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An investigation into issues and problems of motivational
study using paradigm framework

Tomoyasu Akiyama

Using ‘paradigm’ framework established by Guba and Lincoln (2005),
this paper discusses issues of research methods used in motivational
research in applied linguistics. Much motivational research is involved
in statistical analyses into the data drawn from questionnaires
(positivist paradigm). However, motivation is such an abstract and
multifaceted construct that it is necessary for researchers to have a
constructivist or interpretivist paradigm. This paper argues that
consideration into the paradigm would provide insightful suggestions

for future motivational research.
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A paradigm can be thought as a lens through which we view the world.
Different lens entails different assumptions about the nature of the world
and the ways in which we should attempt to understand it.

(http://www.iltaonline.com/newsletter/01-2005may/latedialog-lynch.htm)
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( Eﬁ?ggool;)ﬁcg ql)e\;lﬁ) What do we think we can know? What is reality?
Epistemological level What is our relationship to the thing we are trying

(BFFE L VLR L DBR) to know?

( E;;l%f);?_lgg;:;;‘;i) How do we go about our pursuit of knowledge?

B—DOBFEIT ‘Ontological level’ TH B, ZHIZHE (reality) &iX
fp?LEZHBELNLTHSB, Lynch & Hamp-Lyons (1999) i ‘What
do we think we can know? What is reality?” ¥ 52X 5 Z L L EHEL T3,
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EBTHL. BIFEOHRFIIHEREINCHFET I EEZLTVT,
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LI EDE IR bDTHA DN, Dérnyei, & Skehan (2003 : 614)
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In broad terms, motivation is responsible for why people decide to do
something, how long they are willing to sustain the activity, and how hard

they are going to pursue.

LF TDo6rnyei & Skehanid B4 3 DOERETH O X TWA Z &Ab
B, BT, REANRIA1ETHILERDD DM (the choice of a
particular action), FIZ, RO EEENL L WHEFFTE 5 (the
persistence with it) B =12, Eh < SV ENRERD TVIT S D 5> (the
effort expanded on it), ThHH§IZBE4 5 ‘HiB° W 1% 3 Bl (WD HFEAXx—
MO OME) H2LEZXLND, UL, RRGL
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WizDornyei (2001a: 185) iZEiE X W HBMESDHEE L 3 2T TV 3B,

1) Motivation is abstract and not directly observable.
2) Motivation is a multidimentional construct.

3) Motivation is inconstant.
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EVOBMBEBRNCMEAI I LBELVNLTH D,
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ZULEEH L\, Dornyei (2001a:239) IXEOHEAZ RO L D ITBRTWVWS :

Because of the strong initial influences of quantitative social psychology
on L2 (second language) motivation research, qualitative studies have

traditionally not been part of the research repertoire in the field.
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EETEDZLWVHZETHD (Brown, 2001), 77— Mg REDFT —
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L TikDsrnyei (2001a & b) MBERTWB X H iz h - & HE LT —FINE
B (Mr¥va— B BE) 2BERATILEXD D,

E# (2004 : 185) ILEHFESBFICBWTHEISHE TOMBER RN
LTW3,
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EEMTRARCRAZTETH S, £, &Y 7 F2AATIIHED
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EEBETAMLOBKT

SHE T A MIBFOBEREE (washback effect) & DGR THHEE ST D
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(e.g. Cheng, Watanabe & Curtis, 2004), 7 A hTED L 5 2EE%*Th
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