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Abstract

Goal complexes (Sommet & Elliot, 2017) combine achievement goals with reasons
for goals. The integration of goals and reasons potentially offers a richer account of
the what and why of motivation. In the current study, task-, self-, and other-based
goals (Elliot et al., 2011), autonomous and controlled reasons (Ryan & Deci, 2000),
and goal complexes that combined these goals and reasons were investigated.
Participants (N = 164) from one public Japanese university completed a questionnaire
(k = 33) with an end-of-year standardized [.2-English test (i.e., TOEIC) as the point
of reference. However, in this current study, results from the listening portion only
were used as the dependent variable. In linear regression analyses, with sets of items
intended to represent individual constructs, self-based goals (K adjusted = .120, p <
.001), autonomous reasons (K’ adjusted = .117, p < .001), and task-based goals (K
adjusted = .105, p < .001) were the strongest predictors of TOEIC Listening scores.
However, models that combined sets of items intended to represent mastery and
performance goals accounted for a greater share of the variance (16-18%). Finally,
individual sets of items intended to represent various goal complexes accounted for
much less variance (5%-7%). Meanwhile, two models of goal complexes that
combined sets of items intended to represent mastery and performance goals with
autonomous reasons accounted for a much greater share of the variance (21-24%).

Future work includes rewriting several items, while taking into account actual
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TOEIC L&R gains, and more clearly defining the groups of participants.
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At Shozan University (SU, a pseudonym), a public university situated in regional,
central Japan, the Test of English for International Communication, Listening and
Reading (TOEIC L&R) is used as a key performance indicator (KPI) to evaluate the
university’s English-language program. The university had set the goal for all
students to reach a minimum of 600 points on the TOEIC L&R by the time they
finish their second year at the university. To achieve this, one longer term goal at SU
might be to establish a set of language teaching practices so that students shift to
more adaptive mastery goals and autonomous reasons for learning. In order to begin
to understand the students’ competence-related motivational behavior regarding this
KPI and L2-English language learning in general, an exploratory study was

undertaken'. The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate the students

1 This study was partially reported at the 2023 Temple University Japan Colloquium and JALT2023
International Conference.
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achievement goals, reasons for these goals, and goal complexes (i.e.,, a composite
construct that combines goals and reasons) with regard to the TOEIC L&R. Year 1
and Year 2 participants (N = 164) completed an 1.1-Japanese questionnaire on the
same day that they completed an end-of-year TOEIC L&R. In this current study,

results from the listening portion only were used as the outcome (criterion) variable.

Literature Review

Achievement goals are the aims of learners’ classroom related competence-relevant
motivational behaviours (Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Two types of achievement goals,
mastery and performance, have been identified by multiple researchers. Of these,
mastery goals refer to the development of competence and understanding, and
performance orientations refer to the demonstration of competence and or
outperforming others. These two goals are related to important antecedent and
consequent variables including intrinsic motivation (Murayama & Elliot, 2009) and
mindsets (Lou & Noels, 2019), with mastery goals generally related to positive factors
and performance goals generally related to negative ones. However, some
performance-based goals have also been shown to predict higher achievement than
mastery-based goals (see Liem & Senko, 2022, for a review). Multiple models of
achievement goals have been proposed. The 2X2 model (Elliot & McGregor, 2001;
Elliot & Murayama, 2008) includes two definitions of competence (i.e., mastery and
performance) and two directions of goal-related behavior (i.e, approach and avoid).
The 3X2 model (Elliot et al., 2011) separated mastery-based goals into the
development of self-based competence goals and task-based absolute mastery goals.
Performance-based goals were labeled as other-based goals. In a Rasch PCA
analysis, with survey items based on the 3X2 model, the results suggested three
possible dimensions (i.e., self-, task-, and other-based goals), without a clear
separation of direction (i.e., approach vs avoid). See Figure 1.

Although there are multiple theories related to goal energization, Sommet and
Elliot (2017) adopted reasons for goals from Self-Determination Theory (SDT, Ryan
& Deci, 2000). Indeed, most goal complex studies have used goals from achievement
goal theory and reasons from SDT (Elliot & Sommet, 2023; Liem & Senko, 2022).
Ryan and Deci (2000) divided reasons for goals into two primary types, autonomous
and controlled. Individuals with autonomous reasons are thought to be more self-
determined in that their goals are energized by a sense of choice or interest, or they
engage in goal-related activities because these activities align with their identity and

values. In contrast, learners with controlled reasons are thought to be less self-
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Figure 1 Rasch PCA Standardized Residual Plot for the 3x2 Achievement Goals (Richard,
2022).

determined in that they are energized by external pressures (e.g., parental, societal)
or rewards (e.g., grades, prizes), or they engage in goal-related activities due to
internalized pressures, such as a sense of obligation or guilt. Learners with
autonomous reasons are more likely to be successful than those with controlled
reasons (Ryan & Deci, 2006), and similar to mastery-based goals, autonomous
reasons are associated with positive consequential variables, whereas controlled
reasons are associated with negative ones (see Benita et al., 2014, for a summary).

Elliot and Thrash (2001) regarded goals as the consequence of reasons. Reasons
instigate and goals direct behaviours toward more concrete end states (Reeve, 2018).
Elliot and Sommet (2023) described reasons as distal predictors of outcomes whereas
goals are proximal ones. Understanding that goals and reasons are distinct yet
overlapping constructs, Elliot and colleagues (Elliot & Thrash, 2001, Sommet & Elliot
2017, Sommet et al., 2021) proposed goal complexes that integrate goals with reasons.
Vansteenkiste et al. (2014) argued that there is “added value” (p.154) in
understanding the reasons that underlie goals.

A goal complex is a composite motivational construct that is composed of an
achievement goal along with information regarding the reason for pursuing such
goal (Elliot & Thrash, 2001). Whereas in achievement goal theory, the goal is the

focal point by itself, the addition of a reason in a goal complex allows for the same
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goal to be adopted for different reasons. For example, an 1.2-English student might
want to get many questions correct on an English test because they enjoy the
challenge whereas another student might want to get many questions correct on that
test because they would feel guilty if they did not. In the former, the task-based
mastery goal is supported by an autonomous reason; but in the latter, the same goal
is supported by a controlled reason. Benita et al. (2014) observed that mastery-based
goals led to more positive experiences when supported by autonomous reasons.
Figure 2 is a schematic representation of the role of reasons, goals, and goal
complexes in the development of concrete end states (e.g., goal achievement). The
solid-lined boxes and arrows represent separate constructs of reasons and goals;

whereas the dotted-lined box and arrow represent goal complexes.

""" » End States

Figure 2 Schemata representing reasons for goals, achievement goals, goal complexes and end
states.

Statement of Purpose and Research Questions

The purpose of this study is to investigate the predictive ability of items
hypothesized to measure reasons for goals, achievement goals, and goal complexes,
with a TOEIC L&R as the focal point of goal energization and direction. This

research project is exploratory only. The research questions are as follows.

1. Which are better predictors of TOEIC Listening scores,
a. autonomous or controlled reasons?
b. self-, task-, or other-based goals?
2. Which combinations of reasons and goals (i.e.,, goal complexes) are better

predictors of TOEIC Listening scores?

Methodology and Results
Context

SU is a small public university in regional Japan with two faculties, neither of
which are English. The largest faculty constitutes approximately 70% of the student
population at SU. Students at SU come from throughout Japan, with approximately

half of the students from the prefecture in which the university is located. A small
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number, approximately 1-2%, are international students. In their first year at SU, all
students have four 100-minute English classes per week. Two classes, which focus
on accuracy in English, are taught primarily through English and Japanese, and two
classes, which focus on fluency in English, are taught through English. In their
second year, depending on their department, students have two-to-four 100-minute
English classes per week. In their second or third year, all SU students join one of
seven required short-term study abroad programmes where they study English and
content related to their major. There is coordination across English streams (i.e.,
accuracy and fluency) such as shared educational philosophies, language goals, and
even some materials, such as core readings and vocabulary lists. However, especially
classes are highly coordinated within the fluency stream, such as common
instruction, testing, and grading.

Students at SU take the TOEIC L&R three times in their first two years at the
university: in April of their first year, and then in late January or early February in
their first and second years. TOEIC L&R completion rates per yearly cohort are
greater than 96%. Since April 2020, the computer adaptive TOEIC L&R has been
used. Note that TOEIC L&R is not used for class placement in the first year, but in
the second year, TOEIC L&R scores are one component of scores used for class
placement. There are no dedicated required TOEIC L&R courses at SU. Instead, in
the first year the purpose of the test, the types of questions, and self-study materials
are introduced in the accuracy stream. Later, in the same classes, students use a
TOEIC-focused online learning system for a small percentage of their class grade,
and depending on the instructor, students have more or less frequent TOEIC L&R

practice in their second year.

Questionnaire

A unilingual Japanese questionnaire on Microsoft Forms was delivered to the
students through their university email accounts. Average completion time was 5
minutes, 13 seconds. The survey included three sections hypothesized to measure:
reasons (three each of autonomous and controlled reasons), goals (three each of self-,
task, and other-based goals), and goal complexes (18 items that combined the above
reasons and goals). The items were adapted from Sommet and Elliot (2017) and
Richard (2022) to fit the context described above. That is the focal point of the
reasons, goals, and goal complexes was an end-of-year TOEIC L&R test. Items were
translated and back-translated by working alongside two bilingual Japanese-English

academics. See Appendices A and B for the list of items in Japanese and English
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respectively.

Sommet and Elliot (2017) adopted approach-oriented goals only (i.e., they did not
use the avoid-oriented goals) derived from the 2X2 model (Elliot & Murayama,
2008). Part of their decision to use approach-only goals was to reduce the number of
items tested (Sommet & Elliot, 2017)—using approach-only goals halves the number
of items that would need to be tested. In the current study however, goals derived
from the 3X2 model instead were used, based on Richard (2022) in which three
possibly distinct clusters of items were identified. Unexplained variance, for the data
shown in Figure 1, in Contrasts 1 and 2 were high (4.7 and 3.3 eigenvalues
respectively), which suggested that more than two dimensions were present.
Moreover, in a second Rasch PCA of standardized residuals (not shown) using the 12
items that were intended to represent self- and task-based goals, the unexplained
variance in Contrast 1 remained high (3.6 eigenvalues), with items evenly split
between self-(loadings = .49 to .63) and task-based goals (loadings = -.47 to -.57). In
all, this suggested three dimensions, not two, and without a clear separation of
approach and avoid items. Using approach-only goals from the 3X2 model, with two
reasons from SDT, and three items per goal complex resulted in 18 goal complex
items being tested (2 reasons X 3 goals X 3 items), along with six reasons and nine
goals, for a 33-item questionnaire in total.

An achievement goal complex is structured as ACHIEVEMENT GOAL because
REASON. An example of a goal complex in this study is as follows: “my TOEIC L&R
goal is to answer as many questions correctly as possible because I find this goal highly
stimulating.” The main clause, “my TOEIC L&R goal is to answer as many questions
correctly as possible”, is a task-based mastery-type goal, and the subordinate clause,
“because I find this goal highly stimulating”, is an autonomous reason. One potential
problem with a goal complex item is that it might be considered triple-barrelled. To
what are participants agreeing to in the above item: the goal (ie., to answer many
questions correctly), the reason for the goal (i.e., because it is highly stimulating), or the
complete complex item. Sommet et al (2021) argued that despite their apparent triple-
barrelled nature, goal complexes combining a particular goal with a particular reason
are distinct from other goal-reason combinations. For example, the above mastery
goal with an autonomous reason is distinct from a mastery goal with a controlled
reason, such as “my goal is to score as high as possible on the TOEIC L&R because 1
have the impression that this is expected of me.”

As noted, the survey included sections hypothesized to measure reasons:

autonomous (AR, k= 3) and controlled (CR, %= 3); goals: task-based (TG, %= 3), self-
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based (SG, % = 3) and other-based (OG, % = 3); and goal complexes (% =18), that is
combinations of the above reasons and goals. Items were scored on a four-point
Likert scale: 1 = completely disagree (&< % 9 b 72\), 2 = disagree (£ 5 BbW),
3 = agree (£ 9/ 9), and 4 = completely agree (3<% 9 & 9). Completion rates for all
items for all 164 participants for the three sections ranged from 99.2% to 99.9%. The
questionnaire also included an open-ended question asking the students to write
freely on the TOEIC L&R, and 95% of the participants responded to this open-ended
question. However, an analysis of these written data are not included in this study.
The questionnaire concluded with two consent statements: permission to use (a) the
questionnaire data and (b) the participants’” TOEIC L&R scores. Research ethics’

policies at SU were adhered to.

Participants and Recruitment

A priori power was calculated using G*Power 3.1.9.6 for Mac (Faul et al, 2007).
With two tails, the alpha was set to @ = .05 (a error probability), power (1 - 8 error
probability) was set to .95, and the effect size was set to f = .15. The estimated
minimum sample size was 89 participants.

A total of 450 students, composed of first-year (# = 234) and second-year (n = 216)
students, were sent a bilingual email, English and Japanese, on January 30, 2023 for
Year 1 students and January 31, 2023 for Year 2 students—the days of their end-of-
year TOEIC L&R—inviting them to complete a brief online questionnaire. The email
explained the purpose of the study, included a survey link in Microsoft Forms, and
offered the students a free cookie for survey completion. The cookies cost 4000 yen,
and a total of 167 students (response rate = 37%) completed the survey; thus, the cost
per participant was approximately 24 yen. Of the 167 students who completed the
questionnaire, three did not consent for their TOEIC L&R data to be used; thus, the
final N-size was 164 students. Based on the a priori sample size estimate, the obtained
sample size is adequate. See Table 1. A total of 97 first-year students completed the
survey, and 122 (74%) students in the largest faculty across two years did so. Overall,

there was good representation of students by year and facultyz.

2 A chi-square test investigated year/faculty bias, by comparing the number of participants from both
years and faculties. No significant association was found: (df = 1, N =167) = 0.178, p = .673, Cramer’s V =
0.02.
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Table | Participants by Year and Faculty (vs Expected)

Year 1 Year 2 Total
Faculty 1 71 (63) 51 (53) 122 (116)
Faculty 2 26 (26) 16 (22) 42 (48)
Total 97 (89) 67 (75) 164

Analyses

All data were analyzed using JASP (0.18.3) (JASP Team, 2024). The data were
checked for normality by investigating skewness and kurtosis. Most items had
skewness values at or near <.5, and kurtosis values at or near <1.0. Fields (2009)
recommended for larger samples to look at the shape of the distributions visually,
and ignore significance values for skewness and kurtosis. One self-based goal item,
My TOEIC L&R goal is to do better than in the past (SG 1), had a much larger value
for skewness (-1.353, SE = .189) and kurtosis (2.238, SE = .376). Except for SG 1, the
distribution plots for the 33 items appeared normal. In a separate Rasch analysis
(Richard, 2023), this SG 1 item had appropriate infit (.84) and outfit (.84). Thus,
despite its large negative skew and kurtotic shape, this item was retained, and all
items were assumed to be normal.

In separate analyses, types of reasons and types of goals were investigated as
predictors of TOEIC Listening scores using the forward method in multiple linear
regression analyses. Furthermore, combinations of reasons with goals (i.e., goal
complexes) were also analyzed as predictors of TOEIC Listening scores. For all
regression analyses, casewise diagnostics were checked for individual outliers. Any
outliers were noted and temporarily deleted (Goss-Sampson, 2024). Multicollinearity
appeared to have been a problem for the three other-based goals (i.e., correlations
ranged from .728 to .788). Similarly, the three OG+AR items had correlations ranging
from .631 to .732. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) caution against retaining two
variables with bivariate correlations above .70; thus, for each of these three-item sets,
the item which correlated highest with the remaining two items in the set was

removed.

Results

RQ la. Which were better predictors of TOEIC Listening scores: autonomous or
controlled reasons? Two multiple regression analyses were run to predict, separately,
TOEIC Listening scores from autonomous and controlled reasons. Tolerance and VIF

for both analyses were acceptable. For the model with items intended to represent
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autonomous reasons, no outliers were identified. The model explained 12% of the
variance in TOEIC Listening scores, Ve adjusted = .117, (3, 159) = 8.127, p < .001. Two
of the three predictor variables in the model were significant predictors of TOEIC
Listening scores, AR 1. B =-24.326, p = .006, and AR 2: B = 35.283, p < .001. For the
model with items intended to represent controlled reasons as predictors, casewise
diagnostics indicated one participant had standard residuals greater than 3. After
temporarily deleting this participant, the model was not significant, & adjusted =
021 F(3, 158) = 2.162, p = .095. See Table 2 for the bootstrap coefficients. In short, sets
of items representing autonomous reasons were better predictors of TOEIC Listening
scores than controlled reasons. This would align with previous research in
educational psychology, in that autonomous reasons are generally better predictors

of positive end states.

Table 2 Bootstrap Coefficients: Reasons for TOEIC Listening Goals

95% CI*

Unstandardized Bias Standard Error p* Lower Upper
(Intercept) 238.986 -0.492 25.435 <.001 192.280 293.225
Autonomous Reason 1 -24.326 0.179 8.847 0.006 -42.616 -7.082
Autonomous Reason 2 35.283 0.045 8.158 <.001 20.243 02.713
Autonomous Reason 3 15.037 -0.052 8.223 0.080 -1.999 30.770
(Intercept) 247.662 1.147 41.193 <.001 170.876 331.413
Controlled Reason 1 18.848 -0.218 10.202 0.046 0.359 40.480
Controlled Reason 2 8.277 -0.069 7.558 0.240 -6.085 23.602
Controlled Reason 3 -2.491 -0.198 8.827 0.836 -19.594 15.547

Note. Bootstrapping based on 5000 replicates. Coefficient estimate is based on the median of the bootstrap
distribution. Bias corrected accelerated.

A third regression analysis was run (not shown) with all six items intended to
represent reasons (i.e., three each of autonomous and controlled reasons) as
predictors of TOEIC Listening scores. The model performed somewhat poorer than
that with only the three autonomous reasons, R adjusted = .101, F(6, 153) = 3.982, p <
.001, with only two items being significant predictors of TOEIC Listening scores, AR
1: B=-23.985, p=.008, and AR 2: B=30.858, p < .001.

RQ 1b. Which were better predictors of TOEIC Listening scores:, task-, self-, or
other-based goals? Three multiple regression analyses were run to predict TOEIC
Listening scores from items intended to represent task-, self-, or other-based goals.
For the two models with task- or self-based items, Tolerance and VIF were
acceptable; however, for the model with the three other-based goal statements, VIF

values were large (ranging from 2.55 to 3.17). A correlation analysis revealed that
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these three other-based items had inter-item correlations ranging from .728 and .788.
OG 1, “my goal is to do better than other students” had the strongest correlations with
OG 2 (r=.788) and OG 3 (r = .757); therefore, OG 1 was removed, and the analysis
was rerun. For all three models, no individual cases were identified as outliers.

The model with task-based goals explained 11% of the variance in TOEIC
Listening scores, Ve adjusted = .105, F(3, 158) = 7.293, p < .001. One of the three
predictor variables in the model was a significant predictor of TOEIC Listening
scores, TG 1: B = 43.791, p < .001. The model with self-based goals explained 12% of
the variance in TOEIC Listening scores, Vg adjusted = .120, F(2, 160) = 6.947, p = .001.
One of the three predictor variables in the model was a significant predictor of
TOEIC Listening scores, SG 1: B = 51.654, p < .001. The model with other-based goals
explained only 7% of the variance in TOEIC Listening scores, R adjusted = .068, F{3,
160) = 8.404, p < .001. Both of the predictor variables in the model were significant
predictors of TOEIC Listening scores, OG 2: B = -22.328, p = .037 and OG 3: B =
35.945, p = .002. See Table 3 for the bootstrap coefficients and model summaries. In
short, sets of items representing self- and task-based goals were found to be better
predictors of TOEIC Listening scores than other-based goals. This would likely align
with previous research in educational psychology, in that mastery-based goals are

generally better predictors of various positive outcomes.

Table 3 Bootstrap Coefficients: TOEIC Listening Goals

95% CI*

Unstandardized Bias Standard Error p* Lower Upper
(Intercept) 174.683 -1.836 41.972 <.001 94.230 259.320
Task-based Goal 1 43.791 -0.216 11.952 <.001 20.620 68.015
Task-based Goal 2 13.487 -0.007 9.385 0.142 -4.886 32.673
Task-based Goal 3 -10.869 0.725 12.437 0.299 -37.028 12.211
(Intercept) 171.465 -2.214 36.765 <.001 106.114 252.830
Self-based Goal 1 51.654 -0.747 11.399 <.001 31.030 75.456
Self-based Goal 2 -5.281 0.125 1.725 0.510 -20.405 9.915
Self-based Goal 3 -3.898 1.134 10.110 0.642 -23.378 15.579
(Intercept) 282.749 -0.119 20.290 <.001 241.918 321.118
Other-based Goal 2 -22.328 0.528 10.446 0.037 -42.378 -1.780
Other-based Goal 3 35.945 -0.500 10.382 0.002 13.128 54.552

Notes. Bootstrapping based on 5000 replicates. Coefficient estimate is based on the median of the bootstrap
distribution. Bias corrected accelerated.

Two additional regression analyses (not shown), one combing eight items items
intended to represent mastery and performance goals (i.e., three each of self- and
task-based goals, and two of other-based goals) and one combing six items items

intended to represent mastery-only goals (i.e., three each of self- and task-based
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goals). The former model was significant, K adjusted = .178, F(8, 152) = 5.324, p < .001.
Two items were significant predictors of TOEIC Listening scores, TG 1: B = 34.487, p
= .004, and SG 2: B = 43.778, p < .001. The latter model was also significant, R
adjusted = .163, F(6, 155) = 6.216, p < .001. Once again, these same two items were
significant predictors of TOEIC Listening scores, TG 1: B = 38.775, p = .001, and SG 2:
B = 45.355, p < .001. Above, we saw that the model that combined both autonomous
and controlled reasons performed somewhat poorer than the model with autonomous
reasons only; however, here we see that the models that combined the various goal

types performed better than those models with individual goal types only.

RQ 2. Which combinations of reasons and goals were better predictors of TOEIC
L&R scores? Three multiple regression analyses were run to investigate which
combination of goals + autonomous reasons were better predictors of TOEIC
Listening scores. Table 4 provides model summaries. Tolerance and VIF for all three
models were acceptable. For the model with task-based goals and autonomous
reasons, no outliers were found. This model explained 7% of the variance in TOEIC
Listening scores, K adjusted = .065, F(3, 157) = 4.697, p = .004. One of the three
predictor variables in the model was a significant predictor of TOEIC Listening
scores, TG X AR 2: B = 36.469, p = .003. For the model with self-based goals and
autonomous reasons, one outlier was identified and temporarily removed from the
analysis. This model also explained 7% of the variance in TOEIC Listening scores, K
adjusted = .067, F(3, 156) = 4.830, p = .003. One of the three predictor variables in the
model was a significant predictor of TOEIC Listening scores, SGX AR 2: B = 34.772, p
= .002. For the model with other-based goals and autonomous reasons, one outlier
was identified and temporarily removed from the analysis. This model explained 5%
of the variance in TOEIC Listening scores, K adjusted = .048, F(3, 157) = 3.673, p =
.014. Two of the three predictor variables in the model were significant predictors of
TOEIC Listening scores, OG X AR 2: B = 27.825, p = .002 and OGX AR 3: B = -26.768,
p=.029.

Two additional regression analyses (not shown), one combing eight items items
intended to represent the above goal complexes in one model, minus OG X AR 1
which had an elevated VIF statistic, and one model combing the six mastery-based
goal complexes (i.e., three each of TG X AR and SG X AR). The former model was
significant, K adjusted = .235, F(8, 148) = 7.005, p < .001. Seven of the eight items, all
but TG X AR 1, were significant predictors of TOEIC Listening scores. The latter
model was also significant, R adjusted = .213, (6, 152) = 8.139, p < .001. Four of the
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six items, all but TG X AR 1 and 3G X AR 3, were significant predictors of TOEIC
Listening scores. In short, the two models which combined multiple types of goal

complexes greatly outperformed the models with individual types of goal complexes.

Table 4 Summary of Regression Analyses with Goal Complexes

95% CI*

Unstandardized Bias Standard Error p* Lower Upper
(Intercept) 233.071 1.511 35.393 <.001 157.698 299.736
TGXAR 1 6.874 0.411 9.183 0.460 -11.540 24.012
TGXAR 2 36.469 -0.678 13.166 0.003 12.044 63.883
TGXAR 3 -14.606 -0.181 8.049 0.063 -31.288 1.204
(Intercept) 227.634 0.846 35.140 <.001 154.117 292.141
SGXAR 1 9.036 0.360 9.173 0.342 -9.5917 26.567
SGXAR 2 34.772 -0.670 13.247 0.002 11.973 63.307
SGXAR 3 -13.420 0.088 7.942 0.081 -30.056 1.509
(Intercept) 301.419 -0.926 23.738 <.001 254.729 347.619
OGXAR'1 7.303 0.309 11.006 0.602 -17.322 26.034
OGXAR 2 27.825 0.229 8.889 0.002 10.171 45.381
OGXAR 3 -26.768 -0.232 11.782 0.029 -49.384 -3.199

Notes. TG = Task-based goal; SG = self-based goal; OG = other-based goal; AR = autonomous reasons.
Bootstrapping based on 5000 replicates. Coefficient estimate is based on the median of the bootstrap
distribution. Bias corrected accelerated.

Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of this exploratory study was to examine the ability of a series of
items intended to represent goals, reasons, and goal complexes to predict TOEIC
Listening scores. At SU, the institution where the study took place, the TOEIC L&R
plays an important roles as a KPI of the English-language program. Eventually, it is
hoped that a set of items measuring goals, reasons, and goal complexes can be
written that will allow for more positive adaptive language-learning related
behaviors, not only with regard to the TOEIC L&R but to language learning in
general.

The findings for the items hypothesized to measure reasons and goals generally
aligned with previous research in educational psychology. In RQla, autonomous
reasons and controlled reasons were tested. Autonomous reasons include doing an
activity because of the enjoyment derived from the challenge, or because the
participant sees the positive value of the activity. In contrast, controlled reasons
include doing an activity because the participant believes they are expected to do so,
or because of some external reward (such as helping with job hunting). To
summarise the results, items intended to represent autonomous reasons were stronger

predictors of the outcome variable (i.e., TOEIC Listening scores) than those intended
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to represent controlled reasons. Indeed, the model with the three items intended to
represent controlled goals was not significant.

Three types of achievement goals were tested in RQlb, task-based goals (i.e.,
performing well on the task, such as getting a lot of questions correct), self-based
goals (i.e, performing better on the task than previously), and other-based goals (i.e.,
performing better than peers). Items intended to represent self-based goals, followed
by task-based goals were stronger predictors of TOEIC Listening scores than items
intended to represent other-based goals. This too, likely aligns with previous
research. Moreover, it was the models which combined the various goal types which
performed best. In addition, the model that tested the three items intended to
measure self-based goals slightly outperformed the three items intended to measure
autonomous reasons from RQla.

Finally, three types of goal complexes were tested in RQ2. Individually, these
models accounted for between 5% and 7% of the variance in TOEIC Listening scores.
However, when the goal complexes were combined together, these models accounted
for 21% and 24% of the variance in TOEIC Listening scores. Taken together with the
results from RQI1b, this suggests that combined mastery goals (i.e., those that derive
from the 2X2 model) might have better predictive value than individual sets of task-
and self-based goals (i.e., those that derive from the 3 X2 model).

One important limitation in this study is that there is clear evidence that the items
did not perform equally well. For example, Richard (2023) reported that the three-
item set of self-based goals was likely not unidimensional. Especially SG 3, “My
TOEIC L&R goal is to, at a minimum, score the same as I did before,” poorly fit the
remaining two self-based goal items’. In addition, as noted, there was evidence of
multicollinearity in the other-based goal items and their related goal complexes.
Therefore, a closer inspection of the items is warranted, and new items have been
rewritten. These newer items were initially tested in 2024; however, data analyses
have not yet begun.

A second limitation is that growth in TOEIC Listening scores was not considered
as a variable. Thus, in addition to an inspection of the items, a deeper analysis of the
participants goals, reasons, and goal complexes with regards to actual growth in
TOEIC scores would be beneficial. As noted, the focal point of the reasons, goals,

and goal complexes in the current study was a TOEIC L&R test that the participants

3 In a separate unidimensional reliability analysis, the 3-item set of self-based goals had a Cronbach’s
a of only .386 but .615 without SG 3.
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completed on the same day that they completed the questionnaire that was used in
this study. As a first step, one important addition to a future study would be to
analyze the data based on actual growth in scores (or attrition or no growth) beyond
the standard error of difference (SE Diff = %35 scale points). That is, it would be
useful to investigate any or no score change from the previous TOEIC L&R test. For
first-year students, that would represent a potential change in scores between April
and January, and for second-year students, between January and January. However,
it might also be true that the standardized TOEIC L&R test is too broad and rough of
a measurement tool to be accurately predicted by the variables described in this
paper.

A third limitation, as was pointed out by one blind reviewer, is that the data set
used in this current study combines participants from two different faculties who
typically have different post-graduation outcomes and accordingly different [.2-
English-learning goals. In this way, it might be more appropriate to analyze the data
with one faculty only, or with one faculty and then repeat the analyses with the
second faculty. Alternatively, a future study, might include faculty as a independent
variable factor in a regression analysis’. The question remains, however, if enrollment
in different faculties leads to different outcomes why combine the data from both
faculties in one study. The reason for maintaining the participants in one (combined)
data sample is because the English-language program at SU is an intensive program,
and especially in the fluency-stream, the program is highly coordinated with
materials, instruction, and grading being the same. Materials include readings and
discussions related to several psychological variables related to goals, including self-
regulation and willingness-to-communicate, as well as [.2-language related goal-
writing activities. Nonetheless, as noted, it might be more beneficial, especially in
terms of data interpretation, to analyze the data separately by faculty.

This exploratory study revealed findings that align with theories in educational
psychology. However, the limitations show that the items need further review, the
outcome variable(s) need to be better understood, and perhaps the grouping of the
participants need to be more clearly defined. As noted, one longer term goal at SU is
to establish a set of various teaching and testing practices that allow the students to

shift to more adaptive motivational behaviors leading to more positive end states.

4 A posteriori analysis was run, by adding faculty as an independent variable factor in a multiple
regression, in addition to the goal complexes as covariates, and TOEIC Listening score as the dependent
variable. Faculty was non-significant, although trending towards significance: ¢ = -1,853, p = .066, 95% CI
[-50.740, 1.629].
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The work presented in this paper is one early step towards that longer term goal.
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Appendix A

Japanese-Language Version of the Questionnaire Items (k = 33)

Reasons (& = 6)
FASTOEICL &RBYE 0 HAE AE KT 2B IE, 00

1.
. ERBRIEE) T L DA B TF . (controlled reason: CR 1)
L kT2 Z R LVWTT, (AR 2)

(o2 <) NGO \V)

JEH TR 722~ 5 CTF ., (autonomous reason: AR 1)

RSN T2 VWO SRR H 255 TT, (CR2)

. flfER S B E 55 TT, (AR 3)
. RFETED N HEIERTG 2T HERH 225 TF, (CR3I)

Goals (£=9)
FADTOEIC L&R® HAEIX. ...

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12,
13.
14.
15.

e S AOHEMICIEMRT 2% TF, (task-based goal: TG 1)
BRICZER U TR & 0 i) X < ©&Z 5% T3, (self-based goal: SG 1)
MoFEI YRS TEDHTT, (other-based goal: OG 1)
BROELWE2ZMSZ L TT, (TG 2)

CRETCL FICEERE LIPS 2 L TF. (SG 2)

7T AAA MRV HBNRS TE2HTT, (0OG 2)

T&H2RIZ < OEMICIEMRT 52 LT, (TG 3)

ML EBAHTEEFRIU & 5 REFEEE LW TT, (SG 3)

o NEV bmEmvbEialis Z & cd, (0G3)

Goal Complexes (k= 18)
FAOTOEIC L&R D BFEiE, .0

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Z < OEMEIEMFT 22 LT, JEFRITHENZEL ST, (TGXAR )

o EXY RS TE 5N, FEFITHBMILZERS 5T, (OGXAR])
W FITZER U 7R & 0 Ry & < TE 2 F CRIEE) I Lo b T, (SGX
CR 1)
TELRTILZOEMICIERTZ2Z L, HMIFENTVDLLEVWSHIRRH L0
T9, (TGXCR 1)

Dig EHETEEEC & 5 RpfEE R T =S, JERITHIRNZ 25 T3, (SGX
AR 1)
TELRILOEMICERT 2 LR MEODH 2 BIERL LES 25 TF, (TG
X AR 2)



22.

23.

24.
29.

26.
21,

28.
29.

30.

31.
32.

33.
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o NE D dEWEEERS Z Licfkikd 22 T, Znickikid s 2 EaRL
WTT, (OGXAR 2)

INETL RICHERE P52 L TRETED DN IEHEL T2 T HERD D h
5T%, (SGXCR 2)

MHDONEZY bEOVERERS Z &C, BiEE) i r>2» 53, (OGXCR 1)
BROELWEXZHBDZ LT, RETEDONIIEEEZH LT LERD D05
T7., (TGXCR 2)
BEOELWEZXEZHDZ LT, hikT2Z L33 L WA STT, (TGXAR 3)
7 F7AAAL M XV E S TE2HEPFHFINTVDIEWOSHIRRH 56 T
¥, (OGXCR 2)

INETH RICHRE BIF 5 2 ERIER TR Z 25 T3, (SGXAR 2)
Dl EBAIEIEF T & 5 BREAEEZETHIWFSNTND E WS HIZRR D 5 »
5T%, (SGXCR 3)

o NEV bEWEHAEIRS Z LT, 28D RKETED D NIILMEZTH 23 05
ERHEH005TT, (OGXCR 3)

% OEMEIEMRET 2 Z LA, S8 I L2 5 T3, (TGXCR 3)
BEICZRUZK X B X < CE 2 HEPIEE ISR Z 25 T, (SGX
AR 3)

75 AAAL DI VHEHRLS CX2HEF MEODZHELLES 25 TT, (OG
X AR 3)

Appendix B

English-Language Version of the Questionnaire Items (k£ = 33)

Reasons (% = 6)

The reason I pursue TOEICL&R-related goals is because ...

1. they are very stimulating. (autonomous reason: AR 1)

2. it'll help with job-hunting. (controlled reason: CR 1)
3. I enjoy the challenge. (AR 2)

4. I've the impression it’s expected of me. (CR 2)

5. I believe they are worth it. (AR 3)

6. I need to meet university standards. (CR 3)

Goals (k= 6)
My TOEIC L&R goal is to ...

7. get a lot of questions correct (task-based goal: TG 1)
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8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

do better than in the past (self-based goal: SG 1)

do better than other students (other-based goal: OG 1)
answer the questions correctly (TG 2)

get a higher score than ever before (SG 2)

do better than my classmates students (OG 2)

answer questions correctly as much as possible (TG 3)
at a minimum, score the same as I did before (SG 3)

get a higher score than others (OG 3)

Goal Complexes (k= 18)
My TOEIC L&R goal is to ...

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

correctly answer as many questions as I can because I find this goal highly
stimulating. (TG XAR 1)

be able to do better than other students because I find that highly
stimulating. (OGX AR 1)

do well relative to how well I have done in the past because it will be useful
for job hunting. (SGXCR 1)

answer as many questions correctly as possible because I have the impression
that his is expected of me. (TGXCR 1)

get at least the same score as last time, because I find this goal highly
stimulating. (SGX AR 1)

answer as many questions correctly as possible because I think it is a
worthwhile goal. (TG X AR 2)

try to get a higher score than other people, because I enjoy this challenge. (OG
X AR 2)

perform better than I have done in the past because I need to meet the
standards set by the university. (SGXCR 2)

get a higher score than other people because it will help me in my job
hunting. (OGXCR 1)

know the correct answers to the questions because I have to meet the
standards set by the university. (TG XCR 2)

know the correct answers to the questions, because I enjoy this challenge. (TG
X AR 3)

do relatively better than my classmates because I have the impression that
his is expected of me. (OG X CR 2)

perform better than I have done in the past because I find this goal highly



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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stimulating. (SGX AR 2)

at least get the same results as last time because I have the impression that
this is expected of me. (SGXCR 3)

get a higher score than others because I have to meet the standards set by the
university. (OGXCR 3)

answer as many questions correctly because it will be useful for job hunting.
(TGXCR 3)

do well relative to how well I have done in the past because I find this a
personally valuable goal. (SGX AR 3)

be able to do relatively better than my classmates because I think it is a

worthwhile goal. (OG X AR 3)



(3]

INERIEEERHREBRIEITB T 5
AWatiRIZBY 9 5 i 5E

RERALRY: B P g - 6 SO0

21

LETREEGH T, AIFHEIFFERSSSOE LR NERP D EEARE T B LIRS
PRDHNTWVD, —FHT, EEOHURETLEORELHRINTVDINE S PIIFAHTD
%, & ZTCARIZROBIE, /INERESFERE 6 FRTHA SN 2MEHBIE TSN T
WARRFEOHE LB END 2 A IV V2L PICTEIETH D, Arl12itoZkEE
DRMPT, SHEEHONFEE GRIERF, REMfF2EE, v~ 288 A2 4 T 2h
bORHEAER LRSI N TWBEF 2 Lic, £ORER, #IEfFLERFOF D 1
FREIZ S TCOUnitvLesson CTHEHAENTWBE—FH T, BEZTDOL 9> —2DHEIZLTO
HRIECHBRN Lo, BT, aVYOMERELTH, BRIk CHRHBOFE
REAIVITRELSTNDZ LKL,

(F—7— R) NERERRE. REREIE. [

1. ExE&HM

20174 ITH/ VAR BPR SR (DU, A EHREEGH) ARSIz 2 LicfEvn, 2020
N BN S - 6FEAICBNT, DLERE (K58 »ERlE LTEAS I, LT,
INERR COPFBEHBE 2T 2720, BUEZHRIE (LI, HEE) OBESHEMEN S 2
THMIENRL {fTbh T& T,

Bz E, EEE (2021) BERIECHHAEN TV DI LEELNRIC, FHENTHDHERES
FRCEMATNEERICOVWTHRAE L, R, EEEEFRITET X Z6005E HH S iz,
7z, FHE (2023) &, AEESLZEOERICH D LEESCHR, iF Lt oBEbY i
B4 2R THHMAELNEE N AL, HRIFETORDRFEHL ML, Tk
ST, BRIEORMEFET 22T, NERBEPERIEZ AW TEET 2BEORES
ZIFTR, SHBROBREFORRBICHMT 22 LB TE S,

ARFEMREY B B4R, CEPIZEFEPLPN TV INELHEET 5D TR, H
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XEAD YN IEHICEL LR HIEFHICEELB A TH S, —H T, FEREEE
Tik, FRENR LR BRFHEOHIEIZE EE- TS, £k, /INERTORELZSHICE
W AIFHEICEAT 222133 L A Efibh Tz,

Z ZCRMIGRE, NFERRS - 6 FADRFBRETHAI NI HRIF ERIC, L0 XD
mAFEE (Bl hr<) BPERIEANTHEHASN TWEI2EHETS, Sbit, E0kok
RENEEIZHERENTH 20BN T 2, AFEEITS 2 LT, 24EM i
TREWFEPEIH I ND 2, INEREE P IEFE ORI THFREE RS T X ERHYO—
BLBR0ERICFLET LR TE S,

2. FTIMR
2.1 ZFBEEZRICHIHR5EOREERE

PEREEGE CUGHREA. 2017) KB W T, AFikiR IF5) & LTERBSN, T(1)
FEIEFFRRERITE, 2 v <72 & OEARNZ2TFE (p.88) I N THFLE T 5, BMERyIiciX, T7F
BD 5L, EARPSEIERF () RREFF (?), av~< () #FET 5, HEiCYZ
DIREE P eitnd 2RI, EYIHFSEZHWD X5 CEET S, (p.88)1 &
INTWVD, £oT, BHEBFFEOHWSLIEHIIISL T, Tb 5% RENME-> T
HELZ2WE S KR ST 2 0ERH D L E 25, SbIC, FEBEEHETIX, 3SHEEOH
FEOMEAF LR 2BOERA DI RIS TS, UNTIE, EEEEEHIC
kS TWw 3 3FEEOFIEIC O W THE T 5,

FTRIEFFOEIC O WT, FEREEHE CURREA. 2017, p.88) TiE, FH LD
XRIZDFHEF TR (1), XTERWRE (B, BEOFTWHDBEHARD) CHik
IEfFZ2F 2860802 TVS (2a, @b), £k, RIS 2 HKBEDOHFE LI
FFOMITIZFAR—=REANRBNZ LRI TS,

(1) This is my hero. He is good at tennis.
(2) a. Hello.
b. Thank you.

FEIRRESICFAR ST ARngS, BRIEFOREBEL Tk, iz bEkA 2 ffinys
D5, HlziX, #EM (2010, p.822) TIHE bz, TEARIKIEZETCTRMTFOR
b ELTHAESNIEA () EMgFE (Wa, Wb) THASHhZEHAED2OIRER
TW5, %7, Huddleston and Pullum (2005/2019) 1%, Zh b 2 20OHEEKSOE
U K (terminal full stop) &JE#EDO E Y 4 K (abbreviation full stop) & L. #%¥& %
XOKDY ZRTRIEF L ZXBlIEND LTS,

(3)  Would you please read through this report and let me have your written
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comments.
4) a. Oct. (October)
b. Prof. (Professor)

WRIT, SR ORI 228 RSB EO R v 284 5, B REEE T,
RERSC O SCRICIT M 2 I 0fBIc2F 5 L &hTna ((5), p88), £k, kEoH
FELEEMF ORI AR—=RFANRZNZ EHEREAE LTRERTV S,

OB AZ, DERCE ERHFEHOA > b x—Y 3 v CHFL, SEMOREEER T
CEEEHFERVD Z 03 d 5, (pp.88-89)) L\ o AfIAIKkSh TS (6), 20
RdE, SEREERSCEMEEN TR Y, BES/ N ohTc LR LIEER SN D, filx i, &
K (2010) &, 3HHOHEFE/NGO hCEL A DTET S FEREER L & Yes—nokER SC o E
BEFAE L, TOME, YesnofEMX k0 bEHIFENDOD, 2FEOMHNI2%I1FET
STz LA RENT,

(5) Can you sing well?
6) A: You like baseball?
B: Yes.

BARIC 2y <22V TIE, MIERFCRERIRT & g4 2 &, B 2 Bl R 1R
TN TE HREIN TV D, FERELEHETIE, a v d@E@en, XEXY 5550 1
DTHDEBHINTND, e, NEROHERERICIE, HXzHs2EshTnd
e, mETHbNS 2y, OETERTERE (7) <, 3 W& 32O EYIET S
B (Q) iHWbh B D LHHERTVS (p.89),

(7) Hello, Kumi.

(8) I like baseball, tennis, and swimming.

=0T, FEEEEAIFAR SN TRV ARV 0D, BBV THHHEIh D
aREMERm OV AFNIMIC DL < B D, Bl E, BH (2016, p.8, 10) Tix, CHHICH
ZEIFNZXE % ((9) RCHOREFSLHEFZXE 5 (10), KERBE X825 (1)
D XS RHAPDGFHE S N TV D,

(9) 1In 2010, 57 percent of college students were female.
(10 Oh, I didn’t know that.

(I Christmas will be here very, very soon.
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Dl bapE z, FEREEHEICTEREN TV AINHEZR I OIS T DD I ENT
X%, AFECIE. E1LIREESNRTWIHESTY FIF, o FmEL &2 03I 7 %H
HIorz T2,

x®1 FBEEER (BH) ICRHESNTOREFHEOEEEAE
TR k=S
1. #uEfF (@) PRXOICRIEDT S

(@) EERSCOSCRICIT BRI 2tk DFEIC O 5
2. B b ERCELEREFHAOAL bR —TarTHREL, BEoEREZRTEHAIC
2%
3 av— (@ BEOHENT 2RTERICOT S
(b) ZBERMA) % 3OLL T RIS %

2.2 BEFILHTHPFTEICEAT BHETHRE

Moore (2016) Ti%, HFEHEIEIENEICRBIT 2EHO X 0 ROl o —~B Lo
IR ERT D ICEERKEE E R T LB TRY, PREEESEFETELE-
FEYNE L BN T DRI NEE R EHED 12 Thd B, LiL, HREEIZRT % A5
BT 2WRIFTIE L A ETOLNTORVONRBIRTH 5,

ZohTER (2011) &, ERISEICKIE & Nz EEREEH IS TER S h e,
kg - EEEROYRIFEENR I, RS TV AFEOREE (Bl KiEffeany)
BN U, TORER, hEBEBEClX, anrkIan 2RV T, SFEEETEA
RSN TV AERNRIFELPEA SN TVE Z ERbro T, BEERTIE, BIHIC
FoTHWIRELZ DD, V—F 4 vV CEEAZEVWEERNETIE, FFRA M 2HD
B DM FES bR T W, — /T, 9471 v 7 &IOS HERIETIE, 2iEeTo
BRETATIALLTHRONTRY, 2=y b EFMLLTHRONU TS Z ERRIEX
Nz,

2.3 HKITHRODBRAREEAMADER

RFEEE, REROICE LFRE, AREEEEE TR TR OBEGRE) e s, IR
POEEERTH LB EPRDOONDHEAD 1 > TH 5 CCEREEE, 2017), £,
EEFER TR, INER TR LA R FHE R 2. SREMRARHEPBERIEN
TSNS, av<aflicts s, EXTOMACARBRBELERICHNWDZ LRRE, /I
PR COEMZEE A AEPGTHRI LTS CCREE, 2018), RIFEEX, FfE2
FTRLEAFIZOPYRLTWELOIERICOLETH D CLERESE, 2018), 2
REVREOBGEPEND T & T, mAFER T ORML S 0E I8 & BAE A Re )8
»H%,

—J7C, FEREEME TR, NFEORECHEMIIEIRTVWE0HRTH Y, AE4E
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WTHbi 2 AESLHERTOREWIZEHR I TWARY, AFEIC LY, #EREEET
RSN TV AHFEOTIEH E ME2 B TE 5D, INERTORERECRBELZ
Fro IR AIREL 72 D,

EHIT, HITHIETIE, ZRIETHEESN TS EOUnitTEDHERFER ST
POV THFIH SN TWRP Tz, Bk (2011) Tk, [HYHEREZHO b & TR
ENHRFENGIC, HRERTOEOWRI S MR o, UnitZ & OEWIZI S
PICENTWRY, HIRE N TW 3 HEIFOUnitlll ©, A)FEE O B FHYE O B %
LMICTBZET, HEREDZRED X 4 I v FOoREHHICEET S Z L8 TED, £
T CAMFEIX, U OMFEREERE L ETHEE TR - T,

MERE

1. /NEREFECHA SN DHRIFCB VT, FHETED X5 RAFEO FE LR
INTWVWBE

2. INFREFETHHAINIZHARECRWT, EOUnitTED X 5 A)FiEo AR
ks hTna e

3. MRAE

3.1 SHROARIE

AZE X, INERANEFERH BRI EZRFTEL TS 6t (Ath, Bt Cth. D,
Ett, Fth&dms) 05 - 6 FEERARIE (Gitleft) 264 L35, Zh b oHEER,
D6 EEICHR SN DD TH D, AWFZEEZEFIFENOUnitCLesson THEH S LT
DAFE R NG L Lic, 723, BRIEFHMNBEI N TWSEHM (Bl 71— ) DERE
EFHITIRGE &N TV B FEESCHGEIRIZ IS & L,

3.2 AFEDHE

AWFIRIZ, FEREEHCHREN TV D 3o0A)FE GRIFEE, BME av<) &
ZNICRET 2 B ICESAEL TR (R22H), H—-FENLERE O ik z 08k,
FEEEPSHEEOHRIEE, F-FEN O FLEOERIELHEMA L2, BERT
T, I AT EZ EBMLWHER LEIHEL & E k.,

K2 DIHRET DHFTEDRE

h)RerkE O A iEkeS HF Y —

1. #IEFF (@) SERCCOCRIZOT S 1—(a)

(@) EERISLOSCRICIZEERMIFF 2 R EDOFRICOT 2 2—()

2. BMFE b)) PR EEAFAOAL Y bR —va rTHEL, REOK 2 —(b)
Rz RIHBEICOT D

3 av= @) PEOENTF ERTERIZOIT D 3 —(a)

: (b) FERME 3OLEFZET ZEICOT D 3—(b
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4. BREER

H3RHER BB 2NHEEZEAILCELDETHD, £, HA4FS5FEEMD
HZREOT T, UnitT L CHBOFEZEZLDEIOTHY, £51F 6 ELEHOHRIE
OHTUNItZ & KO AMAEEZ L O DD TH D,

T ORER, IR (1 —(@) &EEMFF (2 —(@) X, EoZERIETHIHBRESNATND
TEMRHBH LT, UnitZ I/ Td, 2o 2fBEHOMFEZEOUnit ThiddikEnTHY,
LA R WUnitik 222 o 7o, FRIZERFICB VWX, BAORARSEX 2RI T
7, MHFORREZZNLVTIRLEDORFENRLIHEINTVDIDTHDLF XD,
F o, HICRBERSUIF MBI L CHEEREEME RSN TnDs 2 &b, EDUnit
D IETFREEFEAH I TwD LEX BN D,

&3 HERBTHRHSINTVDEFLEDRE
544 6 44
#HEE  1—@) 2—(@ 2—@b) 3—(@ 3—b) 1—(@ 2—(@) 2—(b) 3—(@) 3—(b)
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eEIOND,
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B Z2EE LT, FIC2BY O0XRBHETRHMS LTV, 1 D3 FEFEEH
THHREN TV “Hello, everyone.” ® X 5 CHRETHHINIDDOTHD, 51
DiE, REFSC LRI BN T, R ICRICEE LHFO AR 2N x 2B s
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x®5 OFLERAHEBEFEICHITBHUntZEDLEHFE

Unit #54Y— A#k  B#  Ct  Dit  Eit  Fi
1—(a) @) O @) O O @)

2 —(a) @) @) @) O O @)

Ul 2—0b - - - - - -
3 —(a) @) — - @) @)

3 —(b) - - - - - -

1—() @) @) @) O @) @)

2 —(a) @) @) @) O O @)

U2 2 —(b) - - - - - -
3 —(a) - O @) - - —

3 —(b) - - - - - -

1—(a) @) O @) O O @)

2 —(a) @) O @) O O @)

U3 2 —(b) - - - - - -
3 —(a) — @) - — — —

3 —(b) - - - - - -

1 —(a) @) O @) O O @)

2 —(a) @) @) @) O @) @)
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AFERE, RS R THER R OHRE S, NERP B EEERE VS
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Frd 2T, EEREEFICHBZORWEFNE (Bl ary) Bunlor@llaniz, &
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