figures comply with these parameters.
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Table 13. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis in Step 1
Item: I . . . .
SB01: wanted to get into this university
SB02: feel proud of belonging to this university
SB03: dreamed of studying at this university
SB04: admire my teachers at this university
SB05: think classes are satisfying at this university
SB06: respect students at this university
SB07: am happy to be a student at this university
SB08: think students take my opinions seriously
SB09: think teachers are interested in me
SB10: think students like me the way I am
SB11: believe there is at least one teacher I can talk to
SB12: think people are friendly to me
SB13: am treated with respect
SB14: know how to find help
SB15: feel like a part of this university
SB16: can be myself at this university
SB17: can voice my opinions freely at this university
SB18: feel I belong here
SB19: am included in lots of activities
SB20: can ask questions to other students
SB21: can ask questions to teachers
SB22: am comfortable being asked to help others
MOT01: would choose to study English if not compulsory
MOT02: regularly use English in class
MOT03: use English even if my teacher isn’t here
MOT04: make efforts outside of classes
MOT05: prepare for classes
MOT06: review classes
MOT07: use English in daily life
MOT08: learn English from other sources
MOT09: am prepared to expend effort
MOT10: enjoy learning English in class
MOT11: enjoy learning English out of class
MOT12: wish I had more English classes
MOT13: prefer English to other subjects
MOT14: feel relaxed on my way to English classes
MOT15: will continue to learn English after finishing courses
MOT16: think English is easier than other subjects
MOT17: want to make foreign friends
MOT18: want to go abroad to study
MOT19: am interested in other cultures
MOT20: want to live in a foreign country
MOT21: want to speak English in traveling
MOT22: want to know other countries
MOT23: want to speak English like native speakers
MOT24: believe English proficiency is essential
MOT25: want to get good grades in English
MOT26: believe English is important for my career
MOT27: believe English is important for my work
MOT28: believe English will be useful for study
MOT29: believe English is important to get respect
MOT30: need English to do what I want to
MOT31: want to use English in my future daily life

Factor loading
1
2
.54
.75
.57
.70
.56
.74
.79
.71
.62
.49
.60
.74
.69
.67
.68
.76
.61
.79
.52
.48
.47
.49
.63
.52
.49
.46
.46

.41

.46
.49
.62
.66
.57
.68
.68
.58
.72
.51
.69
.78
.76
.65
.71
.79
.61
.74
.49
.74
.72
.74
.61
.75
.81

Communality
.30
.57
.40
.56
.44
.56
.63
.61
.51
.30
.41
.57
.52
.46
.59
.59
.45
.67
.32
.29
.27
.26
.44
.40
.36
.33
.25
.19
.29
.34
.53
.57
.49
.53
.49
.41
.57
.27
.51
.65
.59
.42
.54
.66
.42
.58
.28
.64
.60
.60
.40
.59
.70

Table 13. (Continues)
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Table 13. (Continued)
Item: I . . . .
MOT32: will get a job using English
MOT33: will belong to a group of friends
MOT34: will belong to a group of professionals
MOT35: will choose a career requiring English
MOT36: will work in a foreign country
MOT37: will speak English internationally
Eigenvalue
% of variance

Factor loading
1
2
.82
.82
.76
.71
.83
.81
23.40
5.64
39.66
9.56

Communality
.70
.72
.65
.61
.72
.72

Note. N = 120. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.

As was observed in (2), ten factors had an eigenvalue larger than 1, but in (3),
there appeared to be only three factors. As there was a conceptual hypothesis for two
factors, and measures of internal consistency were consistent with two dimensions, it
was decided to factor analyze the 59 items with the number of factors fixed to two.
Table 13 shows the factor loadings when calculated in this way with a threshold
of .40. All the items in the school belonging survey (SB01–SB22) loaded on Factor 1
and no items loaded on Factor 2. Thus, the 22 items in the school belonging survey
were distinctly different from the L2 motivation construct.
Most of the L2 motivation survey (MOT01–MOT37) items loaded on Factor
2, with the exception of item MOT05, I prepare for my English classes, which loaded
on Factor 1 at .46 and item MOT06, I review my English classes, which did not load
on either factor. These two items also influenced internal consistency slightly
negatively in the previous analysis. In addition, item MOT11, I enjoy learning
English out of class, loaded on both factors, though the loading on Factor 1 was .41,
only slightly over the threshold. The other two items that were found to be negatively
influencing the internal consistency in Cronbach’s alpha, item MOT23 and item
MOT25, showed no inconsistencies in the exploratory factor analysis.
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Rasch Analyses
After analyzing the responses to the items in the surveys in the traditional
analyses, the same data were analyzed in a Rasch analysis. In order to examine the
dimensionality of school belonging and L2 motivation and their eight subcomponents, model fit, endorsability, and reliability statistics were inspected. It
should be noted that item fit might have been harmed by including four different
universities in the pilot study, because different universities have different cultures,
which might have been reflected in the responses to the items.

Model fit. Table 14 shows the results of item fit analysis of the school
belonging survey. According to Wright and Linacre (1994), when Infit MNSQ is
between .50 and 1.50, the item is productive for measurement. Based on the criteria, it
can be seen that Infit MNSQ is in this range of productivity for all items. Regarding
the ZSTD fit statistics, Linacre (2012) explained that data have reasonable
predictability when the Infit ZSTD statistic is between -1.9 and 1.9. Eight items were
outside of this range, but because their Infit MNSQ statistic was acceptable, the Infit
ZSTD results were ignored.
Table 15 shows the results of the item fit analysis of the L2 motivation survey.
The Infit MNSQ of item MOT05, I prepare for my English classes, was 1.64, and that
of item MOT06, I review my English classes, was 1.52; thus, these two items were not
contributing productively to the measurement of L2 motivation. The misfit of these
items was also found in the internal consistency and exploratory factor analysis.
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Table 14. Rasch Item Statistics of the School Belonging Survey in Step 1

Item
SB01
SB02
SB03
SB04
SB05
SB06
SB07
SB08
SB09
SB10
SB11
SB12
SB13
SB14
SB15
SB16
SB17
SB18
SB19
SB20
SB21
SB22
M
SD

Measure
-0.95
-0.37
0.03
-0.07
-0.26
-0.02
-0.25
-0.11
0.74
-0.55
1.24
0.07
0.12
0.78
0.21
-0.02
0.03
-0.28
1.18
-1.10
0.10
-0.53
0.00
0.57

SE
0.15
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.13
0.15
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.13
0.16
0.13
0.14
0.14
0.01

Infit
MNSQ
1.42
0.96
1.13
0.82
0.96
0.96
0.86
0.66
0.82
1.28
1.27
0.72
0.87
1.17
0.68
0.98
0.97
0.66
1.22
1.21
1.34
1.19
1.01
0.23

Infit
ZSTD
2.7
-0.3
1.0
-1.4
-0.2
-0.3
-1.1
-3.0
-1.5
2.0
2.1
-2.4
-1.1
1.4
-2.8
-0.1
-0.4
-2.9
1.8
1.4
2.5
1.4
0.0
1.8

Outfit
MNSQ
1.35
1.13
1.14
0.79
0.90
0.93
0.77
0.62
0.89
1.24
1.25
0.69
0.88
1.26
0.67
0.90
0.95
0.64
1.25
1.13
1.35
1.12
1.00
0.23

Outfit
ZSTD
1.9
0.9
1.0
-1.6
-0.6
-0.4
-1.7
-3.1
-0.9
1.5
1.8
-2.5
-0.9
1.9
-2.7
-0.7
-0.6
-2.8
1.8
0.8
2.4
0.8
-0.1
1.7

Pointmeasure
Correlation
.51
.65
.61
.67
.61
.68
.71
.74
.68
.53
.59
.71
.65
.61
.74
.69
.67
.75
.54
.50
.49
.50

Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized.

Endorsability. In order to examine the item endorsability difficulty level, an
item-person map, or Wright map, was obtained for each of the surveys. Figure 4
shows the Rasch person and item difficulty levels along the construct of school
belonging. As previously shown in Table 14, the item most difficult to endorse was
item SB11, There’s at least one teacher or other adult in this university I can talk to if
I have a problem (measure = 1.24), and the item easiest to endorse was item SB20, I
can ask questions to other students (measure = -1.10). The map in Figure 4 shows that
the more difficult-to-endorse items adequately targeted the participants with higher
levels of school belonging.
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Table 15. Rasch Item Statistics of the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 1

Item
MOT01
MOT02
MOT03
MOT04
MOT05
MOT06
MOT07
MOT08
MOT09
MOT10
MOT11
MOT12
MOT13
MOT14
MOT15
MOT16
MOT17
MOT18
MOT19
MOT20
MOT21
MOT22
MOT23
MOT24
MOT25
MOT26
MOT27
MOT28
MOT29
MOT30
MOT31
MOT32
MOT33
MOT34
MOT35
MOT36
MOT37
M
SD

Measure
-0.11
-0.34
0.15
1.04
0.86
0.75
0.96
0.81
0.27
-0.07
0.90
0.91
1.19
0.67
-0.31
0.90
-0.73
-0.14
-0.38
-0.21
-1.19
-0.41
-0.83
-0.98
-1.60
-0.47
-0.92
-1.34
-0.23
-0.65
0.07
0.15
0.24
0.36
0.37
0.42
-0.14
0.00
0.72

SE
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.16
0.14
0.15
0.15
0.17
0.14
0.15
0.16
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.01

Infit
MNSQ
1.09
1.08
1.19
1.26
1.64
1.52
1.20
1.03
0.83
0.78
0.85
0.82
0.84
1.17
0.90
1.29
1.09
0.84
0.97
1.43
0.92
0.94
1.22
0.81
1.44
0.81
0.95
0.81
1.21
0.90
0.78
0.78
0.63
0.78
0.90
0.64
0.74
1.00
0.25

Infit
ZSTD
0.8
0.7
1.5
2.0
4.5
3.8
1.6
0.3
-1.4
-1.9
-1.3
-1.6
-1.3
1.4
-0.8
2.2
0.7
-1.3
-0.1
3.1
-0.5
-0.4
1.5
-1.4
2.6
-1.5
-0.3
-1.4
1.6
-0.7
-1.8
-1.9
-3.4
-1.9
-0.8
-3.3
-2.3
-0.1
1.9

Outfit
MNSQ
1.07
1.13
1.24
1.21
1.73
1.93
1.35
1.00
0.83
0.80
0.81
0.79
0.81
1.14
0.86
1.45
1.00
0.79
1.00
1.49
0.83
0.93
1.18
0.88
1.50
0.80
0.86
0.70
1.22
0.89
0.75
0.76
0.61
0.76
0.89
0.63
0.72
1.01
0.31

Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized.
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Outfit
ZSTD
0.5
0.9
1.7
1.5
4.5
5.6
2.4
0.0
-1.3
-1.4
-1.5
-1.6
-1.4
1.1
-0.9
3.0
0.0
-1.5
0.0
2.9
-0.8
-0.4
1.1
-0.6
1.9
-1.3
-0.8
-1.5
1.4
-0.7
-1.9
-1.8
-3.2
-1.9
-0.8
-3.1
-2.0
-0.1
2.0

Pointmeasure
correlation
.66
.61
.56
.57
.37
.36
.56
.60
.67
.71
.66
.70
.65
.59
.71
.51
.68
.72
.68
.59
.69
.70
.63
.69
.53
.70
.70
.71
.62
.70
.75
.75
.77
.73
.72
.76
.77

------------------------------------------------------------More able persons | More difficult to endorse items
5
X +
|
|
|
|
|
4
+
XXX |
|
XX T|
|
X |
3
+
|
XXXX |
XX |
XXXX |
X S|
2
X +
XXXXX |
XXX |
XXXXXXXXX |
XXXXXXX |
XXXXX |T SB11
SB19
1
XXXXX +
XXXXXXXXXXX M| SB14
XXXXXXXXXX | SB09
XXXXX |S
XXXX |
XXXXXX | SB13
SB15
SB21
0
XXXXX +M SB03
SB04
SB06
SB12
SB16
SB17
XXXX | SB08
X | SB02
SB05
SB07
SB18
XXXX S|S SB10
SB22
XXXXXX |
XXXX |
-1
XX + SB01
|T SB20
XX |
|
|
X T|
-2
+
X |
|
|
|
|
-3
X +
Less able persons | Easier to endorse items
-------------------------------------------------------------

Figure 4. Item-person map for items measuring school belonging in Step 1. N = 120.
Each X represents one participant.

This set of items targeted the participants with lower levels of school
belonging better than those with higher levels. In other words, more participants
chose larger numbers to indicate their higher levels of school belonging than had been
expected. This tendency was detected in both the school belonging and the L2
motivation surveys, and also in their eight sub-components. This possible problem in
endorsability is discussed in the second step.
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In order to better visualize which items and sub-components are generally
more difficult to endorse, Table 16 shows the same information as Table 14 with
abbreviated item contents, the sub-components, and the item measures in order of
difficulty. The table shows that the items in the pride in membership sub-component,
such as item SB01, I wanted to get into this university and item SB02, I feel proud of
belonging to this university, were relatively easy to agree with. In other words, the
participants in the pilot study generally agreed with the items indicating pride in
membership more than the items in the support by others and comfort in membership
components.

Table 16. Rasch Item Measure of the School Belonging Survey in Step 1
Item: I . . . .
Sub-component
Measure
SB11: believe there is at least one teacher I can talk to
Support
1.24
SB19: am included in lots of activities
Comfort
1.18
SB14: know how to find help
Support
0.78
SB09: think teachers are interested in me
Support
0.74
SB15: feel like a part of this university
Comfort
0.21
SB13: am treated with respect
Support
0.12
SB21: can ask questions to teachers
Comfort
0.10
SB12: think people are friendly to me
Support
0.07
SB03: dreamed of studying at this university
Pride
0.03
SB17: can voice my opinions freely at this university
Comfort
0.03
SB06: respect students at this university
Pride
-0.02
SB16: can be myself at this university
Comfort
-0.02
SB04: admire my teachers at this university
Pride
-0.07
SB08: think students take my opinions seriously
Support
-0.11
SB07: am happy to be a student at this university
Pride
-0.25
SB05: think classes are satisfying at this university
Pride
-0.26
SB18: feel I belong here
Comfort
-0.28
SB02: feel proud of belonging to this university
Pride
-0.37
SB22: am comfortable being asked to help others
Comfort
-0.53
SB10: think students like me the way I am
Support
-0.55
SB01: wanted to get into this university
Pride
-0.95
SB20: can ask questions to other students
Comfort
-1.10
Note. N = 120. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.

Figure 5 shows person and item difficulty levels of the L2 motivation survey.
As shown in Table 15, the item most difficult to endorse was item MOT 13, I prefer
studying English to other subjects (measure = 1.19), and the item easiest to endorse
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Figure 5. Item-person map for items measuring L2 motivation in Step 1. N = 120.
Each # represents two participants and each . represents one participant.
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was item MOT25, I want to get good grades in English (measure = -1.60). Figure 5
also indicates that the participants with the highest motivational levels may have
found all items easy to endorse. That is, although the targeting is generally adequate,
the items in the L2 motivation survey target participants with lower levels of
motivation somewhat more effectively than those with higher levels.
In order to better visualize which items and sub-components are generally
more difficult to endorse, Table 17 shows the same information as Table 15 with
abbreviated item contents, the sub-components, and the item measures in order of
difficulty. Generally, the items in effort (MOT01–09), enjoyment (MOT10–16), and
ideal L2 self (MOT31–37) tend to be more difficult to endorse, while the items in
integrativeness (MOT17–22) and instrumentality (MOT24–30) tend to be easier to
endorse. These tendencies indicate that the participants in the pilot study were
generally interested in knowing about English and foreign countries. They also found
it easy to endorse items related to using English as an instrument or gaining practical
advantage, such as getting good grades or English being “useful in my future studies.”
Items more directly related to making concrete efforts (e.g., MOT04, I make
efforts to speak English outside of my English classes), enjoying using English (e.g.,
MOT12, I wish we had more English classes), or visualizing using English in the
future (e.g., MOT36, I would like to work in a foreign country using English in the
future) were more difficult to endorse. This makes sense because making or desiring
to make efforts beyond what is currently required to receive course credits is a
characteristic to be expected only from high motivation learners, as is a focus on longrange goals as opposed to immediate benefit or advantage.
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Table 17. Rasch Item Measure of the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 1
Item: I . . . .
Sub-component
Measure
MOT13: prefer English to other subjects
Enjoyment
1.19
MOT04: make efforts outside of classes
Effort
1.04
MOT07: use English in daily life
Effort
0.96
MOT12: wish I had more English classes
Enjoyment
0.91
MOT11: enjoy learning English out of class
Enjoyment
0.90
MOT16: think English is easier than other subjects
Effort
0.90
MOT05: prepare for classes
Effort
0.86
MOT08: learn English from other sources
Effort
0.81
MOT06: review classes
Effort
0.75
MOT14: feel relaxed on my way to English classes
Enjoyment
0.67
MOT36: will work in a foreign country
Ideal L2 Self
0.42
MOT35: will choose a career requiring English
Ideal L2 Self
0.37
MOT34: will belong to a group of professionals
Ideal L2 Self
0.36
MOT09: am prepared to expend effort
Effort
0.27
MOT33: will belong to a group of friends
Ideal L2 Self
0.24
MOT32: will get a job using English
Ideal L2 Self
0.15
MOT03: use English even if my teacher isn’t here
Effort
0.15
MOT31: want to use English in my future daily life
Ideal L2 Self
0.07
MOT10: enjoy learning English in class
Enjoyment
-0.07
MOT01: would choose to study English if not compulsory
Effort
-0.11
MOT18: want to go abroad to study
Integrativeness
-0.14
MOT37: will speak English internationally
Ideal L2 Self
-0.14
MOT20: want to live in a foreign country
Integrativeness
-0.21
MOT29: believe English is important to get respect
Instrumentality
-0.23
MOT15: will continue to learn English after finishing courses
Enjoyment
-0.31
MOT02: regularly use English in class
Effort
-0.34
MOT19: am interested in other cultures
Integrativeness
-0.38
MOT22: want to know other countries
Integrativeness
-0.41
MOT26: believe English is important for my career
Instrumentality
-0.47
MOT30: need English to do what I want to
Instrumentality
-0.65
MOT17: want to make foreign friends
Integrativeness
-0.73
MOT23: want to speak English like native speakers
Integrativeness
-0.83
MOT27: believe English is important for my work
Instrumentality
-0.92
MOT24: believe English proficiency is essential
Instrumentality
-0.98
MOT21: want to speak English in traveling
Integrativeness
-1.19
MOT28: believe English will be useful for study
Instrumentality
-1.34
MOT25: want to get good grades in English
Instrumentality
-1.60
Note. N = 120. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.

Item fit analysis was also conducted on the eight sub-components of school
belonging and L2 motivation. Figure 6 shows person and item difficulty levels of the
pride in membership sub-component of school belonging. The item most difficult to
endorse was item SB03, I dreamed of studying at this university before coming here
(measure = .44), and the item easiest to endorse was item SB01, I wanted to get into
this university (measure = -1.00). Items SB03 and SB01 both measure the extent to
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Figure 6. Item-person map for items measuring pride in membership in school
belonging in Step 1. N = 120. Each X represents one participant.

which participants wanted to get into the university, but their difficulties are distant. It
can be assumed that this distance derived from the difference in wording in the items.
Item SB01 only states I wanted to get into this university. Presumably any student
taking the entrance exam would have some desire to enter the university and would
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find it easy to endorse this item to some degree. Item SB03, on the other hand, states,
I dreamed of studying at this university. SB03 was likely more difficult for
participants to agree with because it implies that the desire to enter the university
began as a distant or lofty goal. Other items that ask general feelings of pride (SB02)
and satisfaction with the academic levels (SB05) were in the middle. It should be
noted that there were a lot of participants who thought all the items easy to agree with.
Figure 7 shows person and item difficulty levels of the support by others subcomponent of school belonging. The item most difficult to endorse was item SB11,
There’s at least one teacher or other adult in this university I can talk to if I have a
problem (measure = 1.13), and the item easiest to endorse was item SB10, Other
students here like me the way I am (measure = -1.08). The items specifically asking
about adults, such as items SB09 and SB11, are more difficult to endorse than those
specifically about students, such as items SB08 and SB10. In both the pilot study and
the main study, all the participants were university students. It should be noted that
these items were originally written mainly for younger students (Goodenow, 1993b).
Compared with students in middle schools, university students might have less
contact with teachers.
Figure 8 shows person and item difficulty levels of the comfort in membership
sub-component of school belonging. The item most difficult to endorse was item
SB19, I am included in lots of activities at this university (measure = 1.36), and the
item easiest to endorse was item SB20, I can ask questions to other students (measure
= -1.16). Item SB19 will be examined further in the main study, because this item
might be more difficult for first-year students to agree with, especially at the
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Figure 7. Item-person map for items measuring support by others in school belonging
in Step 1. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one
participant.

beginning of their university life. The distance between item SB20 and item SB21 is
interesting to see. These two items were both about asking questions, but because
item SB20, I can ask questions to other students is about other students, it is easier to
endorse than item SB21, I can ask questions to teachers. University students might
find it more difficult to ask questions to their teachers than to their friends. This sub182

component was expected to become easier to endorse in the main study, as time goes
by. At the beginning of school life, students might not be involved in a lot of
activities, but later in school life, they might have more time and opportunities.
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Figure 8. Item-person map for items measuring comfort in membership in school
belonging in Step 1. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each .
represents one participant.
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Figure 9 shows person and item difficulty levels of the effort sub-component
of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT04, I make efforts
to speak English outside of class (measure = .77), and the item easiest to endorse was
item MOT02, I regularly use English in class with my classmates (measure = -.89).
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Figure 9. Item-person map for items measuring effort in L2 motivation in Step 1. N =
120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one participant.
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The easy-to-endorse items, MOT01, MOT02, and MOT03, concerned studying
English in class. In contrast, the items about using English out of class such as item
MOT04, I make efforts to speak English outside of class, and item MOT07, I try to
use English in daily life, were difficult for the participants to endorse. Although the
participants in the pilot study were using English in class, they were not making much
effort to use English outside of class.
Figure 10 shows person and item difficulty levels of the enjoyment subcomponent of L2 motivation. The most difficult-to-endorse item was item MOT13, I
prefer studying English to other subjects (measure = 0.82), and the easiest-to-endorse
item was item MOT15, I will continue studying English after finishing English
courses (measure = -1.24). The participants were generally enjoying studying English
in class (MOT10) and they would continue studying English after they finished taking
English courses (MOT15), even though they did not like English as much as other
subjects (MOT13). The difficulty to endorse MOT13 might be related to the fact that
most participants in the pilot study were science or engineering majors, who might
not be inherently interested in learning foreign languages.
Figure 11 shows person and item difficulty levels of the integrativeness subcomponent of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT18, I
would like to go abroad to study English (measure =.60), and the item easiest to
endorse was item MOT21, I would like to speak English when I travel in foreign
countries (measure = -1.06). Generally, the participants were interested in speaking
English when they travel abroad (MOT21), but they were not so much interested in
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Figure 10. Item-person map for items measuring enjoyment in L2 motivation in Step
1. N = 120. Each X represents one participant.

studying English abroad (MOT18) or living abroad (MOT20). Although both
traveling and living in foreign countries are considered integrativeness in L2
motivation, they might be perceived differently among university students.
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Figure 11. Item-person map for items measuring integrativeness in L2 motivation in
Step 1. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one
participant.

Figure 12 shows person and item difficulty levels of the instrumentality subcomponent of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT29,
English is important in order to attain a high social respect (measure = .95), and the
item easiest to endorse was item MOT25, I want to get good grades in English
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(measure = -1.02). It is interesting to note that the participants were generally aware
of the usefulness of English for their future (MOT28) and wanted to get good grades
in English (MOT25), but they were more reluctant to endorse attaining social respect
as an outcome of becoming proficient at English. The reason why it is ambiguous,
however, might be that they are not so concerned with attaining social respect at this
point in their lives, or it might be that they do not feel there is a strong connection
between English proficiency and social respect in Japan.
Figure 13 shows person and item difficulty levels of the ideal L2 self subcomponent of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT36, I
would like to work in a foreign country using English in the future (measure = .49),
and the item easiest to endorse was item MOT37, I would like to speak English with
international friends and colleagues (measure = -0.78). When asked about working
overseas in the future (MOT36) or choosing a career where English skills were
needed (MOT35), participants seemed to be reluctant to respond positively. On the
other hand, it seemed that participants could easily visualize a future in which they
used English with international colleagues and friends (MOT37). Possibly, the
participants had an interest in using English in casual settings with international
friends, but they did not necessarily see themselves as pursuing a career in which they
had to use English.
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Figure 12. Item-person map for items measuring instrumentality in L2 motivation in
Step 1. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one
participant.
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Figure 13. Item-person map for items measuring ideal L2 self in L2 motivation in Step
1. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one participant.

Item reliability and person reliability. The person separation reliability, the
person fit, the item separation reliability, and the item fit were examined for the two
surveys. The benchmark was 2.00 for the person separation, .80 for the person
reliability, 3.00 for the item separation, and .90 for the item reliability, based on
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Linacre (2012). Table 18 shows the person separation reliability, the person fit, the
item separation reliability, and the item fit in the two surveys. The school belonging
survey in the pilot study displayed good person separation (3.17) and person
reliability (.91), as did the L2 motivation survey for person separation (4.10) and
person reliability (.94). In both surveys, item separation was well over the benchmark
(3.81 and 4.91), and item reliability was also high (.94 and .96); thus, the construct
validity of the two surveys was supported.

Table 18. Person Separation and Item Separation for the Two Surveys in Step 1 (N =
120)
k
Person
Person
Item
Item
separation
reliability
separation
reliability
School belonging
22
3.17
.91
3.81
.94
L2 motivation
37
4.10
.94
4.91
.96

Item Revisions in Step 1
To summarize the analyses above in the first step of the pilot study, five items
were found to be problematic in at least one criterion. The items that were judged to
be problematic—MOT05, MOT06, MOT11, MOT23, and MOT25—were all in L2
motivation survey.
Item MOT05, I prepare for my English classes, and item MOT06, I review my
English classes, were part of the effort sub-component. While the other items in the
sub-component focused on use of English, these two items had focus on class. Item
MOT11, I enjoy learning English out of class, was in the enjoyment sub-component,
and it was judged that this item was indispensable in this sub-component. Item
MOT23, I would like to speak English as native English speakers do, was in the
integrativeness sub-component. While the other items in the sub-component were
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about English-speaking countries, this item focused on native speakerism. Item
MOT25, I want to get good grades in English, was in the instrumentality subcomponent. While the other items in the sub-component asked about their future
career or future studies, this item was about their current grades in English.
Based on the discussion above, in the second step of the pilot study, it was
decided that the data would be analyzed without items MOT05, MOT06, MOT23, and
MOT25, and attention would be paid to item MOT11. As a result, the L2 motivation
survey in the second step had 33 items.

Step 2: Analysis Following Deletion of Problematic Items
The purpose of the second step of the pilot study was to examine whether the
new sets of items formed unidimensional constructs. Calculations were conducted
again for internal consistency, exploratory factor analysis, and Rasch analysis,
without the four items that were deleted as the result of the first step.

Traditional Analyses: Internal Consistency and Exploratory Factor Analysis
As in the first step, three analyses were conducted: calculation of Cronbach’s
alpha, exploratory factor analysis, and Rasch analysis in the second step. First,
traditional analyses, namely internal consistency and exploratory factor analysis, are
explained in the following sections.

Internal consistency. After deleting the four items in the first step,
Cronbach’s alpha for each group of items was calculated. Table 19 shows the internal
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consistency of the two factors, school belonging and L2 motivation, and their eight
sub-components.

Table 19. Internal Consistency of the Two Surveys in Step 2 (N = 120)
Component
k
α
School Belonging
22
.94
Pride in membership
7
.90
Support by others
7
.85
Comfort in membership
8
.83
L2 Motivation
33
.97
Effort
7
.85
Enjoyment
7
.89
Integrativeness
6
.91
Instrumentality
6
.91
Ideal L2 self
7
.96

When compared with the alphas in the first step, the alpha of integrativeness
improved by .01, and in the other sub-components, deleting problematic items did not
degrade consistency of measurement. Moreover, no item negatively contributed to the
internal consistency either of the two large factors or of their eight sub-components.

Exploratory factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis was conducted
again. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .86, and
the result of Barlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant at < .001. Thus, it
was found that the sample was appropriate for factor analysis on the ground that the
figures both comply with these parameters. The 55 items (22 in school belonging and
33 in L2 motivation) were factor analyzed with the number of factors fixed to two.
Table 20 shows the factor loadings when calculated in this way with the threshold
of .40. All the items in the school belonging survey (SB01–SB22) loaded on Factor 1
and no items load on Factor 2. Moreover, all the items in the L2 motivation survey
(MOT01–MOT37) loaded on Factor 2 and no items loaded on Factor 1. Item MOT11,
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which had loaded on both the factors in the first step, loaded on Factor 2 only. The
two surveys were measuring separate constructs.

Table 20. Results of Exploratory Factor Analysis in Step 2
Item: I . . . .
SB01: wanted to get into this university
SB02: feel proud of belonging to this university
SB03: dreamed of studying at this university
SB04: admire my teachers at this university
SB05: think classes are satisfying at this university
SB06: respect students at this university
SB07: am happy to be a student at this university
SB08: think students take my opinions seriously
SB09: think teachers are interested in me
SB10: think students like me the way I am
SB11: believe there is at least one teacher I can talk to
SB12: think people are friendly to me
SB13: am treated with respect
SB14: know how to find help
SB15: feel like a part of this university
SB16: can be myself at this university
SB17: can voice my opinions freely at this university
SB18: feel I belong here
SB19: am included in lots of activities
SB20: can ask questions to other students
SB21: can ask questions to teachers
SB22: am comfortable being asked to help others
MOT01: would choose to study English if not compulsory
MOT02: regularly use English in class
MOT03: use English even if my teacher isn’t here
MOT04: make efforts outside of classes
MOT07: use English in daily life
MOT08: learn English from other sources
MOT09: am prepared to expend effort
MOT10: enjoy learning English in class
MOT11: enjoy learning English out of class
MOT12: wish I had more English classes
MOT13: prefer English to other subjects
MOT14: feel relaxed on my way to English classes
MOT15: will continue to learn English after finishing courses
MOT16: think English is easier than other subjects
MOT17: want to make foreign friends
MOT18: want to go abroad to study
MOT19: am interested in other cultures
MOT20: want to live in a foreign country
MOT21: want to speak English in traveling
MOT22: want to know other countries
MOT24: believe English proficiency is essential
MOT26: believe English is important for my career
MOT27: believe English is important for my work
MOT28: believe English will be useful for study

Factor loading
1
2
.57
.75
.59
.70
.57
.74
.81
.71
.61
.50
.57
.75
.69
.66
.67
.77
.61
.78
.51
.48
.45
.48
.64
.50
.48
.47
.48
.51
.62
.66
.59
.69
.69
.59
.73
.51
.68
.78
.75
.65
.69
.78
.72
.73
.71
.73

Communality
.33
.57
.41
.56
.45
.57
.66
.61
.50
.29
.38
.58
.52
.45
.60
.59
.46
.66
.31
.29
.26
.25
.45
.38
.34
.33
.29
.34
.52
.56
.49
.54
.51
.42
.57
.27
.51
.64
.57
.42
.52
.64
.56
.63
.58
.59

Table 20. (Continues)
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Table 20. (Continued)
Factor loading Communality
Item: I . . . .
1
2
MOT29: believe English is important to get respect
.60
.38
MOT30: need English to do what I want to
.74
.58
MOT31: want to use English in my future daily life
.80
.70
MOT32: will get a job using English
.83
.72
MOT33: will belong to a group of friends
.82
.72
MOT34: will belong to a group of professionals
.76
.65
MOT35: will choose a career requiring English
.71
.60
MOT36: will work in a foreign country
.84
.73
MOT37: will speak English internationally
.81
.72
Eigenvalue
22.89
5.51
% of variance
40.16
9.67
Note. N = 120. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.

Rasch Analyses
In the second step of the pilot study, following the traditional analyses, Rasch
analysis was also conducted again. The purpose of this analysis was to evaluate the
quality of the data in light of the measurement requirements of the Rasch model.

Model fit. Infit MNSQ, Outfit MNSQ, and the z-standardized (ZSTD)
statistics were examined to identify the items that might be misfitting. For Infit
MNSQ, the threshold of productivity was again between .50 and 1.50.
Because no item was deleted in the school belonging survey, the results of the
item statistics were the same as in the first step. Table 21 shows the results of item fit
analysis in the second step for the L2 motivation survey. There were 33 items in the
L2 motivation survey in this step, and they were all considered productive because the
Infit MNSQ statistics for all items fell within the .50 to 1.50 range.
In the second step, Rasch analyses were conducted on the three subcomponents in the school belonging survey and the five sub-components in the L2
motivation survey. Table 22 shows the results of item fit analysis on the pride in
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membership sub-component of school belonging. The items were all productive, as
the Infit MNSQ statistics for all items fell within the range of .50 to 1.50.

Table 21. Rasch Item Statistics of the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 2

Item
MOT01
MOT02
MOT03
MOT04
MOT07
MOT08
MOT09
MOT10
MOT11
MOT12
MOT13
MOT14
MOT15
MOT16
MOT17
MOT18
MOT19
MOT20
MOT21
MOT22
MOT24
MOT26
MOT27
MOT28
MOT29
MOT30
MOT31
MOT32
MOT33
MOT34
MOT35
MOT36
MOT37
M
SD

Measure
-0.14
-0.39
0.13
1.08
0.99
0.84
0.26
-0.10
0.92
0.94
1.24
0.68
-0.35
0.92
-0.80
-0.17
-0.43
-0.25
-1.28
-0.46
-1.06
-0.52
-1.00
-1.44
-0.27
-0.71
0.05
0.14
0.23
0.35
0.36
0.42
-0.17
0.00
0.70

SE
0.14
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.13
0.15
0.14
0.14
0.14
0.16
0.14
0.15
0.14
0.15
0.16
0.14
0.15
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.14
0.14
0.01

Infit
MNSQ
1.14
1.19
1.31
1.37
1.28
1.12
0.94
0.85
0.93
0.87
0.88
1.23
0.92
1.37
1.12
0.86
1.00
1.47
0.99
0.98
0.86
0.88
1.02
0.88
1.31
0.90
0.77
0.77
0.64
0.80
0.95
0.65
0.74
1.00
0.21

Infit
ZSTD
1.1
1.4
2.3
2.7
2.2
1.0
-0.5
-1.2
-0.6
-1.1
-1.0
1.8
-0.6
2.7
0.9
-1.1
0.0
3.2
0.0
-0.1
-1.0
-0.9
0.2
-0.8
2.3
-0.7
-1.9
-1.9
-3.3
-1.7
-0.3
-3.2
-2.2
-0.1
1.7

Outfit
MNSQ
1.12
1.27
1.41
1.32
1.53
1.10
0.97
0.90
0.89
0.85
0.86
1.19
0.87
1.55
1.02
0.81
1.03
1.60
0.90
0.96
0.94
0.88
0.90
0.75
1.40
0.88
0.73
0.73
0.62
0.78
0.96
0.63
0.72
1.00
0.26

Outfit
ZSTD
0.8
1.6
2.6
2.1
3.3
0.7
-0.1
-0.7
-0.8
-1.1
-1.0
1.3
-0.8
3.4
0.2
-1.3
0.3
3.4
-0.4
-0.2
-0.3
-0.7
-0.5
-1.1
2.4
-0.7
-2.0
-2.0
-3.1
-1.7
-0.2
-3.0
-2.0
0.0
1.7

Pointmeasure
correlation
.67
.61
.56
.57
.58
.60
.66
.71
.67
.71
.66
.61
.73
.53
.70
.73
.69
.61
.69
.71
.70
.71
.71
.72
.62
.72
.77
.77
.79
.75
.72
.78
.78

Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on
raw scores.
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Table 22. Rasch Item Statistics of Pride in Membership in the School Belonging
Survey in Step 2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
SB01
-1.00
0.19
1.38
2.4
1.24
1.4
.68
SB02
-0.15
0.17
0.72
-2.3
0.73
-2.1
.82
SB03
0.44
0.17
1.06
0.5
1.02
0.2
.77
SB04
0.30
0.17
0.84
-1.2
0.89
-0.8
.79
SB05
0.04
0.17
1.14
1.0
1.05
0.4
.72
SB06
0.36
0.17
1.17
1.2
1.18
1.3
.75
SB07
0.02
0.17
0.73
-2.1
0.72
-2.2
.83
M
0.00
0.17
1.01
-0.1
0.97
-0.3
SD
0.45
0.01
0.23
1.7
0.19
1.4
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 23 shows the results of item fit analysis on the support by others subcomponent of school belonging. Although almost all items are within the range of .50
and 1.50, it is seen that Infit MNSQ of item SB10, Other students here like me the
way I am, is 1.56, which was slightly above the threshold of 1.50. It implied that this
item is not productive in the sub-component of support by others, although this item
was productive in the school belonging survey as a whole.

Table 23. Rasch Item Statistics of Support by Others in the School Belonging Survey
in Step 2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
SB08
-0.55
0.15
0.69
-2.6
0.66
-2.8
.78
SB09
0.51
0.14
0.89
-0.8
0.95
-0.4
.72
SB10
-1.08
0.16
1.56
3.7
1.44
2.7
.55
SB11
1.13
0.14
1.12
1.0
1.11
0.8
.72
SB12
-0.32
0.15
0.73
-2.3
0.76
-1.9
.76
SB13
-0.25
0.15
0.90
-0.7
0.88
-0.9
.72
SB14
0.57
0.14
1.10
0.8
1.10
0.8
.72
M
0.00
0.15
1.00
-0.2
0.99
-0.2
SD
0.71
0.01
0.28
2.0
0.24
1.7
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.
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Table 24 shows the results of item fit analysis on the comfort in membership
sub-component of school belonging. All items were considered productive because
the Infit MNSQ statistics fell within the .50 to 1.50 range.

Table 24. Rasch Item Statistics of Comfort in Membership in the School Belonging
Survey in Step 2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
SB15
0.29
0.14
0.68
-2.8
0.69
-2.6
.76
SB16
0.03
0.14
1.16
1.2
1.18
1.3
.66
SB17
0.09
0.14
0.94
-0.4
0.91
-0.6
.71
SB18
-0.25
0.15
0.58
-3.7
0.56
-3.7
.79
SB19
1.36
0.13
1.11
0.9
1.12
0.9
.63
SB20
-1.16
0.17
1.18
1.2
1.09
0.6
.57
SB21
0.17
0.14
1.27
2.0
1.25
1.8
.58
SB22
-0.53
0.15
1.15
1.1
1.09
0.7
.56
M
0.00
0.15
1.01
-0.1
0.99
-0.2
SD
0.68
0.01
0.24
1.9
0.23
1.8
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on
raw scores.

Table 25 shows the results of item fit analysis on the effort sub-component of
L2 motivation in the second step. All items were considered productive because the
Infit MNSQ statistics fell within the .50 to 1.50 range.

Table 25. Rasch Item Statistics of Effort in the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT01
-0.61
0.15
1.39
2.7
1.34
2.4
.66
MOT02
-0.89
0.15
0.89
-0.8
0.96
-0.3
.73
MOT03
-0.30
0.14
0.98
-0.1
0.97
-0.2
.71
MOT04
0.77
0.14
0.99
0.0
0.97
-0.2
.72
MOT07
0.68
0.14
0.92
-0.6
1.02
0.2
.72
MOT08
0.50
0.14
0.77
-1.9
0.76
-2.0
.75
MOT09
-0.15
0.14
0.99
0.0
1.06
0.5
.69
M
0.61
0.14
0.99
-0.1
1.01
0.1
SD
-0.61
0.00
0.18
1.3
0.16
1.2
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.
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Table 26 shows the results of item fit analysis on the enjoyment subcomponent of L2 motivation in the second step. The items were all considered
productive, as Infit MNSQs for all items fall within the .50 to 1.50 range.

Table 26. Rasch Item Statistics of Enjoyment in the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT10
-0.93
0.16
0.79
-1.7
0.88
-0.8
.80
MOT11
0.41
0.15
1.19
1.4
1.19
1.4
.70
MOT12
0.44
0.15
0.85
-1.2
0.81
-1.5
.81
MOT13
0.82
0.15
0.58
-3.8
0.58
-3.6
.84
MOT14
0.09
0.15
0.98
-0.1
1.00
0.0
.77
MOT15
-1.24
0.16
1.26
1.9
1.19
1.2
.74
MOT16
0.41
0.15
1.34
2.5
1.48
3.2
.66
M
0.00
0.15
1.00
-0.2
1.02
0.0
SD
0.72
0.00
0.26
2.1
0.27
2.1
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 27 shows the results of item fit analysis on the integrativeness subcomponent of L2 motivation in the second step. All items were considered productive
because the Infit MNSQ statistics fell within the .50 to 1.50 range.

Table 27. Rasch Item Statistics of Integrativeness in the L2 Motivation Survey in Step
2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT17
-0.36
0.18
1.03
0.2
0.94
-0.3
.82
MOT18
0.60
0.17
0.83
-1.2
0.89
-0.7
.86
MOT19
0.20
0.18
0.72
-2.1
0.77
-1.6
.87
MOT20
0.48
0.17
1.25
1.6
1.27
1.7
.81
MOT21
-1.06
0.19
1.12
0.8
0.99
0.0
.76
MOT22
0.15
0.18
1.02
0.2
1.07
0.5
.83
M
0.00
0.18
0.99
-0.1
0.99
-0.1
SD
0.56
0.01
0.18
1.2
0.16
1.0
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 28 shows the results of item fit analysis on the instrumentality subcomponent of L2 motivation in the second step. Although Infit MNSQ of almost all
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items were within the.50 to 1.50 range, item MOT29, English is important in order to
attain a high social respect, was 1.58, which was slightly above the 1.50 threshold.
This implied that this item was not productive in the instrumentality sub-component,
although it was productive in the L2 motivation survey as a whole.

Table 28. Rasch Item Statistics of Instrumentality in the L2 Motivation Survey in Step
2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT24
-0.39
0.20
0.74
-1.8
0.81
-1.1
.85
MOT26
0.52
0.18
0.78
-1.6
0.78
-1.6
.86
MOT27
-0.27
0.20
1.01
0.1
0.96
-0.2
.83
MOT28
-1.02
0.21
0.85
-0.9
0.69
-1.6
.83
MOT29
0.95
0.18
1.58
3.6
1.60
3.6
.75
MOT30
0.21
0.19
0.98
-0.1
0.94
-0.4
.83
M
0.00
0.19
0.99
-0.1
0.96
-0.2
SD
0.65
0.01
0.28
1.8
0.30
1.8
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 29 shows the results of item fit analysis on the ideal L2 self subcomponent of L2 motivation in the second step. The items were all productive
because the Infit MNSQ statistics fell within the .50 to 1.50 range.

Table 29. Rasch Item Statistics of Ideal L2 Self in the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 2
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT31
-0.34
0.20
1.17
1.1
1.18
1.0
.87
MOT32
-0.15
0.20
0.82
-1.2
0.80
-1.4
.90
MOT33
0.08
0.20
0.88
-0.8
0.87
-0.9
.90
MOT34
0.34
0.19
1.16
1.1
1.14
1.0
.87
MOT35
0.35
0.20
1.08
0.6
1.05
0.4
.88
MOT36
0.49
0.19
0.80
-1.5
0.83
-1.2
.90
MOT37
-0.78
0.20
1.03
0.3
1.00
0.1
.88
M
0.00
0.20
0.99
0.0
0.98
-0.1
SD
0.42
0.00
0.15
1.0
0.14
0.9
Note. N = 120. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.
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After examining the contents of item SB10, Other students here like me the
way I am, and item MOT29, English is important in order to attain a high social
respect, I decided to retain these two items for the main study. However, attention
will be paid to these two items in the main study.

Endorsability. In the second step, the targeting of the items was checked by
examining item-person maps for L2 motivation and the sub-components in which
items were deleted. As for the large factors, no items were deleted in school
belonging, but four items were deleted in L2 motivation. Thus, the item-person map is
only shown for L2 motivation here. As for the eight sub-components, the three subcomponents in L2 motivation, effort, integrativeness, and instrumentality, are
examined again below.
Figure 14 shows person and item difficulty levels of the L2 motivation survey.
Compared to Figure 5, which included all 37 L2 motivation items, the range of
difficulty in Figure 14 looks somewhat smaller. This is primarily because the item
easiest to endorse, MOT25, was deleted. However, when the relationship between
persons and items were examined using a Rasch-Andrich thresholds map, a revised
version of the Wright map, which for brevity is not reported here, it was seen that if
the thresholds between scale steps are considered, the survey adequately targets all of
the participants. In the item most difficult to endorse, MOT 13, the third threshold
value was 5.2; thus, the high end of person ability estimates was covered. In other
words, participants with the highest level of L2 motivation are matched at the
threshold between scale steps 3 and 4 for the most-difficult-to-endorse items. Thus,
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we can claim that the targeting of the motivation survey was well matched to the
levels of motivation of the participants.
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Figure 14. Item-person map for items measuring L2 motivation in Step 2. N = 120.
Each X represents two participants.

In order to better visualize which items and sub-components are generally
more difficult to endorse, Table 30 presents the same information as Table 21 with
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abbreviated item contents, the sub-components, and the item measures in order of
difficulty. This table is similar to Table 17, but it has four fewer items, and
recalculated measures. As in Step 1, generally, the items in effort (MOT01–09),
enjoyment (MOT10–16), and ideal L2 self (MOT31–37) tend to be more difficult to
endorse, while the items in integrativeness (MOT17–22) and instrumentality
(MOT24–30) tend to be easier to endorse. These tendencies indicate that the
participants in the pilot study were generally interested in knowing about English and
foreign countries. They also found it easy to endorse items related to using English as

Table 30. Rasch Item Measure of the L2 Motivation Survey in Step 2
Item: I . . . .
Sub-component
Measure
MOT13: prefer English to other subjects
Enjoyment
1.24
MOT04: make efforts outside of classes
Effort
1.08
MOT07: use English in daily life
Effort
0.99
MOT12: wish I had more English classes
Enjoyment
0.94
MOT11: enjoy learning English out of class
Enjoyment
0.92
MOT16: think English is easier than other subjects
Effort
0.92
MOT08: learn English from other sources
Effort
0.84
MOT14: feel relaxed on my way to English classes
Enjoyment
0.68
MOT36: will work in a foreign country
Ideal L2 Self
0.42
MOT35: will choose a career requiring English
Ideal L2 Self
0.36
MOT34: will belong to a group of professionals
Ideal L2 Self
0.35
MOT09: am prepared to expend effort
Effort
0.26
MOT33: will belong to a group of friends
Ideal L2 Self
0.23
MOT32: will get a job using English
Ideal L2 Self
0.14
MOT03: use English even if my teacher isn’t here
Effort
0.13
MOT31: want to use English in my future daily life
Ideal L2 Self
0.05
MOT10: enjoy learning English in class
Enjoyment
-0.10
MOT01: would choose to study English if not compulsory
Effort
-0.14
MOT18: want to go abroad to study
Integrativeness
-0.17
MOT37: will speak English internationally
Ideal L2 Self
-0.17
MOT20: want to live in a foreign country
Integrativeness
-0.25
MOT29: believe English is important to get respect
Instrumentality
-0.27
MOT15: will continue to learn English after finishing courses
Enjoyment
-0.35
MOT02: regularly use English in class
Effort
-0.39
MOT19: am interested in other cultures
Integrativeness
-0.43
MOT22: want to know other countries
Integrativeness
-0.46
MOT26: believe English is important for my career
Instrumentality
-0.52
MOT30: need English to do what I want to
Instrumentality
-0.71
MOT17: want to make foreign friends
Integrativeness
-0.80
MOT27: believe English is important for my work
Instrumentality
-1.00
MOT24: believe English proficiency is essential
Instrumentality
-1.06
MOT21: want to speak English in traveling
Integrativeness
-1.28
MOT28: believe English will be useful for study
Instrumentality
-1.44
Note. N = 120. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.
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an instrument or gaining practical advantage, such as getting good grades or English
being “useful in my future studies.”
Figure 15 shows person and item difficulty levels of the effort sub-component
of L2 motivation in the second step. The item most difficult to endorse was item
MOT04, I make efforts to speak English outside of class (measure = .77), and the item
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Figure 15. Item-person map for items measuring effort in L2 motivation in Step 2. N =
120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one participant.
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easiest to endorse was item MOT02, I regularly use English in class with my
classmates (measure = -.89). The items easy to endorse, MOT01, MOT02, and
MOT03, were about studying English in class. In contrast, the items about using
English out of class such as item MOT04, I make efforts to speak English outside of
class, and item MOT07, I try to use English in daily life, were more difficult for the
students to endorse strongly. Although the participants in the pilot study were using
English in class, they were not making much effort to use English outside of class.
When the relationship between persons and items were examined using a RaschAndrich thresholds map, it was seen that if the thresholds between scale steps are
considered, the survey adequately targets all of the participants. In the item most
difficult to endorse, MOT 04, the third threshold value was 2.8; thus, the high end of
person ability estimates was almost covered. In other words, participants with the
highest level of effort in L2 motivation are matched at the threshold between scale
steps 3 and 4 for the most-difficult-to-endorse items.
Figure 16 shows person and item difficulty levels of the integrativeness subcomponent of L2 motivation in the second step. This sub-component initially had
seven items, but one item, MOT23, was deleted as the result of the first step. The item
most difficult to endorse was item MOT18, I would like to go abroad to study English
(measure =.60), and the item easiest to endorse was item MOT21, I would like to
speak English when I travel in foreign countries (measure = -1.06). As discussed
previously, generally, the participants were interested in speaking English when they
travel abroad (MOT21), but they were not so much interested in studying English
abroad (MOT18) or living abroad (MOT20). It should also be noted that at the top of
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the map can be found many participants, for whom all the items may have been easy
to endorse. Those participants displayed a ceiling effect.
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Figure 16. Item-person map for items measuring integrativeness in L2 motivation in
Step 2. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one
participant.

Figure 17 shows person and item difficulty levels of the instrumentality subcomponent of the L2 motivation survey in the second step. This sub-component
initially had seven items but one item, MOT25, was deleted following the initial
206

analysis. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT29, English is important in
order to attain a high social respect (measure =.95), and the item easiest to endorse
was item MOT28, English will be useful for my future studies (measure = -1.02). As
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Figure 17. Item-person map for items measuring instrumentality in L2 motivation in
Step 2. N = 120. Each # represents two participants and each . represents one
participant.
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discussed previously, the participants were generally aware of the usefulness of
English for their future (MOT28), but they did not consider English to be useful as a
means to gain respect from others (MOT29). It should also be noted that at the top of
the map can be found many participants, for whom all the items may have been easy
to endorse. Those participants displayed a ceiling effect.

Item reliability and person reliability. In the second step of the pilot study,
the person separation reliability, the person fit, the item separation reliability, and the
item fit were examined for the two surveys and the eight sub-components. As in the
first step, the benchmark was 2.00 for the person separation, .80 for the person
reliability, 3.00 for the item separation, and .90 for the item reliability, based on
Linacre (2012).
Table 31 shows the person separation reliability, the person fit, the item
separation reliability, and the item fit in the two surveys and the eight subcomponents. As for the large factors, school belonging and L2 motivation, reliability
was very good. However, in four sub-components, two figures were below the
benchmark. In pride in membership in the school belonging survey, the item
separation (2.30) and the item reliability (.84) were slightly below the benchmark. In
comfort in membership in the school belonging survey, the person separation (1.89)
and the person reliability (.78) were slightly below the benchmark. In integrativeness
in the L2 motivation survey, the item separation (2.87) and the item reliability (.89)
were also slightly below the benchmark, and in ideal L2 self in the L2 motivation
survey, the item separation (1.82) and the item reliability (.77) were considerably
lower than those of the other sub-components. When the reliability is slightly lower, it
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would suffice if attention is paid to those sub-components in the main study, but the
issue of adjusting the ideal L2 self sub-component arose in this step.

Table 31. Person Separation and Item Separation for the Two Surveys in Step 2 (N =
120)
k
Person
Person
Item
Item
separation reliability separation
reliability
School belonging
22
3.17
.91
3.81
.94
Pride in membership
7
2.19
.83
2.30
.84
Support by others
7
2.01
.80
4.38
.95
Comfort in membership
8
1.89
.78
4.27
.95
L2 motivation
33
4.14
.94
4.73
.96
Effort
7
2.08
.81
3.99
.94
Enjoyment
7
2.36
.85
4.34
.95
Integrativeness
6
2.06
.81
2.87
.89
Instrumental motivation
6
2.07
.81
3.04
.90
Ideal L2 self
7
3.01
.90
1.82
.77

Item Revisions in Step 2
After analyzing the data in the second step of the pilot study, two revisions
were made. First, two items in the comfort in membership sub-component in the
school belonging survey were slightly modified. Item SB20, I can ask questions to
other students, was changed to When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking
other students about it. In addition, item SB21, I can ask questions to teachers, was
changed to When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking my teachers about it. As
seen in Table 31, the person separation (1.89) and person reliability (.78) of this subcomponent were slightly lower than the benchmark, which implies that more items
might be needed. When the descriptive statistics and endorsability of the items in this
sub-component were examined, it was found that the items in this sub-component
were relatively easy to endorse. Thus, SB20 and SB21 were modified with a view to
making the items more difficult to endorse.
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Second, one more item, I am satisfied with the level of this university, was
added to the sub-component pride in membership in the school belonging survey as
SB23. As was seen in Table 31, the item separation (2.30) and the item reliability
(.84) of this sub-component in the school belonging survey were slightly below the
benchmark. Although this possible problem might have been caused by the low
number of participants, not the quality of items, this item was hypothesized to better
measure the extent to which participants feel proud of being at their university.
As for the other sub-components with possible problems in the item separation
and the item reliability, integrativeness and ideal L2 self in the L2 motivation survey,
although small problems were noted, it was decided to keep the current items for the
main study, paying particular attention to them in subsequent analyses. The low item
separation and low item reliability statistics imply that the number of participants was
low, but in the main research, there were more participants than in the pilot study, and
as previously discussed, the pilot study participants might have been skewed in terms
of their levels and academic interests; thus, this issue was not dealt with in this
revision.
In addition, it should be pointed out again that items SB10 and MOT29 were
problematic in the second step. In the Rasch analysis, item SB10 was not productive
in the support by others sub-component, and item MOT29 was not productive in the
instrumentality sub-component. After examining the contents of these statements, it
was decided to keep these items, but attention was paid to them in the main study.
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Conclusion of the Validation of Surveys
In this chapter, the pilot study for the current study was discussed. In the pilot
study in which 120 Japanese university students participated, survey items were
validated in two steps. In the first step, the responses to 59 items were analyzed
employing both traditional statistical analyses and Rasch analysis. As a result, four
items were found to be problematic. In the second step, the 55 items were analyzed
again without the four items both in traditional analyses and Rasch analysis. As a
result, two more items were modified and one more item was added to the surveys.
Although all the items were validated through two steps in the pilot study, the
validation was based on the responses from 120 participants. When implementing a
previously tested instrument, as Apple (2013) pointed out, researchers should
remember that instruments do not have any inherent reliability but should always be
evaluated to examine the fit of the items to the participants in the new study. Thus, in
the main study, the fit of the items to the constructs and to the participants was
examined using the same procedure as in this pilot study.
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CHAPTER 5
RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the current study are presented. First, the first
research question is examined and the first hypothesis is addressed with quantitative
data and analysis. Next, the second research question is examined and the second
hypothesis is addressed with both quantitative and qualitative data and analysis.
Lastly, the third research question is examined with qualitative data and analysis.

Research Question 1: Unidimensionality of the Construct of School Belonging
To answer Research Questions 1 and to address Hypothesis 1, the quantitative
data from surveys were analyzed. I examined the items mainly in Rasch analyses to
assess the unidimensionality of the psychological constructs school belonging and L2
motivation. School belonging consists of three sub-components: pride in membership,
support by others, and comfort in membership. L2 motivation consists of five subcomponents: effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self.

Participants in the Quantitative Research
In total, 540 first-year university students participated in the survey. The
participants were attending one of the four universities described in Chapter 3.
Initially, 563 students participated, but I excluded the data from 23 second-year or
later students, three at Time 1, seven at Time 2, and 13 at Time 3, from the analysis.
Table 32 shows the number of participants from each university at each time. As can
be seen in the table, the number of participants generally decreased over time in all
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four universities, which is common in social science research because of attrition and
omission, as pointed out by such researchers as Byrne (2016), and Duncan, Duncan,
and Strycker, (2006). Among those 540 participants, 130 completed the survey on all
three occasions (27 in University A, 84 in University B, six in University C, and 13 in
University D). As previously discussed, instead of limiting the number of participants
to those with complete data, I included all the data in the analysis, employing
maximum likelihood estimation. For internal consistency, Rasch analysis, and
confirmatory factor analysis, I combined the data from the three times into one, and
for growth curve modeling, the data from each time were used separately.

Table 32. Numbers of Participants in Four Universities at Three Times
Time
Total
University A University B University C University D
1 Spring
381
206
134
24
17
2 Fall
340
186
123
16
15
3 Winter
246
134
89
8
15

Descriptive Statistics
Table 33 shows the descriptive statistics for the school belonging survey in the
main study. The items with which the participants most agreed is item SB01, I wanted
to get into this university (M = 3.62). Considering that the surveys were 4-point
Likert-scale, the item was very easy to endorse. The two items with which the
participants least agreed are item SB11, There’s at least one teacher or other adult in
this university I can talk to if I have a problem (M = 2.67), and item SB19, I am
included in lots of activities at this university (M = 2.56).
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Table 33. Descriptive Statistics for the School Belonging Survey Respondents in the
Main Study
Item
M
SEM
SD
Skew
SES Kurtosis
SEK
SB01
3.62
0.02
0.70
-1.98
0.08
3.63
0.16
SB02
3.43
0.02
0.74
-1.27
0.08
1.29
0.16
SB03
3.25
0.03
0.89
-1.02
0.08
0.26
0.16
SB04
3.25
0.02
0.69
-0.67
0.08
0.44
0.16
SB05
3.28
0.02
0.72
-0.69
0.08
-0.01
0.16
SB06
3.33
0.02
0.75
-0.91
0.08
0.29
0.16
SB07
3.48
0.02
0.70
-1.25
0.08
1.12
0.16
SB08
3.42
0.02
0.66
-0.93
0.08
0.66
0.16
SB09
2.96
0.03
0.85
-0.43
0.08
-0.51
0.16
SB10
3.37
0.02
0.73
-0.97
0.08
0.44
0.16
SB11
2.67
0.03
1.03
-0.18
0.08
-1.13
0.16
SB12
3.28
0.02
0.69
-0.73
0.08
0.55
0.16
SB13
3.34
0.02
0.68
-0.83
0.08
0.58
0.16
0.02
0.16
SB14
2.96
0.85
-0.41
0.08
-0.56
0.02
0.08
0.16
SB15
3.11
0.74
-0.53
-0.01
0.03
0.08
0.16
SB16
3.26
0.77
-0.90
0.44
0.03
0.08
0.16
SB17
3.27
0.79
-0.84
0.09
0.02
0.08
0.16
SB18
3.27
0.83
-0.76
0.24
0.03
0.08
0.16
SB19
2.56
0.92
-0.00
-0.83
0.02
0.08
0.16
SB20
3.42
0.74
-1.19
1.05
0.03
0.08
0.16
SB21
2.91
0.90
-0.37
-0.76
0.02
0.08
0.16
SB22
3.47
0.60
-0.75
0.06
0.02
0.08
0.16
SB23
3.36
0.73
-0.97
0.58
Note. N = 967. SEM = standard error of measurement. SES = standard error of skew. SEK =
standard error of kurtosis. All statistics are based on raw scores.

These results were consistent with the pilot study. All items except SB23,
which was added after the pilot study, showed higher means than in the pilot study.
The sub-component easiest to agree with was pride in membership, which was
consistent with the pilot study. In the main study, however, the support of others subcomponent was as easy to agree with as the comfort in membership sub-component. It
is surprising that first-year students strongly felt supported by other students and
teachers, because they had been at the university for a short time. This phenomenon
might be due to the increase of the number of participants from University A, a liberal
arts university where classes sizes are smaller than typical Japanese universities. The
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students at University A might find it easier to make friends with other students and
receive more feedback from their teachers than other Japanese university students,
which might make them feel more support by others.
Table 34 reports the descriptive statistics for the L2 motivation survey in the
main study. The items are numbered from MOT01 to MOT37, but because four items,
MOT05, MOT06, MOT23, and MOT25, were deleted in the pilot study, there were
33 items in the main study. The three items with which the participants most agreed
were item MOT21, I would like to speak English when I travel in foreign countries
(M = 3.59), item MOT24, English proficiency is an essential skill for my future (M =
3.52), and item MOT28, English will be useful for my future studies (M = 3.64). It
should be noted that items MOT24 and MOT28 are in the same sub-component of L2
motivation, instrumentality. The three items with which the participants least agreed
were item MOT12, I wish we had more English classes (M = 2.32), item MOT13, I
prefer studying English to other subjects (M = 2.35), and item MOT16, For me,
English is easier than other subjects (M = 2.31). It should also be noted that these
three items are in the same sub-component of L2 motivation, enjoyment. When the
five sub-components are compared with the results in the pilot study, the participants
found the items in the integrativeness sub-component and the instrumentality subcomponent easier to agree with than other sub-components, which was consistent
with the pilot study. The participants least agreed with the items in the enjoyment subcomponent, which was also consistent with the pilot study. In the pilot study, I
assumed that this tendency might have been due to the academic interest of the
participants. In the pilot study, 84% of the participants were science and engineering
majors, who might not be intrinsically interested in English. However, although well
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Table 34. Descriptive Statistics for the L2 Motivation Survey Respondents in the
Main Study
M
SEM
SD
Skew
SES
Kurtosis
SEK
-0.99
0.16
MOT01
3.22
0.03
0.92
0.08
0.06
0.08
0.16
MOT02
3.33
0.03
0.82
-1.15
0.69
0.08
0.16
MOT03
2.90
0.03
0.89
-0.43
-0.56
0.08
0.16
MOT04
2.51
0.03
0.98
0.03
-1.00
0.08
0.16
MOT07
2.53
0.03
0.95
-0.00
-0.93
0.08
0.16
MOT08
2.61
0.03
0.99
-0.13
-1.02
0.08
0.16
MOT09
3.00
0.03
0.85
-0.60
-0.21
0.08
0.16
MOT10
3.11
0.03
0.80
-0.64
-0.06
0.08
0.16
MOT11
2.68
0.03
0.97
-0.13
-0.99
0.08
0.16
MOT12
2.32
0.03
0.99
0.25
-0.97
0.08
0.16
MOT13
2.35
0.03
0.98
0.14
-0.99
0.08
0.16
MOT14
2.65
0.03
0.97
-0.17
-0.96
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT15
3.19
0.84
-0.87
0.16
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT16
2.31
0.97
0.26
-0.89
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT17
3.34
0.83
-1.19
0.77
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT18
3.04
0.98
-0.68
-0.61
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT19
3.22
0.90
-1.02
0.20
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT20
3.14
0.99
-0.86
-0.41
0.02
0.08
0.16
MOT21
3.59
0.67
-1.75
3.08
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT22
3.26
0.86
-1.02
0.33
0.02
0.08
0.16
MOT24
3.52
0.71
-1.44
1.63
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT26
3.24
0.87
-0.94
0.04
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT27
3.34
0.81
-1.15
0.80
0.02
0.08
0.16
MOT28
3.64
0.59
-1.65
2.81
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT29
2.95
1.01
-0.55
-0.86
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT30
3.29
0.83
-1.00
0.27
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT31
3.00
0.98
-0.58
-0.77
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT32
2.92
1.00
-0.48
-0.92
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT33
2.95
0.97
-0.58
-0.67
0.03
0.08
-1.08
0.16
MOT34
2.70
1.01
-0.18
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT35
2.84
0.99
-0.36
-0.96
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT36
2.79
1.02
-0.34
-1.02
0.03
0.08
0.16
MOT37
3.21
0.89
-0.95
0.46
Note. N = 966. SEM = standard error of measurement. SES = standard error of skew. SEK =
standard error of kurtosis. All statistics are based on raw scores.

under half of the participants were science and engineering majors in the main study,
the same tendency was found. Of the 33 items in this survey, 30 items show higher
means than in the pilot study. The means of items MOT12, MOT16, and MOT29,
English is important in order to attain a high social respect went down slightly, from
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2.39 to 2.32, from 2.40 to 2.31, and from 2.96 to 2.95, respectively. This might be a
result of differences in data collection sites. In University A, only 16 students
participated in the pilot study, but in the main study more than half of the participants
came from University A. Students at University A take considerably more English
classes than students in other universities and their levels are high. Consequently,
these students might not want to take more English classes, even if they are motivated
to study English.

Internal Consistency
Although this research primarily relied on Rasch analysis, internal consistency
of the raw scores using Cronbach’s alpha was calculated using SPSS version 25
(IBM, 2017) prior to conducting Rasch analysis. The purpose of this analysis is to
compare traditional reliability analysis with reliability from the Rasch analysis and
also to provide the readers who are unfamiliar with Rasch analysis with the more
familiar reliability. Table 35 shows the internal consistency of each of the two main
factors and each of the eight sub-components of the main factors. The alphas ranged
from .82 to .95. Overall, no problems were found in internal consistency for the two
whole surveys or the eight sub-components.
Next, the contribution of each item to internal consistency of the two main
factors and the eight sub-components was examined. In the school belonging survey,
no item was found to be influencing consistency negatively to the construct of school
belonging or to any of its three sub-components. In the L2 motivation survey,
however, it was found that item MOT29, English is important in order to attain a
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Table 35. Internal Consistency of the Two Surveys in the Main Study
Component
k
α
School Belonging
23
.92
Pride in membership

8

.86

Support by others

7

.83

Comfort in membership

8

.83

33

.95

Effort

7

.82

Enjoyment

7

.84

Integrativeness

6

.87

Instrumentality

6

.83

Ideal L2 self

7

.94

L2 Motivation

high social respect, was negatively influencing the internal consistency of L2
motivation in general. While the overall alpha of the L2 motivation survey was .95,
when item MOT29 was deleted, the alpha rose to .96. When the contribution of each
item to their sub-components was examined, almost all the items were found to
contribute to internal consistency. However, in the instrumentality sub-component of
the L2 motivation survey, item MOT29 was found to be negatively influencing
internal consistency again. The alpha of instrumentality was .83, but when item
MOT29 was deleted, alpha increased to .87. It should be noted that item MOT29 was
also found to be slightly problematic in the pilot study but was not deleted. This item
will be closely examined in the following analyses.

Rasch Analyses
Although Rasch analyses were conducted in the pilot study, because the data
were different, they were conducted again in the main study with Winsteps (Linacre,
2014). The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the quality of the data for
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unidimensionality in light of the measurement requirements of the Rasch model. In
addition, person measures obtained in the Rasch analyses will be used for structural
equation modeling later. It should be noted that item fit might have been harmed by
including four different universities in the main study. Data were collected in large
and small, and prestigious and less prestigious universities. Because different
universities have different cultures, the way of data collection might have influenced
unidimensionality of the constructs.

Model fit. Infit mean squared (MNSQ), Outfit MNSQ, and the z-standardized
(ZSTD) statistics were examined to identify the items that might be misfitting. For
Infit MNSQ and Outfit MNSQ, values between .50 and 1.50 were selected as the
threshold of productivity (Wright & Linacre, 1994).
Table 36 shows the results of item fit analysis of the school belonging survey.
Almost all the items were considered productive, as infit MNSQs for the items fall
within the range of .50 to 1.50, but the infit MNSQ of item SB01, I wanted to get into
this university, was 1.55, slightly over the threshold, which might have been a
consequence of its easiness to endorse. The infit MNSQ of item SB03, I dreamed of
studying at this university before coming here, was 1.49, which was also poorly fit,
barely below the threshold of 1.50. Both items SB01 and SB03 asked how much the
participants wanted to enter their present university, and reflecting the wording, item
SB03 was more difficult to endorse than item SB01 at all three times of data
collection. When the raw scores of these items were examined according to the order
of choice of their current university, namely, the first choice, the second choice, or the
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Table 36. Rasch Item Statistics of the School Belonging Survey in the Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
Correlation
SB01
-1.21
0.07
1.55
8.8
1.58
5.9
.38
SB02
-0.53
0.06
1.02
0.5
0.97
-0.5
.56
SB03
-0.01
0.05
1.49
8.9
1.50
7.9
.48
SB04
-0.01
0.05
0.90
-2.2
1.04
0.8
.52
SB05
-0.07
0.05
0.99
-0.2
1.02
0.5
.52
SB06
-0.22
0.05
0.92
-1.7
0.89
-2.0
.58
SB07
-0.66
0.06
0.88
-2.5
0.84
-2.5
.58
SB08
-0.49
0.06
0.84
-3.3
0.93
-1.2
.55
SB09
0.72
0.06
0.95
-1.1
0.94
-1.2
.62
SB10
-0.33
0.05
0.93
-1.3
0.92
-1.3
.57
SB11
1.32
0.05
1.47
9.5
1.49
9.6
.56
SB12
-0.07
0.05
0.68
-7.6
0.71
-5.8
.63
SB13
0.24
0.05
0.80
-4.5
0.80
-3.6
.59
SB14
0.70
0.05
1.02
0.4
1.01
0.2
.60
SB15
0.36
0.05
0.65
-8.5
0.67
-7.3
.67
SB16
-0.04
0.05
0.90
-2.2
0.85
-2.7
.60
SB17
-0.04
0.05
0.89
-2.3
0.85
-2.9
.62
SB18
-0.06
0.05
0.62
-9.0
0.60
-8.3
.67
SB19
1.53
0.05
1.22
4.9
1.28
5.9
.56
SB20
-0.48
0.06
1.13
2.6
1.09
1.4
.50
SB21
0.80
0.05
1.27
5.5
1.28
5.4
.54
SB22
-0.66
0.06
0.92
-1.6
0.96
-0.6
.48
SB23
-0.31
0.06
1.03
0.7
1.11
1.8
.51
M
0.00
0.14
1.00
-0.3
1.00
0.0
SD
0.64
0.01
0.25
5.0
0.23
4.5
Note. N = 967. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

third choice, those who entered their current university as the first choice found both
the items easier to endorse than the other groups at all three times. When the scores
were examined according to the universities, however, the distinction between
prestigious universities and less prestigious universities was unclear. In prestigious
universities, the means of item SB01 and item SB03 in University A were 3.73 and
3.36, and those in University B were 3.52 and 3.07. The means in University C were
3.70 and 3.33, and those in University D were 3.39 and 3.10. Reflecting the difference
in wording, the means of item SB03 were lower than those of item SB01 in all the
four universities, but the difference between prestigious universities and less
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prestigious universities was not detected. It seems that how much students want to get
into a certain university does not differ much between prestigious universities and less
prestigious universities, and the poor fit of these items seem to derive from other
factors.
Rasch analyses were also conducted on the three sub-components in the school
belonging survey. Table 37 shows the results of item fit analysis on the pride in
membership sub-component. The items were all considered productive, as Infit
MNSQs for all items fall within the range of .50 to 1.50. Item SB01, whose Infit
MNSQ was slightly over the range in the overall school belonging survey, had
adequate fit in the context of its sub-component. Thus, it was decided to retain this
item.

Table 37. Rasch Item Statistics of Pride in Membership in the School Belonging
Survey in the Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
SB01
-1.01
0.07
1.34
5.6
1.11
1.4
.59
SB02
-0.19
0.06
0.87
-2.5
0.80
-3.8
.72
SB03
0.46
0.06
1.27
5.1
1.23
4.4
.68
SB04
0.45
0.06
0.99
-0.2
1.04
0.7
.64
SB05
0.37
0.06
0.98
-0.4
1.01
0.2
.67
SB06
0.20
0.06
0.90
-1.9
0.90
-2.0
.71
SB07
-0.35
0.07
0.76
-4.9
0.70
-5.7
.73
SB23
0.08
0.06
1.02
0.5
1.06
1.1
.65
M
0.00
0.06
1.02
0.1
0.98
-0.5
SD
0.47
0.00
0.18
3.4
0.16
3.0
Note. N = 967. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 38 shows the results of item fit analysis on the support by others subcomponent in the school belonging survey. The items were all considered productive,
as Infit MNSQs for all items fall within the range of .50 to 1.50. The item that was
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found to be unproductive in the pilot study, item SB10, shows a good Infit MNSQ
(1.05) this time.

Table 38. Rasch Item Statistics of Support by Others in the School Belonging Survey
in the Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ ZSTD
correlation
SB08
-0.92
0.06
0.99
-0.1
1.14
2.1
.60
SB09
0.63
0.05
0.90
-2.2
0.92
-1.7
.74
SB10
-0.72
0.06
1.05
0.9
1.05
0.9
.64
SB11
1.41
0.05
1.31
6.4
1.31
6.0
.72
SB12
-0.39
0.06
0.73
-5.7
0.81
-3.6
.71
SB13
-0.61
0.06
0.82
-3.8
0.84
-2.9
.68
SB14
0.60
0.06
1.03
0.7
1.04
0.9
.71
M
0.00
0.06
0.98
-0.6
1.02
0.2
SD
0.81
0.00
0.17
3.6
0.16
3.1
Note. N = 965. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 39 shows the results of item fit analysis on the comfort in membership
sub-component of the school belonging survey. The items were all considered
productive, as Infit MNSQs for all items fall within the range of .50 to 1.50.

Table 39. Rasch Item Statistics of Comfort in Membership in the School Belonging
Survey in the Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
SB15
0.22
0.06
0.74
-6.0
0.76
-5.2
.72
SB16
-0.27
0.06
0.94
-1.2
0.89
-2.0
.68
SB17
-0.27
0.06
0.88
-2.5
0.81
-3.7
.71
SB18
-0.30
0.06
0.66
-8.0
0.62
-8.1
.74
SB19
1.70
0.05
1.25
5.2
1.27
5.5
.66
SB20
-0.82
0.06
1.13
2.6
1.11
1.7
.60
SB21
0.77
0.05
1.35
6.9
1.41
7.8
.63
SB22
-1.02
0.06
1.01
0.2
1.03
0.5
.55
M
0.00
0.06
1.00
-0.4
0.99
-0.4
SD
0.83
0.01
0.23
4.8
0.25
5.0
Note. N = 962. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.
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As for the L2 motivation survey, Table 40 shows the results of item fit analysis on the
L2 motivation in general in the main study. There were 33 items in the L2 motivation
survey in this analysis, and almost all items were considered productive, as Infit
MNSQs for the items fall within the .50 to 1.50 range. The Infit MNSQ of item MOT
29, however, was 1.79, well over the threshold; thus, it was considered unproductive.
This item will be examined in more detail in the analysis of the instrumentality subcomponent. Two items, MOT02 I regularly use English in class with my classmates
and MOT16 For me, English is easier than other subjects, are within the range of
productive measurement set for this study, but might be considered moderately
misfitting if more strict standards were employed. Thus, it might be useful to
speculate on the reasons for which these items have marginal fit. Item MOT02 is in
the effort sub-component and item MOT16 is in the enjoyment sub-component, but
these two items both concern how confident learners are in using English. The means
of the raw scores of item MOT02 in Universities A–D were 3.54, 3.10, 2.73, and 3.32
respectively. The reason why the mean in University C was significantly lower than
other universities might have been that considering the proficiency of students,
English classes are often conducted in Japanese, whereas other universities probably
have the English-only policy in English classes. Thus, the marginal fit of this item
may be because of differences in educational policies rather than the effort that
students make. The means of the raw scores of item MOT16 in Universities A–D
were 2.22, 2.32, 2.25, and 2.90 respectively. The reason why the mean in University
D was significantly higher than other universities is likely that the participants in
University D were all English majors, who tend to be better at learning languages in
the first place. Thus, the marginal fit of this item may be because of differences in the
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confidence level in learning English rather than how much students are enjoying
English.

Table 40. Rasch Item Statistics of the L2 Motivation Survey in the Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT01
-0.40
0.05
1.05
1.1
1.12
2.1
.59
MOT02
-0.67
0.05
1.44
8.0
1.53
7.4
.40
MOT03
0.24
0.04
1.42
8.5
1.68
9.9
.39
MOT04
0.94
0.04
1.08
1.9
1.11
2.4
.59
MOT07
0.90
0.04
0.93
-1.6
0.93
-1.5
.63
MOT08
0.75
0.04
1.17
3.8
1.19
3.9
.56
MOT09
0.05
0.05
0.72
-7.1
0.80
-4.3
.65
MOT10
-0.18
0.05
0.90
-2.2
0.95
-0.9
.55
MOT11
0.63
0.04
0.94
-1.5
0.92
-1.8
.63
MOT12
1.27
0.04
1.11
2.4
1.11
2.3
.60
MOT13
1.21
0.04
1.03
0.6
1.07
1.6
.61
MOT14
0.68
0.04
1.28
6.2
1.36
7.1
.51
MOT15
-0.35
0.05
0.79
-4.8
0.80
-3.9
.63
MOT16
1.28
0.04
1.46
9.5
1.72
9.9
.44
MOT17
-0.70
0.05
0.89
-2.3
0.84
-2.7
.61
MOT18
-0.05
0.05
1.02
0.4
1.04
0.9
.62
MOT19
-0.42
0.05
1.08
1.7
1.06
1.1
.57
MOT20
-0.23
0.05
1.18
3.8
1.14
2.5
.59
MOT21
-1.41
0.06
1.03
0.6
0.95
-0.6
.50
MOT22
-0.50
0.05
0.90
-2.2
0.88
-2.1
.61
MOT24
-1.19
0.06
0.91
-1.8
0.81
-2.6
.57
MOT26
-0.46
0.05
1.00
0.0
0.96
-0.8
.59
MOT27
-0.69
0.05
0.98
-0.5
1.01
0.1
.56
MOT28
-1.59
0.06
0.82
-3.1
0.70
-3.7
.54
MOT29
0.14
0.04
1.79
9.9
1.97
9.9
.38
MOT30
-0.57
0.05
0.86
-3.1
0.80
-3.6
.62
MOT31
0.04
0.04
0.80
-4.8
0.79
-4.6
.69
MOT32
0.19
0.04
0.73
-6.9
0.70
-6.9
.72
MOT33
0.13
0.04
0.72
-7.1
0.68
-7.2
.71
MOT34
0.60
0.04
0.90
-2.5
0.91
-2.0
.66
MOT35
0.34
0.04
0.70
-7.8
0.68
-7.5
.72
MOT36
0.43
0.04
0.84
-3.9
0.82
-4.0
.69
MOT37
-0.40
0.05
0.70
-7.1
0.64
-7.4
.70
M
0.00
0.05
1.00
-0.4
1.02
-0.2
SD
0.73
0.00
0.25
4.8
0.31
4.8
Note. N = 966. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.
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Rasch analyses were also conducted on the five sub-components in the L2
motivation survey. Table 41 shows the results of item fit analysis on the effort subcomponent of L2 motivation. The items were all considered productive, as Infit
MNSQs for all items fall within the range of .50 to 1.50.

Table 41. Rasch Item Statistics of Effort in the L2 Motivation Survey in the Main
Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT01
-0.81
0.05
1.29
5.6
1.34
5.7
.60
MOT02
-1.14
0.06
1.25
4.9
1.20
3.3
.56
MOT03
-0.03
0.05
1.17
3.5
1.22
4.3
.60
MOT04
0.83
0.05
0.82
-4.5
0.81
-4.3
.76
MOT07
0.79
0.05
0.72
-7.1
0.71
-7.1
.78
MOT08
0.61
0.05
1.00
0.0
1.00
0.0
.71
MOT09
-0.26
0.05
0.81
-4.3
0.86
-2.9
.69
M
0.00
0.05
1.01
-0.3
1.02
-0.1
SD
0.73
0.00
0.22
4.7
0.22
4.4
Note. N = 966. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 42 shows the results of item fit analysis on the enjoyment subcomponent in the L2 motivation survey. The items were all considered productive, as
Infit MNSQs for all items fall within the range of .50 and 1.50.
Table 43 shows the results of item fit analysis on the integrativeness subcomponent in the L2 motivation survey. The items were all considered productive, as
Infit MNSQs for all items fall within the range of .50 to 1.50.
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Table 42. Rasch Item Statistics of Enjoyment in the L2 Motivation Survey in the Main
Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT10
-1.07
0.05
0.84
-3.6
0.92
-1.7
.68
MOT11
-0.01
0.05
1.09
2.1
1.08
1.8
.68
MOT12
0.80
0.05
1.00
0.1
0.97
-0.6
.72
MOT13
0.72
0.05
0.85
-3.5
0.82
-4.1
.76
MOT14
0.03
0.05
0.97
-0.8
0.95
-1.1
.72
MOT15
-1.28
0.05
0.97
-0.5
0.94
-1.1
.67
MOT16
0.81
0.05
1.22
4.7
1.32
6.2
.64
M
0.00
0.05
0.99
-0.2
1.00
-0.1
SD
0.81
0.00
0.12
2.7
0.15
3.0
Note. N = 964. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 43. Rasch Item Statistics of Integrativeness in the L2 Motivation Survey in the
Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT17
-0.22
0.06
0.95
-0.9
0.97
-0.5
.75
MOT18
0.76
0.06
0.86
-3.0
0.91
-1.8
.82
MOT19
0.19
0.06
0.99
-0.2
1.00
0.0
.77
MOT20
0.47
0.06
1.21
3.8
1.20
3.6
.76
MOT21
-1.26
0.07
1.19
3.0
1.13
1.5
.64
MOT22
0.07
0.06
0.80
-3.9
0.84
-3.0
.79
M
0.00
0.06
1.00
-0.2
1.01
0.0
SD
0.55
0.01
0.16
2.9
0.12
2.1
Note. N = 963. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 44 shows the results of item fit analysis on the instrumentality subcomponent in the L2 motivation survey. Most items were considered productive, as
Infit MNSQs for the items fall within the range of .50 to 1.50, but item MOT29,
English is important in order to attain a high social respect, is unproductive, because
its Infit MNSQ is 1.84. This item was problematic in the instrumentality subcomponent in the pilot study and in the L2 motivation survey as a whole in the main
study. When I borrowed this item from Taguchi et al. (2009), I thought that item
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MOT29 would measure how much university students perceive the general
importance of English for a practical goal, together with items MOT24, English
proficiency is an essential skill for my future and MOT30, I need to study English to
do what I want to do. However, item MOT29 was found to be unproductive both in
the L2 motivation survey and in the instrumentality sub-component. This issue will be
discussed later in the item revision section.

Table 44. Rasch Item Statistics of Instrumentality in the L2 Motivation Survey in the
Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT24
-0.65
0.07
0.77
-4.3
0.75
-4.1
.72
MOT26
0.36
0.06
0.90
-2.1
0.91
-1.8
.76
MOT27
0.04
0.06
0.84
-3.1
0.85
-2.9
.75
MOT28
-1.19
0.07
0.74
-4.7
0.65
-4.9
.68
MOT29
1.23
0.05
1.84
9.9
1.90
9.9
.64
MOT30
0.21
0.06
0.82
-3.7
0.84
-3.2
.77
M
0.00
0.06
0.98
-1.3
0.98
-1.2
SD
0.77
0.01
0.38
5.1
0.42
5.0
Note. N = 963. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Table 45 shows the results of item fit analysis on the ideal L2 self subcomponent in the L2 motivation survey. The items were all considered productive, as
Infit MNSQs for all items fall within the .50 to 1.50 range.
To summarize the results of model fit statistics in Rasch analysis, the items in
two large factors, school belonging and L2 motivation, were found to form
unidimensional constructs. The items in the three sub-components of school
belonging and the five sub-components of L2 motivation were also found to form
unidimensional constructs. In addition, principal component analyses (PCA) of the
Rasch residuals showed that the degree to which the items in the two large factors
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Table 45. Rasch Item Statistics of Ideal L2 Self in the L2 Motivation Survey in the
Main Study
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT31
-0.33
0.07
1.18
3.5
1.20
3.5
.83
MOT32
-0.01
0.07
0.79
-4.5
0.78
-4.5
.88
MOT33
-0.13
0.07
1.00
0.1
1.01
0.3
.85
MOT34
0.89
0.06
1.23
4.3
1.23
4.1
.83
MOT35
0.33
0.07
0.73
-5.9
0.73
-5.8
.89
MOT36
0.52
0.06
0.95
-1.0
0.95
-1.0
.87
MOT37
-1.26
0.07
1.10
1.9
1.01
0.2
.82
M
0.00
0.07
0.00
-0.2
0.99
-0.5
SD
0.64
0.00
0.18
3.6
0.17
3.4
Note. N = 961. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

demonstrate coherence to a single dimension with neither of the principal contrasts
showing significant percentage compared to the main construct. PCAs were also
conducted for the eight sub-components, and none of the principal contrasts were
larger than 2.0 eigenvalues.

Endorsability. In the main study, the targeting of the items in two large
constructs (school belonging and L2 motivation) and their eight sub-components was
checked by examining item-person maps as in the pilot study. Figure 18 shows the
item-person map for the school belonging survey in the main study. As previously
shown in Table 36, the item most difficult to endorse was item SB19, I am included in
lots of activities at this university (measure = 1.53), and the item easiest to endorse
was item SB01, I wanted to get into this university (measure = -1.21). In the pilot
study, item SB19 was the second most difficult item and item SB01 was the second
easiest item. However, no substantial changes were observed between the pilot study
and the main study. As in the pilot study, Figure 18 shows that most participants
found the school belonging items easy to endorse. Generally, the participants with
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Figure 18. Item-person map for items measuring school belonging in the main study.
N = 967. Each # represents nine participants, and each . represents one to eight
participants. Extreme high = 19. Extreme low = 0.

lower levels of school belonging were better targeted than those with higher levels.
This tendency was detected in both the school belonging and the L2 motivation
surveys, and also in their eight sub-components. However, when the relationship
between persons and items was examined in the Rasch-Andrich thresholds map, a
revised version of the Wright map, as was shown in Figure 3, it was seen that the two
constructs and most of the sub-components adequately target all of the participants
from those with the highest level to the lowest. In Figure 16, the most difficult items,
SB19 (measure = 1.53) and SB11 (measure = 1.32), are located at about 1.5 standard
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deviations below the person mean. It seems in Figure 18 that the participants with
higher levels of school belonging were insufficiently targeted by the items. However,
the highest Rasch-Andrich threshold for item SB19 (measure = 5.31) is located just
above 5 logits of difficulty, and SB11 (measure = 4.93) is just below 5 logits of
difficulty, a little more than 1 standard deviation above the person mean. Thus, it can
be seen that when the full range of the Likert scale responses is taken into
consideration, the items in the school belonging survey adequately target most of the
participants, except for those with the highest level of school belonging who chose the
highest score for all the items.
In order to better visualize which items and sub-components are generally
more difficult to endorse, Table 46 shows the same information as Table 36 with
abbreviated item contents, the sub-components, and the item measures in order of

Table 46. Rasch Item Measure of the School Belonging Survey in the Main Study
Item: I . . . .
Sub-component
Measure
SB19: am included in lots of activities
Comfort
1.53
SB11: believe there is at least one teacher I can talk to
Support
1.32
SB21: am comfortable asking questions to teachers
Comfort
0.80
SB09: think teachers are interested in me
Support
0.72
SB14: know how to find help
Support
0.70
SB15: feel like a part of this university
Comfort
0.36
SB03: dreamed of studying at this university
Pride
-0.01
SB04: admire my teachers at this university
Pride
-0.01
SB16: can be myself at this university
Comfort
-0.04
SB17: can voice my opinions freely at this university
Comfort
-0.04
SB18: feel I belong here
Comfort
-0.06
SB12: think people are friendly to me
Support
-0.07
SB05: think classes are satisfying at this university
Pride
-0.07
SB06: respect students at this university
Pride
-0.22
SB13: am treated with respect
Support
-0.24
SB23: am satisfied with the level of the university
Pride
-0.31
SB10: think students like me the way I am
Support
-0.33
SB20: am comfortable asking other students questions
Comfort
-0.48
SB08: think students take my opinions seriously
Support
-0.49
SB02: feel proud of belonging to this university
Pride
-0.53
SB22: am comfortable being asked to help others
Comfort
-0.66
SB07: am happy to be a student at this university
Pride
-0.66
SB01: wanted to get into this university
Pride
-1.21
Note. N = 967. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.
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difficulty. As in the pilot study, the items in the pride in membership sub-component,
such as item SB01, I wanted to get into this university and item SB02, I feel proud of
belonging to this university, were relatively easier to endorse than items in the support
by others and comfort in membership sub-components. Perhaps because the surveys
were given in the first year, participants had not yet had sufficient time to become
included in activities or develop comfortable relationships with teachers and other
students. That might have made items from the support by others and comfort in
membership sub-components more difficult to endorse.
Figure 19 shows the item-person map of the L2 motivation survey in the main study.
As shown in Table 40, the items most difficult to endorse were item MOT16, For me,
English is easier than other subjects (measure = 1.28) and item MOT12, I wish we
had more English classes (measure = 1.27). The measures of these items were .90
and .91 respectively in the pilot study, but perhaps reflecting the large number and
high level of English classes in the main research site of the main study (University
A), the items became more difficult to endorse. The item easiest to endorse was item
MOT28, English will be useful for my future studies (measure = -1.59). Although it
was also one of the items with which participants agreed most in the pilot study, the
measure changed from -1.34 to -1.59, which indicates that the participants in the main
study found this item even easier to endorse. The means of the raw scores of item
MOT28 in Universities A–D were 3.70, 3.59, 3.50, and 3.78 respectively. The means
in University A, which is a liberal arts university, is almost as high as that in
University D, whose participants were English majors. In University A, many
students take content courses in English, which might have influenced this overall
easiness to endorse.
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Figure 19. Item-person map for items measuring L2 motivation in the main study. N =
966. Each # represents five participants and each . represents one to four
participants. Extreme high = 1. Extreme low = 0.

Overall, the survey adequately targets all of the participants from those with
the highest level of L2 motivation to the lowest. However, there are some participants
at the top who were not challenged by any items. Those participants seemingly
displayed a ceiling effect. For comparison, I examined the Rasch-Andrich threshold
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map for the same data. In Figure 19, the most difficult items were MOT16 (measure =
1.28) and MOT12 (measure = 1.27). However, the highest Rasch-Andrich threshold
for item MOT16 (measure = 2.61) and the threshold for MOT12 (measure = 2.38) are
above 2 logits of difficulty, much more than 1 standard deviation above the person
mean. Thus, it can be seen that when the full range of the Likert scale responses is
taken into consideration, the items in the L2 motivation survey adequately target most
of the participants, except for those with the highest level of L2 motivation who chose
the highest score for all items.
In order to better visualize which items and sub-components are generally
more difficult to endorse, Table 47 shows the same information as Table 40 with
abbreviated item contents, the sub-components, and the item measures in order of
difficulty. As in the pilot study, generally, the items in effort (MOT01–09), enjoyment
(MOT10–16), and ideal L2 self (MOT31–37) tend to be more difficult to endorse,
while the items in integrativeness (MOT17–22) and instrumentality (MOT24–30)
tend to be easier to endorse. These tendencies indicate that the participants in the main
study were generally interested in knowing about English and foreign countries. They
also found it easy to endorse items related to using English as an instrument or
gaining practical advantage, such as getting good grades or English being useful in my
future studies. Items more directly related to making concrete efforts (e.g., MOT04, I
make efforts to speak English outside of my English classes), enjoying using English
(e.g., MOT12, I wish we had more English classes), or visualizing using English in
the future (e.g., MOT36, I would like to work in a foreign country using English in the
future) were more difficult to endorse.
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Table 47. Rasch Item Measure of the L2 Motivation Survey in the Main Study
Item: I . . . .
Sub-component
Measure
MOT16: think English is easier than other subjects
Effort
1.28
MOT12: wish I had more English classes
Enjoyment
1.27
MOT13: prefer English to other subjects
Enjoyment
1.21
MOT04: make efforts outside of classes
Effort
0.94
MOT07: use English in daily life
Effort
0.90
MOT08: learn English from other sources
Effort
0.75
MOT14: feel relaxed on my way to English classes
Enjoyment
0.68
MOT11: enjoy learning English out of class
Enjoyment
0.63
MOT34: will belong to a group of professionals
Ideal L2 Self
0.60
MOT36: will work in a foreign country
Ideal L2 Self
0.43
MOT35: will choose a career requiring English
Ideal L2 Self
0.34
MOT03: use English even if my teacher isn’t here
Effort
0.24
MOT32: will get a job using English
Ideal L2 Self
0.19
MOT29: believe English is important to get respect
Instrumentality
0.14
MOT33: will belong to a group of friends
Ideal L2 Self
0.13
MOT09: am prepared to expend effort
Effort
0.05
MOT31: want to use English in my future daily life
Ideal L2 Self
0.04
MOT18: want to go abroad to study
Integrativeness
-0.05
MOT10: enjoy learning English in class
Enjoyment
-0.18
MOT20: want to live in a foreign country
Integrativeness
-0.23
MOT15: will continue to learn English after finishing courses
Enjoyment
-0.35
MOT37: will speak English internationally
Ideal L2 Self
-0.40
MOT01: would choose to study English if not compulsory
Effort
-0.40
MOT19: am interested in other cultures
Integrativeness
-0.42
MOT26: believe English is important for my career
Instrumentality
-0.46
MOT22: want to know other countries
Integrativeness
-0.50
MOT30: need English to do what I want to
Instrumentality
-0.57
MOT02: regularly use English in class
Effort
-0.67
MOT27: believe English is important for my work
Instrumentality
-0.69
MOT17: want to make foreign friends
Integrativeness
-0.70
MOT24: believe English proficiency is essential
Instrumentality
-1.19
MOT21: want to speak English in traveling
Integrativeness
-1.41
MOT28: believe English will be useful for study
Instrumentality
-1.59
Note. N = 966. Items have been abbreviated for brevity. See Appendix A for complete items.

Figure 20 shows person and item difficulty levels of the pride in membership
sub-component of school belonging. As previously shown in Table 37, in this subcomponent, the item most difficult to endorse was item SB03, I dreamed of studying
at this university before coming here (measure = 0.46), and the item easiest to endorse
was item SB01, I wanted to get into this university (measure = -1.01). The results
were similar to the results in the pilot study. Although items SB01 and SB03 both
asked the extent to which participants wanted to enter their university, the
endorsability was distant, probably because of the wording. Figure 20 indicates that
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Figure 20. Item-person map for items measuring pride in membership in school
belonging in the main study. N = 967. Each # represents 17 participants and each .
represents one to 16 participants. Extreme high = 102. Extreme low = 0.

there are a substantial number of participants who found all of the items in this subcomponent easy to endorse. Even though the easiness of these items was noted in the
pilot study and SB23 was added to make this sub-component more difficult, the
coverage did not improve. Those participants seemingly displayed a ceiling effect,
showing an unacceptable level of high endorsability. For comparison, I examined the
Rasch-Andrich threshold map for the same data. In Figure 20, the more difficult items
SB03 (measure = .46), SB04 (measure = .45), SB05 (measure = .37), and SB06
(measure = .20) do not seem to cover most participants. However, the highest RaschAndrich thresholds for item SB03 (measure = 5.20), SB04 (measure = 5.41), SB05
(measure = 5.38), and SB06 (measure = 5.30) are above 5 logits of difficulty, more
than 1 standard deviation above the person mean. Thus, it can be seen that when the
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full range of the Likert scale responses is taken into consideration, the items in the
pride in membership component adequately target most of the participants, except for
the 102 participants with the perfect score.
Figure 21 shows person and item difficulty levels of the support by others subcomponent of school belonging. As shown in Table 38, item SB11,There’s at least
one teacher or other adult in this university I can talk to if I have a problem (measure
= 1.41), was the most difficult to endorse, and the item easiest to endorse was item
SB08, Other students in this university take my opinions seriously (measure = -0.92).
As was seen in the pilot study, the items specifically asking about adults, such as
items SB09 and SB11, are more difficult to endorse than those specifically about
students, such as items SB08 and SB10. Figure 21 shows that there are a substantial
number of participants who found all of the items in support by others easy to
endorse. Those participants seemingly displayed a ceiling effect, showing an
unacceptable level of high endorsability. For comparison, I examined the RaschAndrich threshold map for the same data. In Figure 21 the more difficult items SB11
(measure = 1.41), SB09 (measure = .63), and SB14 (measure = .60) do not seem to
cover about half of the participants. However, the highest Rasch-Andrich thresholds
for items SB11 (measure = 3.94), SB09 (measure = 3.92), and SB014 (measure =
3.81) are close to 4 logits of difficulty, nearly 2 standard deviations above the person
mean. Thus, it can be seen that when the full range of the Likert scale responses is
taken into consideration, the items in the support by others sub-component adequately
target most of the participants, except for the 82 participants with the perfect score.
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Figure 21. Item-person map for items measuring support by others in school
belonging in the main study. N = 965. Each # represents nine participants and each .
represents one to eight participants. Extreme high = 82. Extreme low = 0.
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Figure 22 shows person and item difficulty levels of the comfort in
membership sub-component of school belonging. The item most difficult to endorse
was item SB19, I am included in lots of activities at this university (measure = 1.70),
and the item easiest to endorse was item SB22, I feel comfortable when I am asked to
help others at this university (measure = -1.02). As was expected in the interpretation
in the pilot study, item SB19 became more difficult, changing from 1.36 to 1.70,
perhaps because first-year students might not be involved in a lot of activities yet. The
distance between SB20 and SB21, both of which concerned asking questions, was
found again. Figure 22 shows that there are a substantial number of participants who
found all of the items in comfort in membership easy to endorse. Those participants
seemingly displayed a ceiling effect, showing an unacceptable level of high
endorsability. For comparison, I examined the Rasch-Andrich threshold map for the
same data. In Figure 22, the more difficult items SB19 (measure = 1.70) and SB21
(measure = .77) do not seem to cover nearly half the participants. However, the
highest Rasch-Andrich thresholds for items SB19 (measure = 4.20) and SB21
(measure = 3.45) are above 3 logits of difficulty, more than 1 standard deviations
above the person mean. Thus, it can be seen that when the full range of the Likert
scale responses is taken into consideration, the items in the comfort in membership
component adequately target most of the participants, except for the 48 participants
with the perfect score.
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Figure 22. Item-person map for items measuring comfort in membership in school
belonging in the main study. N = 962. Each # represents nine participants and each .
represents one to eight participants. Extreme high = 48. Extreme low = 0.

Figure 23 shows person and item difficulty levels of the effort sub-component
of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT04, I make efforts
to speak English outside of class (measure = .83), and the items easiest to endorse
were item MOT01, Even if English was not a compulsory subject, I would choose to
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study it (measure = -.81), and item MOT02, I regularly use English in class with my
classmates (measure = -1.14). The items easiest to endorse were about studying
English in class. In contrast, the items about using English out of class, such as item
MOT04 and item MOT07, I try to use English in daily life, were more difficult for the
participants to endorse. The tendencies found in the pilot study were found in the
main study again. It seems that generally, although participants were using English in
class, they were not making much effort to use English outside of class. Figure 23
shows that there are a substantial number of participants who found all of the items in
effort easy to endorse. Those participants seemingly displayed a ceiling effect,
showing an unacceptable level of high endorsability. For comparison, I examined the
Rasch-Andrich threshold map for the same data. In Figure 23 the more difficult items
MOT04 (measure = .83), MOT07 (measure = .79), and MOT08 (measure = .61) do
not seem to cover nearly half of the participants. However, the highest Rasch-Andrich
thresholds for items MOT04 (measure = 3.18), MOT07 (measure = 3.28), and
MOT08 (measure = 2.90) are nearly or above 3 logits of difficulty, close to 2 standard
deviations above the person mean. Thus, it can be seen that when the full range of the
Likert scale responses is taken into consideration, the items in the effort component
adequately target most of the participants, except for the 41 participants with the
perfect score.
Figure 24 shows person and item difficulty levels of the enjoyment subcomponent of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT16,
For me, English is easier than other subjects (measure = 0.81), and the item easiest to
endorse was item MOT15, I will continue studying English after finishing English
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Figure 23. Item-person map for items measuring effort in L2 motivation in the main
study. N = 966. Each # represents nine participants and each . represents one to
eight participants. Extreme high = 41. Extreme low = 0.

courses (measure = -1.28). As was expected, item MOT13, I prefer studying English
to other subjects, which was the item most difficult to endorse in the pilot study,
became easier, moving from .82 to .72, perhaps reflecting the ratio of science and
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Figure 24. Item-person map for items measuring enjoyment in L2 motivation in the
main study. N = 964. Each # represents eight participants and each . represents one
to seven participants. Extreme high = 15. Extreme low = 0.

engineering majors. While the majority of the participants majored in science and
engineering in the pilot study, well below half of the participants did in the main
study. This issue is discussed further in Chapter 6. Figure 24 shows that a few
participants found all of the items in this sub-component easy to endorse. They
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displayed a ceiling effect, showing an unacceptable level of high endorsability. For
comparison, I examined the Rasch-Andrich threshold map for the same data. In
Figure 24, the more difficult items MOT16 (measure = .81), MOT12 (measure = .80),
and MOT13 (measure = .72) do not seem to cover a substantial number of the
participants. However, the highest Rasch-Andrich thresholds for items MOT16
(measure = 2.42), MOT12 (measure = 2.64), and MOT13 (measure = 2.79) are above
2 logits of difficulty, 1 standard deviation above the person mean. Thus, it can be seen
that when the full range of the Likert scale responses is taken into consideration, the
items in the enjoyment component adequately target most of the participants, except
for the 15 participants with the perfect score.
Figure 25 shows person and item difficulty levels of the integrativeness subcomponent of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT18, I
would like to go abroad to study English (measure =.76), and the item easiest to
endorse was item MOT21, I would like to speak English when I travel in foreign
countries (measure = -1.26). Generally, many participants were interested in speaking
English when they travel abroad (MOT21), but fewer were interested in studying
English abroad (MOT18) or living abroad (MOT20). These tendencies were
consistent with the pilot study. It should be noted that Figure 25 shows a large number
of participants at the top end who found all of the items relatively easy to endorse.
Those participants seemingly displayed a ceiling effect, showing an unacceptable
level of high endorsability. For comparison, I examined the Rasch-Andrich threshold
map for the same data. In Figure 25, the more difficult items MOT18 (measure = .76)
and MOT20 (measure = .47) do not seem to cover more than half of the participants.
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Figure 25. Item-person map for items measuring integrativeness in L2 motivation in
the main study. N = 963. Each # represents 18 participants and each . represents
one to 17 participants. Extreme high = 201. Extreme low = 0.

However, the highest Rasch-Andrich thresholds for items MOT18 (measure = 4.11)
and MOT20 (measure = 3.74) are nearly or above 4 logits of difficulty, much more
than 2 standard deviations above the person mean. Thus, it can be seen that when the
full range of the Likert scale responses is taken into consideration, the items in the
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integrativeness component adequately target all of the participants, including those
with the highest level of integrativeness.
Figure 26 shows person and item difficulty levels of the instrumentality subcomponent of L2 motivation. The item most difficult to endorse was item MOT29,
English is important in order to attain a high social respect (measure = 1.23), and the
item easiest to endorse was item MOT28, English will be useful for my future studies
(measure = -1.19). The item easiest to endorse in the pilot study, MOT25, had been
deleted as it had poor fit. The tendency for participants to regard English as useful for
their future (MOT28), but not as a means to be respected by others (MOT29), was
found again in the main study. Figure 26 shows a large number of participants in the
upper half who found all of the items relatively easy to endorse. Those participants
seemingly displayed a ceiling effect, showing an unacceptable level of high
endorsability. For comparison, I examined the Rasch-Andrich threshold map for the
same data. In Figure 26 the more difficult items MOT29 (measure = 1.23), MOT26
(measure = .36), and MOT30 (measure = .21) do not seem to cover more than half of
the participants. However, the highest Rasch-Andrich thresholds for item MOT29
(measure = 3.92), MOT26 (measure = 3.72), and MOT30 (measure = 3.70) are nearly
4 logits of difficulty, more than 1 standard deviation above the person mean. Thus, it
can be seen that when the full range of the Likert scale responses is taken into
consideration, the items in the instrumentality component adequately target all of the
participants, including those with the highest level of instrumentality.
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Figure 26. Item-person map for items measuring instrumentality in L2 motivation in
the main study. N = 963. Each # represents 15 participants and each . represents
one to 14 participants. Extreme high = 172. Extreme low = 0.

Figure 27 shows person and item difficulty levels of the ideal L2 self subcomponent in the L2 motivation survey. The item most difficult to endorse was item
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MOT34, I would like to belong to a group of professionals who use English in the
future (measure = .89), and the item easiest to endorse was item MOT37, I would like
to speak English with international friends and colleagues (measure = -1.26). When
asked about working overseas in the future (MOT36) or choosing a career where
English skills were needed (MOT35), participants seemed to be reluctant to respond
positively. On the other hand, it seemed that participants could easily visualize a
future in which they used English with international colleagues and friends (MOT37).
These tendencies were consistent with the pilot study. Figure 27 shows that the items
in the ideal L2 self sub-component have a large number of participants at the top end
who found all of the items relatively easy to endorse. Those participants seemingly
displayed a ceiling effect, showing an unacceptable level of high endorsability. For
comparison, I examined the Rasch-Andrich threshold map for the same data. In
Figure 27, the more difficult items MOT34 (measure = .89), MOT36 (measure = .52),
and MOT35 (measure = .33) do not seem to cover half of the participants. However,
the highest Rasch-Andrich thresholds for item MOT34 (measure = 4.98), MOT36
(measure = 4.79), and MOT35 (measure = 4.80) are nearly 5 logits of difficulty, much
more than 1 standard deviation above the person mean. Thus, it can be seen that when
the full range of the Likert scale responses is taken into consideration, the items in the
ideal L2 self sub-component adequately target all of the participants, including those
with the highest level of ideal L2 self.
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Figure 27. Item-person map for items measuring ideal L2 self in L2 motivation in the
main study. N = 961. Each # represents 11 participants and each . represents one to
10 participants. Extreme high = 120. Extreme low = 0.

Item reliability and person reliability. As in the pilot study, the person
separation reliability, the person fit, the item separation reliability, and the item fit
were examined for the two surveys and the eight sub-components. As previously, the
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benchmark was 2.00 for the person separation, .80 for the person reliability, 3.00 for
the item separation, and .90 for the item reliability, based on Linacre (2012).
Table 48 shows the person separation reliability, the person fit, the item
separation reliability, and the item fit in the two factors and the eight sub-components.
The separations and the reliabilities were over the benchmark in the two large factors,
school belonging and L2 motivation, and in two of the eight sub-components,
enjoyment and ideal L2 self. In the other six sub-components, though the item
separation and the item reliability were well over the benchmark, the person
separation and the person reliability were all below the benchmark. As in the pilot
study, part of the reason could be smaller numbers of items in the sub-components.
These figures decreased from the pilot study to the main study, probably because
many items were easier to endorse.

Table 48. Person and Item Separation for the Two Surveys in the Main Study (N =
967)
k
Person
Person
Item
Item
separation reliability separation reliability
School belonging
23
2.60
.87
11.25
.99
Pride in membership
8
1.58
.71
7.16
.98
Support by others
7
1.78
.76
13.45
.99
Comfort in membership
8
1.83
.77
13.63
.99
L2 motivation
33
3.27
.91
14.71
1.00
Effort
7
1.83
.77
13.77
.99
Enjoyment
7
2.01
.80
15.76
1.00
Integrativeness
6
1.57
.71
10.06
.99
Instrumental motivation
6
1.40
.66
11.74
.99
Ideal L2 self
7
2.66
.88
9.32
.99

Item Revisions in the Main Study
Even though the two surveys were examined and validated in the pilot study, a
few items were problematic in the main study because the participants were different.
Most problems found in the main study were small and almost all the items will be
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kept in the following analyses, but I decided not to include item MOT29, English is
important in order to attain a high social respect. Although I expected this item to
work with items MOT24 and MOT30 to target the general usefulness of English
ability, “to attain a high social respect” in item MO29 might be a different purpose
from “essential skill for the future” in item MOT24 and “to do what I want to do” in
item MOT30. This item MOT29 was found to negatively influence the internal
consistency of both the L2 motivation survey and the instrumentality sub-component,
and to be unproductive in the Rasch analysis. In the pilot study, this problem was
already found; thus, it was not new in this stage.
Table 49 shows the results of item fit analysis in the L2 motivation survey
after deleting item MOT29. Almost all items are considered productive, as infit
MNSQs for all items fall within the .50 to 1.50 range. However, this time the infit
MNSQ of item MOT16, For me, English is easier than other subjects, which
previously had a marginal fit, 1.46, was 1.51, slightly over the threshold. This item
was retained, and attention was paid to it in further analyses.
Table 50 shows the results of item fit analysis on the instrumentality subcomponent of L2 motivation without MOT29. All items are considered productive, as
infit MNSQs for all items fall within the .50 to 1.50 range. In addition, for all the subsub-components in school belonging and L2 motivation, a PCA of the residuals was
conducted. None of the principal contrasts had an eigenvalue greater than 2.0.
Based on the analyses above, person measures in the Rasch model were
obtained for the two main factors of the current study, school belonging and L2
motivation and also for their eight sub-components. These person measures will be
used in the following analyses: CFA and GCM.
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Table 49. Rasch Item Statistics of the L2 Motivation Survey Without MOT29 (N =
966)
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
Correlation
MOT01
-0.41
0.05
1.07
1.5
1.13
2.3
.60
MOT02
-0.69
0.05
1.47
8.5
1.57
7.7
.41
MOT03
0.25
0.04
1.46
9.2
1.75
9.9
.39
MOT04
0.97
0.04
1.10
2.3
1.13
2.7
.60
MOT07
0.93
0.04
0.95
-1.1
0.95
-1.1
.63
MOT08
0.78
0.04
1.19
4.3
1.21
4.4
.57
MOT09
0.05
0.05
0.73
-6.6
0.81
-4.0
.66
MOT10
-0.18
0.05
0.93
-1.6
0.98
-0.3
.56
MOT11
0.66
0.04
0.95
-1.1
0.93
-1.5
.64
MOT12
1.31
0.04
1.14
3.1
1.16
3.2
.60
MOT13
1.25
0.04
1.06
1.4
1.11
2.3
.61
MOT14
0.70
0.04
1.33
7.0
1.40
7.8
.51
MOT15
-0.35
0.05
0.80
-4.6
0.80
-3.7
.64
MOT16
1.32
0.04
1.51
9.9
1.80
9.9
.44
MOT17
-0.72
0.05
0.90
-2.0
0.85
-2.5
.62
MOT18
-0.04
0.05
1.05
1.0
1.07
1.4
.62
MOT19
-0.43
0.05
1.10
2.1
1.08
1.3
.58
MOT20
-0.24
0.05
1.19
4.0
1.14
2.5
.60
MOT21
-1.44
0.06
1.06
1.0
0.98
-0.2
.51
MOT22
-0.51
0.05
0.92
-1.7
0.89
-1.8
.62
MOT24
-1.22
0.06
0.94
-1.2
0.84
-2.2
.57
MOT26
-0.47
0.05
1.03
0.6
1.00
0.0
.59
MOT27
-0.71
0.05
1.02
0.3
1.06
1.0
.56
MOT28
-1.62
0.06
0.85
-2.6
0.73
-3.2
.54
MOT30
-0.58
0.05
0.89
-2.4
0.84
-2.8
.62
MOT31
0.05
0.05
0.83
-4.1
0.82
-3.9
.69
MOT32
0.20
0.05
0.75
-6.2
0.72
-6.3
.73
MOT33
0.14
0.05
0.74
-6.4
0.71
-6.6
.72
MOT34
0.62
0.04
0.93
-1.6
0.94
-1.3
.66
MOT35
0.36
0.04
0.72
-7.1
0.71
-6.8
.73
MOT36
0.45
0.04
0.86
-3.5
0.84
-3.7
.69
MOT37
-0.40
0.05
0.71
-6.9
0.64
-7.2
.70
M
0.00
0.05
1.01
-0.1
1.02
-0.1
SD
0.76
0.00
0.21
4.6
0.28
4.5
Note. N = 966. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

Summary of the Results for Research Question 1
Research Question 1 concerns the validation of a sense of school belonging as
a unidimensional construct among first-year university students in Japan and
Hypothesis 1 states that school belonging can be isolated as a valid psychological
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Table 50. Rasch Item Statistics of Instrumentality in the L2 Motivation Survey Without
MOT29 (N = 963)
PointInfit
Infit
Outfit
Outfit
measure
Item
Measure
SE
MNSQ
ZSTD
MNSQ
ZSTD
correlation
MOT24
-0.57
0.08
0.92
-1.4
0.90
-1.5
.79
MOT26
0.84
0.07
1.01
0.3
1.02
0.4
.84
MOT27
0.40
0.07
1.10
1.9
1.13
2.3
.80
MOT28
-1.30
0.08
0.94
-1.0
0.88
-1.5
.74
MOT30
0.63
0.07
0.99
-0.1
1.02
0.3
.82
M
0.00
0.07
0.99
-0.1
0.99
0.0
SD
0.81
0.01
0.07
1.2
0.09
1.4
Note. N = 963. MNSQ = mean square. ZSTD = z-standardized. All statistics are based on raw
scores.

construct among them. By analyzing the data from 540 participants, this research
question was examined and the hypothesis was addressed. As a result, the
unidimensionality of the construct of school belonging was validated mainly through
Rasch analysis. Statistically, the Rasch fit statistics support treating school belonging
as a unidimensional construct, as did the PCA of Rasch residuals which found no
large eigenvalues in the residuals. The three sub-components of school belonging
were also successfully found to be valid. In addition to school belonging, the
construct of L2 motivation was investigated in the same way. Although one item was
found statistically problematic and was deleted from the data for future analysis, the
construct of L2 motivation, and its five sub-components were validated, too. In sum,
Hypothesis 1 has been supported. In the following analyses, the person measures
obtained in the Rasch analysis are used instead of raw scores.

Research Question 2: Relationship Between School Belonging and L2 Motivation
To examine Research Question 2 and to address Hypothesis 2, data from the
surveys were analyzed quantitatively, and language learning histories (LLHs) and
responses to open-ended questions were analyzed qualitatively. Research Question 2
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concerns the degree to which school belonging is related to L2 motivation over the
course of an academic year and Hypothesis 2 is that school belonging and L2
motivation have a linear relationship and are positively correlated. In the following
sections, quantitative results are presented first, followed by the qualitative results.

Quantitative Results
I analyzed the survey data in the main study quantitatively to address
Hypothesis 2 mainly in two ways: CFA and GCM. After deletion of the outliers and
attempts to take care of normality issues, I conducted a CFA to examine the
relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation. Because the data from
three times of 540 participants were combined, there were 1620 cases for this
analysis. Then, I examined the changes in the perception of participants on school
belonging and L2 motivation by employing GCM. Because the data of the three times
were examined, there were 540 cases for GCM.

Elimination of the outliers. Before employing CFA and GCM, I first
examined the data for univariate and multivariate outliers with SPSS Version 25
(IBM, 2017). According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2014), a univariate outlier refers to
“a case with such an extreme value on one variable” and a multivariate outlier refers
to “such a strange combination of scores on two or more variable that it distorts
statistics” (p. 106). Field (2018) says that even a single outlier can bias a parameter
(p. 227). Following Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2014) criteria, I found univariate
outliers by looking for cases with z-scores in excess of 3.29 (p < .001). In terms of
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multivariate outliers, when a probability for the chi-square value for Mahalanobis
distance is below .001, it is considered an outlier.

Outliers in the two large factors. Among the person measures obtained in the
Rasch analysis in the previous stage, I sought for outliers in the two main factors,
school belonging and L2 motivation. As a result of univariate analysis, I found no
outliers were in the school belonging factor, but I found 17 out of 1620 cases to be
outliers in the L2 motivation factor. When I examined them in the raw data, I found
that out of the 17 cases, 15 were from those participants who chose 4 (Yes) to all the
items, and 2 were from those who chose 1 (No) to all the items.
In terms of multivariate outliers, I found 20 among the 1620 cases were
multivariate outliers. Seventeen of them were the same participants as in univariate
outliers. Two of the remaining three cases were from those who felt very high
belonging to school but very low L2 motivation, and one participant felt very low
belonging to school but very high L2 motivation. As a result, I decided to delete those
20 cases (17 univariate and multivariate outliers, 3 multivariate outliers) from the file.
The 20 cases account for 1.23% of the 1620 cases.

Outliers in the eight sub-components. After deleting the data of 20 outliers in
the two main factors, I examined the eight sub-components for univariate outliers. As
a result of univariate analysis, I judged 14 cases to be outliers. Of those 14 outliers,
two were in pride in membership, one was in support by others, two were in effort
and 11 were in enjoyment. Out of the 11 outliers in enjoyment, one was also an
outlier in support by others, and another was also an outlier in effort. When examined
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in the raw data, I found all the 14 outliers to have chosen 4 (Yes) to all the items in
the sub-component.
In terms of multivariate outliers, I found nine cases to be outliers. Of those
nine outliers, two were in school belonging, and seven were in L2 motivation. Three
of the nine multivariate outliers were also an outlier in at least one sub-component.
Thus, after this analysis, I deleted another 20 cases from the data set, accounting for
1.23% of the initial number of cases. In total, I deleted 40 cases, accounting for 2.47%
of the initial number of cases. As a result, the number of cases was reduced from 1620
to 1580 in total, and the numbers of participants in the three times were 351 at Time
1, 313 at Time 2, and 227 at Time 3.

Investigation of the relationship between school belonging and L2
motivation. I conceptualized school belonging as a large factor consisting of three
sub-components and L2 motivation was a large factor consisting of five subcomponents. I also expected that these two concepts are related to each other to some
extent. In the next analyses, after examining normality of distribution, the constructs
of school belonging and L2 motivation, and then the relationships between these two
factors are investigated mainly with CFA.

Examination of normality in two factors and eight sub-components. After
obtaining person measures for the two large factors and the eight sub-components and
deleting the outliers from the data set, I assessed normality of the data with SPSS
Version 25 (IBM, 2017). Many statistical techniques assume that the distribution of
scores on the dependent variables should show a symmetrical, bell-shaped curve, and
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the violation of this assumption is especially problematic in SEM. Byrne (2016) noted
that despite its importance, the issue of normality has been “blatantly ignored” (p.
366). As the data become more non-normal, the chi-square value becomes excessively
large, and fit indices such as CFI yield values that are modestly underestimated. Thus,
I decided that if the distribution was not normal, the issue should be examined and
dealt with appropriately.
In order to assess the normality of the variable distributions, I conducted the
Shapiro-Wilk test for the two large factors (school belonging and L2 motivation), and
their eight sub-components. Table 51 shows the descriptive statistics and the results of
normality assessment. The Shapiro-Wilk statistic for school belonging (.94, p < .001)
and that for L2 motivation (.99, p < .001) indicated that distribution was significantly
non-normal in both factors. In the same way, the distribution for all the three subcomponents of school belonging, pride in membership (.97, p < .001), support by
others (.95, p < .001), and comfort in membership (.96, p < .001), were significantly
non-normal. The distribution for all the five sub-components of L2 motivation, effort
(.93, p < .001), enjoyment (.98, p < .001), integrativeness (.93, p < .001),
instrumentality (.91, p < .001), and ideal L2 self (.96, p = .001), were also
significantly non-normal. Field (2018) suggests that researchers interpret these results
of the test in conjunction with the values of skew and kurtosis (p. 250). According to
Field (2018), an absolute value of a z-score of skew and kurtosis greater than 1.96 is
significant at p < .05, a score greater than 2.58 is significant at p < .01, and a score
greater than 3.29 is significant at p < .001. Out of the 20 z-scores of skew and kurtosis
(two large factors and eight small sub-components), 11 scores were found to be
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Table 51. Descriptive Statistics and Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test of the Person Measures for School Belonging and L2 Motivation

M
SD
Skew
SES

3.57
1.38
.98
.08

MOT
Pride
3.93
1.62
.24
.08

Support
1.77
1.88
.53
.08

Comfort
1.81
1.72
.52
.08

1.10
1.18
.19
.08

Effort
.95
1.57
.82
.08

Enjoy
.42
1.56
.20
.08

Integrative
2.22
2.28
.06
.08

Instrument
3.13
2.36
-.42
.08

Ideal
1.50
3.00
-.30
.08

z
12.20
2.95
6.59
6.49
2.36
10.11
2.48
.79
-5.25
-3.68
Kurtosis
1.59
-.34
-.05
.18
.31
1.91
.77
-.69
-.82
-.24
KES
.16
.16
.16
.16
.16
.16
.16
.16
.16
.16
z
9.89
-2.11
-0.33
1.14
1.92
11.84
4.79
-4.30
-5.06
-1.49
S-W
.94
.97
.95
.96
.99
.93
.98
.93
.91
.96
p
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
<. 001
.001
Notes. N = 919; SES = Skew Standard Error; KES = Kurtosis Standard Error; S-W = Shapiro Wilk test. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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significant at p < .001, 12 scores were found to be significant at p < .01, and 15 scores
were significant at p < .05. Thus, it was assumed that the non-normal distribution of
the data in the current study was caused by their skew and kurtosis. Following the
results in the Shapiro-Wilk test and z-scores of skew and kurtosis, I made attempts to
transform the data to push them closer to a normal distribution. Field (2018)
introduces three ways of data transformation: log transformation, square root
transformation, and reciprocal transformation (p. 269). I employed all three ways in
the hope that at least one of them would yield a normal distribution. The results were,
however, that none of these three ways produced a normal distribution in the
transformed data. The new data sets in two large factors and their eight subcomponents did not show normal distribution in the Shapiro-Wilk test. The z-scores
of skew and kurtosis did not improve much, either. As discussed in the previous
paragraph, the number of z-scores of skew and kurtosis greater than 1.96, which
indicates significance at p < .05, was 15 in the original data. The number went down a
little to 13 after log transformation and root transformation, but it went up to 19 after
reciprocal transformation.
Because the distributions in the instrumentality sub-component and in the
ideal L2 self sub-component were negatively skewed as is shown in Table 51, I made
another attempt of transformation by reflecting the data first and then employing log
transformation and square root transformation. The z-score for instrumentality
improved from -5.25 to -0.37 after log transformation, but all the other z-scores
remained greater than the thresholds. Thus, I decided not to use any of the
transformed data sets.
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In discussing examination of normality, Field (2009) pointed out that when a
sample size is larger than 200, distribution can become significantly non-normal
easily, because standard errors become small in a large sample (p. 139). Because the
sample size in each factor and sub-component was close to 1,000, I compared the
current data with five data sets in which cases were randomly chosen from the current
data set created with SPSS Version 25 (IBM, 2017). The five new data sets had 80
randomly chosen participants on average, and the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test
showed at least two normally distributed factors in each set. The number of z-scores
of skew and kurtosis greater than 1.96, which was 15 in the full data, went down to
six on average. The number of z-scores of skew and kurtosis greater than 3.29, which
was 11 in the full data, greatly went down to one on average. These results imply that
the non-normality found in the normality test in the initial analysis could have been
caused by the large sample size in the current study.
Field (2009) also suggested that when a sample size is larger than 200, it is
more important to look at the shape of the distribution visually rather than the
statistical significance. Figure 28 shows the distributions of school belonging and L2
motivation for the three administrations of the instruments combined (N = 919). The
distributions both look more like a bell than randomly distributed. They have a peak
around their means (3.57 for school belonging and 1.10 for L2 motivation) and the
number of cases generally decreases toward the two tails. The non-normality found in
the test results and the z-scores in the large factors could have been solely due to the
large sample size.
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Figure 28. Histograms of person measures in the Rasch model for school belonging
(SB) and L2 motivation (MOT). N = 919.

In contrast, investigation of the histograms for the eight sub-components
revealed more non-normal distributions than in the two large factors. In some graphs,
the distribution looks more normal than random, while in others, especially the
histograms for integrativeness and instrumentality, the distribution shows greater
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deviation from normality because of the many participants with the highest scores.
When examined in the original data file with raw scores, I found that those
participants chose 4 (Yes) to all the question items in the sub-component. As
previously discussed, I eliminated the outliers in the two large factors of school
belonging and L2 motivation who chose 4 (Yes) to all the items and those who did so
in pride in membership, support by others, and enjoyment. I retained, however, those
who did the same in integrativeness and instrumentality, because there were too many
of those participants to be considered outliers. It is understandable that the
participants likely have very high motivation, considering the level and culture of the
research sites. That is, the extreme scores in these variables are probably true
indications of participants’ motivation. In addition, it is inevitable that when a survey
has several sub-components, a certain number of participants choose the highest or
the lowest option for all the items in one sub-component. I did not identify the
participants as outliers in the large factors, either. Thus, the scores of those
participants will be retained in the data file in the following analyses.
In sum, even though the test results and the graphs also show that distribution
of the data is not always normal, which can be problematic when using SEM, I
decided to use the data for CFA. Examining the histograms revealed that although the
composite scores for school belonging and L2 motivation look normally distributed,
the distributions in some sub-components look less normal. I made efforts to improve
some of the more skewed distributions by applying three kinds of transformation, but
little improvement was attained. The non-normal distributions, however, might be
inevitable, and I decided to use the person measures obtained through Rasch analyses
without transforming them. Because it is known that deviations from normality can
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cause certain fit indices to be underestimated (Byrne, 2016), I will carry out
evaluating model fit with caution. Specifically, I will take care not to unnecessarily
reject what might be a feasible model due to a slightly less than optimal CFI or
similar fit index.

Correlations. Before investigating relationships among the factors in CFA, I
examined general correlations between school belonging and L2 motivation with
SPSS Version 25 (IBM, 2017) using Pearson’s correlation coefficient. School
belonging and L2 motivation were significantly related to each other. The relationship
was moderate, r = .47, p < .001, consistent with previous literature. I examined the
scatterplot and found that the relationship was linear. Korpershoek et al. (2019) said
in their meta-analysis that school belonging and general academic motivation are
significantly related to each other across regions and ages, from .23 to .33 (p. 24). My
own preliminary study (Fukuda, 2014) also found a correlation between school
belonging and L2 motivation, r = .47, p < .001. Thus, it can be said that generally
speaking, the more attached students are to school, the more motivated they are to
study, and this relationship holds true in the current study.

Confirmatory factor analysis. Following the examination of correlations with
Pearson’s correlation coefficients, I examined the model shown in Figure 29 with
CFA, in which the two large factors consisting of sub-components are correlated. As
previously discussed, four indices, CMIN/DF, RMSEA, CFI, and AIC were employed
to examine model fit. First, I examined the model with no correlated error variances.
That model showed a mediocre model fit, CMIN/DF (20, N = 1,580) = 16.12, p < .001,
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RMSEA = .098, CFI = .919, AIC = 370.468. The CMIN/DF indicated poor fit, while
RMSEA was mediocre, and CFI was barely acceptable. Next, correlations among
error variances were added post hoc. I rationalized the covariances theoretically. The
three sub-components in school belonging should be correlated with each other.
Those students who feel proud of being a student at a certain university tend to feel
comfortable. In the same way, those who get much support from their teachers and
other students tend to feel comfortable. Among the five sub-components in L2
motivation, I hypothesized that three pairs of error variances would be correlated.
Those who enjoy studying English would find it easier to make a great effort.
Integrativeness and instrumentality were conceptualized as two representative
components of L2 motivation by Gardner and Lambert (1959). And as previously
reviewed in Chapter 2, it has been argued that integrativeness and ideal L2 self were
the same concepts.

Pride

.61

.37
e1

.51

School
Belonging

.57

Support

.37

e2

.71

.54

Comfort
.56

Effort

.50

e3

.29
e4

.53

.54
.55

L2
Motivation
n

.38

Enjoy

.86

Integrate

.30
e5

.78

e6

.76

-.18

.57
.94

Standardized path weights
Standardized path weights

e7

Instrument

Ideal

.89

-.60

e8

Figure 29. Conceptual model of school belonging and L2 motivation for this study.
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After allowing these error variances to covary, fit indices were reexamined.
Table 52 shows the fit statistics for the model with covariances represented in Figure
29. The model shown in Figure 29 shows better fit than the model without correlated
error variances, CMIN/DF (16, N = 1,580) = 8.76, p < .001, RMSEA = .070, CFI
= .967, AIC = 196.230. The CMIN/DF does not show particularly good fit. However,
RMSEA is reasonable, and CFI is acceptable. Overall, respecifying the model to
allow specified error variances to covary improved the model fit.

Table 52. Fit Statistics for the Conceptual Model for School Belonging and L2
Motivation (N = 919)
140.230
2
2 /df
RMSEA
CFI
IFI
NFI
TLI
AIC
BCC

8.764***
.070
.967
.967
.963
.926
196.230
196.553

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI =
incremental fit index; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; AIC = Akaike
information criterion; BCC = Brown-Cudeck criterion. ***p < .001 All statistics are based on
Rasch logits.

In Figure 29, the arrows indicate influence or causality. For example, the latent
variable, school belonging, influences participants to make higher responses on the
observed variables. The numbers adjacent to the arrows are regression weights which
indicate the strength of the relationship. For example, ideal L2 self has the strongest
relationship to the latent variable, L2 motivation (.94), while effort has the weakest
relationship (.54). There are likely some students who have the motivational
propensities such as integrativeness and ideal L2 self, but for other reasons are
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unwilling or unable to make the effort. The double-headed arrow indicates there is a
correlation between the two latent variables, but the direction of causality or even if
there is a causal relationship is unknown. In the final model, the two latent variables,
school belonging and L2 motivation, are shown to be with no hypothesis about the
direction of causality.
Each latent variable consists of observed variables which retains some unique
variance. Among the five sub-components of L2 motivation, effort and enjoyment are
found to be correlated as expected, but integrativeness and instrumentality are a little
negatively correlated, and integrativeness and ideal L2 self are moderately negatively
correlated. I discussed in the literature review that integrativeness and ideal L2 self
should represent different factors, and this result verifies the assertion.
Based on the above discussion, I concluded in this CFA that school belonging
and L2 motivation are related to each other and can be conceptualized in a single
model. Moreover, although there was a concern about too modest fit in indices such
as CMIN/DF and CFI because of non-normal distribution of the data in subcomponents, these indices showed reasonably acceptable fit in this analysis.

Investigation of the changes of school belonging and L2 motivation over
time. In order to investigate the trajectory of school belonging and L2 motivation in
the participants, I conducted GCM analyses. GCM is a type of SEM, and its
advantages over traditional analyses, such as repeated measures ANOVA, include
much higher statistical power and flexibility (Curran, Obeidat, & Losardo, 2010) and
distinction between observed variables and unobserved variables (Byrne, 2016).
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Descriptive statistics in four universities at three times. Before conducting
GCM analyses, I calculated general means of school belonging and L2 motivation and
those in each university from each time with person measures obtained in the Rasch
analysis to see the general trend over time. As can be seen in Table 53, the general
school belonging level gradually went down from Time 1 (3.69) to Time 2 (3.53) and
to Time 3 (3.47). As reviewed previously, literature on first-year university students
in the United States, such as Friesen (2019), Hausmann, Schofield, and Woods
(2007), and Pittman and Richmond (2008), showed mixed results, but the participants
in the current study became clearly less affiliated with school. The four universities
show different patterns of change in school belonging. The change from Time 1 to
Time 3 was small in University A (-.61) and University D (-.47), but it was much
larger in University C (-1.59). On the other hand, school belonging went up in
University B by .47.

Table 53. Means and Standard Deviations of the Person Measures of School
Belonging at Three Times (N = 499)
Total

University A

University B

University C University D

Time

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

1 Spring

3.69

1.39

3.93

1.31

3.19

1.30

4.36

2.05

3.62

.78

2 Fall

3.53

1.39

3.88

1.34

3.09

1.37

2.87

1.08

3.49

1.20

3 Winter

3.47

1.33

3.32

1.37

3.66

1.36

2.77

.42

3.15

.77

Note. Total n sizes: spring = 349, fall = 310, winter = 225; University A: spring = 191, fall =
171, winter = 123; University B: spring = 121, fall = 111, winter = 80; University C: spring =
21, fall = 14, winter = 8; University D: spring = 16, fall = 14, winter = 14

In addition, I examined the changes in the three sub-components in school
belonging: pride in membership, support by others, and comfort in membership.
Table 54 summarizes the mean Rasch person measures of the three sub-components
from the four universities at each time. From the total mean, it can be seen that in
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general support by others did not decline as much as pride in membership or comfort
in membership. This difference might explain that the general school belonging kept
declining, although the results from previous studies were mixed. As previously
discussed, school belonging has been mainly represented by support by others, such
as teachers and other students. Thus, the seemingly inconsistent results of this study
might be due to the different conceptualization of school belonging. In Table 54, it
can also be seen that the participants in University B grew their school belonging in
all the three sub-components. Thus, it appears that propensity for these subcomponents to change over time may to some extent be influenced by contextual
factors unique to a particular university. This would also help explain why findings
from previous studies have not always been consistent.

Table 54. Means and Standard Deviations of the Person Measures of SubComponents in School Belonging at Three Times (N = 499)
Total
Time
M
SD
Pride in Membership
1
4.13
1.63
2
3.82
1.63
3
3.79
1.57
Support by Others
1
1.87
1.90
2
1.74
1.88
3
1.75
1.79
Comfort in Membership
1
1.90
1.77
2
1.81
1.73
3
1.65
1.64

University A
M
SD

University B
M
SD

University C
M
SD

University D
M
SD

4.03
4.03
3.80

1.68
1.65
1.74

3.64
3.43
3.72

1.52
1.60
1.52

4.59
3.31
2.88

2.01
1.00
.62

3.61
3.36
2.94

1.21
1.32
1.00

1.94
2.19
1.60

1.63
1.79
1.64

1.04
1.22
1.41

1.78
1.73
1.57

2.15
1.45
.88

2.16
1.66
.49

2.68
1.86
1.60

1.45
1.70
1.06

1.70
1.77
1.48

1.60
1.58
1.86

1.52
1.53
1.56

1.84
1.75
1.67

2.54
1.46
1.03

2.16
1.17
.81

2.83
2.43
2.04

1.44
2.03
1.36

Note. Total n sizes: spring = 349, fall = 310, winter = 225; University A: spring = 191, fall =
171, winter = 123; University B: spring = 121, fall = 111, winter = 80; University C: spring =
21, fall = 14, winter = 8; University D: spring = 16, fall = 14, winter = 14.

In terms of L2 motivation, Table 55 shows the means and the standard
deviations of the Rasch measurement scores of general L2 motivation levels along
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with the mean measures for each of the four universities. In general, the level of
motivation declined from Time 1 (1.19), to Time 2 (1.06), and to Time 3 (.94). This
decline can be seen in three of the four universities, University A, University C, and
University D. In contrast, in University B, the levels generally remained stable from
Time 1 (.83), to Time 2 (.86), and to Time 3 (.87). At Time 1, the participants in
University B were significantly less motivated to study English than those in other
universities, but at Time 3, their motivation level was close to the overall level across
the universities (.94).

Table 55. Means and Standard Deviations of the Person Measures of L2 Motivation
at Three Times (N = 499)
Total
Time

University A

University B

University C

University D

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

1 Spring

1.19

1.10

1.35

1.04

.83

1.10

1.28

1.19

1.93

.91

2 Fall

1.06

1.13

1.19

1.09

.86

1.15

.48

1.06

1.69

.99

.94

.56

1.00

1.11

.87

1.26

.20

.80

1.21

.55

3 Winter

Note. Total n sizes: spring = 349, fall = 310, winter = 225; University A: spring = 191, fall =
171, winter = 123; University B: spring = 121, fall = 111, winter = 80; University C: spring =
21, fall = 14, winter = 8; University D: spring = 16, fall = 14, winter = 14.

In addition, I examined the changes in the five sub-components in L2
motivation: effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self.
Table 56 summarizes the Rasch person measures of the five sub-components from the
four universities at each time. It can be seen that the participants generally became
less motivated over time in all the five sub-components. Among the four universities,
Universities A, C, and D show similar trends. The participants in these three
universities generally became less motivated in all the sub-components. The
participants in University B, who were found to maintain their general L2 motivation
level, showed clearer trends of gaining motivation in the effort sub-component,
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from .58 at Time 1 to .80 at Time 3 and in the ideal L2 self sub-component, from .65
at Time 1 to 1.21 at Time 3. The participants in University B generally made more
effort and came to have a clearer future image of themselves as a user of English over
the course of the first year at university. It should be noted that the participants in
University B were science and engineering majors. Although their general L2
motivation level remained lower than those in University A or University C, the
students in University B might have enhanced their future image as a scientist or an
international businessperson, which might have encouraged them to make a greater
effort in studying English.

Table 56. Means and Standard Deviations of the Person Measures of SubComponents in L2 Motivation at Three Times (N = 499)
Total
M
SD

University A
M
SD

University B
M
SD

University C
M
SD

University D
M
SD

Time
Effort
1
.94 1.47
.87
1.27
.58
1.67
.35
.77
1.53
1.54
2
.86 1.52
.75
1.51
.83
1.59
-.40
1.24
1.10
1.14
3
.68 1.47
.51
1.06
.80
1.60
-.62
1.61
1.08
1.43
Enjoyment
1
.43 1.44
.13
1.25
.09
1.62
.91
1.22
1.52
.84
2
.40 1.49
-.21
1.00
.36
1.43
-.12
1.80
1.72
1.74
3
.30 1.46
-.08
1.18
.29
1.42
-.24
1.77
.98
1.20
Integrativenss
1
2.35 2.04
2.27
1.89
1.71
2.17 1.55
1.14
3.41
1.39
2
2.05 2.08
1.83
2.21
1.49
2.03
.64
2.27
2.90
1.80
3
1.85 2.04
1.52
2.18
1.55
2.02
.19
.65
2.02
1.58
Instrumentality
1
3.51 2.30
2.78
2.28
3.40
2.52 3.00
2.36
4.65
1.87
2
3.07 2.29
2.51
2.36
2.93
2.26 1.80
3.16
3.75
2.63
3
2.71 2.40
2.10
2.32
3.02
2.28
.43
1.03
2.99
2.07
Ideal L2 Self
1
1.74 2.91
1.57
2.51
.65
3.01
.27
2.02
3.74
2.45
2
1.45 2.97
.62
2.64
1.07
3.10
-.22
3.81
3.60
2.78
3
1.29 3.00
.28
3.00
1.21
2.97
-.57
3.09
2.72
2.81
Note. Total e sizes: spring = 349, fall = 310, winter = 225; University A: spring = 191, fall =
171, winter = 123; University B: spring = 121, fall = 111, winter = 80; University C: spring =
21, fall = 14, winter = 8; University D: spring = 16, fall = 14, winter = 14.
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In summary, the participants’ school belonging level decreased over time, as
did their L2 motivation level. Moreover, to some extent each school had its own
patterns of trajectory because each one has its own culture, which is consistent with
previous literature (Allen & Kern, 2017; Wehlage, 1989). When the sub-components
were examined, the general decline in the school belonging level could be explained
by the pride in membership sub-component and the comfort in membership subcomponent. By examining the five sub-components in L2 motivation, I found the
decline in all the five sub-components. The participants in University B showed a
clear increase in the effort sub-component and in the ideal L2 self sub-component.
Following the discussions above, in the following analyses, I incorporated school into
a model as a predictor of the changes of school belonging and L2 motivation, with
University A labeled as 2, University B as 1, University C as 4, and University D as 3,
based on the means in the descriptive statistics in Tables 53 and 55.

Examination of normality of the person measures at the three times.
Because the data were divided into three groups depending on time of data collection
(Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3), I assessed the normality of the data with SPSS Version
25 (IBM, 2017) again. Table 57 shows the descriptive statistics and the results of
normality assessment for three times of school belonging (SB Time 1, SB Time 2, SB
Time 3) and L2 motivation (MOT Time 1, MOT Time 2, MOT Time 3). The ShapiroWilk statistic for school belonging was statistically significant for non-normality and
that for L2 motivation was significant for non-normality for Time 3 only. In other
words, the scores for the L2 motivation survey at Time 1 and Time 2 were normally
distributed, but in the other four groups, the distribution was not normal. In terms of
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skew and kurtosis, according to Field (2018), an absolute value of a z-score of skew
and kurtosis greater than 1.96 is significant at p < .05, a score greater than 2.58 is
significant at p < .01, and a score greater than 3.29 is significant at p < .001. In school
belonging, both the skew and kurtosis were above the threshold at all three times,
which might have resulted in the non-normality. In L2 motivation, only the skew for
Time1 and Time 2 was over the threshold. Thus, at this stage, it seems that the scores
in school belonging were non-normally distributed and that the scores in L2
motivation were mostly normally distributed.

Table 57. Descriptive Statistics and Results of Shapiro-Wilk Test of the Person
Measures for Three-Times of School Belonging and L2 Motivation (N = 499)
SB
SB
SB
MOT
MOT
MOT
Time 1
Time 2
Time 3
Time1
Time2
Time3
(n = 349)
(n = 310)
(n = 225)
(n = 349)
(n = 310)
(n = 225)
M
3.69
3.53
3.47
1.19
1.06
.94
SD
1.39
1.39
1.33
1.10
1.13
1.14
Skew
.84
.98
1.14
.07
.32
.43
SES
.13
.14
.16
.13
.14
.16
z
6.45
7.07
7.02
.54
2.33
2.64
Kurtosis
1.37
1.44
2.48
.23
.47
.31
KES
.26
.28
.32
.26
.28
.32
z
5.27
5.21
7.68
.90
1.71
.96
S-W
.93
.91
.92
.99
.98
.97
p
< .001
< .001
< .001
.410
.065
.004
Note. SES = Skew standard error; KES = Kurtosis standard error; S-W = Shapiro Wilk test. All
statistics are based on Rasch logits.

Following Field’s (2009) suggestion that when a sample size is larger than
200, it is more important to look at the shape of the distribution visually rather than
the significance, I decided to examine the shape in the histogram, because the size
was over 200 in all the times in two factors. When examined, the histograms that
show the distribution of school belonging and L2 motivation at three times all look
rather normally distributed. It makes sense that those histograms show normal
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distribution, considering that the three administrations were sub-samples of the
distributions displayed in Figure 28, which were normally distributed. It implies that
the non-normality detected in the normality test and in the z-scores for skew and
kurtosis in the previous analyses could have been caused by the large sample sizes.
To sum up, even though the test results and the z-scores for skewness and
kurtosis show non-normal distributions, which would be problematic in GCM
analyses, the distributions at three times of school belonging and L2 motivation that
can be seen in the histograms look reasonably normal. The seeming non-normality
might result from the large sample size. Based on the above discussions, I decided to
use the person measures obtained through Rasch analyses without transforming them.

GCM for school belonging. I examined trajectory of school belonging with a
GCM analysis with person measures at three times as observed variables as Model 1.
I compared this model with Model 2, in which school was a predictor of school
belonging at three times as indicated in Figure 30. As explained in Chapter 3, in a
GCM analysis, an intercept parameter (ICEPT) represents an individual’s score at
Time 1 and a slope parameter (SLOPE) represents the individual’s rate of change over
the time period (Byrne, 2016).
Table 58 shows the fit statistics of Model 1 and Model 2. The results of a
GCM analysis from a model without a predictor (Model 1) showed excellent model
fit, 2 (1, N = 499) =.610, p = .435, RMSEA = .000, CFI = 1.000, AIC = 16.610.
As explained in Chapter 3, when CMIN/DF is lower than 2 with p. larger than .05,
RMSEA is lower than .05, and CFI is higher than .95, the model is considered to
show good fit. Thus, Model 1 is an excellent model. The model with school as a
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Figure 30. Growth curve model for three times of school belonging with school as

a predictor.

predictor as shown in Figure 30 (Model 2) also showed excellent with school as a
predictor as shown in Figure 30 (Model 2) also showed excellent model fit, CMIN/DF
(2, N = 499) = .147, p = .863, RMSEA = .000, CFI = 1.000, AIC = 24.295. In this
model, the regression weight from school to intercept was .27 (p < .001), and that
from school to slope was -.37 (p < .001). The results imply that school influences not
only the initial school belonging level of university students, but also the degree to
which the student’s feeling of belonging decreased over the year.

273

Table 58. Fit Statistics for Two Models for Trajectories in School Belonging (N = 499)
Model 1
Model 2
2

.610

.295

2 /df
RMSEA
CFI
IFI
NFI
TLI
AIC
BCC

.610

.147

.000
1.000
1.000
.997
1.000
16.610
16.739

.000
1.000
1.000
.999
1.000
24.295
24.538

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI =
incremental fit index; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; AIC = Akaike
information criterion; BCC = Brown-Cudeck criterion. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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Figure 31. Growth curve model for three times of L2 motivation with school as a
predictor.

GCM for L2 motivation. I also examined trajectory of L2 motivation with a
GCM analysis with person measures at three times as observed variables as Model 3.
I compared this model with Model 4, in which school was a predictor of L2
motivation at three times as indicated in Figure 31.
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Table 59 shows the fit statistics of Model 3 and Model 4. The results of a
GCM analysis from a model without a predictor (Model 3) showed excellent model
fit, 2 (1, N = 499) =.060, p = .807, RMSEA = .000, CFI = 1.000, AIC = 16.060.
When CMIN/DF is lower than 2 with p. larger than .05, RMSEA is lower than .05,
and CFI is higher than .95, the model is considered to show good fit. Thus, Model 3 is
an excellent model. The model with school as a predictor as shown in Figure 31
(Model 4) also showed excellent model fit, 2 (2, N = 499) = .667, p = .716, RMSEA
= .000, CFI = 1.000, AIC = 24.667. AIC shows that Model 3 shows slightly better
model fit, but overall, the fit statistics for Model 4 are also good. Thus, the model
with school as a predictor has almost the same level of model fit. The regression
weight from school to intercept was .22 (p < .001), and that from school to slope was
-.33 (p < .001). The results imply that school influences both the initial L2 motivation
level of university students and the degree to which the participants’ motivation level
decreased over the year.

Table 59. Fit Statistics for Two Models for Trajectories in L2 Motivation (N = 499)
Model 3
Model 4
2

.060

.667

2 /df
RMSEA
CFI
IFI
NFI
TLI
AIC
BCC

.060

.333

.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
16.060
16.189

.000
1.000
1.000
.998
1.000
24.667
24.910

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI =
incremental fit index; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; AIC = Akaike
information criterion; BCC = Brown-Cudeck criterion. All statistics are based on Rasch logits.
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GCM for school belonging and L2 motivation in one model. Next, I
conducted another GCM analysis to examine the model in which school belonging
and L2 motivation are interactive under the influence of school. In the current study, I
conceptualized that school belonging and L2 motivation are related to each other, and
each school has its own characteristic in the growth of these two psychological
constructs. For comparison, I conducted a GCM analysis from a model without a
predictor (Model 5) first, and one more GCM analysis from a model with school as a
predictor (Model 6), as is shown in Figure 32.
Table 60 shows the fit statistics of Model 5 and Model 6. Model 5 showed
acceptable model fit, if not excellent, CMIN/DF (9, N = 499) = 5.244, p < .001,
RMSEA = .092, CFI = .950, AIC = 83.192. CMIN/DF is poor, because it is larger
than 2. RMSEA is mediocre, but it is not poor. CFI is acceptable. When school was
added as a predictor as is shown in Figure 32, the model (Model 6) also showed good
model fit, CMIN/DF (13, N = 499) = 4.502, p < .001, RMSEA = .084, CFI = .943,
AIC = 102.524. Compared with Model 5, CMIN/DF and RMSEA slightly improved,
but CFI and AIC declined. Still, RMSEA and CFI show the acceptable level of model
fit. In Model 6, the regression weight from school to school belonging intercept
was .27, that from school to school belonging slope was -.45, that from school to L2
motivation intercept was .22, and that from school to L2 motivation slope was -.36,
and these regression weights were significant with p < .001. In addition, the
correlation between the school belonging intercept and L2 motivation intercept
was .58 and the correlation between the school belonging slope and L2 motivation
slope was .94. The results above indicate the following three things. First, it is
possible to understand school belonging and L2 motivation in one model. The fit
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Figure 32. Growth curve model for three times of school belonging and L2 motivation with
school as a predictor.

statistics indicate the model is acceptable. Second, these psychological constructs and
their changes over time are interrelated. As was seen before, school belonging was
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significantly related to L2 motivation. In addition to the general relationship, GCM
revealed that the greater decline in school belonging implies a greater decline in L2
motivation. Lastly, school seems to be influencing how students feel about their
school and learning English and how they change over time. The negative regression
weights from school to the slope of school belonging and to the slope of L2
motivation imply that the school a student is attending can predict how much the
student will gain or lose school belonging and L2 motivation over time.

Table 60. Fit Statistics for Two Models for Trajectories in School Belonging and L2
Motivation (N = 499)
Model 5
Model 6
2

47.192

2 /df
RMSEA
CFI
IFI
NFI
TLI
AIC
BCC

58.524

5.244***

4.502***

.092
.950
.951
.940
.883
83.192
83.705

.084
.943
.944
.929
.877
102.524
103.242

Note. RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; IFI =
incremental fit index; NFI = normed fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; AIC = Akaike
information criterion; BCC = Brown-Cudeck criterion. ***p < .001 All statistics are based on
Rasch logits.

To summarize the results of GCM analyses above, the levels of school
belonging and L2 motivation that the participants felt and their changes can be
understood in one model, and the school the participants attend seems to predict the
extent of school belonging and L2 motivation. School belonging and L2 motivation
and their trajectories are related to each other, under the influence of school students
attend.
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Qualitative Results
Following the quantitative results, I analyzed the qualitative data from
language learning histories (LLHs) and responses to open-ended questions to examine
Research Question 2 and to address Hypothesis 2. I coded and analyzed LLHs and
responses to open-ended questions with the two large concepts of this study, school
belonging and L2 motivation, and their eight sub-components. In addition, I coded
and analyzed LLHs with values coding and responses to open-ended questions with
magnitude coding (Saldaña, 2013). When discussing the data from the LLHs and
open-ended questions, participants are labeled with their university and a number
within that school. The 342 participants in University A are labeled as A1–A342, the
156 participants in University B are B1–B156, the 24 participants in University C are
C1–C24, and the 18 participants in University D are D1–D18. In the following data
analysis, I present the comments with the number and the time when the data were
collected, such as T1 for Time 1. For example, the data of a student numbered 123 at
University A at Time 1 are labeled A123T1.

Data collection and analysis of language learning histories for Research
Question 2. As previously discussed, 540 first-year university students participated in
this study and their responses to Likert-scale items were quantitatively analyzed in the
previous section. Of those 540 participants, 182 participants wrote language learning
histories (LLHs). Of those 182 LLHs, six in which participants only wrote a few
words, such as “good experience” and only one or two sentences, such as “I started
learning English at the age of eight” were removed from the data file. As a result, I
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retained 176 LLHs and coded them for analysis. Because participation was voluntary,
many students only participated in the survey, without writing their LLH, leading to
the discrepancy in the numbers of participants. Of the 176 participants who wrote the
LLHs, 76 participants were in University A, 93 in University B, seven in University
C, and no LLHs were collected in University D. I encouraged the participants to write
their LLHs at the time when they participated in the surveys for the first time. As a
result, I collected 72.16% (n = 127) of the 176 LLHs at Time 1, 21.02% (n = 37) at
Time 2, and 6.82% (n = 12) at Time 3. Reflecting the different numbers of LLHs
collected at each time, the discussions below are longest for Time 1, shorter for Time
2, and no data are shown from Time 3.
In terms of language, of the 176 LLHs, 169 from University A and University
B were written entirely or almost entirely in English, and the seven participants in
University C wrote LLHs in Japanese based on the preference of the director of the
English education center there. In this study, when I present comments written in
English, I keep the original English as much as possible, only correcting spelling
mistakes and basic grammatical mistakes. I translated the comments originally written
in Japanese into English.
Along with the two large factors and their eight sub-components, I present
values coding results. As previously explained in Chapter 3, in values coding,
participants’ values, attitudes, and beliefs are reflected in codes. Value is the
importance that a person attributes to someone or something, attitude is an evaluation
that a person holds about someone or something, and belief is a system that includes
the person’s values and attitudes with his or her knowledge and opinion. Thus, in the
context of this research, value refers to the importance that a participant attributes to
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school or English learning, attitude is an evaluation that a participant holds about
school or English learning, and belief means a system that includes a participant’s
values and attitudes about school and English learning.

Investigation of L2 motivation with Language Learning History data. As
previously discussed, L2 motivation is defined as the degree to which a second
language learner enjoys and is actively engaged in the learning endeavor, including
both the amount of time and effort the learner is investing as well as the learner’s
vision of being involved in the community of the target language. I also
conceptualized that L2 motivation consists of five sub-components: effort, enjoyment,
integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self. As stated in Chapter 3, I coded the
LLH data for motivation based on these five sub-components. In the following
sections, I show findings concerning L2 motivation in LLHs, using the large concept
of L2 motivation and its five sub-components.

L2 motivation in Language Learning History data at Time 1. At Time 1, the
LLHs showed evidence mainly of three L2 motivation sub-components:
instrumentality, effort, and ideal L2 self. First, instrumentality was seen in the
following participants.
I think that we need to learn English because English will be useful in society
and enrich our life (A123T1).
Before I entered [University A], I studied English to get a good score in the
tests, but after I entered [University A], I study English to communicate with
others (A124T1).
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I am a university student now, and I need English skills for researchers
(B1T1).
The participant A123 recognized the importance of English, because English will be
“useful in society.” The participant B1 also recognized it, but in his case, the necessity
was more specific, because he needed English for research. For A124, the object of
studying English changed from getting a good score to communication when she
entered university, and both getting a good score and communicating in English can
be interpreted as instrumentality. From these quotes, it can be seen that participants
were studying English for functional reasons at Time 1, and the instrumentality can
change at the turning point of their lives.
In addition to the general statement on English above, other participants in
University A wrote about effort in improving specific skills. As Dörnyei and Ushioda
(2011) discuss, L2 motivation is expressed in the effort that learners make.
I want to study English hard. I know that I cannot speak English well, but I
welcome the challenge because I want to make a lot of friends who have
different viewpoints (A126T1).
In a reading class, my teacher said that our goal was more than 300 WPM
[words per minute]. Since my WPM is about 120 now, I have decided to make
a great effort (A129T1).
The above comment by A126 acknowledged that her speaking skill was low, and she
expressed her determination to practice speaking. Considering that the first phase of
data collection was within a few months after entering university, such comments as
“I want to” or “I decide to” were coded with effort, because they indicated that they
would make efforts. The comment made by A129 mentioned his slow reading speed,
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and his determination to make efforts to improve the speed. Thus, participants’ effort
was found to be made in specific skills, such as speaking and reading.
Related to instrumentality and effort, another sub-component of L2
motivation, ideal L2 self is often seen in the LLHs at Time 1. Ideal L2 self is a
desirable self-image of the future that the learner wants to become. For example, one
participant in University B wrote about the importance of English for him in terms of
his future profession.
My parents are biologists and I will become a biologist, too. I want to do
research in virology. My parents’ research has saved a lot of people’s lives,
and I am really proud of it. My father sometimes tells me to study English
hard; otherwise, I will have difficulty in doing research. I know many research
papers in biology are written in English. So, I will study English hard
(B11T1).
He was fortunate to have biologists as parents who encouraged him to study English,
and he was aware of the importance of English in doing research in biology, which
can be interpreted as instrumentality. This perception led him to state, “I will study
English hard;” effort can be recognized here, too. Although effort, instrumentality, and
ideal L2 self were themes that frequently arose at Time 1, themes such as enjoyment
and integrativeness were not often found in the LLH data at this time.

L2 motivation in Language Learning History data at Time 2. Although not
so many LLHs were collected at Time 2 (n = 37) as at Time 1 (n = 127), I found some
similarities in the themes related to L2 motivation at Time 1 and Time 2, but Time 2
also showed evidence of themes not found at Time 1. Effort, and instrumentality were
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also found at Time 2, but integrativeness and ideal L2 self were much more prevalent
at Time 2. For example, the two excerpts below show different types of ideal L2 self.
One is about his self-image of living in Australia and the other one is about going to
graduate school in the United States.
My goal after graduation is to live in Australia. Australia is the best place to
live in because there is little natural disaster and there is good security,
especially in Sydney and Gold Coast. I am going to study hard in order to live
in Australia (A139T2).
In the future, I would like to go on to graduate school in the USA. For that
reason, I must focus on academic English as well as everyday conversations.
Although my father is American, I cannot speak English well. This complex is
one reason I want to study English more (A142T2).
A common combination of themes evident in these excerpts was that these
participants and others like them were motivated to make an effort in order to
integrate more into an English-speaking country in the future. The belief system
operating here seems to be that these participants placed a low value on their current
spoken and academic English abilities, and believed that more effort was needed in
order to be able to integrate into an English speaking community in the future. I found
similar instances of these themes and the relationships between these themes in other
participants’ LLHs in which they expressed a desire to go to a foreign country in the
future to attend a graduate school or to do business. Integrativeness refers to the
attitudes toward the speakers of the target language, with an interest in interacting
with such speakers, and with self-identification with the target language communities.
Although the participant A142 did not say that he wanted to become like a native
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English speaker, lack of English-speaking ability despite having an American father
and hope to go to graduate school in the United States show that integrativeness is
involved in his motivation to study English. The second excerpt above can also be
seen as evidence of belief related to L2 motivation, which refers to a system that
includes a participant’s values and attitudes about school and English learning. In his
case, his judgment on his own English ability is value and his determination to study
and go on to graduate school in the United States is attitude. In his comment, belief is
shown with the concept of L2 motivation.
Another difference about LLHs at Time 2 from Time 1 is that more
participants wrote about how exposure to more fluent English speakers affected their
motivation. For example, one student wrote about her future goal concerning English
use, related to her experience of studying abroad in summer.
This summer, I took part in the study abroad program. I think my speaking
skills improved in this program. I have a goal this term. It is to develop
listening skills that I thought were a problem in summer. My ultimate goal is
to get a job in which I use English as a tool (A130T2).
This student participated in a six-week study abroad program, in which she took
speaking and listening classes. Although she felt that she had improved her speaking
skills in the summer, she still thought that she needed to improve her listening skills.
Here is found her analysis of instrumentality, referring to functional reasons for which
students want to learn English, and effort that she wanted to make for the purpose of
her ideal L2 self, that is her future image which integrates with English speaking
communities. It should also be noted that exposure to others at their new school or
abroad helps students realize what their specific shortcomings are and what they need
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to make more of an effort. In light of values coding, her belief in English learning can
be seen here in terms of her perceptions of importance placed on language skills, such
as speaking and listening, her attitudes toward making efforts in improving those
skills.

Investigation of school belonging with Language Learning History data.
As was previously discussed, in the current study, school belonging is defined as the
extent to which students feel accepted and supported by their teachers, staff, and other
students, and how they generally feel about the school as a whole. I also
conceptualized that school belonging consists of three sub-components: pride in
membership, support by others, and comfort in membership. Accordingly, I coded the
LLH data based on these three sub-components in order to ascertain the degree to
which the participants felt a sense of school belonging.
Whereas there were 528 instances in which I coded the LLH data for L2
motivation, I only found 151 instances in which school belonging figured in the
participants’ comments. Part of this might be explained by the nature of the prompt in
LLHs, and part of this can be attributed to the fact that the majority of the LLH data
were collected at Time 1, namely at a time when the participants might not have had
the opportunity to get deeply involved in the school. Still, the excerpts in the
following paragraphs indicate that the psychological construct of school belonging
exists among the participants.

School belonging in Language Learning History data at Time 1. Although
pride in membership seems to have been underrepresented in the previous literature
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on school belonging conducted mainly with younger students, in the current study, I
found evidence showing that university students felt proud to be a member of their
university. In the following excerpt, a student expressed his excitement at the ability
that his English teacher showed: “In my first English class, I was impressed with my
Japanese English teacher’s fluent English. I want to be like him!” (B99T1) This
student is one of the interviewees, Riku, whose accounts of school life and English
learning are discussed when Research Question 3 is answered. At face value, one
could read this participants’ comment as just saying that the teacher is serving as a
good role model for the student. However, I would like to argue that in his words the
participant was also showing pride in the fact that the Japanese English teacher at his
new school is so fluent in English.
In terms of the support by others sub-component of school belonging, in
addition to teachers, friends were also found to play an important role in the data. In
the excerpt below, a student at University B analyzed the importance of friends in
school life.
I think friends are very important. There are four reasons for it. First, when I
have a question, my friends think about it with me, explain it to me, and help
me anytime. Second, when I am fallow and languid, my friends worry about
me, and try to cheer me up. Third, when I’m exerting myself, my friends
support me. Lastly, I feel happy just by speaking with friends, and I can relax
and have fun when I am with them (B16T1).
In addition to showing how this participant felt supported by his friends when he was
making an effort, because of their concern for him and their ability to cheer him up,
his comfort in membership—another sub-component of school belonging—can also
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be found in his statement. Specifically, he stated that he “can relax and have fun”;
thus, he felt comfortable, supported by his friends. Coded for value statements, we
can see that this excerpt illustrates several positive characteristics, when he used
words, such as “very important,” “support,” “relax,” and “fun,” being attributed to his
friends. His belief system exists here with his values and attitudes in it.
One group of participants who felt a particularly strong sense of support from,
and comfort among, peers was students who lived in dormitories in University A or
University B. One such student wrote:
My dorm is helpful in studying English and any subject. For example, when I
don’t understand a question, I can receive hints from my roommate and other
seniors and friends in my dorm. We are learning from each other (A125T1).
This student wrote about how helpful his friends in his dormitory were when he had a
question, and also by saying “learning from each other,” it can be assumed that he
was also helping his friends. Similar instances of dormitories positively affecting
school belonging have been found by other researchers (Hurtado & Carter, 1997;
Musthafa, Putriana, & Latipun, 2019), and the evidence found in comments by the
student A125 is consistent with previous research.

School belonging in Language Learning History data at Time 2. Although
the number of LLHs collected at Time 2 was much smaller than the number at Time
1, I found evidence to show school belonging in the LLH data at Time 2. At Time 1,
pride in membership was seen in the data, but at Time 2, the evidence to show support
by others, another sub-component in school belonging, was found, perhaps because
the participants felt more support by others after spending half a year at school. In the
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comment below, it is seen that the student felt that he knew how to get help from his
friends, which is part of support by others in school belonging: “I am helped by my
classmates. When I am worried about English classes, they help me very kindly. I
respect them” (A145T2). In addition to friends in the dormitory, students can get help
from their classmates. Because this LLH was written at Time 2, this student knew that
he could get help when he needed to from his experience. In addition, in the last
sentence of this excerpt, “I respect them,” another sub-component of the concept of
school belonging, pride in membership can be seen. This comment can also be
considered evidence to show attitude, which refers to an evaluation that a participant
holds about school or English learning. This student appreciated the help he got from
his classmates, and the help led to the respect, in other words, his positive attitude
toward support by other students.

Examining the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation
with Language Learning History data. The comments in LLHs discussed in the
previous section showed school belonging and L2 motivation, but not specifically
about the relationship between them. There is, however, a lot of evidence found in the
LLHs that shows the relationship, especially the influence of school belonging on L2
motivation. In the following paragraphs, evidence is presented to show that
participants feel affiliated with school and as a result, motivated to study English.

Relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation with Language
Learning History data at Time 1. Time 1 was within a few months after the
participants began university life. Still, the data from a few students showed that their
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feeling of affiliation to school led to motivation to study English. I discuss two
patterns in which pride in membership in school belonging led to L2 motivation. The
first pattern can be seen in the comment made by a student at University C: “After I
was admitted by this university, I attended a conversation class at a language school
for some months before coming here” (C3T1). Because in the current study, wanting
to get into a university is part of pride of membership, the fact that she took action
after knowing that she would go to University C could be interpreted as an indicator
of excitement of being admitted to the school, that is pride in membership. In
addition, because the participants in University C were majoring in international
studies, when the student C3 was admitted, she must have known that she would have
to study English hard at university. Thus, even before starting her university life, she
made a concerted effort to study English by taking English classes at a language
school, which is indicative of her motivation to study English, namely effort in L2
motivation.
The second pattern in which pride in membership in school belonging led to
effort in L2 motivation was found among those who lived in dormitories. A
participant in University B described his life in the international dormitory in his
university as below. The student lived in the international dormitory.
My high school teachers often told us that English was a communication tool,
but I couldn’t believe that. English was useless for me as a communication
tool, when I lived in the countryside in Shikoku. In the first place, there was no
one there who can speak English, so I didn’t need English as a communication
tool. At that time, I studied English only to get a high score in test. Now, I live
in the international dormitory. There are many exchange students there who
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can speak English. Every day I try to speak to them. It wasn’t until I came here
that I noticed English was really a communication tool (B40T1).
This student was originally from the countryside in Japan, where it was difficult to
understand the usefulness of English as a communication tool, but he communicated
with international students in the dormitory in English. This student felt pride in
membership as indicated by reference to his dormitory friends as “can speak English.”
From this pride in membership in a group of students using English to communicate
arose a desire to integrate into the international society and to use English as a
communication tool as indicated by “communication tool,” which in turn leads to
effort in learning English as indicated in “Every day I try to speak to them.” Here, it
can be seen that pride in membership in school belonging is leading to integrativeness
and instrumentality, and ultimately to effort in L2 motivation.

Relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation with Language
Learning History data at Time 2. Evidence to show the influence of school belonging
on L2 motivation was also found at Time 2. As suggested from the data at Time 1, in
the dormitories there appears to be a connection between the school belonging as
shown by pride in membership and motivation as shown by effort. At Time 2, this
was also a relationship hinted at by a comment from a student in an international
dormitory in University A.
I am living in a dorm named Global House, where some students graduated
from high school overseas. One student from Germany can’t speak Japanese
well, so we talk in English. I’m not as good at speaking English as my
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roommates. I always wish I could speak English more fluently when I talk to
them (A168T2).
Although the student negatively evaluated her ability to speak in English, particularly
as compared to her roommates, she was making an effort to speak, and appeared to be
supported by them even if she could not speak fluently. As such, she was attempting
to integrate with her more fluent peers, and the process was demonstrating her
motivation by making an effort despite her apparently lower competency.
To conclude the LLH section, we have seen that at Time 1, the participants
were mainly motivated in terms of effort, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self. Some of
this motivation stemmed from their sense of school belonging, in particular with
regards to pride in membership and support by others. At Time 2, although a great
deal of evidence on L2 motivation was found in effort, instrumentality, and ideal L2
self, more was referred to about integrativeness. In addition, the codes in values
coding, value, attitude, and belief, were useful in interpreting the data.

Data collection and analysis of open-ended questions for Research
Question 2. At Time 1, I asked, What did English mean to you when you decided to
get into this university? To this question, 331 participants answered. At Time 2 and
Time 3, I asked, Please write any comments freely about your school and English
learning, to which 156 and 134 participants made comments respectively. I asked
these questions in both English and Japanese.

Investigation of L2 motivation with open-ended question data. As with the
LLH data, I coded open-ended question data with L2 motivation and its five sub-
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components: effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self. In
the following paragraphs, I show findings concerning L2 motivation in responses to
open-ended questions first, followed by findings concerning school belonging and the
relationships between them. Then, I present the results of magnitude coding to
support the findings in the quantitative data analysis.

L2 motivation in open-ended question data at Time 1. Although all the five
sub-components of L2 motivation, effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality,
and ideal L2 self, were recognized in the responses to the question at Time 1, the subcomponent most often coded was instrumentality. In this section, I cite and discuss
positive comments and neutral or negative comments to the question. Many
participants answered positively to the question, including the following: “When I
decided to enter [University A], I thought English would be a communication tool,
not a subject as in high school” (A48T1). “A language I need to get a job I want to
have in the future” (B27T1).
In the first comment above, the participant A48 said that she studied English
just as a subject at high school, but she knew that she would use English as a tool at
university. In the second, the participant B27 wrote that he needed English for his
future job. This kind of motivation that learners have by recognizing its importance in
studying contents and getting a job is instrumentality, and because both comments
were about their future, they also reflected ideal L2 self in L2 motivation.
In contrast to the above comments showing high L2 motivation, other
comments indicated that the participants were indifferent or unmotivated to learn
English. For example, one student at University A and one student at University B
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said that they neither liked nor disliked English: “English was just one subject. I only
studied English without liking or hating it” (A26T1). “English did not mean much. I
only needed it for entrance examination” (B111T1). Considering that both University
A and University B are prestigious and difficult to be accepted by, A26 and B111
might have made effort in English in high school. The comment by B111 can also be
interpreted as an indicator of instrumentality, because he said that he needed English
for “entrance examination.” However, they did not seem to show enjoyment in
learning English, which is often indicated by such comments as “I like English” made
by other participants.
In addition to the neutral comments toward learning English above, I found
some evidence that clearly shows negative L2 motivation at Time 1. For example, the
following response indicates that the student was totally lacking in enjoyment in
learning English: “English was just boring” (B60T1). Far from enjoying learning
English, the student was just bored. One thing to be reminded of here is that the
participants were asked about how they felt when they decided to enter university.
Thus, the student was describing how he felt about English before coming to
university. He might have become tired of studying English as a subject to get into
such a good university as University B.
Another negative comment about L2 motivation was concerned with
instrumentality. A student discussed how useless English would be in the future: “I
thought that English would be meaningless as technology developed” (B34T1). At
first, I could not understand what the student meant, but when I was interviewing
another student at University A later, I realized that those participants think that when
translation software improves, smartphones and other devices will translate what we
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say into English or any other foreign language, and it will become useless to study
English hard. Considering the current development of translation software, what the
student is worried about is a reasonable claim. Even though the previous research and
the current study have not considered this kind of technological development to be a
negative influence on L2 motivation, future investigations are needed to deal with this
issue.
To conclude this section, the responses to the open-ended question regarding
English at Time 1 did not indicate a clear pattern regarding motivation to learn
English. Whereas there were many participants who wanted to study English as a
communication tool, there were also participants who seemed to be uninterested in
learning English.

L2 motivation in open-ended question data at Times 2 and 3. As at Time 1, at
Time 2 and Time 3, different participants exhibited differing degrees of motivation
regarding English in their responses to the open-ended questions about their school
and their English learning. In the following section, it should be noted that the
participants responded to the prompt Please write any comments freely about your
school and English learning.
One difference between Time 1 and Times 2 and 3 is that more participants
mentioned enjoyment at Times 2 and 3. The following comments all indicated that the
participants were enjoying learning English.
Though English classes are tough, I am enjoying them (A197T2).
English classes at university are fun, and I can express myself freely (A252T2).
The classes are like English conversation lessons, and they are fun (B111T2).
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I feel that the way of learning English has changed from high school. Now I
enjoy studying English more (B100T3).
In contrast to Time 1, when the students had only spent a few months at university,
more than six months had passed by Time 2, and Time 3 was near the end of the first
year. The participants were comparing their university classes with their high school
classes more objectively as time passed. High school classes might have been taught
more for passing the examinations, while university classes tended to be
communicative with conversations and discussions; thus, participants seemed to be
enjoying English classes.
Although a minority, some participants wanted to have more English classes,
even if participants at University A were already taking many classes in English. One
student commented by saying, “I want to have more English classes” (A245T3). It
should be noted that, in University A, first-year students have to take six to 12
compulsory English classes a week, and these numbers are much larger than in other
universities in Japan. Before this research, I had assumed that participants at
University A were thinking that they have too many English classes, and it seemed to
be generally true in the responses to Likert-scale items as discussed previously in the
section for Research Question 1, but this student wanted to have still more English
classes, which is an indicator of enjoyment in her L2 motivation.
Although the majority of comments showed positive L2 motivation, not
everyone seemed to be feeling positive toward English learning. Indicative of some
negative motivation, some participants in the same English intensive program at
University A expressed disappointment with the English classes. As previously
discussed, one student said that English was boring at Time 1 and I thought that it
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might be because the student only perceived high school English classes as a subject
to study to get into university. However, two other participants at University A felt the
same way about their university classes at Time 3: “English classes here are boring”
(A124T3) and “The English program here did not meet the expectation that I had had
before I entered. I kinda feel I got less motivated to study English” (A296T 3). In
these comments, here refers to University A, and as repeatedly discussed, University
A is famous for its English education program. Still, it is inevitable for a program to
have a number of students unsatisfied with the classes. These are examples for
negative L2 motivation, lacking enjoyment in learning English.
At University A, there were also other participants who noted differences in
the various English classes that affected their motivation to study in individual
classes. One student commented on complexity of L2 motivation: “Students enjoy a
certain class in general because they have a lot of discussions, but we only sit and
listen to our teacher in another English class” (A151T3). Obviously, this student
discussed enjoyment in L2 motivation, but the same student can enjoy one class,
while being bored in another. One interesting thing about this comment is that this
student attributed the enjoyment to discussions in class. Although many students
prefer discussion-based classes to teacher-centered classes, such a preference depends
on the student.
In sum, participants seemed to show more enjoyment at Times 2 and 3 than at
Time 1. Most participants made positive comments on studying English, but some
participants seemed to have negative feelings. In addition, there were participants who
felt differently depending on which class they were attending.
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Investigation of school belonging with open-ended question data. As with
the LLH data, open-ended question data were coded with school belonging and its
three sub-components: pride in membership, support by others, and comfort in
membership. At Time 1, the comments about school belonging were only made in
connection with L2 motivation. Thus, in the following section, I show findings
concerning school belonging in responses to open-ended questions at Time 2 and
Time 3, and I will discuss the comments on the relationship between school belonging
and L2 motivation at Time 1 later in the section specifically about the connection.

School belonging in open-ended question data at Time 2. At Time 2 and
Time 3, student responses to the prompt Please write any comments freely about your
school and English learning were coded for school belonging based on pride in
membership, support by others, and comfort in membership. I coded positive feelings
toward their university, such as liking the university, as pride in membership and
interpreted as a positive sense of school belonging. For example, one student at
University A described how happy she was at her university in an interesting way.
It was not until I got into university that I liked any institution called school.
Before that, I hated school, and I did not want to go to junior high school or
high school. I am so happy I did not give up coming to [University A] and
kept studying (A107T2).
Even though this student disliked the schools she attended, she was satisfied with her
present university. After spending half a year at university, she came to like her life
there. This kind of comment can be found in the responses of participants from other
universities as well. For example, a student at University B said, “University is fun!”
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(B29T2) and a student at University D said, “I love this university!” (D17T2). These
comments are indicative of pride in membership in school belonging.
At Time 2, many comments were categorized as pride in membership in
school belonging. Although some comments indicated other sub-components, such as
support by others and comfort in membership, this time of the year, namely about half
a year after entering university, is characterized by the enjoyment and excitement of
university life.

School belonging in open-ended question data at Time 3. At Time 3, I found
many positive comments about school belonging. One contrast between Time 2 and
Time 3 was that more comments were categorized as support by others and comfort in
membership at Time 3 than at Time 2. For example, one student at University A
described support by others in the following comment: “Even when I did not have
time to do my homework, I went to school because I knew that I would get help from
my teacher and my classmates” (A193T3). This student knew that he would get
support from his teacher and his classmates. This comment can also be interpreted as
evidence to support comfort in membership in school belonging, because he showed
that he felt comfortable getting help from others.
In terms of comfort in membership, not every participant felt comfortable even
at Time 3, almost one year after entering university. For example, the following
comment shows that this student did not always feel comfortable in class: “I think the
general atmosphere at this university is open, but when it comes to discussions, I feel
not a little peer pressure to conform to others” (A223T3). Even though the student
liked University A in general, she felt pressured to agree with others in class
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discussions. Thus, this comment is negative evidence to show comfort in
membership. In other words, it shows discomfort in membership in school belonging.
In sum, the participants commented a lot on school belonging at Time 3, but
more comments were categorized as support by others and comfort in membership at
Time 3 than at Time 2. It makes sense that students feel more support from their
friends and teachers and more comfort being in class toward the end of the year. At
the same time, participants did not always feel supported or comfortable, depending
on settings and people.

Examining the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation
with open-ended question data. As was seen above, some responses to open-ended
questions showed evidence of school belonging and L2 motivation but not
specifically about the relationship between them. As in the LLH data, I found a lot of
evidence in the responses to open-ended questions that indicated both positive and
negative relationships between school belonging on L2 motivation. In the following
section, I present the evidence to show that participants felt more motivated to study
English, because of the affiliation they felt toward their school.

Relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation in open-ended
questions at Time 1. Because the question I asked at Time 1 was What did English
mean to you when you decided to get into this university?, some responses included
comments on both school belonging and L2 motivation. One sub-component in
school belonging, pride in membership, includes how much students wanted to get
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into their present university. When students decide which university to apply to,
English can be one reason for the decision, as is seen in the following comments.
I was impressed that University A has strengths in its English education, which
led me to apply (A37T1).
I knew that [University B] is a super global university, and I thought I would
study English, though I was not particularly good at it (B14T1).
In the first excerpt above, the student at University A clearly stated that she applied to
the university because of its English education. As previously described, University A
is famous for its English program and has many more English classes than other
Japanese universities. In that regard, it is interesting to find a similar comment in the
second excerpt above made by a student at University B, which is not particularly
famous for its English education. The participant B14 knew that University B was
chosen as a super global university by MEXT. Super global university is a Japanese
term for the top global university project, where the ministry of education in Japan, or
MEXT, provides financial and other supports to 37 selected universities to attain
internationalization (Japan Society for the Promotion of Science, n.d.). Although
internationalization does not necessarily mean use of English, the student B14 got
motivated to study English, because University B was selected as one of the Japanese
universities where internationalization is promoted, presumably using English. In fact,
University B has the largest number of international students in Japan as of 2018
(Japan Student Services Organization, 2019), and this environment might also be
associated with the student’s choice of University B.
In contrast to the comments above, it should be pointed out that although some
participants supposedly had a sense of belonging, it did not necessarily have any
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bearing on their L2 motivation. The three comments below were made by participants
at University A, which is famous for its English education program.
English education was not a reason why I applied to this university (A165T1).
Surely I wanted to improve my English skills, but English had nothing to do
with my choice of university (A170T1).
I came to this university without knowing that it is famous for English
education (A140T1).
University A is chosen by students for a variety of reasons, and English education is
only one of them. The first two participants above, A165 and A170, probably knew
about the English program at University A, but they seemed to choose to apply for a
different reason. The third comment above by A140 even states that the student did
not know about the English education at University A. Interestingly, the same
comment was made by an interviewee, and this issue is discussed again when
Research Question 3 is addressed with the interview data.
In summary, many comments at Time 1 indicated that one reason why
students chose to apply to their current university was English or internationalization
that can lead to English learning. At the same time, even at University A, where
English education is famous, there were some participants who chose the university
for other reasons.

Relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation in open-ended
questions at Time 2. In the previous section, I discussed the relationship between how
students felt school belonging in terms of acceptance by their university and how
much they were ready to make an effort at Time 1. As time went by, an increasing
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number of participants seemed to feel strong connections between school belonging
and L2 motivation. When I asked the participants to freely write about their school
life and English learning at Time 2, many participants wrote about such connections.
For example, there is pride in membership in school belonging reflected in the
comments below made by participants in University A.
I love learning English. So, I am very happy to be at this university, because I
can learn English a lot here (A237T2).
I feel I am very lucky to be at this university from the bottom of my heart,
because of very interesting English classes and great classmates. I will go on
making efforts to study English (A31T2).
Student A237 said that she was “very happy to be at this university [University A]”
because she liked English and she could learn English a lot there. Here her pride in
membership is closely related to enjoyment in L2 motivation. The comments made by
A31 include pride in membership in school belonging as in the excerpt above, and it
led to effort in L2 motivation. In her case, pride in membership is seen in the phrase,
“I am very lucky to be at this university,” and the pride comes from good English
classes and her classmates. Moreover, this feeling of school belonging can be seen to
lead to “making efforts in studying English,” which is effort in L2 motivation.
One more student at University A showed the influence of his school
belonging on L2 motivation more clearly. This is another case where pride in
membership led to effort in L2 motivation: “Since I entered this university, I have
been amazed at the attitudes that students at [University A] have toward English. It
has motivated me to study English, and I will keep doing my best in studying
English” (A224T2). This student was amazed at the positive attitudes held by the
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students at University A; this feeling can be interpreted as pride in membership in
school belonging. It is noteworthy that he used the word “motivate” and the phrase
“keep doing my best in studying English” to indicate effort in L2 motivation.
To conclude, at Time 2, school belonging, particularly in the form of pride in
membership, seems to have had a positive influence on L2 motivation, particularly
with regards to effort. L2 motivation also exhibited itself in terms of enjoyment. At
Time 1, pride in membership was often indicated by choice of university, while at
Time 2, feeling pride seems to have derived from experience of interacting with good
friends and attending interesting classes.

Relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation in open-ended
questions at Time 3. Similar to Time 2, many participants kept positive feelings
toward both school belonging and L2 motivation at Time 3. One thing different from
Time 2 was that many comments included the reflections on the whole year, because
the data at Time 3 were collected toward the end of the first year, and also the end of
the English program at University A. The comment below showed that support by
others led to effort in L2 motivation.
I really appreciate [the English program at University A]. Sometimes, I almost
gave up studying English because of a large amount of homework, but I came
to classes thanks to the help of my teachers and my classmates. I made more
and more effort, and I tried my best. I want to improve my English even more
(A193T3).
In the former part of the comment, this student commented on the support he received
from his teachers and friends, which is support by others in school belonging. In the
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latter part, he mentioned the efforts he made and the effort he will make studying
English, which can be interpreted as L2 motivation derived from school belonging.
At the same time, the connection between school belonging and L2 motivation
is complex and other participants showed complex combinations of school belonging
and L2 motivation. For example, the following comment shows seemingly positive
school belonging and negative L2 motivation: “Though I have been studying English
at high school and at university on this campus, I feel more and more inferiority
complex about my English” (A119T3). The student graduated from a high school
affiliated with University A, which is located on the same campus. Thus, when he
wrote that he had been studying on the campus for a long time, he could have felt
highly affiliated with the school. Both the university and its affiliated high school are
famous for their English program, but he said he felt a complex about his English.
One possible cause of his inferiority complex might be perceived differences between
his English abilities and those of other students, many of whom were quite fluent.
Another student analyzed that his perception toward English was different
from other students’. He said that other students thought the English classes they took
were good, which can be understood as pride in membership in school belonging.
However, in his case, these classes did not seem to be leading to ideal L2 self in L2
motivation. The student wrote as following in the first half of his long comment.
Although I understand many students at my university have positive attitudes
toward use of English because of the great English classes we have had, I do
not want to use English for work in the future. It is because I feel nervous
when I speak English, and if I have to speak English for work, I think I will
feel even more nervous (A127T3).
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He seems to think that the English classes he took were good, and they were good for
most students, but it did not lead to his motivation to use English for his future career.
Thus, he seemed to be developing a negative sense of instrumentality and
integrativeness with regard to his L2 motivation. This is at least in part due to a lack
of comfort in speaking English, which he might have developed in classes with peers
who he felt have more positive attitudes toward their English studies. Meanwhile, the
student, A127, did not seem to have lost his motivation to study English. In the latter
half, he commented as follows.
I know many more English words than the beginning of the program. I want to
take content courses in English and also want to take English examinations. It
is because I do not want to lose the English skills I have acquired for the past
year. I want to convey that the year at [University A] has been the most
peaceful and most fruitful time for English learning in my life. Thanks to
English, I have more English-speaking friends and I have grown as a human
being through learning a variety of viewpoints and cultures (A127T3).
In the former half of his comment, this student expressed his unwillingness to use
English for his future career, but in the latter half, he said that he wanted to use
English in content courses and also take English examinations, which can be
interpreted as instrumentality in L2 motivation. In fact, this student is Hinata
(pseudonym), one of the interviewees; more about his feelings and opinions on his
school and L2 motivation are discussed when Research Question 3 is addressed.
To conclude, at Time 3, it was seen in many comments that school belonging,
notably support by others, led to L2 motivation, notably effort. At the same time, there
seemed to be other students who did not maintain their motivation or even lost their
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motivation. Even among the students studying in the same program, students vary in
feeling school belonging and L2 motivation and in the connection between the two. In
addition, the sub-components in the two large factors were not felt evenly. Students
can feel positive in one sub-component while negative in another sub-component.

Relationships between school belonging and L2 motivation in magnitude
coding. In analyzing the responses to the open-ended questions, I employed
magnitude coding to answer Research Question 2 and address Hypothesis 2, in
addition to using the two large factors and eight sub-components. As explained in
Chapter 3, magnitude coding is an attempt to quantify qualitative data, making it
possible to present qualitative analyses in a numerical table. Thus, magnitude coding
is supplementary to an existing coded datum to indicate its intensity and is appropriate
to support quantitative measures as evidence of outcomes. I coded the responses to
open-ended questions with words to suggest evaluative content, such as positive,
negative, and neutral, and present the results in a table to support the quantitative
results previously presented. In this chapter, in the quantitative analysis, I found that
school belonging and L2 motivation were associated with each other, and the purpose
of magnitude coding is to support the results.
Of the 540 survey respondents, 23.52% (n = 127) never responded to openended questions. In other words, 76.48% (n = 413) responded to open-ended
questions at least once. Of those 413 participants, 17.92% (n = 74) made comments
that I coded in both school belonging and L2 motivation. I categorized these
participants into four types, depending on their evaluative content in terms of school
belonging and L2 motivation. Figure 33 represents the four types of perception
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regarding school belonging and L2 motivation. Type 1 refers to the participants who
made positive comments both about school and language learning, Type 2 refers to
those who had negative or neutral perceptions both about school and language
learning, Type 3 refers to those who had positive perceptions of school and negative
or neutral perceptions of language learning, and Type 4 refers to those who had
negative or neutral perceptions of school and positive perceptions of language
learning.

MOT Positive

SB Negative
or Neutral

Type 4

Type 1

SB Negative
MOT Positive

SB Positive
MOT Positive
SB Positive

Type 2

Type 3

SB Negative
MOT Negative

SB Positive
MOT Negative

MOT Negative
or Neutral
Figure 33. Representation of four types of perception of school belonging and L2
motivation.

Table 61 shows the percentages and the numbers of the comments in each of
the types of relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation at three times
of the surveys. Of the 74 participants who made comments that included both school
belonging and L2 motivation, 79.73% (n = 59) felt positive both toward their school
and language learning. Much smaller numbers of participants made comments that
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were categorized in the other three types. It should be noted that the total numbers of
Type 1 and Type 3 do not match the sum of the numbers of three times. It is because
one student made Type 1 comments at Time 1 and Time 2, and another student made
Type 3 comments at Time 1 and Time 2. The results are consistent with the statistical
results shown in Table 53 and Table 55, where it was shown that the participants
gradually lost the feelings of school belonging and their motivation to study English.

Table 61. Percentage and Numbers of Four Types of Comments in Magnitude
Coding (N = 74)
Total
Time 1
Time 2
Time 3
Type 1
79.73% (n = 59)
25
20
15
Type 2
8.11% (n = 6)
0
3
3
Type 3
5.41% (n = 4)
1
3
1
Type 4
6.76% (n = 5)
1
3
1

I categorized the following comment made by a student at University A as
Type 1. I also showed the comment below as an example to indicate the relationship
between school belonging and L2 motivation at Time 2.
Since I entered this university, I have been amazed at the attitudes that
students at University A have toward English. It has motivated me to study
English, and I will keep doing my best to study English (A224T2).
This participant expressed his gratitude to other students, whose enthusiasm to study
English led to his own L2 motivation. This kind of comment was also made by a
student at University B. The following comment is an example in which a student
feels positively toward his university, and the positive feeling leads to positive
motivation to study English: “There are a lot of exchange students in this school. I
want to make friends with many students from abroad. So, I have to study English
harder than before” (B42T1). This student knew that he would see many international
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students in University B, who might not speak Japanese well. This international
environment seems to have a close relationship with his motivation to study English.
Although students’ feelings toward their school and English learning differ
from person to person and a variety of patterns exist among the participants, it can be
said that many more students felt positively toward both school and learning English
than otherwise, as can be understood in Table 61. This result is consistent with the
quantitative results, in which the model with the relationship between school
belonging and L2 motivation showed good fit, and the two large factors were
moderately correlated with each other. The relationship can be more clearly seen in
the qualitative data analysis than in the quantitative analysis, probably both because of
how the qualitative analysis was conducted and because of how school belonging is
interpreted. The data collection was done on a voluntary basis, which might indicate
that all the participants answered the Likert-scale questions, while only those with a
strong interest in school belonging and L2 motivation might have answered openended questions. It should also be mentioned that feeling happy at university is
interpreted as pride in membership in school belonging. Many participants might have
chosen to make comments when they felt happy about being a student there, even if
they were not particularly proud of being a student there. These possible biases in this
research are kept in mind in this discussion.
In addition to the general tendency across the four universities, Figure 34
shows the representation of general school belonging and L2 motivation levels of
each of the four universities at three times. The mean person measures of school
belonging and L2 motivation at three times were previously reported in Tables 53 and
55. When I divided these mean scores into positive and negative groups, I found that
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in most cases, positive school belonging was associated with positive L2 motivation
and negative school belonging was associated with negative L2 motivation.

MOT Positive
Type 1
SB Positive MOT Positive
University A T1
University A T2
University C T1
University D T1
University D T1

Type 4
SB Negative MOT Positive
University D T3

SB Negative
or Neutral

SB Positive

Type 2
Type 3
SB Negative MOT
SB Positive MOT Negative
Negative
University B T3
University A T3
University B T1
University B T2
University C T2
University C T3
MOT Negative
or Neutral
Figure 34. Placement of the universities at three times in four types of perception of
school belonging and L2 motivation.

The participants at University A generally felt higher levels of school
belonging and L2 motivation at Time 1 and Time 2, but both went down at Time 3.
The participants at University C generally felt higher levels of school belonging and
L2 motivation at Time 1, but both went down at Time 2 and Time 3. The two
exceptions were University B at Time 3 and University D at Time 3. The participants
at University B felt relatively lower levels of L2 motivation throughout the year, but
their school belonging level went up at Time 3. The participants at University D felt
high levels of L2 motivation throughout the year, but their school belonging levels
went down at Time 3.
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Summary of the Results for Research Question 2
Research Question 2 asked the extent to which school belonging and L2
motivation are related over the year, and Hypothesis 2 was that school belonging and
L2 motivation have a linear relationship and are positively correlated. This question
and the hypothesis were addressed both quantitatively and qualitatively.
Quantitatively, I analyzed survey data with SEM. The statistical analyses indicate that
the model with school belonging and L2 motivation fits well, showing that school
belonging is moderately related to L2 motivation. Qualitatively, I found the changes
over the course of the year. At Time 1, sense of school belonging was based largely on
pride of membership and to some degree on support by others and comfort in
membership. L2 motivation was stated in terms of instrumentality, such as future job
and study, and in terms of integrativeness, such as living abroad in the future. At Time
2, school belonging continued to be related to pride in membership and support by
others, but L2 motivation was stated less in terms of instrumentality, and more in
terms of effort with regards to specific skills that are seen to be lacking when
compared to peers or other speakers of English. At Time 3, some of the same patterns
from Time 2 continued. However, some participants seemed to decline in their school
belonging in particular with regards to comfort in membership as they perceived their
English abilities being lower than those of their peers. In some cases, this seemed to
be leading to a decrease in L2 motivation. The magnitude coding results in the
qualitative analysis support the results in the quantitative results by showing that the
majority of comments are categorized into Type 1, positive school belonging and
positive L2 motivation. Thus, Hypothesis 2 has been supported.
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Research Question 3: Changes of Students’ Perceptions Over Time
To answer Research Question 3, How do students perceive school belonging
and its relationship to their motivation to learn a second language over the course of
an academic year? I coded and analyzed the qualitative data from the interviews. In
three universities, I interviewed 11 students in total three times of a school year and
asked them to talk about their school life and English learning. As discussed in
Chapter 3, I employed the codes to answer Research Question 3 such as the two key
concepts, school belonging and L2 motivation, and their eight sub-components, pride
in membership, support by others, comfort in membership, effort, enjoyment,
integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self. The interview data were also
analyzed with life-story coding. The codes concerning life story, namely the major
role or roles affected, the source or cause of the turning point, the timing of the
turning point, and the ultimate consequences as perceived by the respondent, were
employed. The following section begins with the overview of the participants in the
interview, goes on to the summaries of the stories told by each of the participants, and
concludes with the analyses of the coding.

Overview of the Interview Participants
I interviewed 11 students in total in three universities: six students in
University A, two students in University B, three students in University C, and no
students in University D. I interviewed all these participants three times in the school
year. I conducted the first interviews in July 2018, the second interviews in November
2018, and the third interviews in February 2019. As explained in Chapter 3, in the
first survey, I asked the participants to show the level of their interest to come to the
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interview by answering the Likert-scale question item, Based on your responses to the
questions above, a few of you will be asked to answer more questions in the interview.
How much are you interested in joining more in this research? I contacted all the
participants who showed a strong interest in being interviewed by e-mail or through
the teachers that administered the surveys. Of the 10 participants in University A
whom I contacted, six participants finally agreed, of the six participants in University
B, two agreed, and in University C, all the three participants whom I contacted
agreed. In University A and University B, interviews were conducted individually,
and in University C, interviews were only allowed in a group by the director there.
Thus, in total, 27 interviews were conducted, nine at each time (eight individual
interviews and one group interview).
The interviews in a group at University C differed from individual interviews
in University A and University B mainly in two ways. First, the three participants in
University C might have been pressured to answer my questions quickly, as opposed
to the other participants, who sometimes took time to think about how they could
answer my questions. One participant at University C, Nak Yeong, especially looked
a little uneasy when she did not understand my questions well, because Japanese was
her second language. Second, the three participants in University C might have been
pressured to answer similarly to my questions because they knew each other.
Nevertheless, there were some instances where they responded quite differently. For
example, when two other students said that classes were boring, Hana said that her
perceptions were different and that she was enjoying classes very much. I discuss this
instance in detail later.
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Table 62 describes the students who participated in the interviews. Name is a
pseudonym that the participants chose on their own or from a list of most common
Japanese first names that I prepared. School is the university that they were attending.
Age was self-reported at the time of the first survey. SB1 to SB3 are the mean scores
from the school belonging survey out of four, and MOT1 to MOT3 are the mean
scores from the L2 motivation survey. Choice indicates the order of the university
when they chose their current university.

Table 62. Descriptions of the 11 Interviewees
Name
School Age SB1 SB2 SB3 MOT1 MOT2 MOT3 Choice
Reo
A
18 2.70 3.39 3.35
2.50
2.62
2.78
3
Yuri
A
19 3.48 3.35 n/a
3.62
3.32
n/a
1
Kaito
A
19 2.96 3.30 n/a
2.70
3.35
n/a
5
Haru
A
18 2.78 3.09 n/a
2.46
2.30
n/a
2
Hinata
A
21 2.65 2.17 2.26
2.00
1.62
1.95
2
Asahi
A
20 2.04 n/a
n/a
1.62
n/a
n/a
2
Riku
B
18 3.61 3.74 3.74
3.43
3.51
3.49
1
Haruto
B
18 3.22 2.83 n/a
3.51
3.65
n/a
1
Nak Yeong
C
19 4.00 n/a
n/a
3.43
n/a
n/a
1
Hana
C
18 3.96 3.78 n/a
3.81
3.54
n/a
1
Himari
C
18 3.61 n/a 2.96
3.19
n/a
2.65
1
Note. n/a indicates that the participant did not participate in the survey. All statistics
are based on raw scores.

For example, Reo was a student at University A and was 18 years old at Time
1. His school belonging level was not high at Time 1 but it went up at Time 2 and
Time 3, while his L2 motivation level went up only a little from Time 1 to Time 3. He
wanted to go to two other universities over University A; in other words, his current
university was his third choice.
As for the language used in the interviews, at the beginning of every
interview, I asked the participants to choose the language between Japanese and
English, and Yuri, who graduated from an international school in the Middle East,
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was the only participant who chose to speak English at all three times. All the other
participants always used Japanese, including Kaito, whose English proficiency level
was higher than Yuri’s. I also explained that they could switch the languages back and
forth, but none of them changed their languages. Thus, in the following discussions,
the data presented are my translation from Japanese to English, except Yuri’s.

Summaries of the Interviews
The stories told by the 11 interviewees at three times are summarized below.
In each of the following paragraphs, the interviewees are described mainly in terms of
school belonging and L2 motivation, and each paragraph is concluded by putting the
participant into one of the quadrants in Figure 33. In the interest of brevity, one
paragraph is devoted to summarizing interviews from each participant.
Reo was a male student at University A and he was 18 years old at Time 1. He
lived with his parents and his brother in a city to the north of Tokyo. In high school,
he played the mandolin and participated in the national contest in his school band. In
university, he started playing the violin in the school orchestra. For Reo, University A
was his third choice. Because he wanted to study three academic areas—physics,
music, and engineering—he tried to go to either of two other universities, where he
could study all the three areas, over University A, where he could only study physics
and music. However, by Time 1, he was already satisfied with his choice because of
good friends and classes. Before Reo entered university, he knew little about the
English courses and initially did not expect to have so many English classes. In the
future, he said that he hoped to go on to graduate school in audio engineering, where
he knew he had to use English. In addition, when he got a job, he would use English
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in his research and on business trips. Reo was very busy throughout the year, because
he went to school orchestra practice sessions three to four times a week even during
the breaks. The orchestra also had a training camp during the summer vacation and
the spring break. At the same time, he did not forget to enjoy his life in a way other
than music. In the summer, he started taking pictures mainly of the campus and took
about 1500 pictures over July and August. In December, he bought an old film camera
second hand, and started taking pictures with it. Meanwhile, he grew interested in
cameras as an academic field, so at the end of the first year, he was wondering
whether he could study camera technology as a major. In terms of relationships with
others, Reo was not talkative, and did not have so many friends in his class. At the
same time, he enjoyed friendship at the orchestra, where they had occasional social
gatherings especially with other violinists. Because Reo liked taking pictures, he
sometimes showed his pictures to his classmates and friends at the orchestra.
Moreover, he took pictures of the orchestra at concerts and contests. In the quadrant
categorization employed previously in Figure 33, Reo was in Type 1, where students
have positive school belonging and positive L2 motivation.
Yuri was a female student at University A and she was 19 years old at Time 1.
She lived in a dormitory on campus. She was one year older than most of her
classmates, because she spent a gap year working in a restaurant in the Middle East
after graduating from high school there. Yuri’s parents are both Japanese, but because
her father is an international businessperson, she lived in three Asian cities for ten
years in total before university. For her, University A was her first choice, and her
school belonging and L2 motivation levels were high at Time 1 and kept her high
levels of school belonging and L2 motivation in fall. She came to the campus many
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times during the summer because she participated in the samba practice. At the same
time, she wanted to use English more, so at Time 2 she was thinking of quitting the
samba club, and joining in an inter-college musical group, where she was thinking of
singing and acting in a musical in English. For that, she auditioned in the winter and
at Time 3, she was waiting for the result. Yuri was also keen on using English with her
friends. One of her dormitory roommates was from Spain and they stayed close
friends. In November, they traveled together to the Middle East to visit Yuri’s parents
and stayed at their house. Yuri kept her interest in English throughout the year.
Although I let the interviewees choose the language, Yuri was the only participant that
chose English as the interview language. She also worked in summer at a guest house
for tourists partly because she could use English with tourists from foreign countries.
Yuri seemed to be very active in her life and good at making friends. She enjoyed
friendship in her dormitory, with her classmates, and with other students in the samba
club. She organized socializing events in her dormitory. She was also trying to expand
her friendship to outside school. In the future, she was interested in majoring in
international studies and after graduation, getting a job at an international
organization. Her experience of living in poor countries in childhood made her think
seriously about how to help poor people in the world. Thus, in the quadrant
categorization, Yuri was in Type 1 throughout the year, where students have positive
school belonging and positive L2 motivation.
Kaito was a male student at University A and he was 18 years old at Time 1.
He lived with his parents and his younger sister in a southern residential area of
Tokyo. Kaito lived in a large city in the United States for three years in his early
childhood and came back at the age of four. He thought the experience of living in the
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United States was a significant advantage, not only in terms of vocabulary, but
because he had both Asian and western ways of thinking. After coming back to Japan,
he kept studying English, and he passed the Eiken Pre-1 grade in the elementary
school and the first grade when he was 15 years old. His English level was so high
that in the winter, he worked as an English tutor for a junior high school student. His
student was Japanese but lived in Australia and wanted to get a good score on the
TOEFL test so Kaito was helping him online to prepare for the speaking section.
When Kaito took entrance examinations to university, University A was his fifth
choice. He wanted to go to a national university, but he only passed examinations of a
few private universities. At first, he thought that he might try to study one more year
for entrance examinations if he did not like University A, but he was very happy with
his university in general even at Time 1, especially with the high levels of classes. In
hearing his high school friends talk in negative terms about their universities, Kaito
realized that his university was better than others. Academically, Kaito was interested
in economics, and wanted to major in it, but he was also interested in information
technology, too. During the summer, he prepared for the qualification called IT
passport with a book, took the test, and passed it. In fall and winter, he took courses in
economics and information technology in English because of their contents rather
than because they were in English. Kaito’s father is an international lawyer, and when
Kaito was eight years old, he was sent to his father’s American friend’s house in the
United States alone, where he spoke a lot of English. At university, in addition to his
classes, Kaito also enjoyed a friendship with other students. He belonged to a club for
board games and participated in events such as the school festival. He also played
video games online with his friends in the game club and also with his friends from

319

high school. In terms of English, at first, Kaito felt the necessity of studying English,
even though his level was already quite high. It was because he was placed in a higher
level after the university placement test, where many of his classmates were more
advanced than himself. Gradually he felt more comfortable in his class, but toward the
end of the year, he said that his L2 motivation was not so high, because he knew his
level was already high enough to take content courses in English, though he admitted
his writing had some room for improvement. In the quadrant categorization, Kaito
was in Type 1 at Time 1 and Time 2, but he seemed to be in Type 3 at Time 3, where
students have positive school belonging but negative or neutral L2 motivation.
Haru was a male student at University A. He was 18 years old at Time 1 and
lived with his family in Tokyo. University A was his second choice after a prestigious
national university. Naturally, his initial belonging level was lower than other
students. The reason why he wanted to go to his first choice national university and
also to University A was that both are liberal arts universities, where students can
decide their major after one or two years and choose either double-majors or one
major and one minor. Haru wanted to major in physics, but he was also interested in
art and obtaining the qualification to work as a museum curator. He also took one trial
course in education for a teacher’s license but he felt that he wanted to work for a
museum rather than teaching. As for his future, Haru thought at Time 1 that he would
go on to graduate school to get a doctorate in physics and do research professionally
in the future. During the course of the year, however, through the interactions with
various people, he came to think that he wanted to work with other people rather than
doing experiments and research by getting an academic position at a university. In the
summer, Haru stayed in Canada for six weeks for a study abroad program. After the
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program, he came to feel that English was not a foreign language any more, but his
second language, a language he can use for communication. In the fall, he took
classes such as Asian Art and Linear Algebra in English. After the last interview at
Time 3, Haru was planning to go to Russia for an event prepared by UNESCO Club,
in which Japanese students and Russian students interact with each other. Haru did
not feel a strong affiliation to his class. Rather, he repeatedly said he did not want to
associate with his classmates so much. However, he was keen on his activity in music.
He belonged to a jazz club, where he played the piano. He was asked to join in other
bands in and out of his university, where he performed in school festivals and in
concerts. Interestingly, his motivation to study English kept going down as time went
by. He said that at first, he had to make great efforts to understand what his teachers
said, but after the study abroad program, he came to understand what he was
supposed to do and he could finish his homework quickly. In addition, as he became
busier with music events, he kept losing time to study in general. He felt that in the
fall and winter, he came to university more for music than for study. Haru repeatedly
said that he did not like people who show off their English speaking ability. For him,
English was just a tool of communication that he used only when he needed to do so.
He understood the importance of English for his future studies and career but had
mixed feelings toward English. He even tried to avoid speaking English because he
did not want to show off his English skills. In the last interview at Time 3, Haru
analyzed that his school belonging level generally kept going up during the first year,
but his L2 motivation went down. Thus, in the quadrant categorization, Haru was in
Type 4 at Time 1, where students have negative or neutral school belonging but
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positive L2 motivation, but at Time 3 he was in Type 3, where students have positive
school belonging but negative or neutral L2 motivation.
Hinata was a male student at University A. He was 21 years old at Time 1 and
lived near school with his family. Hinata had a different background than other
students. In high school, he studied agriculture in a part-time evening course. That is
why it took him four years to finish high school, while almost every student in Japan
completes high school in three years. As a result, he was a few years older than most
of his classmates. He felt his university classmates were different from his high school
friends in that his university classmates looked smarter, richer, and much more
intelligent. They were even quicker in making jokes. Hinata did not know much about
University A before entering it. He did not even know about the English curriculum,
which was widely known in Japan. He only chose University A, because it is a liberal
arts university and he was interested in a variety of academic fields, such as biology,
psychology, and philosophy. During the first year, Hinata thought that his English
classes became more and more difficult and felt that he kept losing motivation to
study English. Hinata was not active in school life, and he did not seem to be trying to
make a lot of friends. He did not belong to any club or group at school and he did not
seem to be interested in participating in any events. Hinata felt that his classmates
found it difficult to talk to him, and thought himself out of place in University A.
However, he was not totally inactive. In the summer, he started working part-time at a
DIY shop close to school. In addition, he attended a workshop about education held in
a remote prefecture. Because he had witnessed a large gap between his high school
classmates and his university classmates, he got interested in how education could
help narrow the gap between the rich and the poor. Even though Hinata was not

322

talkative, he stayed long after each interview to ask me questions about my current
study. Because he was interested in psychology, he wanted to know about
psychological concepts, such as school belonging and motivation, and also research
methods in psychology, such as surveys and interviews. Thus, in general, in the
quadrant categorization, Hinata was in Type 2 throughout the year, where students
have negative or neutral school belonging and negative or neutral L2 motivation.
Asahi was a male student at University A. He was 20 years old at Time 1 and
lived alone near school. Asahi had mental problems, which forced him to take two
years off before entering university, unlike most of his classmates who entered
directly after graduating from high school. He did not socialize with his classmates so
much, and he did not belong to any club at University A. He thought the age gap was
one reason why he was not interested in expanding his friendship at university. Thus,
his school belonging was low in terms of support by others. At the same time, he had
local friends in his hometown. When he went back to his parents’ house in the
summer, he went driving with his friends, and stayed overnight at a famous resort.
Asahi’s L2 motivation level was high enough to make extra efforts outside school. He
is originally from a city several hours away by train from Tokyo, but in the summer,
he stayed in Tokyo most of the time to go to a language school, where he took an
English communication course. He was also actively working on workbooks and
using websites to learn English. He felt that he was making progress in reading and
writing English. He was thinking of studying abroad while at university, somewhere
in Asia, such as in China or Singapore. He thought that an Asian country was more
interesting to go to than the United States or Europe. In the future, Asahi wanted to
major in politics or public policy, and after graduating from university, he was
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thinking of getting a job in the government or a government-affiliated organization.
Thus, in the quadrant categorization, Asahi was in Type 4 throughout the year, where
students have negative or neutral school belonging but positive L2 motivation.
Riku was a male student majoring in mechanical engineering at University B.
He was 18 years old at Time 1, and lived with his family in an old city to the north of
Tokyo. He got into University B based on the recommendation from his high school.
Three years before that, Riku passed the examination to a high school affiliated with
University B, but he decided to go to a local public high school, where he kept his
hope of going to University B. Riku was quite extroverted and had many friends at
university. He belonged to a swimming club, where he played water polo. He also had
a lot of friends in his department with whom to go out. In addition, he tutored junior
high school students as a part-time job, and also worked as a rickshaw man for
tourists, taking advantage of living in a tourist area. His future dream was to become a
satellite engineer. He understood well that in order to get a job in that field, he had to
read and write a lot in English and get a doctorate degree. In fact, one reason he got a
part-time job as a rickshaw man was to speak English with tourists from overseas. In
addition to English, he took Chinese as an elective. In the summer, Riku worked hard
for the first half to save money, and in the latter half with that money he went to
Malaysia by himself to look around the country using English. During the trip, Riku
became friends with a group of young tourists from Europe, and also with a Chinese
female student. He spoke English with all those people and he tried his Chinese with
the Chinese student, too. After the trip, Riku kept in contact with his new friends, and
when the Chinese friend visited Tokyo later in the winter, he enjoyed talking to her
again in both English and Chinese and showed her around his university campus.
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Thus, in the quadrant categorization, Riku was in Type 1 throughout the year, where
students have both positive school belonging and positive L2 motivation.
Haruto was a male student majoring in applied mathematics at University B.
He was 18 years old at Time 1, and lived with his family in the north of Tokyo. He
went into University B through the recommendation of the affiliated high school.
Haruto thought of going to another university until the fall of the last year of high
school, but decided to go to University B. Haruto said that he was not intrinsically
interested in English, but he knew English was important for his future. He was taking
German as an elective, so it seemed that he was interested in learning foreign
languages in general. Because he was thinking of studying overseas later at university
or after graduation, he went to a study abroad fair on campus in October. There, he
listened to some people who had studied overseas. He remembered one student
talking about studying in Finland. Haruto had only thought about going to an Englishspeaking country, but he thought that he could explore possibilities of studying in
different places. He also watched American movies and dramas in English at home.
His sister often watched them on Netflix partly to practice listening to English, and he
came to like it, too. As a result, his TOEIC listening score went up by 60 points from
April to December, which he was glad about. Although Haruto was not so outgoing,
he had a lot of friends at school because he was from a high school affiliated with
University B. He especially enjoyed talking to other students from the countryside,
because he was born and raised in the urban area. He also sometimes went out with a
friend in the same department, who happened to be in the same English class. At Time
1, he belonged to a club related to information technology, where students made
games, songs, and graphics with a computer, but he stopped going to the club after the
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summer. He wanted to become a researcher in mathematics in the future, but he also
understood how difficult it was. As a job, he was also interested in using mathematics
as an actuary at an insurance company. Thus, in the quadrant categorization, Haruto
was probably in Type 1 throughout the year, where students have positive school
belonging and positive L2 motivation.
Nak Yeong was a female student at University C. She was 19 years old at
Time 1 and lived alone near school. She was originally from Korea, and entered
University C through examination for foreigners. As is often the case with many other
Korean young people, Nak Yeong first got interested in Japan through Japanese
movies and TV dramas and studied Japanese hard at high school. At the time of
research, she was learning both Japanese and English, and when she had to learn
English using Japanese, she felt awkward. She was generally enjoying English classes
at Time 1, but enjoyed them less at Time 2 and Time 3. In the summer, Nak Yeong
went back to her hometown, Seoul, and also went to Viet Nam on a family trip, where
she used some English. After graduating from University C, which is a two-year
college, she wanted to transfer to a four-year university in Japan to study art,
especially how to use colors, because she was interested in make-up as art. After that,
she wanted to get a job in Japan, but she was not intending to live in Japan forever
because she was planning to go back to Korea in the future. In the quadrant
categorization, Nak Yeong was in Type 1 at Time 1, but moved to Type 2 at Time 2
and at Time 3 with less school belonging and less L2 motivation.
Hana was a female student at University C. She was 18 years old at Time 1
and lived in Tokyo with her family. She decided to get into University C, because she
wanted to study both international studies and beauty treatment. She enjoyed many
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classes, including English, and kimono lessons. She was also thinking very seriously
about her future. She wanted to get a job in a bridal company after graduation, so she
participated in an internship at a Japanese bridal company in Guam. During the
internship, she used only a little English, because most of her customers were
Japanese. In the fall, she started to prepare for job hunting by researching bridal
companies and preparing for examinations related to job hunting in Japan such as SPI.
She also attended information sessions for applicants at some companies. At the same
time, Hana was not so active in events at school. Although she helped on the open
house at school, she did not belong to any club or any other events. At University C,
some students actively participate in the school festival and other events, but Hana
seemed to be more interested in going out of school and visiting other places such as
companies. Thus, in the quadrant categorization, Hana was probably in Type 4
throughout the year, where students have negative or neutral school belonging but
positive L2 motivation.
Himari was a female student at University C. She was 18 years old at Time 1.
She was originally from a prefecture to the west of Tokyo and lived alone near school.
When she was at high school, Himari just happened to come to University C for its
open house with her friend, got interested in its curriculum, and decided to enroll.
Even though she admitted she was not good at English, she wanted to improve her
English. She had been to Australia and she really liked it. After graduating from
University C, she wanted to go to Canada to study English, based on her father’s
recommendation. At the same time, Himari did not show much interest in any classes
throughout the year. In the spring, she said she did not like English classes so much
and in the fall she showed even less interest in them. However, Himari actively
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participated in events at school. The school festival in the fall is an important event
for University C, and the fashion show is its largest attraction. Himari was a fashion
model for the show, so she had to come to school often in the summer for practice.
After the festival, she participated in the preparation committee for the graduation
party. In these events, she enjoyed expanding her friendship beyond her class and
department. Although she showed little interest in classes, she did not miss coming to
school, feeling obliged to fulfill her responsibility at the events. Thus, in the quadrant
categorization, Himari was in Type 3 throughout the year, where students have
positive school belonging but negative or neutral L2 motivation.
In this section, the 11 interviewees have been described, and their general
school belonging and L2 motivation have been indicated by putting them into one of
the four types of the quadrant categorization and their positions are indicated in
Figure 35. When the comments to open-ended questions were analyzed in the
previous section for Research Question 2 and Hypothesis 2, by far the largest number
of comments were categorized into Type 1, where students feel positive both toward
school and English learning. Although half of the interviewees are categorized into
Type 1, the number is not by far the largest, and also it can be seen that two students
moved from Type 1 to another type later in the year. In the interviews, it was found
that students can have diverse perceptions of school and language learning, and they
can change over time.
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MOT Positive
Type 1
SB Positive MOT Positive
Reo
Yuri
Kaito at T1&T2
Riku
Haruto
Nak Yeong at T1

Type 4
SB Negative MOT Positive
Haru at T1
Asahi
Hana

SB Negative
or Neutral

SB Positive
Type 2
SB Negative MOT Negative
Hinata
Nak Yeong at T2&T3

Type 3
SB Positive MOT Negative
Kaito at T3
Haru at T3
Himari

MOT Negative
or Neutral
Figure 35. Placement of the interview participants in four types of perception of
school belonging and L2 motivation.

Analyses of the Interviews
In this section, Research Question 3, How do students perceive school
belonging and its relationship to their motivation to learn a second language over the
course of an academic year? is answered in three steps. First, I discuss how the
interviewees perceived school belonging, then I analyze the relationship between
school belonging and L2 motivation, and lastly I examine the changes of school
belonging and L2 motivation over the first year in their university life.

School belonging in the interviews. Even though I did not always explicitly
mention the concept of school belonging in the interviews, I found a lot of evidence to
support the argument that the psychological construct of school belonging exists
among first-year university students. In the following sections, I show evidence in the
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interview data in terms of the three sub-components in school belonging: pride in
membership, support by others, and comfort in membership.

Pride in membership. As previously discussed, pride in membership was
underrepresented in the previous school belonging research, probably because most
studies on school belonging were conducted on secondary school students. In the
current study, however, because the focus is on university students, feeling proud of
being a student at the university is conceptualized to compose an important part of
school belonging, indicated by admiration for teachers and students, and satisfaction
with intellectual classes. This kind of pride is clearly seen in what Kaito said at Time
1, Time 2, and Time 3. For Kaito, his current university, University A, was his fifth
choice, when he applied, and he thought that if his classes at University A were
intellectually unsatisfying, he would transfer to another university, but in the
interviews he seemed to be satisfied with the academic levels of his classes.
Kaito: When I came here, I wished I could have gone to a different university.
Interviewer: I see. Now, you’ve gotten over the complex.
Kaito: Yes. I have no complex whatsoever now. It’s a great university. Very
good.
Interviewer: Is that right?
Kaito: I’m quite satisfied.
Interviewer: What do you like about it?
Kaito: I like [the English education program], to be sure. The classes are
tough, but I think, “These are necessary skills.” You know. This kind of
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class … I did not have such good English classes before. In addition, my
classes are at a very high level. (Kaito, Time 1)
In the excerpt above, it can be seen that Kaito felt proud of being at University A even
at Time 1, two months after he entered. Kaito grew even more proud of being at
University A at Time 2.
Interviewer: Do you think you have changed since then [spring]?
Kaito: Yes, I may have changed a little. (…) Um … I think I changed from
“No, I don’t think so” to “Yes, a little.”
Interviewer: What do you think made you change in that way?
Kaito: Well … yes … let me see … I’ve come to like it.
Interviewer: I see.
Kaito: I am enjoying studying here. Oh, I talked to students at other
universities … such as my high school classmates in the summer.
Interviewer: Right.
Kaito: Some of them look bored. I thought, “Hmm, as a first-year student, it
may be better to study harder and do what I like to do than to have a lot
of free time like them.” (Kaito, Time 2)
By comparing his university with other universities his friends were attending, Kaito
felt even more positive about his university at Time 2. Then, at Time 3, Kaito thought
that his classes were difficult and challenging, and he welcomed the challenges.
Kaito: I’m not sure if it’s the right way to describe my classes, but when I
came into this university in spring, I thought if classes were boring and
other students are stupid, I might quit and take the entrance examination
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of another school. But far from that, the classes are so difficult, and the
content of the professors’ lectures is difficult.
...
Interviewer: Then, you rather welcome the challenging content at the higher
level, is that right?
Kaito: It is more than welcome. (Kaito, Time 3)
Kaito was a good student who wanted his university to have difficult lectures. In this
study, pride in membership is considered an important part of school belonging, and
the above excerpts indicate that university students can feel happy to be at their
university when the classes are intellectually challenging and stimulating. The time at
which Kaito decided apply to University A can also be considered the turning point of
his life story. Of the four topics of the turning point in Clausen (1998), namely role,
source, timing, and consequence, timing can be seen here, because the short period of
time between entrance to university and Time 1 of this research was the time Kaito
dramatically changed his way of perceiving his university.
One dimension of pride in membership in this research is school choice when
students enter; however, students’ feelings about school choice can be complex and
not necessarily directly correlated with pride in membership. To put it another way, it
is not always the case that the higher the choice of the current university is at the
entrance, the higher the student’s satisfaction level is, or vice versa. For example,
Reo, who stated in the survey that his current university was his third choice, said in
the interview that he had wanted to come to his current university almost as much as
his first and second choice universities.
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I would have gone to other universities, if I had passed them. But I wanted to
come here almost as much as to other universities. I stated this university was
my third choice, only because I had to decide the order. (Reo, Time 1)
For Reo, University A was not a bad school to enter, even though it was his third
choice. Someone who really wanted to go to other universities, but had to come to
University A because no other university was available, would have felt differently
from Reo. It can be assumed that the first-year university students who chose their
current university as the first choice tend to feel proud of being a student there, but
even those who say that their current university was their second choice or lower
might be equally proud of their membership.
In contrast to Reo, Haruto talked about the opposite case, in which students
may say their current university was their first choice, but not the one which they
would have chosen in a different circumstance. Haruto said that his current university,
University B, was his first choice in the survey, but in the interview he explained his
decision in detail.
I went to one of the affiliated high schools, and in my high school, students
who want to go to University B have to apply in November in the last year. I
did, but even after that, I went to cram school to prepare for the entrance
examination for other schools until December. Then I talked to my parents and
decided to come here around December 20th. It is hard to describe, but many
students who could have gone to [a more prestigious university such as] the
University of Tokyo or Tokyo Institute of Technology chose to come to
University B… for safety. (Haruto, Time 1)
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Although it is true that University B was Haruto’s first choice because he applied to
that university only, it seems that University B was not at the top of the list of
universities Haruto wanted to go to one year before he made the final decision. He
gave up applying to other universities above University B in his initial list considering
his test scores. In the interviews with Reo and Haruto, choice of university, which is
part of the concept of pride in membership in the current study, does exist as an
important component, but attention has to be paid to whether it was really their first
choice or not, and why the student chose that university. As Clausen (1998) discusses,
getting into university is a turning point for many people, but the sources or causes of
the turning point, in this setting why and how students decided which university to
enter, differ from person to person.

Support by others. As for the sub-component of support by others, I found a
lot of evidence that support from peers led to a sense of school belonging. Friendship
is an indicator that shows how much students are supported at school, and in the
interviews, friendship was referred to in a variety of ways. For example, Yuri talked
in all three interviews about how she was enjoying her school life with her friends in
her class and in her dormitory.
Yuri: I really think … each one of them [my classmates] is so nice. And
everyone is so comfortable with each other. I realize … I realized in the
retreat I hear … and also in dorm I hear lots … yeah other sections …
And I really feel our class, 20 people, and no one gets like … no one
feels like alone … we always invite each other … when we do
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something, like we have a group chat, and we’re always talking, we’re
friends. We go to Disneyland. (Yuri, Time 1)
Interviewer: In your dorm, and also in your section. And you really like your
section mates, and your dorm friends. How about that?
Yuri: Like, we got even closer this semester. About my dorm friend, I’ll go
back to [a city in the Middle East] with my dorm friend. (Yuri, Time 2)
Interviewer: I also want to ask you about your feeling, (…) also your
relationships with dorm friends and with your section mates.
Yuri: Everything is great. Yeah.
Interviewer: Everything is great?
Yuri: Yeah. My dorm friends are really close, like my family. Like, even go to
trips. (Yuri, Time 3)
As indicated in the three excerpts above, Yuri kept her close relationship with her
friends in her class and in her dormitory throughout the year. She felt happy
surrounded by good friends. Support by classmates and other friends was also
mentioned by many interviewees including Reo and Riku. The largest source of
support that first-year university students receive seems to be peers.
Of course, friends are not the only people that provide support to students.
Teachers were less frequently mentioned as a source of support in the interviews than
friends, but there were found some comments regarding teachers. For example, Reo
mentioned teachers when I asked him about his general impression of University A.
Interviewer: How about things other than English classes?
Reo: Other than English classes? … We are close to teachers, and they answer
any question we ask … (Reo, Time 1)
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It is interesting to find that Reo mentioned closeness with his teachers at Time 1,
when it was only a few months since he had entered university. As can be seen in the
comment above, Reo felt that he was supported by his teachers, who always answered
his questions. Compared with most of the previous research on school belonging
which focused on secondary school students, the participants in this research might
feel less support by teachers, because the participants are all university students, who
are supposed to be more independent than high school students. Still, they sometimes
feel that they are supported by teachers, and the support from friends and teachers
enhanced their sense of school belonging.

Comfort in membership. In this research, comfort in membership refers to the
kind of feeling that students have when they can really be themselves at school.
Compared with the first two sub-components of school belonging, pride in
membership and support by others, I found less evidence to show comfort in
membership in the interview data. It is probably because the current study focuses on
first-year students, who may still be adjusting to their university life and may have to
take some more time to feel comfortable in their university. However, some evidence
for comfort in membership can be found in the participants’ comments, such as Yuri’s
at Time 1, “Really comfortable here.” And toward the end of the first year, after
spending some time on campus and making new friends in different places, Riku felt
comfortable at school at Time 3.
Riku: Now, I can relax.
Interviewer: I see.
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Riku: In high school, as I approached the last year, I somehow came to do
what I wanted to. It’s like I have that kind of feeling even at the end of
the first year.
Interviewer: Right, right.
Riku: I can do most of what I want to do.
Interviewer: I see.
Riku: I have more opportunities to go out with friends.
Interviewer: Really. I believe you have friends from high school, but basically
how do you make new friends?
Riku: In my department, we have a lot of group work.
Interviewer: Oh, right.
Riku: Basically, I am always with my friends in the same department.
…
Interviewer: Are there any other ways in which you can increase the number
of people whom you consider friends?
…
Riku: For example, in [the communication class of English] in the selfintroduction, I found some friends with the same interests.
Interviewer: Right, right.
Riku: We talk about them in the cafeteria …
Interviewer: I see. English classes are useful in many ways. (Riku, Time 3)
As indicated above, Riku felt comfortable at his university. At high school, it took him
more than two years to come to feel comfortable, but it took him less than one year to
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reach the same kind of comfort at university. This sense of comfort in membership for
Yuri, Riku, and others enhanced their sense of school belonging.
In sum, many of the interviewees had a sense of school belonging, largely
because of the pride or satisfaction they felt in being part of the school. These
participants were proud of their professors and their demanding courses, and also said
that they were quite pleased with their ultimate choice of school. The support that
they received from their peers and professors also helped enhance their sense of
school belonging. Although a smaller factor, for some participants such as Riku,
feeling comfortable also played a role in the students’ sense of school belonging.

Connection between school belonging and L2 motivation in the
interviews. Although I did not ask the interviewees explicitly to talk about how their
school belonging is related to their L2 motivation, I found evidence showing the
connection. In the following sections, I discuss positive connections and complex
connections between school belonging and L2 motivation found in the interviews.

Positive connections. Some participants stated that their school belonging was
connected with L2 motivation. The positive connections analyzed in this section
mainly refer to Type 1 in the quadrant categorization in Figure 33. Riku, for example,
talked about the influence his friends had had on his motivation to study abroad.
Interviewer: Why do you think there are so many students in your department
who are thinking of studying overseas? Or is it the same in the other
departments?
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Riku: Um, our cohort is different … people around me are different. One
student said, “I’ll study abroad, you know.”
Interviewer: Like saying I’ve already decided …
Riku: Yeah, “I’ll study overseas,” you know. When other students heard him
say so, we came to think, “Studying abroad may be a realistic option” …
Interviewer: I see.
Riku: Creating a kind of atmosphere …
Interviewer: Is it the influence you mentioned?
Riku: Yes. I assume that since we have a lot of group work, we are likely to be
influenced by other students in our department. (Riku, Time 3)
In the excerpt above, Riku explained how his friend was influencing other students,
including Riku, to have positive images toward studying abroad, which is part of L2
motivation. Riku had thought about studying abroad even before he entered
university, but friendship with other students in his department led him to have even
more positive images about studying abroad, presumably using English.
Another example of a positive connection between school belonging and L2
motivation can be found in the interview with Haru, who talked about influence from
an older student on his motivation.
Haru: [In the winter term] I really felt the necessity of English.
Interviewer: I see. In what way? Why did you feel that way?
Haru: Well, sort of …, the club I am going to … in the club I belong to, I had a
chance to talk to my senior student. Then, the student said that if I go on
to grad school, rather than in Japan, I should go abroad. I was told
something like, “If you are thinking of going to grad school, you should
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study English hard, too.” Then, I keenly felt the importance of English.
(Haru, Time 3)
In contrast to Riku, who felt the influence of his classmate, Haru thought that it was
necessary to study English when he listened to a student senior to him. Support by
others is a sub-component of school belonging, and friends sometimes provide
support. Haru’s case exemplifies that friends are not necessarily limited to peers. It
should also be noted that Haru at Time 3 was categorized into Type 3 in the quadrant
categorization, where students feel positive school belonging but negative or neutral
L2 motivation (Figure 35). Thus, Haru’s case also exemplifies multiple characteristics
in the psychology of language learners. In other words, even in cases in which
learners display a general pattern, they can show a different pattern when viewed
from a smaller perspective, such as a particular relationship with another student.
In addition to students, as previously discussed, school belonging can be felt
due to teachers who care about students and whom students admire. Kaito explained
how much he enjoyed lectures in English at University A before and after he entered.
Kaito: I think lectures in English are more interesting. Um.., I came here for an
open house when I was in the second year of high school.
Interviewer: OK.
Kaito: I think it was given by a professor in economics, Professor Molloy.
Interviewer: I see.
Kaito: I mean, a female professor.
Interviewer: Right.
Kaito: Um … it was great, very interesting, the lecture.
Interviewer: Right.
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Kaito: It’s … probably one of the reasons why I added this university to the
list of universities to apply to.
Interviewer: Oh, is that so?
Kaito: Probably, because I thought it interesting to attend lectures in English.
Interviewer: Makes sense.
Kaito: Oh, and Professor Hwang? In economics?
Interviewer: Yes, yes.
Kaito: His short lecture given in the retreat was also very interesting. (Kaito,
Time 2)
It seems that Kaito started to feel belonging to University A even before he entered by
listening to a great lecture at an open house event. In a way, the experience of
listening to a lecture in English given by Professor Molloy initiated his sense of
belonging to University A. In light of life-story coding, her lecture was the source of
the turning point and the day when he attended the lecture was the timing of the
turning point of his life story. Then, Kaito’s school belonging seems to have been
enhanced when he listened to another lecture in English provided by Professor
Hwang. To him, English is an important tool in studying, and he felt listening to great
lectures in English was one of the attractions that University A had.
In summary, students’ school belonging was found to be positively connected
to their L2 motivation in three of the interviewees. Riku became more interested in
studying overseas because of the support of his peers, Haru got more serious about
studying English because of the senior student’s advice, and Kaito became more
attached to school because of intellectual lectures in English.
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Complex connection. Unlike positive connections, the concepts of school
belonging and L2 motivation are sometimes complicated and so are the connections
between them. These connections can be seen in Type 3 and Type 4 in the quadrant
categorization in Figure 33. For example, when Haru self-analyzed his own school
belonging and L2 motivation at Time 3, he said that his belonging level did not
necessarily lead to L2 motivation. In the following excerpt, Haru pointed out that his
feelings about school were complex.
Haru: Well, in terms of participation in school, from spring through winter …
rather than school, you know, school is huge. In school, in terms of
academics, I mean studies, I feel my engagement level rather went
down.
Interviewer: Well, but in school, not just class or study, but also club activities,
or if it’s not club, friends also … human relationships have a lot to do
with it.
Haru: Well, school life … school itself, as school itself, it went up a little … I
mean, from the spring term. Now, it’s largely about the club. In that
sense, my affiliation to school has kept going up. (Haru, Time 3)
Following the conversation above, Haru said that his motivation to study English was
going down, even though he understood its importance.
Interviewer: I see. Then, your English motivation is going down in class, but
your perception of importance of English is going up.
Haru: Right, the way of expression may be bad.
Interviewer: It’s OK.
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Haru: English is important, English is something I have to learn, and English
is often used, I understand. And I feel like studying English for sure, yes,
I know. But it does not mean that I want to study in classes, to take
English classes. … Personally, um… the [texts in this term] are about
what I’m interested in, and I am enjoying reading them.
Interview: OK.
Haru: It’s just … I’m not sure what to say. … I do not want to commit myself
to the class.
Interviewer: I see what you mean. Commitment to class?
Haru: Yes, I do not feel like committing myself to the class so much. (Haru,
Time 3)
In the excerpt above, Haru recognized the importance of English, but he did not want
to study hard in English classes. Haru said his general school belonging level was
going up, but he did not want to be involved in his classes so much, and it had led to
his general low motivation level in English. It should be noted that Haru’s comments
were also one example in the positive relationship. One learner could exemplify
multiple relationships between school belonging and L2 motivation.
From the examples in the previous section, it was understood that the
connection between school belonging and L2 motivation can be straightforward.
Many participants with high levels of school belonging are highly motivated to study
English, and vice versa. However, as seen in Haru’s case, positive perceptions in one
of them can exist with negative perceptions in the other. The existence of complex
connections indicated as Type 3 and Type 4 in the quadrant in Figure 33 should be
recognized by language program administrators and language teachers.
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Changes in school belonging and L2 motivation over time. No one stays
the same. Especially first-year students go through inevitable changes over the course
of the year (Arnett, 2000; Friedlander et al., 2007; Sugimura & Shimizu, 2011). The
interviewees in the current study also experienced a variety of changes in their school
belonging and L2 motivation. At Time 3, the interviewees self-analyzed their changes
in school belonging and L2 motivation. In the following sections, I analyze the
changes that the participants experienced in terms of school belonging, L2 motivation,
and the relationships between them.

Changes in school belonging. First-year university students experience
changes in school belonging including the interviewees. It would be reasonable to
expect that many students come to feel more and more comfortable at school and
affiliated with school as they get used to classes and have more friends. To illustrate
this point, as previously discussed, Riku said at Time 3 that he relaxed because he
knew what he could do toward the end of his first year at school. Haru also believed
at Time 3 that his school belonging level went up over time, because he played music
with more and more students. The perceptions that Riku and Haru had at Time 3
concerned the turning point of their lives. Of the four topics of the turning point in
Clausen (1998), namely role, source, timing, and consequence, I think that
consequences can be seen in Riku’s and Haruto’s stories. After spending ten months
at their university, they consequently came to feel comfortable at school.
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It is also understandable, however, that not everyone feels changes in school
belonging. Some participants felt that they stayed the same in perceiving their school.
For example, Hinata kept distant relationships with his classmates.
Interviewer: How about your English classes? We are approaching the end of
the year.
Hinata: Well, I don’t know.
Interviewer: For example, is something harder … than before?
Hinata: I just don’t know. I am not such a sociable person in the first place.
My class is neither comfortable nor uncomfortable.
Interviewer: You feel no change?
Hinata: Nah, I feel no big change. (Hinata, Time 3)
Although Hinata seemed to have no serious problem in his class, he still kept a
distance from his classmates. In summary, most interviewees said at Time 3 that they
felt more comfortable at school than at Time 1 probably because they had more
support from friends and teachers; not everyone, however, experienced that sort of
positive change.

Changes in L2 motivation. The participants also experienced changes in their
motivation to study English. For example, Reo thought the biggest change was his
attitude toward English.
Interviewer: What changed most from spring? …
Reo: In terms of English, since I am exposed to English a lot, I’ve got used to
studying in English.
Interviewer: Hmm.
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Reo: I take science courses. Even though the courses are in Japanese, the
slides, textbooks, and handouts are sometimes in English.
Interviewer: Right.
Reo: Through these experiences, I am getting used to it, I’ve got used to
it. (Reo, Time 3)
Science professors at University A commonly use textbooks in English and require
students to write reports in English. Through these courses, Reo became used to using
English, and as a result, he became more comfortable in using English. I believe that
Reo was realizing instrumentality, one sub-component of L2 motivation.
Instrumentality refers to functional reasons for which students study English, and by
using English in science classes, Reo grew motivated to study English.
At the same time, not everyone becomes more motivated to study English. For
example, Hinata, whose low school belonging level stayed the same, thought he had
come to have less interest in English at Time 3.
Hinata: Well, what to say … I’m gradually becoming less interested in
English.
Interviewer: Ah, right. You mean you didn’t used to be bad at it?
Hinata: I neither liked nor hated English, but while I was taking classes here, I
mean, I became less and less interested.
Interviewer: I see. I think you can’t name one reason, but personally … can
you think of why?
Hinata: It’s … presentations and discussions in class, and a lot of homework,
the things I don’t like very much.
Interviewer: Yes, yes.
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Hinata: I’ve been exposed to these things in combination with English.
Interviewer: I see.
Hinata: It may be … I have come to hate seeing English. (Hinata, Time 3)
Although Hinata loved reading books, he was not good at communicating with people
either in Japanese or in English. For most students, presentations and discussions are
interesting to do in class or even fun, but for Hinata, those activities were painful
rather than enjoyable. As a result, he gradually lost his interest in studying English.
Like Hinata, Asahi thought that the communicative styles did not help him study
English, and the perception did not change over the year.
Interviewer: Are you doing better in English classes than before?
Asahi: Well …
Interviewer: Not so much?
Asahi: Not so much, I think. (…)
Interviewer: How about active learning … discussions in it?
Asahi: Well, when I have more discussions, well … personally, I don’t want to
say what I am not fully confident of.
Interviewer: Right.
Asahi: In that case, I get lost in thought without speaking to others.
Interviewer: Right.
Asahi: It happened a lot.
…
Asahi: When people around me were talking casually about a difficult topic, I
often stopped talking, thinking, “Is it? Really?”
Interviewer: Right, I see. Then, you were far from being lazy …
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Asahi: Far from it.
Interviewer: You were just seriously thinking about it.
Asahi: Quite honestly, I was not expressing what I was really thinking.
Interviewer: I see. I understand. From the teachers’ point of view …
Asahi: Because part of the evaluation is being active.
Interviewer: Right.
Asahi: The teacher may be thinking that I was not serious enough. Especially
from the viewpoint of the teacher who advocates the cause of active
learning. (Asahi, Time 3)
Although Asahi had improved his English a lot since Time 1, he thought that it had
become more difficult for him to express precisely what he wanted to say. He felt that
he used to compromise with what he could say. As a result, he was irritated by his
classmates because they spoke without thinking carefully about what they wanted to
say and did not care if they did not fully express themselves. He was also worried
about what his teachers thought of him because he was quiet.
As was observed, many participants reported positive changes and a few
participants showed negative changes in their L2 motivation. In addition, it is a matter
of course that some participants show no change in their L2 motivation. The
perceptions that both those who show changes and those who do not were the ultimate
consequences as perceived by the respondent in the life-story coding, which is,
according to Clausen (1998), both “positive and negative effects for a substantial
series of potential consequences” (p. 204). During the course of their first year, these
participants went through changes and as a consequence, they perceived, or did not
perceive, changes in their motivation to study English.
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Changes in the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation. I
observed changes not only in school belonging and L2 motivation, but also in the
relationship between them. The participants experienced a variety of patterns of
changes. Some changes were straightforward. For example, when I asked the three
participants in University C to describe how they changed from Time 1 to Time 2,
Hana’s description was quite different from the other two participants. In the group
interview at Time 2, two participants in University C, Himari and Nak Yeong, said
that they were less enjoying their school life than at Time 1, but Hana said that she
had a different perception.
Hana: I am enjoying myself more than in the spring semester.
Interviewer: I see.
Hana: (…) English classes shifted their focus more on the kind of English to
be used for serving customers. They are more worth doing.
Interviewer: Serving customers? Such as … practicing useful phrases?
Hana: Something like that. (Hana, Time 2)
Hana had quite positive attitudes toward her school and English learning even at Time
1, but she said that she was enjoying her school life still more at Time 2, partly
because she thought her present English classes were more useful for her future. It
should be noted that Hana was categorized into Type 4, where students have negative
or neutral school belonging but positive L2 motivation. However, the reason why she
was generally negative or neutral in her school belonging was largely due to her
unwillingness to expand her friendship, or support by others in school belonging.
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When seen in her perceptions toward classes, or pride in membership, her school
belonging could be viewed as positive.
In contrast to the clear change seen in Hana’s case, Haru showed a different
pattern of changes. As was discussed previously, Haru kept a distance from most of
his classmates throughout the year, and kept saying in the interviews that English was
only a tool of communication, and he hated those people who show off their English
abilities. However, at Time 2, after coming back from the study abroad program in the
summer, he described enjoyment in using English. Then, at Time 3, Haru explained
that his relationship with his friends led to his use of English.
Haru: I believe I talked about I am playing music for gospel.
Interviewer: Yes, yes.
Haru: One thing is, everything in gospel is in English. And in playing gospel
… there’s a group of international students only, and one of the
members asked me to play the piano when he sings solo.
Interviewer: I see.
Haru: At that time, I needed to speak English. … So, anyhow, English … it
may be because we are at University A, I have chances to use English in
that way, for example. (Haru, Time 3)
The excerpt above shows the example of effort and enjoyment in L2 motivation. Out
of his English classes, Haru used English with international students at school (effort),
and he seemed to be enjoying using English in such a real situation (enjoyment). He
also recognized the role his university plays in his use of English. Even though Haru’s
perception of English stayed a little negative at Time 3, the relationship between
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school belonging and L2 motivation became more observable in what he described
about his English use.

Summary of the Results for Research Question 3
Research Question 3, How do students perceive school belonging and its
relationship to their motivation to learn a second language over the course of an
academic year? was answered by coding and analyzing the qualitative data obtained
by interviewing 11 first-year students three times in a year. The data indicated that the
participants talked much about school belonging and L2 motivation at all three times.
The participants also expressed their perceptions of the relationships between school
belonging and L2 motivation. Some participants, such as Yuri at University A and
Riku at University B, kept positive attitudes both toward their school and learning
English throughout the year. Those participants typically kept making new friends,
enjoyed studying English and other courses, and participated in groups and events.
Other participants, such as Hinata, kept having negative attitudes in the year. They
typically kept a distance from other students, participated in few activities at
university, and showed little interest in studying English.

Summary of Results
In this chapter, the three research questions have been answered one by one. In
the following paragraphs, the results are summarized, followed by the concluding
remarks of this chapter.
Research Question 1 of the current study concerns unidimensionality of school
belonging, and Hypothesis 1 states that school belonging can be isolated as a valid
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psychological construct among Japanese first-year university students. I addressed
this question and hypothesis quantitatively by analyzing the survey data. In this study,
school belonging is conceptualized as a broad construct consisting of three subcomponents: pride in membership, support by others, and comfort in membership,
and L2 motivation is conceptualized as a broad construct consisting of five subcomponents: effort, enjoyment, integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self. I
analyzed survey data from 540 first-year students at three times of the year using
Rasch analysis, and it was found that the psychological construct of school belonging
exists among the Japanese first-year university students and that it can reasonably be
conceptualized as a unidimensional construct comprised of three sub-components.
Thus, Hypothesis 1 has been supported.
Research Question 2 concerns the degree of relationships between school
belonging and L2 motivation among the first-year university students over the course
of the year, and Hypothesis 2 states that school belonging and L2 motivation have a
linear relationship and are positively correlated. I addressed this question and the
hypothesis both quantitatively and qualitatively. Quantitatively, I employed CFA and
GCM to analyze the survey data. Qualitatively, I coded LLHs and responses to openended questions with the eight sub-components of school belonging and L2
motivation. In addition, I coded LLHs with values coding, and responses to openended questions with magnitude coding. The results showed that school belonging
and L2 motivation were found both in the quantitative data and in the qualitative data.
The connection between school belonging and L2 motivation was even more clearly
seen in the qualitative data probably due to the difference in data collection. Thus,
Hypothesis 2 has been supported.
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Research Question 3 concerns students’ perception of school belonging and
L2 motivation among the first-year university students over the course of the year,
and I answered this question qualitatively with the interview data from 11
participants. The results showed that although participants felt school belonging and
L2 motivation at all three times, some of their perceptions changed from the
beginning toward the end of the first year. Students can feel more motivated to study
English because of higher levels of school belonging, while others can feel less so,
whether they feel more school belonging or less.
In conclusion, I have answered the three research questions with quantitative
and qualitative data analyses and the two hypotheses were supported. I have already
interpreted the results in this chapter to some extent, but in the next chapter, I will
present further interpretation regarding school belonging and L2 motivation and the
relationship between them. I will integrate quantitative and qualitative results by
presenting the results in one table, leading to discussions on consistencies and
discrepancies between them.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

In the previous chapter, I presented the results of the quantitative and
qualitative data analyses. In this chapter, I interpret the data analyses starting by
integrating the results from both. Next, the three research questions and the two
hypotheses are reexamined in succession, followed by theoretical and pedagogical
implications, limitations of the study, and implications for future research.

Merging of Quantitative and Qualitative Analyses
The purpose of this section is to put the quantitative results and the qualitative
results into one integrated discussion. As a result of quantitative analysis, the
psychological construct of school belonging was found to exist as a unidimensional
concept, and it was also found that school belonging consists of three subcomponents. L2 motivation was also found to consist of five sub-components as
hypothesized. In GCM, a model that includes school belonging and L2 motivation as
variables and school as a predictor showed good model fit, which implies that the
participants changed their perceptions toward their school and language learning, and
that these changes were influenced by their school. As a result of qualitative analysis,
evidence to show that first-year university students feel school belonging and L2
motivation at all three times of the year was found. The three sub-components of
school belonging, pride in membership, support by others, and comfort in
membership, were all found at three times, which confirmed the conceptualization of
school belonging. The comments and the interviewees were categorized into groups
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according to the patterns, and the results show that there is a positive relationship
between school belonging and L2 motivation for most participants. These qualitative
results support the findings in the quantitative analysis.
As in any research employing mixed methods design, some consistencies and
discrepancies were found between the quantitative and qualitative analyses. Following
Creswell’s (2016) suggestion that a table be shown with both the quantitative and
qualitative research results in a mixed methods research, Table 63 summarizes the
findings of the results of the current study. In the table, the similarities found in this
study are presented in the upper half, and the differences are in the lower half,
employing side-by-side joint display (Creswell, 2014).
In terms of consistencies, the main findings can be grouped into three themes:
psychological constructs of school belonging and L2 motivation, correlations between
school belonging and L2 motivation, and changes among first-year university
students. First, school belonging and L2 motivation were confirmed to be independent
psychological constructs in both analyses. In the quantitative analyses, I analyzed the
survey data using Rasch analysis and CFA. Both analyses supported viewing the
constructs as separate, unidimensional constructs. In the qualitative analyses,
evidence was found to indicate that the first-year students feel belonging to school
and motivation to study English at each of the three stages of data collection. Some
comments and excerpts seem to indicate multiple sub-categories of belonging and
motivation. Another similarity can be found concerning the relationship between
school belonging and L2 motivation. From the quantitative data analysis, correlations
were found between school belonging and L2 motivation, and CFA results show that
the model with school belonging and L2 motivation had excellent fit to the data.
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Magnitude coding in the qualitative data analysis indicated that the largest number of
comments combined both positive school belonging and positive L2 motivation.
Thus, it was concluded that the more positive participants feel toward their school, the
more motivated they are to study English. Lastly, many participants changed over the
course of the first year at university. Quantitatively, it was found that first-year
students generally became less affiliated with their school and less motivated to study
English as well. Measures of the two constructs from each of the three stages of data
collection were combined and evaluated in a single GCM, which showed good fit to
the data. Qualitatively, some interviewees said that they felt less affiliated with school
and less motivated to study English. Evidence was also found that indicated changes
in interactions of school belonging and L2 motivation over time. Thus, it can be
concluded that first-year university students change their perceptions of school and
language learning over time, and the interactions between school belonging and L2
motivation were observed in both the quantitative and qualitative data.
Discrepancies between the quantitative results and the qualitative results in
this research include the following four topics: school as a predictor, participants
showing different patterns of change, underresearched concepts and ideas in the
quantitative analyses in school belonging, and underresearched concepts and ideas in
the quantitative analyses in L2 motivation. First, although the quantitative analyses
showed that school can predict changes over time, the qualitative analyses revealed
that there was considerable variation within the groups. For example, although
participants in University B generally showed lower L2 motivation than in other
universities, the two interviewees in University B were both highly motivated to study
English. This difference might be more easily understood considering the natural
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tendency of investigating the general patterns in the quantitative analysis, as opposed
to individual differences including outliers in the qualitative analysis. Next, although
participants generally became less affiliated with school and less motivated to study
English, some participants were found to maintain their belonging and motivation
over the course of the year. In fact, exploring the difference between these two groups
of participants might help reveal how L2 motivation can be enhanced. By examining
the students who stay affiliated with school and motivated to study English, it might
become possible to help students to feel more comfortable at school and to study
English harder. In addition, some issues concerning school belonging and L2
motivation that were not investigated in the quantitative analysis emerged in the
qualitative analysis. Even though the concepts of school belonging and L2 motivation
in the current study were defined based on previous research and the survey items to
measure these constructs were prepared carefully through the pilot study, the
qualitative data analysis revealed that some possible concepts were underrepresented
in the surveys, such as belonging to multiple groups at school and concerns about the
development of translation software. Students’ sense of belonging can be felt in many
groups such as class, dormitory, and club. In addition, the rapid development of
translation software might be discouraging students from studying English, or at least
making them feel uneasy about studying English in a way that could never be
imagined previously.
As summarized above, the quantitative results and the qualitative results were
similar in some respects, and different in others. These consistencies and
discrepancies are further discussed in greater detail in the subsequent sections.
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Table 63. Summaries of Quantitative Analyses and Qualitative Analyses
Similarities between the Quantitative Results and Qualitative Results
・School belonging and L2 motivation exist as unidimensional constructs among
Japanese first-year university students, with each construct consisting of subcomponents.
・School belonging and L2 motivation have a positive relationship.
・School belonging and L2 motivation change over the course of the first year.
Differences between Quantitative Results and Qualitative Results
Quantitative

Qualitative

・School predicts changes in school
belonging and L2 motivation.

・Participants show different patterns
regardless of school.

・Participants on average feel less
school belonging and L2
motivation over time.

・Some participants maintain school
belonging and L2 motivation.

・The concept of school belonging was
conceptualized based on previous
studies and the pilot study, and
later validated.

・Some issues concerning school
belonging, such as belonging to
multiple groups, emerged.

・The concept of L2 motivation was
conceptualized based on previous
studies and the pilot study, and
later validated.

・Some issues concerning L2
motivation, such as development
of translation software, emerged.

Validity of Sense of School Belonging in Japanese University Students
This section summarizes the answer to Research Question 1, which concerned
the construct of school belonging among Japanese first-year university students, and
the validation of Hypothesis 1, which stated that school belonging can be isolated as a
valid psychological construct among Japanese first-year university students. To
address this question and the hypothesis, the data from 540 participants in the school
belonging survey were examined. Nine of the 23 items used on the survey were
borrowed from the PSSM, and I wrote the other items for the current study. It was
confirmed that these items form a unidimensional construct, and that this construct
consists of three sub-components: pride in membership, support by others, and
comfort in membership.
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As mentioned in the literature review, school belonging has never been
investigated with Japanese university students except for two preliminary studies
(Fukuda, 2014, 2015). Initiated in the United States based on the concern about high
school students’ high dropout rate, school belonging has gained recognition by
researchers outside the United States, but most studies have targeted high school or
middle school students, as seen in Table 2. Only one large study has been conducted
in Japan with its focus on younger students, and it concerned math education (Togari
et al., 2014). In addition to lack of studies investigating school belonging among
university students, some researchers called for a new research instrument more
sensitive to age and culture (e.g., Abubakar et al., 2016; Hussain et al., 2018; Slaten et
al., 2016). In sum, the school belonging survey developed for this study was an
attempt to provide more robust data, and in the Rasch analysis, the 23 items in the
school belonging survey were found to form a unidimensional construct, measuring
the levels of those students with both high and low school belonging. This result was
supported by a high Cronbach’s alpha .92.
In addition to the school belonging construct as a whole, the unidimensionality
of each sub-component in school belonging was examined. In the following
paragraphs, the three sub-components are discussed one by one. Of the three subcomponents, the one that should be discussed most carefully is pride in membership, a
concept that has been underrepresented in the previous literature. The most commonly
employed survey to measure school belonging is the PSSM, which was originally
developed, and is still mainly used, for young people such as high school students, as
was shown in Table 2. School belonging in the PSSM was conceptualized mostly as
how much students feel supported by others, especially teachers. It is understandable
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for high school students to need support from others to feel comfortable at school.
However, because the participants in the current study were all university students, it
was anticipated that school belonging might be experienced differently from younger
learners. For this reason, it was imperative to reconceptualize school belonging
among university students for accurate measurement, as suggested by Slaten et al.
(2016). While university students might be more independent than high school
students, respect toward school and teachers might be more important for university
students than for high school students. In the PSSM, the concept of pride in
membership is represented only by one item, I feel proud of belonging to this school.
This item was incorporated into the school belonging survey for the current study.
Including this item, the pride in membership sub-component of the school belonging
survey consists of eight items. Quantitatively, the eight items in this sub-component
showed good fit statistics in the Rasch analysis, supported by a Cronbach’s alpha of
.86.
The support by others sub-component in the school belonging survey differs
little from the PSSM. This sub-component is composed of seven items, six of which
were obtained from the PSSM with only one slight modification. Only one item,
SB14, I know how to find help at this university if necessary, was written to measure
how actively students can imagine getting help rather than being helped by others. In
the current study, the seven items in this sub-component also showed good fit
statistics in the Rasch analysis, supported by a high Cronbach’s alpha of .83.
Like pride in membership, the comfort in the membership sub-component also
seemed to be underrepresented in previous studies. In the PSSM, this concept is
represented by only two items, I feel I belong here and I am included in lots of
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activities at this school. However, in order to accommodate comfort (Anderman,
2003) and risk-taking (Wehlage et al., 1989), the comfort in membership subcomponent of the school belonging survey was adapted to include eight items. As in
the other two sub-components, the eight items in this sub-component showed good fit
statistics in the Rasch analysis, supported by a high Cronbach’s alpha of .83.
In sum, the school belonging survey was validated mainly through Rasch
analysis, which supported conceptualizing it as a single psychological construct
among first-year university students in Japan. Statistically, the Rasch fit statistics
support treating school belonging as a unidimensional construct, as did the PCA of
Rasch residuals, which found no large eigenvalues in the residuals. Nevertheless, it
may also be sensible under some circumstances to conceptualize school belonging as
being comprised of sub-components. This conceptualization is supported by the CFA
shown in Figure 29, which supports the divergent validity of motivation and school
belonging, both of which are specified as latent variables indicated by multiple
subcomponents. Thus, Research Question 1 was answered in the affirmative, and
Hypothesis 1 was supported. All three sub-components in school belonging were also
found to be unidimensional. This 23-item survey can be employed for different
groups of Japanese university students in the future.

Relationships Between School Belonging and L2 Motivation
This section summarizes the answers to Research Question 2, which
concerned the general relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation over
the course of the first year of university students, and the validation of Hypothesis 2,
which stated that school belonging and L2 motivation have a linear relationship and
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are positively correlated. The first part of Research Question 2, whether a general
relationship can be observed, was answered in the affirmative both quantitatively and
qualitatively as hypothesized. Quantitatively, significant correlations were found
between school belonging and L2 motivation and the relationship was linear.
Qualitatively, participants made comments connecting school belonging and L2
motivation, which was also observed in eight sub-components: pride in membership,
support by others, and comfort in membership in school belonging; effort, enjoyment,
integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self in L2 motivation. Moreover,
magnitude coding found that a great majority of the comments to the open-ended
questions indicated that the largest combination was seen between positive school
belonging and positive L2 motivation. When I employed the quadrant in Figure 33 for
the quantitative survey data, the positive relationship was observed again. Thus, it was
concluded that the more positive participants feel toward their school, the more
motivated they are to study English, and Hypothesis 2 was supported. The result
implies that if we succeed in enhancing school belonging among learners, it can lead
to motivation to study English.
In terms of the second part of Research Question 2, the changes in school
belonging and L2 motivation during the first year of university, it was found that
participants generally became less affiliated with school and less motivated to study
English from the quantitative analysis. The GCM indicated that a model with school
belonging and L2 motivation fit the data well, and the extent of school belonging and
L2 motivation, as well as any changes in them, could be predicted by examining
which school participants attended. Qualitatively, however, some participants were
found to maintain their belonging and motivation throughout the year. In fact, this
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difference could be explored to enhance L2 motivation among students. By
examining the participants who stayed affiliated with school and motivated to study
English, it might become possible to help students feel more comfortable at school
and to study English harder. These results will be discussed in greater detail in the
pedagogical implications.

Student Perceptions of School Belonging and L2 Motivation
This section summarizes the answers to Research Question 3, which
concerned perceptions of students on their school belonging and L2 motivation over
the course of the year. As discussed in the previous section, quantitatively, the results
of school belonging and L2 motivation surveys showed that participants generally
became less affiliated with school and less motivated to study English over the course
of the year. In GCM, it was found that school belonging and L2 motivation are
interrelated, an interaction was found over time, and the university they attend seems
to influence the changes. Simply put, the university can be a predictor of school
belonging and L2 motivation, influencing how the two constructs change over time.
However, even in the same university, participants differ in terms of their perceptions
of school and English learning, and also in how their perceptions change over time.
For example, in the quantitative analysis, it was found that participants at University
C generally felt less affiliated with their school and less motivated to study English
over time, and the rate was higher at University C than at other universities. In the
qualitative analysis, however, the three interviewees at University C had different
perceptions of their school belonging and L2 motivation and also of the changes in
their perceptions over the course of the first year. Of the three interviewees, Nak
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Yeong showed a strong school belonging and L2 motivation at Time 1, but at Time 2
and Time 3, both her school belonging and L2 motivation dropped. Himari showed a
strong school belonging but her L2 motivation stayed low throughout the year, and
Hana had neutral school belonging, but maintained high L2 motivation. The three
participants at University C were interviewed as one group, and even after Nak Yeong
and Himari said that they were not enjoying English classes at Time 3, Hana did not
hesitate to say that her perceptions were different, and that she was generally enjoying
English classes because what they were learning would be useful in her future job.
The changes of perceptions, including the participants in University C, were
summarized in the quadrant in Figure 35, which shows the complex changes of
learners’ perceptions of school belonging and L2 motivation.
These diverse perceptions among students at one university looked even more
diverse when the sub-components of school belonging and L2 motivation were
examined. Himari, a demotivated participant at University C, also felt less school
belonging in terms of pride in membership and support by others, especially teachers’
support. However, Himari stated that she felt comfortable being at university and she
maintained this feeling. Even though she was not a regular attendee in class, she was
serious about her responsibility at the school festival and on the graduation party
committee. In addition, she kept expanding her friendships through extracurricular
activities. Thus, Himari’s school belonging looked low in the pride in membership
sub-component but high in the comfort in membership sub-component. Her support
by others looked low regarding the relationship with teachers, but high regarding the
relationship with other students. Hana, who maintained a high level of L2 motivation
throughout the year, showed a different pattern when examining the sub-components
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of school belonging. She maintained her respect to her teachers and an interest in the
content of her classes, whether they were English classes or classes outside the
English language program, but she was not involved in as many school events as
Himari. Although Hana was willing to help her university when asked to participate in
the open house events for high school students, her participation in the events and
groups at school was limited to a minimum. Her lack of interest in campus events and
school clubs is understandable, because Hana was so busy with her internship and
attending events such as job fairs that she had no extra time either during the semester
or during the vacation periods. Moreover, she stated that she was uninterested in
expanding her friendships outside her department. Thus, in Hana’s case, her school
belonging was high in the pride of membership sub-component but low in the comfort
in membership sub-component. In sum, despite the general patterns in school
belonging and L2 motivation found in the quantitative analysis, the interview data
showed that students’ perceptions differed even when attending the same university,
and their school belonging levels were uneven among the sub-components. Although
school belonging was found to be a unidimensional concept in the quantitative data
analysis, the three sub-components can be felt differently in one learner.
Before analyzing the data, I thought that participants would feel a higher
degree of school belonging and L2 motivation if attending well-known universities
such as University A and University B than at less prestigious universities such as
University C and University D. However, differences between more prestigious
universities and less prestigious ones were not detected in either school belonging or
L2 motivation. In the responses to the open-ended question on the surveys and in the
interviews as well, no such tendencies were found, either. For both types of
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universities, there were participants who felt strong school belonging and L2
motivation, and there were others who did not. In this regard, the participants at
University B were found to have less motivation to study English generally, even
though they were attending a prestigious university. The reason might be that they
were science and engineering majors, in other words STEM students, who are known
to be less motivated to study English (Apple, Falout, & Hill, 2013; Kimura, Nakata, &
Okumura, 2001; Tanaka, 2017a).
In sum, Research Question 3 was answered mainly by observing diverse
trajectories among the 11 interviewees. The participants showed different patterns in
their perceptions of school and learning English, and they all changed or stayed
unchanged in unique ways. Although general patterns were found in the quantitative
analysis in the process of validating Hypotheses 1 and 2, the analysis for Research
Question 3 showed that the participants perceived the same university differently, and
that the perceptions that participants had changed in various ways over time. Further
investigations of such students who maintain a high level of school belonging and
high L2 motivation might help researchers mitigate the hardships that other students
with a low level of school belonging and L2 motivation experience.

Theoretical Implications
The current study has implications for theories concerning school belonging
and L2 motivation, and also for quantitative research methodology, such as Rasch
analysis and SEM. In the following discussions, based on the results presented in the
previous chapter, implications for school belonging and L2 motivation are first
discussed, followed by discussions about quantitative research methods.
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Implications for School Belonging Theory
Theoretical implications for school belonging that can be derived from this
research fall into three categories: the construct of school belonging as represented by
three sub-components, how school belonging is experienced by different groups, and
the school types that might influence school belonging. First, school belonging among
university students can be conceptualized as one large factor consisting of three subcomponents. As discussed, previous research on school belonging was conducted
mainly on secondary students, and school belonging has been conceptualized mainly
as the extent to which students feel supported by others, such as other students and
teachers. This conceptualization is reflected in the construction of the most-often
employed survey, the PSSM, written by Goodenow (1993b). In analyzing the PSSM
with SEM, Abubakar et al. (2016) categorized the 18 items according to the target to
measure into five groups of items: school, other people, students, teachers, and self.
According to this categorization, the target of school is measured by five items, other
people is measured by three, students is measured by two, teachers is measured by
four, and self is measured by four. The only item that seems to measure pride in
membership is I feel proud of belonging to this school, which is categorized under
school. In the current study, because one purpose was to investigate the construct of
school belonging among university students, and it was assumed that pride plays an
important role when students feel they belong to that university, the pride in
membership sub-component was targeted by eight items. The statistical results show
that pride in membership works well in investigating school belonging among
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Japanese university students. Thus, school belonging can be conceptualized
differently depending on the population to be investigated.
Second, this study suggests that school belonging among university students is
felt differently depending on the group. As previously discussed, pride in membership
and comfort in membership, which were underrepresented in the previous school
belonging literature, were explored in greater detail in the current study and the
quantitative analysis succeeded in finding unidimensionality in school belonging
among first-year university students in Japan. In the qualitative research, however, the
factors that can influence the levels of school belonging were found to be working in
smaller units. More specifically, in order to examine the participation in various
groups, the school belonging survey had only one item, SB19, I am included in lots of
activities at this university. In the qualitative data, however, evidence was found that
showed school belonging in various non-academic contexts, such as clubs and
dormitory life. For example, Yuri, one of the interviewees at University A, repeatedly
mentioned her friendship in multiple groups, including her class, dormitory, and club.
In contrast, Hinata, another interviewee at University A, belonged to no club or
extracurricular group, and he thought that he was an outsider in his class. In addition,
in the comments to the open-ended questions on the survey, participants explained
that in the international dormitories at University A and University B, they were
taking advantage of opportunities to make international friends, and to use different
languages. Thus, the findings in the above qualitative analysis suggest different types
of groups where students might feel belonging.
Third, the results imply that the type of school one attends impacts school
belonging. In Japan, universities can be vastly different in their level of prestige and
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the types of programs they offer such as ones that focus on the social sciences or
natural sciences. In the attempt to validate Hypothesis 2, it was found that school
could be included as a predictor in the GCM model in which school belonging and L2
motivation show relatedness over time. Although the purpose of collecting data from
four universities in the current study was to be able to generalize the results as widely
as possible, as opposed to claiming that the type of school is a predictor of school
belonging or L2 motivation, this topic arose as an implication of the concept of school
belonging. Only a limited amount of research has been conducted on what types of
schools foster school belonging and L2 motivation and to what extent. In the previous
research on school belonging, Van Houtte and Van Maele (2012) found that in
secondary education in Belgium, students in vocational schools generally feel less
school belonging than those in academic schools. In the United States, Smerdon
(2002) came to a similar conclusion with American high school students when she
compared the students who were in the academic track and those who were not. In the
studies regarding L2 motivation, university students in Japan who major in science
and engineering were found to be less motivated to study English than those majoring
in other academic fields (Apple, Falout, & Hill, 2013; Kimura, Nakata, & Okumura,
2001; Tanaka, 2017a). School-related factors such as the type of school and the
majors offered are likely to be interrelated, and their influence on school belonging
and L2 motivation can be examined in a model using CFA. Although it is impossible
to know why school predicts school belonging and L2 motivation in the statistical
model of the current study, it is at least implied that the type of school can be included
in the model.
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In sum, three implications for school belonging can be presented as a result of
this research. First, school belonging can be conceptualized as a large construct
consisting of three sub-components among Japanese university students. Second,
school belonging is experienced in different groups, not only in class but in clubs and
dormitories. Third, school types predict the extent of school belonging that students
feel and the L2 motivation that school belonging leads to.

Implications for L2 Motivation Theory
In terms of L2 motivation, three issues arose from the current study: changes
in the ways of learning English due to the Internet, concerns about the future of
English due to the development of translation software, and the ways in which L2
motivation can be enhanced by fostering school belonging. First, it was found that
technology is changing the way learners are exposed to English. Even before starting
this research, it was understood that the Internet had changed the way of learning
English, and this phenomenon was incorporated by making a minor revision of one
item in the L2 motivation survey from the previous study to the current study. More
specifically, one of the two items borrowed from Sick (2007) for the effort subcomponent in the L2 motivation survey, MOT08, was changed from I try to learn
English not only in the classroom but also from other sources such as English
newspapers and magazines to I try to learn English from other sources such as the
Internet, to reflect the change of media during the last decade that students typically
rely on for learning English. In this research, another issue concerning the use of the
Internet, that is using social media in communicating in and learning English
emerged. In the qualitative data, social media, such as Facebook and Twitter, were
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often mentioned. For example, Yuri, one of the interviewees used social media to stay
in contact with her high school friends in English, and another participant, Riku, also
used social media to communicate in English with his Chinese friend. Research on L2
motivation has been modified according to the changes in the ways of learning
English, especially due to the Internet, and it has to keep changing.
Second, it was implied by the current study that the development of translation
software has already been influencing motivation to study English among university
students. This was not anticipated at the outset of the study, but in response to one of
the open-ended questions, one student expressed his concern about the future use of
translation software and one interviewee also mentioned it. Conceptualizing this issue
in the five sub-components of L2 motivation, namely effort, enjoyment,
integrativeness, instrumentality, and ideal L2 self, if a learner is intrinsically
motivated to study English, enjoying the process of acquiring the language with
effort, the negative influence of the development of translation software might be
limited. In contrast, if a learner is more extrinsically motivated to study English,
thinking of using English as an instrument, it might lead to less effort in learning
English. Although this development seems to be negatively influencing some learners’
motivation already, this issue is likely to become even larger in L2 motivation
research in the future.
Lastly, it was implied that L2 motivation could be enhanced by promoting
school belonging among university students. Strategies for enhancing motivation to
study English have been extensively discussed. For example, practical ideas to
enhance L2 motivation have been published, employing group dynamics (e.g.,
Hadfield, 1992) and ideal L2 self (e.g., Dörnyei & Kubanyiova, 2014; Hadfield &
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Dörnyei, 2013). These ideas have been employed by language instructors for class
and by SLA researchers for research, including Gałajda (2012), who used eight
activities in total in Hadfield (1992), one activity each for eight weeks to enhance
group cohesion and inter-member relations among English learners. In the current
study, although no intervention was employed, both quantitative and qualitative
analyses suggested that school belonging led to motivation to study English.
Quantitatively, GCM found that students’ sense of belonging and L2 motivation
interact in their growth over the year, and qualitatively, evidence was found to
indicate that school belonging led to L2 motivation, such as support by other students
leading to effort in studying English. Although the weights of each sub-component or
the paths from sub-components to others were not fully investigated, it can be said
that there are paths from feeling sense of belonging to motivation to study English,
and by enhancing school belonging, students’ L2 motivation can be heightened.
In sum, three things concerning L2 motivation were implied. More and more
students seem to be using social media to enhance their study and communication in
English. This trend seems to be positively influencing L2 motivation. In addition, due
to the development of translation software, some students seem to think that they
might be wasting time learning English, which could be negatively influencing L2
motivation. Third, it is possible to say that enhancing school belonging can lead to
higher L2 motivation.

Implications for Research Methodology
In addition to the conceptual framework about school belonging and L2
motivation, this research has implications for quantitative research methods, such as
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the Rasch model and SEM. The necessity of rigorous quantitative research methods
has been recognized for a long time. Ellis (1985) suggested that researchers in SLA
employ sophisticated research methods to show causal relationships, not just
correlational analyses, and Csizér and Dörnyei (2005) said that although SEM is
appropriate for explaining causal relationships, it is underutilized in SLA. Plonsky
(2014) found that only a small amount of research in SLA was conducted employing
Rasch analysis or SEM, and when Winke (2014) examined 39 studies in SLA that had
employed SEM, only six of them focused on motivation, and none of them
investigated motivational changes over time. Winke (2014) argued that considering
the surge in interest in dynamic systems theory, analyzing complex phenomenon
employing SEM is recommended. Thus, the approach of the current study is an
answer to these concerns in that it employed the Rasch model to verify Hypothesis 1
and SEM to verify Hypothesis 2. The ways in which these statistical analyzing
methods were employed are summarized in the following paragraphs.
To verify Hypothesis 1, Rasch analyses were employed for unidimensionality
of the main constructs of this research: school belonging and L2 motivation. Rasch
analysis is superior in several ways to the traditional methods that can examine the
same kinds of data, such as Cronbach’s alpha. As previously discussed, using the
Rasch model for survey validation has five advantages over the traditional statistical
analyses (Apple, 2013). First, the Rasch model uses fit statistics to demonstrate the
quality of both persons and items measured by the hypothesized construct, and by
examining the items that do not contribute to the construct, researchers can revise the
survey. In the current study, items in the surveys were examined both in the pilot
study and in the main study, and the problems observed were adapted by deleting the
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items or modifying them. Second, in Rasch analysis, reliability and separation figures
are provided both for persons and items, which are useful for examining how reliable
the items and population are. In the current study, these figures were examined both
in the pilot study and in the main study. Not all the figures showed good results, but
they were insightful for developing further research directions. Third, the Rasch
model uses measure to indicate the item endorsability, instead of raw scores, and
fourth, by visualizing the measures in an item-person map, the relative levels of the
persons and items are displayed on a single scale. In the current study, the measures
were displayed in the item-person maps. Lastly, a principal component analysis
(PCA) of the Rasch residuals shows the degree to which all items demonstrate
coherence to a single dimension. In the current study, a PCA of the residuals was
conducted for the two large factors and their eight sub-components, and none of the
principal contrasts indicated any significant secondary constructs.
To verify Hypothesis 2, SEM was employed. More specifically, CFA, which
is a type of SEM, was conducted to examine the constructs of school belonging and
L2 motivation, and GCM, another type of SEM, was conducted to examine the
changes of school belonging and L2 motivation over the course of the school year.
Byrne (2016) explains that EFA is employed when the links between the observed
variables and latent variables are uncertain, and CFA is appropriate when the
researcher knows to some extent the latent variable structure. Thus, in the pilot study
of the current study, EFA was employed because the links between the responses to
the items and the factors such as school belonging and L2 motivation were not yet
validated. Then, in the main study, CFA was employed because the main purpose of
the factor analysis was to examine the model fit of the hypothesized structures. In
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terms of GCM, Duncan et al. (2006) argue that GCM is better to analyze longitudinal
data than other strategies, such as regression analysis, because GCM captures not only
participants’ developmental trajectory but also individual differences in these
trajectories over time. In the current study, the research design was longitudinal in
that data were collected three times a year, and by employing GCM, it was found that
participants changed over time, and the changes in school belonging and L2
motivation were predicted by which school they attended.
In sum, this study found that it is possible to employ sophisticated statistical
research methods, such as Rasch analysis and SEM, to investigate school belonging
and L2 motivation. Rasch analysis, which uses logits rather than raw scores, is more
appropriate to analyze survey data than traditional statistical analyses, and SEM,
which enables researchers to examine causality and longitudinal data considering
individual differences, is more appropriate to examine data collected multiple times.

Pedagogical Implications
The results of this study can be applied to education in order to improve
teaching. More specifically, when teachers and administrators find a connection
between school belonging and L2 motivation, the knowledge can be used to reform a
language course and to devise lesson plans. Because previous literature on school
belonging is found primarily in educational psychology, and the idea of school
belonging has rarely been discussed in the field of SLA, the implications discussed
here might be unfamiliar to language teachers and administrators for language
programs. However, much to share has been discovered in the current study. Thus, for
the benefit of English education in general and also for those involved in English
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teaching and English learning in class, in the following section I share my thoughts
about how we can foster a sense of school belonging that leads to L2 motivation, and
also how L2 motivation can be enhanced in relation to English medium courses.

Strategies to Foster School Belonging
The results of this study suggest that enhancing school belonging can induce
students to study English more. In this section, following a brief summary of previous
experimental studies that sought to foster school belonging, three pedagogical
implications related to fostering school belonging are discussed: support from senior
students, providing various groups and places in which students could feel
comfortable at school, and encouraging mutual support in class. The first two
suggestions are appropriate for university and language program administrators and
the last suggestion is suitable for individual language teachers.
As reported in the literature review, educational psychologists have
experimented with various types of interventions to enhance school belonging. Some
of these interventions might be applied to English learning in Japanese universities.
For example, Walton and Cohen (2011) tried an intervention that asked students to
read a report on university life written by more senior students. A similar procedure
was employed more recently by Friesen (2019). Quinn (2013) discussed possible
influences of school events, and Freeman et al. (2007) sent letters and small gifts with
the university name and logo to students in order to enhance school belonging. More
recently, Ritchie and Gaulter (2020) employed a dance intervention to influence
migrant students’ sense of belonging. The results of these experimental studies
indicate that school belonging can be enhanced, leading to a school life where
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students are more connected with one another, feeling safe to build confidence and
meaningful engagement.
Although these previous studies were conducted to enhance school belonging
in general, the ideas could be applied to enhance school belonging among first-year
university students in Japan. For instance, having students read reports written by
senior students could be an option when we attempt to enhance our students’
motivation to study. From the interview data in the current study, it was found that
first-year students were positively influenced by senior students. For example, Haru at
University A had a mixed attitude toward learning English. He understood the
importance of English well, but he was not committed to his English classes, nor did
he want to get involved in the English class activities. Still, he was very keen on his
music activities, and he learned the importance of English from a senior student in a
music club, who also suggested that Haru should go on to graduate school overseas.
Following Haru’s example, university administrators and language program
coordinators could devise a means to collect advice on learning English from senior
students and have first-year students read it. It might also be possible to have small
events where first-year students can meet and listen to stories told by senior students
who successfully completed English courses or are taking content courses in English,
such as economics and physics.
Another idea for fostering school belonging among first-year university
students would be to provide various types of groups for students to join. The first
year at university is an important transition period (Sherrod et al., 1993), during
which time students can find a comfortable place and group to belong to (Wilcox et
al., 2005) and form their identity as an adult (Sugimura & Shimizu, 2010). The
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current study found that students enjoy their university life in various places, such as
their class, club, and dormitory. For example, one interviewee at University A, Yuri,
had good relationships with her classmates, with her friends at the samba club, and
also with her roommates at her dormitory throughout the year. There may be nothing
to worry about such extroverted students as Yuri, because they maintain close
relationships with many others in multiple groups. There are, however, other students
who form close relationships with others only in certain groups. For example, Haruto,
who was a mathematics major at University B, quit the computer club after the spring
semester, but made new friends in his English class. At Time 1, he said that he was
enjoying going to a club where students made games with a computer, but at Time 2,
he said that he had quit but was thinking of joining in another club, and at Time 3, he
belonged to no club. At the same time, he made friends with some students in his
department who happened to be taking the same English class. Haruto’s case
exemplifies those students who belong to a certain group comfortably even if they fail
to do so in another. By making it sure that students have a selection of groups to
choose from, it will be possible for such students as Haruto to feel belonging to at
least one group.
Closely related to the issue above is how to help those students who feel they
do not belong to any group. It is inevitable that we have some students who do not
belong to any group, and may feel left out at school. For example, one interviewee,
Hinata, distanced himself from his classmates, and did not belong to any groups on
campus. He lost confidence and motivation to study English toward the end of the
first year. It is yet known how his university or his teachers could have helped Hinata
feel more comfortable at school and study English more. In spite of his general low
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level of L2 motivation, Hinata did not lose his motivation to study English
completely. In the response to the open-ended question at Time 3, he said that he
wanted to keep studying English. In addition, he seemed to have no serious mental
health disorders, seeing that he kept having a part-time job at a local DIY shop, and
volunteered to come to the interviews for this study. He stayed after every interview
to ask me questions. At this moment, it is impossible to say which types of groups are
better to enhance Hinata’s school belonging, but it is at least possible to say that such
students should be given a safe place to feel comfortable at school such as a library
(Wittmann & Fisher-Allison, 2020). Universities may often cater to students who are
active and extroverted, but everyone needs a place to relax and feel that they belong,
even if the place may not be a group of people.
One more way to apply the idea of fostering school belonging pedagogically is
encouraging students to help each other in class, which is included in the support by
others sub-component of school belonging. This suggestion is more relevant for
language teachers than for schools and administrators, because the idea would be
applied in class. Unlike school belonging, group work has been extensively
researched in SLA, which to a lesser extent, is also true of group dynamics. Previous
research in these areas offers guidance on how teachers can apply the current study to
education. One of those applications can be found in the concept of ideal classmates,
which was proposed by Murphey et al. (2014). Encouraging students to be ideal
classmates is simple and easy to practice in class. First, teachers ask an open-ended
question in how they can help each other in class to study English more. Teachers
make a list of ideas collected by students, and show it to students. Once or twice
during the course of the semester or school year, students are asked how much they
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are doing the things on the list. This prompt can be employed or applied in different
settings by teachers (Davis, 2018; Murphey & Iswanti, 2014; Peragine, 2019), and it
has been found that these questions and activities lead to L2 motivation. Erikson
(2019) argues that ideal classmates poses a possibility of fostering possible others as
opposed to possible self. In the current study, school belonging is conceptualized not
only as what students get from others, as represented by such items in the school
belonging survey as item SB20, When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking
other students about it and item SB21, When I have a question, I feel comfortable
asking my teachers about it, but also as what students do for others, as indicated by
such an item as SB22, I feel comfortable when I am asked to help others at this
university. School belonging, which included the comfort in membership subcomponent indicated by these items, was found to be significantly related to L2
motivation over time. Thus, based on previous research on ideal classmates conducted
by Murphey et al. (2014) and other teachers inspired by ideal classmates, together
with the results of the current study, it can be suggested that language teachers
employ the ideal classmates prompt to encourage mutual support among students.
Such activities could result in greater motivation to study English.
In sum, three suggestions are offered to foster school belonging. School
administrators can provide opportunities for first-year students to get support from
more senior students, and can support the creation or development of a variety of
groups or places to which students can belong. In addition, language teachers can
encourage students to support each other, for example by having them think about
ideal classmates.
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Implications for English as a Medium of Instruction
It was found that many participants are interested in using English in the
mainstream education program, in addition to English classes. Although I
conceptualized L2 motivation only in the context of English class and in everyday
life, many participants discussed English use in content courses, especially in the
interviews. For example, Kaito at University A became interested in applying to the
university when he attended a sample lecture in economics provided in English on a
visit to an open house when he was a high school student. Yuri, another student at
University A, was taking physics in English at Time 2. Besides courses provided in
English, Haru at University A and Riku at University B talked about reading a
textbook written in English in their content courses. In addition, Hinata at University
A was taking biology in Japanese, where students had to write reports in English. The
opportunities to use English in content courses, not only in language classes, may be
influencing whether high school students apply to a certain university, how much
students feel proud to be at that university, and how much university students want to
study English.
Currently, an increasing number of Japanese universities are starting to offer
English as a medium of instruction (EMI) courses (Aizawa & Rose, 2019; Iino,
2019). Brown (2014) reported that at least 25% of Japanese universities provided
some types of EMI courses as of 2014, and five years later the percentage grew to
42.0% (MEXT, 2019). As noted previously, University A is a bilingual university of
Japanese and English, and used to be known as one of the few universities in Japan
that provided courses in natural sciences and social sciences in English. However, it is
now easy to find such courses in other Japanese universities, too. In response to this
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trend, University A is increasing the percentage of courses taught in English. The
ministry of education in Japan (MEXT) announced in 2014 a higher education
initiative that intended to enhance internationalization, including adding more EMI
courses. To that end, 37 Japanese universities were selected and provided with
financial support to help realize their aim. University A was chosen as one of those
universities, and plans to increase the number of EMI courses from 240 in 2013 to
560 in 2023, accounting for 16.5% and 40.0% of the total number of courses offered,
respectively (Aizawa & Rose, 2019, p. 1131).
Nonetheless, no concerted efforts seem to be being made for good EMI
courses in Japan. Universities, including University A, might be introducing, or
increasing the number of, EMI courses, because they may appeal to the society or to
future applicants. In order to help students to study in EMI courses well, university
administrators and program directors need to analyze what is plausible and necessary
to encourage students to take EMI courses. By hearing students’ voices, and getting
help from language teachers, Japanese universities are more likely to provide
programs that are good both for the internationalization of the university and for the
improvement of their language program.

Summaries of Discussions
Following the results presented in the previous chapter, important issues were
discussed in this chapter. First, by merging the quantitative and qualitative results in a
single table, similarities and differences between the two results were clearly seen.
The three research questions were answered one by one, and the two
hypotheses were verified. School belonging was a unidimensional construct,
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consisting of three sub-components, school belonging and L2 motivation were found
to interact over time, and participants showed a variety of patterns in school
belonging, L2 motivation, and the interactions between the two.
Theoretically, it was implied that school belonging can be conceptualized
according to specific groups of participants, that school belonging can be felt
differently depending on the group, and that school may be a predictor of the levels of
school belonging. In terms of L2 motivation, it was implied that L2 motivation might
be changing because of the Internet, that the development of translation software
might be impacting L2 motivation, and that school belonging may lead to L2
motivation. In addition, advanced quantitative methods, such as Rasch analysis and
SEM, can be employed to investigate psychological issues, such as school belonging
and L2 motivation.
Pedagogically, university administrators and language teachers can be advised
to foster school belonging, which may lead to a higher level of L2 motivation. Firstyear university students can feel a greater degree of school belonging when being
given opportunities to learn from more senior students and a variety of groups to
choose from, and can also experience a greater sense of belonging if encouraged to
support each other in class.
It was also found that using English in content courses can have a large impact
on students’ school belonging and L2 motivation. Considering that an increasing
number of Japanese universities offer EMI courses, students’ voices in those courses
need to be heard.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

This chapter provides a brief summary of the findings of this research,
limitations of the study, and suggestions for future research, followed by some final
remarks. The findings are summarized in order of the research questions, the
limitations common in social sciences and specific to this research are explained, and
the suggestions based on the limitations and other suggestions are made.

Summary of the Findings
This section summarizes the findings of this research, addressing the three
research questions and two hypotheses. The first research question concerned the
existence of a sense of school belonging among first-year university students in Japan,
and the first hypothesis stated that school belonging can be isolated as a valid
psychological construct among Japanese first-year university students. The question
was answered in the affirmative and the hypothesis was supported through Rasch
analyses on the survey data collected at three points during the first year at four
universities. Previous studies mostly focused on middle school students in the United
States, but in this study, school belonging was validated as a unidimensional construct
among first-year university students from four universities in Japan.
The second research question concerned the relationship between school
belonging and L2 motivation during the first year at university and the second
hypothesis stated that school belonging and L2 motivation have a linear relationship
and are positively correlated. Quantitatively, this question was examined through
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confirmatory factor analysis and growth curve modeling, and it was found that both
school belonging and L2 motivation generally decreased among the participants, that
school belonging and L2 motivation were interrelated in one model, and that school
can predict changes in school belonging and L2 motivation over time. Qualitatively,
evidence to show the two large factors of this study, namely school belonging and L2
motivation, and also their eight sub-components was found at each of the three times
of data collection. Moreover, magnitude coding confirmed the close relationship
between school belonging and L2 motivation. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported.
The third research question concerned the perceptions that first-year students
have toward their school and English learning. This question was answered by
analyzing interview data of 11 students. Some participants showed positive
relationships between school belonging and L2 motivation, such as Yuri at University
A and Riku at University B, who felt proud of being at their university and stayed
motivated to study English throughout the year. However, other patterns were found,
such as Hinata, who felt low school belonging and low L2 motivation throughout the
year, and Haru, who felt high L2 motivation in general but low motivation in English
classes. In sum, it was found from the interview data analysis that in spite of the
general tendency of the relationship between school belonging and L2 motivation and
the decline of those feelings, participants differed in their feelings toward their school
and learning English.
These findings have conceptual implications and pedagogical implications as
summarized in the previous chapter. I will discuss further implications for future
research later in this chapter, after the limitations of the current study.
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Limitations of the Study
As in any research, the current study has limitations. Limitations common in
most studies should be pointed out first. The number of participants, especially the
number in less prestigious universities, was small and could have been greater. The
number of research sites could also have been greater, and data could have been
collected from other cohorts. Additional participants from different institutions might
have strengthened statistical conclusions by creating greater variance in the person
measures, and would have increased confidence in generalizations to other situations.
In addition to the above limitations common in social sciences, three limitations
specific to the current study are discussed below: skew of the numbers of participants,
languages investigated in the research, and duration of the study. First, the numbers of
participants from the four universities were skewed. As was reported, the numbers of
participants were large in University A and University B, but much smaller in
University C and University D. As previously described, University A and University
B are prestigious and University C and University D are less prestigious. The
participants from University C and University D contributed to generalizability of the
results to some extent, and as a result of diversity of the data from those universities,
it was demonstrated in the GCM that school could predict changes of school
belonging and L2 motivation over time. However, if more data could be collected
from less prestigious universities, a clearer picture of the general population of
Japanese university students might emerge. Additionally, LLH data were mainly
collected at Time 1, and significantly lower numbers of participants wrote LLHs at
Time 2 and Time 3.
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This study is also limited in terms of the L2 that was investigated. Although
this study was conducted on L2 motivation, the language investigated was limited to
English. In the L2 motivation survey used to collect quantitative data, the participants
were asked about English rather than about a second language in 32 of the 33 items
except for the item MOT20, I would like to live in a foreign country for a few years.
However, students in Japanese universities are learning and using other languages,
too. For example, one interviewee, Riku, was learning Chinese at University B in
addition to English and he was trying his Chinese with his Chinese friend whom he
happened to become friends with while traveling in Malaysia. Another interviewee,
Nak Yeong, is originally from Seoul, Korea, and she spoke Japanese as the second
language, and English as the third. She was more motivated to learn Japanese than
English. These participants may have more to say about language learning and using
their second and third languages, if they are asked more questions about the languages
in the interview.
One more limitation specific to the current study is that the data were only
collected during the first year of university. Even though the topic of this study is
what students experience during the first year, the results and repercussions could
appear in the second year or later. For example, when I happened to see Reo, one
interviewee, on campus during his second year at university, he seemed to have
changed his mind. In the interviews for this research, he only talked about becoming a
researcher in physics for his future career, but when I casually asked him about his
future in the second year, he said that he was taking education courses in order to get
a high school teaching license. Realizing the difficulty of getting a research job in
physics about the end of the first year, he started thinking of a high school science
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teacher as a future career at the beginning of his second year. If he was seriously
thinking of becoming a high school science teacher, the thought might influence his
motivation to study English because high school science teachers may well have
fewer opportunities to use English than researchers in physics. Thus, I realized that
the reality of what happened during the first year could also be investigated from the
data collected in the second year or later.
In sum, this study has limitations common in social science research, such as
the number of participants, and limitations specific to this research, such as skew of
participants from the four universities, the number of languages investigated, and the
length of data collection. How these limitations could be addressed in future research
is discussed in the next section.

Suggestions for Future Research
The results of the current study suggest several areas of potentially fruitful
research that could be conducted on school belonging and L2 motivation in the future.
In this section three suggestions are first made based on the limitations discussed in
the previous section, followed by one more suggestion based on the findings in the
current study.
Three limitations to the current study were acknowledged in the previous
section. The generalizability of the results is weak because the data were mainly
drawn from prestigious universities. In addition, the findings imply that school types,
such as majors, can be more influential than how elite the university is, and that
individual differences can matter more than which school students attend. However,
the current study had few participants from less prestigious universities. To bolster the
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generalizability of the findings, this study could be replicated using data drawn from a
wider range of universities, particularly universities with lower status.
Next, future research could investigate school belonging and L2 motivation
among a wider range of language learners such as students who are learning a
language other than English and students with a non-Japanese background. In the
official guideline of the Japanese ministry of education, language education at the
high school level is not limited to English (MEXT, n.d.), but most high school
students only have English as a choice for foreign language courses, and many
students in Japan start learning an additional language, such as Chinese or French, in
the first year at university. Learning such languages may well be related to their
school belonging such as pride in membership and to L2 motivation such as
enjoyment and instrumentality. In addition, non-Japanese university students studying
in Japan who speak Japanese as their second language and are learning English as the
third language, could be a target of research. Whether these students have different
perceptions toward their school than Japanese students resulting in different levels of
L2 motivation could be an important research topic in today’s globalizing world. Such
information would be useful for administrators of Japanese universities and language
instructors who have non-Japanese students in their classes. The number of nonJapanese international students is steadily increasing in Japan, but many of them
speak English as a second or third language. The websites of University A and
University B have the information on the numbers of students in terms of nationality.
In University A, as of 2019 October, 14.92% (n = 404) of the 2,708 students were
non-Japanese students. Of those international students, the largest group was
American (n = 104), but 168 students were from China, Korea, or Taiwan. In
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University B, as of 2019 July, 11.76% (n = 6,124) of the 52,078 enrolled students
were non-Japanese, and of those international students, 76.18% were from China,
Korea, or Taiwan. It can be assumed that for most of those students, English was the
second or third language, and they were taking language courses at their university.
One interviewee, Nak Yeong, was a Korean student, studying English as her third
language, after Japanese. In the interview, she said that she wanted to study Japanese
more, which makes sense because she was living in Japan and attending a Japanese
university. She also said that it was strange for her to study English in the Japanese
education system, because before coming to Japan she was educated in Korea only.
How we can help these international students keep motivated to study English may be
an important future topic for research.
Lastly, students’ perceptions during the second year or later could be
investigated. The current study focused on first-year university students. This is one
of the most important transition periods for most people, and is a priority for
investigation. However, in order to help first-year students succeed in their learning,
research could also be conducted on more senior students. As was seen in the case of
Reo, student experiences in the first year could manifest results in later years. In this
research, data were collected at three time points: Time 1 was a few months after
students entered university, Time 2 was a few months into the second semester after
the summer break, and Time 3 was toward the end of the first year. The research was
carefully designed and successful to some extent in collecting data to examine the
changes in their perceptions of school belonging and L2 motivation. The influences
and repercussions of what students experienced in the first year, however, can emerge
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after they finish the first year. In future research, additional data could be collected in
the second year or later.
In addition to the suggestions above, which are related to the limitations of the
current study, one more suggestion could be made for future research: investigation of
advanced learners of English. There were such advanced learners of English among
the interviewees in this study. Yuri was educated in English at an international school
in the Middle East before entering university. Kaito lived in the United States until he
was four years old, and after coming back to Japan, he continued studying English
intensively. Haru said, after staying in Canada for six weeks in the summer, that
English was no longer a subject to study but a language for communication. In fact,
the existence of such advanced learners was behind the employment of the term
second language instead of foreign language for the title of this paper. For these
students, English is no longer a foreign language but their second language in that
they not only study English as a school subject or career goal, but also use it in their
everyday life. The use of English in their everyday life makes it complicated for
researchers to investigate their motivation to study English. As was seen in the case of
Kaito, he knew that he could use English for his everyday life and for writing reports,
even if not perfectly, and the confidence seemed to be negatively influencing his
motivation to study English further. Development of ways in which we can help these
advanced students can be a topic for future investigation.
In sum, students in less prestigious universities, languages other than English,
perceptions in the second year or later, and advanced learners could be fruitful areas
for future investigation. The research on these topics that emerged from the results of
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the current study will enable language program administrators and language teachers
to help students study more comfortably and more efficiently.

Concluding Comments
The largest contribution that I believe this study has made to the development
of SLA is introduction of the concept of school belonging to this academic area.
Belonging, which has been widely investigated in psychology and educational
psychology, has been practically ignored as a psychological factor in SLA. In this
study, it was found that the sense of school belonging as a psychological construct
does exist at least among the participants and the research on it can be expanded to a
larger population.
It was also found that school belonging could lead to L2 motivation among
Japanese university students. Because many Japanese universities are reforming their
language programs, fostering school belonging can be considered one motivator for
students by the administrators of language programs. In order to do so, it is necessary
that school belonging be fostered and enhanced by organizing events in which firstyear students listen to older students and providing a variety of groups to which
students want to belong.
In spite of the general influence of school belonging on L2 motivation and
school as a predictor of the influence, attention needs to be paid to individual
differences. In this research, it was found from the qualitative data analyses that it
depends on individuals whether school belonging is related to L2 motivation. Another
finding in the qualitative analyses was that the students’ perceptions of school
belonging and L2 motivation could change over time.
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I sincerely hope that administrators and instructors of language programs
benefit from this research, leading to comfort that language students feel in learning. I
also hope that some researchers in SLA incorporate school belonging as a
psychological factor in researching language learning and expand the horizon of
educational psychology in this academic field.
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APPENDIX A
THE SCHOOL BELONGING SURVEY AND THE L2 MOTIVATION
SURVEY

INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions about your university and
English learning. Choose the level of your agreement with the statements. Your
participation is voluntary and in no way will reflect upon your grades. This survey is
for research purposes and your privacy will be protected. You do not have to answer
the questions you do not feel like answering.
説明 :
以下のあなたの大学と英語学習に関する質問に答えて下さい。それぞれの文
の内容に自分が当てはまる度合いを選んで下さい。この研究への参加は任意
によるもので、絶対に成績に影響することはありません。このアンケート調
査は研究のためのものであり、皆さんのプライバシー保護には細心の注意を
払います。また回答は任意であり、答えたくない質問に無理に答えることを
強制するものではありません。
️ Please check the box to indicate that you read the instructions and understand your
right as a research participant. By checking the box, you also agree that your
responses are used for this research.
このボックスをクリックして、説明を読み、研究への参加者としてのあなた
の権利を理解したことを示して下さい。またこのボックスをクリックするこ
とで、あなたの回答が当研究に使用されることに同意したことも示します。
First, answer the questions below to provide your personal information. You do not
have to answer the question you do not feel like answering.
まず下の質問に答えてあなたの情報を提供して下さい。答えたくない質問に
は答えなくてもかまいません。
Name （名前）(e.g., Taro Yamada)
University （大学）(e.g., ABC University)
ID Number （学籍番号）(e.g., 171234)
Year （学年）
Age （年齢）
Please describe your overseas experience. Have you lived overseas? If so, where,
from when to when, and how long?
（海外体験について教えて下さい。海外に住んだことがありますか。そう
ならどこで、いつからいつまで、どのくらいの期間ですか）
Please describe how you studied English outside of school (e.g., juku, English
conversation school, Kumon)
（学校以外でどのように英語を学んだかを書いて下さい。例えば塾、英会
話学校、くもんなど）
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In which way did you get into this university?
以下のうち、どのようにして大学に入学したかを教えて下さい。General
Entrance Examination 一般入試、Recommendation 推薦、AO AO入試、Other
その他
Which was the current university for you?
現在通っている大学の志望順位を教えて下さい。
English course grades at high school and university
（高校や大学での英語科目の成績）
What did English mean to you when you decided to get into this university?
この大学への入学を決めた時、あなたにとって英語はどのような意味があ
りましたか。
Part 1 SB
To the following 23 statements, choose one of the numbers to show how much you
agree with the statement. The four numbers are 1 (No), 2 (Not very much), 3 (Yes, a
little), 4 (Yes).
次の23の質問には、自分が当てはまると思うものを選んで下さい。選択肢は
、 1 (そう思わない), 2 (あまりそう思わない), 3 (少しはそう思う), 4
(そう思う)の４つです。
SB01
SB02
SB03
SB04
SB05
SB06
SB07
SB08
SB09
SB10
SB11
SB12
SB13
SB14

I wanted to get into this university.
私はこの大学に入りたいと思っていた。
I feel proud of belonging to this university.
私はこの大学の一員であることに誇りを感じる。
I dreamed of studying at this university before coming here.
私は入学する前に、この大学で学ぶことを夢見ていた。
I admire my teachers at this university.
私はこの大学の先生方を心から尊敬している。
My classes are intellectually satisfying.
私の授業は知的な面で満足の行くものである。
I respect students at this university.
私はこの大学の学生を尊敬している。
I am happy to be a student at this university.
私はこの大学の学生であることが嬉しい。
Other students in this university take my opinions seriously.
この大学の他の学生は、私の意見に真剣に耳を傾けてくれる。
Teachers at this university are interested in me.
この大学の先生方は、私に関心を持ってくれている。
Other students here like me the way I am.
ここの他の学生は、ありのままの私でいいと思ってくれている。
There’s at least one teacher or other adult in this university I can talk to if I
have a problem.
People
at this university are friendly to me.
この大学には私が問題を抱えることがあったら、話しに行くことができる先生その
この大学の人たちは私に好意的だ。
他の大人が少なくとも一人はいる。
I am treated with as much respect as other students.
私は他の学生と同じように、敬意を持って扱われている。
I know how to find help at this university if necessary.
私は必要ならば、この大学での助けの求め方が分かっている。
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SB15
SB16
SB17
SB18
SB19
SB20
SB21
SB22
SB23

I feel like a real part of this university.
私はこの大学の一員だと心から感じる。
I can really be myself at this university.
私はこの大学でありのままの自分でいられる。
I feel I can voice my opinions freely here.
私はここで自由に自分の意見を言うことができると感じる。
I feel I belong here.
私はここの一員だと感じる。
I am included in lots of activities at this university.
私はこの大学で、多くの活動に関わっている。
When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking other students about it.
私は質問がある時には、他の学生に気軽に尋ねる。
When I have a question, I feel comfortable asking my teachers about it.
私は質問がある時には、先生に気軽に尋ねる。
I feel comfortable when I am asked to help others at this university.
私はこの大学で他の人に手伝ってくれと頼まれても嫌ではない。
I am satisfied with the level of this university.
私はこの大学のレベルに満足している。

Part 2 MOT
To the following 37 statements, choose one of the numbers to show how much you
agree with the statement. The four numbers are 1 (No), 2 (Not very much), 3 (Yes, a
little), 4 (Yes).
次の37の質問には、自分が当てはまると思うものを選んで下さい。選択肢は
、 1 (そう思わない), 2 (あまりそう思わない), 3 (少しはそう思う), 4
(そう思う)の４つです。
MOT01
MOT02
MOT03

MOT04
MOT05
MOT06
MOT07
MOT08

MOT09

Even if English was not a compulsory subject, I would choose to study it.
たとえ必修科目ではなかったとしても、私は英語を選択するだろう。
I regularly use English in class with my classmates.
私はクラスメートと授業で、定期的に英語を使用している。
Even if the teacher is not close to me, or cannot hear me, I still speak English
with my classmates in class.
たとえ先生が私の近くにいなくても、私は授業でクラスメートと英語を話して
いる。
I make efforts to speak English outside of my English classes.
私は英語の授業以外でも、英語を話す努力をしている。
I prepare for my English classes.
私は英語の授業の予習をしている。
I review for my English classes.
私は英語の授業の復習をしている。
I try to use English in daily life. 私は日常生活の中で英語を使用する努力をして
いる。
I try to learn English from other sources such as the Internet.
私はインターネットのようなその他の方法でも英語を勉強する努力をしてい
る。
I am prepared to expend a lot of effort in learning English.
私は英語学習に多大な努力をする心づもりがある。
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MOT10
MOT11
MOT12
MOT13
MOT14
MOT15
MOT16
MOT17
MOT18
MOT19
MOT20
MOT21
MOT22
MOT23
MOT24
MOT25
MOT26
MOT27

MOT28
MOT29
MOT30
MOT31
MOT32
MOT33

I enjoy learning English in class. 私は授業中に英語を楽しく学んでいる。
I enjoy learning English out of class. 私は授業外で英語を楽しく学んでいる。
I wish we had more English classes. もっと英語の授業が多いといいのにと思
う。
I prefer studying English to other subjects. 私は他の科目よりも英語の方が勉強
するのが好きだ。
When I’m on my way to English class, I feel relaxed.
私は英語の授業に向かっている時にはリラックスした気持ちだ。
I will continue studying English after finishing English courses.
私は英語を履修し終えた後も英語を学び続けるつもりだ。
For me, English is easier than other subjects. 私には英語は他の科目よりも易し
い。
I would like to make foreign friends who speak English.
私は英語を話す外国人の友だちを作りたい。
I would like to go abroad to study English.
私は英語を勉強するために外国に行きたい。
I am interested in learning about other cultures by learning English.
私は英語を学ぶことで他の文化を学ぶことに関心がある。
I would like to live in a foreign country for a few years.
私は数年間外国に住んでみたい。
I would like to speak English when I travel in foreign countries.
私は外国を旅行する時には英語を話したい。
I would like to know more about English speaking countries.
私は英語圏の国々についてもっと多くのことを知りたい。
I would like to speak English as native English speakers do.
私は英語のネイティブスピーカーのように英語を話したい。
English proficiency is an essential skill for my future.
英語力は私の将来にとって必要不可欠なスキルだ。
I want to get good grades in English.
私は英語でよい成績を取りたい。
Studying English is important for me because I’ll need it for my future career.
私は将来の職業で英語が必要となるので、英語学習は私には重要だ。
Studying English is important for me because I can work anywhere in the world
with English.
英語ができれば将来世界のどこでも仕事ができるので、英語学習は私にとって
重要だ。
English will be useful for my future studies.
英語は私の将来の勉強に役立つだろう。
English is important in order to attain a high social respect.
英語は社会で尊敬されるために重要だ。
I need to study English to do what I want to do.
私はやりたいことをするためには、英語を学ぶ必要がある。
I would like to use English in my daily life in the future.
私は将来日常生活で英語を使いたい。
I would like to get a job using my English abilities in the future.
私は将来英語力を使う仕事に就きたい。
I would like to belong to a group of friends who use English in the future.
私は将来英語を使用する友達の集団の一員になりたい。
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MOT34
MOT35
MOT36
MOT37

I would like to belong to a group of professionals who use English in the future.
私は将来英語を使う専門的な職業を持つ集団の一員になりたい。
I would like to choose a career that requires English proficiency in the future.
私は将来英語力を必要とするような職業を選びたい。
I would like to work in a foreign country using English in the future.
私は将来英語を使って外国で仕事をしたい。
I would like to speak English with international friends and colleagues in the
future.
私は将来さまざまな国の友人や同僚と英語を話したい。

Last Question
Thank you for answering the questions above. This is the last question. Please
remember you can always withdraw from this research even after you agree to join
more.
(ご回答ありがとうございます。これが最後の質問です。下の質問で、この研
究にさらに参加したいと回答しても、いつでも撤回することができます.)
Based on your responses to the questions above, a few of you will be asked to answer
more questions in the interview. How much are you interested in joining more in this
research?
(上記の質問に対する回答に応じて、数名の学生に面接をお願いする予定です
。今後そういった研究にどの程度参加したいですか.）
1. No, thank you.（参加したくない）
2. Not particularly, but if necessary I can.
(特に興味はないが、必要があれば参加してもよい）
3. I may agree after you explain more. （興味はあるが、もっと説明して欲しい）
4. I am interested in joining more.（参加に興味がある）
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APPENDIX B
INSTRUCTIONS FOR LANGUAGE LEARNING HISTORIES

Write about your language learning history from when you began learning English to
the present. You can write freely, but you can also answer the following questions.
英語を学び始めた時から現在までの英語学習歴を書いて下さい。内容は自由
で構いませんが、以下の質問に答えて書いても構いません。
• How did you learn English in JHS and HS?
中学や高校ではどのように英語を学びましたか。
• What positive and negative experiences did you have and what did you learn from
them?
中学や高校ではどのようないいことや悪いことを経験しましたか。またそ
こからどんなことを学びましたか。
• What were you expecting before you came to the university?
大学に入学した時には、どのようなことを期待していましたか。
• What were you surprised about in your university classes?
大学の授業で驚いたことがあったとしたら何ですか。
• How have you changed your ways of language learning since coming to the
university?
大学に入ってから言語学習法はどのように変化しましたか。
• What are the things that you found especially helpful?
特にこれは役立つと思ったことがあったら、それは何ですか。
• What are the areas that you still want to improve in?
これからも改善したいところはどのような点ですか。
• How do you think your future will be?
自分の将来はどのようになると思っていますか。
• What are your language learning plans and goals after graduation?
卒業後の言語学習計画や目標があれば教えて下さい。
• What advice would you give to other students?
他の学生に対するアドバイスがあれば何ですか。

Your name （名前）
Your class（クラス）
Your ID（学籍番号）
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APPENDIX C
INVITATION E-MAIL TO INTERVIEW CANDIDATES
English version follows Japanese.（英語版は日本語の後にあります）
この E メールは、学校への帰属意識と第二言語学習意欲（School Belonging and L2
Motivation）の研究に関するもので、聴き取り調査に関心がある、と答えた人だけ
に送られています。
私は英語講師の福田哲哉です。今回は英語学習に関する質問に答えて下さり、また
さらに研究に参加することに関心を示して下さってありがとうございます。
英語学習について話をすることに対する関心がなくなっていなければ、今月の終わ
りまでに話を聞きたいと思います。重要な点は以下の通りです。
1. お話はぜひ聞きたいのですが、参加をしなければならないという重圧は感じない
で下さい。参加するつもりがなければ、このメッセージには返答しなくて結構で
す。
2. お話は今回、11 月、2 月と、計３回聞く予定です。
3. 準備をして臨む必要はありません。学校生活と英語学習に関する質問をするだけ
です。
4.お話は IC レコーダーで録音をしますが、私以外の人が音声ファイルを聞くことは
ありません。プライバシーの保護には細心の注意を払い、結果が公になる場合で
も、名前は仮名を用います。
5. １回につき 20-30 分程度話してもらいたいと思っていますが、本人が希望すれば
それ以上話しても構いません。
6. 話すのに用いる言語は日本語か英語かを選択して下さい。今決めておく必要はな
く、話している最中にも自由に変えられます。
7. お話をする場所は、教職員ロビーかカフェテリアかを選んで下さい。
8. 希望に応じて、あなたの友人に同席してもらっても構いません（２名まで）。
もしよろしければ、下のリンクからスケジュールを確認し、例えば「６月２８日の
11 時か６月２９日の 13 時半に、教職員ロビーに来られます」といったような、あ
なたの都合を E メールで知らせて下さい。なるべく２つ以上の選択肢を挙げてもら
えるとありがたいです。メールアドレスは以下の通りです。
tfukuda@icu.ac.jp
スケジュール表は以下の通りです。
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1fYhS8LRKb12WuXYQ0Bla8QapsaUR_oi0WqSHP5NVmc/edit?usp=sharing
この研究に関するご質問は、いつでも気軽にEメールで尋ねて下さい。お話が聞ける
のを楽しみにしております。
福田哲哉
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Hi,
This email is about research on School Belonging and L2 Motivation and it is being
sent to those students who showed interests in interviews.
I am Tetsuya Fukuda, an English instructor of Waseda University. Thank you for
answering my questions about English learning and also for showing your interest to
joining in the research further.
If you are still interested in talking about your English learning, I would like to listen to
you before the end of this month. Here are some key points.
1. Though I really want to listen to you, please do not feel pressured to join. If you
feel like not joining, just ignore this message.
2. I would like you to talk to me three times: this time, in October, and in February.
3. You have no need to prepare. I will only ask you questions about your school life
and English learning.
4. The interviews are audio-recorded, but nobody else will listen to the files. Your
privacy is carefully protected and when the results are made public, a pseudonym is
used.
5. Each interview will last about 20 to 30 minutes, but if you like you can talk more.
6. Please choose Japanese or English as the language in the interview. You do not
have to decide now, and you can switch the language during the interview.
7. Please choose the location of the interview: Faculty Lounge (52-02-07) or the
cafeteria (63 1F).
8. If you want, you can bring one or two of your friends to the interview.
If you agree to come, please check the schedule below, and send me back an e-mail
with your availability, such as “I can come to Faculty Lounge at 11 o’clock on June 28
or 13:30 on June 29.” I would appreciate it if you give me more than one choice.
Tetsuya’s e-mail address
tfukuda@aoni.waseda.jp
Schedule sheet
If you have any question about this research, please ask by e-mail. I am looking
forward to seeing and listening to you in the interview.
Tetsuya
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APPENDIX D
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL
A. Basic Information
Time of interview:
Data:
Interviewer: Tetsuya Fukuda
Interviewee:
Position of interviewee:
Recording/storing information about interview:
B. Arrangements with the participant
1. Before the interview, the participants are provided with the consent form (See
Appendix D) and asked to read.
2. The researcher introduces himself, his research topic, and his purposes.
3. The researcher provides the participants a bottle of drink and some cookies or
candies, and asks them to relax.
4. The participants are given explanation on the consent form orally, and if they agree,
they are asked to sign in the form.
5. The participants are provided with the structure of the interview, such as recording.
6. The language choice between English and Japanese and their right to withdraw from
the research are explained.
7. The researcher asks the participants whether they have questions so far.
C. Common Interview Questions
Every participant is asked the following questions.
1. How are you doing at this university?
2. Can you please tell me what you are enjoying and what you could enjoy more?
3. How did you decide to come to this university? When you did so, how important
was English?
4. How do you feel about being a student at this university?
5. How much did you know about the English program here before you came?
6. How do you feel about using English in and out of class?
7. Do you have any plans for your future English learning?
8. What role do you think English will play in your life after graduating from college?
D. Specific Interview Questions
The participants are asked some specific questions based on their responses to the
survey, and the following questions are examples.
1. To those who answered their current university is the first choice.
When did you decide to come to this university? If you thought of applying to
another university, can you tell me about it?
2. To those who answered their current university is not the first choice.
Can you please tell me about the university/universities you wanted to go?
3. To those who chose “others” in answering how they went into university?
Can you please specify how you came to this university?
4. To those who lived overseas before entering university.
Can you please tell me about your experience of living overseas? How did it
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influence your English learning and your university choice?
5. To those whose school belonging level is low.
Can you specify how you could enjoy your school life more? What do you want to
do more? What do you want other to do for you?
6. To those whose L2 motivation level is low.
Can you specify how you could enjoy learning English more? What other subjects
do you study more?
E.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Closing Instructions
Thank the students for participating.
The researcher assures the students of confidentiality.
The researcher requests further interviews in the first and second interviews.
The researcher comments on how the audio file and transcripts are shared.
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APPENDIX E
EXAMPLES OF WINSTEPS COMMAND FILES

1. Winsteps Command File for School Belonging in the Main Study
&INST
Title= "Analysis of school belonging as a single, composite variable "
ITEM1 = 1 ; Starting column of item responses
NI = 23 ; Number of items
NAME1 = 25 ; Starting column for person label in data record
NAMLEN = 5 ; Length of person label
XWIDE = 1 ; Matches the widest data value observed
CODES = "01234 " ; matches the data
TOTALSCORE = Yes ; Include extreme responses in reported scores
; Person Label variables: columns in label: columns in line
@A = 1E4 ; $C25W4
&END ; Item labels follow: columns in label

2. Winsteps Command File for L2 Motivation in the Main Study
&INST
Title= " Analysis of L2 motivation as a single, composite variable "
ITEM1 = 1 ; Starting column of item responses
NI = 33 ; Number of items
NAME1 = 35 ; Starting column for person label in data record
NAMLEN = 5 ; Length of person label
XWIDE = 1 ; Matches the widest data value observed
CODES = "1234 " ; matches the data
TOTALSCORE = Yes ; Include extreme responses in reported scores
; Person Label variables: columns in label: columns in line
@A = 1E4 ; $C35W4
&END ; Item labels follow: columns in label
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APPENDIX F
CODES FOR QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

This is a simplified codebook used for coding. The coders were shown this sheet in
the first meeting, and we refer to the sheet in the second meeting, too. In the
codebook, definitions and descriptions were obtained from Chapter 3 of this paper,
and for the survey items, see Appendix A.
Main Factor
School Belonging

Sub-component
Definitions/Descriptions
Survey Items
the extent to which students feel accepted and supported by their teachers,
staff, and other students, and how they generally feel about the school as a
whole
Pride in membership
Support by others
Comfort in membership

L2 Motivation

a psychological construct to indicate how much, how long, and how hard a
second language learner is engaged in and enjoy the learning activity with a
vision of getting involved in the community of the target language
Effort
Enjoyment
Integrativeness
Instrumentality
Ideal L2 self
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APPENDIX G
EXAMPLES OF THE PROCESSES OF INTERCODER AGREEMENT

1. Language Learning Histories
Teacher A and I coded the four underlined sentences in the following
language learning history written by Student 124 at University A. When we coded
separately in the initial coding, we only agreed on (b), but after the meeting, we came
to the agreement on (a) and (d).
Data of Student A124 at Time 1
I learned English by several ways ,for example reading textbook ,listening to
conversation or music ,English debate ,writing essays ,and presentation. In addition ,I did
English debate in a circle for 1 year . (a)My positive experience is what I spoke to foreigners
for the first time when I went to Kyoto at junior high school trip. When foreigners replied to
me ,I was very happy. My negative experience is what I could not talk with American high
school students smoothly when I went to America on high school program. I was expecting
for improving my Engulish ability and finding what I want to do in the future because I have
a lot of things which I want to learn and have not decided what major to do. (b)I have been
very surprised at [the Engulish program] because we must speak only Engulish and we learn a
lot of things by using Engulish. I had not used Engulish a lot before ,so I have been
surprising ,but enjoying since [the English program] started. My Engulish study changed after
I entered [University A]. (c)Before I entered [University A], I studied Engulish to get good
score for tests ,but after I entered [University A], I studied Engulish to communicate with
others. So ,I want to speak and listen to Engulish more to communicate with others smoothly.
I think [the English program]is very useful for us to be used to using Engulish. In Japan ,we
can not use Engulish a lot in daily life ,but in [University A],we often use Engulish ,so we can
improve our Engulish ability effectively. I am not good at speking and listening ,so I want to
improve these areas more. Now , I have not decided what I will do in the future ,but I want to
do something for people who are suffering from porvety , war and something. (d)After
graduating from [University A],I will continue learning Engulish and other languages ,and I
want to use Engulish on several situation ,for example ,work or trip. I want to leran Engulish
hard together.

Initial Coding
(a) My positive …
(b) I have been …
(c) Before I entered
…
(d) After graduating
...

FUKUDA
integrativeness
enjoyment
instrumentality

Teacher A
none
enjoyment
ideal L2 self, integrativeness

none

instrumentality

Results of Negotiation
(a) Teacher A agreed this sentence represents integrativeness.
(b) We had no discussion on this, because we agreed in the initial coding.
(c) We did not come to the agreement.
(d) I agreed this sentence represents instrumentality.
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2. Open-Ended Questions
Teacher A and I coded the comments made by the students B66–79 at Time 3
responding to the question, Please write any comments freely about your school and
English learning. When we coded separately in the initial coding, we only agreed on
two comments, 66 and 76, but after the meeting, we came to the agreement on five
other comments, 67, 70, 74, 78, and 79.
Data of Student B66–79 at Time 3
66
67
68
70

73
74

76
77
78
79

I want to get high TOEIC score, and I wanna speak English with native friends. I hope to be able to
study Mathematics in English.
My university is very good. The students are not only study very hard, but also play with friends.
They are very useful in society.
I learned various topics and skills. Sometimes I couldn't hear and answer in English, but I feel my
English skills improved than ever. So I am satisfied with this class. Thank you for the class.
when I entered this university I didn't like English because I'm not good at speaking , listening and
leading. But I learned English in this university I can listening to English. Thank to this university
I want to study English more.
I think that I will not use English for work very much in the future, but I want to improve my
English ability.
About studying English, I want to study English, so I want to get many opportunity, not only
English classes, but also communicating foreign people. And I want to study English that I can
also use abroad. About this university, I want to get many opportunity where I can know the detail
of department before I decide it.
English learning is difficult for me, but I believe that it leads to my future, so I would like to make
an effort to study English.
learning more difficult than the book
I like English. But I'm not good at speaking English. So I increase the opportunities that I speak
English.
自分は英語のスキルの中でもスピーキング能力を高めたいと思っているので外国人の友達がたくさ
んほしいです。I especially want to improve my speaking skills among all, so I want to make

friends with a lot of foreigners.

Notes. Student B79 made comments in Japanese, and I translated it into English. The other
comments were made in English.

Initial Coding
66
67
70
74
76
78
79

FUKUDA
integrativeness
pride in membership
effort
integrativeness
instrumentality
effort
none

Teacher A
integrativeness
comfort in membership
none
instrumentality
instrumentality
none
integrativeness

Results of Negotiation
66 We had no discussion on this comment, because we agreed in the initial coding.
67 Teacher A agreed that this comment represents pride in membership.
70 Teacher A agreed that this comment represents effort.
74 Teacher A agreed that this comment represents integrativeness.
76 We had no discussion on this comment, because we agreed in the initial coding.
78 Teacher A agreed that this comment represents effort.
79 I agreed that this comment represents integrativeness.
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3. Interviews
Teacher B and I coded the data from the interview with Yuri at Time 1. This
interview included 106 comments from Yuri, and the data below shows seven of
them. When we coded separately in the initial coding, we only agreed on one
comment, 79–80, but after the meeting, we came to the agreement on another
comment, 90–92.

Data of Interview with Yuri at Time 1
79
I: What do you think about your future? Like, how about next year, after
graduating from college? Do you think you will use English all the time?
80
B: Yeah, for sure. Coz why not use English and speak English? While in the
gap year, I worked as a waitress. As a staff at an opening restaurant.
81
I: Really? At a restaurant?
82
B: Yeah, at a Japanese restaurant in Dubai.
83
I: Interesting.
84
B: So, yeah, I realized using English and sharing Japanese … it was like
serving Japanese staff. When I was an opening staff.
85
I: Mm hun.
86
B: At a Japanese restaurant. I was really like…felt … Made me feel like I
want to share more … about Japanese …culture, food. People. Japanese
people are so nice, so yeah. I think I want to share more in the world.
87
I: Great. So, during the gap year, you experienced and you thought you want
to share more about Japanese culture.
88
B: Japanese culture.
89
I: To prepare for your future life.
90
B: Coz also, teacher, teaching here has so many experiences overseas. And
the research of Heiwa.
91
I: Ah! So, you are interested in peace studies.
92
B: Peace studies, and International… International institutions. Yeah. But I
think… It’s really good to study at ICU, coz I can study Japanese culture,
too.
Notes: I = Interviewer, B = Yuri
Initial Coding
79–80
86
90–92

FUKUDA
ideal L2 self
none
none

Teacher B
ideal L2 self
ideal L2 self
pride in membership

Results of Negotiation
79–80 We had no discussion on this comment, because we agreed in the initial
coding.
86
We did not come to the agreement.
90–92 I agreed that this part represents pride in membership.
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APPENDIX H
INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM

Please initial the ways, if any, in which you agree to participate in this study.
1
2
3
4

I agree to participate in this research.
I agree to be audio-recorded during the interview.
I also give permission to Tetsuya Fukuda to retain the audiorecordings for educational and research purposes only.
I give permission to Tetsuya Fukuda to quote me using a pseudonym
in future published paper/s.

I understand the information given to me, and I have received answers to any
questions I have about the study. I understand and agree to the conditions of this
study.
If you have any other conditions regarding the use of the data provided for this study,
please specify them below.
___________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________
I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary, and that I may withdraw
from this study at any time by telling Your name to remove me from the study.
Contact information is written below.
I also understand that I will receive a signed copy of this consent form.
_____________________________________
Name (please print)
_____________________________________
Signature

__________________
Date

＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿＿
Name of Parent or guardian
(IN THE EVENT THE PARTICIPANT IS A MINOR)
_____________________________________
Signature of parent or guardian

__________________
Date

Thank you very much for your participation.
_____________________________________
Researcher’s signature
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__________________
Date

Contact Information
3-10-2 Osawa, Mitaka, Tokyo 181-8585, Japan
Phone 0422-33-3209
tue90069@temple.edu.
This research has been reviewed and approved by the International Christian
University, Research Ethics Committee. If you have any questions, concerns,
suggestions or complaints, please contact them at: 3-10-2 Osawa, Mitaka, Tokyo 1818585, Japan, Phone 0422-33-3017.
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