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ABSTRACT

One of the most significant gaps in Iran’s educational system lies in the profound
discrepancy between the official policies articulated in upstream policy documents
and their practical implementation in the domain of foreign language education.
While national policy documents such as the Fundamental Transformation
Document of Education and the National Curriculum explicitly emphasize the
necessity of promoting multilingualism and strengthening the teaching of foreign
languages other than English, in practice the educational system, due to political,
economic, and cultural factors, has become heavily centered on English language
instruction, relegating other languages to a marginal position. The present study
aimed to examine the preferences of Iranian seventh-grade students for learning
foreign languages other than English, identify the factors influencing these
preferences, and analyze gender differences. The study population consisted of
1,004 students from five provinces of Iran, who were selected through convenience
sampling. Data were collected using a 34-item questionnaire, the validity and
reliability of which were confirmed through factor analysis. The findings indicated
that students’ preferences for foreign languages other than English varied
significantly. The percentage of preference for each language was as follows:
French (30.3%), German (18.6%), Korean (9.5%), Spanish (7.6%), Italian (7.1%),
Chinese (6.4%), other languages (6.3%), Russian (5.0%), Japanese (3.8%), Turkish
(3.5%), and Arabic (2.1%). The results further revealed that three factors, namely
individual factors, educational factors, and socioeconomic factors, accounted for
students’ preferences for foreign languages other than English, with statistically
significant differences in the degree of influence of these factors. Finally, while
gender differences in language preferences were found to be statistically
significant, no significant gender differences were observed in the influencing
factors. The implications of these findings for language education policymaking in
Iran are discussed, and suggestions for future research are offered.
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Introduction

In the era of globalization, the global spread of English has produced significant political,
social, cultural, and educational consequences. Since the latter half of the twentieth century, this
expansion has attracted sustained scholarly attention and generated largely critical perspectives,
most notably the theory of English linguistic imperialism (Phillipson, 1992). These critiques
have fostered extensive theoretical and practical debates within applied linguistics and promoted
alternative approaches, including the teaching of foreign languages other than English.
Proponents argue that supporting languages other than English can reduce English dominance,
foster multilingualism, and uphold linguistic rights. However, teaching non-English languages
faces persistent challenges, including low learner motivation, traditional pedagogical methods,
and limited instructional resources. Educational policies and curricula further shape language
choices, and Iran’s educational system has historically emphasized English. During the late
1960s, English replaced French as the dominant foreign language, largely due to modernization
policies (Borjian, 2013). Following the Islamic Revolution, anti-imperialist orientations
prompted attempts to introduce other languages, such as German, French, Italian, Spanish, and
Russian, but structural constraints limited success. Subsequent policy measures promoted
language diversity, yet English dominance persisted, marginalizing languages other than
English and restricting cultural diversity. More recently, critical debates and the Fundamental
Transformation Document of Education have renewed attention to non-English languages. The
present study examines seventh-grade students’ attitudes toward learning foreign languages
other than English, identifies factors influencing these preferences, and explores potential
gender differences in both orientations and determinants.

Literature Review

In recent years, language preferences have emerged as a significant concept in applied
linguistics, particularly within the field of language education policy. Despite its importance,
this topic has received limited scholarly attention. Lanvers et al. (2021) note that language
preferences remain underexplored, a gap Gazzola (2023) attributes largely to the divide between
applied linguistics and language policy research. Johnson (2013) emphasizes that implementing
any language education policy requires consideration of stakeholders’ attitudes, ideologies, and
language preferences alongside available resources and structural constraints. Johnson and
Johnson (2015) further argue that in systems with compulsory language instruction,
discrepancies often arise between learners’ preferences and the official rationale for language
teaching. Bori and Canale (2022) contend that the overemphasis on English and the neglect of
other languages primarily stem from compulsory English instruction and the perception that
additional languages are unnecessary. This approach largely ignores stakeholders’ perspectives,
especially those of learners. While language preferences are critical to language policy, non-
English foreign language education, and multilingualism, research remains limited, particularly
in Iran. Globally, although the expansion of English has reduced interest in learning other
languages (Gao, 2024), some regions, especially in Europe and Asia, have invested in the
formal teaching of non-English languages, often requiring state-level educational planning.
Takahashi (2022) found that Japanese students demonstrated both intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation to learn languages such as Chinese, French, German, and Korean alongside
compulsory English. Kobayashi (2025) highlighted that Japanese women showed particular
interest in Korean, despite societal prejudice, reflecting the influence of the global Korean
Wave. Hajar and Manan (2024) emphasized instrumental and cultural motivations among
Kazakh learners studying Korean, while Yasir Khan et al. (2024) reported that Pakistani
students’ interest in Chinese was driven by educational and employment opportunities, despite
limited societal support. Given the absence of research on Iranian students’ preferences in
formal education, the present study aims to address this gap by investigating learners’
motivations and preferences for foreign languages other than English.
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Method

This study employed a convenience-sampling method to select participants, enabling the
inclusion of individuals who were readily accessible and willing to participate. This approach is
commonly used in educational research involving large populations due to its efficiency and
flexibility. The sample consisted of 1,004 seventh-grade students from schools across five
provinces in Iran, with 87% attending public schools and 13% attending private schools. The
sample comprised 70.2% female and 29.8% male students. Provinces were selected to reflect
geographic and cultural diversity: Tehran (40.7%), Gilan (21%), Ilam (18.2%), Bushehr
(12.7%), and Sistan and Baluchestan (7.3%). Data were collected using a self-administered
questionnaire titled “Attitudes and Factors Affecting the Choice of Foreign Languages Other
than English”, complemented by a demographic survey capturing variables such as gender and
school type. The questionnaire was developed through a two-stage process that included
preliminary qualitative interviews with students, parents, and teachers to explore motivations,
preferences, and perceptions of foreign languages. Insights from these interviews informed the
initial item pool, which was refined based on expert review and pretesting, resulting in an
instrument with 40 items (Ddrnyei & Dewaele, 2023). Construct validity was assessed using
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses. Exploratory factor analysis identified three
underlying dimensions, namely individual, educational, and socio-economic factors, which
informed the structure of the questionnaire. Several items that did not meet acceptable criteria
were removed, resulting in a final draft of the instrument with 34 items. The questionnaire
demonstrated strong internal consistency across the overall scale and its subdimensions. Further
analysis confirmed that the three-factor structure was conceptually sound and provided a better
representation of the data than alternative models. Overall, the study employed a robust
sampling and data collection procedure, and the questionnaire showed satisfactory reliability
and construct validity for examining seventh-grade students’ attitudes toward learning foreign
languages other than English.

Results

This section reports the study findings using both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses
and addresses two main research questions. The first question examined whether there were
significant differences in Iranian seventh-grade students’ preferences for learning foreign
languages other than English and in the factors influencing their language choices. The chi-
square results indicated statistically significant differences in students’ language preferences,
suggesting that these variations were systematic rather than random. Among the languages
examined, French emerged as the most preferred option, followed by German, Korean, and
Spanish. In contrast, Japanese, Turkish, and Arabic attracted the lowest levels of interest. In
addition, a proportion of students expressed interest in languages not included in the provided
list, reflecting a broader range of linguistic interests. The study further investigated the factors
influencing students’ preferences for foreign languages other than English. Exploratory factor
analysis identified three major categories of factors: individual, educational, and socio-
economic. Given the non-normal distribution of the data, the Friedman non-parametric test was
employed. The results demonstrated that these factors did not exert equal influence on language
choice. Individual factors were found to be the most influential, followed by educational factors,
whereas socio-economic factors played the least significant role. The second research question
explored gender differences in both language preferences and the factors shaping students’
choices. The chi-square analysis revealed significant differences between male and female
students in their preferences for foreign languages other than English. Male students showed
stronger orientations toward languages such as German, Russian, and Spanish, while female
students demonstrated greater interest in French, Korean, Chinese, and Turkish. However, the
results of the Mann—Whitney U test indicated no statistically significant gender differences in
the influence of individual, educational, or socio-economic factors. This finding suggests that
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although boys and girls differ in their language preferences, the underlying factors shaping these
preferences operate similarly across genders.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study examined Iranian seventh-grade students’ preferences for learning foreign languages
other than English and explored the factors shaping these preferences. The findings revealed
substantial diversity in students’ language preferences, indicating a clear mismatch between
learners’ actual interests and the Iranian educational system’s long-standing, English-centered
language policy. French emerged as the most preferred language, followed by German, while
languages such as Korean, Spanish, Italian, Russian, Chinese, and Japanese also attracted
notable levels of interest. This pattern of preferences can be understood in light of the close
relationship between language learning, attitudes, and identity construction. As Dweik and
Qawar (2015) argue, positive attitudes toward a language play a crucial role in learners’
engagement and use of that language, while Amin (2020) emphasizes language as a key
resource for expressing individual and social identity. Analysis of the factors influencing
students’ language choices showed that preferences were not random but shaped by a
combination of individual, educational, and socio-economic factors. Among these, individual
factors such as interest in the target culture and literature, as well as positive perceptions of
learning a new language, exerted the strongest influence on students’ choices. Educational
factors, including access to instructional resources and encouragement from teachers, ranked
second, whereas socio-economic considerations had the weakest impact. These findings suggest
that internal motivation and educational context outweigh instrumental or economic
considerations in shaping students’ orientations toward non-English foreign languages, a result
consistent with prior research highlighting the centrality of learner attitudes in language choice
(Dweik & Qawar, 2015). The study also identified significant gender-based differences in
preferred languages, although the overall influence of the underlying factors did not differ
significantly between girls and boys. Such differences may reflect broader socio-cultural norms
and gender-related language stereotypes, as discussed in earlier studies (Chavez, 2001;
Okuniewski, 2014). From a policy perspective, the findings underscore the need for a shift
toward multilingual language planning that recognizes linguistic diversity, aligns with students’
interests, and offers meaningful opportunities to learn foreign languages other than English
(Liddicoat, 2018). Finally, given the exploratory nature of the study and its limitations, further
large-scale, qualitative, mixed-methods, and longitudinal research is recommended to strengthen
the explanatory depth and generalizability of these results.

Keywords
Multilingualism, Language preferences, Foreign languages other than English, Gender
differences, Iranian seventh-grade students.



Si! Wbl dollad

DOLl:

«55‘2'“52 JGo»

93 oSl g (o SBOL) SOk 4 Sl Oligel il Sl 5
Somir i 9 Yoo Jolgs

iDr6)5|.> Cytmnd> ciDrfv\ia Sole pligs daw ‘iD‘*oM})}S Aakas

45>
oy sl he Grae Aol lpl bjsel pllai )3 3290 UISE (ppinge 3 S
ol 03 ()8 ol (oigel dose )3 lacuslus ol (Jos slyal g (wdYL sl ) 7m0
Sogrd o s0y3 Aol g Ghyan 5 bigel adlits Jg dius el 508 S ol &7 b o
pla Jos 0 )b gopo 4T wnlSile (2B gl isel Cogi g (Sbjaiy dawg
5 Cosl 00 3 pote (oSSl (L5 (250l By (Kb g oobadl gl Y5 4y bl
Syl pxin B 90l il Glous 5 oy p Ban b Limgh ol los oxily awsls 4 oyl b
Slis Lo 5 lovir 5 cpl 2 S0 Joge alolid cmelSit 25 lagls 65 &
S Ng05 o9y b &S 35 ol e g Sl sgel Sl Voo F Jols gy dasle i plonl (s
)‘ L)] LF’L'L’ 9 LS’~‘5) S Sy du; ¥ L dlé\.abu,w.u).: Laools 6)9160 )I)Jl AW ul?wl Py 3D
B slagly 4 oliseloilb Gl & oh ol basl a8 apb Jble Lbs 5k
59010800 Voo ¥ Loy b5 e bl do s Ll oliae acglis ol 5 cusl gl andSSlyut
€538 Joloe» Jols fole aw oS oy L pimen adl, LYV oy g VIO Josbil
el e 5 elaby a oligel il il S € ool eloxn] Jolge» ¢ € bjgal Jalge»
3 3 3¢y yhbine glis ljgel il loxs 3 3 Jelge ol il lime 55 5 A o e |,
30 olo (g)blime cglas S50 Jolse 10 Lol g jbolize Sbj Glows g o dwis @gles (LU
ohigel B 3 olpl el el (g8l sly @B cpl slaely it odalie Comin

S5 sejly
&l Sl igel Gl ¢t (gl ¢ pualSile (208 clopls (Sl Sl 5 ( Sbjaz

R oudSSI by 098 Hlokl
ol elrels o laeld
Sl g pieon olojle ldil Y
Il e el
MBD mdSSE Gl 095 el Y
Oyl eoplrals ¢ laels

PPy
03158 daraws

saeednourzadeh@du.ac.ir :a.bl),

VECE/ ALY bl s go b
AN R 7R VA & W PP I
VXN A 1o pds o)l

1l oyl & sl

‘d»b f{:h.e(g S plde d;l.c fdamw ‘obl)‘”i

Y dljyiu&jb RHESCSVIN ) 1) SIS

el 2B ol sySal w

dolidas i 185 9 e Jolys ooy

MF-ND (FY) ] o elais/ wolid sl
(DOI: 10.30473/i1,2026.76249.1723)

ool 5o ply oKy clio (pl ;36 .© VFF Ll ()] B g 4 Blate e o) Ll 5>

ol e 5 oyl y3 zydie bl Coley b g Alie 4 gusno Szl p by yie ol 51 (6 o0t o3litul £95 yb 9 0yttt 0 alsS cov dlie ()l
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International license (https:/creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/)



https://doi.org/10.30473/il.2026.76249.1723
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4476-1843
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9321-4312
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9158-0132
https://doi.org/10.30473/il.2026.76249.1723

Enlio 5l 5518 &S (egdge (YWY )5l 5 00l; S5
SLaimyasly g @l Culow doje 4 b ajl gk
5 Uled) ol oo (a5 5 Ghisel ol 5> (el
(YA (paio ssls

Al 0 2B ol Ghjeel dos)b 4 eI
NohbSen 5 eolasd g wir Ul ol 258 oS
5 V2 Y) spgl 9 o3 JSBI (YY) Gl V)
2 &S ol o] Sl osel (WYAY) ) g Lo sanlo
S5l Gbj s aald Moe WYY Aoy SLL sl JLo
S 2392 Smilyd 5 L dumliio )3 (g0l pllas o
2 Ay s dood Sl s (VoY) ol o slil 4 oS
Siore L Lol il cdg cusSs 1S (slacusluw
lmd,Sag, 5l 5lte 48 30y ol 53 oMl L)
2 el W s dis CeogSs b polis
P 53 (eSSl Lj oLS0le (3,87 5K5 08 (sl
e VoV e ohSen 5 ool d . S)) madgr (590!
oled 0 (YoV+) ol Len o (ool s slawl 4y (Y- Y
Gun U (glasbyy cogmas anld oMa 52T la Jl
ol p (SLall (i ) Sod (255 0l @ Gl
o235 (etl S b5 US55 (w9 9 2lilel (L)
sl 598l (SLBOLS (2905 2929 Ly 48 (3
d905 3 Yo 4 Glall g sguilp e 2ol
el 4oy Loy ol ligal by Sl jled 5 pla
YWY coygls g 0305 JSBT) 5y

o) 0 2l Cunlus Jals 15 ax sl Sl 4o Ll
Slgaas ulawl 5 (YY) ol o sliw) 4 o205 Ll
5 WYY sla gl )3 ol Gagm 9 Ghisel o el
5 2Ll elbilul (Slall @il p wile olalj YA
ol LS 50 (sl sodty S plgisan Ioaore o)
obj » 25l 38505 (Jb ol b blosd (Byme (oSS
Jelse )3 iy 4l 48l ool pliss 5 S
S350 0yl wlbus 5 (solaiBl ( Sin )8 ¢ cloin! duaie
ool 0l 4l 4 1) ndSild slagl

sl b Jds 4 baces 55 180 sl b
5 =digel oo 3 el by hjgel 85 )3 (ool
a5 9 (V¥ gl g 003 JSBI) oo G 1 ooy
G 9 D3l el Jo0 s (bl g s

10 Aghagolzadeh & Davari
11. Farhady et al.

dodko
2 eSSl Q) 1S (A Sl 4 pgwge pac
5 &S Cuwl 0355 olyad (gddmie slasely b Sl doye
2B 3hgy cnl 5 i 3l ot (o890l slapllss o ol
oha58s oy ol LB ymeS (VAR e BL ) wlazs oy
OlSang3 5l 6)led dr gl a4 iy ()8 pod Ao |
sgbdn g (b s elonl ( wlw Ao glaojo>
L oS glsgSay il 03,8 s 355 1) (bjgel ol
Bases 5 o)laie (2ln3,Su0, 5 olSuns wwole o )b
b rmadlpenl o8 byl oly )3 g 0392 ol yor (g0l
o=l b 3 e AT T galid) 3,0 )13 eSS
5 i obeos wls (oolinl bies slbolSud auws
S0l 8je > il Ghlaicalo gow jl el
Lo)L Jr u..:.l.tb.))ﬂlw.) L as dl.mm fp..:.‘b.)y. ‘5.)).3)[5
S Ll (Yoo ¥ T ogadalo) ol 039 ol yon Jos g ka5
F il ang a8 0jon (1l )3 )50bg5 wenlae alox
@3g0i oy 395 4]y oLy Ghjeel 5 o) SKtmgy
T el 32 4 o)l GBi9el 5 650k pore
ol Bl 5l lgioe o] pleals i S &S ogpie
g by )b PSbjae S 4 el S
WJo ol b (VYT T y0d) )5S el Tl s
lss @35 35208 5 o e b gl el 50k
039 dxlge (objgel qulio 351aS g (T L y8 sl by,
il oly Cudbse o (IS p Sl (Slox &5 ol
38 Lol (Y oYE A uSsl 5 3 lgem) 3,85 Lite Lo
slad sl lgsie 4 g_s—‘:s}ﬁ‘] slciwluw Jolge oy
3 o by obsl p ol w8l &S cal oy
ol 3 56 olel dasle 2050 45 )15 (g0 slaplls
Sl 0dgu Jmo o

56 olml 3 (25 claply Uhisel gsdse s
Gliseo loj ablis 13 wx LLYs & Ly & cal o Sk
S 9 5500 (2l slagly Ubjgel Egsse )b aali
HEANE siul._‘o):) [b—.’.l"')j—i u] db o b 9 A.S"“‘Ji’] UL')

. Canagarajah

. Phillipson

. Seidlhofer

. languages other than English (LOTEs)
. multilingualism

. language rights

Lanvers

. Howard & Oakes

. Borjian

R e N N O



AR Sl (2B Gl 6ol 4 Sl Glisel yisls Sloea 5 i) S g 03155995

Sy gl cnl el Glaygme pj lagiu

) o

pin &l Gl el il Gl Glie > gl LT
P Jolse g (SOt (25 gy 650k &
q.b)b d9>9 LQL’)L.)‘ 01{1 gb‘d‘d‘ »

Ol 5 i &l Gl 59l B> s 9 05 o Y
B el el 5 Jelse 9 SIS
9,5 3939 gy wdSSl e

Sl Olowr 5 ggdse b ald ;3 sl Jlo 5
9 LS (lid ) Bi9> 53 wren (osde e
sl 4 amlongn 7 b5 U jgel Casliw 5jg> Lasuin
oo (=l Cporl 3929 b (VVY) GylSen 5 ()93
Flate 1 48 ol 0sls £9d90 cpl 4 2y (LU JUS)
850> oo Aol j3 aiy) (oobj as b (VYY) VY458
A ogmile 3yl by cusls B 5 318 (wlid b
Sl 4555y sl 2l 3 a5 canl yobh ul 2 (Y4OY)
S0 slacadgiome o wlio S )5 (s (ol Gbjsel
@y gliied Sbj Ol g gl a8, 4
2 (Y30) Yyl 5 il yol oy 4l 4 g0
L ols phigel 23 sl aals & (ol objgal (slaplles
O ol ool sald qeiws (as e olal;
olsed s oLy Ghjeel shio 5 Sbj Sl
29y 53 48 a5 ygl ol 2 (VYY) VS g g g
b5 Ggel & d ) Gl 2295 (25 (sla b Lbise]
2 3l ol S0 sLagby (bisal 5 b g (ol
Sl Wl g SOl b5 el slal 3 A i
A ang pie b ool a5 casse )b b b; K0«
OS5I ojmgan 5 pleied by Slr g b35S
Lol 0393 0l por
03 lmois> LT 0 &S gs5e Cuanl 329 L Lol
2B sl phjgel (loj il g il
o S (ogaie 390 (Sljaiz 55 g (unlSile
oaii ol 4 455 )3 (e o Ceol o] Sk 9050 Ay

6. language education policy
7. Gazzola

8. Johnson

9. Johnson & Johnson

10. Bori & Canale

Qo33 SBT g (cygls VAN (pade (gole g (o3, . STy)
4t gt 9 Ubisel Pl ySisdr dag dall (Y00
4 45 Lol U mlodgy (oundSlt (28 lagly (590l
Eo3= S 5 Obigel Jlo (Slhgd VoY gme izl
mslg o VE-Y/VIYA

Joo5 diw N = 0 )8y (9,5 Sl sl

ols il AP e g 9 sl ool

(o205 [aon) L5l oo og2)lez ) (206

Cgh Sl g Gl ol Coley b e owyd acly

lysts SYA Lds Dygumo 2 Mo 5 € lyg) — LoDl

)i dn SIANYAY Gyl 5 Gjgg 5 bisel Jle

5 Lojls oo 39500 03l o3lal Jhyayy 5 (B0l

Ay (iSu £95 Jeol Coley b g i elol ol

4o S o aalSS Lo 093 (2B ol

59 ) (loll a3 (e ol Gjsel

led pladl s g bl

Ao 35le 9SS slil &y 4295 b g S5 1 Sl
28 o y> sl g hyg 5 Sisel sl Jgo
Ol 3 el Glm s Bl by Lol
L g 503 51y sl ord ghlae &9 S lgis e
aisS y Tl Kol Sl 4y aay
ol = g ol 3 TG ialin g )lI5 ks
S50L byl 1y iam LU l5eel iily (5,55 B palodgs
2 8,85 Jolse g gy onadSlt (2B (sl
Sl & S ol 58S les (g58Tg 1, ol )
Syl g Clow Cszylz 53 (Ve o) T pelng
lmoles Jols olniiisd popiipre & olos bis—s!
Lol (lilge (el olimyal o li5 ks
2318 4 &S szn (pally 5 oligel Gl plalas ¢y
Ll 51 23yl o g Lol 38,55 o1 395 i
Slg o adlae (ol (soassl el 4 dagi b s
g S LG wS S g0l S Conlow 4 g5
ool ¢ oljeol 5l (clao Sl 5 (caieasMe dajls
Ol > asl S (ahb gutecdan 5 potie (o)
5 Sl Jlate jl £5550 oy JLd 4 dadipe (g
el (S5 s 32y40b

1. Davari & Aghagolzadeh

2. stakeholders

3. language policy and planning

4. Shohamy

5. language-in-education policy and planning



ol (dad oo )b 4 aliws 5 o slaolRiils
Sk lp wre Jolo 9> LSl ) 2 )l ke
Gnoly o szl led) ol LI a3 tcasl 0385 b5 ol
D18 0l cnl 4 (g3 ol sy
(Sl dooye ) s ool jl ol s 3929 L
S col G Sy Gl Ay )3 £9090 Aty (o2
U ..\:L.w 9 Cawl 00 <\.~.>l.)).) Epoge Q)’I 4 ).\.o.f
9405 (e &S (VoY) "yl g (b 03lj)p8
w )® u.ao}.ab ul&h\.«\)?ﬁ Jrl &S L;JI))I ul)y]&ub Efi)]
o &y gy cp S padll Wledg (sloyS ()lj 650k
Slau s \_QJ blos &S Jmd o oyl LQ)T bbbl
4 l.ee] 05:5] Blas g Wlansly b5 cpl (6:80L | cute
Sl aarg b Jo cwlodg J9) 9 il b Sy
Sl liselols Ol 5 8)ky0 odmgly sald (sS
Syt (2)5 Ly Sl ) pLLSS

Aoles
ORR9H 99,

OB NS S 300 g (655 digod
B9y jl g o=l o A S b oLl gl
4 gy ol b ol U e yid 53 (6 S asgel
2l aSTly 6ol 8l U s o Sl ), Siig
Gl ws)ls aslllas jo 8 )lie 4y led g 039y (o yiwd
2 pindlasl Lol Sgrw s 43509, cpl 8
L —bjgel lalllas )5 oi9ay dmosls g y5las
Jolis aslllas 390 aiged Cunl cawlio « 55 sCures
3 a8 29 Sl dlasgio b9 oiin Gl joal Stlo V- -
AY ol ol 5lhsas Qlbal ol bl gy el
9o o)l 53 203 Wy (g3 (oylae )3 deoyd
sg BUBI LI diged (i @jg D)8 (oo JranS
lromel 23 Ao )3 YAIA § 1233 ol jgal Sils o yd V- /Y
D9

o SIS b e e slaylial ol
ALl b acd plodl ((Sinyd 5 oldlie 45 ol
BN S )b g Ml ol e 3blie (53508
VoV L ol gl icwl pj 2y 4 bolinl cas

9. Nourzadeh, Fathi, & Davari
10. convenience sampling

2 ol 2 yide (63905 lpl drels 3 ol oyl &S
Sl Oy (VYY) ' sl 4 42 5 & conl Jo
by 553 553k 4 429 5 ABMe 2alTL S 0L
9 Lg)l oo lae 3blie (S0 3 Ll sl 03g: ol o
sty olagioyaoly o Lo liSale pw sals Lul
<l Sy ul 45 palodgy (uelSilyed Sl oamy D94
ol 0392 (53 sl 3 (Bigel (gl pilie
g 0jo ol > e p Sl ae p Jleal (6y95e
5L LiSal,

9 OS5 (oo b (S (il 3 (YY) T sl
LS 3395 Jrans Jobo 3 48 (lf gl 8553
o 3 Sl Ll GLSel oS b sl 396!
wzdly 1y glo)S” g loll sgmilyd e samd etz Sl
518 20T (Ha 9 (9 slosSil agrg o
TS ) dg0d (Sl oy S0k
s & i e (3905 SOy b (olngly > (V0V0)
by (elSl ool xS0k @ (4l G5 5SS
SO ol A ohg 2l (gloyST b5 s ol 0 &S
DA L5 Ye 5 4 cal o] Limgh opl 5)by cucal pls
Ol dmel (e jlady) oSS 4y g g oS eS b Al
4 03 Gl ¢ ST ()5 LS 3 eslop ST Gy
Aby & gy loyS zge B > a5 W)l glo ST (b5 6 50L
sl ypsis LB oyl Gla 5

oo A S (imgy 3 (VVY) e 5 2l
Sl oy 5 gel Jb 1 &5 G158 (51,3 slaeS
Sl (cul 43y Wiiid w3y b p)les b oleeas
Sl o518 laogsSil (e oS cal ] Siks L]
B )5 a8 ol (g3l (oo 350l Blam 5 el 650k
Blido )1 3905 (5lo)S yib g i )b 5 Ao 4 d)le
SIS 55 (S By Sl Cagis dy (AU o AT
=293 3 (VoY) oL pwoms g Ll (o g5yl
Sy > SaSl bty 55501 (y 40 (A5
S Jool laasl wolasslyy jaisS cpl o aws ob;
35 Ll Juasss byl a8 by oL Wodly A plgie Juloos

1. Gao

2. Takahashi

3. intrinsic and extrinsic orientations

4. Kobayashi

5. Hajar & Manan

6. instrumental motivations

7. Yasir Khan, Ali Channa, & Mohsin Khan
8. content analysis



vy Sl (2B Gl 6ol 4 Sl Glisel yisls Sloea 5 i) S g 03155995

(olelxo

seelotily S gl ) (20 by 6 o 2 Y
(Olalee (gly2) S48 oo Sl

(g cduild Jto ol L) xSk 4 Jb 4 B LTY
Az TloS S8 Sl ) 4 6y by 2 L
) Sl b o 4 s (o b o) ol
md oo i (malSilpe clalj 4 Cuns (wlus]
(Ololee 1) €Sl

dwyde 3 alSSlpe Lol 6L led Hlas 4 ¥
Sz g Conl o >

By (29 5 Bes glapiin basbas oy
o] 2l 4] 5 B3l sla Lyt S o Canle
s 0gll (sloanysS olwlid 4y (SLais] 5, Sy,
9290 adal sy pgd Al yo 33,5 oS dolfiuw p
Ol 0 (o Mopllss 90 b pe sy plide
ol loojlas ploolid HLSel «lodl 533 g0
255 @l 1) SVl 0dcts Glacue b g yuine

iegaome o o 93 ol slmasly 5l oolizul Ly
il 3okl il pea s Y1y w1 gla
N ¥0 gg0me )3 (28 5 Mol Jolib 01395,],55
>k 53 b (ng35 el i 4ol g i S
S 1l asga il L5 acs (S dab iy
Sx5OL & Cand GBS ) )b gl oyl
g0k comee 3585 23 el ek |y by i
soel Sl Yo 1 ISt (o295 (9, 40l sy &g
[ u;‘;;"l_pﬂ alde la Sl Sliwyw
D9 (5yglaen WoaysS 5Ly (oleygs il

sk 3 39290 Jlpe YO olgie Jlod (inen
3o Ui Iy Julos .85 plosl 350 el sty &l
|y omdse ptpe (b plos 4ol jiusy & Ylgus L &S
sbol U9y 9 (VIR S Kan 5 o paiall) wind g iy
Ylgme Jlzsl (as L g 7l el Cond dgime (1))
O3 5185 5 law y yg pud Igizes el Cand .l
b s ool (e lgimme Jluisl el 9 45 (o (o)
o pmaiall) 43 oo Lt I3l (IS el (lp ()line gisa

5. Almanasreh et al.
6. Content Validity Ratio
7. Content Validity Index

VAIY U o) sl ooy YV Ly S sl oy
5 s il 5 o> WY L o il cs )y
locsgles ay dng U mijer opl o )d VIV L liws sy
pelass il y 5> (gl Ul &y (o 5 (nex

295 walf oligel il ) ggite g il sheigas b as

Aol i P loie b (gldob yinwys o imot opl ol 3]
3 sl olsal o S5 Jlse 5 Gl
bz slal Lo pe ol 8o b oS 2y € oSSl
5 sloinl Ll (60,8 (claopSil ales 5l ggmge
ele (sla b, 3l sl bl 5\ ol J el
S ool s 09Me 0 eolatwl (b u.'::)'}o] | IEWEC oY
oMbl (5 )5laor gl 5 dpojm Asbipim
L 993) dmyde £o5 g Cumin pulis Bl dCuren
2535 S & plisd s (gt

Sl o 5o Josle 9 plyS Al (g
90 mola 1)8 S 1« uaSlye L5 lal;
29 (s 3l (bl g (2lg) U sl o S slal o
)I ers Lngbb.)].) ‘J9| 2_1>)A PN (Y’YY] ;rJlﬁﬁJ 9 4_:3)9.))
Wl olalae L Tasbly i3 stag cbaslas 5 b
Ladobiae slaialy ad (gpglass cnilly g ofjgel Sl
lym 48 39y 045 s i 5 SV lgu | (Gldegorme Jolis
ot o5 g Lol cings o (b oSS 5 i g Colin
Db e g0ty b o g ike o Slegdge b
E9 4 dog bodlel Lyt 5l OV lgw ¢ piman A5 o 0duw
S Sl (ouadly b ool 42305 pleo) esigdaslas
Cigas Al 09,5 1 &y 55 5 o5 b cslito b sl
] 5 b 4y s las glaialy Y lgw
el e (2B (b S dwyie )3 390 )13 ST

iz 59038 oo Lol ]y (Lo phas 09 )5

by o 4 / (caly 5 lis—elotihs gl )

slp) Sl g wmd o0 gy 1y b Pl ljgal il

1. validity

2. reliability

3. Dérnyei & Dewacele

4. semi-structured interviews



o3l b g 0sd ()b ojlo Jlslu 5l (288 Jae o
51 odls LT aS" 595 o oy 05 y5l@on (slmodly |
ol Jelos gy cul 53 S oo Sty Juo (i
s Lol (VY a5es) SPSS 13810 5 51 oslisul |y 3Lz
o gl Laosls 350 ol ¢ oo 1 iy w5
o33l 91 e Ssh eyl Gas LS b () (ol
lole ulos glyy Wodls 45 wsly L5 syl cag,S
Lo ply 0eSgh plem)nlS padld )l s cunlio
Cl +/5+ wliul Bl s 5l 5L, 4 S 5 -/AD
2 el cg)S oeil g (Yoo M Jud 5 Sz lb)
(a3 93 oyl eudls I3 P <efe) gyholine el
A00,S a1y Jele Judoo (gl aosls op3gr cawlio
M Glis W peSogn i 2 b kol pie ol Jilo
i o) sl el el BB Laosls 51 Lol Jels dw oS
o |y bodls JS uslylg 5 AFF/+R gg0mm0 y3 ols
TANURY 55 Jolge ol ailBlas jgboay 53,8
L dals g |y JoS uilolg 51 Z0IVY 5 ZNV/FY
ay Jools aw ol (Jole o hayss conle &y an g
Jolge» 5 « g0l Jolge» (3,3 Jolge» iy
My pesd (gl B0 (6,138 5L € oolatBl- clozs]
Moged (s 9 Sl i Wogug ke lons 5l Jalgs
OV S 5 oSl loged i odlil ¥ g Sl
Faalsyo cpl )3 odd gy 55 T loe jlcanl 0nd
Bl /Yl S Jole slayb pily s 4 46
T ole slaly (Y1) g o 55 5,55) wia
s slaaysS gy /¥ wlil 1 YL enile 3l 48
b ls g absye Jslse L olyon ol iy (2l
lse o 51l o1 BL1Y o 5 cagsS ya ole
oole a8 WY o, 8 Jalser ol 58 VY
—usleial belger Jole 455 Ve g € a0l Jelger
bazsS Joix piae Ulss sy 09 Jlgw ool
ad o5 5l dtwd o g odid dame (6138 0,le Y Y

D (gAudiwd dbgyye Jolo

9. Kaiser-Meyer—Olkin

10. Bartlett’s test of sphericity

11. Tabachnick & Fidell

12. principal axis factor analysis with Promax rotation
13. eigenvalue

14. scree plot

15. factor loading

16. Goretzko, Pham, & Biihner

S350L Laase W) wlllas ool 0 (VN (e
el 1y asb iy @19 (0)LS (ulidbj 5 o)

g lgme jlel Cons s 4 455 0 0b (LS ol 558
Oy ol S Y g Bl b b e el (adls
S el gl 35 Fo b ac sy 5l a5 ol g

5 03l] el Lo ppae

o3y (5,98,5

248 Slasbiwy G2k 5l g ilre ©jpods baosly
BAS pglaen g 0ad (b ey S5 s
) Ol bl @i oylae 53 ledne S slasis
Lo (pliargb 5 Ol 9 r—S2 M) (IS
A2l egligmel ol Ly sty SEJ ()18 Szl
gl SEls an 55,8 Jugas |y Bas e 0 Ols
s MalS imgiy gl 93 < Lo &S 1 o3l £3Mb]
il 5 asloyore Cyg oy Laodld ol od 5034
b w65 5 (65l ger

2 P bl g RIS aliphwy (ow)lisl
oSSl (2,1 gl ol

N3l S ams o Lt & casl 90l 5 clis g
Hlel s oyl 10 .08 o (o pSojlas] awyoa
sbaoly oLl o 5e Jelge g Glal)S 4ol i >
5 Tojl slusl (adls 53 Bk jl €SSl ()1
Lagbyy cns@ly jl e b (o) TS oiluil ol
7 o) Gl 8 ole Lo ol Jlzel sy sl
PL>U] Al>).4o 9.) PRl L;LALC J;.l?u ‘u»,ms)) u.:‘ pLl .(Y"\c
Aol Jele oo oY blass] lele Julos s
o3 S0 ey dlal ool & alassT lale Julos
4z oty ojle So &5 amd e (LS g A5 o0 S
bl ) e el 0id S5 6 5 S sS (slaadlpe
ol 3 aS 393 o plsul el ole Julow olal ol

. Google Forms

. validity and validation

. construct validity
measurement invariance

. factor analysis
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. exploratory factor analysis
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