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Motivation for Learning English as a
Foreign Language in Japanese Elementary
Schools

Junko Matsuzaki Carreira
Tsuda College

This study investigated how 345 Japanese elementary school pupils’ intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation for learning English changed with age (174 third and
171 sixth graders). Factor analysis identifed fve underlying factors: interest in
foreign countries, intrinsic motivation, caregivers’ encouragement, instrumental
motivation, and anxiety. The results of an ANOVA showed signifcant differences
in intrinsic motivation, interest in foreign countries, and instrumental motivation
between the third and sixth graders. The third graders’ mean scores were higher
than those of the sixth graders. This study revealed a rather steady developmental
decline in intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for learning English, which might be
attributed to general development trends in contemporary Japanese elementary
school pupils. Within a consensus that there is considerable room for improve-
ment in primary-school English education in Japan, the results of the present
study suggest that the area of motivation can shed light on how the teaching
methods for elementary school students in the higher grades can be improved.
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any people consider motivation, which refers to “the process
whereby goal-directed activity is instigated and sustained”

(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002, p. 5), to be one of the most important
factors involved in learning English. Gardner and Lambert (1972) suggest
that motivation can be divided into two types: integrative motivation, refer-
ring to positive attitudes and feelings toward the target language group,
and instrumental motivation, referring to the potential utilitarian gains of
second language (L2) profciency, such as getting a better job or higher
salary. By the 1990s Gardner’s motivation theory had overwhelming
dominance in L2 motivation research (Dornyei, 2001). Some researchers
of second language acquisition (SLA) have however started to pay atten-
tion to mainstream motivation psychology, incorporating psychological
and “education-friendly” motivation research into their own (Ddérnyei,
2001).

The difference between intrinsic motivation, referring to “motivation to
engage in an activity for its own sake” and extrinsic motivation, referring
to “motivation to engage in an activity as a means to an end” (Pintrich &
Schunk, 2002, p. 245), is another well-known distinction in psychological
motivational theory (Dérnyei, 2001). Brown (2000) suggests that intrinsic
and extrinsic factors can be easily identifed in foreign-language class-
rooms regardless of differences between cultural beliefs and the attitudes
of learners and teachers. Although research into intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation has been systematically introduced into SLA by Noels, Pel-
letier, Clément, and Vallerand (2000), to date there has been little research
into children’s intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for learning foreign
languages.

At elementary schools across Japan, English classes are being con-
ducted to promote international understanding under the aegis of the
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, & Technology’s [MEXT]
“Period for Integrated Study” programme (Ministry of Education, 2001).
English activities were conducted in about 92.1% of all Japanese public
elementary schools in 2004 (Ministry of Education, 2005). Although sev-
eral researchers (e.g., Higuchi, Kunikata, Miura, Kitamura, Nakamoto, &
Moriya, 1994; Takada, 2003) have conducted a few motivational studies
of English as a foreign language (EFL) in Japanese elementary schools,
most studies have focused only on the effect of childhood English learn-
ing. There have been very few attempts to reveal the motivational factors
underlying Japanese elementary school pupils’ EFL learning.

Harter (1981), Lepper, Sethi, Dialdin, and Drake (1997), and Sakurai
and Takano (1985) found that pupils’ intrinsic motivation for learning in
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general decreases with age. It is often said that students in lower grades
seem to participate in English lessons actively through playing games and
singing songs, but students in upper grades tend less to enjoy such activi-
ties. However, there has been little research into developmental trends in
motivation for learning EFL. Thus, the purpose of the present study is
to clarify several underlying factors behind Japanese elementary school
pupils’ motivation for learning EFL and their developmental trends.

Background

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation

Defning intrinsic and extrinsic motivation has always been very
controversial with several defnitions being discussed to date (Sansone
& Harackiewicz, 2000). First, Heider (1958) introduced perceived locus of
causality, referring to actions or outcomes which can be perceived either
as being personally caused or the result of impersonal causes. Personal
causality refers to “instances in which P causes x intentionally” (p. 100).
For example, people who have personal causality act on their own with
their goal being to get an object. Impersonal causality refers to instances in
which “P may cause x unintentionally merely because his or her physical
or social being exerts some infuence on the environment” (p. 100). For
example, an outburst of anger may cause unintended displeasure. Thus,
impersonal causality is often enacted unconsciously.

deCharms (1968/1983) expanded Heider’s concept and proposed the
concepts of origin and pawn. “An Origin is a person who perceives his be-
havior as being determined by his own choosing; a Pawn is a person who
perceives his behavior as being determined by external forces beyond his
control” (p. 273). An origin is intrinsically motivated, whereas a pawn is
extrinsically motivated (deCharms, 1968/1983).

Building upon these concepts, Deci and Ryan (1985) and Ryan, Connell,
and Deci (1985) developed their self-determination theory, which suggests
that under certain conditions there can be a shift from extrinsic control to
self-regulation: internalization, referring to “the process by which children
assimilate the socializing environment and accommodate to its demands
and affordances” (Ryan et al., 1985, p. 33).

Secondly, Kruglanski (1975) introduced endogenous-exogenous attribu-
tion, where endogenous action refers to “an end in itself” (p. 390). For
example, people who have endogenous attribution learn English for the
sheer enjoyment of studying and knowing English; they have no other
goal. On the other hand, exogenous action refers to “a means that medi-
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ates a further goal, one exogenous to it” (Kruglanski, 1975, p. 390). For
example, persons who have exogenous attribution study English for
external reasons, such as for careers and entrance examinations. Endog-
enous action is thereby linked with intrinsic motivation and exogenous
action with extrinsic motivation..

In SLA, Noels et al. (2000) developed the Language Learning Ori-
entations Scale-Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic Motivation, Amotivation
Subscale (LLOS-IEA), on the basis of the self-determination theory
introduced by Deci and Ryan (1985). Noels et al. investigated the rela-
tions between the items of LLOS-IEA and the four orientations discussed
by Clément and Kruidenier (1983), including instrumental orientation,
friendship orientation, travel orientation, and knowledge orientation.
Noels et al. found that instrumental orientation was associated with ex-
ternal regulation, whereas travel, friendship, and knowledge orientations
were correlated more with self-determined and intrinsic motivation. That
is, Noels et al. considered the relationships between intrinsic/extrinsic
and integrative/instrumental motivation from the viewpoint of self-de-
termination theory.

On the other hand, Schmidt, Boraie, and Kassabgy (1996) developed a
questionnaire including concepts from cognitive and educational psychol-
ogy. They defned extrinsic motivation as motivation to obtain an external
reward and intrinsic motivation as motivation to get suffcient rewards
from the activity itself. They went on to say that both instrumental and
integrative motivation can be seen as subtypes of extrinsic motivation
because both are related to goals and outcomes. Thus, it might be said
that Schmidt et al. devised their questionnaire based on endogenous-ex-
ogenous attribution, although they did not specifcally mention this.

Several lines of research which show developmental changes in
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation have been conducted. Harter (1981)
examined intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for studying in general in
Connecticut, New York, Colorado, and California. Over 3,000 pupils
(third through ninth graders) participated. She found a decline in intrin-
sic motivation in third through ninth graders. Harter investigated fve
subscales: challenge, curiosity, mastery, judgment, and criteria, which she
defned as a “preference for challenge versus preference for easy work,
curiosity/interest vs. teacher approval, independent mastery attempts
vs. dependence on the teacher, independent judgment vs. reliance on the
teacher’s judgment, and internal vs. external criteria for success/failure”
(p. 300). Harter found that students’ responses on the challenge, curios-
ity, and mastery subscales changed from intrinsic to extrinsic motivation
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with age. In contrast, there was a shift from extrinsic to intrinsic motiva-
tion on the judgment and criteria subscales.

Harter’s questionnaire forced children to decide which of the options
was more true for them. There were two sentences in each item: one based
on intrinsic motivation and the other on extrinsic motivation. An exam-
ple, one of the items had the following sentence for its intrinsic choice:
“Some kids know whether or not they’re doing well in school without
grades”(p. 305). For its extrinsic choice the item had: “Other kids need
to have grades to know how well they are doing in school” (p. 305). The
children were asked to decide which kind of child they were like and were
then asked whether this description was only partially true or completely
true for them. Each item was scaled ranging from 1 indicating maximum
extrinsic motivation to 4 indicating maximum intrinsic motivation.

Harter (1981) assumed that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation were
negatively correlated. Some researchers (Lepper et al., 1997; Lepper &
Henderlong, 2000; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002) have started to cast doubt on
Harter’s results, however. For example, Lepper et al. (1997) tried to rep-
licate Harter’s research. Harter’s scale forced children to make a choice,
but Lepper et al. modifed the scale. The modifed scale allowed children
to answer intrinsic and extrinsic items independently. That is, the Lep-
per team assigned each of Harter’s items to separate scales for intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation, each with a Fve-point Likert scale. Using these
modifed scales, Lepper et al. found a decrease in intrinsic motivation
with age, but no evidence of an increase in extrinsic motivation. That is,
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation proved far from negatively correlated.
These results seem to show that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation can
operate independently (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation are not two ends of a continuum but separate continua, each
ranging from high to low (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).

Following Harter (1981), Sakurai and Takano (1985) administered
a questionnaire to 486 students in Japan: second—graders through sev-
enth—graders. Sakurai and Takano changed several items, including
those dealing with perceived locus of causality, endogenous-exogenous
attributions, and enjoyment, as well as items addressing curiosity, chal-
lenge, and mastery. Using factor analysis (30 items), they identifed six
factors: curiosity, causality, enjoyment, mastery, challenge, and attribu-
tion. Sakurai and Takano found three types of developmental trends.
First, the curiosity, causality, and enjoyment subscales declined gradu-
ally from second through ffth grades but increased in sixth grade and
decreased again in seventh grade. Second, with age, the mastery and
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challenge subscales decreased. Third, the attribution subscale increased
with age. Although there are slight differences among their results and
ideas, Harter (1981), Lepper et al. (1997), and Sakurai and Takano (1985)
all found that intrinsic motivation decreases with age.

Motivation of Elementary School Pupils for Learning Foreign
Languages

It is crucial to reveal what motivational differences exist between mo-
tivation of adults and children. Although for learning foreign languages,
there has been a lot of research into the motivation of adults and adoles-
cents, research into the motivation of elementary school pupils for learn-
ing foreign languages has been hard to fnd. Children are different from
adults in terms of various factors such as cognitive skills and physical
maturity. We cannot directly apply to children the results of motivational
research on adults.

Masgoret, Bernaus, and Gardner (2001) examined the attitudes and
motivation of 499 Spanish children ages 10 through 15 who were study-
ing English in Spain. In their study, they developed a children’s version
of the mini-Attitude/Motivation Test Battery (ATMB) because the items
of the AMTB and mini-AMTB were diffcult for young children and the
administration time was too long. The Attitude/Motivation Test Battery
(AMTB) and a shorter version (the mini-AMTB) were originally devel-
oped for older school-aged students and adults. A factor analysis was
conducted and after varimax rotation, a fve-factor solution was chosen.
The factors were as follows: attitudes toward English, orientation to learn
English, English profciency, age, and parental encouragement. Accord-
ing to Masgoret et al. (2001), there was “no clear indication of independ-
ent clusters refecting Integrativeness, Attitudes Toward the Learning
Situation, Motivation, or Language Anxiety” (p. 291) and the factors that
underlie motivation of children for learning EFL were signifcantly differ-
ent from those of adults.

Nikolov (1999) reported on EFL motivation of 6- to 14-year-old
children in Hungary in what was called the Pécs project. Three studies
were conducted in 1977, 1985, and 1987 respectively and followed three
groups of children over their frst eight years of schooling. A question-
naire consisting of the same six open-ended questions was used during
the eight-year period. The results of the frst question (Why do you learn
English?) were grouped into four types: classroom experience, teacher,
external reasons, and utilitarian reasons. Nikolov found that the 8- to 11-
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year olds had more external reasons to learn English than the 6- to 8-year
olds and tended to look ahead more into the future. The 11- to 14-year
olds stated more utilitarian reasons than the younger children. Nikolov
said that integrative motivation was not found in the answers. Nikolov’s
study showed some developmental trends of motivation for learning
EFL, which is very informative. However, the number of participants
was small and the research was done in Hungary, where, like Japan, the
Frst language is not related to any spoken in neighboring countries but
where the necessity, the choice, and the opportunity to learn foreign lan-
guages are all quite different from Japan. Thus, the research conducted by
Nikolov might not be directly applicable to a Japanese context.

In Japan, there have been a few studies (e.g. Higuchi et al. 1994; Takada,
2003) related to elementary school pupils’ motivation for learning EFL.
Most of them investigated the effect of early childhood English learning
and were conducted on junior high, high school, and college students,
not elementary school pupils. Harter (1981), Lepper et al. (1997), and
Sakurai and Takano (1985) found that intrinsic motivation for studying in
general declines gradually with age, but there have been no such studies
on EFL pupils in Japan. Therefore, the present study explores the factors
underlying Japanese elementary school pupils’ motivation for learning
EFL and their developmental trends. It is hoped that the results of this
study will shed new light on the concept of motivation for learning EFL
among Japanese elementary school pupils and will expand its scope and
implications.

Research Hypotheses

Generally speaking, extrinsic motivation means external causality
based on the perceived locus of causality, which was suggested by Heider
(1958), deCharms (1968/1983), and Deci and Ryan (1985). However, at
the moment, most Japanese elementary schools do not have homework
or regular tests. Because pupils seem to feel little external pressure, it
may not be appropriate to discuss external causality. Thus, this study
investigates only the endogenous and exogenous attributions suggested
by Kruglanski (1975). Referring to Schmidt et al. (1996), the present study
defnes intrinsic motivation as motivation to get suffcient rewards from
the activity itself and extrinsic motivation as motivation to obtain an ex-
ternal reward.
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Hypothesis 1

As has been mentioned above, Harter (1981) found a decline in in-
trinsic motivation related to challenge, curiosity, and mastery with age.
Lepper et al. (1997) also found a decrease in intrinsic motivation with age.
In Japan, Sakurai and Takano (1985) found that although curiosity, causal-
ity, and enjoyment increased temporarily in sixth grade, these gradually
declined with age. Hence,

Hypothesis 1: Third graders have more intrinsic motivation
for learning EFL than sixth graders.

Hypothesis 2

As has been discussed above, Nikolov (1999) revealed that instrumen-
tal motivation emerged at age 11 or 12, and that the 11- to-14-year olds
suggested more utilitarian reasons for learning English than the younger
children. Therefore,

Hypothesis 2: Sixth-graders have more extrinsic motivation
for learning EFL than third graders.

Method

Participants

Third (8 to 9 years old) and sixth (11 to 12 years old) graders in two
public elementary schools (N and K) and one private school (S) were
selected, for a total number of 354. Individuals with missing values were
excluded and full analyses were performed on 345 participants: 174 third
and 171 sixth graders. There were 193 boys and 161 girls (one respondent
did not answer the question on gender). Teachers in each school signed
an informed consent statement assuring each participant of anonymity
and confdentiality.

K Elementary School

There are 425 pupils in K Elementary School. One hundred and thirty-
four pupils, 73 third- and 61 sixth- graders, participated in the study.
English lessons are provided for pupils in the frst through sixth grades.
They have an English lesson once a week. English lessons are given by an
assistant language teacher (ALT) or a Japanese teacher of English (JTE)
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together with their homeroom teacher (HT). Their main English activities
are playing games and singing songs. In addition, English instruction
was adopted during music lessons once a week.

N Elementary School

There are 307 pupils in N Elementary School. One hundred and two
pupils, 51 third and 51 sixth graders, participated in the study. English
lessons are provided for pupils in frst through sixth grade. They have
a 20-minute English lesson four times a week. English lessons are team-
taught by the HT and ALT. Students learn English through games, songs,
and stories. In addition, English instruction has been adopted during
music and physical education lessons.

S Elementary School

There are 360 pupils in S Elementary School. One hundred and nine
pupils, 50 third- and 59 sixth-graders, took part in the study. English les-
sons started 14 years ago. English lessons are provided for pupils in third
through sixth grade and are taught by a JTE twice a week. In addition,
ffth- and sixth-graders have English lessons taught by an ALT once a
week. Although they learn to read and write in English, they primarily
learn English through games, songs, and stories. They have regular Eng-
lish tests and get a grade at the end of each term.

Pilot Study

A pilot study was conducted in July 2003 with 41 elementary school
pupils who attended a private English school in Iruma City, Saitama.
Through observing the respondents and listening to their questions, the
wording of the items on the questionnaire was modifed and revised for
the present study.

Instruments

This study employed a survey research design using a questionnaire.
Questionnaires have been developed for adult and adolescent EFL learn-
ers (e.g., Dornyei, 1990; Schmidt et al., 1996) and in Japan, questionnaires
have been developed to study the motivation of Japanese EFL learners
(e.g., Kimura, Nakata, & Okumura, 2001). The studies conducted in Japan
are informative and helpful in creating new motivational questionnaires
for EFL in Japanese situations. However, most of these questionnaires are
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for adults and adolescent students and are not suitable for elementary
school pupils. Several researchers have investigated the motivation of el-
ementary school pupils for learning languages. There has, however, been
no research in Japan and little elsewhere focusing on children’s intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation for learning foreign languages.

Thus, the author created the Motivation and Attitudes toward Learn-
ing English Scale for Children (MALESC) based on the body of literature
regarding motivation in SLA and intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in psy-
chology, referring in particular to Schmidt et al. (1996), Sakurai and Takano
(1985), and Gardner (1985). There are 19 items on the questionnaire, in-
cluding items on motivation to learn English, interest in foreign countries,
caregivers’ encouragement, and anxiety (see Appendix). Some researchers
suggest using an even number of response options because some respond-
ents might use the middle category, (i.e., “neither agree nor disagree”, “not
sure”, or “neutral”) too often (Dornyei, 2003). Thus, this study used a four-
point Likert scale. Each response option was assigned a number for scoring
purposes: strongly agree = 4, agree = 3, disagree = 2, strongly disagree = 1.

Procedure

The data was collected in September 2003. In order to reduce bias
that could be created across the different schools, a tape recorded by the
researcher was used to give instructions during data collection sessions.
The pupils listened to the tape after the teachers distributed the question-
naires. The total administration of the questionnaire lasted between 10
and 15 minutes.

Data Analysis

The collected data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program. The mean and standard de-
viations (SD) of the third, sixth, and both the third- and sixth-graders
together were reported for each question. In the present study, explora-
tory factor analysis was used for extracting underlying factors behind
the motivation of elementary school pupils. Based on the results of this
analysis, subscales were created by adding the scores for the items within
each factor. In order to test hypotheses 1 and 2, a one-way ANOVA was
used with SPSS.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Individual Items

145

Third-graders

Sixth-graders

Third- &

-sixth-

(n=174) (n=171) graders (n = 345)
Item M SD M SD M SD
Q1 3.61 59 3.23 79 3.42 72
Q2 3.35 95 3.21 1.01 3.28 98
Q3 3.44 75 2.98 .86 3.21 84
Q4 3.31 .86 2.97 96 3.15 96
Q5 2.51 1.27 2.64 1.12 2.57 1.19
Q6 3.47 77 3.03 97 3.26 .90
Q7 3.54 75 2.99 1.01 3.27 93
Q8 3.31 92 2.69 1.03 3.01 1.02
Q9 3.02 .99 3.09 94 3.05 97
Q10 1.89 1.10 1.84 1.01 1.86 1.05
Q11 3.44 81 3.17 96 3.31 .90
Q12 3.52 85 3.08 1.01 3.31 96
Q13 2.88 1.10 2.83 1.03 2.86 1.07
Q14 2.71 1.17 2.49 1.09 2.61 1.14
Q15 2.87 1.19 2.57 1.19 2.73 1.20
Q16 2.90 1.20 2.54 1.14 2.72 1.18
Q17 3.41 94 2.91 1.03 3.17 1.02
Q18 2.25 1.15 2.05 1.07 2.16 1.11
Q19 3.25 .95 2.80 1.06 3.03 1.03

Note: strongly agree = 4. agree = 3. disagree = 2. strongly disagree = 1.

Results
General Description

The total number of subjects in the present study was 345, 174 third and
171 sixth graders. The mean and SD of individual items in the questionnaire
of the third, sixth, and third-and-sixth graders are indicated in Table 1.

Factor analysis was used for extracting underlying factors behind moti-
vation of elementary school pupils. After varimax rotation, fve factors with
eigenvalues over 1.00 emerged. The Fve factors accounted for 66.27% of the
total variance. The items loading highest on each factor are listed in Table 2.
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Table 2. Factor Loadings for 19 Questionnaire Items

Factor
Item -
loading
Factor 1: Interest in Foreign Countries (0 = .86)
2. I would like to go to various foreign countries. .82
4. I would like to make a lot of foreign friends. 77

12. I would like to try and talk to foreigners when my English be- 73
comes profcient.

15. I would like to live abroad. 77
17.  I'would like to know more about foreign countries. .67
Factor 2: Intrinsic Motivation (0 = .84)
1. English lessons are great fun. (I really enjoy learning English.) .85
3. I always look forward to the day when we have English class. .87
6. I would like to try to use the English which | have learned. 57
8. I hope that we have more English lessons. .81
Factor 3: Caregivers’ Encouragement ([ = .78)
9. In my family, we all feel that it is very important to learn English. .86
13. My parents hope that my English will be profcient. .87
18. My parents tell me to study English hard. 71
Factor 4: Instrumental Motivation (O =.72)
7. I study English in order to make English easier for me in junior 81
high school.

11. I study English because | think English will be necessary for me .63
when | am an adult.

14. | am studying English for a future job. 45
19. lam studying English in order to enter a high school or a university. .82
Factor 5: Anxiety (0 = .64)
5. I get worried when | am doing worse than my classmates in .79
English class.
10. I am somehow always anxious in the English class. .75
16. I get nervous when | answer or give a presentation in English class. .75

Note. Item descriptions can be found in Appendix.
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Factor 1 seems to address feelings towards foreign countries or foreign-
ers and can be labeled Interest in Foreign Countries. The items loading on
Factor 2 represent intrinsic motivation and can be labeled Intrinsic Motiva-
tion. The items loading on Factor 3 primarily ask how the caregivers feel
about their children learning English and thus can be labeled Caregivers’
Encouragement. All of the items that load on Factor 4 ask about the practi-
cal reasons for studying English. Factor 4 can be called Instrumental Moti-
vation. Factor 5 clearly represents anxiety and can be called Anxiety.

Based on the results of factor analysis, the scores for the items within
each factor were added up to create the fve subscales. Cronbach alpha
for each subscale ranged from .65 to .86. Descriptive statistics for the fve
subscales are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Five Subscales

Factor Min Max M SD
Interest in Foreign countries 5.00 20.00 15.60 4.07
Intrinsic motivation 4.00 16.00 12.87 2.90
Caregivers’ encouragement 3.00 12.00 8.08 2.64
Instrumental motivation 4.00 16.00 12.24 2.99
Anxiety 3.00 12.00 7.16 2.63

Table 4 shows the means and SD for the fve subscales of the third and
sixth graders.

Table 4. Means and SD for Subscales of Third- and Sixth-Graders

Third-graders Sixth-Graders
Factor M SD M SD
Interest in foreign countries  16.46 3.75 14.72 4.21
Intrinsic motivation 13.82 2.48 11.91 2.99
Caregivers’ encouragement 8.19 2.74 7.97 2.54
Instrumental motivation 12.98 2.77 11.48 3.02

Anxiety 7.30 2.79 7.02 2.46
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An ANOVA (see Table 5) was run in order to reveal differences be-
tween the third and sixth graders on each subscale. The results of the
ANOVA showed signifcant differences in interest in foreign counties,
intrinsic motivation, and instrumental motivation between the third- and
sixth-graders. There were no statistically signifcant differences between
the third- and sixth-graders in caregivers’ encouragement or anxiety.

Table 5. One-Way Analyses of Variance for Effects of Grades on
Five Dependent Variables

Variable and source SS MS F (1, 343) 02

Interest in foreign countries
Between groups 261.25 26125 16.47** 046
Within groups 5441.75  15.87

Intrinsic motivation
Between groups 316.41 316.41  42.00*** 109
Within groups 2583.98 7.53

Caregivers’ encouragement
Between groups 4.13 4.13 .59 .002
Within groups 2395.60 6.98

Instrumental motivation

Between groups 194.88 194.88  23.21***  .063
Within groups 2879.63 8.40

Anxiety
Between groups 6.54 6.54 .95 .003
Within groups 2376.37 6.93

Note. 0% = effect size.
**xn <001
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Test of Hypothesis 1

The results of intrinsic motivation using ANOVA (see Table 5) showed
that there was a statistically signifcant difference between the third and
sixth graders, F (1, 343) = 42.00, p <.001, although the effect size was small
(partial 02=.109). Table 4 shows that the mean of the scores of the third
graders in intrinsic motivation (13.82) was higher than that of the sixth
graders (11.91). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 has been supported (third grad-
ers have more intrinsic motivation for learning EFL than sixth graders).

Test of Hypothesis 2

As Schmidt et al. (1996) stated, interest in foreign countries and instru-
mental motivation can be considered as subtypes of extrinsic motivation.
The results of interest in foreign countries using ANOVA (see Table 5)
showed that there was a statistically signifcant difference between the
third and sixth graders, F (1, 343) = 16.47, p < .001, although the effect size
was small (partial 02=.046). Table 4 shows that the mean of the scores of
the third graders in interest in foreign countries (16.46) was higher than
that of the sixth graders (14.72). The results of instrumental motivation
using ANOVA (see Table 5) showed that there was a statistically signif-
cant difference between the third and sixth graders, F (1, 343) =23.21,p <
.001, although the effect size was small (partial 02=.063). Table 4 shows
that the mean of the scores of the third graders in instrumental motivation
was higher (12.98) than that of the sixth graders (11.48). The third graders
indicated more interest in foreign countries and greater instrumental mo-
tivation than the sixth graders. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, third graders
have more extrinsic motivation for learning EFL than sixth graders.

Discussion

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1, which stated that third graders have more intrinsic
motivation for learning EFL than sixth graders, was supported. Just as
Harter (1981), Lepper et al. (1997), and Sakurai and Takano (1985) found
that intrinsic motivation for studying in general declines gradually with
age, the present study on learning EFL also shows Japanese elementary
school pupils’ intrinsic motivation for learning English as well as for
learning in general seems to decrease with age.

Why does pupils’ intrinsic motivation decrease with age? When young
children are given some interesting and exciting tasks by teachers and
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parents, they often become absorbed in them. As pupils become more
logical and have their own ideas as they get older, they may not enjoy
activities set by others as much. Developmental decreases in intrinsic
motivation may be inevitable to some degree.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2, which stated that sixth graders have more extrinsic
motivation for learning EFL than third graders was not supported: in-
stead, the opposite was revealed. In the present study, while there were
signifcant differences between the third and sixth graders in extrinsic
motivation (interest in foreign counties and instrumental motivation), it
was the third graders who possessed higher extrinsic motivation. Based
on these results, it could be said that not only intrinsic but also extrinsic
motivation decreases with age. However, the effect sizes were small.
There might be other factors which infuence students. It is necessary to
explore other potential factors in the future.

Nikolov (1999) revealed that instrumental motivation appeared in
children 11 or 12 years old, and that the 11 to 14 year old group gave
more utilitarian reasons than the younger groups. Here the younger
groups may have had some latent instrumental motivation, but because
they had much stronger classroom- and teacher-related motivation than
instrumental motivation, instrumental motivation might not have been
revealed in responses to the open-ended questionnaire. Moreover, as
has already been suggested, there may well have been cultural and even
political factors at work which do not directly pertain to the situation in
Japan, so it is not unusual that the results were different from those of the
present study.

Why does pupils’ instrumental motivation decrease with age? This
may be happening not only in English learning, but also in their general
learning. It has often been said that Japanese pupils tend to lose their
goals and become unmotivated with age. This might be a sort of general
trend in contemporary Japanese elementary school pupils.

Also, why do pupils appear to lose interest in foreign countries with
age? Separating the learning of academic skills from real-world contexts
can entail motivational costs (Lepper & Henderlong, 2000). In order to
enhance communicative skills, listening and speaking have been empha-
sized, but students have few opportunities to use English with foreigners
outside the classroom. When they are in lower grades, they can be satis-
fed with exciting and fun tasks. As they grow, their motivation might



CARREIRA 151

decrease when they cannot connect the English they learn in class to real
communication.

General Discussion

The present study identifed fve affective factors that were labeled:
interest in foreign counties, intrinsic motivation, caregivers’ encourage-
ment, instrumental motivation, and anxiety. The questionnaire appears to
be a reliable and valid measure sensitive to individual differences in both
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Masgoret et al. (2001) also found fve
factors: attitudes toward English, orientation to learning English, English
profciency, age, and parental encouragement. Some similar and different
factors can be found in both studies, although it is necessary to be con-
servative when drawing comparisons because the questionnaires used
and the ages of the participants were different. In both studies, parental
or other caregiver encouragement emerged as one factor. This factor may
be necessary for children.

In the present study, the factors of intrinsic motivation, instrumental
motivation, interest in foreign countries, and anxiety were clustered into
separate factors. On the other hand, Masgoret et al. (2001) did not fnd
any clear clusters even though they have frequently been found in other
studies using the AMTB. The AMTB and mini-AMTB were developed in
Canada, where many need an L2 for their social life. As some research-
ers (e.g., Dornyei, 1990; Schmidt et al., 1996) have argued, the different
contexts of SLA and EFL is signifcant, and thus the mini-AMTB might
not be suitable for EFL contexts such as Spain (Masgoret et al., 2001), or
even Japan.

Harter (1981) assumes that intrinsic and extrinsic motivation may be
negatively correlated. Lepper et al. (1997) found a decrease in intrinsic
motivation with age, but no evidence of an increase in extrinsic motiva-
tion. The present study shows that there are some developmental declines
in both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. This suggests that extrinsic
motivation is more susceptible to various factors than intrinsic motiva-
tion. Further, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation may not be two ends of a
continuum but separate continua (Pintrich and Schunk, 2002).

The results of the present study have demonstrated a developmental
decrease in motivation for learning EFL, which may be infuenced by
such external factors as education, teachers, parents, peers, and the class-
room. These factors can enhance or lower pupils’ motivation. In other
words, for students in higher grades, motivation for learning EFL can
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be enhanced by providing an appropriate environment and improving
teaching methods and materials. How, then, can teachers create an in-
trinsically motivating climate in English lessons for the upper grades?
Lepper and Henderlong (2000) suggest several potential responses to
developmental decline in intrinsic motivation (e.g., “promote autonomy
and self-determination” and “promote children’s sense of curiosity by
placing learning in meaningful and exciting contexts” [p. 289]).

How can we apply these suggestions to English classes for children
in Japan? According to Paul (2003), in order to enhance English ability,
pupils need to repeat patterns a number of times, but this should be done
in a meaningful way, not as a dry classroom drill. Paul suggests, “the chil-
dren frst come across new targets inside an activity, and then later they
may do some less game-like activities, such as writing sentences in their
notebooks” (p. 51) and that inserting the new targets into games elicits
a genuine and meaningful desire and need to learn, giving some space
for pupils to think. He goes on say that pupils are likely to feel a sense
of ownership of those new words and patterns. Ideas such as this one
suggested by Paul might be part of the solution to combat developmental
decline in motivation for learning EFL.

This study revealed a rather steady developmental decline in intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation for learning EFL, which might be attributed
to general development trends in contemporary Japanese elementary
school pupils. There is, however, still considerable room for improve-
ment in primary English education in Japan. Before English is formally
established in elementary school education, more research about what
sorts of activities and materials are appropriate for the upper grades
should be conducted.

Conclusion

This study has revealed developmental declines in intrinsic and ex-
trinsic motivation of pupils for learning EFL, which could be happening
in other subjects, too. Factor analysis identifed fve underlying factors
behind the motivation of pupils: interest in foreign countries, intrinsic
motivation, caregivers’ encouragement, instrumental motivation, and
anxiety.

There are several limitations to the present study. First, motivation
may be infuenced by various context-specifc factors. While the motiva-
tion of grade-schoolers was fairly accurately revealed, the present results
may be applicable only to the pupils investigated here. Second, the data
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was collected only by means of a questionnaire. Qualitative research,
including interviews with students and teachers, assessments of actual
performance, and classroom observations, may signifcantly provide fur-
ther layers of analysis. Third, data collection was cross sectional. Cross-
sectional studies are less effective in identifying individual variations in
growth or establishing causal relationships (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison,
2000). Longitudinal studies are particularly appropriate in research on
human growth and development (Cohen et al., 2000). In order to investi-
gate more precisely the change in motivation with age, longitudinal data
collection should be conducted in the future.

Notwithstanding its limitations, this study does make a contribution
towards revealing and understanding the motivation of Japanese elemen-
tary pupils for learning EFL. The present study implies that the teaching
method for higher grades should be improved. This study narrowed its
focus to motivational studies, which will certainly be an area that will
form the foundation of elementary school English teaching in Japan.
Other areas such as cognitive and linguistic development, strategies, and
sociocultural factors will have to be investigated in the future.
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Appendix
Motivation and Attitudes toward Learning English Scale for Children
(MALESC)

gobobooooooooooooOoooooooboOoooOoboOoooooooooooa
goooooo0oO0oboO0ODbOOODODOOODOOOODOOODOOOD

gobooobOoooobObotbobOOUOOOOOOOOODOOOODOOOODOOOO

10 gobooooocooboooooo

20 goboooooooooooooo

30 goboooooooboooooo

40 goboooooooooooobooo

50 ooooooooooooooooo00oo0od

60 oobooooooooooobooo

70 gooboooooooooOoooooboooobooooon

8t oobooooboooooooooooooo

90 gooo0oooOoOooo0oooboooobooOoooDo

100 ooboooboooooooooooooo

11. gooboooobooooooooooobooooobooooobooooboooo
120 gboooooooooooooooobboOoooo

130 gobooooOoooooooooOooooooooooooo
140 gobooooooooooooocooboooo

150 oooooooooooo

160 gobooooboooooooooOoooboboOooooa

170 goboooooooboooooDo

180 goboooooooooooooooooOoooog

190 goboooooooooooobooooooooooa

English Translation of MALESC
Q1. English lessons are great fun. (I really enjoy learning English.)
Q2. 1'would like to go to various foreign countries.
Q3. lalways look forward to the day when we have English class.
Q4. 1'would like to make a lot of foreign friends.

Q5. I getworried when | am doing worse than my classmates in
English class.

Q6. I'would like to try to use the English which | have learned.
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Q7.

Q8.
Qo.

Q10.
Q11.

Q12.

Q13.
Q14.
Q15.
Q16.

Q17.
Q1s.
Q19.

I study English in order to make English easier for me in junior
high school.

I hope that we have more English lessons.
In my family, we all feel that it is very important to learn English.
I am somehow always anxious in the English class.

I study English because I think English will be necessary for me
when | am an adult.

I would like to try and talk to foreigners when my English
becomes profcient.

My parents hope that my English will be profcient.
I am studying English for a future job.
I would like to live abroad.

I get nervous when | answer or give a presentation in English
class.

I would like to know more about foreign countries.
My parents tell me to study English hard.

I am studying English in order to enter a high school or a univer-
sity.
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A study of different learning environments
for English listening tasks: Comparison

of PC-equipped classrooms and regular
classrooms
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In this paper, we attempted to investigate the following issues: (a) how different
learning environments may cause different interactions in the classroom; (b) how
such differences may affect learners’ attitudes towards listening tasks and test
results. We compared the results of tests and questionnaires in two types of learn-
ing environments: PC-equipped classrooms and regular classrooms.

Participants were all Japanese undergraduate university students majoring in
English. The experimental group (PC-group) consisted of 116 participants (PCL:
lower level group, 51; PCH: higher level group 65), while the control group (regular
classroom-group) consisted of 117 participants (RGL: lower level group, 56; RGH:
higher level group 61). Materials used in the present study were several series of
VOA Special English news. The participants in the PC-group were allowed to listen
to the materials recurrently using an application on the individual PC. The applica-
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tion enabled real-time feedback of their performances and their individual ranks in
the classroom for their tasks. By contrast, the participants in the regular classroom-
group had recurrent but teacher-controlled chances to listen to the same materials
and were given overall feedback for their performances. We conducted two types
of the same paper tests and questionnaires in both the pre and post phases of this
research project. ANOVA, multiple comparison Scheffe and Wilcoxon signed rank
test with Bonferroni adjustment were used for analysis.

As for the fll-in-the-blank tests, the ANOVA repeated Measure detected a
signifcant difference between the pre and post test scores (F (1,231) = 184.77,
p = .01), and a signifcant interaction between the two groups (F (1,231) = 45.00,
p = .01). The average score of the PC-group was signifcantly higher than that
of the regular classroom-group. As for the TOEIC listening tests, the ANOVA
repeated Measure detected a signifcant difference between pre and post test
scores (F (1,231) = 52.84, p = .01), but no signifcant interaction between the two
groups. The signifcant interaction between two groups was detected only for the
Fll-in-the-blank tests. This means that learning environment with PCs may have
impact on learners’ attitudes and improved results of listening tasks at perception
level. In addition, the ANOVA repeated Measure among four groups (PCL, PCH,
RGL, RGH) detected a signifcant difference between the pre and post test scores:
the fll-in-the-blank tests (F(3,229)00 15.231, p=.01), the TOEIC listening tests
(F(3,229)0 18.10, p=.01). Multiple comparison Scheffe revealed signifcant inter-
actions among the following tests: the Fll-in-the-blank tests: PCH and RGL, RGL
and PC/RG H; the TOEIC listening tests: PCL and RG/PC H, PCH and RG/PC L,
RGL and RG/PC H, RGH and RG/PC L. This means that learning environment
with PCs may have infuence on listening performance at perception level (rather
shallow cognitive processing level) but not at comprehension level (rather deep
cognitive processing level).

Wilcoxon signed rank test with Bonferroni adjustment detected signifcant
differences on the pre and post questionnaires as follows: two items for the PC-
group and eight items for the regular classroom-group. This means that learners’
awareness of their listening skills and learning strategies did not affect the results
of the tests. In other words, it was different learning environments that caused
differences in interactions in the classroom. In conclusion, learning environment
may have affected learners’ learning attitudes. Focusing on fewer listening skills
and learning strategies in the PC-equipped classroom had a positive impact on
the scores of the listening perception test. The learning environment with PCs
might have facilitated learner autonomy.
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Our VOA listener question this week comes from many places around
the world. o want to know about the TOEFL 2 U that is
required before a foreign 2 can attend an American college. That
" the subject of our report today. 5 information can be found
on the & English web page at Ww_vv.voa.gov/spemal. IfD do
not have a computer, get 2 to write down some addresses.

0 0 O 1) Students, 2) test, 3) student, 4) is, 5) This, 6) Special, 7) you, 8)
ready




Differences in Reading Strategies
Employed by Students Constructing
Graphic Organizers and Students
Producing Summaries in EFL Reading

Akio Suzuki
Josai University

The big difference between summaries and graphic organizers (GOs) as adjunct
aids for EFL reading is that GOs can reduce the cognitive burden on readers
because of their two-dimensional spatial displays while summaries cannot. In
this study, fve Japanese high school students were required to construct GOs
and another fve were required to produce summaries while reading a passage
written in English. They were required to report what they were thinking while
reading the passage and producing adjunct aids so that their use of reading strat-
egies could be examined. The results gained from think-aloud protocol analysis
indicated that the GO group reported more general comprehension strategies
than the summary group. The fndings are discussed from the perspective that
the task of constructing the GOs using visual argument allowed the students to
employ more general comprehension strategies.
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Graphic organizers and summaries as adjunct aids in EFL Reading

With regard to instructional techniques to teach English as a foreign
language for teaching reading, there are currently a variety of adjunct
aids, such as outlines (see Silberstein, 1994), summaries (see Irwin, 1986),
typographical cueing (see Hershberger & Terry, 1965), phrase reading (see
Hatch, 1979), pictures (see Omaggio, 1979), and graphic organizers (see
Grabe & Stoller, 2002). Adjunct aids are assumed to facilitate students’
comprehension of a text, either by attaching further reference material
to a sentential text or by requiring students to independently produce
summaries or graphic organizers.

Among adjunct aids, the writing of summaries has recently become
relatively popular as a technique for facilitating students’ comprehension
in EFL reading classes in Japan. A number of reading texts authorized
by the Ministry of Education and Science, such as New Cosmos Reading
(Ohura, Tennuma, Ando, Toda, & Yanagisawa, 2002) and Sunshine Read-
ing (Hashimoto, Ibe, Furukawa, & Takanashi, 2002) among others include
summary production tasks. Considering that a number of reading texts
include summary tasks and that many Japanese teachers use this tech-
nique for the comprehension of texts, it is safe to say that the writing of
summaries is likely to be one generally accepted adjunct display used for
EFL reading classes in Japan. Several studies have shown that the writ-
ing of summaries enhances both comprehension and memory (Rinehart,
Stahl, & Erickson, 1986; Winograd & Bridge, 1986).

Like summary production, the use of graphic organizers (GOs, here-
after) as visual adjunct displays is also becoming popular; in fact, foreign
language educators have long taken it for granted that visual aids are
generally useful for the learning of a foreign language (Omaggio, 1979).
GOs are understood to be a type of adjunct display developed so as to
facilitate learners’ understanding of important interconceptual relations
through the use of spatially displayed information (Robinson, 1998). A
number of empirical studies have investigated GOs’ facilitative effective-
ness in text comprehension in a native language (e.g., Levie & Lentz,
1982; Mayer, 1997; Robinson & Kiewra, 1995; Robinson, Robinson, &
Katayama, 1999; Sims & Hegarty, 1997; Waller & Whalley, 1987; Winn,
1987; Winn, Li, & Schill, 1991).

There has been a variety of research that has reported positive out-
comes concerning GO'’s facilitative effectiveness in text comprehension
when students are asked to construct their own GOs (e.g., Alesandrini,
1981; Alvermann & Boothby, 1986; Barron, 1980; Dean & Kulhavy, 1981;
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Geva, 1983; Hawk, 1986; Holley & Dansereau, 1984; 1981; Novak, 1991;
Snowman & Cunningham, 1975). In one study on student-constructed
GOs, Bean, Singer, Sorter, and Frazee (1986) investigated the facilitative
effectiveness of three written-product format treatments: (a) GOs-plus-
summary-training, (b) GOs only, and (c) outlining only, with a group of
10th-grade students using history passages. Although their results re-
vealed no signifcant differences between the three groups on short-term
probes, the performance of the GOs plus summarization training group
was signifcantly better than both the graphic-organizer and outlining
groups on a delayed measure. In addition, on a written transfer passage,
participants in both the graphic-organizer groups constructed signif-
cantly better summary paragraphs.

The act of constructing GOs and that of producing a sentential sum-
mary have several features in common (see Bean, et al., 1986), and, in
fact, Moore, Chan, and Au (1993) have referred to graphic organizers as
diagrammatic summaries (p. 59). Both summaries and GOs are expected to
be effective in helping students comprehend texts better, but the crucial
difference between the two is that GOs take the form of two-dimensional
spatial displays whereas summaries take the form of one-dimensional
sentential displays.

With regard to this difference, Larkin and Simon (1987) argued that
one-dimensional sentential displays are comprised of sequential proposi-
tions such as sentences found in a text, while two-dimensional spatial
displays, indexed by location in a plane, explicitly represent information
that is only implicit in sentential displays. To be more specifc, when in-
formation is presented as text, a linear search is required. When the frst
relevant element concerning a particular concept is found and processed,
it must be stored in the memory before the search can continue for the
next relevant element. This routine of find and process must continue in
this fashion in the working memory of the student until the last element
is found and processed. This will inevitably place a great deal of strain on
the student’s cognitive resources and, as a result, it is likely that a reading
error may occur. In the case of spatial displays, however, once a relevant
element is found, the next element appears next to or near it. Due to this
advantage, the burden upon the working memory of a student is reduced
since both elements concerning the concept can be viewed simultaneously
and thus effciently. Larkin and Simon (1987) specifcally referred to the
effciency of two-dimensional spatial displays as computational efficacy.

Between reading in a native language (L1) and in a foreign or second
language (L2), a large difference can be expected in the cognitive burden.
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In fact, researchers have posited a number of linguistic and processing
differences between reading texts in L1 and L2 from a variety of perspec-
tives, including lexical access (e.g., Grabe, 1999), knowledge of grammar
(e.g., Urquhart & Weir, 1998), orthographic depth (e.g., Koda, 1999), and
language threshold (e.g., Alderson, 2000). The general consensus is that
reading texts in a foreign language puts readers under considerable strain,
which can prevent them from gaining a completely effective understand-
ing of the texts. However, it is my impression from the literature that
if students construct GOs while reading a text written in English, their
cognitive burden might reasonably be lowered, not only in the process
but also once they have the GO product to refer to and to display. This
can accordingly affect the students’ use of reading strategies.

Barnett (1988) summarized previous research on reading strategies
and categorized them broadly into two types: one for comprehension at
a text level and the other for comprehension at a word or grammar level.
Similarly, Block (1986) categorized reading strategies broadly into two
types: general comprehension strategies and local linguistic strategies.
A general comprehension strategy involves readers’ recognizing text
structure or integrating information at the text level, while local linguistic
strategy deals with the attempt to understand specifc linguistic units.

Because the differences in the ways of displaying information—two-
dimensional spatial displays (GOs) and one-dimensional sentential dis-
plays (text summaries)—can infuence the cognitive burden placed on EFL
readers, the expected proportion of strategy use should vary depending
on whether students construct GOs or produce summaries while reading
a text written in English, as the type of strategy chosen reveals readers’
cognitive resources in comprehension (Langer, 1982).

Purpose and Hypothesis

The purpose of this study is to examine to what extent, if any, the pro-
duction of different adjunct display types—graphic organizer (spatial)
vs. summary (prose sentence) displays will cause EFL students to rely
on different proportions of strategy use (categories according to Block,
1986) when reading a text written in English. My hypothesis is that in
the process of constructing GOs, students will inevitably use greater cog-
nitive resources for general reading comprehension strategies, such as
recognizing text structure and integrating information, than those who
instead produce summaries. This is because GOs possess the advantage
of computational effcacy (Larkin & Simon, 1987), which is a particular
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feature of two-dimensional spatial-display representations, such as maps,
charts, graphs, and GOs. Students using such displays can see explicit,
graphically-presented relationships, making it easier to formalize connec-
tions among concepts while reading. Spatial arrangement allows for data
connections to be made more easily in GOs than in prose summaries, in
which students must (a) search through many sentences to ¥nd one fact,
(b) keep that fact in the working memory, (c) search for other facts and,
fnally, (d) draw inferences between and among the facts. Displaying,
rather than describing, the organization or structure of concepts reduces
the effort required to comprehend the intended message (Winn, 1990). In
this paper | shall try to demonstrate that GOs possess the dual virtue of
being (a) user-friendly (as product) and (b) cognitively challenging and
therefore rewarding to construct (as process). Students will inevitably use
greater cognitive sources for general comprehension reading strategies,
such as recognizing text structure or integrating information, than those
in the summary group, who are asked to produce summaries, which
have, however, no relationship to computational effcacy, and thus need
not to be aware of text structure or integrate information.

Method
Participants and Design

The participants in this study were initially 15 female third-year senior
high school students (ages 17 to 18; all native speakers of Japanese). How-
ever, fve were ultimately excluded because they failed to complete the
assigned tasks of constructing GOs or writing summaries. Thus, the data
of 10 participants was used in this study. All were students in my class,
a one-year compulsory English course, and all participated in this study
voluntarily. As | had previously introduced and used GO techniques, all
participants had had the experience of producing GOs.

The participants were randomly divided into two groups. One group
was required to produce GOs during or after reading a text in order to en-
hance comprehension, while the other group was required to write sum-
maries for the same purpose and under the same conditions. In order to
ensure the homogeneity of English reading levels between the two groups,
an English reading skills test was conducted. English reading levels were
determined using the reading portion of a TOEFL sample (Educational
Testing Service, 1998). The average score of the ten participants was 20.00
out of 50. According to the t test, the average TOEFL reading skills of the
two groups did not differ signifcantly, t (8) = 0.18, p >.05 indicating that



182 JALT JouRNAL

the GO group (M =20.60, SD = 6.92) had almost the same English reading
skills as the summary group (M = 21.40, SD = 5.64).

Material

Text. An English reading passage (245 words, Flesch Reading Ease =
72.5, Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level = 6.3) was used (see Appendix). This
text was taken from a textbook designed to teach paragraph reading
(Fukuzaki & Yoneyama, 1999). This particular passage concerned a psy-
chological experiment in which researchers predicted the future character
of children according to their behavior in early childhood. The rhetorical
structure of this text appears in Table 1. This passage was printed on one
B4 (250 x 353 mm) page.

Adjunct display. Students in the GO group were asked to construct GOs
as an adjunct display to the text, while those in the summary group were
required to produce summaries for the same purpose. The construction
of both GOs and summaries is intended to assist with the individual com-
prehension of textual content. Students in both groups were instructed to
produce their adjunct displays on one A4 (210 x 297 mm) page. It was
emphasized that they were expected to make the most of these individu-
ally created adjunct aids for better understanding of the text.

Procedure

Several sessions were conducted during spring vacation using a typi-
cal senior high school classroom with one to three participants each time.
Invited into the room individually, they were told that the purpose of the
study was to establish the way in which they read a text and construct
an accompanying adjunct display—not to test them personally. The data
collection methods used in this study was think-aloud protocol analysis.
Although this think-aloud protocol technique is still controversial in that
(a) it is diffcult to measure what participants do automatically and thus
are not aware of (Okouchi, 2001), and (b) this technique itself can infu-
ence the students’ natural cognitive processes (Kaiho & Harada, 1993),
| decided to employ it, since it has been used in a number of studies
investigating reading strategies (e.g., Block, 1986; 1992; Hartman, 1995;
Kletzien, 1991; Narvaez, van den Broek, & Ruiz, 1999; Olshavsky, 1977;
Philips, 1988; Stromso, Helge, & Braten, 2002; Yoshida, 1997) as well as
in some studies examining students’ use of GOs (e.g., Guthrie, Weber, &
Kimmerly, 1993; Moore & Scevak, 1997; Schnotz, Picard, & Hron, 1993).
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Table 1. The Rhetorical Structure of the English Passage Used

[the 1st paragraph]

This paragraph explained an experiment in which small children were
instructed not to eat a marshmallow, although they could get it.

[the 2nd paragraph]

This paragraph described the different behaviors of those children;
some could not resist the temptation of eating the marshmallow while
others could endure the temptation.

[the 3rd paragraph]

This paragraph reported the fndings of the experiment. High school
students, who had shown patience in their early childhood outper-
formed those who had not, with respect to both their personalities and
their academic achievement.

Participants frst underwent a practice session (of approximately 30
minutes’ duration) to familiarize themselves with the required think-
aloud procedure and the audio recording process. The practice session
was conducted according to the procedure proposed by Ericsson and
Simon (1984). It consisted of participants reading four short sample
English passages and solving mathematical problems while simultane-
ously reporting what they were thinking. They were cautioned not to
explain or analyze their thoughts while thinking aloud, and if they were
silent for a particularly long period of time, they were prompted to report
what they were thinking. Participants were asked to report in the same
language in which they were thinking—either Japanese or English; all
participants used only Japanese. The practice session continued until the
author determined that the participants were able to perform the think-
aloud process with ease. In order to avoid bias or imitation, no particular
model or example was given.

After the practice session participants were provided with the text,
instructions, and a blank sheet of paper upon which to produce their GOs
or summaries. They were allowed to read and study the material without
time constraint (their average study time was about 44 minutes); they
were also allowed to consult a dictionary at any time throughout the ses-
sion. All verbal reports were audiotaped. Following this stage and a 10-
minute break, the participants completed the English reading skills test
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(50 minutes) and were fnally dismissed after being asked to not discuss
the content of the material with other participants. One day after the ses-
sion, the participant(s) were reconvened in the classroom and were given
a delayed-recall test where they were asked to write down everything
they remembered about the text on one A4 sheet of paper. The entire ses-
sion was conducted by the author alone and all instructions were issued
in Japanese. Even when there were three participants (the maximum
mentioned earlier) in the room where the session was conducted, the
entire session—including the practice session—was conducted individu-
ally. The room was rather large, so even when one participant was being
instructed or was doing the practice session, the others were unable to
observe what was happening. Since this procedure was repeated several
times with one to three students at a time, all were strictly instructed not
to talk with other participants about the TOEFL English reading skills
test, the English passage, or about what happened during the sessions.

Think-Aloud Protocols And Scoring

Think-aloud protocol analysis was used to explore the relative quanti-
ty of the types of reading strategies employed by participants. The verbal
protocol data was categorized into either of the following two strategies:
local linguistic strategies (such as questioning the meaning of aword), and
general comprehension strategy (such as recognizing textual structure).
In order to investigate which strategies were used more, the taxonomy
of reading strategies developed by Block (1986) was employed. This
taxonomy provides a useful classifcation system for general comprehen-
sion and local linguistic strategies and was developed using think-aloud
protocols conducted with expository texts. Moreover, Block used begin-
ner level ESL college students as participants in her study. Considering
that the participants in this study were third-year senior high school
students, this classifcation, developed using beginning level students,
was deemed appropriate. Alternative reading strategy classifcations,
for example, those of Anderson (1991) or Sarig (1993), were not deemed
appropriate to this study. Almost 40% (18 out of 47) of Anderson’s clas-
sifcations were specifc to test-taking strategies, and although Sarig did
investigate the process of producing a summary, the classifcation system
was developed by examining one profcient EFL student, and as such
does not provide the beginner-level measure applicable to this study.

When participants reported anticipating the text, recognizing text
structure, integrating information, questioning the text, interpreting the
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text, associating information in the text with other information outside the
text, commenting on the text, monitoring their own reading, correcting
their reading, or reacting to the text, then these reports were placed in the
general comprehensive strategy category. If students reported paraphrasing
English words, rereading the English text, questioning the meaning of an
English clause or sentence, questioning the meaning of English words, or
solving vocabulary problems with English words, then the reports were
placed in the local linguistic strategy category. The frequency of each type
of strategy was counted and the results of the GO group and the sum-
mary group were compared.

All of the participants’ recorded verbalizations during the think-aloud
protocols were transcribed by the author. The transcripts of the verbal
protocols were then matched with the corresponding sentences in the
text. Each protocol was analyzed by the author and another coder to
identify which type of strategy the participants used more, local linguis-
tic or general comprehension. Intercoder reliability was 91%.

When scoring the delayed-recall test, each sentence of the source text
was considered to contain one specifc and independent fact which could
be potentially referred to by participants in their tests. For instance, the
sentence "Some children grab for the treat as soon as they are out the
door," has two specifc and independent facts ("grab for the treat" and
"out the door."). Thus, theoretically, if a participant in the recall test wrote
only "children took the treat,” only one point would be given. However,
if they wrote "children took the treat after going out," two points would
be given. The source text contained 16 sentences in all, and a score of one
point was assigned to each. The author examined the completed tests and
divided the information in each into separate passages which referred to
the relevant sentence of the source text. Then, the author and another re-
searcher analyzed independently whether there was agreement between
the students’ passage and the corresponding source text sentence with
one point being awarded for each correct reference (16 points being the
maximum possible score). Intercoder reliability turned out to be 96.88%.
Any discrepancies remaining in coding were resolved through discus-
sion.

Results
All statistical tests were conducted at the level of O =.05.
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Adjunct Display Tasks

As mentioned earlier fve students failed to successfully complete
their GO or summary tasks. Three students failed to complete their GOs;
they tried to construct GOs, but instead wrote sentential memorandums
rather than organized spatial displays. Similarly, 2 students failed to
successfully complete their summaries; they simply translated the entire
text into Japanese. The data of those who failed to complete the task was
excluded and not analyzed. Figure 1 shows examples of successful and
unsuccessful GOs. Figure 2 shows an example of a successful summary.
Interestingly, all successful GOs appear to be very similar in format; chil-
dren who ate the marshmallow were represented on the top right of the
page, children who didn’t were represented on the top left. Accordingly,
the future characters of the children were recorded at the bottom of the
page in corresponding positions and linked by arrows. All the success-
fully completed GOs reveal an advantage of two-dimensional spatial
display: the GO allows immediate comparison between the behavior of
the children in childhood and their future characteristics (discovered by
vertical fow), as well as immediate comparison between the two differ-
ent characteristics (discovered by using horizontal comparison).

Successful GO) Unsuccessful GO)

Scientific experiment

A scientist can see the future by watching four-year-
Children olds interact with a marshmallow.

The experiment 1. invite a child into a plain room

2. The scientist tells the following

and goes out

KYou can have this marshmallow right now. But if
you wait while | go out, you can have two
marshmallows when | get back.L

‘ Those who can wait ‘Those who canit wait

And then, their behaviors can be divided into these two
Result  to wait for the scientist to get back
unable to wait for the scientist to get back

Teenager Teenager

P l PV
the differences between those two types of children when they

More popular Lonely grow up
: T h e | The children of type become easily
Adventurous EaSIIy frustrated differences | frustrated, stubborn, cannot put up with stress
. and shy away from challenges.
Confident Stubborn The children of  type become adventurous
and dependable
Dependent Shy

The score of SAT  The children of  type get more points
The children of  type get fewer points

Figure 1. Examples of successful and unsuccessful GOs. (Translated
here from the original Japanese by the author)
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gbobobooooboboobobobobobobobobobobobon
gbobobooooooobobobobobooboooboboboobDoon
gbobobooobooboboobobobobobooboboobobobobon
goooooooon

Scientists can predict the future by watching four-year-olds interact
with a marshmallow. Those who can resist the temptation to eat the
marshmallow grow up to be well-adjusted, popular, adventurous,
and confdent, while those who cannot grow up to be lonely and stub-
born.

Figure 2. Example of a successful summary. (Translated here from the
original Japanese by the author.)

Reading Strategies

Table 2 provides the mean as a percentage and the standard deviation of
each level of reading strategy reported during the think-aloud procedure.
Percentages were used rather than raw data since raw usage amounts can
differ greatly depending on whether or a participant is talkative or not.
Overall, the GO group used general comprehension strategies 51.65%
of the time and local linguistic strategies 48.48% of the time, while the
summary group used general comprehension strategies 23.25% of the
time and local linguistic strategies 77.56% of the time. Examples of the
protocols classifed as general comprehension or local linguistic strategy
for both groups are shown in Table 3.

Table 2. Means as a Percentage and Standard Deviations of Reading
Strategies for Each Group

Display type
GO Summary

General comprehension

M (%) 51.64 23.24
SD 18.28 11.59
Local linguistic

M (%) 48.48 77.56
SD 18.44 11.20
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Table 3. Examples of General Comprehension and Local Linguistic
Strategies According to Block’s (1986) Taxonomy (Sentences in
brackets were translated by the author)

General comprehension strategies

The text: A survey of the children’s parents and teachers found that those
who as four-year-olds had the patience to wait for the second marshmallow
generally grew up to be better adjusted, more popular, adventurous, confident
and dependable teenagers.

Protocol: “C 0000000000000 ODO0OOOOOOOOOOOOO
gooooooOoOoOoOoOoOooOOoOOoOoO”

[ Hmm... He likes adventure? But he can wait, right? | think the ones
who can’t wait are more adventurous.]

Local linguistic strategies

The text: the same sentence as above

Protocol: “adjust0 D00 D0 adjust0 0000000000000 OOO
O0adjustD 00 0000000000000 DOOOOOOOOOOOO
gooooooooooooo”

[ Adjust, adapt? What’s this word, “adjust”? Let’s see, it sounds cool;
adjust; I'm being slow; apply? Accustom, brainwashing? Accustom,
adapt, accustom-this means accustom.]

A 2 x 2 (Adjunct Displays x Reading Strategies) factorial analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to determine the statistical
signifcance of the difference between the general comprehension and
local linguistic strategies used by the two groups. Statistical analysis re-
vealed that the effect of strategy (general comprehension strategy vs. lo-
cal linguistic strategy) was not signifcant [F(1, 8) = 1.68, p>.05]. However,
there was a signifcant main effect of group (GO vs. Summary), [F(1, 8) =
5.61, p>.05] with the GO group employing more general comprehension
strategies and fewer local linguistic strategies than the summary group
(see Table 2). In addition, the Strategy x Group interaction was signifcant
[F(1, 8) = 7.08, p>.05]. A post hoc Ryan's procedure indicated that display
type had a signifcant effect on the strategy. Using a sentential adjunct
display (summary) caused students to employ more local linguistic
strategies than general comprehension strategies, whereas using a spatial
adjunct display (GO) caused equal strategy use.
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Task Completion Time

Table 4 shows the means and standard deviations of participants’ task
completion time. The average time was 44.40 minutes. According to the
t test, the average task completion times of the two groups did not differ
signifcantly, t (8) = 0.36, p >.05.

One-Day Delayed Free Recall Test

Table 4 also shows the means and standard deviations of the delayed
free recall. The GO group's average score was 6.73 out of 16, and the
summary group's was 5.97 out of 16. According to the t-test, the average
scores of the two groups did not differ signifcantly, t (8) = 0.44, p >.05.

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations for Task Completion Time
and Delayed Free-recall Tests for Each Group

Display type

Test GO Summary
Task Completion Time

M (minutes) 45.80 43.00

SD 13.07 8.41
Delayed free-recall tests

M (out of 16) 6.73 5.97

SD 2.24 2.63

Discussion

The research question addressed in this study is: do different adjunct
display types (GO vs. summary) cause students to use different propor-
tions of strategy use (general comprehension strategy vs. local linguistic
strategy)?

Regarding strategy variation between the two groups, the results of
the ANOVA indicated that students in the GO group used signifcantly
fewer local linguistic strategies than those in the summary group, and
that the GO group employed signifcantly more general comprehension
strategies than the summary group.

It was confrmed that English reading skills did not differ between
the groups and that students in both groups demonstrated an equally
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successful comprehension of the text material and spent an almost equal
amount of time on the task. The only difference in the treatment of the
two groups was the type of adjunct display used as an aid to study. It can
be concluded that the different qualities of the display types (spatial vs.
sentential) are responsible for the variations evident in the proportion of
strategy use (general vs. local linguistic comprehension).

The summaries and GOs produced bear out the difference in compu-
tational effcacy (Larkin & Simon, 1987). The following example summary
was produced by a student:

Scientists can predict the future by watching 4-year-olds interact
with a marshmallow. Those who can resist catching it grow up to
be well-adjusted, popular, adventurous, and confident, while those
who can’t grow up to be lonely and stubborn.

In order for the student creating this particular prose summary to
contrast the contrasting characteristics of children, she had to a) search
through this summary to discover that children who didn’t eat the
marshmallow grew up to become good, b) retain this information in her
working memory, c) search for the relevant information, and d) compre-
hend and compare the signifcance of the contrasting behavior and its
subsequent outcomes. On the other hand, for a student using a GO to
obtain the same contrasting information, she just has to a) scan vertically
the data on children who didn’t eat the marshmallow, b) do likewise with
the data on children who did eat it, and ¢) compare the data horizontally
(see Figure 3).

The completed GOs produced by the GO group all contain this
advantage of computational effcacy. It can be argued that in order to
produce GOs equipped with this computational effcacy, they had to
expend greater cognitive resources on general comprehension reading
strategy, such as recognizing text structure or integrating information,
than on local linguistic reading strategy such as paraphrasing English
words or solving grammatical problems. As a result, the proportion of
general comprehension reading strategy use of students in the GO group
was signifcantly higher than that of those in the summary group.

With respect to the depth of text understanding, Kintsch (1994) distin-
guished learning text from learning from text. Learning text indicates being
able to reproduce it in some form. For instance, when students are re-
quired to recite a poem or a passage of literature, this activity can be seen
as learning text. Learning from text means using the information gained
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Children
lStep 1 I / \ l Step 2|

Those ||who can wait Those who cannof wait

When they grow up When they grgqw up

i 4 v
egenager Teenager

More Popular Lonely

Adverturous Easily frustrated
Configent Stubborn
Deperndent Shy

v v

Figure 3. Process Undertaken by Students Studying with a GO When
Locating Contrasts.

from the text in other ways, not just for reproduction. For example, when
reading a scientifc explanatory text, students can connect text informa-
tion with their prior knowledge and thus infer new ideas. For this reason,
learning from text is viewed as a deeper understanding of text (Kintsch,
1988; van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). Cognitive activities such as integration or
inference are particular features of learning from text (Kintsch, 1994).

The fndings presented in this study are of signifcance in that con-
structing GOs has the potential to urge EFL readers to use greater resources
for general comprehension reading strategy, which can lead to students’
learning from text rather than learning text (Kintsch, 1994). Students in the
GO group used more general comprehension strategies such as inference
or information integration, which are both important cognitive activities
in order for EFL readers to implement learning from text.

In this study, the number of participants (10) was rather small, so it is
not possible to generalize that the different proportion of strategies em-
ployed by the two groups (GOs vs. summaries) can lead to either learning
text or learning from text (Kintsch, 1994) solely from the fndings presented.
In addition, the task to determine how well students comprehended the
text was a delayed free recall test, and thus only adequate to examine
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the students’ comprehension at the level of a propositional textbase for
learning text, and not of a situation model for learning from text (Kintsch,
1988; van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983), so it is reasonable that there were not any
signifcant differences regarding the delayed free-recall tests.

As this study is an exploratory study, further research is necessary
with a larger number of participants, as well as a variety of text types, to
consider and examine the application of students’ constructing GOs as
aids to EFL reading. In order to promote learning from text (Kintsch, 1994),
future research is needed that examines how students comprehend a text,
that requires readers to connect what is explicitly stated in the text with
their background knowledge, and that requires them to derive inferences
from this linkage.

Akio Suzuki is a full-time lecturer at Josai University, Saitama. His research
interests include TEFL, cognitive psychology, and educational psychol-

ogy.
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Appendix

(English passage used as material)

It turns out that a scientist can see the future by watching four-year-
olds interact with a marshmallow. The researcher invites children, one by
one, into a plain room and begins the gentle torment. You can have this
marshmallow right now, he says. But if you wait while | run an errand,
you can have two marshmallows when | get back. And then he leaves.

Some children grab for the treat, as soon as he’s out the door. Some last
a few minutes before they give in. But others are determined to wait. They
cover their eyes; they put their heads down; they sing to themselves; they
try to play games. When the researcher returns, he gives these children
their two marshmallows. And then science waits for them to grow up.

By the time the children reach high school, something remarkable
has happened. A survey of the children’s parents and teachers found
that those who as four-year-olds had the patience to wait for the second
marshmallow generally grew up to be better adjusted, more popular, ad-
venturous, confdent and dependable teenagers. The children who gave
in to temptation early on were more likely to be lonely, easily frustrated
and stubborn. They couldn’t put up with stress and shied away from
challenges. And when some of the students in the two groups took the
Scholastic Aptitude Test, which U.S. students take when applying to uni-
versity, the kids who had waited longer scored an average of 210 points
higher.



The Effect of EFL Students’ Self-
Monitoring on Class Achievement Test
Scores

Terry Vanderveen
Kanagawa University

The effect of self-monitoring on an achievement test in an EFL classroom set-
ting was investigated. The results of an experimental study that measured the
difference in class achievement test scores between a self-monitoring and an
external-monitoring group are reported. Participants were 114 frst-year students
in a Japanese university and college. Target language performance and behaviors
were monitored and responses recorded on a protocol by the students in the self-
monitoring group and monitored by the instructor in the external-monitoring
group. The time required for implementing the protocol or treatment was also
measured and was considered to be an important pedagogical factor. At an alpha
level of .05, the difference in achievement scores between the groups was not
statistically signifcant.
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elf-regulated learning and learning strategy theory emphasize the
role of self-observation and self-evaluation in learning. Arguments
for the effectiveness of self-regulation are based on the assumption
that conscious refection on one’s performance increases the frequency
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and accuracy of target behaviors or performance. Self-regulation can
be broken down into many subprocesses such as self-monitoring, self-
instruction, self-evaluation, self-correction, self-reinforcement (Mace,
Belfore, & Hutchison, 2001), self-observation, self-judgment, and self-
reaction (Zimmerman, 1989). The line separating these processes is often
unclear (Benson, 2001) because as Schunk (2001) observes they are inter-
related and dependent. This paper will use the term self-monitoring (SM)
because it is the most widely used and, in my opinion, best describes the
process discussed in this study.

O’Malley and Chamot (1990) defne SM as “checking one’s compre-
hension during listening or reading, or checking the accuracy and/or ap-
propriateness of one’s oral or written production while it is taking place”
and contrast this with self-evaluation, which is “checking the outcomes
of one’s own language learning against a standard after the learning has
been completed” (p. 232). Wenden (1991) offers similar defnitions that
differentiate SM and self-evaluation based on the time lapsed between
production and assessment. This time period, however, does not change
the nature of the evaluation process. Evaluation occurs both during and
after learning. Therefore, for the purposes of the current study, SM and
self-evaluation are considered a unitary construct referred to as SM and
defned as conscious observation and evaluation, which is usually re-
corded, of one’s own performance or behavior on a learning task.

The proposition that SM enhances learning has been widely discussed in
general education as well as language education. SM has been investigated
in relation to many aspects of learning, with behavior modifcation receiv-
ing the most attention. Researchers into behavior disorders in children
have extensively reported improved classroom behavior or performance
due to SM (Lam, Cole, Shapiro, & Bambara, 1994; Reid & Harris, 1993).
However, not all studies of SM and behavior modifcation have yielded
positive results. SM was ineffective in increasing productivity in a study of
adults with mental retardation (Shapiro & Ackerman, 1983).

Mixed results are also reported from studies examining the impact of
SM on academic outcomes. Mace and Kratochwill (1985) showed that SM
signifcantly reduced L1 verbal nonfuencies in college students’ speech,
and Lan’s (1993) experiment on the effects of SM on college students’
statistics course grades resulted in the SM group outperforming the
instructor-monitoring and control groups. However, in a similar experi-
ment involving children studying math (Schunk, 1983), the posttreatment
achievement scores of the SM group of children were comparable with
those of the externally monitored group. SM also failed to improve per-
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formance in a study of undergraduates’ monitoring of success and failure
in solving anagrams (Susser, 1981).

Whereas SM studies in education have been both behavioral and
cognitive in nature, SLA researchers have focused solely on cognitive
aspects. A cross-sectional speech monitoring study by van Hest (2000)
shows that the ability to monitor one’s L2 speech errors is a valid predic-
tor of acquisition. In a review of monitoring and self-repair in L2 speech,
Kormos (1999) concludes that the SM of L2 speech aids acquisition and
is a positive correlate of profciency. In two descriptive studies, Charles
(1990) and Cresswell (2000) emphasize the importance of SM through
the technique of writing notes or annotations. Checking one’s reading
comprehension is also considered useful and is recommended for devel-
oping reading skills (Block, 1992; Casanave, 1988). It has been extensively
argued that SM and similar strategies are characteristics of good learn-
ers and enhance learning (Blanche & Merino, 1989; O’Malley & Chamot,
1990; Wenden, 1991). Despite these arguments for the effectiveness of SM,
there has been little experimental evidence supporting claims that SM
improves second language performance.

My search for studies that have manipulated SM and strategies similar
to SM in the classroom yielded only two. Other studies offered anecdotal,
theoretical, or correlational evidence. One of the empirical studies was by
O’Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, Russo, and Kupper (1985), who
found statistically signifcant differences on speaking but not on listening
posttests between treatment and control groups. The treatment group but
not the control group was taught and directed to self- and peer-monitor
their notes on the main points and cohesive markers of short speeches.
However, only the treatment group was taught how to identify main
points and cohesion markers. In other words, only the treatment group
was explicitly taught structures and linguistic cues that would end up on
the posttreatment test. This confounded strategy and structure instruc-
tion, strongly biasing the results in favor of a treatment effect. The time
spent on strategy instruction and practice was 7 hours of class time dur-
ing the fall semester. The total number of class hours in the semester was
not mentioned in the study.

The treatment group in another experimental study (Viswat & Jack-
son, 1994) was also given more instruction than the control group, but
in the form of “additional prelistening questions, which were designed
to lead students to make use of the title, pictures, and information in
the introductory statement to predict” (p. 241). Furthermore, signifcant
teacher effects owing to different teachers teaching the strategies were
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observed. Viswat and Jackson thought that this may have contributed to
the large effect size of .57 in one of the treatment groups and felt that the
study’s “results [were] not conclusive” but “promising” (p. 247).

Oxford (1992) and O’Malley and Chamot (1990) have documented
much of the theory and research into L2 learning strategies such as SM,
but most of these rest solely on theoretical arguments. The lack of experi-
mental investigations into SM, and the bias due to the treatment groups’
added exposure to the target concepts, as in the two studies discussed
above, points to the need for more research before claims can be made for
the effectiveness of SM.

Lan (1993) and Schunk (1983) avoided the method bias present in the
Viswat and Jackson (1994) and O’Malley et al. (1985) studies by providing
external- or teacher-monitoring to the control group and comparing the
results with those of the self-monitoring group. The control group was
externally monitored by the instructor while each student in the treat-
ment group monitored himself or herself, thus eliminating confounding
effects due to one group receiving additional instruction. The present
study, unlike previous monitoring or strategy instruction research in
SLA, similarly controlled for bias arising from additional instruction.

Based on current SM theory, | assumed that the SM group would
should show greater improvement in class performance and thus score
signifcantly higher on an end-of-term achievement test. To test this as-
sumption, both groups were taught the same materials at the same rate
and given the same test. The test scores were then compared to determine
the impact of SM.

The time needed for the SM or strategy intervention was another vari-
able considered. Time is an important factor in determining the effcacy
of SM, yet in the SLA literature examined, the proportion of time required
for SM or strategy training and administration was never reported. In a
critical review of learner training, Rees-Millar (1993) addressed this issue,
suggesting that if an excessive amount of time is required for strategy
training, it may be better to use instructional resources for traditional
tasks. The intervention in the O’Malley et al. (1985) study mentioned
above required 7 hours in a semester. Although the total number of class
hours in a semester was not mentioned, 7 hours is still a considerable
amount of class time.

Time is an important factor in teaching decisions and needs to be
included in discussions on the practical implications of SM interven-
tion. Therefore, | measured the time required for the SM training and
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implementation. This would not only provide an estimate of the time
needed for SM, but also information on its relationship to the effect size
of the intervention. To summarize, the following research questions were
investigated in a tertiary education setting in Japan: (a) What is the effect
of the SM of language-related behavior and performance on class test
scores? (b) What is the amount of class time required to implement and
employ SM?

Method
Participants

Each participant was a student at one of two schools: a Japanese co-
ed university and a liberal arts college for women. The treatment group
was comprised of two frst-year English classes from the co-ed university
and one frst-year English class from the women’s college. The control
group was also drawn from two frst-year English classes at the co-ed
university and one frst-year class from the college. All the courses were
required, but the students had some choice of which section to enroll in.
The women'’s college assigned students to classes based on their scores
on a large standardized test, the General Tests of English Language Pro-
fciency (G-TELP) (G-TELP Testing Services Center, 2002). Scores on this
test for the treatment group were one standard deviation higher than the
control group. As we shall see later, this difference had no bearing on the
achievement test. All the students were in the humanities and relatively
similar in academic achievement and educational background. None had
had experience self-monitoring. For these reasons, the groups were con-
sidered equal for the purposes of the study.

There were 25, 21, and 17 students in the classes that made up the
treatment group (n = 63) and 26, 19, and 6 students in the control group
(n =51) for a total of 114, excluding 6 students who did not write the test.
From the women'’s college, there were 21 students in the treatment group
and 19 in the control group.

Design and Procedure

The SM protocol was designed for students in the treatment group to
monitor their task behaviors and academic accuracy during class. Each
student in the treatment group was given the protocol in the frst class
of the term. Course content and tasks were taken from Fifty-Fifty Book
One (Wilson & Barnard, 1998), a beginning level grammar, speaking, and
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listening text. The protocol items required the students to refect, monitor,
and record their task-related behaviors and outcomes. Behavior-related
items that were monitored included (a) note taking of new vocabulary
and structures, (b) the percentage of English spoken during speaking
exercises, (c) the amount of eye contact during speaking exercises, (d)
the students’ effort, (e) the homework starting and fnishing times, and
(f) attendance.

Academic-related factors that were monitored included (a) the per-
ceived diffculty of homework, (b) the homework score, (c) the students’
perceived mastery of the homework, and (d) their perceived mastery of
the text’s grammar, listening, and speaking exercises (these three aspects
were evaluated separately). The students also wrote the chapter number
and the chapter’s target structures (e.g. prepositions) on the protocol.
Each student quantifed his or her language-related behavior and aca-
demic performance as a percentage or as a point on a scale.

At the start of the course, the students were informed that the SM
protocol would be evaluated solely on its completion and accuracy and
would be worth 10% of the fnal grade. Points were not deducted from the
protocol score if the homework was unfnished, or if the students failed
to understand or achieve the target behaviors or tasks. However, they
would lose points for falsely recording completion of their homework. |
randomly checked approximately 70% of the protocols after every class
and found that they were satisfactorily completed.

The same behavior- and academic-related factors that were self-moni-
tored in the experimental group were also monitored by the control group.
However, the control group’s behaviors and outcomes were monitored by
the teacher (i.e. externally). To externally monitor, the teacher randomly
selected students and asked them questions regarding the same behav-
ioral and academic items that were on the SM group’s protocol. This was
done at the beginning or end of class, depending on the specifc item.
For example, homework completion was monitored at the beginning of
the class while perceived mastery of language structures covered in class
was monitored at the end of the class. Due to time constraints, it was not
possible to externally monitor the entire control group during every class,
but all students were familiar with the monitoring items listed above and
every student’s work was monitored periodically. If they were not being
monitored, they were observing the other students being monitored.

Both groups met once a week for 90 minutes and covered the same
material during the same week over a 14-week term. Throughout the
course the monitoring was consistent and proximal to the tasks, both
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important considerations in SM theory (Schunk, 2001). Test achievement,
the dependent variable, was measured one week after the term Fnished.
Written test items were constructed to measure the students’ knowledge
of the speaking task target behaviors, vocabulary, and grammar structures
covered during the course. There were 85 mostly closed items (three were
open items related to direction and prepositions; there were no true/false
or multiple choice items). The students took the same test at the same
time at each institution. The control and experimental groups’ test scores
were compared to see how the students’ self-monitoring and refecting
on the concepts studied and practiced in class affected their test scores.

Results

After collecting and examining the protocols at the end of the course,
| found that 95% of them had been properly completed. Average attend-
ance for all the classes ranged from 84% to 92%. An achievement test
was administered to both groups and its reliability was checked. The
Kuder-Richardson 21 reliability estimate for the achievement test was
.88, indicating consistent item performance. The control group’s scores
on the test were lower (M = 44.8, SD = 12.49, n = 51) than the SM or treat-
ment group’s (M = 49.0, SD = 12.13, n = 63). An independent samples t
test assuming equal sample variances shows that at an alpha level of .05
the SM intervention did not result in a statistically signifcant difference
between the two groups, t (112) = 1.80, p = .07 (two-tailed), d = .34. The
95% confdence interval of the difference of the means ranges from -8.76
to .41. The dependent variables were normally distributed and Levene’s
test statistic (p = .89) indicates homogeneity of variances.

As reported earlier, the G-TELP placement scores for the two classes
in the women’s college differed by an average of one standard devia-
tion. The correlation between the G-TELP and the achievement test for
the higher scoring class was r = .16 and r = .20 for the lower scoring class.
These low correlations indicate that the two tests were unrelated and thus
the one standard deviation difference in the G-TELP scores of the two
women college classes at the beginning of the course should not have af-
fected the class test scores. Any differences were likely due to differences
between the test types, the G-TELP being a norm-referenced test measur-
ing profciency and the classroom test being a criterion-referenced test
measuring topics covered over the length of the course. The SM group
required 30 minutes training during the frst class and approximately 12
to 15 minutes for completing and checking the protocol in each of the
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subsequent classes. Over a 14-class, 21-hour term, this required approxi-
mately 4 hours or 20% of class time.

Discussion

The main purpose of this study was to determine the impact of SM
on class achievement scores. The data in this and other empirical studies
in both general education (e.g. Schunk, 1983; Shapiro & Ackerman, 1983;
Susser, 1981) and SLA (e.g. Viswat & Jackson, 1994; O’Malley et al., 1985)
support the hypothesis that SM has no signifcant effect on achievement.
However, the confdence intervals and effect size (d = .34) show that there
is a .95 probability that a small positive effect in addition to no effect may
also be observed in the population.

The present study also set out to measure the amount of time required
for the SM intervention. Perhaps more important than the failure to reject
the null hypothesis—that SM intervention is of no use—was the approxi-
mately 4 hours or 20% of class time required for implementing and using
the protocol. This result is consistent with the 7 hours needed for training
in the O’Malley et al. (1985) study. In practical terms, educators consider-
ing SM or other metacognitive strategy instruction should anticipate the
possibility of large time costs against minor or no increases in student
achievement.

The sample size was admittedly small. However, the study was based
on current theoretical arguments that SM causes signifcant changes in
achievement. If this had been true, the sample size should have been
suffcient. Assuming SM intervention results in effect sizes the same or
greater than the current study, replication studies would need a sample
larger than 270 students (n, n,> 135).

My concern that the higher standardized test scores (G-TELP, 2002)
of part of the treatment group would infuence their class test scores was
alleviated by the extremely low correlations between the tests. In other
words, the scores of the class achievement test were not infuenced by
differences in the institutional placement test scores of the students. The
combination of behavioral and cognitive outcomes in the protocol was
not a limitation, but measuring the separate effects of these two factors
might tell us if one has a greater impact on achievement.

The sheer number of arguments for SM and strategy instruction give
the appearance that they have been extensively researched, yet two im-
portant strategy researchers, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) acknowledge
that “there has been little confrmation of the effectiveness of strategy
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training with second language tasks” (p. 224) and to date there still has
not been much empirical research. The results of the current experimental
study also cannot confrm the effectiveness of SM strategy training.

The fndings presented here indicate that further empirical investi-
gations into the impact and time requirements of SM are needed before
accepting the hypothesis that SM training is effective and practical in the
classroom. Teachers must realize the possibility that there may be little or
no effect from SM and that a considerable amount of time may be needed
to implement it in the classroom.
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Reviews

Teaching English to the World: History, Curriculum, and
Practice. George Braine (Ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 2005. xx + 191 pp.

Reviewed by
Michael Lessard-Clouston
Biola University

George Braine’s book Teaching English to the World (TEW) is part of a
current line of publications with international perspectives on English
language teaching (ELT) (e.g., Burns, 2005; Lin & Martin, 2005). However,
unlike Burns’ (2005) collection, which documents and contributes to how
teachers are increasingly part of the globalization of English, and that of
Lin and Martin (2005), which brings a clearly critical perspective to bear
on ELT policies and practices, Braine’s book does exactly what its subtitle
suggests: it describes the history, curriculum, and practice of ELT in 15
diverse countries in Asia, Europe, the Middle East, and South America.
As with Braine’s (1999) anthology, the focus of TEW is on nonnative
English speaking (NNES) teachers and their experiences learning and
teaching English. The authors follow a standard format, beginning with
an introduction, an overview of the history of ELT in their country, then
an outline of the past and present curriculum for English at various levels
and in several contexts, and Fnally a biography (or autobiography) of one
English teacher, usually the author. This consistency is helpful as readers
go through various chapters, and it enables the authors to describe the
historical and current situation in their countries personally.

Following a preface and introduction by the editor, the different chap-
ters are arranged alphabetically using the countries’ names in English,
so TEW starts with Kanavillil and Cristina Rajagopalan’s summary of
ELT in Brazil and ends with Yasemin Kirkgoz’s outline of the situation
in Turkey. In between we learn and read about ELT in China (by He An
E), Germany (Claus Gnutzmann), Hong Kong (Icy Lee), Hungary (Peter
Medgyes), India (Premakumari Dheram), Indonesia (Junaidi Mistar),
Israel (Ofra Inbar-Lourie), Japan (Oda Masaki and Takada Tomoko),
Lebanon (Kassim Shaaban), Poland (Joanna Radwanska-Williams and
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Liliana Piasecka), Saudi Arabia (Khalid Al-Seghayer), Singapore (Anto-
nia Chandrasegaran), and Sri Lanka (Minoli Samarakkody and George
Braine). While space does not permit a summary of each chapter here,
numerous themes echo throughout TEW, such as the importance of in-
Tuential teachers in the authors’ lives, and the involvement of the British
Council in many contexts.

TEW is commendable for many reasons, and teachers, researchers, and
teacher trainers will fnd it to be a current and relevant resource. The over-
views of ELT curricula are short but helpful, and the personal accounts of
meeting the challenges of English learning and teaching are encouraging.
What comes across is just how complex and diverse ELT is in specifc
countries, as it involves numerous levels of language profciency, schools
(including kindergartens, elementary, middle, and secondary schools,
colleges and universities, all discussed in chapters here), and types of
students (e.g., academic vs. vocational). It is also interesting to read about
situations where English is the main or only foreign language (such as in
Japan or Saudi Arabia) versus those where it is just one of several foreign
languages (e.g., in Lebanon and Poland). Also communicated through
this book is the way in which English and teachers of English have been
involved, in various contexts, both in continuing and challenging some of
the hegemonic views of English and ELT. Readers in Japan, for example,
will identify with the impact of tests on English learning and teaching in
places as similar or different as Hong Kong, Israel, and Lebanon.

While some people might view this collection as one largely by and
for NNES teachers, as a native English speaker | believe this book is of
relevance to various audiences. Teachers preparing to go to one of the
countries above, for example, should consider the related chapter as re-
quired background reading, and teacher trainers who want to understand
any of these ELT contexts will also fnd this anthology useful. TEW offers
a wealth of information and numerous anecdotes on the ELT profession
around the world, including the sobering realities of low salaries and
high drop-out rates among ELT professionals (e.g., in China, Israel, and
Hungary), as well as encouraging stories of how relevant English edu-
cation is both to students and teachers. The importance of professional
development is evident throughout the book, and | valued insights from
writers such as Inbar-Lourie and Mistar, who share something of their
failings as well as their successes. | also appreciated the references to re-
search and works about ELT in various languages (apart from English),
and the (auto)biographies of English teachers, with whom | found myself
connecting on numerous levels—as a learner, teacher, researcher, and
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teacher educator. Reading these surveys of a wide range of countries and
ELT situations | also developed a renewed and growing respect for teach-
ers in developing countries (e.g., Indonesia), who struggle with many
realities that | have not faced in my own experiences in Africa, Asia, and
North America.

A book with such a broad title may be criticized for refecting the ELT
situation in a rather limited way in only 15 countries, particularly through
the eyes and experiences of just one (or, in three cases, two) writers per
country. Braine admits that South America is only represented by one
country (Brazil), and there is no chapter on a country in Africa or North
America. As with any edited collection, some chapters in TEW are better
written (and more easily read) than others, and the gems here include
those by well-known authors like Gnutzmann and Medgyes, as well as
those by individuals new to me, such as Al-Seghayer and Shaaban. Al-
though the format is standard, some of the teachers’ stories are written in
the frst person, while others are in the third person. There also seemed
to be occasional anti-U.S. sentiments and in a few cases misguided or
off-putting comments about native English speaking teachers (as in the
chapter on Japan). Yet if TEW’s chapters are read as personal narratives
representing the views of the authors, readers will fnd much from which
they can learn. | therefore highly recommend it.
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Practical English Usage (3rd ed.). Michael Swan. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2005. xxx + 658 pp.

Reviewed by
Fiona MacGregor
Josai International University

“Real language problems need practical solutions” declares the back
cover of Michael Swan’s Practical English Usage, and practicality pervades
the book, from its straightforward approach to almost every aspect of
the language to its example sentences that sound so natural you feel as
if you are eavesdropping on a conversation. Now in a fully revised third
edition, this classic reference work deserves a place on every teacher’s
bookshelf, as well as in libraries for higher-level learners to consult. In his
introduction, Swan sets out what the book does and does not do: “[It] is
not a complete guide to the English language . . . its purpose is. . . to give
learners and their teachers the most important information they need to
deal with common language problems” (p. x). The information mainly
addresses modern standard British English and “the book is not intended
as a systematic guide to American usage” (p. ix). However, where Ameri-
can style varies it is noted; one entry covers the main differences between
American and British usage.

For easier reference, this edition has a 6-page contents overview at the
front (replacing the former alphabetical list of entries) and a 35-page index
at the back. Another new feature is “Don’t say it! 130 common mistakes.”
This contains 35 examples each at basic, intermediate, and advanced
levels, plus 25 for very advanced learners, with corrections and keys to
the relevant explanatory section. Each list of errors could form the basis
for an in-class discussion and review. Entries have been updated, thus
the entry on correspondence, which covers formal and informal letter
writing, now has a second section on e-mail and text messages.

Of the 634 alphabetical entries, more than half are devoted to gram-
mar. However, this is not a book to consult for prescriptive rules, which
Swan says “are made by people who believe that they can improve a lan-
guage or protect it against change” (p. 291). Swan’s rules are descriptive
of what actually is happening to the language. A section on variation and
change details some trends such as comparative more replacing -er forms,
or who replacing whom. For complex items, such as modal auxiliary verbs,
the reader can consult the general entry for an overview, and then look
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up a particular verb for details; may and might, for example, take up eight
sections over six pages. Spoken grammar is also covered in entries on
contractions, short answers, tags, and reply questions.

In addition to American English, other varieties and styles included
are standard English and dialects, correctness, spoken and written Eng-
lish, formality, abbreviated styles, slang, and taboo and swear words. In
the latter category, the words are listed with their literal meanings and
starred according to their strength. Swan cautions students to be aware
not only that their use might offend their interlocutors, but also that “a
foreigner who uses swear words may give the impression of claiming
membership of a group that he or she does not belong to” (p. 565). Teach-
ers of reading will appreciate the extensive section on news headlines, in
which specifc features of their grammar and vocabulary are decoded.

Areas | found of particular interest were the multiple entries on deter-
miners, those little words that often cause big problems for my students;
the lists of basic meanings of common and useful prefxes and suffxes,
which could provide source material for exercises to expand vocabulary
and improve reading comprehension; and the eight-page section on dis-
course markers, where | learned, among other things, that e.g. actually
stands for exempli gratia. There are also entries on politeness including
“social” language which contains many useful conversational gambits,
distancing verb forms, and softening expressions. Topic areas include
age, dates, names and titles, telephoning, and telling the time. Spelling,
punctuation, and pronunciation are also addressed. A large number of
entries deal with lexical problems, such as easily confusable words or
expressions. The following are a few examples from over 80 entries: ac-
cept and agree; besides, except, and apart from, efficient and effective; maybe
and perhaps; say and tell; sensible and sensitive. Learners may fnd these
the most helpful sections, since this information is not often found in dic-
tionaries. Over a hundred words are dealt with individually, including
warnings where there may be “false friends.”

The last point above refects an occasional Eurocentric bias often found
in publications from Britain, and has less relevance to Japanese learners,
being primarily an issue for speakers of languages that contain words
that look the same in English. Perhaps there is a need for a guide to those
English loan words whose meanings have changed in Japanese. One area
I would like to see expanded is the entry on idioms, collocations, and
Txed expressions. At only two pages, this seems slight, given the current
emphasis on lexical approaches to language learning. These are, however,
minor points and do not constitute any weakness of the book.
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Even a work as comprehensive as this cannot cover everything, so
Swan frequently recommends that students consult a good dictionary, or
sometimes a grammar reference work, for more detail. Throughout the
book, there is extensive cross-referencing which can lead to fascinating, if
at times distracting, reading. All in all, | found it an awe-inspiring book
for its sheer scope and attention to detail. The style is clear, giving it the
distinction of being a reference book that is also a good read. | anticipate
it being a source of vital information for years to come.

Spoken English, TESOL and Applied Linguistics. Rebecca
Hughes (Ed.). New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006. pp. xx
+ 280.

Reviewed hy
Cheryl Kirchhoff
Meiji Gakuin High School

Hughes’ collection of essays by leading researchers in the feld of
speech discourse is a stimulating book for teachers who are thinking
critically about teaching spoken English. The essays pursue issues of
pronunciation, World Englishes, vague language in speaking, analysis
of classroom discourse, and the role of speech in language learning
theory. Hughes’ previous book, Teaching and Researching Speaking (2002),
complained that, “The role of mode and the status of speech in language
acquisition paradigms has been remarkably undertheorized” (p. 24). Her
new book responds to that need and showcases authors who are leading
the way to new theories and applications for spoken English in TESOL.
The aims of the book are twofold: one, to highlight current research and
issues on spoken discourse, and two, to discuss how these insights will
affect language teaching. Most of the essays are faithful to these aims and
discuss current qualitative research, implications, and ideas for applica-
tion to classroom teaching.

The twelve essays are divided into four parts, each focusing on an issue
of spoken language research. Part 1 deals with native speaker attitudes
towards language learners, particularly the state of World Englishes and
negative attitudes that hinder communication. Authors in Hong Kong
describe their experiences over the last 10 years as the World Englishes
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(WE) paradigm has been replaced with a priority on native-like accent.
Unique sociopolitical infuences behind this change are uncovered leav-
ing the authors with doubts about the future of WE. The second essay
shows evidence that communication problems between native and non-
native speakers can be caused by negative attitudes of the native speaker.
Successful communication requires both interlocutors to make an effort.
The researcher found that native speakers with negative attitudes toward
nonnative speakers use various avoidance strategies that hinder commu-
nication. Both essays suggest that all English users, particularly native
speakers, should be made aware of worldwide varieties of English. This
view is echoed by Canagarajah (2006) in “TESOL at forty: What are the
Issues?,” in which he describes the need to teach students to be able to
“shuttle between communities” in our multidialectal world (p. 26).

Part 2 focuses on elements of prosody: intonation and speech rhythm
and how they relate to turntaking in conversation. Ann \WWennerstrom, in
her essay on intonation, reviews reasons why intonation is essential for
comprehension and comprehensibility. Intonation organizes discourse
“much as the formatting conventions of subtitles and paragraph indenta-
tions do in written discourse” (p. 75). Intonation also shows the speak-
er’s intentions at sentence endings, for example, rising intonation with
echo questions or a fat extension when hesitating in a word search. Her
microanalysis of a Japanese learner revealed how the learner’s analytic
approach to speech hindered intonation and comprehensibility. She sug-
gests explicit instruction of lexical chunks and intonational phrases to
improve comprehensibility. Teachers’ “foreign talk” to learners was also
analyzed and found to contain unnatural intonation. Recent research on
rhythm in speech is presented in an essay by Ee Ling Low. The former way
of describing languages as “stress timed” and “syllable timed” is now
acknowledged to be less a dichotomy and more a continuum. Investiga-
tion of speech rhythm revealed that nonnative speakers have far fewer
reduced vowels in their speech when compared to native speakers.

Part 3 highlights several aspects of teaching spoken discourse includ-
ing the need for prioritizing speech over writing in language teaching,
the overlooked but important role of vague language in speaking, and
new approaches to analyzing classroom discourse. Anna Mauranen’s
essay advocating a greater priority to be placed on spoken language is
particularly thought provoking. She recounts how research into aspects
of speech (pragmatics, discourse analysis, conversational analysis) have
“revitalized linguistics and challenged the adequacy of sentence-based
models which have developed from analyzing written language or
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invented sentences” (p. 143). Increasing globalization has resulted in a
growing need for teaching spoken communication. New corpus studies
on spoken language and the analysis of conversation have given evidence
that speaking is highly organized and requires more skills than writing.
She challenges teachers and linguists to acknowledge that in order to
equip learners with the skills needed for real-world language use, spoken
language needs to have priority over written language.

The fourth and fnal part of the book focuses on assessment, evaluat-
ing learners’ speaking progress, and measuring learners’ mental func-
tions. Neither article offers useful insight for assessing speaking in the
classroom. John Levis’ essay criticizes existing pronunciation assessment
methods as haphazard or for having relative standards. He suggests
evaluating for intelligibility and fuency, but gives no clear direction on
how to measure these qualities. The fnal essay describes sociocultural
theory and suggests new ways to assess psychological processes involved
in language learning.

For teachers desiring to keep up with current research trends in speech
pedagogy this book presents a stimulating collection of essays. While not
a book of practical teaching applications, it does give plenty of food for
thought about deeper or broader issues concerning teaching speaking.
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The Language of Language: Core Concepts in Linguistic
Analysis (2nd ed.). Madalena Cruz-Ferreira and Sunita
Ann Abraham. Singapore: Prentice Hall, 2006. xvii + 266

Pp.

Reviewed hy
Byron O'Neill
Kyoto Notre Dame University

The Language of Language: Core Concepts in Linguistic Analysis (2nd ed.) is
a student-centered, interactive textbook based on author Madalena Cruz-
Ferreira’s lecture notes for an introductory undergraduate linguistics
course at the National University of Singapore. It consists of 12 chapters
that can be organized into 6 sections—an introduction, morphology, pho-
nology, grammar, meaning, and language usage. The authors state in the
preface that their goal is to “encourage informed thinking about issues
relating to language structure and use, by discussing as broad a sample
as possible, in a book of this size, of the kinds of activities that linguists
busy themselves with” (p. xiii). They achieve this by assuming no prior
knowledge of the feld and by being selective in what they include.

Each chapter is divided into seven parts. The frst part is the “Chap-
ter Preview,” where a series of open-ended questions set the tone. An
“Introduction” then serves to create a link from any previous chapters
before presenting the “Main Content,” which is separated into numbered
subsections for ease of reference. Multiple “Activity” boxes provide
thought-provoking tasks that invite readers to review and interact with
the information presented so far. “Food for Thought” presents relevant
quotations from renowned linguists. Finally, a short bibliography for
“Further Reading” is followed by a list of “References.”

The frst section of the book serves as an introduction to the study of
language by describing its universality and diversity. Chapter 1 begins
by defning language as a mode of communication between humans and
the various forms and functions that this involves. A brief examination
of some key features of language is followed by an introduction to the
scientifc examination of language. Chapter 2 explores how languages are
related to each other through discussions of variation, the classifcations
of language families, language shift, and universal grammar.

The next two sections discuss how linguistic meaning is presented
through words, which acts as a foundation for a discussion on speech
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sounds. Chapter 3 is an introduction to morphology through an examina-
tion of English word classes and morphemes. Chapter 4 looks at how and
why new words are constructed. Chapter 5 defnes phonetics and pho-
nology before showing how speech sounds are biologically produced.
The different types of sounds are discussed before the reader is shown
how they could be transcribed and analyzed with the International Pho-
netic Alphabet (IPA) and Distinctive Feature (DF) approaches. Chapter 6
closely examines the role phonemes play in everyday language use and
introduces the reader to phonemic systems and analysis.

The fourth section addresses sentence-level grammar. Chapter 7 be-
gins with syntax and constituency, and follows up with phrases, phrase
structure, and recursion. Tree diagrams are used to illustrate some of
the more diffcult concepts. Chapter 8 deals with sentence structure by
discussing syntactic form and function, obligatory and optional sentence
constituents, and verb categories.

Semantics and pragmatics are explored in the next section. Chapter 9
initially looks at the concept of meaning through four parameters: sense
vs. reference, denotation vs. connotation, literal vs. metaphorical, and
compositional vs. idiomatic. Semantic shift and the relationship between
meaning and sound, spelling, other words, and between sentences is also
discussed. Chapter 10 looks at the functions that language performs with
information on speech acts, the Cooperative Principle, politeness, and the
organization of conversation.

The fnal section gives an overview of discourse and language com-
munities. Chapter 11 starts by examining the structure of information
within and across clauses before analyzing discourse patterns. Chapter
12 serves as an observation of groups of language speakers categorized
as native, bilingual, and The Others, a euphemism used by the authors
to describe nonnative users of language. Language loss, language endan-
germent, and language death are also covered.

The Language of Language: Core Concepts in Linguistic Analysis (2nd ed.)
explores the nature of the English language, and suggests ways in which
students and linguists can study it. My only criticism is that it focuses
much more on the former than on the latter. This book would be more
valuable with less emphasis on the mechanics of language, which the
authors feel is a necessary prerequisite to understanding the science of
its examination. Perhaps this is so, but for those interested in the topics
suggested in the subtitle, a more balanced approach might be more ef-
fective.
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Text, Context, Pretext: Critical Issues in Discourse Analysis.
Henry G. Widdowson. Oxford: Blackwell, 2004. x + 185 pp.

Reviewed by
Gerry Lassche
Miyagi Gakuin Women’s University

Henry Widdowson, the father of applied linguistics, has written Text,
Context, Pretext to give a wake-up call to the feld of discourse analysis. In
this volume, Widdowson compellingly argues that discourse analysis in
its best known faces is being confused with interpretation, displaying a
functional fallacy, as he refers to it. As a result of poorly thought out meth-
odologies and guiding philosophies, the feld is in disarray, and runs the
risk of being sidelined altogether, if it does not present a more objective
and systematic treatment of analyzing language.

On the face of it, the application of this book to classroom teaching is
tenuous. While Widdowson’s work (1984; 1990) in applied linguistics has
been infuential, the current volume makes no direct reference to language
teaching. Even his past work (especially Widdowson 1979; 1984) has had
limited impact on language teaching, as Widdowson’s writing tends to
be quite dense, with long-winding arguments not organized in a more
reader-friendly manner. For example, | feel that Widdowson’s important
dichotomy of genuine texts versus authentic practice is still misapplied in
the ELT literature and remains the minority view in discussions regarding
these topics for this very reason. Potentially, this book could be relegated
to a similar status due to its style of presentation. On the other hand, how
to treat texts, what is context and how it shapes language, what agendas
speakers have—all of these are very important questions that teachers
need to keep in the back of their minds as they prepare their lessons. Such
questions inform the relevance, the authenticity, the heart of curriculum
design by asking: what shall be the content of our teaching?

The book is divided into 10 chapters, the frst 5 dealing with the con-
cepts outlined in the title of the book. In Chapter 1, text and discourse
are differentiated. Discourse is the process of interpretation, of mean-
ing negotiation, between people. The language that emerges from this
process is text. This reiterates the position that Widdowson (1979) takes
earlier, that text-ness does not reside as an intrinsic quality of the text, but
is instead a quality conferred by its users.
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In Chapter 2, Widdowson tackles Halliday’s systemic functional (S/F)
linguistics. While S/F is credited for its description of language compo-
nents, Widdowson insists that these components do not code particular
functional interpretations. The reason for this is that such evaluations can
only be made with due reference to context, the content of Chapter 3. In
this chapter, a historical analysis of how the concept of context is treated
by signifcant contributors, as is how relevance theory (RT) only chooses
to pay attention to particular aspects of context in its judgments of what
texts “mean.” Corpus analysis (CA), the examination of what kind of lan-
guage patterns, especially lexical, tend to occur in similar contexts, is the
subject of Chapter 4. In S/F, the particular language used in a particular
setting for a particular purpose is referred to as genre, which | would sug-
gest is conceptually similar to co-text, but of which Widdowson makes no
mention. Finally, “pretext,” the agenda or intention that language users
bring to the table when negotiating meaning, and its impact are discussed
in Chapter 5.

The fnal fve chapters discuss how different approaches to text and
discourse analysis have fallen short of being systematic, and thus have
lost credibility. Chapter 6 criticizes critical discourse analysis (CDA) for
being selectively attentive to particular features of text and context—in
effect, for using a politically-motivated pretext in its methodology. CDA
brings so much data to bear on a text, that researchers are forced for prac-
tical reasons to focus on individual language features to study. The result-
ing discriminate choosing of features is reminiscent of CDA's failing, and
this dilemma is described in Chapter 7. “Analysis and interpretation”
is the focus of Chapter 8: what do these concepts mean? Where many
linguists criticize literary critical interpretation, Widdowson defends it as
an approach that unabashedly makes private interpretations. He goes on
to contend that since these interpretations are universally different, they
cannot be subjected to devaluation for simply being academic, nor can
CDAs be elevated for being exclusively sociopolitical.

In Chapter 9, the methodologies of the different approaches to text
and discourse analysis are subjected to a fnal review and are found lack-
ing given their selective attention to language features which support
the view that they have brought to the text. Widdowson concludes in
Chapter 10 by calling for more scientifc (i.e. systematic and objective)
methodologies, which in turn would be more credible and authoritative
for public consumption.

To my recollection, | have not read a more comprehensively scathing
review of ELT-related research anywhere, as this volume has not exactly
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followed the guidelines for winning friends. But because it does not pull
any punches, it will infuence thinking. Coupling wit with incisive logic
supported by specifc and numerous illustrations, this volume scores
some mighty hits on current approaches and eminent names in the feld
of linguistics. Reading this book is like having someone pull the curtains
back on the political and ideological battles being waged in academia.
The book is an education in these epic scenes, but | am glad not to be one
of the actors referred to in its pages.

Text, Context, and Pretext is not light reading, but reading it will reward
the committed language researcher, student of linguistics, and even class-
room teacher. | had to read Chapter 3 several times before | could make
sense of it (and that only after proceeding to read Chapter 6 and 7 and
then going back). Yet, the book was stimulating for its innovative treat-
ment of concepts and aggressive use of style, and | would recommend it
as a must-read for anyone with an interest in how language is and should
be evaluated, in a spectrum ranging from the sociopolitical (for instance,
Lakoff, 2004) to the educational and language learning realms.
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