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Following Dornyei’s (2001a) definition of demotivation, this paper focused on spe-
cific external forces that Japanese high school students may experience and that
might cause their motivation to be reduced. On the basis of Kikuchi’s (in press)
qualitative study and other former studies, we developed a 35-item questionnaire to
gather quantitative data. The participants were 112 learners of English from three
private universities in Tokyo and Shizuoka, Japan. They were asked to complete the
questionnaire on the Internet. Using factor analysis, five factors were extracted: (a)
Course Books, (b) Inadequate School Facilities, (c) Test Scores, (d) Noncommunica-
tive Methods, and (e) Teachers’ Competence and Teaching Styles. Based on these re-
sults, we discuss possible demotivating factors in English classrooms in high schools
in Japan.
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and many researchers (e.g., Crookes & Schmidt, 1991; Dérnyei,

2001a; Oxford, 1996) have investigated how students can be moti-
vated. For instance, there are several influential theories such as attribu-
tion theory (Weiner, 1992), self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1993), self-worth
theory (Covington, 1992), goal-setting theories (Locke & Latham, 1990),
and self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) which attempt to explain
the complex concept of motivation. Among these researchers, Dérnyei, in
particular, has done extensive research on practical aspects of motivation
such as the question of how teachers can help to improve learner motivation
in classrooms (Dornyei, 2001b).

Dornyei (2001a) has defined demotivation as “specific external [italics
added] forces that reduce or diminish the motivational basis of a behavioral
intention or an ongoing action” (p. 143). Following Dornyei’s definition of
demotivation, which only concerns external forces that reduce or diminish
learners’ motivation, this paper focuses on external forces that may cause
Japanese high school students to lose motivation.

In the United States, demotivation has been investigated mainly in the
field of instructional communication (Christophel & Gorham, 1995; Gorham
& Christophel, 1992; Gorham & Millette, 1997; Kearney, Plax, Hays, & Ivey,
1991; Zhang, 2007). About a decade ago, demotivation began to draw atten-
tion from researchers in L2 learning and teaching as well. Dérnyei (2001a)
presented the main demotivating factors identified in an unpublished study
(Dornyei, 1998, as cited in Dornyei, 2001a) which questioned 50 secondary
school students in Budapest, Hungary, studying either English or German
as a foreign language. In this study, conducted through structured 10-30
minute interviews with participants who were identified by their teachers
or peers as being demotivated, nine areas of concern emerged. These areas
are presented based on Dornyei (200143, p. 151) in order of their frequency
below:

l earners’ motivation is an important factor in language learning,

1. Teachers’ personalities, commitment, competence, teaching methods.

2. Inadequate school facilities (very big group, not the right level, or
frequent change of teachers).

3. Reduced self-confidence due to their experience of failure or lack of
success.

4. Negative attitude toward the foreign language studied.
Compulsory nature of the foreign language study.
6. Interference of another foreign language that pupils are studying.

v
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7. Negative attitude toward the community of the foreign language spo-

ken.

8. Attitudes of group members.

9. Course books used in class.

Dornyei identified these nine categories from a subset of 75 comments
that concerned demotivating factors in the interview transcripts. Moreover,
he found that 30 occurrences (40% of the total) concerned the first category,
related to teachers.

Recently, several survey studies have been reported concerning Japa-
nese learners who study English as a foreign language (Arai, 2004; Falout
& Maruyama, 2004; Hasegawa, 2004; Kikuchi, in press; Tsuchiya, 2004a,
2004b, 2006a, 2006b). In her exploratory study, Arai asked 33 univer-
sity students, most of whom majored in English and were considered to be
highly proficient in English, to report whether they had had demotivating
experiences in foreign language classrooms and to describe the experiences
and their immediate reactions to those experiences. Of the 33 students, two
reported that they had not had such demotivating experiences. The remain-
ing 31 students’ reports (N = 105) covered English classes in their elemen-
tary school, junior high school, senior high school, university, and private
cram school. Arai collected 105 comments and categorized them into the
following four areas: (a) Teachers, (b) Classes, (c) Class Atmosphere, and
(d) Others. She found that the number of reports about the first category,
Teachers, accounted for 46.7% of total reports, followed by Classes (36.2%),
the second category. The third category, Class Atmosphere, was the least
reported (13.3%).

To investigate the sources of demotivation, Hasegawa (2004) adminis-
tered a questionnaire with open-ended questions to 125 junior high school
students and 98 senior high school students. She carried out qualitative anal-
yses of both junior and senior high school students’ responses. She reported
that teachers were the subject of student-report focus. Thus, she suggested
that inappropriate teacher behaviors may make “the strongest impact” on
student demotivation, amongst other factors (p. 135). Whereas most of the
previous studies used retrospective methods and asked university students
to reflect on past experiences, Hasegawa'’s research is significant for hav-
ing interviewed junior and senior high school students directly. However,
her participants came from only one public junior high school and only one
private senior high school, and therefore, it may be difficult to generalize her
findings to other junior or high school students.
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Faloutand Maruyama (2004) attempted to examine whether demotivating
factors before entering college differ between lower proficiency and higher
proficiency learners of English. They administered a 49-item questionnaire,
developed mainly on the basis of categories presented in Dérnyei (2001a),
to 164 university students from two science departments. The participants
were selected from two different levels of proficiency as measured by an in-
house institutional test. Their major findings were (a) that the areas of de-
motivation for the lower proficiency group were self-confidence, attitudes
toward the L2 itself, courses, teachers, and attitudes of group members (in
descending order); (b) that for the higher proficiency group, self-confidence
was the most important determinant with the other factors being relatively
neutral; (c) that both the higher and lower proficiency groups reported that
they had been demotivated before; and (d) that the lower proficiency group
started to develop negative attitudes towards English earlier than the higher
proficiency group. One point to be made is that although they aimed at find-
ing the difference between students at higher and lower proficiency levels,
it seems that the actual proficiency levels of the two groups did not differ
much, judging from their description of the students’ proficiency:

LP [lower-proficiency group] and HP [higher-proficiency group]
averages were 49 and 78 points [out of 100 possible scores for the
institutional placement test] respectively, with corresponding TOEIC
score averages at 300 and 347 (Falout & Maruyama, 2004, p. 4).

Both the lower and higher proficiency groups may have had little interest
in studying English from the beginning. In other words, the researchers did
not distinguish between demotivated and motivated learners. Thus, it is not
clear that they explored what diminished the motivation of students who at
one time had had some motivation to study English.

In order to understand the cause of demotivation, especially among col-
lege students who think they are not good at English and whose motivation
is low, Tsuchiya (2004a, 2004b) developed a 26-item questionnaire based
on literature in educational psychology (e.g., Ichikawa, 2001; Sakurai, 1997)
to explore demotivating factors among college students. She administered
the questionnaire to three groups of students: 204 freshmen majoring in en-
gineering and considered to be low-proficiency learners of English (2004a),
and both 90 freshmen majoring in engineering with high proficiency, and
163 freshmen or sophomores majoring in English or international relations
who were considered to be highly motivated and proficient (2004b). She did
not state the precise time of administration, but it can be inferred that the
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questionnaire was administered soon after the students entered university.
A factor analysis showed a six-factor solution: (a) Sense of English Useless-
ness, (b) Sense of Incompetence, (c) Little Admiration, (d) Inconsistent Way
of Studying, (e) Sense of Discouragement, and (f) Lack of Acceptance.
Combining her own studies (Tsuchiya, 2004a; 2004b) with categories
presented in Dornyei (2001a) and the findings of Falout and Maruyama
(2004), Tsuchiya (2006a; 2006b) listed nine areas of demotivation: (a)
teachers, (b) classes, (c) compulsory nature of English study, (d) negative at-
titude toward the English-speaking community, (e) negative attitude toward
English itself, (f) lack of self-confidence, (g) negative group attitude, (h) lack
of a positive English speaking model, and (i) ways of learning. In order to
investigate how lower proficiency English learners can be divided into dif-
ferent types of learners, she developed a 37-item questionnaire based on
these nine categories and administered it to 129 freshmen (2006a) soon
after they entered university. Based on the results of an English proficiency
test, she divided the students into two groups: low-proficiency group (n =
72) and high-proficiency group (n = 57). The results showed that significant
differences were found between the two groups in all nine factors of demo-
tivation. The low-proficiency group rated higher than the high-proficiency
group on every factor. In addition, the rank order of demotivating factors
differed between the groups. Tsuchiya (2006b) analyzed the data from the
low-proficiency group with a cluster analysis and showed that the group
was divided into four subgroups with different characteristics in terms of
demotivation. Using ANOVA, she found that the mean scores for the factors,
except “compulsory nature of English study,” were significantly different
among the four groups. Especially, she found a large difference in two factors
(“lack of a positive English speaking model” and “negative attitude toward
the English-speaking community”). In summary, Tsuchiya (2004a, 2004b,
20064, 2006b) demonstrated that the motivational state of low-proficiency
learners of English is different from high-proficiency learners and that there
are distinct groups even among the lower proficiency learners of English.
Considering the above studies, it is arguable that one of the most salient de-
motivating factors may be teacher related and that demotivating factors may
be different for learners with different proficiency levels. However, because the
number of studies is quite small, further research on demotivating factors is
necessary. Particularly, the following points remain unclear. First, most of the
previous studies, except for Arai (2004) and Hasegawa (2004), did not address
the issue of time of demotivation. Second, some instruments used in the previ-
ous studies were not constructed so as to elicit demotivating instances; instead,
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they asked about environmental conditions surrounding the learners. For ex-
ample, in the Tsuchiya study (2006a), students were first asked whether or not
they liked studying English and then were asked to answer 37 questions about
their English learning experiences. One of these 37 items asked respondents
if their teacher was good at teaching. Although this information was useful for
comparing characteristics of students who liked English with students who did
not, it is not clear from the way the survey was structured whether or not the
teacher’s teaching skills were directly connected with learner demotivation. In
other words, she did not ask the students to clarify what caused them to be
demotivated. Thus, it is necessary for prompts to more clearly elicit students’
responses about demotivating experiences. Third, most studies were based on
Doérnyei’s (1998, as cited in Dornyei, 2001a) nine categories of demotivation or
on psychological models such as self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Ryan & Deci, 2002). The applicability of these frameworks to Japanese learners
of English has not yet been successfully demonstrated. Thus, questionnaires
developed based on these frameworks may or may not produce valid scores for
Japanese learners of English.

The current study was an attempt to overcome the foregoing problems. To
do this, we first focused on demotivating experiences at senior high schools.
Second, we devised the questionnaire with clear instructions before the
questionnaire items so that we could elicit demotivating instances more
directly (see the Materials section for instructions in Japanese). Third, we
followed Brown'’s (2001, p. 78) suggestion for survey research regarding the
sequential use of interviews and questionnaires in developing instrumenta-
tion designed for the Japanese population. Before our study, an exploratory
and qualitative study was conducted (Kikuchi, in press). Kikuchi examined
demotivating factors for students in Japanese public and private high
schools by asking university students to reflect on their experience in high
school. In his study, he conducted interviews with five university students
from three different colleges and administered a questionnaire with open-
ended questions to 47 university students of a public university in Japan.
By using matrices as a method for reduction and display of the qualitative
data (Brown, p. 216), he found the following five categories to be salient:
(a) teachers’ behavior in the classroom, (b) grammar translation method
used, (c) tests/university entrance exam related, (d) memorization nature
of class/vocabulary related, and (e) textbook/reference book related. On the
basis of Kikuchi’s findings, we developed a 35-item questionnaire to gather
quantitative data to answer the following research questions:
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(a) What are salient demotivating factors for Japanese high school
students?

(b) Which factors are the most demotivating for this population?
In addition, we collected qualitative data to augment the quantitative data.

Method

Participants

To explore demotivating factors for high school students in Japan, we
chose university students who had had at least 6 years of English study at
junior and senior high schools and asked them to report their high school
experiences. The participants in this study were 112 learners of English
(38 males and 74 females) from three private universities in Japan (School
A, School B, and School C). They were students in classes taught by one of
the authors in the spring semester of 2006. Originally, 117 students par-
ticipated, but responses from five participants were discarded because they
did not provide consent. Forty-eight participants (27 males and 21 females)
from School A, which is located in Shizuoka, were majoring in international
relations. Forty-one participants from School B, a women’s college located
in a suburban area of Tokyo, were females majoring in English literature.
Twenty-three (11 males and 12 females) participants from School C, a col-
lege located in central Tokyo, were economics and management majors. Un-
fortunately, English proficiency levels were not available; however, because
most of the participants (n = 89) majored in international relations and
English literature, motivation was assumed to be moderately high.

The participants’ ages were 18 (n = 57), 19 (n = 38), 20 (n = 16), and
21 (n = 1). Fifty participants indicated graduation from public high schools
and 62 participants indicated graduation from private high schools. Of the
112 participants, 11 participants reported that they had had experience liv-
ing outside Japan for more than one year. These 11 participants were not
excluded from the analysis because they reported that they had graduated
from high schools in Japan.

Instrumentation

We developed the 35-item questionnaire for this study (see Appendixes A
and B) based mainly on the learners’ responses to questions in Kikuchi (in
press). In addition, referring to Arai (2004) and Tsuchiya (2006a; 2006b),
items concerning ways of learning (Item 9) and relationships of learners in
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classrooms (Items 28 and 29) were added. Furthermore, because Tsuchiya
(20044a; 2004b; 2006a; 2006b) and Falout and Maruyama (2004) included
several items operationalizing possible internal factors, we decided to in-
clude three items related to internal factors (Items 32, 33, and 34).
Following Brown (2001, p. 62), we piloted the questionnaire with 15
university students to check the wording of the items. The final version of
the questionnaire consisted of three parts: questions about learners’ back-
grounds, questions about demotivating factors, and open-ended questions
about their experiences of being motivated and demotivated. For the 35-
item questionnaire, a 5-point Likert scale was applied: 1. not true for me, 2.
not true for me so much, 3. cannot say either “true” or “not true,” 4. true for me
to some degree, and 5. true for me. Thus, the greater the number, the stronger
the demotivating factor. For the open-ended questions, the following two
items were made: “Write your experiences about situations in which your
motivation to study English was heightened” and “Write your experiences
regarding times when your motivation to study English was decreased.” All
instructions and items in the questionnaires were written in the partici-
pants’ first language, Japanese. The survey website, Surveymonkey (Survey-
monkey.com, 2006), was used to administer the questionnaire.

Procedure

Participants filled in the questionnaire in April and July 2006 during
English class time. It took 20 to 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire.
Responses were stored on the server, and the data was then imported from
the server into an Excel spreadsheet format for the analysis.

Results

Salient Demotivating Factors

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for each item. Most of the means,
except for items 1, 7, 13, and 14, were lower than 3.00.

Before performing factor analysis, we checked the assumptions for the
method (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) in terms of normality, linearity, univari-
ate and multivariate outliers, absence of multicollinearity and singularity,
and factorability of R. Regarding normality, several items were extremely
positively skewed. Thus, to check for floor and ceiling effects, we examined
whether the mean scores minus or plus one standard deviation fell within
the range of the Likert scale. Because floor effects were found for eight items
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(15, 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, and 34), these eight items were excluded from the

factor analysis.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for University Students

Questionnaire Responses (N =112)

7

No M SD  Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5

1 3.30 1.31 -0.36 -0.83 14% 9% 31% 23% 22%
2 2.77 1.27 0.10 -1.08 24% 23% 24% 23% 9%
3 2.96 1.28 -0.05 -1.12 21% 23% 21% 28% 12%
4 2.68 1.32 0.26 -1.11 21% 25% 21% 20% 11%
5 2.78 1.26 0.10 -0.97 13% 21% 29% 20% 10%
6 2.93 1.39 -0.04 -1.32 23% 21% 16% 28% 14%
7 3.06 1.28 -0.09 -1.09 23% 23% 21% 28% 14%
8 2.66 1.33 0.32 -1.15 15% 30% 14% 21% 11%
9 2.67 1.25 0.17 -0.97 15% 21% 29% 19% 8%
10 2.88 1.22 0.03 -1.01 36% 26% 24% 26% 9%
11 2.84 1.21 0.13 -0.87 13% 26% 29% 21% 10%
12 2.41 1.38 0.57 -0.97 9% 23% 16% 14% 11%
13 3.12 1.35 -0.06 -1.31 42% 29% 13% 28% 19%
14 334 1.25 -0.25 -0.91 14% 17% 28% 24% 22%
15* 213 1.26 0.92 -0.24 18% 27% 14% 10% 7%
16 2.99 1.26 0.02 -0.94 16% 21% 29% 21% 14%
17 2.81 1.23 0.04 -1.07 21% 25% 23% 26% 8%
18 2.96 1.23 -0.15 -1.00 27% 20% 26% 29% 9%
19 2.55 1.20 0.44 -0.73 37% 33% 22% 16% 7%
20 2.29 1.04 0.47 -0.36 21% 32% 29% 9% 3%
21 2.14 1.09 0.61 -0.43 36% 26% 27% 8% 3%
22 2.65 1.18 0.07 -1.00 32% 23% 29% 22% 4%
23 2.14 1.06 0.58 -0.35 27% 26% 29% 6% 3%
24 2.39 1.16 0.18 -1.04 40% 16% 35% 14% 3%
25 2.37 1.11 0.45 -0.40 30% 28% 32% 9% 4%
26%  2.16 1.19 0.66 -0.65 66% 23% 21% 13% 4%
27 2.49 1.28 0.32 -1.09 54% 22% 21% 20% 6%
28* 146 071 1.40 1.06 42% 23% 10% 1% 0%
29*  1.77 098 1.07 0.29 41% 23% 17% 5% 1%
30*  2.05 1.12 0.82 -0.27 31% 27% 19% 10% 3%
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No M SD  Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5

31 2.01 1.05 0.83 0.07 44% 28% 23% 5% 3%
32 2.38 1.32 0.68 -0.72 46% 32% 13% 13% 10%
33%  2.07 1.20 0.95 0.05 23% 23% 21% 5% 6%
34* 198 1.12 0.97 0.11 0% 25% 19% 7% 4%
35 2.47 1.12 0.33 -0.58 0% 28% 32% 13% 4%

Note. The standard error of skewness is 0.23; the standard error of kurtosis
is 0.45; the asterisk (*) indicates an item removed from the following factor
analysis.

The dimensionality of the 27 items was analyzed using principal axis fac-
tor analysis. To determine the number of factors to rotate, two criteria were
used: the scree plot and the interpretability of the factor solution. Six factors
were rotated using the direct oblimin rotation procedure.! For interpreta-
tions of factor loadings, we used the criterion of .40 or above on the basis of
Field (2005, p. 638) and Stevens (2002, p. 395). Because one of the six fac-
tors contained only one item (Item 25) with a factor loading above .40, the
factor was eliminated. The rotated solution is shown in Table 2. A detailed
examination of the statements loading on each factor suggested the follow-
ing factor labels: (a) Course Books, (b) Inadequate School Facilities, (c) Test
Scores, (d) Noncommunicative Methods, and (e) Teachers’ Competence and
Teaching Styles. Table 2 also indicates which items had a loading of .40 or
higher on each factor and the reliability coefficients as measured by Cron-
bach’s alpha. The reliability coefficients ranged from .71 to .85 indicating
reasonably high internal consistencies (see Field, 2005, p. 668).

Table 2. Factor Analysis of Demotivation

No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
Factor 1: Course Books (a =.73)
17 English passages in the .646
textbooks were too long.
16 Topics of the English pas- .635

sages used in lessons were
not interesting,.
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No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5
18 English sentences dealt with ~ .499

in the lessons were difficult
to interpret.
Factor 2: Inadequate School Facilities (« =.85)
21 Computer equipment was -.888
not used.
23 The Internet was not used. -.788
22 Visual materials (such as -.697
videos and DVDs) were not
used.
24 LL equipment was not used. -576
Factor 3: Test Scores (« =.79)
8 Igotlow scores on tests -.894
(such as mid-term and final
examinations).
27 1could not do as well on -.809
tests as my friends.
7  Thad difficulty in memoriz- -468
ing words and phrases.
Factor 4: Noncommunicative Methods (« =.77)
4 Most of the lessons were .689
entrance examination
oriented.
1 Iseldom had chances to .599
communicate in English.
19 A great number of textbooks 469
and supplementary readers
were assigned.
3 Most of the lessons focused 427
on the grammar.
13 Teachers made one-way 420
explanations too often.
Factor 5: Teachers’ Competence and Teaching Styles (« =.71)
14 Teachers’ explanations were -617

not easy to understand.
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No Items F1 F2 F3 F4 F5

11 Teachers’ pronunciation of -581
English was poor.

12 Teachers ridiculed students’ -522
mistakes.

10 The pace of lessons was not -428
appropriate.

Comparison of Demotivating Factors

To examine whether the five factors differ in terms of the participants’
responses, the mean scores of items loading on the five factors were cal-
culated and compared using a one-way repeated-measures analysis of
variance (ANOVA). Table 3 indicates the descriptive statistics for each factor.
Before performing the ANOVA, we checked that all assumptions underlying
ANOVAs were met (Green & Salkind, 2005, p. 230). Regarding normality, as
Table 3 shows, the z score of kurtosis for the mean score of items loading on
factor 3 (Test Scores) was -2.10, obtained by dividing the value for kurtosis
(-0.95) by the standard error (0.45). The value was significant at p < 5%
(Field, 2005, p. 72). This indicates violation of the assumption of normality
for factor 3; however, because the sample size was substantially larger (N =
112) than the recommended value of 30 by Green and Salkind (p. 230), we
decided to continue performing the ANOVA. Moreover, since the sphericity
assumption was found to be violated, the degrees of freedom were corrected
using the Greenhouse-Geisser method.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Each Factor (N=112)

Factor K M SD  Skewness Kurtosis

1. Course Books 3 292 1.00 -0.10 -0.51

,.  Imadequate School 4 233 093 038  -027
Facilities

3. Test Scores 3 2.74 1.09 0.18 -0.95

4, Noncommunicative 5 292 093 -005  -0.54
Methods

5, Treachers’Competence 4 287 092 019 -0.32
and Teaching Styles

Note. The standard error of skewness is 0.23; the standard error of kurtosis
is 0.45.
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The ANOVA results showed a statistically significant difference among the
five factors (F[3.71,411.21] =12.03,p =.00). The effect size measured as par-
tial n? was .10 which was considered to be medium (Green & Salkind, 2005,
p. 178). For a post-hoc analysis, paired-samples t-tests were performed. The
alphalevel was set at.005 using a Bonferroni adjustment. The combinations
of factor 2 and the other factors showed statistically significant differences
whereas the other combinations did not yield statistically significant differ-
ences. Thus, factor 2 (Inadequate School Facilities), with a mean item score
of 2.33, differed from the other factors in that the participants considered
this factor to be less demotivating. On the other hand, the mean scores of
the items loading on the other four factors ranged from 2.74 to 2.92, which
is close to the midpoint of a 5-point scale. Thus, although these four factors
were considered to be more demotivating than factor 2, the mean scores did
not show that these factors were strong demotivators.

An Analysis of Students’ Comments

The five factors extracted through factor analysis were generally sup-
ported by the protocols regarding demotivating experiences obtained from
the participants. Of the 112 participants, 51% (n = 57) provided their expe-
riences, all of which were written in Japanese. We divided qualitative data
into categories based on the five factors. Thirty (53%) of the 57 protocols
were coded into single categories while 16 (28%) were coded into multiple
categories. Eleven (19%) were coded as others. The breakdown of the 30
protocols (those coded into single categories) was as follows: 13 for factor 3
(Test Scores), 9 for factor 4 (Noncommunicative Methods), and 8 for factor
5 (Teachers’ Competence and Teaching Styles). Similarly, the multiply coded
protocols mostly concerned factors 3, 4, and 5. No one made comments
about factors 1 and 2 (Course Books and Inadequate School Facilities).

As for factor 3, participants made some comments about difficulty in
memorizing words and phrases as in Item 7 (“I had difficulty in memorizing
words and phrases”) and about low scores on tests as in Item 8 (“I got low
scores on tests”). In addition, participants referred to difficulty in such skills
as reading and writing. Examples of comments related to Factor 3 were as
follows (the square brackets indicate student identification numbers):

e When I couldn’t get good results because I couldn’t memorize vocabu-

lary easily. [S49]

e When I can’t get a good score on tests. I start to feel that I'm not tal-

ented. [S38]
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e The experience that I didn’t understand English sentences. [S69]

e When I couldn’t compose since I couldn’t use grammar well or apply
basic knowledge. [S9]

The original comments were written in Japanese, but were translated into
English by the authors for display in this study.

As for factor 4, most of the comments focused on the noncommunica-
tive nature of the lessons as in Items 3 (“Most of the lessons focused on the
grammar”) and 4 (“Most of the lessons were entrance examination orient-
ed”). One participant remarked on a one-way type of teaching as in Item 13
(“Teachers made one-way explanations too often.”). Examples of comments
on Factor 4 were as follows:

e Since we focused on grammar not on communication in high school.

[S62]

e [started to have a hard time in English study once I got into high school.
I felt a big change from lessons focusing on communicating in English
in junior high schools to lessons focusing on grammar in senior high
schools, which was boring. [S68]

e Studying for university entrance examinations. [S42]

e “teachers’ noninteractive lessons.” I hate this. [S52]

As for factor 5, comments on teachers’ pronunciation, the pace of lessons
and teachers’ attitudes toward students were reported. These comments
are related to Items 11 (“Teachers’ pronunciation of English was poor”) and
10 (“The pace of lessons was not appropriate”). It is interesting that one re-
spondent noted teachers’ demotivated attitudes toward teaching. Examples
of these comments are as follows:

e I became demotivated when the teacher’s pronunciation was very much

like reading katakana. [S33]

e Since the teacher was just keeping up the pace of the lesson by himself.

[S66]
e Teacher’s demotivation toward teaching classes. [S41]

Some comments coded as “others” were related to the number of as-
signments, preparation for examinations, and lessons. These comments
were similar to Item 19 (“A great number of textbooks and supplementary
readers were assigned.”), but the participants not only commented on the
material for the assignment (see the comments by S82), but also mentioned
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the amount of test preparation and number of lessons (see the comments
by S81 and S85).
e When there were many assignments the teacher was too scary. [S82]
e [ started not to care about learning because there was a lot to memo-
rize (vocabulary, idioms, sentences) for mid-term/final exams. [S81]
e [ got demotivated when I had two English classes a day because of the

type of the universities that I wanted to go to when I was in my 3rd year.
[S85]

Other comments were not dealt with in the questionnaire. They concern
(a) comparison with other students, (b) study environments at home, (c)
teachers’ use of English, and (c) attendance of additional lessons.

e [ was compared with other students when I was studying for university

entrance examinations. [S51]

e When I was forced to participate in supplementary lessons. [S28]

e When I feel tired. When my room is dirty. [S47]

e [just couldn’t get along with the teacher. [S80]

e The fact that teacher uses English. [S91]

In addition, some comments concerned internal states such as “I felt
burdened.” These comments were not useful because we were interested in
what caused such internal states of demotivation.

Discussion and Conclusion

Concerning the first research question, the factor analysis indicated a
five-factor solution. The five factors extracted were (a) Course Books, (b)
Inadequate School Facilities, (c) Test Scores, (d) Noncommunicative Meth-
ods, and (e) Teachers’ Competence and Teaching Styles. Although no one
made comments about Course Books or Inadequate School Facilities, three
of these factors (Test Scores, Noncommunicative Methods, and Teachers’
Competence and Teaching Styles) were supported by the participants’
comments. As to the second research question, the second factor, labeled
Inadequate School Facilities, was found to be less frequently demotivating
than the others for the participants.

We discuss the findings mainly in terms of comparisons of the factor
structure with Dornyei’s (2001a) nine categories. With respect to these
categories of demotivation, four factors (Course Books, Inadequate School
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Facilities, Test Scores, and Teachers’ Competence and Teaching Styles)
observed in this study overlapped with Dornyei’s list, although there
were slight differences. For example, the factor of Inadequate School Fa-
cilities in Dornyei (2001a) referred to class size or allotments of teachers
whereas the factor of Inadequate School Facilities in this study is related
only to multimedia learning environments. One factor (Noncommunicative
Methods) is unique to this study. Of the nine categories proposed by Dérnyei
(2001a), five categories (negative attitude toward the foreign language
studied, compulsory nature of the foreign language studied, interference
of another foreign language that pupils are studying, negative attitude
toward the community of the foreign language spoken, and attitudes of
group members) were not observed in Kikuchi (in press) or in this study.
One of these differences (attitudes of group members) was discussed above,
and it is possible that the proficiency levels of the participants may have
influenced the results. These differences may be attributed to the English-
language learning context in Japan. For example, in Japan, English is taught
as a foreign language; in other words, most students rarely have opportuni-
ties to use English for communicative purposes outside classrooms. Thus,
it is possible that attitude toward the community of the foreign language
spoken may not be an influential demotivating factor. In addition, most Japa-
nese senior high school students study only English as a foreign language;
therefore, interference of another foreign language may be considered to
be unrelated with respect to Japanese learners of English. Furthermore,
although the 2003 Course of Study (the official guideline of the curricula
issued by Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology)
stipulates that the goal of the study of foreign languages is “to develop stu-
dents’ practical communication abilities such as understanding information
and the speaker’s or writer’s intention, and expressing their own ideas,
deepening the understanding of language and culture, and fostering a posi-
tive attitude toward communication through foreign languages” (Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, and Technology, 2003, 1), the reality seems to
be that most lessons still focus on explicit grammar instruction and prepara-
tion for university entrance examinations. On the basis of our finding that
Factor 4, Noncommunicative Methods (which focuses on grammar learning
or university entrance examination preparation without a communicative
use of English), was perceived to be demotivating by many participants, we
have inferred that such emphasis on grammar and examinations may func-
tion as a demotivating factor for Japanese learners of English.
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Dornyei (2005) has stated that, “past motivation research has typically
overlooked the negative motives” (p. 89). This study has thus tried to ex-
plore negative aspects of student motivation to learn English. Following
Brown’s (2001) guidance for survey research, we found five external demo-
tivating factors for Japanese learners of English. However, there are several
limitations to this study. First, we examined relatively successful learners of
English in a limited number of universities in Japan. Future studies need to
involve a variety of learners in terms of motivational states and proficiencies
in English. Second, we followed Ddrnyei’s definition of demotivation, and fo-
cused on external forces. Thus, this study has not investigated how internal
factors such as lack of self-confidence or learners’ attitudes toward English
would influence demotivation. To overcome these limitations, it is necessary
to examine the influences of internal factors as well as external factors on
demotivation and to investigate the relationships among the internal and
external factors. Third, this study was cross-sectional in its design. As such,
it was beyond the scope of this study to explore how L2 learners change in
their motivation over time, which can only be examined by a longitudinal
approach. Taking these issues into consideration, it will be necessary to ac-
cumulate more research in the future to deepen knowledge about L2 learn-
ers’ demotivation and obtain practical implications for teachers in Japan.

Note

1. Direct oblimin, one type of oblique rotation, maximizes the inter-
pretability of a model whose factors show inter-correlations with
one another (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 639). We selected direct
oblimin on the assumption that factors would be related to each other.

Keita Kikuchi teaches in the Foreign Language Center at Tokai Uni-
versity. He holds an M.A. in ESL from University of Hawai'i at Manoa.
Hideki Sakai teaches at Shinshu University. His current research interests
include classroom second language acquisition and psycholinguistic aspects
of listening and speaking.
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Appendix A

Question Items (Translated into English)

No Item

1 I seldom had chances to communicate in English.
2 Most of the lessons focused on translation.

3 Most of the lessons focused on grammar.
4
5

Most of the lessons were entrance examination oriented.
I was expected to use (or speak and write) grammatically correct
English.

6 [ was forced to memorize the sentences in the textbooks too often.

7 I had difficulty in memorizing words and phrases.

8 I got low scores on tests (such as mid-term and final examinations).

9 [ got lost in how to self-study for English lessons.

10  The pace of lessons was not appropriate.

11  Teachers’ pronunciation of English was poor.

12 Teachers ridiculed students’ mistakes.

13  Teachers made one-way explanations too often.

14  Teachers’ explanations were not easy to understand.

15  Teachers shouted or got angry.

16  Topics of the English passages used in lessons were not interesting.

17  English passages in the textbooks were too long.

18  English sentences dealt with in the lessons were difficult to interpret.

19 A great number of textbooks and supplementary readers were as-
signed.

20  Topics of the English passages used in lessons were old.

21  Computer equipment was not used.

22 Visual materials (such as videos and DVDs) were not used.

23 The Internet was not used.

24 LL equipment was not used.

25  Audio materials (such as CDs and tapes) were not used.
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No Item

26  The number of students in classes was large.

27  Icould not do as well on tests as my friends.

28 1did notlike my classmates.

29 My friends did not like English.

30 [was often compared with my friends.

31 English was a compulsory subject.

32 Ilost my understanding of the purpose of studying English.

33 Ilost my interest in English.

34 Ilost my goal to be a speaker of English.

35  English questions did not have clear answers.
Appendix B

The Questionnaire (Original)
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No Item
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No Item
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