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ABSTRACT 

 

Learner Attitudes Toward Studying English in a Rural Japanese University: 

Motivation, WTC, and Preferences for Instructional Activities 

 

Katsuko Matsubara 

Doctor of Education 

Temple University, 2011 

 

This study is a multi-faceted analysis of the English learning motivation of 

one particular population: first-year non-English-major Japanese university 

students in a rural area of Japan. In addition to traditional motivation measures, 

measures of preferences for instructional activities thought to be relevant to 

classroom motivation and L2 Willingness to Communicate (WTC), which has 

recently caught interest both as an influence on and valued outcome of second 

language (L2) learning, were also included. The participants’ English proficiency 

was measured with the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC). 

The participants were 238 Economics and Management majors enrolled in required 

English courses. They completed a 44-item L2 motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities questionnaire, a 30-item L2 WTC questionnaire, and the 

TOEIC. 

A factor analysis was performed to determine the internal structure of the 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities variables. A Rasch rating-

scale analysis was conducted to estimate the strength of the components by 

calibrating person measures for each variable for this sample (research questions 1 
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and 2). Motivational Intensity, Intergroup Approach Tendency, Necessity of 

English and Instrumental Orientation emerged as motivational components, and 

Group Cohesion, Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, Enjoyment of 

Group Activities, and Study Habit Preference emerged as preferences for 

instructional activities components. To determine the effects of the motivational 

and preferences for instructional activities components on proficiency and L2 WTC 

(research questions 3 and 4), multiple regression analyses were performed. One 

motivation component (Motivational Intensity) and one preference for instructional 

activities component (Study Habit Preference) contributed to predicting proficiency. 

For L2 WTC, Intergroup Approach Tendency and Preference for a Student-

Centered Approach were statistically significant predictors. Next, a profile analysis 

was conducted to determine the differences in motivational and preferences for 

instructional activities tendencies at low, medium, and high levels of proficiency 

and three L2 WTC groups. (research question 5 and 6). No notable differences in 

profiles emerged for the three proficiency levels. For three L2 WTC groups, there 

were statistically significant differences among three groups. Six of eight factors 

indicated significant differences among three L2 WTC groups.  

Overall, the set of analyses provide an in-depth understanding of the 

motivation of university-aged Japanese learners of English in a rural area. Teachers 

of these and similar students can adapt their practices to match and expand the 

preferences of instructional activities for these learners, and researchers in the 

future can apply this research strategy to different populations. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The Background of the Issue 

Motivation is a complex psychological process that is subject to both 

internal and external influences. The quest to sort out this complexity and 

eventually understand student motivation is worthwhile because it can help 

teachers to predict and influence the students’ behavior in positive ways. For this 

reason, student motivation and has been long investigated in the field of second 

language acquisition (SLA). While early studies on motivation emphasized 

identifying the reasons for learning a second language based on social attitudes, the 

results were often complex and inconsistent across different contexts. As one way 

to move beyond this conflicting data, Crookes and Schmidt (1991) and Dörnyei 

(1990) suggested that researchers needed to take educational context into 

consideration, because past studies had not systematically included the influence of 

teachers, peers, and classroom activities. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

In line with these suggestions to consider the classroom context in 

motivational research, Clément, Dörnyei, and Noels, (1994) made a preliminary 

attempt to investigate preferences for instructional activities variables in relation to 

second language (L2) motivation. Likewise, the related factor of willingness to 
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communicate in English (L2 WTC), both inside and outside the classroom has 

received some attention in relation to learner motivation and language competence, 

most notably by Yashima (2002) and Yashima, Nishide, and Shimizu (2004). 

However, no research has been conducted integrating both preferences for 

instructional activities and L2 WTC in relation to learner motivation. 

 

Purposes of the Study 

The present study is an investigation of the relationships among preferences 

for instructional activities, L2 WTC, learner motivation, and proficiency in the L2 

learning process. The first objective of this study was to investigate the strength of 

several motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors that were 

identified in previous research (Gardner, 1985; Matsubara, 2006; Yashima, 2002). 

The second objective was to investigate the relationships among these factors and 

learner proficiency and L2 WTC. The learners were divided according to their 

English proficiency levels and their L2 WTC in order to determine the degree to 

which the motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors influence 

proficiency and L2 WTC. This type of inquiry particularly helps classroom 

instructors to know which preferences for instructional activities factors influence 

students’ motivation, proficiency, and L2 WTC. Although this study is focused on 

the group work aspect in the classroom, the study does not provide answers to all 

aspects of group work because group work is very complex process. The purpose of 
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this study is to focus on two specific aspects of group work, group cohesion and 

attitude towards group work. 

 

Significance of the Study 

The study adds to the scholarly literature in the field by (a) investigating an 

important but under-researched population, (b) probing the influences of group 

dynamics, a seemingly important classroom learning variable that has so far 

received extremely little attention from second language researchers, (c) using a 

large variety of statistical analyses that are intended to provide more thorough, 

trustworthy results than most past studies, and (d) specifying the complex 

relationships among all the variables with structural equation modeling. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

Because this study aspires to push the limits of current knowledge in the 

areas of motivation, group dynamics, and willingness to communicate, active 

researchers in second language acquisition are most clearly expected to benefit. 

However, university instructors as well as administrators who are involved in 

higher education in Japan can benefit from the results by gaining a deeper 

understanding of their learners and therefore more knowledge for designing 

appropriate curricula and classroom environments. In addition, educators and 

students in rural areas in Japan can benefit from this study because the study 

provides an understanding of learner attitudes toward learning English in a 
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particular context. The study also provides helpful suggestions for those educators 

and students who struggle to succeed in an EFL context in a rural area where the 

social environment differs considerably from cosmopolitan areas. 

 

Delimitations 

The most important delimitation of this study is its focus on a particular 

population—university students not majoring in English in a rural area of Japan, 

where there is limited exposure to English language and culture. This focus 

hopefully provides useful complementarity and counterpoints to the numerous 

related studies done in urban areas and/or with English majors. In terms of 

methodology, the current study is purely quantitative, relying on powerful 

statistical techniques applied to a large sample of learners. The focus was placed on 

two independent variables (motivational and group dynamics) that were expected 

to have important effects on two dependent variables (proficiency and willingness 

to communicate). 

 

An Overview of the Study 

The outline of this study is as follows: The literature relevant to motivation, 

preferences for instructional activities, and L2 WTC are presented in Chapter 2, the 

methods for answering the six research questions are explained in Chapter 3, the 

results and analyses are shown in Chapter 4, a discussion of the research questions 
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is presented in Chapter 5, and finally, the pedagogical implications of the results 

and suggestions for future research are elaborated in Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

The Structure of Motivation 

Motivation 

Motivation is a key factor in language learning, and understanding it can 

help teachers to increase students’ achievement and long-term persistence in 

learning. As is well known in the motivation research field, Gardner’s (1985) 

claims concerning motivational orientations among second language learners have 

been widely researched and discussed in studies related to L2 motivation. 

Gardner’s (1985) particular, quite narrow, use of the term motivation has required 

clarification, which Masgoret and Gardner (2003) provided by distinguishing 

orientations and motivation. They argued that motivation is basically goal-directed 

behavior, exhibited in a variety of more specific behaviors and cognitions that serve 

as the manifestations of motivation. Motivation in this view is operationalized as 

the sum of motivational intensity, desire to learn the target language, and attitude 

toward learning the target language. These concepts are closely related to the actual 

amount of effort, the desire to achieve a high level of competence, and the affect 

experienced while learning the language. In Gardner’s socio-educational model, 

this factor rather than orientations, is most directly related to achievement. 
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Learner Orientations 

According to Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational model and his 

conceptualization of learner motivation, motivation is tightly connected to learners’ 

actual effort and desire to learn the language while orientations include attitudes 

toward learning the L2 and the learning situation. Gardner conceptualized learners’ 

orientations as being divided into integrative and instrumental orientations. 

Integrative orientation refers roughly to interest in interacting with another 

language group and instrumental orientation refers to one’s pragmatic reasons for 

studying a language, without reference to getting closer socially to the second 

language community. Gardner considers these two orientations as components 

leading differentially to learner motivation. Although Gardner has not discussed 

instrumental orientation in great detail, the role of integrative orientation has been 

elaborated extensively, being posited to be one of three components of 

integrativeness. 

 

Integrativeness 

The empirical differentiation of integrative motivation into multiple 

components has led a number of researchers to try to clarify and sometimes 

reconceptualize what integrativeness actually means. Integrativeness was 

introduced in Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational model as one of the components 

of motivation. In the socio-educational model, integrativeness consists of three sub-

components: attitude toward the language group, integrative orientation, and 
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interest in the foreign language. Thus, the concept of integrativeness refers to 

openness to identify with and learn the language of a favorably viewed language 

community. Gardner has argued that individuals who possess these qualities are 

more motivated to learn than those who do not. 

Following up on initial speculations presented by Clément, Dörnyei, and 

Noels (1994), Dörnyei and Csizér (2002) and Csizér and Dörnyei (2005) developed 

an interpretation of integrativeness in the EFL context of Hungary as having only a 

loose connection to the target language speakers and culture. In such a situation, 

integrativeness has rather a different meaning than what Gardner (1985) proposed 

in his socio-educational model. L2 learners in countries such as Hungary have 

limited or no contact with an L2 community; thus, Csizér and Dörnyei suggested 

that integrativeness is more related “to some more basic identification process 

within the individual’s self concept” (p. 29) and they proposed that integrativeness 

is better explained by students’ internal views of their future “possible selves” and 

“ideal selves,” two constructs proposed in the social psychological literature by 

Markus and Nurius (1986). 

In a Japanese context, Yashima (2000, 2002) has proposed that 

integrativeness be reconceptualized as “international posture.” Yashima (2002) 

identified international posture as an emergent construct affecting L2 learners’ 

willingness to communicate (L2 WTC). International posture is composed of 

intercultural friendship orientation, interest in international vocation/activities, 

interest in foreign affairs, and an intergroup approach/avoidance tendency. Though 
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some sub-components are similar to those comprising the conception of 

integrativeness as proposed by Gardner (1985), Yashima has stated that 

international posture represents a general attitude among Japanese toward an 

undifferentiated international community. This attitude is hypothesized to influence 

English learning and communication. 

 

Integrative Motivation 

Several researchers have discussed the importance of integrative motivation 

in relation to L2 learning. However, the term integrative motivation has been used 

in many ambiguous ways. The exact meaning of integrative motivation and how it 

is measured is not clear in many studies. According to Gardner (1985), integrative 

motivation, which is also referred to as the integrative motive or integrative 

motivation subsystem, is an overarching construct that consists of the three 

components mentioned above: motivation, orientation, and integrativeness. He 

argued that integrative motivation subsumes both orientation and motivation. Thus, 

the whole concept of L2 motivation (apparently excluding only instrumental 

orientation) is labeled as integrative motivation in his model. 

Following Gardner’s ideas on L2 motivation, many researchers have tried to 

analyze what types of motivational components could be identified among learners 

in various social and educational contexts (e.g., Dörnyei, 1996; Irie, 2005; Schmidt, 

Boraie, & Kassabgy, 1996; Yashima, 1999). Although these researchers used the 

framework of L2 motivation proposed by Gardner, the results of these studies were 
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not as simple as Gardner had suggested, revealing different components in different 

studies. In one interpretation, Dörnyei (1996) suggested that there were distinctive 

motivational subsystems within the overly general integrative and instrumental 

dichotomy. In his study of Hungarian students’ motivation, Dörnyei (1996) 

suggested that integrative motivation is divided into three subsystems: interest in 

foreign languages, cultures, and people, desire to keep up-to-date and to avoid 

provincialism, and desire for challenge. Dörnyei proposed these subcomponents in 

order to adequately address the motivational antecedents of classroom learning in 

the Hungarian secondary educational context. 

Schmidt, Boraie, and Kassabgy (1996) conducted a study designed to 

uncover the structure of motivation among Egyptian English as a foreign language 

(EFL) learners. In order to investigate the structure of their participants’ motivation, 

Schmidt and his colleagues used factor analysis and multi-dimensional analysis. 

They investigated 1,464 participants from secondary school students to adult 

learners. Their questionnaire included various components of motivation, the major 

ones including both goal-orientation and attitude toward foreign people and culture. 

Though the items that were designed to measure goal-orientation and expectation 

of success were quite distinct from those characterizing previous motivation 

instruments, other items were similar to integrative motivation measures. 

Nine motivational factors were identified, and the factor that accounted for 

the most variance (12.9%) was Determination, followed by Anxiety (6.2%), and 

Instrumental Motivation (6.0%). Learners who had high expectations for success 
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and who believed that their success depended on ability and effort were associated 

with this factor. Although the researchers argued that this factor is connected to 

whether one attributes success or failure to ability or effort, they decided to name it 

Determination because most of the items that loaded strongly on this factor were 

intended to measure students’ high motivational strength and determination to learn 

English well. Schmidt and colleagues also found factors resembling integrative 

orientation, but which revealed themselves to be three independent factors: 

Sociability, Attitudes to Culture, and Foreign Residence. Thus, integrative 

orientation was found to be more than a single undifferentiated factor in this 

population of EFL learners. As one interpretation of these results, Masgoret and 

Gardner (2003) suggested that there were misunderstandings among previous 

researchers who mixed integrative orientation with integrative motivation, or that 

they used measures that did not actually reflect the concept of integrative 

motivation. However, they did not attempt to conceptually defend or update the 

original Gardnerian view of integrative motivation, and integrative orientation, thus, 

they provided no suggestions regarding the best way to move forward. 

 

Group Dynamics and Motivation 

Group Dynamics 

Lewin (1948, 1995) first used the term Group Dynamics in order to refer to 

the nature of human interaction within and among groups. While traditional 

psychologists studied individuals, Lewin studied the interactions among individuals 
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and groups. Thus, his objectives were to determine how an individual’s behavior 

influences a group and how the group influences each individual. Lewin used the 

word dynamics to capture the complex nature of human behavior in relation to 

other individuals and groups. Group Dynamics is now acknowledged as the 

scientific study of groups, including the analysis of group structure, group norms, 

interaction patterns, and group cohesion. 

The study of group dynamics can help researchers to understand the 

development of groups, and their interrelations with individuals and other groups. 

Lewin assumes that a group is much more than a mere sum of individuals, and 

argues that the behavior of group members is a function of the interaction of their 

personal characteristics combined with environmental factors such as the group as a 

unit, the group members, and the situation (Forsyth, 1998). Some of the important 

issues in the study of group dynamics are group structure, roles, norms, group 

cohesion, social identity (the part of the self-concept that derives from one’s 

membership in social groups), and goals (Brown, 2000; Dunkel & Schuh, 1998; 

Forsyth, 1998). 

 

Group Dynamics, Group Processes, and Motivation 

Group dynamics researchers aim to explicate why humans behave as they 

do in relation to the other people in the group and the types of environments in 

which they interact. By analyzing the nature of group dynamics in the classroom, 

researchers can reveal the complex process of how the teacher, peers, and small 
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group interaction influence learners’ attitudes, motivation, and achievement (e.g., 

Dörnyei, 2001a, 2001b; Dörnyei & Malderez, 1997, 1999; Forsyth, 1998; Webb & 

Palincsar, 1996). 

Webb and Palincsar (1996) discussed how social, motivational, and 

attitudinal outcomes are closely related to group processes in the classroom. For 

example, good intergroup relations will lead to improved attitude, group-derived 

self-esteem will lead to greater confidence, and support from peers will improve 

group norms. As Forsyth (1990) put it, “Groups can be an instrument of behavioral 

or attitudinal change” (p. 67). In order to understand the nature of group dynamics 

in a particular situation, it is necessary to examine the key issues in group processes, 

notably group structure, group norms, interaction patterns, and group cohesion. 

Webb and Palincsar stated that “Numerous internal group factors that have received 

very little attention to date might be conjectured to have a powerful influence on 

learning outcomes. Examples include cohesiveness, role differentiation, and group 

history” (p. 867). Thus, these group-related factors might reveal important 

associations with learning outcomes. 

Several empirical studies have supported the effects of group dynamics. 

Cameron (1999) investigated group-derived efficacy with reference to the notion of 

possible selves (Markus & Nurius, 1986) in a population of Canadian 

undergraduate university students. Group-derived efficacy is the belief that group 

membership will facilitate the attainment of desired outcomes. Possible selves 

indicate cognitions about the self in the future, including the ideal self that people 
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would like to become and the feared self that people would not like to become. 

Possible selves link to a self-concept based on how people think about themselves 

in the past, present, and future in relation to issues such as their goals, aspirations, 

limitations, and motives. The following constructs were used to measure group-

derived efficacy: (a) social identification as a student at the university; (b) hoped-

for and feared possible selves, with accompanying perceptions of group-derived 

efficacy and self-efficacy; and (c) self-esteem and psychological well-being. The 

result of a path analysis indicated that the relationship between social identity and 

psychological well-being was mediated by self-esteem and group-derived efficacy. 

In addition, self-esteem and group-derived efficacy showed statistically significant 

paths to self-efficacy. Thus, Cameron concluded that when university students 

perceive positive ties with other students, it enhances their self-esteem and as a 

result, promotes greater satisfaction with life. 

In another study of the relationships among subjective dimensions of 

belonging to a university community, Hoyle and Crawford (1994) found that 

American university students’ perceptions of greater group cohesion were 

associated with lower levels of depression, loneliness, and social anxiety, and 

group identification was associated with self-esteem. Though these studies support 

the importance of group dynamics, they do not refer to any specific learning 

outcomes, nor do they deal specifically with L2 classrooms. As shown below, very 

few researchers have investigated the effect of group dynamics in L2 classrooms.
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Group Dynamics and Motivation Studies in L2 

While motivation studies have a long history in the field of SLA, the 

importance of group dynamics has not been addressed until recently. When 

researchers started to consider situation-specific factors, they began to realize the 

importance of discussing the relationships among classroom participants, classroom 

goal structure, and other aspects of group dynamics, such as group norms and 

group cohesiveness (e.g., Clément et al., 1994; Dörnyei & Murphy, 2003b, Wen & 

Clément, 2003). 

Dörnyei (1994) was the first to discuss the importance of educational 

context in relation to L2 motivation. In a new theoretical model of L2 motivation, 

he introduced group-specific motivational components that are found in specific 

educational contexts. These components, which include goal-orientedness, norm 

and reward systems, group cohesion, and classroom goal structure, are often 

discussed in relation to group dynamics. Later, Dörnyei (1997) and Dörnyei and 

Malderez (1997) elaborated on how group dynamics influence motivation in L2 

classroom contexts. These non-empirical discussions focused on the development 

of group cohesiveness and how groups can facilitate L2 learning through 

cooperative learning. Dörnyei (2001a), and Dörnyei and Murphy (2003) then 

introduced some practical implications of group dynamics, in terms of how group 

dynamics considerations can be applied to the foreign language classroom. 

Studies to date on motivation and group dynamics in SLA are limited to one 

empirical investigation. Clément et al. (1994) investigated the relationship among 
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orientations, attitudes, linguistic self-confidence, anxiety, and the role of 

preferences for instructional activities (measured by group cohesion and classroom 

cohesion) in Hungarian secondary L2 learners. The researchers used a perceived 

classroom cohesion scale and self-evaluation as an achievement measure. The 

results indicated that group cohesiveness exerted positive effects on self-confidence 

among Hungarian secondary L2 learners, and that English achievement was 

significantly related not only to self-confidence and motivational indices, but also 

to the quality of the learning environment. In their words, “There appears to be a 

close association between the evaluation of the environment, the teacher’s appraisal 

of the group, and the students’ evaluation of their own learner group. Thus, the 

tasks, the teacher, and the learner group are perceived as interdependent aspects of 

classroom reality, significantly affecting students’ L2 learning behavior” (p. 440). 

Though questions remain about the accuracy of measurement because of the first-

time use of group dynamics self-report measures, the study was important in its 

incorporation of group dynamics in L2 motivation research. This study revealed the 

potential of group dynamics to illuminate our understanding of L2 motivation. 

Though not focused specifically on group dynamics, another study 

demonstrating an effect for a positive learning environment on learner motivation is 

Wu’s (2003) study of young Chinese EFL learners. Wu conducted a quasi-

experimental study on the relationship between learning environment and intrinsic 

motivation with 72 pre-school students aged four to six. The purpose was to present 

a comprehensive framework of L2 intrinsic motivation and to explore the impact of 
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learning environment. Different instructional methods were used to compare 

experimental groups and control groups with reference to classroom variables such 

as tasks, instructional support, and evaluation on self-improvement. Perceived 

competence and autonomy were also measured in relation to motivational strategies 

in the teaching method. Wu hypothesized that a supportive environment and more 

freedom in learning would enhance students’ intrinsic motivation, perceived 

competence, and perceived autonomy. Interviews and observations were used to 

measure intrinsic motivation, perceived competence, and autonomy. The results 

showed that moderately challenging tasks and successful experiences had higher 

correlations with perceived competence among the experimental group participants 

than among the control group participants with no experience. A predictable 

learning environment and teacher support also enhanced the students’ perceived 

competence and autonomy. Though positive outcomes of a favorable learning 

environment were found in this study, it is necessary to further investigate the 

influence of learning environment among different age groups because Wu’s 

participants were very young and her study was focused only on the teacher’s 

perspective, neglecting the mutual influence of the students. 

 

The Effects of Motivation 

Motivation and Achievement 

L2 motivation researchers have found positive correlations among 

motivation and L2 outcome variables in many different social contexts, in their 
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investigations of the relationship between motivational/attitude variables and types 

of achievement that were measured either objectively or through self-ratings (e.g., 

Brown, Robson, & Rosenkjar, 2001; Clément et al. 1994; Matsubara, 2001; 

Schmidt et al., 1996). 

Brown et al. (2001) simultaneously examined the relationships among five 

language learning variables: personality, motivation, anxiety, learning strategies, 

and language proficiency. The participants were 320 Japanese university students 

who were enrolled in an ESL program in an American university in Japan. The 

preliminary purpose was to measure motivational constructs among Japanese 

students in order to create a reliable and valid motivational instrument. An 

additional purpose was to investigate how motivation, personality, anxiety, and 

learning strategies predict high, middle, and low proficiency groups of students, 

through discriminant function analysis. The Michigan placement test was used to 

measure achievement. Brown et al. found that instrumental motivation and strategy 

use were the most reliable predictors for distinguishing the three proficiency groups. 

They concluded that high and middle proficiency students appeared to have less 

instrumental motivation on average than the low proficiency group. In contrast, the 

high proficiency group was more integratively motivated than the other two groups. 

Another effect-of-motivation study in a Japanese context was conducted by 

Matsubara (2001) with 99 non-English major Japanese university students who 

were enrolled in required English classes. Matsubara investigated the association of 
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two motivational variables (Integrative Orientation and Instrumental Orientation) 

and three intercultural sensitivity variables (Ethnocentrism, Ethnorelativism, and 

Avoidance) with learner proficiency. Ethnocentrism concerns learners’ preference 

for their own ethnic culture, Ethnorelativism concerns learners’ preferential attitude 

and acceptance of other cultures, and Avoidance concerns learners’ avoidance of 

foreigners and foreign culture. The TOEIC test was used to measure general 

English proficiency. Both TOEIC scores at the beginning of semester and TOEIC 

gain scores at the end of semester were examined in relation to the four variables. 

Multiple regression analyses were conducted using the above five variables 

as predictors and both the TOEIC score at the beginning and TOEIC score gain as 

dependent variables. The first analysis showed that Integrative Orientation was 

positively associated with the TOEIC score at the beginning of the semester. The 

second analysis also showed that Integrative Orientation was positively associated 

with TOEIC score gains, particularly among the students with TOEIC scores 

between 300 and 500. Regarding the students’ intercultural sensitivity, no 

significant association was found between Ethnocentrism, Ethnorelativism, or 

Avoidance, and TOEIC scores. The results were similar to those of Brown et al. 

(2001), though their study targeted students who were enrolled at an American 

university in Japan and their proficiency measures were a cloze test and the 

Michigan Placement Test. 

Mori (2004) also conducted a similar study on the relationships among 

motivation, reading motivation, task-specific motivation, and reading proficiency 
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among 100 Japanese university freshmen. First, Mori conducted a PCA to identify 

motivational variables among the target students, and then conducted a multiple 

regression analysis between the identified variables and reading proficiency. Two 

variables, Study Habits and Negative Intrinsic Value of Stories, showed a negative 

association with reading proficiency. Mori argued that because the items loading on 

Study Habits included learner effort and desire to learn the language, this variable 

was closely related to Motivational Intensity. However, because the students 

answered Study Habits items negatively, the association was negative. The same 

was true for Negative Intrinsic Value of Stories, as its association with reading 

proficiency was negative. Mori concluded that the less the students perceive 

themselves to be hard working, the less they read. Regarding the reading tasks, less 

interesting reading materials exerted a negative influence on how much students 

engaged in the reading tasks. 

Several effect-of-motivation studies have been conducted in EFL situations 

outside Japan. Schmidt et al. (1996) studied the internal structure of foreign 

language learners’ motivation by investigating motivational variables, learning 

styles, and learning strategies among 1,554 adult EFL students with different 

proficiency levels at an American university in Egypt. First, Schmidt et al. focused 

on identifying components of motivation, learning preferences, and strategies. They 

then investigated the components of learner preferences for classroom practice and 

the relationships among motivation components and preferred classroom activities 

and strategies. A factor analysis indicated that there were three basic dimensions of 
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motivation: affect, goal orientation, and expectancy. The researchers reported that 

high proficiency groups showed more externally defined reasons for studying 

English while low proficiency groups showed more internally driven motivational 

reasons. The researchers also reported that the high proficiency group had more 

realistic expectations of success and a greater appreciation of the benefit of learning 

English than did the lower proficiency groups. 

Clément et al. (1994) investigated the relationship among social and 

psychological constructs and the acquisition of English in the Hungarian EFL 

situation. The participants were 301 secondary students from eleven schools. The 

purposes of the study were to identify: (a) the factorial structure of orientations, 

attitudes, achievement, and self-confidence; (b) the relationships among self-

evaluation, anxiety, aspects of proficiency, and classroom behavior measured by 

group cohesion; and (c) the interrelationship between the preceding constructs and 

classroom behavior. As mentioned in the section above on Group Dynamics and L2 

Motivation Studies, Clément et al. measured motivation, anxiety, and self- 

confidence as reported by the students and the evaluation of the learning 

environment in relation to desired English proficiency as reported by both the 

students and teacher. The students’ achievement and classroom learning behavior 

were also measured using teacher evaluations. Based on their factor analysis, 

Clément et al. discussed three findings regarding the relationships among 

attitudinal variables, achievement, learning environment, orientations, self-

confidence, integrative motivation, and the teacher’s and students’ perceptions of 
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group cohesion. First, integrative motivation showed little relationship to the 

evaluation of the teaching environment. Second, self-confidence influenced L2 

proficiency directly, and also indirectly through the students’ attitude and effort 

toward learning English. Finally, group cohesion was associated with a positive 

evaluation of the learning environment, as measured by the frequency and quality 

of contact with members of the L2 group. Though Clément et al. (1994) were the 

first to discuss the relationships among motivational variables, group related 

classroom learning behavior, and students’ proficiency, both the achievement and 

proficiency measures were self-reports rather than objective measurements. 

Another limitation of their study is that they combined questionnaires eliciting 

students’ and teachers’ evaluations of the learning environment. In order to obtain a 

clearer understanding of the relationships among attitudinal variables, group 

dynamics, and achievement, a more rigorous approach to measuring students’ 

performance and their perceptions of classroom learning behavior, separate from 

the teacher’s evaluation, is necessary. 

 

L2 WTC as an Effect of Motivation 

McCroskey (1992) and McCroskey and Richmond (1991) introduced the 

concept of willingness to communicate (WTC) with reference to native language 

use. The original first language (L1) WTC concept was simpler than its extension 

to second language contexts because L2 WTC involves contact with a different 

community and non-native language competence. Attempting to synthesize four 
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theoretical models of L1 WTC, MacIntyre, MacMaster, and Baker (2001) tested the 

structural relationships of motivation variables among Anglophone high school 

students in Canada. They included items reflecting Gardner’s socio-educational 

model, Pintrich’s perspective on academic motivation, Kuhl’s action control model, 

and McCroskey’s notion of L1 WTC. Of the four models, McCroskey’s model 

included the relationship among motivation variables and L1 WTC, specifically 

including Language Anxiety, Communication Competence, and L1 WTC. Their 

structural equation model indicated that L2 Communicative Competence directly 

influenced L1 WTC, and Language Anxiety indirectly influenced L1 WTC via 

Communication Competence. 

Since the introduction of the L2 WTC model, a growing number of 

researchers have used L2 WTC as an outcome variable, trying to determine what 

influences it (e.g., Clément, Baker, & MacIntyre, 2003; Lin & Rancer, 2003; Wen 

& Clément, 2003; Yashima, 2002; Yashima et al., 2004). For example, MacIntyre, 

Clément, Dörnyei, and Noels (1998) conceptualized L2 WTC for L2 learners. Their 

model incorporated social and psychological variables as well as linguistic and 

communicative variables that can affect one’s L2 WTC. Therefore, their model 

included variables such as intergroup attitudes and communicative competence in 

addition to original variables related to L1 WTC. 

Wen and Clément (2003) presented another L2 WTC model. In their 

discussion of L2 WTC among Chinese learners, they articulated how Chinese 

societal beliefs and culture can affect the L2 WTC of native speakers of Chinese. 
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They proposed that in a learning situation involving little contact with L2 speakers 

outside the classroom, classroom variables and social variables, such as group 

cohesiveness and teacher support, are important determinants of L2 WTC. 

Several researchers have used variations of the L2 WTC model proposed by 

MacIntyre et al. (1998), in which L2 confidence, communication competence, and 

anxiety are hypothesized to affect L2 WTC (Clément et al., 2003; MacIntyre, 

MacMaster, & Baker, 2001; Yashima, 2002; Yashima et al., 2004). Clément, Baker, 

and MacIntyre (2003) investigated the L2 WTC model in relation to Clément’s 

social context model (Clément & Kruidenier, 1985) in order to: (a) merge L2 WTC 

and the social context model; (b) investigate group differences in L2 contact, 

normative pressures, L2 confidence, L2 WTC, identity, and frequency of L2 use; 

and (c) investigate how L2 confidence and L2 norms interact to predict identity. 

The participants were 248 Francophones and 130 Anglophones studying at a 

bilingual university in Canada. The social context model proposed by Clément 

(1980) and Clément and Kruidenier (1985) stressed the importance of frequent and 

pleasant contact with the L2 group, L2 confidence, and identity in acquiring an L2. 

The results supported the social context model by indicating that individual, social, 

and contextual factors are all important determinants of L2 use. Their empirically 

tested model indicated that L2 WTC was directly influenced by L2 confidence and 

indirectly influenced by L2 norms in the case of Anglophone students. 

Yashima (2002) adapted the L2 WTC model to a Japanese EFL context in 

her investigation of L2 WTC among 237 non-English-major Japanese university 
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students. She used an adapted version of Gardner’s motivation questionnaire and 

McCroskey’s L1 WTC questionnaire. TOEFL test scores were used as a general 

English proficiency measure. Yashima hypothesized a model in which Attitude 

(revised from Gardner’s AMTB), L2 Learning Motivation (based on Gardner’s 

AMTB) and L2 Communication Confidence (based on WTC items) directly 

influence L2 WTC. Her structural equation model indicated that L2 

Communication Confidence and International Posture, which she hypothesized to 

be important characteristics among Japanese students, had direct paths to L2 WTC. 

On the other hand, L2 Learning Motivation, which she had initially assumed to 

have direct path to L2 WTC, had only an indirect path to L2 Communication 

Confidence and then to L2 WTC. 

Yashima and Nishide (2008) investigated the impact of learning contexts on 

proficiency, attitudes, and L2 communication among 165 Japanese high school 

students. They compared three groups of students. The first group participated in a 

communication-focused classroom, the second group participated in a grammar-

focused classroom, and the third group participated in a study abroad program. 

They compared the differences in the profiles among the three groups in order to 

explore the effects of learning contexts on changes in international posture, L2 

WTC, frequency of communication and English proficiency. The results indicated 

that if the students can envision an imagined international community, the 

classroom practices enhance their motivation and L2 WTC even if the students stay 

in the EFL environment. Thus, they suggested that international posture can be 
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developed along with proficiency if learners participate in global studies actively. 

The study supports the idea that classroom practice with a focus on international 

posture can enhance learner motivation, and L2 WTC. 

More recent researchers have begun to focus on situational influences on L2 

WTC (MacIntyre & Doucette, 2010; Peng, 2007; Peng & Woodrow, 2010 Yashima 

& Nishide, 2008). In the previous L2 WTC model, communication competence, 

language anxiety, and confidence, and learner motivation were measured to 

determine their influence on L2 WTC. In addition to these variables, Peng (2007) 

added classroom learning environment as a variable affecting L2 WTC. Peng 

investigated 118 Chinese university students’ willingness to communicate in 

English. As a result of extensive interviews, Peng identified two contexts that 

influenced L2 WTC, an individual context, such as communication competence, 

anxiety and beliefs, and a social context, such as classroom climate, group cohesion, 

and teacher support. Peng concluded that the social context as represented by 

classroom environment influenced L2 WTC. 

Peng and Woodrow (2010) also investigated the influence of the classroom 

environment on L2 WTC. They used structural equation modeling to investigate the 

relationships among Communication Anxiety in English, Perceived 

Communication Competence in L2, Motivation to Learn English, Learner Belief 

and Classroom Environment and L2 WTC with 579 Chinese university students. 

Classroom Environment was a new variable that included task orientation, teacher 

support, and student cohesiveness. The results indicated that Classroom 
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Environment directly influenced L2 WTC although the effect was weak at .18. 

Classroom Environment also had significant effect on motivation, as indicated by a 

path weight of .29. The authors concluded that classroom experience has a strong 

effect on positive beliefs and motivation in foreign language learning. 

MacIntyre and Doucette (2010) investigated which individual differences 

predicted the WTC of 238 high school students in Canada. They viewed individual 

differences as stable, and hypothesized that WTC reflects individual differences, 

but it varies from situation to situation, moment to moment in its influence on 

learners’ action control. In other words, students can have goals and choose to learn 

the L2, but not act because it is state-oriented act. The result of a path analysis 

indicated that perceived competence (.74) and language anxiety (.29) influenced L2 

WTC. The new finding was that Volatality, which is the inability to stay focused on 

a topic, influenced L2 WTC negatively (-.08). Persons who are state-oriented and 

who lose their focus on the task at hand tend to give up before completing the task. 

Though the influence was weak, the authors suggested that if learners had previous 

experience in certain situations, they are likely to use their knowledge and to stay 

focused on the task; thus, past positive experiences are important for present task 

performance. They also noted that WTC was previously seen as a trait-like 

disposition while it is currently seen as a dynamic and changing construct.
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Language Choice and Intended Effort as Effects of Motivation 

In a series of studies, Dörnyei and Clément (2001), and Dörnyei and Csizér 

(2002) investigated the relationship between the motivation of Hungarian 

secondary students and language choice and intended effort as outcome measures 

longitudinally. First, Dörnyei and Clément (2001) conducted a large-scale study 

investigating the affective dispositions of school children toward different target 

languages. The participants were 4,765 Hungarian school children, aged 13-14 

years old, who completed questionnaires regarding their language choice among 

five foreign languages and intended effort in the future, both in relation to aspects 

of motivation. The results of a factor analysis showed similarities across all five 

languages. Among all the factors identified, Integrativeness accounted for the most 

variance in explaining the reason for intention to further study English in the future. 

Dörnyei and Csizér (2002) conducted further analyses of the motivational 

components that they investigated in the 2001 study, this time focusing on 

motivation in relation to changes in language choice between 1993 and 1999 for 

8,593 Hungarian school children between the ages of 13 and 14. There were 

substantial declines in the choice of all foreign languages between 1993 and 1999 

except for English. The researchers also found relatively strong relationships 

between integrativeness and the students’ language choice and intended effort. 

They concluded that while English remains the first choice because of its status as a 

global language and students maintain motivation to study it, other foreign 

languages, such as German and Russian (potentially important languages for 
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Hungarians because of proximity to Germany and Russia, but increasingly 

perceived as non-world-languages), are becoming marginal. 

Finally, Csizér and Dörnyei (2005), using the same participants as in the 

previous study, tested a causal model of the relationship between motivational 

variables and Language Choice and Intended Effort. They argued that motivation is 

an antecedent of behavior rather than of achievement. Thus, they entered Language 

Choice and Intended Effort as predictors of motivation. Seven components were 

entered into their structural equation model: Integrativeness, Instrumentality, 

Vitality of the L2 Community, Attitude Towards the L2 Speakers/Community, 

Cultural Interest, Linguistic Self-confidence, and Milieu (parents and peer support). 

The results showed that several variables had high interrelations with the 

relationship between Milieu and Self-Confidence displaying the highest 

correlations among all variables entered into the analysis. Cultural Interest 

predicted Attitudes Towards L2 Speakers (β = .68), and Instrumentality predicted 

Integrativeness to a statistically significant degree (β = .67). Csizér and Dörnyei’s 

hypothesis was that these attitudinal variables would influence Language Choice 

and Intended Effort as outcome variables. All variables yielded significant indirect 

paths to Language Choice and Effort. Integrativeness yielded a direct path to 

Language Choice and Intended Effort. Because these students had no contact with 

L2 speakers, the researchers argued that the meaning of Integrativeness is different 

from the desire to integrate into the L2 society that Gardner had originally 

conceptualized. Rather it was reconceptualized as the degree to which L2 learners 
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identify themselves with foreign cultures and people in general. In their argument, 

this reconceptualized form of Integrativeness is the central factor affecting 

Language Choice and Intended Effort, and it strongly favors English. 

 

The Context-Specific Aspects of Motivation: L2 Motivation Research in Japan 

As in other locations, researchers in the Japanese EFL context have 

investigated motivation in a wide variety of learning situations, from middle school 

to adult education (Irie, 2003, 2005; Kimura, Nakata, & Okumura, 2001; 

Yamamoto, 1993). Many of these researchers have used instruments previously 

tested with ESL learners in their attempts to identify the motivational components 

among Japanese students. As well as similarities to previous studies, some 

emergent components have been identified for the first time among Japanese 

learners. 

Yamamoto (1993) identified the components of L2 motivation of 268 

English major university students, including Desired Development of Total 

Language Proficiency (e.g., “I want to improve my writing skills” and “I want to 

improve my communication skills”), Instrumental Language Use (e.g., “I want to 

work in foreign country,” and “I want to be an English teacher.”), Need for 

Exchange of Technical Information (e.g., “English is needed for IT related issues,” 

and “English is necessary to understand intercultural issues.”), and Desired
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Interaction with Foreigners. This last component was also found in Ogane and 

Sakamoto’s (1999) study (to be discussed below). 

Desired Interaction with Foreigners emerged as a motivational component 

in numerous other studies. For example, Yashima (2000) investigated motivational 

components among non-English major university students and found that 

Intercultural Friendship emerged as a component, providing the highest means 

among all motivational components. In a follow-up regression analysis, she found 

that Intercultural Friendship was the second strongest predictor of motivation (β 

= .40), following Instrumental Orientation (β = .47). Finally, the result of a path 

analysis indicated that Intercultural Friendship orientation and Instrumental 

Orientation both directly influenced Motivation and indirectly influenced 

Proficiency. This result was corroborated in her later study (Yashima, 2002). 

Irie (2005) investigated the motivational dynamics of Japanese junior high 

school students using both quantitative and qualitative analyses of learner 

motivation over a three-year period. She measured motivational constructs with the 

AMTB and learner achievement with teacher-constructed multiple-choice tests. 

Nine hundred seventy-nine students in one private and two public junior high 

schools participated in the study. She found that the eight variables measured by the 

AMTB (Anxiety, Attitude Towards English Teacher, Enjoyment of English, 

Expected Level of Attainment, Instrumental Orientation, Integrative Orientation, 

Strength of Motivation and Parental Encouragement) were relatively stable across 

the three years. A profile analysis of the motivational components and follow-up 
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univariate tests indicated that there were changes in components such as Anxiety 

and Attitude Towards English Teacher. On the other hand, Expected Level of 

Attainment and Instrumental Orientation were unchanged. In addition, she found 

positive and stable correlations among the motivation variables and achievement 

variables. 

Other studies conducted in Japanese university EFL contexts have yielded 

Integrative Orientation and Instrumental Orientation as the clearest components of 

motivation among Japanese university students (Brown et al., 2001; Matsubara, 

2001). Past studies conducted in the Japanese context have provided some 

directions toward understanding motivational components among Japanese students. 

Notably, Integrative and Instrumental Orientation and other components, such as 

Desired Interaction with Foreigners and Goal Orientation for Desired Proficiency, 

have been identified as important variables in numerous studies. 

 

Researching Structure and Effects Together: 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Studies 

In the past decade, some researchers have investigated the causal 

relationships among motivational variables and various outcomes such as 

achievement, proficiency, effort, language choice, and L2 WTC using structural 

equation modeling (e.g., Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005; Noels, 2001; Ogane & Sakamoto, 

1993; Yashima, 2002; Yashima et al., 2004). 
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Several of these studies were conducted in Japanese contexts. Ogane and 

Sakamoto (1993) conducted a study with 110 Japanese university students residing 

in an urban area. They investigated the relationships among Effort, Attitudes, and 

Desire to Learn the L2 in relation to Anxiety and Achievement, using a motivation 

instrument inspired by Crookes and Schmidt (1991) and the Comprehensive 

English Language Test (CELT) (Harris & Palmer, 1986) as a proficiency measure. 

Their structural model indicated that the first order latent variables were Effort, 

Attitudes, and Desire. The second order latent variables were Anxiety and 

Proficiency. Their motivation model showed that there were strong direct paths 

from Motivation to Effort (.89) and to Desire (.89), and a weaker path from 

Motivation to Attitudes (.42). Proficiency and Anxiety showed no significant 

relationship to Motivation. 

As previously reviewed, Yashima (2002), in her study with 237 urban 

Japanese university learners, tested a structural equation model of the relationships 

among Motivation, L2 Proficiency, L2 Communication Confidence, International 

Posture and L2 WTC. Her model indicated that International Posture (.22) and L2 

Communication Confidence (.68) directly influenced L2 WTC, and that 

International Posture (.79) also directly influenced L2 Motivation. Yashima 

concluded that International Posture is an important concept explaining both 

motivation and L2 WTC among Japanese EFL learners. 

The results of Yashima’s (2002) study shared some similarities with Ogane 

and Sakamoto’s (1999) study, but differences were also found. For example, both 
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studies showed that Motivation was influenced by the overlapping constructs of 

Attitude and International Posture. Though Ogane and Sakamoto’s Attitude 

component and Yashima’s International Posture component were labeled differently, 

they measured a similar construct involving attitude toward foreigners and foreign 

cultures. The relationship between Motivation and L2 Proficiency was also tested 

in both models. While Yashima’s study showed a statistically significant path of .41 

from Motivation to L2 Proficiency, Ogane and Sakamoto’s results did not show a 

statistically significant path, possibly due to the differences in the two samples. 

While Yashima’s participants were 297 English major students, Ogane and 

Sakamoto’s study had a smaller and less homogeneous sample of 38 English major 

students and 72 non-English major students. Also, whereas Ogane and Sakamoto 

used the CELT as a proficiency measurement, Yashima used the TOEFL, which 

was likely a more sensitive measure of proficiency. 

In a later study, Yashima et al. (2004) used structural equation modeling 

again to confirm her previous L2 WTC model (Yashima, 2002) that was tested with 

Japanese university students with a younger (high school) population. In addition to 

the replication study, a second study was conducted to compare the differences in 

L2 WTC and L2 communication competence between participants who participated 

in a study-abroad program and those who did not have such an experience. The first 

study was conducted with 160 Japanese high school students enrolled in a highly 

unusual school with native English-speaking teachers as classroom instructors. The 

results were similar to her previous study, confirming a model in which 
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International Posture and L2 Communication Confidence directly influenced L2 

WTC. L2 Motivation also indirectly influenced L2 WTC, as it was moderated by 

L2 Communication Confidence. The study thus yielded results parallel to studies 

that had been conducted with university students. 

In the second study, Yashima et al. (2004) performed a simple correlation 

analysis on data gathered from a subset of 60 students who had participated in a 

one-year study-abroad program in the United States. The notable results were that 

Perceived Communication Competence in L2, Desire to Learn L2, and Interest in 

International Vocation/Activities were associated with L2 WTC at .40 or above. 

The researchers concluded that students who had higher L2 WTC showed more 

willingness to communicate with their host families and also in the larger sojourn 

environment after they had departed from the host family. 

Researchers using structural equation modeling in other contexts have also 

focused on the relationship between motivational variables and different aspects of 

motivation outcomes. In the Canadian context, MacIntyre and Charos (1996) 

investigated the relationship among motivational variables and L2 WTC, finding 

that Perceived L1 Competence and Motivation had direct paths to L2 WTC. In their 

model, Integrativeness and Attitude Toward the Learning Situation were indirectly 

related to L2 WTC and mediated by Motivation. 

With a population of 322 Canadian Anglophone university learners of 

Spanish, Noels (2001) used structural equation modeling to investigate the 

relationships among the teacher’s communication style and motivational variables. 
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Noels found that the teacher’s communication style influenced the students’ 

Perceived Competence. In turn, the students’ Perceived Competence showed a 

positive direct path to a number of motivational variables, including Intrinsic 

Motivation (.45), Identified Regulation/Extrinsic Motivation (.49), and Introjected 

Regulation/Extrinsic Motivation (.23). 

In the Hungarian context, Csizér and Dörnyei (2005) proposed and tested a 

theoretical model of the structure of L2 motivation. They investigated the 

motivation components of over 8,000 pupils age 13 to 14 both in 1993 and in 1999. 

In their model, they examined the interrelationship of seven components: 

Integrativeness, Instrumentality, Vitality of the L2 Community, Attitude Towards 

the L2 Speakers/Community, Cultural Interest, Linguistic Self-confidence, and 

Milieu (parental support and peers). They proposed Language Choice for Future L2 

Studies and Intended Effort as the outcomes of motivated behavior, and accordingly 

entered them as dependent variables. Thus, they probed the relationships among 

motivation variables and their influence on language choice and intended effort. 

They found that only Integrativness had a direct path to Language Choice and 

Intended Effort in both 1993 and 1999. Instrumentality and Attitude Toward L2 

Speakers were mediated by Integrativeness; thus, these two variables had indirect 

paths to Language Choice and Intended Effort. Though their study indicated 

interrelationships among motivation variables and Language Choice for Future L2 

Studies and Intended Effort, the path between Integrativeness and Language Choice 

was somewhat weak, at .35. 
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The Gaps in the Literature 

Numerous researchers have investigated the types of motivation that exist 

among Japanese learners at various English proficiency levels. In addition, 

researchers using structural equation modeling in Japan have made important 

progress toward shedding light on both the structure and the effects of motivation 

among Japanese students. On the other hand, most studies have been focused on 

university students in urban areas and have not included students with limited 

contact with L2 native speakers. Therefore, the generalizability of Japanese 

motivation studies is still limited. In addition, no model proposed in the Japanese 

EFL context has yet included the influences of group dynamics. Although 

numerous scholars (e.g., Clément et al. 1994; Dörnyei, 1997; Dörnyei & Malderez, 

1997; Dörnyei & Murphey, 2003) have suggested that group dynamics play an 

important role in the L2 classroom (e.g., the effects of group goals, group norms, 

and the influence of individuals on group members and how these interactions 

influence group performance and learner attitudes toward learning), Clément et al’s 

(1994) study appears to be the only empirical investigation of the effects of group 

dynamics in relation to L2 motivation. The present study has been designed to fill 

each of these gaps. 

 

Statement of Purpose 

This study is an investigation of aspects of motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities among Japanese university EFL learners who reside in a 
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rural area of Japan, and as such, will address the questions of how motivation, 

preferences for instructional activities, L2 WTC, and English proficiency are 

causally related among Japanese non-English-major university students who have 

limited contact with L2 native speakers. The findings will thus contribute 

substantially to the understanding of preferences for instructional activities among 

Japanese university students, as well as add to the previous body of knowledge on 

their motivation, proficiency, and L2 WTC. The following seven research questions 

guide this study. 

1. What are the relative strengths of the English learning motivation factors 

among rural Japanese university students? 

2. What are the relative strengths of the preferences for instructional activities 

factors in English courses among rural Japanese university students? 

3. How is proficiency related to various motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities factors? 

4. How is L2 WTC related to various motivation and preferences for instructional 

activities factors? 

5. How do the high, middle, and low proficiency groups differ in their profiles in 

relation to the identified factors? 

6. How do the high, middle, and low L2 WTC groups differ in their profiles in 

relation to the identified factors? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

In order to answer the above research questions, I subjected self-report 

questionnaire data and proficiency test scores to a variety of statistical analyses. 

First, I used factor analysis in order to identify the motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities factors and Rasch analysis to estimate the strengths of each 

factor (research questions 1 & 2). Then, I conducted a multiple regression analysis 

to answer research questions 3 and 4. Next, I conducted a profile analysis to answer 

research questions 5 and 6. Finally, I conducted structural equation modeling in 

order to answer research question 7. 

 

Participants 

The participants in this study were 238 Japanese university students 

majoring in business. Approximately 40% of participants (100) were female and 

60% (137) were male. They ranged in age from 18 to 20. One year of English or 

Russian is a required subject for all freshmen, so the target population was the 270 

students in the freshmen class enrolled in the 2005 school year who chose to study 

English (30 other students chose to study Russian). 

The English classes met four times a week for 60 minutes per session and 

were divided into two courses, an oral conversation and a business English course, 

both of which met twice a week. Reading and writing tasks based on the business 
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English materials were also included in the curriculum. There were approximately 

20 students in each class and a textbook, Business Basics, was used for all classes. 

Although it would have been ideal if the participants had been in intact groups 

taught by the researcher, it was not possible to obtain a large sample size under 

such circumstances. However, the students were taught using a unified syllabus, 

and instruction was conducted in a similar manner by all the instructors. Because 

the school had a strict policy about following the syllabus, one instructor was in 

charge of the course syllabus and that instructor checked the instruction that was 

taking place by having regular meetings with the other instructors throughout the 

semester. Approximately, 50% of instructors were native English speakers and 

50% were native Japanese speakers. About 70% of the participants came from the 

local rural area. The remaining 30% came from all over Japan, so they might have 

received more exposure to foreigners and foreign culture than the other participants. 

It is difficult to determine the participants’ previous experiences with foreign 

culture, but those experiences are not the main concern of this study. 

The students were placed in groups for about two weeks, and then the 

teacher assigned the students to new groups. In this way, the students had an 

opportunity to become familiar with all the students in the class. Each class started 

with the students getting into their assigned groups. The group leader took 

attendance and checked the group members’ assignments. They group leader then 

presented the assignments to the class. Group leaders were selected by the teacher 

and they changed every class period. The instruction was primarily focused on pair 
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and group activities. The teacher gave each group an assigned part from the course 

textbook. The topics included advertising a business, a conversation with a 

receptionist, and overseas business trips. The students then discussed the assigned 

topic in the group and engaged in practice activities in pairs. Generally, the leaders 

were the first students to present the discussed material in class. Once they become 

familiar with the materials, other group members presented a conversation or 

discussed answers in class. 

Nearly all of the 300 incoming students took the TOEIC Institutional 

Program (IP) test in April and July 2005, and January 2006. The TOEIC is widely 

used in Japan as an English proficiency test. The TOEIC organization has provided 

a conversion table by which TOEIC scores can be roughly converted to TOEFL 

scores. Based on their April TOEIC IP test score, the students were divided into 

high (TOEIC 450/TOEFL 430 and above), middle (TOEIC 350 to 450/TOEFL390 

to 430), and low (TOEIC 350/TOEFL 390 and lower) proficiency groups. 

The university where this study was conducted is located approximately 

400 miles from Tokyo in a rural area of Japan and the total student population is 

around 1,200. There was only one major, Management and Economics, at the 

university when the questionnaire was administered. In the 2006 school year, the 

university executed curriculum reform and now has three majors; Management, 

Economics, and Local Future Business. The prefecture where this school is located 

is in the northern part of Japan and has a population of around 300,000. People who 

reside in the area have limited access and exposure to foreigners and foreign 
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cultures, including media and published materials. For example, 5,200 registered 

foreigners were residing in the prefecture in 2004. This was 0.26% of the total 

registered residents in the prefecture. The prefecture is ranked 42
nd

 out of the 47 

prefectures in Japan regarding the number of registered foreigners. The number is 

particularly small compared with Tokyo, which has 345,441 registered foreigners 

(17.5% of the total population in Tokyo). In addition, the major businesses in the 

prefecture are agriculture and fishing. There is little industry and few major 

companies in the prefecture. 

As noted above, the participants’ entering proficiency levels were relatively 

low (TOEIC mean 350, range 200-600) compared with those majoring in English 

or language-related subjects (TOEIC mean 450, range 450-800). I selected this 

population because one purpose of this study is to focus on relatively low 

proficiency groups who have limited contact with English and its speakers outside 

the classroom. Limited contact entails lack of easy access to English materials, 

media, or the opportunity to interact with L2 native speakers; these are the 

conditions characteristic of students who reside in rural areas of Japan. There are a 

small number of foreign exchange students at the school, but they are mostly Asian 

and generally not proficient speakers of English. Three professors at the university 

are native speakers of English. 

The participants consented to take part in the study before the questionnaire 

was administered. The participants agreed that the data could be used for research 
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purposes, and they were told that their private information would not be used for 

any purposes other than to answer the questions posed in the current study.  

 

Instrumentation 

The following instruments were used to measure L2 motivation, L2 WTC, 

and English language proficiency in the main study. 

 

Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities Questionnaire 

(MPIAQ) 

The Motivation and Preferences For Instructional Activities Questionnaire 

(see Appendix A for the English version and Appendix B for Japanese version) 

includes items from (a) instruments previously developed and used with other 

populations, both Japanese and non-Japanese, and (b) original instruments piloted 

with the target population. Established motivation items were selected from items 

originally developed by Gardner and Lambert (1972) and previously used with 

Japanese EFL learners by Yashima (2002). The questionnaire was made up of 44 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities items, representing the nine 

categories shown below. 

The motivation questions were selected based on the following criteria. 

First, the items for Instrumental Orientation and Integrativeness were chosen 

because the previous pilot study indicated their significance among the target 

population. Second, the items designed to measure Motivational Intensity and 
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Desire to Learn English were chosen because the past literature indicated the 

influence of these items on language learning. These two constructs were also 

chosen because several studies have been conducted using these two constructs 

with Japanese EFL learners. Finally, the items designed to measure Intergroup 

Approach Tendency were chosen because one of the important purposes of this 

study was to investigate attitudes toward intercultural communication with students 

with limited intercultural experiences. Four items were chosen from Yashima’s 

(2002) Intergroup Approach/Avoidance Tendency construct because these items fit 

the current population well. Other items from Intergroup Approach/Avoidance 

Tendency were inappropriate or the current population had no access to the kinds 

of experiences described in the items, so they were excluded from the questionnaire. 

The preferences for instructional activities questions were selected based on 

the following criteria. First, Attitude Toward Group Work, Attitude Toward the 

Effectiveness of the Group, and Preference for a Student-Centered Approach were 

chosen because a previous pilot study indicated that these items measured distinct 

factors (Matsubara, 2004b). Second, Group Cohesion items were chosen because 

the current study is focused on the effect of classroom group dynamics. These 

items were previously used by Clément et al. (1994) to investigate the relationship 

between learner motivation and group dynamics. 

The participants were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement on 

a 6-point Likert scale (1 = Very strongly disagree; 2 = Strongly disagree; 3 = 

Somewhat disagree; 4 = Somewhat agree; 5 = Strongly agree; 6 = Very strongly 



 45 

agree), which was used to avoid a middle, neutral category (Brown, 2001; Dörnyei, 

2003a). 

Table 1 shows the name of the motivation and preferences for instructional 

activities constructs, an example item for each construct, and the number of items 

designed to measure each construct. 

 

Table 1. Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities Questionnaire 

Construct Example Item (Number of Items) 

IS English ability would help me to get a better paying job. (5) 

IG I would like to become similar to native speakers of English. (5) 

MI I think I study English relatively hard. (6) 

DLE When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them immediately. (6) 

IA I want to make friends with international students studying at my school. (4) 

ATG I get more work done when I study with an assigned group. (4) 

ATE I learn better when there is one leader in a group. (4) 

SC I learn better when I ask questions. (4) 

GC I want to remain a member of a group I worked together with previously. (5) 

Note. IS = Instrumental Orientation; IG = Integrativeness; MI = Motivational 

Intensity; DLE = Desire to Learn English; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; 

ATG = Attitude Toward Group Work; ATE = Attitude Toward the Effectiveness of 

the Group; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; GC = Group 

Cohesion. 

 

Motivation Questions 

1. Instrumental Orientation (five items). These items, which measure instrumental 

reasons for learning English, were adapted from Dörnyei and Csizér's (2002) 

questionnaire and were revised to match the Japanese context. Two examples 

are: English ability would help me to get a better paying job and Studying 

English will be helpful when I travel. 
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2. Integrativeness (five items). These items were adapted from Dörnyei and 

Csizér (2002). These items measure the degree to which learners would like to 

get closer to English speaking people and their culture. Two examples are: I 

like English very much and I would like to become similar to native speakers of 

English. 

3. Motivational Intensity (six items). These items, which measure desire and 

intended effort in studying English, were adapted from Gardner and Lambert 

(1972). Two examples are: Compared to my classmates, I think I study English 

relatively hard and after I graduate from college, I will continue to study 

English and try to improve. 

4. Desire to Learn English (six items). These items, which measure student 

attitudes toward the English language and the importance of studying English 

as a school subject, were adapted from Gardner and Lambert (1972). Two 

examples are: When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them 

immediately and I would like the number of English classes at school increased. 

5. Intergroup Approach Tendency (four items). Yashima (2002) first developed 

these items to measure a Japanese tendency to approach or avoid non-Japanese 

in Japan. These items measure students’ attitudes toward approaching 

foreigners in Japan. Two examples are: I want to make friends with 

international students studying at my school and I would like to participate in 

the activity where I can use English and put myself in an international 

environment. 
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Preferences for Instructional Activities Questions 

6. Attitude Toward Group Work (four items). These items, which measure the 

preference for pair and group activities, were adapted from Schmidt et al. 

(1996). These items focus on the preference for pair and group activities and 

were previously tested with Japanese students (Matsubara, 2006). Two 

examples are: I get more work done when I study with an assigned group and I 

enjoy working on an assignment with two or three classmates. 

7. Attitude Toward the Effectiveness of the Group (four items). These items, 

which were piloted by Matsubara (2004), measure the students’ perceptions of 

the effectiveness of pair and group work. Two examples are: I learn better 

when there is one leader in a group and I learn better if I have the same group 

members for a semester. 

8. Preference for a Student-Centered Approach (four items). These items, which 

were adapted from Schmidt et al. (1996) and piloted with Japanese students 

(Matsubara, 2004), concern preferences for instruction that allows independent 

student involvement in classroom activities. Two examples are: I learn better 

when I ask questions and I prefer an English class in which there are lots of 

activities that allow me to participate actively. 

9. Group Cohesion (five items). Rosenfeld and Gilbert (1989) developed these 

items to measure feelings toward groups and group cohesiveness (α = .90). 

Because the original items pertained to the actual activity, these items were 
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modified to measure feelings about groups and group cohesiveness in terms of 

more general pair and group activity. Two examples are: It is effective to study 

as a group which is composed of people who fit together and I want to remain 

as member of group which I worked together with previously. 

 

Willingness to Communicate in English (L2 WTC) Questionnaire 

In order to measure L2 WTC, items developed by Sick and Nagasaka 

(2000) were used. Because the original WTC scale was developed to measure L1 

WTC, the original items were modified and revised in order to suit the EFL 

learning environment in Japan. Sick and Nagasaka’s original questionnaire 

included 41 items and was made up of confidence, anxiety, and willingness to 

communicate subscales measured on a one to ten scale. It was developed to 

measure middle school students’ L2 WTC. In order to develop a measure that was 

more appropriate for the Japanese university context, I revised the questionnaire 

items and deleted questions that did not match the university context. This original 

L2 WTC questionnaire was also complicated and time-consuming for participants 

to complete because it had three categories; thus, the number of items was reduced 

to 30 and the confidence, anxiety, and willingness to communicate subscales were 

eliminated. Considering that the questionnaires were administered during the class 

period and students had to answer motivation questions in addition to the WTC 

items, a 4-point scale, ranging from zero to three (0 = I will try to avoid it; 1 = 

Depending on the situation; 2 = If I have an opportunity, I will do it; 3 = If I have 
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an opportunity, I definitely will do it) was used on the final L2 WTC questionnaire. 

In order to ensure that the items matched the L2 WTC situation in Japan, two 

university students from the same university checked the items and eliminated 

those that they believed were irrelevant to the Japanese context. The final version 

consisted of 25 items. Two example items from the L2 WTC questionnaire are: Tell 

a Japanese teacher that you could not understand the tape because it is too fast and 

Talk about Japanese life in an American TV interview. 

 

Proficiency Measure 

TOEIC test scores were used as a language proficiency measure. The 

students took the TOEIC IP test three times during their freshmen year. The first 

test was administered when the participants entered the school in April 2005, and 

the second test was administered at the end of spring semester in July. In this study, 

the July test scores were used for the analysis. The TOEIC test has two sections, 

listening and reading, and there are 100 items in each section. The listening 

subsection takes 45 minutes and the reading subsection takes 75 minutes to 

complete. The reliability of the test for this group of participants could not be 

estimated because I did not have access to the raw scores. 
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Data Collection 

The Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities Questionnaire 

was administered in December 2005 in a required Management class. The students 

completed the questionnaire at the beginning of the class in my presence. It took 

approximately 15 to 20 minutes of class time. The result of the TOEIC IP test was 

obtained one week after the July test. 

 

Analyses 

In order to answer the research questions, the following analyses were 

conducted. First, descriptive statistics were calculated to summarize the data and to 

screen the data for the inferential statistical analyses. Then, a factor analysis, Rasch 

analysis, multiple regression analysis, and profile analysis were conducted to 

answer the first six research questions. The current study added Rasch analysis to 

show how well these motivation and preferences for instructional activities 

instruments measure the target population. Finally, structural equation modeling 

was conducted to answer research question seven. 

 

Rasch Analysis 

The Rasch rating scale model (Andrich, 1978) is used to examine the 

dimensionality of an instrument. It is effective in that it can convert complex data 

matrices into a unidimensional measurement system. In this model, items and 

persons are measured on linear measures of Rasch calibrations, and the assessment 
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of fit at the item and person level is used to validate the dimensionality of the 

instrument. In this study, the Rasch rating scale model was used to compare the 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities variables. 

The Rasch measurement model provides a way to construct linear item and 

person measures from ordinal observation produced by non-linear rating scales. 

The model also provides researches with the ability to determine the degree to 

which items and person responses deviate from that predicted by the model. This is 

invaluable because it alerts researchers to idiosyncratic aspects of the data that do 

not contribute to linear, interval measurement. Yet another advantage of the Rasch 

model is its ability to reduce complex data matrices to a unidimensional variable 

and to detect items or persons that do not contribute to unidimensionality through 

the identification of improbable residuals. 

The Rasch model also produces estimates of reliability for both items and 

persons. Rasch item and person reliability estimates are analogous to traditional 

internal consistency estimates of reliability (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha). In addition, to 

reliability estimates, item and person separation indices are also provided. These 

indices indicate how well the item difficulty estimates and person ability estimates 

are separated from each other. Rasch item separation is calculated as the ratio of 

estimated true variance among items and estimated observed variance among items, 

using the estimates of their measures and the standard error of these measures. The 

person separation index can be interpreted in analogous way to the Rasch item 

separation index. Taken together, the Rasch item and person reliability and 
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separation statistics can indicate the construct validity of the measures of the 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities scales, as higher reliability 

and separation values represent better measurement. 

As noted above, the Rasch model also produces item and person fit statistics. 

In this study, the item fit statistics indicate how well the items fit the Rasch rating 

scale model. The unweighted mean square statistics (outfit mean square) and the 

information weighted mean square (infit mean square) statistics are displayed. The 

outfit mean square statistic is computed using the standardized sum of squared 

residuals across all observations. The primary weakness of the outfit mean square 

statistic is that it is unduly affected by a few idiosyncratic responses. As a result, 

the infit mean square statistic is computed because it reduces the effect of outliers 

by weighing the squared standardized residuals by their individual variances. 

The values of the outfit and infit mean square statistics follow a Chi-square 

distribution approximately and can range from 0 to positive infinity, with a value of 

1.0 indicating perfect fit of the data to the Rasch model; values between 0.7 and 1.3 

are frequently considered to show acceptably good fit between the data and model 

and values beyond that criterion imply misfit of the data to the Rasch model. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

First, the descriptive statistics of the Motivation and Preferences for 

Instructional Activities Questionnaire and TOEIC test scores were computed to 

summarize the data and to check the assumptions of the following statistical 

analyses: Pearson product-moment correlations, factor analysis, multiple regression, 

profile analysis, and structural equation modeling. In order to screen the data, N-

sizes, means, standard deviation, variance, skewness, kurtosis, and missing values 

were checked. The absence of skewness and kurtosis in the questionnaire responses 

indicated normal distribution within ± 2.0 range for all items except question 13. 

Although motivation questionnaire item 13 was negatively skewed at 3.18 (M = 

5.37), the item was retained at this point because the questionnaire items were later 

reduced with a factor analysis. Next, missing values were checked. Missing values 

that made up less than 5% of the data for four items were replaced by mean 

substitution. 

Next, the TOEIC score data were checked for univariate outliers using the 

z-skewness statistic. Out of the 238 TOEIC scores that were collected, one student 

had a score of 860. The range of TOEIC scores was between 170 and 860 (M = 

393), and the next highest TOEIC score was 650. The student’s z-score of 4.88 

confirmed that this individual was a statistical outlier in this population. Because 
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there were also questions about this participant’s questionnaire results not fitting 

into the normal range, this student’s data were eliminated from further analysis. 

After eliminating this student, the mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis 

of the TOEIC scores were rechecked and found to be reasonably normally 

distributed (see Table 2). Thus, the final N-size of this sample was 237. 

Table 2 provides the descriptive statistics for the TOEIC scores and the ages 

of the participants. Skewness and kurtosis statistics indicated that the TOEIC scores 

were normally distributed within the ± 2.0 range. The mean score of 393 was below 

the national average score for university students, which was 424 in 2006; 14.9% of 

the Japanese university students who took the TOEIC in 2006 were within the 

range of 345-395, which was the highest percentage compared to other score ranges. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for the TOEIC Scores and Age (N = 237) 

 Minimum Maximum M SD Skewness SES Kurtosis SEK 

TOEIC 170 650 393.46  90.42  0.36  0.16  -0.15  0.31  

Age 18 20 18.73  0.50  -0.42  0.16  -0.45  0.31  

 

Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics for the Motivation and 

Preferences for Instructional Activities Questionnaire (see Appendix D). The 

minimum and maximum scores indicated that the full range of points on the six-

point Likert scale was represented for all items except Item 10 (for which there 

were no Strongly Disagree responses). The skewness and kurtosis statistics 

indicated that all items except for item 13 had distributions within ± 2.0. Item 13 

displayed kurtosis of 3.18, indicating that this item was outside of normal range. 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for the Motivation and Preferences for Instructional 

Activities Questionnaire (N = 237) 

Item M SD Skewness SES Kurtosis SEK 

1 4.05  1.11  -0.31  0.16  0.05  0.31  

2 4.95  1.02  -1.03  0.16  1.54  0.31  

3 4.41  1.14  -0.43  0.16  0.08  0.31  

4 3.30  1.28  0.15  0.16  -0.30  0.31  

5 3.84  1.30  -0.28  0.16  -0.33  0.31  

6 4.24  1.30  -0.64  0.16  0.11  0.31  

7 4.59  1.18  -0.74  0.16  0.41  0.31  

8 4.45  1.05  -0.23  0.16  -0.08  0.31  

9 4.76  1.06  -0.72  0.16  0.52  0.31  

10 4.92  1.04  -0.57  0.16  -0.61  0.31  

11 4.27  1.19  -0.37  0.16  -0.08  0.31  

12 4.00  1.12  -0.38  0.16  0.33  0.31  

13 5.37  0.86  -1.56  0.16  3.18  0.31  

14 3.30  1.27  0.11  0.16  -0.22  0.31  

15 3.45  1.28  0.06  0.16  -0.34  0.31  

16 3.63  1.21  -0.13  0.16  -0.04  0.31  

17 4.87  1.10  -0.87  0.16  0.50  0.31  

18 3.75  1.19  -0.20  0.16  -0.01  0.31  

19 3.37  1.27  0.09  0.16  -0.18  0.31  

20 2.85  1.26  0.39  0.16  -0.10  0.31  

21 4.27  1.30  -0.46  0.16  -0.37  0.31  

22 4.16  1.31  -0.32  0.16  -0.46  0.31  

23 4.05  1.35  -0.16  0.16  -0.65  0.31  

24 3.35  1.34  0.10  0.16  -0.44  0.31  

25 4.10  1.12  -0.32  0.16  0.23  0.31  

26 3.38  1.34  0.18  0.16  -0.39  0.31  

27 3.36  1.38  0.30  0.16  -0.44  0.31  

28 3.83  1.10  -0.09  0.16  0.24  0.31  

29 3.74  1.26  -0.01  0.16  -0.47  0.31  

30 3.54 1.33 -0.03 0.16 -0.54 0.31 

31 4.01 1.19 -0.22 0.16 -0.08 0.31 

(Table 3 continues)
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(Table 3 continued) 

Item M SD Skewness SES Kurtosis SEK 

32 4.22 1.13 -0.18 0.16 -0.02 0.31 

33 4.08 1.21 -0.36 0.16 0.18 0.31 

34 3.60  1.09  0.08  0.16  0.41  0.31  

35 4.93  1.05  -1.07  0.16  1.49  0.31  

36 4.60  1.01  -0.31  0.16  -0.22  0.31  

37 4.09  1.13  -0.41  0.16  0.32  0.31  

38 4.44  1.23  -0.54  0.16  -0.08  0.31  

39 3.84  1.05  -0.43  0.16  0.89  0.31  

40 4.16  1.12  -0.13  0.16  -0.15  0.31  

41 2.97  1.13  0.33  0.16  0.11  0.31  

42 3.45  1.32  0.29  0.16  -0.35  0.31  

43 4.30  1.29  -0.51  0.16  -0.14  0.31  

44 4.67  1.23  -0.79  0.16  0.29  0.31  

 

Next, the 25 L2 WTC items were checked for normality. No skewness or 

kurtosis was detected in the L2 WTC items using a criterion of ± 2.0. Table 4 

provides the descriptive statistics for the individual L2 WTC questionnaire items 

and the total WTC scores (see Appendix C). The raw score for each item ranges 

from zero to three. The total maximum score for the L2 WTC questionnaire is 75. 

 

Data Screening 

Prior to conducting the factor analysis, the assumptions concerning (a) 

sample size, (b) missing data, (c) normality, (d) linearity, (e) absence of outliers, (f) 

absence of multicollinearity and (g) singularity were checked and met. The N-size 

of 237 for this sample is considered a good sample size for performing a factor  
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Table 4. L2 WTC Questionnaire Item Descriptive Statistics (N = 237) 

Item M SD Skewness SES Kurtosis SEK 

1 1.16  0.93  0.52  0.16  -0.53  0.31  

2 1.04  0.84  0.50  0.16  -0.28  0.31  

3 0.82  1.01  0.90  0.16  -0.47  0.31  

4 1.13  0.98  0.22  0.16  -1.19  0.31  

5 1.21  0.87  0.16  0.16  -0.77  0.31  

6 0.87 0.94 0.75 0.16 -0.48 0.31 

7 1.67 0.88 -0.16 0.16 -0.67 0.31 

8 1.11 0.91 0.36 0.16 -0.76 0.31 

9 1.87 0.93 -0.34 0.16 -0.85 0.31 

10 1.39  0.83  0.06  0.16  -0.55  0.31  

11 0.69  0.80  1.06  0.16  0.63  0.31  

12 1.35  0.91  0.18  0.16  -0.75  0.31  

13 1.40  0.95  0.06  0.16  -0.90  0.31  

14 1.36  0.88  0.22  0.16  -0.64  0.31  

15 0.70  0.94  1.12  0.16  0.11  0.31  

16 0.81  0.88  0.92  0.16  0.08  0.31  

17 0.72  0.89  1.06  0.16  0.23  0.31  

18 1.11  0.96  0.36  0.16  -0.92  0.31  

19 0.89  0.90  0.68  0.16  -0.48  0.31  

20 1.63  1.01  -0.24  0.16  -1.03  0.31  

21 1.32  0.84  0.32  0.16  -0.42  0.31  

22 1.23  0.88  0.32  0.16  -0.58  0.31  

23 1.12  0.85  0.31  0.16  -0.59  0.31  

24 1.40  0.94  0.16  0.16  -0.86  0.31  

25 0.60  0.86  1.28  0.16  0.63  0.31  

WTCTTL 28.60  14.14  0.38  0.16  -0.02  0.31  

Note. WTCTTL = Total WTC score. 

 

analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). In addition, in order to measure sampling 

adequacy for the factor analysis, a KMO test was conducted. The KMO test 

showed that sampling adequacy was acceptable, at .87. Missing data were found in 

less than 10 cells. Because the number of missing data was less than 5% of the total 
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N-size, the missing data were replaced using mean substitution. No univariate 

outliers were found. Only question 13 had a ceiling effect and was negatively 

skewed. However, this item was retained because this item had functioned well in 

previous pilot studies (Matsubara, 2004, 2006a). Next, linearity among pairs of 

variables was checked through scatter plots. The scatter plots showed that the 

variables had linear relationships. Next, the absence of multicollinearity was 

confirmed through a correlation matrix. The results showed that using the criterion 

of .80, no variables were highly correlated in this sample. 

Two criteria, an eigenvalue of over 1.00 and loadings over .33, were used to 

identify factors. The loading criterion was arrived using the guidelines provided by 

Stevens (2002) for determining statistically significant loadings. Communalities for 

each item loading on a factor and the percentage of total variance accounted for are 

reported. Items that had complex loadings over .33 across components were 

considered for deletion. Finally, the Cronbach alpha estimate for each factor 

identified by the factor analysis was reported. An alpha reliability estimate of >.50 

was used as the criterion for retaining a factor for further analyses. 

 

Factor Analysis of the Motivation and Preferences  

for Instructional Activities Questionnaire 

The dimensionality of the 44 items on the Motivation and Preferences For 

Instructional Activities Questionnaire was analyzed using a principal axis factor 

analysis with promax rotation (N = 237) in order to reduce the questionnaire items 
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into meaningful factors. A factor analysis was performed rather than a principal 

component analysis because the motivation and preferences for instructional 

activities items were previously piloted and modified based on a theoretical 

framework. Because some factors were correlated, an oblique rotation was chosen 

in order to maximize the variance of the loadings. 

There were five categories with 26 items on the Motivation questionnaire 

and four categories with 18 items on the Preferences for Instructional Activities 

Questionnaire. All of the items were positively worded. In the Preferences For 

Instructional Activities Questionnaire, there were three reverse coded items under 

the Preference for a Student-Centered Approach category. These items were 

previously divided into two categories, one for a teacher-centered approach and one 

for a student-centered approach with negatively-worded items. Because the pilot 

study showed that these items loaded on a single factor, these items were 

hypothesized to measure a single construct in the current study. 

The Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities items were 

listed as questions 1 to 44 in the first section of the questionnaire and the L2 WTC 

items were listed as questions 1 to 25 in the second section of the same 

questionnaire. The number of factors was initially set at nine because nine variables 

were theoretically represented by the motivation and group dynamics items. 

However, eight factors, which accounted for 53.64% of the variance in the data, 

were extracted. 
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Table 5. Principal Axis Factor Analyses with Promax Rotation Results (N = 237) 

Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 h
2
 

MI4 .94  .00  -.11  -.25  -.17  -.02  .09  .08  .62  

DLE5 .90  -.01  -.27  .01  -.04  -.10  .21  .01  .55  

MI3 .74  -.07  .12  .07  -.08  .03  -.13  .09  .53  

MI1 .69  .04  .00  -.26  -.01  -.02  .02  -.06  .51  

MI6 .58  -.08  .13  .20  .06  .03  -.05  .03  .57  

DLE4 .54  -.10  .12  -.04  .17  .06  -.15  -.02  .38  

DLE3 .52  -.10  .02  .11  -.04  -.01  -.01  .00  .71  

IG2 .47  .08  .03  .26  .21  .00  -.11  -.29  .47  

MI2 .45  .22  .00  .06  .05  -.02  -.17  -.13  .64  

MI5 .44  -.02  .28  .22  -.10  .04  -.03  -.05  .52  

DLE2 .42  .05  .19  -.08  .10  .02  .00  .18  .57  

GC1 -.02  .74  -.11  .15  -.05  -.02  -.03  .00  .62  

GC5 .09  .71  -.02  .10  -.12  .01  .11  -.08  .61  

ATE3 -.10  .67  .08  -.06  .04  -.06  -.16  .13  .55  

ATE2 -.06  .65  -.05  -.09  .00  .14  -.12  .06  .49  

IA3 .04  .02  .92  -.22  -.14  .01  .02  -.14  .61  

IA1 -.05  -.09  .82  .18  -.21  .01  .10  -.04  .66  

IG5 -.02  -.07  .61  .32  .02  -.05  -.04  .07  .60  

IG4 .05  -.11  .56  .28  .05  -.09  .13  .11  .68  

IA4 .01  .18  .53  -.20  .16  -.09  .03  .06  .73  

IA2 .21  -.13  .53  -.05  -.06  .32  -.01  .03  .69  

IS2 -.12  .00  -.06  .73  .02  .05  .10  .15  .68  

IS5 .00  -.01  -.10  .71  .08  .13  -.17  .22  .71  

IS4 .02  .23  .18  .43  -.02  .08  -.11  .09  .44  

SC1 -.06  -.12  -.23  .08  .82  .12  .09  -.03  .52  

SC3 -.02  -.09  -.17  .04  .77  .09  .06  -.03  .47  

SC2 -.14  -.01  .14  .07  .67  -.11  .03  -.09  .33  

SC4 .17  .14  .02  -.14  .44  .06  -.05  .11  .58  

SC5 .14  .09  .11  .13  .43  -.15  .32  -.01  .58  

ATG4 .06  -.05  -.08  .19  .07  .77  -.01  -.07  .52  

ATG2 -.05  .06  .00  .02  .04  .69  .17  -.02  .38  

GC4 -.10  .13  .09  .06  .02  .68  .05  -.08  .63  

ATG1 -.02  -.13  .03  -.01  .21  .05  .78  .02  .57  

(Table 5 continues)
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(Table 5 continued) 

Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 h
2
 

ATG3 -.01  -.03  .14  -.15  .01  .10  .72  .02  .61  

IS3 -.01  .05  -.05  .29  -.05  -.06  -.08  .89  .44  

IS1 -.02  .02  .01  .33  -.07  -.08  .17  .64  .67  

DLE6 .20  -.01  -.15  .39  -.08  .08  -.05  .11  .55  

DLE1 .24  -.08  .14  -.05  -.04  -.07  .18  .01  .61  

GC3 -.04  .21  .06  -.06  -.09  .21  .15  .15  .65  

GC2 -.02  .35  .05  .29  -.13  .07  .34  -.12  .50  

IG3 .02  .14  .29  .37  .22  -.12  -.09  -.07  .63  

AS4 .10  .24  .09  -.12  .28  .13  .17  .16  .46  

ATE1 .08  .22  -.11  .14  -.18  .04  .29  -.09  .47  

Eigen values 10.86 4.48 2.58 2.19 1.76 1.57 1.30 1.17 1.16 

% of variance 24.24  9.40  4.91  4.09  3.08  2.63  1.92  1.78  52.06  

Note. Boldface numbers indicate loadings above .40. IS = Instrumental Orientation; 

IG = Integrativeness; MI = Motivational Intensity; DLE = Desire to Learn English; 

IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; ATG = Attitude Toward Group Work; ATE 

= Attitude Toward the Effectiveness of the Group; SC = Preference for a Student-

Centered Approach; GC = Group Cohesion. 

 

Table 5 provides the results of the factor analysis for the 44 items of the 

Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities Questionnaire. Boldface 

numbers indicate loadings above .40. 

After checking the first analysis, item IG1 (Learning English is important in 

order to learn more about the culture and life of its speakers) was eliminated 

because it was complex. No other items had complex loadings over .33. A second 

factor analysis was then conducted with the remaining 43 questionnaire items. 

Though a nine factor solution was requested, eight factors were identified based on 

the criterion of eigenvalues over 1.00. Items with loadings below .40 are not 

reported, and the communalities (h
2
) of each questionnaire item are shown in Table 

6. The eight factors accounted for 52.06% of the variance. 
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Table 6 shows the results of the second factor analysis. It displays the 

Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates and eigenvalues for each factor. Factors 1, 2, 

3, and 5 were internally consistent and well defined by the variables, but the other 

factors must be interpreted cautiously, as they are defined by three or fewer items. 

Three items loaded on factors 4 and 6, while only two items loaded on factors 7 and 

8. Though few items loaded on factors 7 and 8, the internal consistency of these 

two factors were relatively high (see Table 7) as a result of high correlations 

between the two items that loaded on each of these factors. 

 

Table 6. Factor Names, Factor Reliability Estimates, and Eigenvalues 

 Factors Items α Eigenvalue 

1 Motivational Intensity 11 .89 10.86 

2 Group Cohesion 4 .76 4.48 

3 Intergroup Approach Tendency 6 .85 2.58 

4 Necessity of English 3 .74 2.19 

5 Preference for a Student-Centered 

Approach 

5 .76 1.76 

6 Enjoyment of Group Activities 3 .82 1.57 

7 Study Habit Preference 2 .78 1.30 

8 Work-Related Orientation 2 .86 1.17 

 

The four motivation factors were Motivational Intensity, Intergroup 

Approach Tendency, Necessity of English, and Work-Related Orientation, and the 

four preferences for instructional activities factors were Group Cohesion, 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, Enjoyment of Group Activities, and 

Study Habit Preference. 
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Motivation Factors 

Motivational Intensity 

Factor 1 received loadings from 11 items. Most of the items were related to 

Motivational Intensity and Desire to Learn English. Though Motivational Intensity 

and Desire to Learn English are often conceptualized as separate concepts, both 

scales measure learners’ attitude toward learning English and their effort in 

learning English. Items defining this factor include “I think I spend fairly long 

hours studying English” (MI4) and “I find myself studying English more than other 

subjects” (DLE5). The two scales are similar in that they both focus on the 

motivation to study English as an important subject. Thus, this factor was labeled 

Motivational Intensity. 

 

Intergroup Approach Tendency 

Factor 3 received loadings from six items that were related to Intergroup 

Approach Tendency and Integrative Orientation. The items defining this factor 

include “I want to participate in a volunteer activity to help foreigners living in the 

neighboring community” (IA3) and “I want to make friends with international 

students studying at my school” (IA1). Integrative Orientation items include “I 

would like to understand the people who reside in English speaking countries” 

(IG5). Though Intergroup Approach Tendency and Integrative Orientation were 

initially conceived of as two separate constructs, items from both subsections 

measure learners’ attitudes toward foreigners and foreign cultures. Intergroup 
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Approach Tendency originally emerged as a component among Japanese EFL 

learners in the study by Yashima (2002). Although, the concept is similar to 

Integrative Orientation, the difference is that Intergroup Approach Tendency is 

believed to be a better measure of the attitude of participants who do not reside in 

an English-speaking country, but who live in a situation in which they can 

understand foreign people and culture by making friends or getting to know people 

who speak English. Thus, it is understandable that the Intergroup Approach 

Tendency and Integrative Orientation items loaded on the same factor. 

 

Necessity of English 

Factor 4 received loadings from three items that were related to 

Instrumental Orientation. Though these items were previously categorized under 

Instrumental Orientation, these items measure learners’ attitudes regarding the 

importance and necessity of knowing English. The items defining this factor 

include “Studying English will be helpful when I travel” (IS2) and “English is 

world language and it is necessary to study” (IS5). Thus, this scale was renamed 

Necessity of English. 

 

Work-Related Orientation 

Factor 8 received loadings from two items that were related to Work-

Related Orientation. Items defining this factor include “English ability would help 

me to get a better paying job” (IS1) and “Studying English will help me get a good 
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job” (IS3). Within the Instrumental Orientation scale, these two items focus on the 

instrumentality of learning English, particularly for work-related reasons. Thus, this 

scale is labeled as Work-Related Orientation. 

 

Preferences for Instructional Activities Factors 

Group Cohesion 

Factor 2 received loadings from four items that were mostly related to 

Group Cohesion and Attitude Toward the Effectiveness of the Group. The items 

defining this factor include “It is effective to study as a group which is composed of 

people who fit together” (GC1) and “I learn better if I have the same group member 

for a semester” (ATE2). Thus, because the items in this factor concern how well 

group members fit together as one group, this factor was named Group Cohesion. 

 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach 

Factor 5 received loadings from five items that were all related to 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach. This scale, which was developed 

from pilot studies with Japanese university students, was designed to measure 

students’ preferences for teaching activities in which the learner initiates learning 

rather than the instructor and the learner has more freedom compared with teacher-

fronted classroom learning. Items defining this factor include “I learn better when I 

ask questions” (SC4) and “I prefer an English class in which there are lots of 

activities that allow me to participate actively” (SC5). 
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Enjoyment of Group Activities 

Factor 6 received loadings from three items that were related to Attitude 

Toward Group Work and Group Cohesion. This construct emerged from the 

Preferences For Instructional Activities Scale, which was piloted several times on 

this population. All items measure the degree to which students enjoy group 

activities. Items defining this factor include “I enjoy making something for a class 

project as a group” (ATG4) and “I enjoy working on an assignment with two or 

three classmates” (ATG2). The Group Cohesion item is “I become to like the 

members of a group when I interact with that particular group” (GC4). These items 

all focus on learner enjoyment of group activities; thus, this factor was labeled 

Enjoyment of Group Activities. 

 

Study Habit Preference 

Factor 7 received loadings from two items that were related to Attitude 

Toward Group Work. These two items measure the learners’ attitude and 

preference for particular study habits. Items defining this factor include “I get more 

work done when I study with an assigned group” (ATG1) and “I prefer studying 

with others to studying alone” (ATG3). Thus, these items were labeled Study Habit 

Preference. 
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Rasch Analysis of the Four Motivation Factors 

Rasch person and item reliability and separation statistics and the item-

person map for the four motivation factors will be discussed in this section. The 

person and item reliability and person and item separation for the four motivation 

factors are shown in Table 7. Person and item separation indicate how well items 

and participants are separated from each other. Person and item reliability indicate 

how well they are measured. 

 

Table 7. Rasch Reliability and Separation Statistics for the Four Motivation 

Factors 

 

 

Factor 

Person 

Reliability 

Person 

Separation 

Item 

Reliability 

Item 

Separation 

MI .85 2.38 .98 8.00 

IA .79 1.94 .98 6.40 

NE .54 1.09 .97 5.74 

WO .79 1.96 .97 5.65 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation. 

 

Rasch person reliability estimates ranged from .54 to .85, and person 

separation ranged from 1.09 to 2.38. Among the four factors, only Motivational 

Intensity showed a person separation estimate higher than 2.00. Thus, person 

separation was generally low among these participants, an indication that they 

responded in similar ways to the items defining each construct. 

Item reliability estimates ranged from .97 to .98, and the Rasch item 

separation statistic ranged from 5.75 for Necessity of English to 8.00 for 

Motivational Intensity. 
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Figure 1 shows the spread of the items that make up the empirical item 

hierarchy for the four motivation factors. The Rasch logit is shown on the left side 

of the figure. By convention, the item mean is set to zero. Items are located 

according to their subscale membership, in the form of a map of item difficulties of 

the four factors in relation to person ability. The Xs in the left column indicate 

estimates of the participants’ endorsement of the items. The four sets of 

questionnaire items are shown in the right column. 

The Rasch rating-scale analysis revealed that most of the motivation 

questionnaire items were at an appropriate level of difficulty for the participants 

except for Necessity of English. The items defining that factor were easy to endorse 

for nearly all of the participants. However, there are gaps among some items, such 

as between NE1 and NE2, NE3 (from -1.5 to -0.9 logits). 

The items measuring Motivational Intensity were spread out reasonably 

well and matched the participants’ ability well. The same was true for the 

Intergroup Approach Tendency items. However, there was a fairly large gap 

between the three difficult-to-endorse Intergroup Approach Tendency items (IA1, 

IA5 & IA6) and three easy-to-endorse items (IA2, IA3, & IA4). Thus, Intergroup 

Approach Tendency needs several hard to endorse items in order to achieve better 

measurement precision for the sample in this study. 
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Figure 1. Item-person map of the four motivation questionnaire factors.  

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation. Each X represents 3 

students, and each period (.) represents 1 student. 

 

Therefore, the reliability of Intergroup Approach Tendency for this 

population was weaker than Motivational Intensity, but higher than the other two 

motivation factors, Necessity of English and Work-Related Orientation. 

One concern is that some items cluster together at either the hard to endorse 

or easy to endorse end of the scale. Though most items are of an appropriate level 
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of difficulty in relation to the person ability estimates, the three items measuring 

Necessity of English do not overlap with any persons (i.e., the items are too easy to 

endorse for this population); as a result, the precision of the person ability estimates 

for Necessity of English is low when compared to the other factors. The descriptive 

statistics also indicated large amounts of error associated with this variable. In 

order to obtain more precise person ability estimates, several hard to endorse items 

are needed. Work-Related Orientation was measured by only two items, and it also 

was characterized by a large amount of measurement error and wide confidence 

intervals. Among the four factors, this factor was measured the least precisely. 

In summary, the Motivational Intensity and Intergroup Approach Tendency 

items are particularly appropriate for this group of participants. Rasch analysis also 

indicated that more items need to be added to Necessity of English and Work-

Related Orientation to be measured more precisely. 

 

Rasch Analysis of the Four Preferences for Instructional Activities Factors 

Rasch person and item reliability and separation statistics and the item-

person map for the four preferences for instructional activities factors are discussed 

in this section. Table 8 shows the person and item reliability and person and item 

separation for the four preferences for instructional activities factors. The person 

and item separation indicates that how well each person and item are separated 

from each other. Person and item reliability indicate how well they are measured. 
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Rasch person reliability estimates ranged from .66 to 76, and person 

separation ranged from 1.39 to 1.78. All four factors showed person separation 

lower than 2.00. Thus, person separation was low among these participants, and 

indication that they responded in similar ways to the items. 

 

Table 8. Rasch Reliability and Separation Statistics for the Four Preferences For 

Instructional Activities Factors 

 

 

Factor 

Person 

Reliability 

Person 

Separation 

Item 

Reliability 

Item 

Separation 

GC .66 1.39 .95 4.23 

SC .69 1.49 .98 6.91 

EG .76 1.78 .88 2.69 

SP .74 1.69 .94 3.99 

Note. GC = Group Cohesion; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered  

Approach; EG = Enjoyment of Group Activities; SP = Study Habit  

Preference. 

 

Item reliability estimates ranged from .88 to .98, and the Rasch item 

separation statistics ranged from 2.69 for Enjoyment of Group Activities to 6.91 for 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach. 

Figure 2 shows the spread of the items that make up the empirical item 

hierarchy for the four preferences for instructional activities factors. The Rasch 

logit is shown on the left side of the figure. By convention, the item mean is set to 

zero. Items are located according to their subscale membership, in the form of a 

map of item difficulties of the four factors in relation to person ability. The Xs in 

the left column indicate estimates of the participants’ endorsement of the items. 

The four sets of questionnaire items are shown in the right column. 
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The preferences for instructional activities items (Group Cohesion, 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, Enjoyment of Group Activities, and 

Study Habit Preference) spread out reasonably well from -0.7 (Item GC2) to 0.7 

(Item SC2) logits. 

The items defining the Preference for a Student-Centered Approach 

construct spread out reasonably and are well targeted for the participants. (see 

Figure 2). Preference for a Student-Centered Approach also showed small error 

variance, indicating that it had relatively high precision compared with the other 

factors. 

Group Cohesion showed a reasonable spread of item difficulties, but the 

item-person map shows that most of the items measuring this construct fell on the 

easy-to-endorse side. Therefore, more difficult-to-endorse items need to be 

developed regarding Group Cohesion in order to more reliably measure the 

participants. As shown in Figure 2, large gaps in the empirical item hierarchy are 

apparent on the Group Cohesion items. For example, there was somewhat large gap 

between Group Cohesion items on the easy-to-endorse side (GC4 & GC1, GC2, 

GC3). This factor could be strengthened by adding more items with difficulty 

estimates that place them in the current gaps. 

Study Habit Preference was in the middle of the participant distribution, 

showing that the two items are reasonably well-targeted for the participants. On the 

other hand, this factor was measured by only two items, and therefore its precision 

was relatively poor, yielding a large confidence interval. This factor could be 
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strengthened by adding several items with difficulty estimates that differ from those 

of the current items. 

 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 More capable persons | More difficult to endorse items 

 3                    + 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

                    . | 

 2                    | 

                    . | 

                    . | 

                   .x | 

                   .x | 

                   xx | 

                  xxx |T 

 1            .xxxxx S+ 

              .xxxxxx | 

              .xxxxxx |        SC2 

              xxxxxxx |S  

              xxxxxxx |                          SP2 

            .xxxxxxxx |  

          .xxxxxxxxxx |                          SP1 

 0            xxxxxxx +M       SC4 SC1  EG1 EG3 

                  xxx |  GC4                EG2 

                 .xxx |        SC5 

                   .x |  GC3 

                   .x |S GC1 

                    . |  GC2 

                      | 

 -1                   | 

                    . |T 

                      | 

                    . | 

                      | 

                      | 

                      | 

 -2                   | 

 Less capable persons | Less difficult to endorse items 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Figure 2. Item-person map of the four preferences for instructional activities 

questionnaire factors. 

Note. GC = Group Cohesion; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; 

EG = Enjoyment of Group Activities; SP = Study Habit Preference. Each X 

represents 3 students, and each period (.) represents 1 student. 
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The Enjoyment of Group Activities items cluster around the middle of the 

item difficulty range, indicating that these items are fairly easy-to-endorse for the 

participants. These items are also poorly targeted for the participants as four items 

cluster in the easy-to-endorse range. 

Overall, Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, Enjoyment of Group 

Activities, and Study Habit Preference show reasonable overlap indicating the 

similarity of the endorsability of the items representing these factors. Only the 

Group Cohesion items cluster around the easy-to-endorse range suggesting that 

these items might be too easy for this group of students. 
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 

Research Question 1: Relative Strengths of the Motivation Factors 

Research question 1 asked, “What are the relative strengths of the factors of 

the English learning motivation among rural Japanese university students?” 

Research question 1 was answered in three steps. First, the Rasch item difficulty 

measures obtained for the motivation factors were compared. Second, a one-way 

repeated-measures ANOVA was calculated to determine whether any of the four 

motivation factors were statistically significantly higher than the others. Third, 

statistically significant ANOVA results were followed by paired t-tests designed to 

test all possible combinations of the four factors for statistically significant 

differences. 

Table 9 shows the descriptive statistics for the Rasch person measures for 

the four motivation factors. These descriptive statistics indicate the relative 

strengths and weaknesses of the four factors. The mean person ability for 

Motivational Intensity was .07, and that for Intergroup Approach Tendency was .43. 

These figures indicated that the mean person measures matched the mean item 

difficulty estimates, which are set at 0 by convention, reasonably closely. On the 

other hand, the mean Rasch person ability estimate for Necessity of English was 

3.16 and that for Work-Related Orientation was 4.11, indicating that the items 

measuring these constructs were generally easy for the respondents to endorse. 



 76 

The 95% confidence intervals show the precision of the measurement for 

these four factors, with narrow ranges indicating more precision and wider ranges 

less precision. As shown in Table 9, the person ability estimates for Motivational 

Intensity and Intergroup Approach Tendency were measured more precisely than 

those for Necessity of English and Work-Related Orientation; the 95% confidence 

interval for Motivational Intensity was between -.06 and .20, that for Intergroup 

Approach Tendency was between -.25 and .62, while that for Necessity of English 

was between 2.28 and 3.44, and that for Work-Related Orientation was between 

3.46 and 4.77. The variance in the confidence intervals was caused primarily by the 

different number of items used to measure each construct. For instance, 

Motivational Intensity, which had the narrowest confidence intervals, was 

measured with 11 items, Work-Related Orientation, which had the widest 

confidence intervals, was measured with two items. Furthermore, Motivational 

Intensity, Intergroup Approach Tendency, and Necessity of English had similar 

standard deviations ranging from 1.02 to 2.20. Work-Related Orientation had the 

largest standard deviation at 5.11, indicating that the participants’ responses to this 

construct varied a great deal. 

The mean Rasch person ability logits and their associated 95% confidence 

intervals for the four motivation factors are displayed in Figure 3. Motivational 

Intensity and Intergroup Approach Tendency were the most difficult constructs to 

endorse, as indicated by their position on the logit scale. On the other hand, the 
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Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for the Motivation Factors 

 MI IA NE WO 

M .07 .43 3.16 4.11 

SE .07 .09 .14 .33 

95% CI Lower Bound -.06 -.25 2.88 3.46 

95% CI Upper Bound .20 .62 3.44 4.77 

SD 1.02 1.45 2.2 5.11 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation. All statistics are based on 

Rasch logits. 
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Figure 3. Mean and 95% confidence intervals of the four motivation factors. 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation. 

 

Necessity of English and Work-Related Orientation factors were considerably 

easier to endorse. As noted above, these two variables also had relatively wide 
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confidence intervals, which indicated the somewhat low measurement precision of 

the items measuring these two factors. 

A one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to investigate 

whether there were any statistically significant differences among the four 

motivation factors (i.e., MI, IA, NE, and WO). After checking and meeting the 

assumptions for a one-way repeated-measures ANOVA, the four motivation factors 

were submitted as measured variables. All of the multivariate statistics, Pillai’s 

trace, Wilks’ Lambda, Hotelling’s trace, and Roy’s largest root, indicated statistical 

significance (p < .05) (see Table 10). 

 

Table 10. One-Way Repeated-Measure ANOVA Results  for the Four Motivation 

Factors 

 

 Value F Hypothesis df Error df p 

Pillai's trace .70 185.79 3 234 .00 

Wilks' Lambda .29 185.79 3 234 .00 

Hotelling's trace 2.38 185.79 3 234 .00 

Roy's largest roots 2.38 185.79 3 234 .00 

 

Six pairwise comparisons among the means for Motivational Intensity, 

Intergroup Approach Tendency, Necessity of English, and Work-Related 

Orientation were conducted using paired-samples t-tests. The results are shown in 

Table 11; all six pairwise comparisons were statistically significant after 

controlling for the family-wise error rate across the six tests using Holm’s 

sequential Bonferroni procedure. Effect sizes, as estimated with Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient r, were generally medium or large as determined by the 
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criteria proposed by Cohen (1992): .10 = small effect, .30 = medium effect, .50 = 

large effect. 

 

Table 11. Paired Samples t-test Results for the Four Motivation Factors 

 M SD SE 95% CI t df p r 

MI-IA -.36  1.06  .07 [-0.49, -0.22] -5.25  236 .00  .32  

MI-NE -3.09  2.03  .13  [-3.34, -2.82] -23.39  236 .00  .83 

MI-WO -4.03  4.82 .31 [-4.65, -3.42] -12.89  236 .00  .64  

IA-NE -2.72  2.03  .13  [-2.98, -2.46] -20.59  236 .00  .80  

IA-WO -3.67  4.63 .30 [-4.26, -3.08] -12.19  236 .00  .39  

NE-WO -.94  4.38  .28 [-1.51, -0.38] -3.32 236 .00  .21  

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation. All statistics are based on 

Rasch logits. 

 

Research Question 2: Relative Strengths of the Preferences  

for Instructional Activities Factors 

Research question 2 asked, “What are the relative strengths of the 

preferences for instructional activities factors in English courses among rural 

Japanese university students?” Research question 2 was answered in three steps. 

First, the Rasch person ability measures obtained with the Rasch analysis of the 

preferences for instructional activities factors were compared. Second, a one-way 

repeated-measures ANOVA was calculated to determine whether the participants’ 

responses to any of the four preferences for instructional activities factors were 

significantly higher than the others. Third, the ANOVA was followed by paired-

sample t-tests in order to test all possible combinations of the four factors for 

statistically significant differences. 
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The mean Rasch person ability logits and their associated 95% confidence 

intervals for the four preferences for instructional activities factors are displayed in 

Table 12. These descriptive statistics indicate the relative strengths and weaknesses 

of the responses to the four factors. The mean for Preference for a Student-Centered 

Approach was .50 and that for Study Habit Preference was .40, indicating that the 

items measuring these constructs were generally well centered on the person ability 

estimates. On the other hand, the mean person ability estimate for Enjoyment of 

Group Activities was 1.59 and that for Group Cohesion was 1.74, indicating that 

the items measuring these variables were relatively easy for the participants to 

endorse. 

Among the four preferences for instructional activities factors, Preference 

for a Student-Centered Approach and Group Cohesion, were measured with a fairly 

high degree of precision as indicated by their relatively narrow 95% confidence 

intervals. Enjoyment of Group Activities and Study Habit Preference had relatively 

wide confidence intervals because these two constructs were measured by only two 

items. Furthermore, Study Habit Preference showed a large standard deviation of 

3.53, indicating a large variance in person ability estimates, while Preference for a 

Student-Centered Approach had the smallest standard deviation of 1.30, indicating 

that the participants responded similarly to the items measuring that construct. 

The mean Rasch logits and their associated 95% confidence intervals for the 

four motivation factors are displayed in Figure 4. 
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Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for the Preferences for Instructional Activities 

Factors 

 

 GC SC EG SP 

M 1.74 .50 1.59 .40 

SE .11 .08 .17 .22 

95% CI Lower Bound 1.51 .33 1.25 -.51 

95% CI Upper Bound 1.97 .66 1.94 .85 

SD 1.78 1.30 1.59 3.53 

Note. GC = Group Cohesion; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach;  

EG = Enjoyment of Group Activities; SP = Study Habit Preference. All statistics 

are based on Rasch logits. 
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Figure 4. Mean and 95% confidence intervals of the four preferences for 

instructional activities factors. 

Note. SP = Study Habit Preference; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered 

Approach; EG = Enjoyment of Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. 

 

A one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted to check for 

statistically significant differences among the four group dynamics factors. After 



 82 

checking and meeting the assumptions for a one-way repeated-measured ANOVA, 

the four group dynamics factors were submitted as measured variables. All of the 

multivariate statistics, Pillai’s trace, Wilks’ Lambda, Hotelling’s trace, and Roy’s 

largest root, were statistically significant (p < .05) (see Table 13). 

 

Table 13. One-way Repeated-measure ANOVA Results for the Preferences for 

Instructional Activities Factors 

 

 Value F Hypothesis df Error df p 

Pillai's trace .32 38.04 3 234 .00 

Wilks' Lambda .67 38.04 3 234 .00 

Hotelling's trace .48 38.04 3 234 .00 

Roy's largest roots .48 38.04 3 234 .00 

 

Six pairwise comparisons among the person ability estimates for Group 

Cohesion, Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, Enjoyment of Group 

Activities, and Study Habit Preference factors were conducted using paired-

samples t-tests. Table 14 shows that four out of six pairwise comparisons were 

statistically significant after controlling for family-wise error rate across the six 

tests using Holm’s sequential Bonferroni procedure. The two pairwise comparisons 

between Group Cohesion and Enjoyment of Group Activities and between 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach and Study Habit Preference were not 

significant (see Table 14). The effect sizes were estimated using Pearson’s 

correlation coefficient r. The effect sizes for the statistically significant 

comparisons ranged from .34-.53, and were therefore considered medium to large 

effect sizes. 
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Table 14. Paired Samples t-test Results for the Preferences for Instructional 

Activities Factors 

 

    

95% Confidence 

Interval    

 

 

 M SD SE Lower Upper t df p r 

SP-SC .10 3.42 .22 -.33 .53 .45 236 .65 .03 

SP-EG 1.19 3.31 .21 .77 1.62 5.56 236 .00 .34 

SP-GC 1.34 3.47 .22 .89 1.78 5.93 236 .00 .36 

SC-EG -1.09 2.59 .16 -1.42 -.76 -6.50 236 .00 .39 

SC-GC 1.24 1.98 .12 .98 1.49 9.61 236 .00 .53 

EG-GC .14 2.43 .15 -.16 .45 .91 236 .36 .06 

Note. SP = Study Habit Preference; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered 

Approach; EG = Enjoyment of Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. All 

statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

 

Research Question 3: Factors Predicting English Proficiency 

Research question 3 asked, “How is English proficiency related to the 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors?” In order to answer 

this research question, a stepwise regression analysis was conducted. Stepwise 

regression was chosen because the analysis was exploratory. Although one or more 

of these independent variables (IV) were hypothesized to have possibly influenced 

the dependent variable (DV), no hypothesis was made regarding the relative 

strengths of the predictors. The participants’ TOEIC scores were entered as the 

dependent variable and the eight motivation and preferences for instructional 

activities factors were entered as independent variables. In order to conduct the 

analysis, it was necessary to decide whether to use factor scores or raw scores. 

Analyses were conducted using both types of scores, but because both analyses 

showed similar results, raw scores were used. 
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Prior to conducting the analysis, the following assumptions were checked: 

(a) normality, (b) linearity, (c) homoscedasticity of residuals, (d) outliers (e) 

multicollinearity, and (f) singularity. The criterion of 2.5 SD above or below the 

mean was used to identify univariate outliers, but none were found. Normality, 

linearity, and homoscedasticity of residuals were checked through scatterplots of 

the residuals. The residuals were normally distributed for the predicted DV, and the 

residuals had linear relationships with the DV. Finally, multicollinearity and 

singularity were checked by examining the Pearson product-moment correlation 

matrix (see Table 15). No correlations above .90 were found among the eight 

identified factors. Therefore, the assumptions of the absence of multicollinearity 

and singularity for the regression analysis were met. 

Table 15 displays the intercorrelations among the TOEIC scores, L2 WTC, 

and the Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities variables. The only 

statistically significant correlation with the TOEIC scores was shown by 

Motivational Intensity (r = .20, p < .01). Overall, the correlations between the 

TOEIC scores and the Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities 

variables were weak, and even the one statistically significant correlation between 

Motivational Intensity and TOEIC only accounted for 4% of the variance. 

Motivational Intensity and Intergroup Approach Tendency correlated at .66. 

The items measuring Motivational Intensity concerned a positive attitude toward 

learning English. Two examples are, “I think I spend fairly long hours studying 

English” and “I really try to learn English.” 



 85 

Table 15. Pearson Product-Moment Intercorrelations Among TOEIC, L2 WTC, 

and the Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities Variables (N = 237) 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  

1. MI -- .15 .66* .35* .33* .15 .09 .33* .37* .20* 

2. GC  -- .25* .44* .17* .45* .27* .35* .19* .05 

3. IA   -- .47* .43* .27* .29* .46* .61* .10 

4. NE    -- .28* .37* .17* .56* .24* .10 

5. SC     -- .31* .25* .18* .52* -.02 

6. EG      -- .46* .27* .26* -.09 

7. SP       -- .31* .20* -.12 

8. WO        -- .24* -.02 

9. L2 WTC         -- .01 

10. TOEIC          -- 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; GC = Group Cohesion; IA = Intergroup 

Approach Tendency; NE = Necessity of English; SC = Preference for a Student-

Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of Group Activities; SP = Study Habit 

Preference; WO = Work-Related Orientation; L2 WTC = Willingness to 

Communicate; TOEIC = Test of English as International Communication. 

*p < .01 (2-tailed). 

 

Intergroup Approach Tendency indicates friendliness toward foreigners, but 

the items measuring this variable also indicate positive attitudes toward speaking 

English to foreigners. Thus, both factors indicate a positive attitude toward learning 

and speaking English. Intergroup Approach Tendency and L2 WTC correlated 

at .61. As mentioned above, Intergroup Approach Tendency includes items 

indicating positive attitudes toward the foreign language itself and people who 

speak the language; thus, it is unsurprising that Intergroup Approach Tendency and 

L2 WTC had a relatively high correlation. 

Necessity of English and Work-Related Orientation correlated at .56. These 

two factors showed relatively high correlations because they both included items 

related to the instrumentality of English. Preference for a Student-Centered 
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Approach and L2 WTC correlated at .52. Preference for a Student-Centered 

Approach included items related to a positive attitude in the classroom and 

students’ active participation in classroom activities. Therefore, the Preference for a 

Student-Centered Approach factor was similar to L2 WTC in terms of positive 

learner attitudes toward speaking English. As shown in Table 15, a number of other 

variables correlated above .40 (p < .01.). 

Table 16 displays the result of the stepwise multiple regression analysis that 

was run with the eight motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors 

and the TOEIC scores. Motivational Intensity and Study Habit Preference were 

statistically significant predictors of the TOEIC scores. 

 

Table 16. Stepwise Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Predicting  

TOEIC Scores (N = 237) 

 

  B SEB  β  R
2
  ΔR

2
 

Step 1    .04 .04 

  Motivational Intensity 2.00 .64  .20*   

Step 2    .06 .05 

  Motivational Intensity 2.12 .63  .21*   

  Study Habit Preference  -5.21 2.42 -.14*   

 *p < .05. 

 

Table 16 shows the unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the 

standardized regression coefficients (β), partial correlations R
2
, and adjusted R

2
 

(ΔR
2
). For Step 1, R for regression was significantly different from zero, F(1, 235) 

= 9.86, p < .05. For the regression coefficients that differed significantly from zero, 

95% confidence intervals were calculated. The confidence interval for Motivational 
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Intensity ranged from .75 to 3.26. For Step 2, R for regression was significantly 

different from zero, F(2, 234) = 7.31, p < .05. The confidence interval for 

Motivational Intensity ranged from .87 to 3.37, and that for Study Habit Preference 

ranged from -9.98 to -.43. 

One motivation variable (Motivational Intensity) and one preferences for 

instructional activities variable (Study Habit Preference) contributed significantly 

to the prediction of the TOEIC scores. At Step 1, Motivational Intensity, R
2
 (.04), 

adjusted R
2
 (.04), was a significant predictor. At Step 2, both Motivational Intensity 

and Study Habit Preference, R
2
 (.06), adjusted R

2
 (.05), contributed to the 

prediction. Despite the presence of the two statistically significant predictors, only 

6% of the variance in the TOEIC scores was accounted for. Part of the reason for 

this result was due to the restriction in the range of the TOEIC scores. Although the 

TOEIC scores ranged widely from 170 to 650, (M = 393) the standard deviation 

was only 90. The relatively small standard deviation indicated that the students who 

took TOEIC test had relatively similar proficiency levels with the majority of 

students clustered around the mean. 

 

Research Question 4: Factors Predicting L2 WTC 

Research question 4 asked, “How is L2 WTC related to the motivation and 

preferences for instructional activities factors?” This analysis was conducted to 

investigate the relationship between the eight motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities factors and L2 WTC. In order to answer research question 4, 
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a stepwise regression analysis was conducted. L2 WTC was entered as the 

dependent variable and the raw scores were entered as independent variables. Prior 

to conducting the analysis, the assumptions required for the stepwise regression 

analysis were checked and met. The unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the 

standardized regression coefficients (β), partial correlations (R
2
), and adjusted R

2
 

(ΔR
2
) are displayed in Table 17. 

 

Table 17. Stepwise Regression Analysis Summary for Variables Predicting L2 WTC 

(N = 237) 

 

 B SEB β  R
2
 ΔR

2
 

Step 1    .37 .37 

  Intergroup Approach Tendency 1.44 .12 .61*   

Step 2    .45 .45 

  Intergroup Approach Tendency 1.12 .13 .47*   

  Preference for a Student-  1.05 .18 .32*   

  Centered Approach      

*p < .01. 

 

For Step 1, R for regression was significantly different from zero, F(1, 235) 

= 137.99, p < .001. For the regression coefficients that differed significantly from 

zero, 95% confidence intervals were calculated. The confidence interval for 

Intergroup Approach Tendency ranged from 1.20 to 1.68. For Step 2, R for 

regression was significantly different from zero, F(2, 234) = 96.25, p < .001. The 

confidence interval for Intergroup Approach Tendency ranged from .87 to 1.37, and 

that for Preference for a Student-Centered Approach ranged from .70 to 1.40. The 

confidence intervals for both Intergroup Approach Tendency and Preference for a 
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Student-Centered Approach were relatively narrow, thus suggesting relatively 

precise measurement of these variables. In this case the two predictors accounted 

for 45% of the variance in L2 WTC. This outcome was reasonable given the logical 

relationship between the two predictors and the dependent variable. 

 

Research Question 5: Profile Analysis of the Three Proficiency Groups 

Research question 5 asked, “How do the high, middle, and low proficiency 

groups differ in their profiles in relation to the eight identified factors?” In order to 

answer research question 5, a profile analysis was conducted. Prior to conducting 

the profile analysis, the assumptions of sample size, normality of distribution, and 

lack of univariate outliers and multivariate outliers were checked and met. Based 

on their April TOEIC IP test score, the students were divided into high (430 and 

above), middle (350 to 425), and low (350 and lower) proficiency groups. Because 

the total sample size is 237 and the respective group n-sizes are 75 for the high 

proficiency group, 84 for the middle proficiency group, and 78 for the low 

proficiency group, and eight DVs were used in the analysis, the assumption of more 

research units in each group than the number of DVs was met. Because sample 

sizes across the three groups were similar, the homogeneity of variance assumption 

was ignored. 

In this profile analysis, proficiency level (high, mid, and low) was entered 

as the IV and the Rasch person ability estimates for the eight motivational and 
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group dynamics factors were entered as DVs. These eight factors were treated as 

repeated-measures factors. 

Following the profile analysis, (a) parallelism of profiles, (b) levels, and (c) 

flatness of profiles were checked. The parallelism test checks whether different 

groups have similar profiles and whether interaction effects exist among different 

groups. The levels hypothesis checks whether one group, on average, scores higher 

on the collected set of measures than another group. In ANOVAs, this is the 

difference between groups, but in profile analysis, this is referred to as the 

difference between levels. Finally, the flatness of the profiles was checked to 

determine the similarity of responses to all DVs, independent of groups. 

Table 18 shows the descriptive statistics, which are based on Rasch logits, 

for the three proficiency levels and eight motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities factors. The means and standard deviations of the eight 

factors for the high, mid, and low proficiency levels are displayed. Across all 

proficiency groups, the mean of Motivational Intensity was closest to zero 

at .28, .05 and -.10. The standard deviations for this factor were also small at 

1.09, .92 and 1.01. The means for Study Habit Preference were also close to zero 

at .01, .59 and .56. However, the standard deviations for Study Habit Preference 

were relatively large at 3.79, 3.39 and 3.42, indicating that the person ability 

estimates varied a great deal. Necessity of English and Work-Related Orientation 

had the highest means for all three groups among the eight factors. The items that 

made up these two factors were easy to endorse across all proficiency levels. Work-



 91 

Related Orientation had high standard deviations of 5.03, 4.87 and 5.49, indicating 

considerable variance in the participants’ responses. As indicated by the means 

displayed in Table 18, the participants responded to the eight factors differently. 

 

Table 18. Means and Standard Deviations for Three Proficiency Levels and the 

Motivation and Preferences for Instructional Activities Factors 

 

 Proficiency Level 

  High (n = 75)  Mid (n = 84)  Low (n = 78) 

Factors M SD M SD M SD 

MI .28 1.09 .05 .92 -.10 1.01 

IA .66 1.29 .26 1.34 .40 1.66 

NE 3.37 2.10 3.05 2.28 3.06 2.20 

WO 4.17 5.03 3.84 4.87 4.33 5.49 

SP .01 3.79 .59 3.39 .56 3.42 

SC .49 1.38 .44 1.22 .57 1.33 

EG 1.08 2.71 2.05 2.30 1.60 2.94 

GC 1.81 1.58 1.81 1.76 1.60 1.99 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

 

Table 19 shows the differences of the levels among the three proficiency 

groups, the flatness of the eight factors, and the parallelism for the eight factors and 

three groups. The levels test shows the overall differences among the three 

proficiency groups. For the levels test, there were no statistically significant 

differences among the three proficiency groups when scores were averaged over all 

eight scales, F(2, 234) = .00, p = .99, η
2
 = .00. However, the eight factors were 

found to deviate statistically significantly from flatness, F(7, 1638) = 92.17, p = .00, 

η
2
 = .28. Figure 5 shows the profiles of the three proficiency groups. Overall the 
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profiles of the three groups are broadly similar, but they are not completely 

analogous. 

 

Table 19. Profile Analysis for the Eight Factors by Three Proficiency Levels (N = 

237) 

 

Note. SPSS GLM offers four types of tests for the parallelism and flatness tests by 

default: Sphericity Assumed, Greenhouse-Geisser, Huynh-Feld, and Lower-bound. 

As there was no difference in the results, only the result of Sphericity Assumed is 

given. All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

*p < .001. 

 

The parallelism of the three groups was checked to investigate the 

interaction among levels; the profiles did not deviate significantly from parallelism, 

F(14, 234) = 1.09, p = .36, η
2
 = .00. Though the three proficiency groups are not 

completely parallel, there was no significant interaction effect among the three 

groups. 

Because flatness showed a statistically significant difference, a simple 

effects analysis was conducted in which the differences among group means were 

examined separately at each level of the repeated measure. Univariate follow-up  

 

Source SS df MS F p η
2
 Power 

Within Subjects               

GRP(levels) .20 2 .10 .00 .99 .00 .05 

Error 4723.46 234 20.18     

Factor 

(flatness) 

3562.43 7 508.91 92.17 .00 .28 1.00 

Error 9043.42 1638 5052     

Factor * GRP 84.27 14 6.02 1.09 .36 .00 .44 

(parallelism)        
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Table 20. Univariate Follow-up ANOVAs for the Four Motivation and Four 

Preferences for Instructional Activities Factors by the Three Proficiency Groups (N 

= 237) 

 

Scales  Source    SS df MS F p 

MI Between Groups 5.57 2 2.78 2.74 .06 

 Within Groups 238.18 234 1.01   

 Total  244.97 236    

IA Between Groups 6.57 2 3.28 1.58 .20 

 Within Groups 486.49 234 .20   

 Total  493.06 236    

NE Between Groups 5.26 2 2.63 .54 .58 

 Within Groups 1137.19 234 4.86   

 Total  1142.45 236    

WO Between Groups 10.32 2 5.16 .19 .82 

 Within Groups 6175.11 234 26.38   

 Total  6185.43 236    

SP Between Groups 16.65 2 8.32 .66 .51 

 Within Groups 2924.96 234 12.50   

 Total  2941.61 236    

SC Between Groups .71 2 .35 .20 .81 

 Within Groups 401.86 234 1.71   

 Total  402.58 236    

EG Between Groups 37.02 2 18.51 2.62 .07 

 Within Groups 1652.89 234 5.65   

 Total  1689.91 236    

GC Between Groups 2.35 2 1.17 .36 .69 

 Within Groups 750.17 234 3.20   

  Total   752.53 236       

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. p < .05 (Holm’s sequential Bonferroni 

method was used). All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

 

one-way ANOVAs were performed using the three groups as the independent 

variable and the eight factors as dependent variables (see Table 20). The results 
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indicated that no reliable mean differences were present among the groups on any 

of the eight factors. 

Figure 5 displays the profiles of the eight motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities variables for the high, middle, and low TOEIC proficiency  

 

Figure 5. Profiles of the eight factors and three TOEIC proficiency groups. 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. 
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groups. The eight variables are on the x-axis, and the means of the Rasch person 

ability logits for each factor for the three TOEIC proficiency groups are on the y-

axis. 

 

Research Question 6: Profile Analysis of the Three L2 WTC Groups  

Research question 6 asked, “How do the high, middle, and low WTC 

groups differ in their profiles in relation to the identified factors?” In order to 

answer this research question, a profile analysis was conducted. L2 WTC was 

entered as the independent variable and the eight motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities factors were entered as the dependent variables. The 

maximum L2 WTC score, which was based on the participants’ total questionnaire 

score, was 75. The students were divided into high (35-75), middle (22-34), and 

low (0-21) WTC groups. 

To meet the assumptions of the analysis, there should be more research 

units in each group than the number of DVs. Because the total sample size was 237 

and the respective group n-sizes were 76 for the high L2 WTC group, 84 for the 

middle L2 WTC group, and 77 for the low L2 WTC group, and eight DVs were 

used in the analysis, this assumption was met. No univariate or multivariate outliers 

were found. Because sample sizes across the three groups were similar, the 

homogeneity of variance assumption was ignored. 

Table 21 shows the descriptive statistics for the three L2 WTC levels and 

eight factors. Across all L2 WTC groups, the Rasch person ability estimates for 
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Motivational Intensity and Study Habit Preference were relatively low. The 

standard deviations for this factor were also small at 1.03, .88, and 1.98 for the high, 

middle, and low groups, respectively. However, the standard deviations for Study 

Habit Preference were higher at 3.96, 3.48, and 3.07 for the high, middle, and low 

groups, respectively, indicating that the participants displayed greater variance for 

this factor. Necessity of English and Work-Related Orientation had the highest 

means among the eight factors. The means for Necessity of English were 3.69, 3.36, 

and 2.40 for the high, middle, and low groups, respectively, and the means for 

Work-Related Orientation were at 5.20, 4.29, and 2.82 for the high, middle, and 

low WTC groups, respectively. The items measuring these two factors were easy to 

endorse across all L2 WTC levels. The results were similar to the comparisons of 

the three TOEIC proficiency groups and eight factors (see Table 22). 

 

Table 21. Descriptive Statistics for the Four Motivation and Four Preferences for 

Instructional Activities Factors and Three Levels of L2 WTC Scores 

 

   L2 WTC Scores   

  High (n = 76)  Mid (n = 84)  Low (n = 77) 

Factors M SD M SD M SD 

MI .41 1.03 .17 .88 -.37 .98 

IA 1.33 1.38 .47 .91 -.50 1.40 

NE 3.69 2.33 3.36 2.14 2.40 1.93 

WO 5.20 4.83 4.29 5.29 2.82 4.98 

SP .87 3.96 .43 3.48 -.09 3.07 

SC 1.18 1.40 .51 1.13 -.17 1.01 

EG 2.14 2.98 1.86 2.30 .77 2.56 

GC 2.12 1.99 1.62 1.53 1.49 1.77 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 
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Table 22 shows the results of the profile analysis in terms of differences in 

levels, flatness, and parallelism for the eight factors by the three L2 WTC groups. 

The levels test showed an overall difference among the three L2 WTC groups; 

there was a statistically significant difference among the three L2 WTC groups 

when scores were averaged over all eight scales, F(2, 234) = 15.30, p = .00, η
2
 

= .11. 

 

Table 22. Profile Analysis for the Four Motivation and Four Preferences for 

Instructional Activities Factors and Three L2 WTC Groups 

 

Source  SS df  MS  F  p η
2
 Power 

Within Subjects        

GRP (levels) 68.28 2  34.14 15.30 .00 .11 .99 

Error 522.17 234  2.23     

Factor (flatness) 3545.66 7  506.52 91.98 .00 .28 1.00 

Error 9026.37 1638 5.51     

Factor * GRP 101.32 14  7.23 1.31 .19 .01 .79 

(parallelism)        

Note. SPSS GLM offers four types of tests for the parallelism and flatness tests by 

default: Sphericity Assumed, Greenhouse-Geisser, Huynh-Feld, and Lower-bound. 

As there was no difference in the results, only the result of Sphericity Assumed is 

given. All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

*p < .05. 

 

The test of flatness indicates the response of the three L2 WTC groups to 

the eight motivation factors. The eight factors were found to deviate statistically 

significantly from flatness, F(7, 1638) = 91.98, p = .00, η
2
 = .28. Figure 5 shows 

the profiles of the three proficiency groups. 
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Table 23. Univariate Follow-Up ANOVAs for the Four Motivation and Four 

Preferences for Instructional Activities Factors by the Three L2 WTC Groups (N = 

237) 

 

Factors Source SS df MS F p 

MI Between Groups 24.53 2  12.26 13.09 .00* 

 Within Groups 219.23 234  .93   

 Total 243.76 236     

IA Between Groups 130.26 2  65.13 42.01 .00* 

 Within Groups 362.79 234  1.55   

 Total 493.06 236     

NE Between Groups 69.13 2  34.56 7.53 .00* 

 Within Groups 1073.32 234  4.58   

 Total 1142.45 236     

WO Between Groups 220.00 2  110.00 4.31 .00* 

 Within Groups 5965.43 234  25.49   

 Total 6185.43 236     

SP Between Groups 36.11 2  18.05 1.45 .23 

 Within Groups 2905.50 234  12.41   

 Total 2941.61 236     

SC Between Groups 70.59 2  35.29 24.87 .00* 

 Within Groups 331.98 234  1.41   

 Total 402.58 236     

EG Between Groups      80.32 2  40.16 5.83 .00* 

 Within Groups 1609.58 234  6.87   

 Total 1689.91 236     

GC Between Groups 16.65 2  8.32 2.64 .07 

 Within Groups 735.88 234     

 Total 752.53 236     

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. p < .05 (Holm’s sequential Bonferroni 

method was used). All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

 

 

The parallelism of the three groups was checked to investigate the 

interaction among levels, i.e., whether the profiles deviated significantly from 

parallelism. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between the 

three levels and the eight factors, F(14, 234) = 1.31, p = .19, η
2
 = .01. 
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Because flatness was statistically significant, a simple effects analysis using 

univariate follow-up ANOVAs was conducted in which the differences among 

group means were examined separately at each level of the repeated measure. Table 

23 shows the results of the univariate follow-up ANOVAs for the mean differences 

between the three groups, within groups, and significant differences among the 

groups for the eight factors and three L2 WTC groups. 

Statistically significant differences (p < .05) were present for six factors: 

Motivational Intensity, Intergroup Approach Tendency, Necessity of English, 

Work-Related Orientation, Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, and 

Enjoyment of Group Activities. 

In order to identify the specific differences among the three groups, Tukey’s 

HSD post hoc analysis was performed on all eight factors. Table 24 shows the 

results of the multiple comparisons among the eight factors for the three L2 WTC 

groups. The (I-J) column shows the mean difference between each L2 WTC group. 

The participants with high L2 WTC scores had higher means on Motivational 

Intensity, Intergroup Approach Tendency, Necessity of English, Work-Related 

Orientation, Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, and Enjoyment of Group 

Activities than those who had low L2 WTC scores. 

The statistically significant differences among the three L2 WTC groups 

found in the univariate follow-up analysis are summarized in Table 25. As shown 

in Table 25, significant differences among the three L2 WTC groups were found 

for six of the factors. No significant differences were found for Study Habit 
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Table 24. Multiple Comparisons of the Four Motivation and Four Preferences for 

Instructional Activities Factors by the Three L2 WTC Groups 

 

  (I) (J)      

L2 WTC L2 WTC     

Group Group (I-J) SE p 95% CI 

MI 1 2 .24  .15  .36  [-0.13, 0.61] 

  3 .78 .16  .00*  [0.40, 1.16] 

 2 3 .54 .15  .00* [0.17, 0.91] 

IA 1 2 .85 .20  .00* [0.38, 1.33] 

  3 1.84 .20  .00* [1.36, 2.33] 

 2 3 .98 .20  .00* [0.51, 1.46] 

NE 1 2 .33  .34  1.00  [-0.49, 1.15] 

  3 1.28 .35  .00* [0.45, 2.12] 

 2 3 .96 .34  .01* [0.15, 1.78] 

WO 1 2 .90  .80  .78  [-1.03, 2.83] 

  3 2.37 .82  .01* [0.40, 4.34] 

 2 3 1.47  .80  .20  [-0.45, 3.39] 

SP 1 2 .44  .56  1.00  [-0.91, 1.78] 

  3 .97  .57  .27  [-0.40, 2.34] 

 2 3 .53  .56  1.00  [-0.81, 1.88] 

SC 1 2 .67 .19  .00* [0.22, 1.12] 

  3 1.35 .19  .00* [0.89, 1.82] 

 2 3 .68 .19  .00* [0.24, 1.14] 

EG 1 2 .28  .42  1.00  [-0.72, 1.28] 

  3 1.36 .42  .00*  [0.34, 2.39] 

 2 3 1.08 .41  .03* [0.09, 2.09] 

GC 1 2 .49  .28  .24  [-0.19, 1.17] 

  3 .63  .29  .09  [-0.07, 1.32] 

 2 3  .13  .28  1.00  [-0.54, 0.81] 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. p < .05 (Holm’s sequential Bonferroni 

method was used). All statistics are based on Rasch logits. 

 

Preference and Group Cohesion. Significant differences were found for Intergroup 

Approach Tendency and Preference for a Student-Centered Approach among the 

low, middle, and high L2 WTC groups. The high L2 WTC group showed a 
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significantly higher mean Rasch logits than the middle L2 WTC group, and the 

middle L2 WTC group showed a significantly higher mean Rasch logits than the 

low L2 WTC group for these two factors. These two factors concern learner 

attitudes toward L2 communication, and they indicated clear differences among 

three L2 WTC groups. The high and low L2 WTC groups showed significant 

differences for Motivational Intensity, Necessity of English, Work-Related 

Orientation, and Enjoyment of Group Activities. While Enjoyment of Group 

Activities clearly differed among the L2 WTC groups, Motivational Intensity and 

Necessity of English factors measure attitudes toward learning English in general 

rather than communication attitudes toward communicating in English. Work-

Related Orientation is related to instrumentality of learning English. Though three 

factors, Motivational Intensity, Necessity of English, and Work-Related Orientation 

are not directly related to L2 communication attitudes, significant differences were 

found among the L2 WTC groups for these variables. 

 

Table 25. Summary of the Follow-up Analysis for the Three L2 WTC Groups 

Scales Differences 

Motivational Intensity High > Low; Mid  > Low 

Intergroup Approach Tendency High > Mid > Low 

Necessity of English High > Low; Mid  > Low 

Work-Related Orientation High > Low 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach High > Mid > Low 

Enjoyment of Group Activities High > Low; Mid  > Low 

Note. High = High WTC group; Mid = Middle WTC group; Low = Low WTC 

group. 
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Figure 6 displays the profiles of the eight motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities variables for the three L2 WTC groups. As indicated by the 

significant differences among the three L2 WTC groups (see Table 25), the profiles  

 

Figure 6. Profile of the eight factors and three L2 WTC groups. 

Note. MI = Motivational Intensity; IA = Intergroup Approach Tendency; NE = 

Necessity of English; WO = Work-Related Orientation; SP = Study Habit 

Preference; SC = Preference for a Student-Centered Approach; EG = Enjoyment of 

Group Activities; GC = Group Cohesion. 
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of the three groups differ in relation to the preferences for instructional activities 

and motivation factors. The high L2 WTC group responded more positively to the 

eight factors than the middle and low L2 WTC groups, and the middle L2 WTC 

responded more positively than the low L2 WTC group on all eight variables. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

 

Factor Analysis of the Motivation Questionnaire 

The factor analysis identified four motivational factors: Motivational 

Intensity, Intergroup Approach Tendency, Necessity of English, and Work-Related 

Orientation. Among the five hypothesized constructs on the original motivation 

questionnaire, Integrativeness and Desire to Learn English failed to emerge as clear 

factors. Items from the Desire to Learn English scale were incorporated into the 

Motivational Intensity factor, and items from the Integrativeness scale were 

incorporated into Intergroup Approach Tendency. 

Both Motivational Intensity and Intergroup Approach Tendency were 

previously identified by Gardner (e.g., 1985) and Yashima (2002). Although many 

past researchers have found Integrativeness or Integrative Orientation to be the 

strongest motivational factors for second language learners in a variety of 

educational contexts, this study showed that a purely integrative factor was not 

present among these rural Japanese university students. This finding is reasonable 

given that the study took place in an environment in which the participants have 

few opportunities to meet speakers of English and virtually no opportunities to 

communicate with them. Thus, any sense of integrativeness would have to be 

imagined rather than actual. 
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If integrativeness is not appropriate for these participants, then what similar 

construct might be present? Yashima has argued that Intergroup Approach 

Tendency is a more appropriate construct for students in EFL contexts because of 

their limited contact with foreign culture or people; this is especially true for EFL 

learners residing in rural areas. As noted above, the idea of integrating into a target 

language culture is likely to be weak, abstract, or absent for such learners. 

However, calling a construct Integrativeness or Intergroup Approach 

Tendency is an exercise in semantics to some degree. For instance, two items from 

the original Integrativeness construct that loaded on Intergroup Approach Tendency 

were: I would like to meet foreigners who speak English and I would like to 

understand the people who reside in an English speaking country. These two items 

were initially categorized as measures of Integrativeness, but Yashima has 

suggested that such items measure Intergroup Approach Tendency because they 

concern a positive attitude toward foreigners and foreign culture by individuals 

who are living in their own country. A second example was provided by Dörnyei 

and Csizér (2002) and Csizér and Dörnyei (2005), who called the construct they 

measured Integrativeness, even though their studies were conducted in the 

Hungarian EFL context. However, their argument is that the Integrativeness is 

related to “possible selves” and “ideal selves” (Markus & Nurius, 1986) because 

Integrativeness is a basic identification process within an individual’s self concept 

(Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005). 
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Yashima (2002) measured three additional sub-constructs within Intergroup 

Approach Tendency: Intercultural Friendship Orientation, Interest in International 

Vocation Activities, and Interest in Foreign Affairs. These constructs were 

excluded in this study because they did not fit the current sample, which lacked the 

relevant experience to be able to answer some of the questions meaningfully. Few 

of the participants in this study had had the opportunity to live with non-Japanese, 

much less to seriously consider overseas work. Even Yashima's urban participants 

endorsed the items measuring Interest in Foreign Affairs relatively weakly. The 

items in this study that loaded on Intergroup Approach Tendency clearly address 

learners’ attraction toward foreign peoples and foreign cultures, so it was deemed 

appropriate to name this factor Intergroup Approach Tendency. 

Necessity of English was identified as the fourth factor. The internal 

consistency estimate (α= .74) for this factor was not as high as in previous studies, 

in part because of the small number of items that loaded on the factor. All three 

items that made up this factor had been previously used to measure Instrumental 

Orientation. According to Gardner (1985), Instrumental Orientation indicates 

learners’ attitudes toward English as a tool to obtain a better job or to get a good 

grade at school. In this sense, English thus serves as an instrument for achieving a 

near or distant future goal. In this study, however, the items measuring Instrumental 

Orientation were focused more on the importance of learning English in general 

than on using it as a tool for a specific purpose. For example, the following two 

items loaded on this factor: Knowledge of English would make me become a broad-
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minded person, and English is a world language and is necessary to study. The 

descriptive statistics show that the mean for Necessity of English was very high; 

thus, most of the participants consider English to be an important subject, and it is 

important for them to learn it. The items measuring Necessity of English were easy 

for the students to endorse in part because they ask about general purposes for 

studying English rather than specific goals. 

 

Factor Analysis of the preferences for Instructional Activities Questionnaire 

The factor analysis of the preferences for instructional activities scales used 

in the current study yielded four clear preferences for instructional activities factors 

with reasonably high degrees of internal consistency as estimated by Cronbach’s 

alpha. Among these preferences for instructional activities constructs, only Group 

Cohesion had been measured previously by L2 researchers. This was done first by 

Clément et al. (1994) in a learning context very different from the one investigated 

in this study, and second by Matsubara (2004, 2006a) in two pilot studies 

conducted in Japan. Clément et al. reported identifying a similar internally 

consistent Group Cohesion factor among Hungarian secondary school L2 learners 

using most of the same items as the one used in the present study. 

Enjoyment of Group Activities and Study Habit Preference emerged for the 

first time as preferences for instructional activities factors. Because these factors 

had not been previously measured in the Japanese context, they provide a new 

understanding of preferences for instructional activities in EFL contexts. The 
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results for both Enjoyment of Group Activities and Study Habit Preference indicate 

that some of the Japanese participants in this study have positive attitudes toward 

group activities. Learners of all proficiency levels can potentially enjoy group 

activities because of the opportunities they provide for interacting with others, 

making and strengthening social bonds with classmates, and expressing opinions. 

The participants in this study, who have relatively low oral proficiency, might have 

had positive attitudes toward group activities for some of the same reasons (e.g., 

making and maintaining social relationships) as well as for different reasons, such 

as the opportunities group activities afford for scaffolding on others’ knowledge of 

the foreign language. Many of the participants were somewhat introverted and non-

communicative, particularly in their English classroom. While this can initially 

translate into hesitation to join group activities, ultimately, many of these learners 

come to rely on other students in the class for psychological and linguistic support. 

In addition, many of them appeared to prefer to work with the same group members 

for an extended period of time, perhaps because this allowed them to develop a 

sense of security and group cohesion. Once developed, group cohesion could have 

been a source of psychological support and comfort for some of the learners in this 

study; this might have decreased feelings of anxiety and increased their sense of 

self-efficacy. In sum, the findings of this study support the importance of 

investigating learner attitudes towards group work, as such attitudes are important 

in any curriculum in which communicative listening and speaking tasks are used. 
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Study Habit Preference also emerged as a factor for first time in this study. 

The items measuring this construct include those concerning positive outcomes of 

group activities. This construct is focused on actual behavior and learning 

outcomes and provides one indicator that the learners can complete classroom tasks 

more efficiently when they work in a group. For example, students who endorse 

this construct highly show positive attitudes toward working with an assigned 

group, and they also want to study with other students rather than studying alone. 

This factor was endorsed relatively strongly for some the same reasons discussed 

above for Enjoyment of Group Activities. The participants tend to rely on others 

when learning English because their speaking proficiency is too low for them to 

function independently, they lack confidence in their ability to learn and speak 

English, and they feel more comfortable in class when working with others. The 

participants appear to be dependent learners who have not yet developed a 

significant degree of autonomy and independence. 

The items measuring the fourth classroom group dynamics factor, 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, were developed originally by Schmidt 

et al. (1996) to measure motivation with Egyptian EFL students. Matsubara (2004) 

was the first Japanese researcher to identify this construct, which concerns learner 

attitudes toward the classroom teaching approach, as a salient factor in rural 

Japanese university classrooms. This factor was included in the present study 

because few Japanese students experience student-centered learning in their 

secondary school English classes; thus, it is important to better understand how 
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such learners perceive the student-centered approach they often encounter in 

university English classes. 

 

Research Question 1: Relative Strengths of the Motivation Factors 

Research question 1 asked, “What are the relative strengths of the factors of 

English learning motivation among rural Japanese university students?” A one-way 

repeated-measures ANOVA was run to determine if there were any significant 

differences among the four factors. The Rasch person ability estimates for the four 

motivation factors were the dependent variable. The ANOVA was statistically 

significant, and follow-up paired samples t-test results showed that all six pairwise 

comparisons were statistically significant. 

Necessity of English was the most strongly endorsed factor. The items 

measuring this factor indicate the degree to which respondents consider English to 

be an important school subject and necessary in the future. The results indicate that 

despite the fact that the participants have low English proficiency and have had 

limited or even no contact with native speakers of English, they still value English. 

However, the value they place on the English language might be predominantly 

abstract, as it might not necessarily translate into concrete actions taken to acquire 

the language. This attitude is reasonable given the lack of an immediate need for 

English in their daily lives or in the foreseeable future. 

Work-Related Orientation was endorsed nearly as strongly as Necessity of 

English, in part because the participants were business majors who likely viewed 
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knowledge of English as a skill that can lead to more job opportunities, a better 

paying job, and increased chances for promotion. Many Japanese business majors 

seriously consider their future careers, even as first-year students; this is in contrast 

to many Japanese university students who are not particularly concerned with what 

they do after graduating until around their third year in the university. However, 

notwithstanding their understanding of how knowledge of English can potentially 

help them advance in their careers, most of them do not study the language 

seriously. Again, this is probably because any need for English skills they have is 

abstract and unrelated to their immediate circumstances. 

The second most weakly endorsed factor was Intergroup Approach 

Tendency. This factor concerns the participants’ attitudes toward L2 speakers and 

the L2 community. The participants did not endorse the items measuring Intergroup 

Approach Tendency strongly, perhaps because they are not exposed to English and 

speakers of English in their daily lives. As a result, the English language and the 

cultures associated with the language are necessarily abstract. This is not only the 

case for their past experiences, but also describes their immediate and perhaps even 

their distant future, as many of the participants plan to reside in rural Japan and 

therefore assume they will not have the need nor the opportunity to communicate in 

English. 

The participants endorsed Motivational Intensity the most weakly among 

the four motivation factors. The Motivational Intensity items concern actual 

engagement in learning English—how much time the learner invests in studying 
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English and the degree to which English is prioritized as a learning goal. The 

participants did not consider English to be a high priority subject and consequently 

they did not make a strong effort to acquire the language. There are two possible 

reasons for this result. First, these students have relatively low English proficiency 

and most of them are aware of that fact; thus, they likely feel that they have limited 

ability to use English communicatively. This belief, which developed over a six-

year period in secondary school, could result in a reduced sense of self-efficacy, 

and the belief that they do not have the ability to learn English could be translated 

into a lack of concrete action. Thus, despite an abstract wish to learn English for the 

sake of their future careers, they do not put a great deal of effort into learning the 

language. Second, as business majors, the participants’ study efforts are probably 

focused on courses directly related to their major and English is of secondary 

importance. To some degree, Japanese university students must take this approach 

to their studies given their heavy course loads, the widespread practice of working 

at part-time jobs while attending university, and the demands on time and energy 

made by university club activities. 

 

Research Question 2: Relative Strengths of the Preferences  

for Instructional Activities Factors 

Research question 2 asked, “What are the relative strengths of the 

preferences for instructional activities factors in English courses among rural 

Japanese university students?” A one-way repeated-measures ANOVA was run to 
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investigate differences among the four preferences for instructional activities 

factors. The Rasch person measures for the four preferences for instructional 

activities variables were the dependent variable. The ANOVA was statistically 

significant, and follow-up paired samples t-tests indicated that four of the six 

pairwise comparisons were statistically significant. 

The most strongly endorsed factor was Group Cohesion, which concerned 

the perceived effectiveness of group work. This finding indicates that the 

participants are concerned with harmonious group functioning and that they have a 

preference for working with the same group members for an extended period of 

time. A stereotype of Japanese is that they tend to form and enjoy working in 

groups. This stereotype might be particularly prevalent in English classes populated 

by low proficiency learners, because of their lack of confidence. The combination 

of low proficiency and a lack of confidence can drive some learners to wish to 

work with group members who are familiar to them, who are psychologically 

supportive, and with whom they feel secure and relaxed. This tendency was 

observed in the participants in this study; they are typically quiet and do not 

participate actively in class activities in the first semester, but they become more 

active and appear more confident in the second semester, provided that they are 

with classmates they are familiar with. 

Enjoyment of Group Activities, which was a measure of how much the 

participants enjoyed group activities, was endorsed nearly as strongly as Group 

Cohesion. The items measuring this factor concern the degree to which learners 
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enjoy working with other group members. The participants’ sense of enjoyment 

when working in groups might have occurred for two reasons. The first concerns 

their lack of confidence speaking English and the anxiety they experience in the 

foreign language classroom. This issue was discussed above. The second reason 

concerns the enjoyment that the students derive from interacting with peers in a 

small group setting. Teacher-centered instruction still dominates in Japanese high 

school English classes, so when students educated in this type of curriculum engage 

in pair or group activities for the first time at college, they generally find the more 

communicative approach enjoyable and appreciate the opportunity to interact with 

one another. 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach was endorsed weakly for two 

possible reasons. First, the participants’ English proficiency, and particularly their 

speaking proficiency, is low. Students who feel pressure and discomfort if they 

have to take initiative for learning and communicate actively in class activities, 

might well prefer teacher-centered classrooms in which they rarely are asked to 

speak. These students might be afraid of making mistakes in public and feel 

embarrassed when taking part in communicative speaking activities when they are 

unfamiliar with their interlocuters and/or the discussion topic. Thus, when they 

know their partners and are familiar with the content, they feel more comfortable 

interacting in class. Second, because the participants have had relatively little 

experience with student-centered learning, it is possible that they do not have a 

clear conception of how student-centered learning works, its effectiveness as a 
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pedagogical approach, or their role in a student-centered classroom. For example, 

most of them probably had little experience with group presentations or pair 

activities where not everyone in the group has to stand and present information to 

the class. Even though they can potentially ask a partner or group member 

questions when they are unsure about a task, it is often the case that Japanese 

students are not permitted to talk in this manner in high school English classes. In 

addition, as the participants were first-year students who had been enrolled in 

English class for only one semester, they had taken part in few group activities 

when the questionnaire was administered. 

The most weakly endorsed factor was Study Habit Preference, which 

concerned types of group activities. The first item in Study Habit Preference 

concerned the effectiveness of group activities. Because of the participants’ lack of 

experience with group work, it is unsurprising that the students did not perceive 

group work as an effective approach to learning. While the participants enjoy 

working with others, they do not clearly understand how group activities contribute 

to foreign language acquisition. For example, small group activities can reduce 

anxiety and as a result, promote learning. Students have frequent opportunities to 

speak communicatively during group tasks instead of just listening to a recordng or 

their teachers, but many Japanese students conceptualize foreign language learning 

as an exercise in memorization and in taking part in a teacher-centered classroom. 

These same students can view group work as inefficient if they are focused on 
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passing high-stakes examinations. This finding highlights the fact that learners’ 

perceptions of enjoyable activities and effective activities can differ greatly. 

 

Research Question 3: Factors Predicting English Proficiency 

Research question 3 asked, “How is English proficiency related to the 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors?” The present study 

revealed a small number of differential effects of motivation and preferences for 

instructional activities factors in relation to English proficiency. The stepwise 

regression analysis indicated that there were significant associations between 

proficiency and two of the eight motivation and preferences for instructional 

activities factors, Motivational Intensity and Study Habit Preference. 

The relationship between Motivational Intensity, which was the strongest 

predictor of proficiency, and TOEIC scores is consistent with previous research 

(Yashima, 2002). The importance of Motivational Intensity has been established by 

researchers such as Noels (2001) and Yashima (2002). For instance, Yashima 

(2002) reported that Motivational Intensity contributed substantially to her 

participants’ TOEFL scores (β = .41) in the structural equation model she tested. In 

this study, Motivational Intensity was measured with items such as I study English 

hard and I spend long hours studying English. It stands to reason that students who 

endorse such items will achieve higher proficiency, particularly if they can sustain 

their efforts to acquire the foreign language. Because Motivational Intensity 

concerns actual performance and the amount of effort put into learning, the findings 
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support the common-sense notion that hard work is directly and positively related 

with foreign language proficiency. 

The second predictor of TOEIC scores was Study Habit Preference; 

however, this factor had a negative beta-weight. Items measuring this factor 

included I prefer studying with others to studying alone and I get more work done 

when I study with an assigned group. There are two possible reasons for these 

results. First, Japanese students with low English proficiency might be relatively 

dependent learners who have less time-on-task learning English compared to their 

more independent peers. Second, students who prefer to study with others might do 

so because of a need for social support and without that support, they are unable to 

sustain the motivation necessary to engage in the hard work that underlies 

successful second language acquisition. 

The results of the current study are similar to those reported by Mori (2004), 

who investigated the relationship between motivational variables and the amount of 

reading completed by Japanese university students. Her regression analysis 

indicated that there was significant relationship (β = .35) between Study Habits and 

the Amount of Reading. Study Habits included items similar to Motivational 

Intensity because the items were designed to measure how hard the students studied 

English. Thus, both studies showed that greater effort to learn the foreign language 

has a positive association with achievement and proficiency. 

The results of the current study differed somewhat from those reported by 

Brown et al. (2001), who investigated the relationship among several motivational 
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factors and achievement with students studying in an intensive English language 

program at an American university in Japan. They reported that instrumental 

motivation and strategies were the most reliable variables distinguishing three 

English proficiency groups, with the low proficiency group having higher 

instrumental orientation than the middle and high proficiency groups. In the current 

study, Work-related Orientation, a factor similar to instrumental orientation, was 

not a predictor TOEIC scores, so while not being a positive predictor of proficiency, 

it was also not negative in any statistical sense. 

The primary difference between the current study and Brown et al.’s study 

concerns the participants. The participants in Brown et al.’s study were studying 

English intensively with teachers who were native speakers of English in an 

American university branch campus in Japan. In contrast, the participants in the 

current study were business majors with limited exposure to English and native 

speakers of the language studying in a Japanese university in a rural setting. In 

addition, the students’ goals where the English language was concerned differed 

significantly. The students in Brown et al.’s study were presumably motivated to 

acquire reasonably high levels of proficiency, as the minimum acceptable TOEFL 

score for the university where they were studying was 500. Some of them were also 

planning on attending the American university’s main campus in the United States. 

In contrast, the participants in this study had no requirements where minimum test 

scores were concerned and the majority of them planned to remain in rural Japan 

after graduation. Thus, it is plausible that Brown et al.’s participants had a greater 
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degree of intrinsic, integrative, and instrumental motivation than the participants in 

this study. 

Preferences for instructional activities factors were measured in only one 

previous study. Clément et al. (1994) investigated the relationship among three 

motivational variables, Attitude, Anxiety, Motivation and two group dynamics 

measures, perception of classroom atmosphere and cohesion and teacher evaluation 

of classroom cohesion. The participants were Hungarian high school learners of 

English from 11 different schools (N = 300). The researchers reported that self-

reported English achievement correlated with three preferences for instructional 

activities factors: Learning Environment, Self-Confidence, and Communication 

with the Teacher at .32, .53, and .26, respectively. The researchers also reported 

that a low-anxiety learning environment and the teacher’s positive appraisal of the 

group promoted English achievement. 

The results of this study complement the findings reported by Clément et al. 

(1994) because the constructs measured in this study were somewhat different from 

those measured by Clément et al. While Clément and his colleagues reported that 

English achievement is positively related to a positive classroom atmosphere and 

group cohesion, the students in this study who expressed a preference for group 

work, had somewhat lower proficiency measures. Combining these findings 

suggests that there are multiple dimensions of preferences for instructional 

activities factors: classroom atmosphere and group cohesion are two and the 

learners’ desire to study with others is a third. While having a positive classroom 
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atmosphere is desirable in all circumstances, it is less clear that that is the case for 

group cohesion and a preference to study with others because learners’ motives for 

doing such things must be considered. If group work is conducted from a position 

of knowledge and independence, it is easy to imagine that learners can achieve a 

great deal by working together. However, if the students who most want to 

participant in group work do so because they are lacking in confidence and wish to 

rely on their classmates, then an overreliance on group work might delay their 

linguistic and cognitive development. 

The finding of this study that Study Habit Preference had a negative 

association with TOEIC scores is also related to a study on the relationship between 

preferences for instructional activities and proficiency conducted by Matsubara 

(2006a). Four factors, Integrative-Intrinsic Motivation, Learning Preference and 

Learner Belief, Instrumental Motivation, and Preferences for Instructional 

Activities, were identified, and a one-way MANOVA was conducted with three 

English proficiency groups as the independent variable and these four factors as the 

independent variable. Preferences for Instructional Activities was measured by 

items similar to Group Cohesion and Preference for a Student-Centered Approach. 

The results indicated that the middle proficiency group mean was lower than that of 

the low proficiency group with respect to Preferences for Instructional Activities. 

This indicated that students who prefer a teacher-centered approach tend to be low 

proficiency, and they care about group cohesion, perhaps because it represents a 

way for them to get to know the other members of the class. If they must work with 
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other students in a group, their low proficiency leads them to prefer to remain with 

the same members for some period of time, possibly because it lowers their anxiety, 

gives them more confidence, and allows them to rely on other members of the 

group more easily. In sum, the items measuring Preferences for Instructional 

Activities included a preference for teacher-centered approach and group cohesion. 

This finding indicates that the low proficiency participants in this study are 

somewhat dependent learners who wish to have help from the instructor or other 

students. 

The above findings indicate that group work has two fundamental aspects. 

The first aspect, which has been fairly well researched in the field of SLA, has 

indicated that interaction is a key part of acquiring the ability to speak a foreign 

language. The findings of this study points out that some low proficiency learners 

view group work as a form of psychological support in the classroom. This can be 

both positive and negative in that the students can conceivably use this support 

either to engage more frequently with others while speaking the foreign language or 

to “hide” among the group members and use group work as an opportunity to avoid 

interacting in the foreign language. 

Ushioda (2001) has argued that motivation is reflected in how learners 

sustain their involvement in the learning process. Learners' positive attitudes are 

enhanced by positive learning experiences and such experiences eventually lead to 

learner autonomy (Matsubara, 2006b). Because the results of the current study 

showed a negative relationship between Study Habit Preference and proficiency, it 
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is possible that some students who prefer to study with others have not yet 

developed a sufficient degree of autonomy and independence. While this result 

supports the importance of group dynamics, particularly for low proficiency 

students, it also points out that teachers must also be aware of the need to help their 

low proficiency learners gradually move toward becoming more independent in 

their ability to function in the foreign language communicatively. 

 

Research Question 4: Factors Predicting L2 WTC 

Research question 4 asked, “How is WTC related to the motivation and 

preferences for instructional activities factors?” The stepwise multiple regression 

analysis indicated that two of the eight motivation and preferences for instructional 

activities factors, Intergroup Approach Tendency and Preference for a Student-

Centered Approach, were significant predictors of L2 WTC. 

Studies have been conducted on learner motivation and L2 WTC both 

inside and outside Japan (Matsubara, 2007; 2009; Noels, 2001; Yashima, 2002; 

Yashima et al., 2004), and one study has been conducted on learner motivation, 

group dynamics, and achievement outside Japan (Clément et al., 1994). The current 

study is the first empirical investigation of preferences for instructional activities 

and its relationship to L2 WTC. 

In McCroskey’s original model of L1 WTC, social and situational context 

were not taken into account. Therefore, MacIntyre et al. (1998) added social and 

situational influences in their discussion of L2 WTC by arguing that intergroup 
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relations and situational context influence L2 WTC both directly and indirectly. 

According to their model, Interpersonal Motivation, Intergroup Attitudes, and 

Social Situation influence L2 WTC indirectly. The regression analysis indicated 

that Intergroup Approach Tendency, which reflects a favorable attitude toward 

meeting and helping foreigners, was a significant predictor of L2 WTC (β = .61). 

Though the analyses used in the current study and MacIntyre et al.’s study differed, 

both studies indicated the importance of social and situational influences on L2 

WTC. The items measuring Intergroup Approach Tendency indicate positive 

attitudes toward foreigners and foreign communities. Intergroup Approach 

Tendency is a predictor of L2 WTC because positive attitudes toward foreigners 

and foreign cultures plausibly translate into the actual use of English if such 

opportunities are present. 

The results also supported Yashima’s (2002) study, as Intergroup Approach 

Tendency was the strongest predictor of L2 WTC. Besides Intergroup Approach 

Tendency, Yashima used several other variables related to positive attitudes toward 

international matters and named the latent variable International Posture. 

International Posture, which was composed of Intercultural Friendship Orientation 

in Learning English, Interest in International Vocation/Activities, Interest in 

Foreign Affairs, and Intergroup Approach Tendency, had a direct and significant 

association with L2 WTC, though with a weak path coefficient of .22. The present 

study showed that Intergroup Approach Tendency accounted for 37% of the 

variance in L2 WTC. In general, this suggests that students who have a positive 
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attitude toward international experiences are more willing to communicate in their 

L2. Because the scale for L2 WTC includes situations both inside and outside the 

classroom, students’ attitudes toward foreign cultures and international experience 

might influence their performance in the classroom in terms of their willingness to 

communicate in English. Although this study and Yashima’s study were both 

conducted with Japanese university students, their living and learning situations 

were quite different, as Yashima’s participants lived in a major metropolitan area 

and had much greater access and exposure to native speakers of English. 

A second preferences for instructional activities factor, Preference for a 

Student-Centered Approach, was also a significant predictor of L2 WTC, and 

together with Intergroup Approach Tendency, accounted for 45% of the variance in 

L2 WTC. The Preference for a Student-Centered Approach factor included items 

regarding classroom activities in which the learners initiate learning and they have 

a relatively large degree of control over their learning. Thus, providing students 

with a degree of autonomy in their learning can result in more willingness to 

communicate in the L2. This makes sense given that willingness to communicate 

concerns communication that is voluntarily initiated by the foreign language 

learner. Ultimately, a degree of independence is needed if learners are to initiate 

communication and independence can plausibly be developed if teachers give 

students frequent opportunities to make decisions in the foreign language 

classroom. This line of thinking is supported by Noels’ (2001) finding that 

Introjected Regulation and Amotivation were negative predictors of Intention to 
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Continue Learning Spanish. This finding indicates that less autonomous learners 

have a greater probability of discontinuing studying the foreign language and more 

autonomous learners are more likely to continue studying, and that continuing to 

work at acquiring the foreign language should ultimately lead to greater proficiency 

and a greater capacity for autonomy. 

Noels (2001) investigated the relationship between motivational variables 

and learning variables relevant to the immediate learning situation and those related 

to the intergroup context among students learning Spanish in the United States. The 

results of multiple regression analyses indicated that Integrative Orientation 

predicted both the frequency and quality of contact with the Latino community. 

In the current study, Intergroup Approach Tendency was a predictor of L2 

WTC. Because the items measuring Intergroup Approach Tendency were 

developed based on the original Integrative Orientation items, the two findings 

suggest that regardless of whether students are studying in an ESL or EFL context, 

or whether they have easy access to native speakers of the target language or not, a 

positive attitude toward the speakers of target language increases willingness to 

communicate in that language. 

The results for this research question and the previous question suggest that 

the learning environment and teaching approach make an important difference in 

learners' L2 WTC. 
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Research Question 5: Profile Analysis of the Three Proficiency Groups 

Research question 5 asked, “How do the high, middle, and low proficiency 

groups differ in their profiles in relation to the identified factors?” The profile 

analysis showed no significant differences among the levels of the three proficiency 

groups. Although the tests of flatness and parallelism were significant, there were 

no statistically significant differences among the three proficiency groups in 

relation to the eight motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors. 

The finding that the three groups were similar largely occurred because of a 

lack of variance in the participants TOEIC scores. While difference likely exist in 

the population of rural university students from which the sample in this study was 

drawn, it was not possible to identify those possible differences because of the 

truncated range of English proficiency displayed by the participants. 

 

Research Question 6: Profile Analysis of the Three L2 WTC Groups 

Research question 6 asked, “How do the high, middle, and low L2 WTC 

groups differ in their profiles in relation to the identified factors?” The profile 

analysis showed that differences in levels among the three L2 WTC groups, 

differences among eight factors (flatness), and the interaction effect between 

factors and three groups (parallelism) were all significant. Univariate follow-up 

ANOVAs indicated that the three groups showed statistically significant 

differences for six factors. 



 127 

The high L2 WTC groups had higher mean person ability estimates than 

both the middle and low L2 WTC groups for Motivational Intensity, Intergroup 

Approach Tendency, and Preference for a Student-Centered Approach. 

Motivational Intensity concerns the motivation to study English actively. Students 

who are high in Motivational Intensity spend considerable time studying English 

and prioritize studying English to a degree. The finding that the high L2 WTC 

group had high Motivational Intensity supports the common sense notion that 

students who are willing to communicate in English generally put more effort into 

learning English than those with lower degrees of willingness to communicate. 

Another reason why these two constructs would be positively related is because 

they both involve effort and action; persons willing to make an effort in one area 

related to speaking English (e.g., Motivational Intensity) are likely to be willing to 

make an effort in a related area (e.g., Willingness to Communicate). 

The relationship between Intergroup Approach Tendency and L2 WTC was 

also very clear. As noted above, Intergroup Approach Tendency is a measure of 

learners’ positive attitudes toward L2 speakers. The students who endorsed the L2 

WTC items more strongly also had more positive attitudes toward intercultural 

experience than those who endorsed the L2 WTC items less strongly. The results 

are reasonable given that persons who express a willingness to voluntarily initiate 

communication with speakers of the foreign language should be interested in 

having opportunities to actually do so. 
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Preference for a Student-Centered Approach also differed among the three L2 

WTC groups. The more the participants endorsed the items measuring this factor, 

the higher their L2 WTC. Thus, students who prefer more autonomy and wish to 

have control over their own learning, showed higher L2 WTC. This result was 

consistent with Noels’ (2001) argument about the importance of autonomy. Noels 

reported that learners in more teacher-controlled classes tend to put less effort in 

learning the L2. This finding is reasonable given that L2 WTC involves the desire 

to express oneself in the foreign language, something that can happen only rarely in 

teacher-fronted classrooms. In contrast, student-centered curricula provide 

numerous opportunities for students to express meanings that are important to them 

on a variety of topics and to a number of different persons. 

Two factors, Study Habit Preference and Group Cohesion, showed no 

statistically significant differences. Study Habit Preference concerned attitudes 

toward group work, and Group Cohesion concerned the cohesiveness of the group. 

First, Study Habit Preference was measured with items such as “I prefer studying 

with others to studying alone” and “I get more work done when I study with an 

assigned group.” Both items possibly indicate learner dependency, a state that 

would be reasonable given that the participants were first-year, low proficiency 

students. It is also possible that many of the participants preferred group work, as 

many Japanese university students seem to view it as a more enjoyable way to 

study compared with teacher-fronted activities, which are more formal and include 

the risk of making a mistake in front of the entire class. 
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Second, Group Cohesion also did not differ significantly among the three 

L2 WTC groups. Group Cohesion was measured with items such as “It is effective 

to study as a group which is composed of people who fit together” and “I learn 

better if I have the same group member for a semester.” Thus, this factor measures 

a concern with harmonious group functioning. The results indicate that all the 

participants in this study, regardless of their degree of willingness to communicate, 

value group cohesion. It is, however, possible that they value it for different 

reasons. For instance, students with low WTC might feel that group cohesion 

creates a psychologically safe environment in which their relatively rare attempts to 

speak will be met with acceptance. On the other hand, students with greater 

willingness to communicate in L2 might value group cohesion because it presents 

them with more opportunities to express their ideas and enjoyable opportunities to 

communicate with classmates. 

The high L2 WTC group had higher mean person ability estimates than the 

low proficiency group for Necessity of English, Enjoyment of Group Activities, 

and Work-Related Orientation. The items measuring Necessity of English concern 

learners’ attitudes regarding the necessity of knowing English, while Work-Related 

Orientation is related to instrumental reasons for learning English. It is reasonable 

that those students who strongly endorsed the L2 WTC items would believe that 

English is important, as their higher level of WTC is plausibly the product of such a 

belief. It is also reasonable that they would be more likely to see the English 
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language as a useful tool they might utilize in the future, as their greater willingness 

implies the possibility—and perhaps the desire—to use the foreign language. 

Enjoyment of Group Activities is directly related to the classroom learning 

environment. Those participants who strongly endorsed the L2 WTC items felt 

more positively about Enjoyment of Group Activities perhaps because they 

welcomed the opportunity to initiate communication using English. In contrast, 

those low in L2 WTC would likely dread the pressure they would feel to contribute 

to the group discussion, and perhaps experience a sense of embarrassment when 

speaking English; such a situation could not be viewed as enjoyable. 

 

Summary of the Results 

In summary, the results of this study supported the findings of past L2 WTC 

studies. For example, the social context model proposed by Clément (1980) and 

Clément and Kruidenier (1985) supports the influence of L2 confidence, individual, 

and contextual factors on L2 WTC. The results also supported the argument made 

by Wen and Clément (2003) concerning the importance of group cohesiveness and 

teacher support as important determinants of L2 WTC in a Chinese context. Finally, 

the results supported the findings reported by Yashima (2002), who hypothesized 

that Communication Confidence and International Posture influence L2 WTC. The 

current study indicated that learner confidence influences L2 WTC, and Intergroup 

Approach Tendency, which included items similar to International Posture, 

accounted for some of the differences in L2 WTC. 
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The results also support the idea that the classroom learning environment 

exerts an influence on EFL students’ L2 WTC. Overall, the results indicated that 

the high L2 WTC group had greater motivation and more positive attitudes toward 

the preferences for instructional activities factors. 

 

Analytical and Theoretical Implications for L2 Motivation Research 

The results of this study suggest a number of implications for data analysis 

and theory. First, Rasch analysis added better understanding of questionnaire items 

in relation to the target participants. Currently, most researchers investigating 

foreign language motivation use the raw data gathered from Likert-scale 

questionnaires. In this study, Rasch analysis was applied before conducting factor 

analysis and other statistical analyses. Rasch analysis provides a number of 

advantages over raw scores, including fit indices for items and persons, interval 

scaling, and the placement of items and persons on the same interval scale. 

In terms of theory, the results of the factor analysis confirmed that 

Intergroup Approach Tendency is a construct for the Japanese university 

participants in this study. While many researchers outside Japan argue the 

importance of integrative orientation, the fundamental nature of integrativeness 

does not seem to apply well to Japanese university students studying in a rural 

setting. In EFL situations, Intergroup Approach Tendency plausibly provides a 

clearer picture of attitudes towards foreigners and foreign culture among Japanese 

learners. This study, which builds on Yashima's (2002) previous explorations of 
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integrativeness in Japan, has highlighted the viability of Intergroup Approach 

Tendency as an important aspect of one type of integrativeness—integrating with 

other learners. 

The results have also provided new information concerning preferences for 

instructional activities. In the area of motivation research, few researchers have 

focused on preferences for instructional activities and classroom learning situation 

(Clément et al., 1994; Noels’ (2001). The current study, by including both 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities aspects into analyses, offered 

a clearer understanding of motivation and group dynamics among Japanese 

students. 

 

Pedagogical Implications 

The results of this study offer a variety of insights into pedagogical aspects 

of L2 learning. They include the following suggestions: 

• L2 teachers need to provide classroom practices where students can develop and 

sustain positive attitudes. This can be achieved in a number of ways, such as by 

providing students with opportunities to communicate meanings that are 

important to them, giving them autonomy to make decisions, and by providing a 

variety of stimulating activities. 

• The students who have had less experience with communicative learning and 

dealing with authentic materials need to be exposed to communicative activities 

in non-threatening way. They might first practice with partners whom they are 
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familiar with and gradually engage in activities that require more independence 

and autonomy. 

• Group activities are appropriate for low proficiency students; this finding is at 

variance with the beliefs of some Japanese teachers of English who only use pair 

or group tasks with more advanced proficiency students. 

• If learners are provided with increased opportunities to meet native speakers of 

English, they will possibly develop higher levels of L2 WTC. Providing 

intercultural experiences (e.g., trips abroad or homestays) and more access to the 

L2 community can promote more positive attitudes toward the L2 and greater 

L2 WTC. 

• Implementing a learner-centered approach will likely lead to greater willingness 

to communicate in the L2 in time. When students become comfortable 

communicating with their peers, they can enjoy project work and group 

presentations. 

• Measuring L2 WTC informs instructors about which students have more and 

less willingness to communicate. Measures of L2 WTC help teachers identify at 

risk students who are relatively unwilling to participate in communicative 

activities. 

• When developing appropriate methodology and instructional approaches in 

particular educational contexts, it is important that teachers understand the 

dynamics of group behavior. Learner motivation and L2 WTC within a specific 
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educational context depend upon how group dynamics operate within that 

context. 

• Educators in rural parts of Japan should note that many of their students are 

hesitant to speak a foreign language and lack intercultural experience. By 

decreasing the students’ anxiety using pair and group activities, and supporting 

them in their attempts to familiarize themselves with their learning context and 

student-centered instruction helps learners develop greater willingness to 

communicate. 

• Persons who are teaching in cosmopolitan areas and move to a rural area in 

Japan need to be aware that the two groups of students’ attitudes toward 

communication differ considerably. Although instructors in rural contexts might 

not encounter discipline problems, it can nonetheless be difficult to get the 

students to speak in front of the class. The instructor might postpone 

presentation activities for late in the semester. 

• The findings of the current study suggest that administrators need to make an 

effort to maintain relatively small size classes if developing speaking 

proficiency is a goal of the curriculum. Small class sizes increase the amount of 

peer support for students and allow teachers to use more student-centered 

activities. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

 

Summary of the Findings 

This study was conducted to investigate (a) the relative strengths of the 

motivation and preferences for instructional activities factors (research questions 1 

& 2), (b) the factors predicting English proficiency and L2 WTC (research 

questions 3 and 4), (c) the profiles analysis of the three proficiency groups and 

three L2 WTC groups (research questions 5 and 6). 

In the preliminary analysis, the questionnaire data were analyzed using 

factor analysis and eight constructs were identified: Motivational Intensity, 

Intergroup Approach Tendency, Necessity of English, Work-Related Orientation, 

Study Habit Preference, Preference for a Student-Centered Approach, Enjoyment 

of Group Activities, and Group Cohesion. Rasch analysis was also used to 

transform the raw scores to equal interval measures and to check item quality. Of 

the measured variables, the preferences for instructional activities constructs were 

particularly important, as this study was the first time the relative strengths of these 

variables were reported. 

A stepwise regression analysis investigating the relationship between eight 

constructs and L2 proficiency indicated that one motivation construct, Motivational 

Intensity, significantly predicted English proficiency (β = .21), and one preferences 

for instructional activities construct, Study Habit Preference had a negative 
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association with English proficiency (β = -.14). Another stepwise regression 

analysis in which the eight constructs acted as predictors of L2 WTC indicated that 

one motivational construct, Intergroup Approach Tendency (β = .47), and one 

preferences for instructional activities variable, Preference for a Student-Centered 

Approach (β = .32), were significant predictors of L2 WTC. 

In addition to the above findings, the profiles of the eight constructs and 

three L2 proficiency groups were compared and analyzed. The results indicated that 

the profiles of the three groups were similar though they were not completely 

analogous. On the other hand, the comparisons of eight constructs and three L2 

WTC groups indicated statistically significant differences in their profiles. The high 

L2 WTC group responded more positively to six of the eight constructs than the 

middle and low L2 WTC groups, and the middle L2 WTC group responded more 

positively than the low L2 WTC group on all eight variables. 

Overall, the study added new insight into the relationship among learner 

attitudes, L2 proficiency, and L2 WTC. This study was the first to incorporate 

preferences for instructional activities variables into motivation and L2 WTC, and 

the results provided a comprehensible picture of the relationship among learner 

attitudes, L2 proficiency and L2 WTC among Japanese learners. 

 

Limitations 

There are a number of limitations in this study. First, though the focus of 

this study was on rural Japanese university students who have little contact with 
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native speakers of English, the sample was drawn from students at only one 

university in the northern part of Japan. In order to make the results of the study 

more generalizable, samples from different rural areas of Japan are needed. 

Second, a self-report questionnaire was used to measure motivation and 

group dynamics variables in this study. The results of the questionnaire provide 

general information on the sampled population as a whole, but are limited in the 

amount of detail they provide. 

Third, in addition to the general limitations of self-report questionnaire data, 

the particular items and scales used in this study had weaknesses that were revealed 

through factor analysis, as some factors received loadings from only two items. 

Thus, the construct validity of these two factors, Study Habit Preference and Work-

Related Orientation were low, and they need to be improved by adding more items. 

The results for those variables need to be interpreted in light of this limitation. 

The fourth limitation concerned the item difficulty in Rasch analysis. The 

items of the Necessity of English factor in particular, and Group Cohesion and 

Work-Related Orientation to a lesser extent, were too easy to endorse for this 

sample of students. The measurement of those two variables needs to be improved 

by adding more items to each construct. 

Finally, the fifth limitation concerned the TOEIC scores used in this study. 

TOEIC is a widely used proficiency test with high reliability and validity, but it 

covers all ranges of proficiency. This study included students with low to 

intermediate English proficiency, thus the students’ score range doesn’t cover full 
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TOEIC score range. It would be better to have participants with more variance in 

terms of English proficiency, as this would allow for more precise measurement. In 

addition, the TOEIC does not provide a speaking test for lower proficiency students. 

Thus, TOEIC scores in this study include only listening and reading proficiency. 

 

Directions for Future Research 

Although this study provided useful information concerning motivation, 

preferences for instructional activities, and L2 WTC, more comprehensive research 

designs using these constructs can better reveal the complex relations among those 

variables. One way to accomplish this is through the use of mixed-methods designs. 

A second approach, which would be complementary to this quantitative study, 

would be to use qualitative approaches, such as case studies or interview data from 

participants about their understanding and their reflections on their motivation and 

willingness to speak the foreign language and their attitudes about preferences for 

instructional activities. 

Future researchers could also use more sophisticated quantitative analyses, 

such as structural equation modeling, which can provide a better understanding of 

the complex nature of motivation and group dynamics. Such an approach would 

also provide a more precise model compared with the regression analyses carried 

out in this study. 

Future researchers could also produce more generalizable studies by 

collecting data from a larger sample and with learners who have a much wider 
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range of proficiency levels. This sample should ideally include students with 

English proficiency scores both above and below the national average for 

university students. 

In terms of estimating student outcomes, achievement measures can provide 

better understanding of how students have performed in the course (e.g., number of 

turns; amount of speaking time in group work) and the degree to which they have 

achieved course objectives as a result of instructional treatment. Future studies 

would benefit from the measurement of such achievement measures. 

Finally, both motivation and preferences for instructional activities are in 

flux throughout a learners' career, whereas proficiency is generally cumulative 

throughout the entire learning process. Therefore, future studies based on 

longitudinal designs that combine motivation, preferences for instructional 

activities, English proficiency, and L2 WTC are needed. By investigating students’ 

language learning experiences at several points in time, longitudinal studies can 

further support and confirm the results of our current understanding of these 

variables. 

 

Final Conclusions 

This study extended previous knowledge of Japanese university students’ 

motivation and L2 WTC in several ways. This study was first to incorporate 

classroom group dynamics into motivation and L2 WTC, and motivation, 

classroom group dynamics, proficiency, and L2 WTC were examined 
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comprehensively. A common belief is that motivation leads to learning and that 

highly motivated learners eventually attain their learning goals. However, where 

the development of speaking proficiency and engagement in group speaking tasks 

is concerned, motivation is only part of a larger picture that also includes factors 

such as attitudes toward group work and L2 WTC. This study represented a first 

attempt to add preferences for instructional activities variables to motivational 

variables. 

Classroom practitioners seek to develop the most effective and appropriate 

teaching methods for their EFL students, but this is a complex task that varies for 

many reasons, one of which is learner proficiency level; what works for high 

proficiency students does not always work for low proficiency students and vice 

versa. In speaking classes, it can be useful for teachers to know something about 

students’ attitudes toward group work in order to provide the most effective 

learning environment. Group and pair work as well as tasks based on the principles 

of communicative language teaching and task-based teaching have been proposed 

as effective teaching approaches, but they must be used appropriately according to 

the learners’ proficiency levels and group dynamics. One of the practical purposes 

of this study is to begin to provide information that can help teachers better account 

for such influences and thereby more effectively support students in their attempts 

to learn. 

This study has provided a broader understanding of what is happening in 

several classrooms in a Japanese university located in a rural area by looking at the 
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important learner psychological constructs of motivation, preferences for 

instructional activities, and L2 WTC from various angles. Hopefully, this study has 

put a few important pieces in place in the enormous puzzle of learner attitudes in 

relation to L2 proficiency and L2 WTC. 
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APPENDIX A 

MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE  

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

Motivation Items (26 items) 

 

Instrumental Orientation (5 items) Revised items from Dörnyei and Csizér (2002). 

1. English ability would help me to get a better paying job. 

2. Studying English will be useful when I travel. 

3. Studying English will help me get a good job. 

4. Knowledge of English would make me become a broad-minded person. 

5. English is world language and is necessary to study. 

 

Integrativeness (5 items) Revised items from Dörnyei and Csizér (2002). 

1. Learning English is important in order to learn more about the culture and life of its 

speakers. 

2. I like English very much. 

3. I would like to become similar to native speakers of English. 

4. I would like to meet foreigners who speak English. 

5. I would like to understand the people who reside in English speaking country. 

 

Motivational Intensity (6 items) Revised items from Gardner and Lambert (1972). 

1. Compared to my classmates, I think I study English relatively hard. 

2. I often think about the words and ideas I learn about in my English classes. 

3. If English were not taught at school, I would study it on my own. 

4. I think I spend fairly long hours studying English. 

5. I really try to learn English. 

6. After I graduate from college, I will continue to study English and try to improve. 

 

Desire to Learn English (6 items) Revised items from Gardner and Lambert (1972). 

1. When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them immediately. 

2. I try to read English newspapers or magazines outside my English course work. 

3. During English classes I’m absorbed in what is taught and concentrate on my studies. 

4. I would like the number of English classes at school increased. 

5. I find myself studying English more than other students. 

6. I believe absolutely English should be taught at school. 

 

Intergroup Approach-Avoidance Tendency (4 items) Revised items from Yashima (2002). 

1. I want to make friends with international students studying at my school. 

2. I would like to participate in the activity where there are international exchange 

experiences at school. 

3. I want to participate in a volunteer activity to help foreigners living in the neighboring 

community. 

4. I would help a foreigner who is in trouble communicating in a restaurant or at a station. 
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Preferences for Instructional Activities Items (18 items) 

 

Attitude Toward Group Work (4 items) Revised items from the pilot study. 

1. I get more work done when I study with an assigned group. 

2. I enjoy working on an assignment with two or three classmates. 

3. I prefer studying with others to studying alone. 

4. I enjoy making something for a class project as a group (e.g. presentation and research 

project). 

 

Attitude Toward the Structure of the Group (4 items) Revised items from the pilot study. 

1. I learn better when I have one leader in a group. 

2. I learn better if I have the same group member for a semester. 

3. I learn better if the members of a group have assigned roles. 

4. I learn better when my group exchanges opinions with other group member about the 

goal and purpose of studying. 

 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach (5 items) Revised items from the pilot study. 

1. In English class, the teacher should do most of the talking and the students should only 

answer when they are called upon. (Reverse corded) 

2. The students should only speak when the teacher addresses the student in class. 

(Reverse coded) 

3. I prefer to sit and listen, and don’t like to being forced to speak in English in class. 

(Reverse coded) 

4. I learn better when I ask questions. 

5. I prefer an English class in which there are lots of activities that allow me to participate 

actively. 

 

Group Cohesion (5 items) Revised items from Rosenfeld and Gilbert (1989). 

1. It is effective to study as a group composed of people who fit together. 

2. I enjoy studying with a group composed of people who fit together. 

3. I want to remain a member of a group I have worked together previously. 

4. I come to like the members of a group while interacting with that particular group. 

5. There was a feeling of unity and cohesion when working as a group composed of 

people who fit together. 
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APPENDIX B 

MOTIVATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

(JAPANESE VERSION) 

 

Motivation Items (26 items) 

 

Instrumental Orientation (5 items) 

1. 英語ができると収入のよい仕事につけると思う。 

2. 英語を勉強しておけば、海外を旅行するときに役に立つ。 

3. 英語ができるとよい仕事につけるという認識がある。 

4. 英語の知識があればもっと視野の広い人になれる。 

5. 英語は国際共通語なので勉強する必要がある。 

 

Integrativeness (5 items) 

1. 英語を学ぶことは英語圏の人々の文化や生活を知るために重要だと思う。 

2. 英語がとても好きである。 

3. ネイティヴスピーカー（英語を話す）のようになりたいと思う。 

4. 英語を話す外国人に会ってみたいと思う。 

5. 英語圏の人々やその生活を理解できるようになりたいと思う。 

 

Motivational Intensity (6 items) 

1. 他の学生と比べると自分はよく英語を勉強するほうだと思う。 

2. 英語のクラスで学んだ単語や事柄などについてよく自分で考えることがある。 

3. もし学校で英語のクラスがなくても自分で英語を勉強する。 

4. 自分は英語学習に長い時間を費やしているほうだと思う。 

5. 英語を一生懸命勉強しようとしている。 

6. 大学を卒業しても英語の上達のために自分で勉強を続けるつもりである。 

 

Desire to Learn English (6 items) 

1. 英語の宿題があるときはすぐにやるようにしている。 

2. 英語のクラス以外に英字新聞や雑誌などを読もうと思う。 

3. 英語の授業では教えられたことを吸収するために集中して勉強している。 

4. 大学での英語の授業がもっと増えたらいいと思う。 

5. 他の課目よりも英語を勉強することのほうが多くなっていると思う。 

6. 英語は絶対に教えられなければならない教科である。 

 

Intergroup Approach-Avoidance Tendency (4 items) 

1. 大学にいる留学生と友達になりたい。 

2. 大学で、国際交流のイベント（パーティなど）があったら積極的に参加する。 

3. 近隣の外国人を助けるボランティアなどに参加したい。 

4. レストランや駅で困っている外国人を見つけたら助ける。 
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Preferences for Instructional Activities Items (18 items) 

 

Attitude Toward Group Work (4 items) 

1. １人で勉強するより、ペアやグループでするほうがより効果的に学習できる。 

2. ２～３人の学生と一緒にひとつの課題などについて学習することは楽しい。 

3. １人で勉強するより、他の学生と勉強するほうが好きである。 

4. グループでなにかひとつのクラスプロジェクトをすることは楽しい。（プレゼンテー

ションやリサーチなど） 

 

Attitude Toward the Structure of the Group (4 items) 

1. グループの中にリーダーがひとりいると効果的に学習できる 

2. ペアやグループのメンバーが一学期間同じであるほうが効果的に学習できる。 

3. ペアやグループ学習をするとき、メンバーがそれぞれの役割を明確にすることは学習

に効果的である。 

4. 自分のグループのメンバー同士が、英語学習の目標や学習動機について意見交換する

ことは効果的である。 

 

Preference for a Student-Centered Approach (5 items) 

１．授業では、先生が一方的に話す方法がよい。(Reverse coded) 

２．授業では学生は先生に当てられたときだけ発言する方法がよい。(Reverse coded) 

３．クラスでは、無理に話すことよりも、座って聞いているほうが好きである。(Reverse 

coded) 

４．質問をするほうがより効果的に学べる。 

５．積極的に参加できるアクティビティがあるクラスはやる気が起こる。 

 

Group Cohesion (5 items) 

1. ペアやグループ学習をするときは気の合う仲間が集まっているほうが効果的である。 

2. 気の合う仲間が集まっているペアやグループメンバーと一緒に勉強するのは楽しい。 

3. ペアやグループ学習に参加したあとは次のアクティビティでもそのグループのメンバ

ーとして残りたい。 

4. ペアやグループ学習をするとその相手・グループが好きになる。 

5. 気の合う仲間が集まっているペアやグループ学習をすると学生同士の一体感やつなが

りを感じる。 
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APPENDIX C 

A TEST OF WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE IN ENGLISH 

(ENGLISH VERSION) 
 

Suppose you have a chance to use English in the following situations. Please mark 0-3 for 
your willingness to do each of the following tasks. 
 

3 If I have an opportunity, I definitely will do it. 

2 If I have an opportunity, I will do it. 

1 Depending on the situation I will do it. 

0 I will try to avoid it. 

 
1. Tell a Japanese teacher that you could not understand the tape because it is too fast. 

2. Tell a native teacher that you could not understand the tape because it is too fast. 

3. Talk about the Japanese life in an American TV interview. 

4. Call the hotel in the English speaking country to reserve a room. 

5. Interview a native teacher for an article for a school newspaper. 

6. Talk to a foreigner sitting next to you in the train. 

7. Ask the meaning of word to a native teacher. 

8. Call a friend who can speak only English to invite him/her to a party.  

9. Tell your native teacher that you need a handout when you were absent. 

10. Talk about the TV program that you watched to your pair work partner. 

11. Stand in front of the class and talk about the TV program that you watched. 

12. Help a foreigner who cannot read a menu at a restaurant. 

13. Ask a foreigner the time when you want to know. 

14. Help a foreigner having difficulty in communicating in a supermarket. 

15. Make a speech as a representative of your school to a medical team visiting from the 

States. 

16. Answer questions from a native teacher about a trip during the vacation. 

17. Stand in front of the whole class and talk about what you did during the vacation for 

two minutes. 

18. Call the record shop in the States to order a rare CD. 

19. Guide a small group of people from English-speaking countries to Tokyo for one 

day. 

20. Call your host family to express your appreciation for the stay. 

21. Tell your pair-work partner how to get to a certain place using a map. 

22. Ask a native teacher to dub a tape. 

23. Talk about what you did during the summer vacation for two minutes to your pair-

work partner. 

24. Help a foreigner who is lost in the station. 

25. Participate in a speech contest for Japanese students. The judges are native speakers. 
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APPENDIX D 

MOTIVATION AND PREFERENCES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL 

ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE 

（ENGLISH VERSION) 

 

December 02, 2005 

 

(Katsuko Matsubara, Aomori Public College) 

This survey is intended to collect the data on the relationship between English proficiency 

and learner motivation. The purposes of this survey are to improve English education and 

to provide good learning environment. I will not use the private information for any 

purposes other than reporting the group results of data analysis. Individual information will 

not be open to the public. Please answer the following questions freely. 

 

Name                 Student ID                

Sex female male age  

Foreign Language classes that you are currently taking 

（Essential English II/ Active English II/ Extensive English I/Extensive English 

II/Russian/Others      ） 

 

According to the following scale, please indicate only one number and write it in the ( ). 

6 非常に強く同意    very strongly agree 

5 強く同意       strongly agree 

4 わずかに同意     slightly agree 

3 わずかに不同意                slightly disagree 

2 強く不同意                        strongly disagree 

1 非常に強く不同意   very strongly disagree 

 

All the questions are related to foreign language learning. Please answer the following 

questions. 

 

1. I like English very much.  

2. I would like to become similar to native speakers of English.  

3. I prefer an English class in which there are lots of activities that allow me to 

participate actively. 

 

4. I prefer to sit and listen, and don’t like to being forced to speak English in class. 

(Reverse coded) 

 

5. I get more work done when I study with an assigned group.  

6. I learn better when I have one leader in a group.  

7. English ability would help me to get a better paying job.  
8. I learn better if the members of a group have assigned roles.  
9. There was a feeling of unity and cohesion when working as a group composed of 

people who fit together. 
 

10. Knowledge of English would make me become a broad-minded person.  
11. I enjoy making something for a class project as a group (e.g., presentation and 

research project). 
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12. I come to like the members of a group when I interact with that particular group.  
13. Studying English will be useful when I travel.  
14. I would read English newspapers or magazines outside my English course work.  
15. I would help a foreigner who is in trouble communicating in a restaurant or at a 

station. 
 

16. Students should only speak when the teacher addresses them in class. (Reverse 

coded) 
 

17. I enjoy studying with a group composed of people who fit together.  
18. After I graduate from college, I will continue to study English and try to improve.  
19. I find myself studying English more than other subjects.  
20. I think I spend fairly long hours studying English.  
21. Studying English will help me get a good job.  
22. I would like to meet foreigners who speak English.  
23. I want to make friends with international students studying at my school.  
24. If English were not taught at school, I would study on my own.  
25. I learn better when I ask questions.  
26. I would like the number of English classes at school increased.  
27. I would like to participate in an activity where there are international exchange 

experiences at school. 
 

28. During English classes I’m absorbed in what is taught and concentrate on my 

studies. 
 

29. When I have assignments to do in English, I try to do them immediately.  
30. I prefer studying with others to studying alone.  
31. I learn better when my group exchanges opinions with other group members about 

the goal and purpose of studying. 
 

32. I learn better if I have the same group members for a semester.  
33. In English class, the teacher should do most of the talking and the students should 

only answer when they are called upon. (Reverse coded) 

34. I often think about the words and ideas I learn about in my English classes.  
35. English is a world language and it is necessary to study it.  
36. It is effective to study as a group composed of people who fit together.  
37. I really try to learn English.  
38. I absolutely believe English should be taught at school.  
39. I want to remain as member of the group I worked together with previously.  
40. I enjoy working on an assignment with two or three classmates.  
41. Compared to my classmates, I think I study English relatively hard.  
42. I want to participate in a volunteer activity to help foreigners living in the 

neighboring community. 
 

43. I would like to understand the people who reside in English speaking countries.  
44. Learning English is important in order to learn more about the culture and life of its 

speakers. 
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APPENDIX E 

MOTIVATION AND PREFERENCES FOR INSTRUCTIONAL 

ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE 

英語能力と動機づけについての調査 

（JAPANESE VERSION） 
 

2005 年 12月 2日 

 

（青森公立大学 松原勝子） 

このアンケート調査は、英語能力と動機の関連性についての調査を目的としています。調

査結果をもとに、今後の英語教育の改善とよりよい学習環境の実現を意図しているもので

あり、ご記入いただいた個人情報は、一般に公開されることはありません。皆様の率直な

意見を聞かせていただきたく存じます。 

 

氏名                 学籍番号                

性別 女性 female 男性 male 年齢 age  

現在受講している外国語 

（Essential English II/ Active English II/ Extensive English I/Extensive English II/ロシア語/その

他      ） 

 

以下の項目について、６段階の選択肢の中から、番号をひとつだけ選んで（  ）に記入

してください。 

6 非常に強く同意 Very strongly agree 

5 強く同意  Strongly agree 

4 わずかに同意 Slightly agree 

3 わずかに不同意 Slightly disagree 

2 強く不同意  Strongly disagree 

1 非常に強く不同意 Very strongly disagree 

 

すべての項目は外国語の授業または、学習に関する質問です。英語を受講している学生は、

英語学習について、ロシア語を受講している学生は、ロシア語学習について答えてくださ

い。 

 

（ ）１.  英語がとても好きである。 

（ ）２． ネイティヴスピーカー（英語を話す）のようになりたいと思う。 

（ ）３． 積極的に参加できるアクティビティがあるクラスはやる気が起こる。 

（ ）４． 

 

クラスでは、無理に話すことよりも、座って聞いているほうが好きであ

る。 

（ ）５． 

 

１人で勉強するより、ペアやグループでするほうがより効果的に学習でき

る。 

（ ）６． グループの中にリーダーがひとりいると効果的に学習できる 

（ ）７． 英語ができると収入のよい仕事につけると思う。 

（ ）８． 

 

ペアやグループ学習をするとき、メンバーがそれぞれの役割を明確にする

ことは学習に効果的である。 

（ ）９． 

気の合う仲間が集まっているペアやグループ学習をすると学生同士の一体

感やつながりを感じる。 

（ ）１０． 英語の知識があればもっと視野の広い人になれる。 
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（ ）１１． グループでなにかひとつの目的を達成することは楽しい。 

 （プレゼンテーションやリサーチなど） 

（ ）１２． ペアやグループ学習をするとその相手・グループが好きになる。 

（ ）１３． 英語を勉強しておけば、海外を旅行するときに役に立つ。 

（ ）１４． 英語のクラス以外に英字新聞や雑誌などを読もうと思う。 

（ ）１５． レストランや駅で困っている外国人を見つけたら助ける。 

（ ）１６． 授業では学生は先生に当てられたときだけ発言する方法がよい。 

（ ）１７． 気の合う仲間が集まっているペアやグループメンバーと一緒に 

 勉強するのは楽しい。 

（ ）１８． 

 大学を卒業しても英語の上達のために自分で勉強を続けるつもりである。 

（ ）１９． 他の課目よりも英語を勉強することのほうが多くなっていると思う。 

（ ）２０． 自分は英語学習に長い時間を費やしているほうだと思う。 

（ ）２１． 英語ができるとよい仕事につけるという認識がある。 

（ ）２２． 英語を話す外国人に会ってみたいと思う。 

（ ）２３． 大学にいる留学生と友達になりたい。 

（ ）２４． もし学校で英語のクラスがなくても自分で英語を勉強する。 

（ ）２５． 質問をするほうがより効果的に学べる。 

（ ）２６． 大学での英語の授業がもっと増えたらいいと思う。 

（ ）２７． 

 

大学で、国際交流のイベント（パーティなど）があったら積極的に参加す

る。 

（ ）２８． 

 英語の授業では教えられたことを吸収するために集中して勉強している。 

（ ）２９． 英語の宿題があるときはすぐにやるようにしている。 

（ ）３０． １人で勉強するより、他の学生と勉強するほうが好きである。 

（ ）３１． 自分のグループのメンバー同士が英語学習の目標や学習動機について 

 意見交換することは効果的である。 

（ ）３２． ペアやグループのメンバーが一定の期間同じであるほうが 

 効果的に学習できる。 

（ ）３３． 授業では、先生が一方的に話す方法がよい。 

（ ）３４． 

 

英語のクラスで学んだ単語や事柄などについてよく自分で考えることがあ

る。 

（ ）３５． 英語は国際共通語なので勉強する必要がある。 

（ ）３６． ペアやグループ学習をするときは気の合う仲間が集まっているほうが 

 効果的である。 

（ ）３７． 英語を一生懸命勉強しようとしている。 

（ ）３８． 英語は絶対に教えられなければならない教科である。 

 

（ ）３９． 

 

ペアやグループ学習に参加したあとは次のアクティビティでも 

 そのメンバーと残りたい。 

（ ）４０． 

 

２～３人の学生と一緒にひとつの課題などについて学習することは楽し

い。 

（ ）４１． 他の学生と比べると自分はよく英語を勉強するほうだと思う。 

（ ）４２． 近隣の外国人を助けるボランティアなどに参加したい。 
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（ ）４３． 英語圏の人々やその生活を理解できるようになりたいと思う。 

（ ）４４． 

 英語を学ぶことは英語圏の人々の文化や生活を知るために重要だと思う。 
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APPENDIX F 

A TEST OF WILLINGNESS TO COMMUNICATE IN ENGLISH 

（JAPANESE VERSION） 
 

以下のような英語を使う機会があったとして、それぞれの行動についての「やる気」を 0―3段階であ

らわして下さい。選択肢の中から、番号をひとつだけ選んで（  ）に記入してください。 

３ 機会があれば絶対やりたい  ２ 機会があればやってみたい 

１ 場合によりけり   ０ できれば避けたい 

 

（ ）１.  リスニングテストのテープが速すぎて聞き取れなかったと日本人の 

 教師に文句を言う。 

（ ）２． 

 

リスニングテストのテープが速すぎて聞き取れなかったと 

ネイティヴの教師に文句を言う。 

（ ）３． 日本の学生生活についてアメリカのテレビの取材にこたえる。 

（ ）４． 英語圏の国のホテルを予約するために電話をかける。 

（ ）５． 学校新聞の記事のため ネイティヴの先生にインタヴューする。 

（ ）６． 電車で隣に座った外国人に声をかける。 

（ ）７． ネイティヴの先生に単語の意味をきく。 

（ ）８． 英語しかできない友達をパーティーに招待する電話をかける。 

（ ）９． ネイティヴの先生に休んでいた間のプリントが欲しいと言う。 

（ ）１０． ペアワークの相手に自分が見たテレビ番組について話す。 

（ ）１１． クラス全員に対して自分が見たテレビ番組について立って話す。 

（ ）１２． レストランでメニューが読めず困っている様子の外国人を助けてあげる。 

（ ）１３． 時間がわからないとき外国人に時間をたずねる。 

（ ）１４． 

 

スーパーで店員の言うことが分からず困っている様子の外国人を 

助けてあげる。 

（ ）１５． 海外から本校を訪問しにきたグループ（市、または学校間の交流） 

 に学校を代表して歓迎の挨拶をする。 

（ ）１６． 休み中の旅行についてネイティヴの先生の質問に前に出て答える。 

（ ）１７． クラス全員に対して２分間、自分の夏休みの思い出について立って話す。 

（ ）１８． 海外でしか売っていないレアものの CDを通販で買うためにアメリカ 

 の CD店に電話で注文する 

（ ）１９． 英語圏の国から来た小人数の団体を青森市一日観光に連れて行く。 

（ ）２０． ホストファミリーに電話をかけて滞在させてくれることに礼を言う。 

（ ）２１． ペアワークの相手に、ある場所への行き方について地図を使って教える。 

（ ）２２． ネイティヴの先生にテープのダビングをたのむ。 

（ ）２３． ペアワークの相手に２分間、自分の夏休みの思い出について話す。 

（ ）２４． 駅で困っている様子の外国人を助けてあげる。 

（ ）２５． 日本人の学生対象の英語スピーチコンテストに出場する。 

 審査委員はネイティヴスピーカー。 
 


