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Change in Motivation through Task-Based Language
Teaching in the Japanese context
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Abstract

This paper reports a preliminary study to find the impact of collaborative work on the
motivation of the students with different levels of proficiency in English over one academic
year, set within the framework of complex dynamic systems theory. A questionnaire was
administered twice to 521 college students on the same Task-based English course, together
with their teachers. To encourage the students to respond candidly, the questionnaire
responses were submitted and analyzed anonymously, showing the findings only by class.
However, the findings suggest potential benefits of collaborative work in raising motivation,
in particular, among lower intermediate college students who were not motivated in high
school. While upper intermediate students could bring their pre-existing personal interest
to the class, these lower intermediate students discovered motivation in class deriving
from their enjoyment of collaborative work over the year. It was found that the interest in
the task created enjoyment and a state of flow . However, enjoyment of the task did not
induce extra work outside class hours for the majority of the lower intermediate students.
Collaborative work can be a potential motivator, but the students still need to regulate their

activities to transform the enjoyment to learning.
Highlights
Group work can effect change in less motivated, lower-intermediate students
The motivation of upper-intermediate students is supported by their interest in English

Lower-intermediate students discover motivation in class through collaborative work

Tasks induce a state of flow’ that increases motivation
Key words

complex dynamic systems, motivation, proficiency levels, collaborative work, socially

shared regulation
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1. Introduction

Learners’ motivation to study English can be influenced by various external and internal
variables in the learning process (Dornyei, 2009b; Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011). Large scale
studies have been carried out to identify the influential variables for motivation in the
language learning context (e.g. Dornyei & Csizer 2002; Kormos, Kiddle & Csizer, 2011;
Kozaki & Ross, 2011; Ryan, 2009).

In Japanese high schools, teaching methods have often been geared towards the
university entrance examination, and a focus on grammar translation seems to be a
prevalent approach, according to university students’ recollection of their high school
education (Falout, Elwood, Hood, 2009; Falout & Maruyama, 2004; Hamada & Kito,
2008; Sakai & Kikuchi, 2009; Kikuchi, 2009; Murphey, Falout, Elwood, Hood, 2009). Thus
collaborative work in the English language class tends to be a new experience for most
Japanese college students.

Because motivation is not a stable construct (Dornyei 2001), it can be hypothesized that
a different teaching approach focusing on interaction and communication, such as a Task-
based collaborative learning approach, can change learners’ motivation. The change can also
be influenced by learners’ proficiency levels and their past experience. Thus considering
both proficiency levels and high school experience, this study investigates whether Task-
based collaborative work can bring about changes in the motivation of 521 non-English
major students over one academic year within complex dynamic systems. To encourage
the students to respond candidly, in this study the questionnaire responses were collected
and analyzed anonymously, showing the findings only by class. Thus for the investigation of
an individual student’s change in motivation, the study was very exploratory in nature and

requires further research.

2. Previous studies

2.1. Collaborative learning

Studies in educational psychology have shown that collaborative learning is an effective
learning tool in the classroom as it can help to create a psychologically and cognitively
supportive network among students (Aziz & Hossain, 2010; Azmitia, 1988; Arvaja, Hakkinen,
Rasku-Puttonen, Etelapelto, 2002; Slavin, 1996).

With regard to second language acquisition, although collaborative work had been carried
out in the educational context for some time, Long & Porter (1985) initiated the inquiry

into collaborative learning as a resource for learning a second language. To distinguish
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collaborative learning from the single or occasional use of group work in class, Dornyei
(1997) provided three key criteria: 1) learners mostly work in a group numbering between 3
and 6 members in class; 2) learners need to work together to achieve the shared instructed
goal; 3) evaluation is made not only of individual contributions but of the achievement as a
whole.

Although collaborative work can be useful in education, some negative aspect in
implementing it needs some attention. “Social loafing” or free riding, whereby some members
may not make their optimal effort and instead rely on the work of other members (Harkins
& Petty, 1982). In fact, reducing social loafing in an activity has been tackled in various
ways, for example by identifying individual contributions (Linden, Wayne, Jaworski &
Bennett, 2004) and creating a group identity to consolidate coherence and the motivation of
the members (Chang, 2010; Dornyei & Malderez, 1997; Dornyei, 1997). Chang (2010) showed
the operation of group work seems to be highly related to the motivation of individual
members; thus, individual learners’ motivation needs to be considered in the understanding
of collaborative learning.

2.2. Task-based collaborative work in the Japanese context

One approach to employing collaboration has been adopted by the Task-Based Language
Teaching (TBLT) syllabus (e.g. East 2012; Leaver & Willis 2004; Shehadeh & Coombe
2012; Van den Branden, Bygate, & Norris, 2009; Willis & Willis 2007), which is based on a
meaning-focused activity that aims to achieve an outcome through the use of both linguistic
and non-linguistic resources (Ellis 2009). As a collaborative task can prepare the students for
their future job environment, it can also help to enhance motivation as an external source to
induce learning.

However, some questions about the effectiveness of TBLT have also been raised in the
foreign language context (East 2012; Littlewood 2007). For example, using English can be
unnatural in interaction when the learners share a mother tongue. Also, there may be

‘incompatibility with public assessment demands’, in particular in the Asian context,
including Japan (Littlewood 2007, p.243).

Thus without a preparation for the entrance examination, the university seems to be
a place where TBLT can be applied to raise motivation to learn English in the Japanese
context.

2.3. Studies on motivation

In educational psychology, Deci & Ryan (1985) proposed three basic innate psychological
needs that underlie human behavior, that is, competence, autonomy and relatedness. They
argued, as the foundation of Self Determination theory,” that human beings are motivated to
fulfill these needs in relation to their environment (Deci, Nezlek & Sheinman, 1981). In their
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Organismic Integration Theory, they presented a subsystem which represents motivations
as lying on a continuum from extrinsic to intrinsic,” rather than presenting these as totally
discrete entities (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Dornyei (2005, 2009a) has pointed out the importance of the L2 learning environment and
experience for the analysis of motivation in classroom teaching. Teachers can also represent
another motivational source in a foreign language context (Guilloteaux & Dornyei, 2008). It
can be said that learners discover motivation through working with their fellow classmates
in a classroom environment (Dornyei, 2009a,b; Dornyei & Ushioda, 2011).

When motivation was absent, Ryan & Deci (2000) defined this as amotivation or low-
motivation, due to a lack of competence and will, while Dérnyei & Ushioda (2011) listed
reduced self-confidence and a negative attitude towards the foreign language as sources
of demotivation (loss of motivation, Dornyei 2001), caused by the students’ experience and
their learning environment. To fully understand the loss and lack of motivation in students,
it seems necessary to consider both learners’ competence, and their learning experience
and environment.

2.4. Complex dynamics systems framework

As the learning process is a lengthy one, complex dynamic systems theory has been
adopted in education and language learning to grasp the influence of multivariate factors
and non-linear change in the learning process (e.g. de Bot, Lawie & Verspoor, 2007; Ellis
& Larsen-Freeman, 2006; de Bot, Lowie, Thorne, & Vespoor, 2013; Larsen-Freeman &
Cameron, 2008; Lenzing, 2015). This theory tries to understand a change in motivation
considering the whole situated learning experience (Dornyei 2009b; Dornyei & Ushioda,
2011; Dornyei, MacIntyre & Henry, 2015). When the system is in a stable situation to resist
a change, an attractor is said to maintain the preferred stability or a repeller to keep away
a dispreferred one (Dornyei 2009b). Future self-guides have been proposed as one potential
candidate for attractors for the analysis of sustaining motivation over time (Dorynei 2009b).
They are concerned with hopes, advancements and achievements, and have been presented
to be more associated with the ideal self* than the ought-to self* (Dorynei & Ushioda, 2011;
Dornyei, 2009a). Indeed, the interviews carried out with 12 students in collaborative work in
Chang'’s (2010) study showed that the motivated students were guided by their future self-
guides, in contrast to other group members.

To analyze the maintenance of motivation within this framework, Dorynei & Ushioda
(2011) looked into interest, motivational flow, and the motivational task processing system.
Interest was used to mean cognitive curiosity, engagement and the joy associated with it
by Dornyei & Ushioda (2011). Krapp (1999) provided three perspectives on interest to help
understand this broad area of research: personal interest, interestingness, and interest as a
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psychological state (including situational interest). Personal interest is a stable individual
disposition that represents a personal characteristic. It can often be considered to be similar
to a general liking for the subject area, such as expressed in the phrase ‘I like English”
(Eccles & Wigfield, 1995). Through a large survey of 2,397 Japanese college and high
school students and interviews with four of them, Ryan (2009) found that “liking English”
was a common response from Japanese students when asked about the reason for learning
English. Although “liking English”is an attitude and interest (Schiefele, Krapp & Winteler,
1992), rather than a motivation, both seem to be crucial constructs in learning foreign
languages (Kormos, Kiddle, Csizer, 2011).

Interestingness represents characteristics of the context/situation such as the text,
materials, content tasks, activity, and classroom. Personal interest and interestingness can be
closely related, as is expressed in the phrase I enjoy working on the task in English class”
(Schiefele, Krapp & Winteler, 1992). Thus the third perspective of interest can derive from
the integration of personal interest and the interestingness of the context/situation, making
a close link between personal interest in English to “liking English”and “enjoying English
class”as characteristics of person and context. However, personal interest can come with
the learner, interestingness and interest can emerge in the context. Personal interest can be
more highly related than interestingness and interest to learners’ proficiency levels and their
self-confidence in the language classroom (Falout & Maruyama, 2004). Collaborative work
can materialize interest, as it is where individuals with different personal interests come
together to work to complete the task.

Based on the concept introduced by Csikszentmihalyi (1990), Dorynei & Ushioda (2011,
p.94) describe motivational flow as a heightened level of motivated task engagement,
referring to a specific type of intrinsic* motivation. We can find motivational flow when
classroom tasks are manageable, and intrinsically interesting and authentic (Egbert, 2003),
which again might depend on the learners’ proficiency levels in the language classroom.

Then Dornyei & Ushioda (2011) proposed the motivational task processing system to show
a link between the task completion and the motivation, consisting of three interrelated
mechanisms: task execution, appraisal and action control. Execution involves the learners’ interest,
while appraisal needs to consider the enjoyment of and learning from collaborative work.
Action control, in the form of *self-regulation in educational psychology, has been studied
as a mix of motivational and cognitive processes (Boekaerts, Pintrich & Zeidner,1999;
Boekaerts & Corno, 2006; Pintrich, 2004; Zimmerman, 2008), which can be related to the

differences between students with different proficiency levels.
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2.5. Self-efficacy and socially shared regulation

To analyze the differences between lower intermediate and upper intermediate students,
self-regulation needs to be considered in relation to self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to
expectancies with regard to personal capabilities for organizing and executing courses
of action (Bandura, 1977, 1991, 2012; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011). According to Usher &
Pajares (2008), self-efficacy beliefs influence various aspects of students’ self-regulation. self-
efficacious students use more cognitive strategies to cope with the situation and work
longer in the face of the adversity.

Self-regulated learning and self-efficacy investigates individual learner’s internal process
(Bandura 1977; Zimmerman & Schunk 2011; Zimmerman 1990). Collaborative learning has
paid attention to socially shared regulated learning, referring to the processes by which
group members regulate their collective activity; it has been found that successful groups
share in regulating group processes for motivating and stimulating others (Hadwin, Jarvela
& Miller 2011; Panadero & Jarvela, 2015). Studies on collaborative work in relation to
socially shared learning have shown that collaboration can provide support to the individual
learners’ self-regulated learning process (e.g. Jarveld, Naykki, Laru & Luokkanen, 2007;
Jarvela & Jarvenoja, 2011; Jarveld, Jarvenoja, Malmberg, Hadwin, 2013; Molenaar & Jarvela,
2014; Malmberg & Hadwin, 2011; Rogat & Linnenbrink-Garcia, 2011).

According to Jarvelda & Jarvenoja (2011) who investigated the social dimension of
regulation among four groups of first-year graduate students, at the beginning of the
collaborative work, the students experienced more challenges that were due to different
personal priorities, whereas they found challenges in the area of collaboration increased
toward the end. Therefore, to investigate a change in the learning process in relation to
collaborative work and motivation, it seems necessary to take a longitudinal approach to
identify both influential external and internal forces over the time (Dornyei, 2009b; Dornyei
& Ushioda, 2011).

3. The present study

3.1. The purpose

This study aims to discover whether Task-based collaborative work motivates 521
students with different proficiency levels to learn English speaking skills over a year. To
identify the change in motivation in relation to individual tasks, the analysis will be carried
out within a complex dynamic systems framework (Dorynei & Ushioda, 2011).
3.2. The language course and the textbook

The course was a weekly obligatory English class following a Task-based syllabus for
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first year economics major students. The researcher worked as the course coordinator
and one of the teachers. The aim of the language course was to provide an opportunity to
speak English as a means of getting a message across, rather than pursuing grammatical
accuracy. Thus the Task-based textbook ‘Widgets (Benevides & Valvona, 2008) based
on collaborative work was chosen as it requires students to engage in the creation and
selling of a new product as a trainee in an international company; all the students had to go
through the same tasks over the year. The textbook has six stages, four of which focus on
collaborative work tasks, which count for 50% of the assessment in each semester. Among
the four collaborative work stages (Stage 1, 3, 4, 5), the first collaborative task (Stage 1) is
the least demanding cognitively and linguistically as it consists of the presentation of an
informal talk called a ‘water cooler chat’ taking place among the members in front of the
class. Then as the second collaborative task (Stage 3), the members choose the best product
out of four proposed and explain the reason for their choice through a poster presentation,
a medium intended to create a friendly and informative interaction between the presenter
and the audience, as a preparation for the formal presentation required at Stage 4. The
workload becomes more demanding as the course proceeds in semester 2, with the third
collaborative task (Stage 4: carrying out market research) being the most demanding,
followed by a final collaborative task of creating an infomercial (Stage 5), to sell the product
to target customers.

For all stages, the students needed to present their task orally without reading from a
script. The teachers also corrected their English as immediate feedback and/or through
a process of revising it, in order to produce comprehensible discourse. The length of the
group presentation was between 3 to 5 minutes per group. For the market research
presentation, most of the students used the Microsoft Power Point program, but this was
not obligatory. Although it was necessary to practice as a group outside class hours to be
able to present fluently, this was also not a mandatory requirement.

3.3. Piloting

The main study was preceded by a piloting phase to obtain students’ comments on
their motivation and on collaborative work with open-ended questions. This was to avoid
imposing the preconceptions that would have shaped a multiple choice design. The pilot
phase took place in the preceding year with a different set of 500 students in both first and
second semesters. The analysis of responses showed that nearly a third of students gave
more than one reason for their motivation and amotivation in collaborative work in the first
semester. Thus for the first semester of the main study, it was decided to allow the option
of selecting up to two choices of response for questions on these topics.

3.4. The Main Study
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3.4.1. Students and teachers

The respondents were 521 first year economics majors, spread across 21 classes with
about 23 to 26 students per class, forming about 6 groups of 3 to 5 members, working
together throughout the academic year. These 21classes were formed into three different
proficiency groups, based on their scores in English language test in their national level
university entrance examination (University Center Examination). The top five classes were
called UPPER INTERMEDIATE classes and the next ten classes were INTERMEDIATE
classes, followed by the bottom six classes, labelled LOWER INTERMEDIATE classes, as
shown in Table 1. As the streaming test did not involve a speaking section, the division can
only indicate differences in the reading and listening skills tested.

Six Japanese teachers of English, including the researcher, taught two to four weekly
classes for a duration of 15 weeks each semester. They all had significant experience of
studying in English speaking countries and an understanding of TBLT. Although one
teacher was not too keen on a meaning focused approach, she agreed to follow the textbook

‘Widgets', as did the other teachers. They were asked to use mainly English in class, with
some Japanese, to create a bilingual context rather than an English only one. The inclusion
of Japanese was to avoid miscommunication between the teacher and the students, and
among the students.

Table 1 shows the number of classes and teachers, and the mean score on the entrance
examination English tests for the three different proficiency-level groups. To avoid the
confounding variable of the teacher’s effect on the students, most teachers, with the
exception of the researcher, taught at more than one proficiency-level group such as
UPPER INTERMEDIATE classes and LOWER INTERMEDIATE classes.

Table 1: Three Groups of classes

UPPER LOWER
INTERMEDIATE INTERMEDIATE INTERMEDIATE
Number of classes 5 10 6
Number of teachers 2 5 3
Mean score of entrance 78/100 64,100 54/100

examinations out of 100

3.5. Data
3.5.1. Types of data

To understand the changes in motivation and learning that took place through the
students’ collaborative work in class, this study collected questionnaires from the students
at the end of each semester (see Appendix A) in order to collect students’ candid opinions
on the course and their attitude to learning. Thus this study is very exploratory in nature
and calls for further research. It was decided to make the questionnaire anonymous, that is,
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identifiable only by class, In addition, data were collected from 5 teachers in the form of a
questionnaire at the end of the course and two meetings before and after the course.
3.5.2. Questionnaires for the students

In semester 1, students were given questions about a) motivation in high school English
class, b) motivation about tasks and the reasons for motivation and amotivation, ¢) interest
and enjoyment of speaking English and of collaborative work in class, and d) the group’s
extra work outside class hours.

In semester 2, similar questions were also asked, but motivation was asked about with
regard to two tasks separately, at both individual and group levels. A question was also
asked about learning from the presentations of other groups and important factors in
operating the group.

3.5.3. Questionnaire for teachers and teachers meetings

A questionnaire was also administered to the teachers (excluding the researcher) to
ask for their comments on and problems with the collaborative tasks (see Appendix B).
Meetings were held twice, one prior to the start of the academic year to clarify the common
syllabus and approach to the evaluation of students’ work. The other one took place just
after the end of semester 2 to review the course and discuss the problems the teacher had

confronted to improve the course.

4. Results

4.1. Differences in reported motivation between high school and semester 1 of university
study, in relation to proficiency level

Students were asked about their degree of motivation in high school and semester 1
of the TBLT course in the university (TBLT) at the end of semester 1. To compare a
difference in motivation between the two situations, a conversion was carried out from the
five point scale on TBLT to the three point one “yes”, “no’and “difficult to decide"used on
high school motivation.

Then to analyze the stability and change in motivation between the two, students were
divided into four types (see Table 2): Type 1 being those motivated both in both high school
and TBLT; Type 2 being those amotivated (lack of motivation) in both high school and
TBLT; Type 3 being those motivated in high school but demotivated (loss of motivation)
in TBLT; and Type 4 being those amotivated in high school but motivated in TBLT.
Here those who chose “neither motivated nor amotivated and who did not respond to the
question were excluded, making 313 out of 521 students.

LOWER INTERMEDIATE students tend to increase their motivation at the university
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Table 2: Change in Motivation from high school to TBLT course at the university

Motivation from high school to university semester 1
University proficiency levels

Motivation types UPPER LOWER
INTERMEDIATE  [NLERMEDIATE  p0pppyEDIATE

Type 1

) . . 39 82 22
Motivated in both high school and o o o
university 143 (27.3%) (30.5%) (339%) (149%)
Type 2

. . . 20 25 7

Amotivated in both high school and o o o
university 43 (8.2%) (156%) (10.3%) (46%)
Type 3

) L 11 18 14
Motivated in high school but 0 0 0
demotivated in university 52 (10.0%) (8.6%) (7:4%) (9:3%)
Type 4

. L . 13 20 42

Amotivated in high school but motivated o o o
in university 75 (14.4%) (10.2%) (8.3%) (27.8%)
Total numbers analyzed 313, excluding
those stating “difficult to respond to the 83 145 85

questions’.

The difference between the four types and three groups is significant (Chi-Square=49.78, df=6, p<0.001,
Cramer’ s V=0.282)

Table 3: Type 1 Motivated both in high school and TBLT in university

UPPER LOWER

INTERMEDI IAl\ITTIfRMEDI INTERMEDI ~ TOTAL

ATE ATE

No % No % No % No %
Useful 135 34.6 16 195 75 34.1 37 259
Interesting 3 7.7 16 195 35 159 22.5 15.7
Liking English 12 30.8 265 323 4 18.2 425 29.7
Liking to talk to foreigners 15 38 12 14.6 2 9.1 155 10.8
Others members motivation 5 12.8 6 73 5 227 16 112
Other 3 7.7 45 55 0 0.0 75 52
No response 1 2.6 1 12 0 0.0 2 14
Total 39 100 82 100 22 100 143 100

Table 4: Type 2 Demotivated both in high school and TBLT in university

UPPER LOWER

INTERMEDI g\?‘g RMEDI INTERMEDI TOTAL

ATE ATE

No % No % No % No %

niversit nirans

University entrance 15 136 25 139 25 179 65 151
Interesting 4 36.4 0 0.0 1 7.1 5 116
Liking English 45 409 6 33.3 45 32.1 15 34.9
Liking to talk to foreigners 0 0.0 3 16.7 2 14.3 5 116
Others members motivation 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other 1 9.1 25 139 1 7.1 45 105
No response 0 0.0 4 22.2 3 214 7 16.3
Total 11 100 18 100 14 100 43 100
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Table 5: Type 3 Motivated in high school but demotivated in TBLT in university

UPPER LOWER

INTERMEDI i\{[’\rg RMEDI INTERMEDI TOTAL

ATE ATE

No % No % No % No %
University entrance
exam over 7 35.0 55 220 2 286 145 279
Boring 75 375 3 12.0 0 0.0 105 20.2
Disliking English 2 10.0 0 0.0 2 28.6 4 7.7
Not wanting to think 15 75 35 140 0 00 5 96
in English
Others members 05 25 0 00 0 00 05 10
demotivation
Other 15 75 3 12.0 1 14.3 55 10.6
No response 0 0.0 10 40.0 2 286 12 231
Total 20 100 25 100 7 100 52 100

Table 6: Type 4 Demotivated in high school but motivated in TBLT in university

UPPER LOWER
INTERMEDI IAl\ITTgRMEDI INTERMEDI ~ TOTAL
ATE ATE
No % No % No % No %
Useful 15 115 5 250 85 202 15 200
Tnteresting 0 00 35 175 65 155 10 133
Liking English 25 192 1 50 25 60 6 80
Liking to talk to 05 38 05 25 5 119 6 80
foreigners
Others members 35 %9 65 25 12 286 22 203
motivation
Other 5 385 35 175 75 179 16 213
No response 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 13 100 20 100 42 100 75 100

much more than INTERMEDIATE AND UPPER INTERMEDIATE students. Indeed, a
chi- square test demonstrated statistical significance (chi-square, 49.79) at df=6, p<0.0001,
Cramer’s V, 0.282 between the three proficiency groups of students.

Next questions were asked about the reasons for motivation or amotivation in TBLT in
the form of a multiple choice selection to select up to two reasons.

If one student chose only one reason, one point was given to a choice, while if two
reasons were selected, each choice was given 0.5 of a point, to maintain an equal share of
points (one point) per student. Thus the total number of points is identical to that of the
student responders. However, relatively few students chose two (UPPER INTERMEDIATE:
5 INTERMEDIATE: 4, LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 8) and the second choice often included
the open category of ‘others’, with some specific comments, describing their anxiety or fear
of dropping out of the course. Thus it was found that the extra responses did not form
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major reasons for motivation.

For stable motivation types: Types 1 (Table 3) and 2 (Table 4), both UPPER
INTERMEDIATE and LOW INTERMEDIATE students shared similar reasons. For
Type 1, the students tended to choose a reason that is related to future self-guides, “useful
for future work” [UPPER INTERMEDIATE, 135 (34.6%); INTERMEDIATE, 16 (19.5%);
LOWER INTERMEDIATE, 75 (34.1%)] . In fact, when all the students were asked about
any extra item that should be included in the course, 319 students requested the preparation
for an English test, the TOEIC, which they need to take as part of their efforts towards job
hunting. However, as can be expected, “liking English”was less likely to be chosen by less
proficient students [UPPER INTERMEDIATE, 12 (30.8%); INTERMEDIATE, 265 (32.3%);
LOWER INTERMEDIATE, 4 (18.2%)] .

For Type 2, a different picture emerged. The two strong reasons for amotivation in this
type were “disliking English” [UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 45 (40.9%); INTERMEDIATE: 6
(33.3%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 45 (32.1%)] and “the end of the entrance examination”

[UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 1.5 (13.6%); INTERMEDIATE: 2.5 (13.9%);: LOWER
INTERMEDIATE: 25 (17.9%)] .

By contrast, for changed motivation types, Types 3 (Table 5) and 4 students (Table
6), showed a sharp contrast to Type 1 and 2. For Type 3, when motivation changed
negatively from high school to university, the strongest reason “the end of the entrance
examination” was common among all the groups [(UPPER INTERMEDIATE, 7 (35.0%):
INTERMEDIATE, 55 (22.0%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 2 (286%)] .

But “disliking English”was chosen mainly by LOWER INTERMEDIATE students

[(UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 2 (10.0%); INTERMEDIATE: 0 (0%); LOWER
INTERMEDIATE: 2 (28.6%)] , while “boring”was predominantly the choice of UPPER
INTERMEDIATE and INTERMEDIATE students [(UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 7.5 (37.5%);
INTERMEDIATE: 3(12.0%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 0( 0%)] .

It is interesting that only 1 out of 152 amotivated students stated that their lack of
motivation was related to the working with the other group members for this type.

For Type 4 students who changed positively from high school to university, collaborative
work was the strongest reason across the groups [UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 35 (26.9%):
INTERMEDIATE: 65 ( 325%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 12 (28.6%)] , except “others”
for UPPER INTERMEDIATE students: 5 (38.5%), supporting the role of collaboration as
extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci 2000). The collaborative tasks seemed to cause a change
in motivation more for LOWER INTERMEDIATE students who were not motivated and
disliked English in the examination oriented high school English class.
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“Others"here also represented extrinsic motivation such as “to catch up with the
course”and “not to fail the course.” The importance of group members, in particular for
LOWER INTERMEDIATE, was supported by a comment from one teacher. She wrote

“The students seem to make the best use of what they can do,”when asked about the
benefit of collaborative work in a questionnaire.

With type 4 students, the choices of UPPER INTERMEDIATE and LOWER
INTERMEDIATE show a sharp contrast for the second reason. UPPER INTERMEDIATE
students chose “liking English”(2.5: 19.2%) but not the task being “interesting” (0: 0%), while
this was reversed by LOWER INTERMEDIATE students, that is, they were less likely to
be motivated by personal interest, “liking English”(2.5: 6.0%) but more by interestingness of
the situation, an “interesting” task (6.5: 15.5%). Proficiency levels seem to affect the source of
motivation.

4.2. A change in students’ motivation and demotivation in semester 2

In semester 2, the students engaged in two collaborative tasks: carrying out Market
research and making an Infomercial. A question on motivation was asked separately for
each task, on a 4 point scale. A chi-square test was employed to compare the difference
in motivation between the two tasks and found no statistical significance among the three
Groups (chi-square: 0.15, df=2, p<0.9277, Cramer’'s V:0.0134) (Appendix C). However, when
the chi-square was applied to compare the difference between the top three reasons for
motivation among the three groups of students, the results showed a statistical significance
for both tasks: Market Research: chi-square: 10.90, df=4, p<0.0277, Cramer’'s V=0.119;
Infomercial: chi-square: 16.64, df=4, p<0.0023, Cramer’'s V=0.1466. Students were asked
in this instance to choose only one reason for motivation or demotivation because it was
found that few students chose two in semester 1 (Appendix D). As can be expected, the
proportion of students in UPPER INTERMEDIATE selecting the ‘I like English"response
to both tasks [21 (21.4%) and 19 (19.4%)] was much greater than those in LOWER
INTERMEDIATE making this choice [9 (7.5%) and 5 (4.0%)] .

However, compared to the response to the tasks in semester 1, those proportion of
choosing “the task was interesting” response in semester 2 increased sharply in the three
groups from the Market research to the Infomercial task. It seems that some students with
reasons related to “liking English”and “useful for my future career’in relation to Market
research seem to have switched to “the task is interesting for the Infomercial. In other
words, the source of motivation seems to have changed from personal interest and future
self-guides to interestingness of the task for Infomercial in all the three groups (Appendix D).
The students became motivated by the task itself, creating a flow of heightened interest.

Regarding the reasons for demotivation in semester 2 (see Appendix E), across the

— 157 —



EIFEFH RS Be0E Hdm 2018

groups disliking English”seems to be the strongest reason for Market research, but this
decreased considerably for the Infomercial [UPPER INTERMEDIATE:10 (35.7%) to 4
(15.4%); INTERMEDIATE:10 (24.4%) to 6 (12.8%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE:13 (50.0%) to 7
(31.8%)] .

An individual student’s motivation was also analyzed from their perception of motivation
of other members in a group, as explored in the following section.

4.3. Students’ individual motivation as opposed to other members’ motivation in semester

2

In semester 1, working with other group members was found to be a strong motivating
force to change those who were not motivated in high school, in particular those in LOWER
INTERMEDIATE. Semester 2 investigated both the individual student’s own motivation
(IM) and his/her perceptions of the motivation of other group members (perceived Group
Motivation: GM) on the four point scale (Appendix F). As relatively few students chose “not
so motivated and “not motivated at all”, these two were amalgamated to create one ‘non-
motivated’category.

The cross-tabulation shows that the number of individual students saying that “most
were motivated in the group or “all were motivated in the group was much higher than
that of “non-motivated”category, regardless of the degree of motivation and the students’
proficiency levels, although more so in LOWER INTERMEDIATE (see Appendix G). In
other words, the students seem to be positively rather than negatively influenced by
collaborative work, which confirms the results of semester 1. In fact, when asked about the
most important factor in operating a group in semester 2, the majority of students in all
groups rated the motivation of individual members [(UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 93 (72.2%);
INTERMEDIATE: 211 (87.2%): LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 111 (735%)] rather than their
English proficiency levels [(UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 5 (3.9%); INTERMEDIATE: 5
(2.1%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 8 (5.3 %)] (see Appendix H).

According to the students, collaborative work seems to function as long as the members
of the group have a will to collaborate. The next question is about the emotional aspect of
collaborative work, as motivation involves both cognitive and emotional dimensions.

4.4. The change in the students’ enjoyment and socially shared regulation from

semesters 1 to 2

Questions were asked first about whether the students enjoyed speaking English in
semester 1 and the collaborative work in both semester 1 and 2 on the scale of “ves’, “no’, “difficult to
decide” (Appendix I). Regarding enjoyment of speaking English, about a half the students
in each group [UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 68 (53.1%); INTERMEDIATE: 136 (56.2%):
LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 87 (57.6%)] opted for “yes”. When asked about the reason for
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responding “yes’, responders were allowed to choose up to 2 choices in semester 1, based
on the results of the pilot study. If one student chooses only one reason, one point was
given to a choice, while if two reasons were selected, each choice was given 0.5 points again
to maintain one point per student. The results did not show any statistical difference among
the three groups with respect to both positive and negative reasons. It was found that
the most common reason across the groups was 'it is interesting to hear other students'
opinions” [UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 20.5 (30.1%); INTERMEDIATE: 44.5 (32. 7%);
LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 34 (39.1%)] .

It was interesting that the main reasons for “no’to this question (Appendix J) were
neither to do with the topic being uninteresting [(UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 2.5 (17.9%):
INTERMEDIATE: 15 (7.5%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 1 (6.7%)] nor with sharing the
same L1 [UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 05 (3.6%); INTERMEDIATE: 1 (5.0%); LOWER
INTERMEDIATE: 1 (6.7%)] . Respondents tended to report instead that they did not feel
they had sufficient vocabulary and grammatical knowledge [ (UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 6
(42.9%); INTERMEDIATE: 9 (45.0%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE, 75 (50.0%)] which is more
related to their competence rather than to amotivation in the classroom.

With respect to the enjoyment of collaborative work, mirroring the results for motivation,
as the task became more demanding, the proportion responding “yes’ to this question waned
from semester 1 [UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 80 (62.5%); INTERMEDIATE: 164 (67.8%);
LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 99 (65.6%)] to semester 2 [(UPPER INTERMEDIATE: 50
(39.4%); INTERMEDIATE: 106 (43.6%); LOWER INTERMEDIATE: 70 (47.9%)] in the three
groups.

To improve their group presentation, some groups seem to have put in extra work
outside class hours, or to put into the language of the studies discussed in section 2.5 above,
they operated socially shared regulation. Thus the students were asked about this for each
semester (see Appendix K). Although students were not asked to report the length of
each practice session, given that the presentation was supposed to be less than 5 minutes
in duration, one practice session could be expected to last no more than 20 minutes. More
students across all the groups spent time practicing outside class hours in semester 2 than
semester 1. In semester 2, UPPER INTERMEDIATE and INTERMEDIATE students seem
to have increased time for out-of-hours practice more than LOWER INTERMEDIATE
students. Indeed, when a chi-square test was applied, the difference between semester 1
and 2 was statistically significant in UPPER INTERMEDIATE and INTERMEDIATE
students (UPPER INTERMEDIATE: chi-square:49.17, df=1, p<0.0001, Cramer’'s V=0.4494;
INTERMEDIATE: chi-square:47.97, df=1, p<0.0001, Cramer’s V=0.3196), but not in
LOWER INTERMEDIATE: (chi-square:2.98, df=1, p=0.0414, Cramer’'s V=0.1257). LOWER
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INTERMEDIATE students did enjoy the tasks in semester 2 but their enjoyment did not
seem to lead them to invest extra time for improving their collaborative work, raising a
question about the link between socially shared regulation in the form of extra practice and
its effect on learning. Thus it was asked whether the students actually felt that they had
learned English through the classes at the end of semesters 1 & 2.
4.5. A change in the students’ awareness of learning through collaborative work

Between the two semesters, the number of students who stated that they learnt English
from collaborative work differed considerably among UPPER INTERMEDIATE students,
depending on whether they did extra work outside class hours (see Appendix L). At the
end of semester 1, when they worked outside class hours, no more than 15% of UPPER
INTERMEDIATE students stated having learnt from other students; but the numbers
jumped up to 34% at the end of semester 2. In sharp contrast, the proportion of LOWER
INTERMEDIATE students who stated that they learnt English from collaborative work
remained low and even decreased between semester 1 and 2 (11.0% to 10.0% among those
with extra work; 16.0% to 59% among those without extra work), when the work became
more demanding in semester 2. A chi-square test was applied to compare the difference
between the awareness of learning English from collaborative work between semesters 1
& 2. According to a chi-square test, statistical significance was only found in the UPPER
INTERMEDIATE group (UPPER INTERMEDIATE: chi-square:6.03, df=1, p<0.0141,
Cramer’s V=0.444) but neither in the INTERMEDIATE (chi-square:2.63, df=1, p<0.1049,
Cramer’s V=0.3208) nor the LOWER INTERMEDIATE group (chi-square:0.85, df=1,
p<0.3566, Cramer’s V=0.2077).
4.6. The teachers’ perspectives on the collaborative work

In the form of a questionnaire at the end of the second semester, the teachers (excluding
the researcher) stated that to cope with the problems they confronted in group work they
adopted particular strategies: 1) approaching the group individually to mediate a problem,
such as encouraging an irresponsible student to take on a special role in a group and 2)
asking students to keep a record of their contribution to acknowledge the hardworking
students. One flexible approach was pointed out by teacher F, who stated that she changed
the team members at the end of semester 1, as all of them were rather introverted in
nature. The teachers were fully aware of the problem of collaborative work and seem to
have taken their own approach to it.

On the plus side the teachers pointed out the benefits of collaboration: the students learnt
1) to put the abilities that individual members brought to the group to the best use towards
achieving the common goal; 2) to effect an increase in confidence that individual students
cannot achieve on their own; 3) to take the initiative without relying too much on the
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teacher. These reasons go some way to explaining the high motivation scores among the
low proficiency-level classes. One teacher, E, who did not give a clear yes to the usefulness
of collaborative work, also stated that collaborative work creates a precious opportunity to
work with others to learn from each other and prepare for the future work context. Indeed,
the students in all her classes were positive in response to the question of the enjoyment of

collaborative work.

5. Discussion

This exploratory study sought to establish whether collaborative work can effect
a change in motivating 521 students with different proficiency levels, in one Japanese
university over one academic year, within the framework of complex dynamic systems
(Dorynei & Ushioda, 2011). Dorynei & Ushioda proposed (2011) four dimensions: future self-
guides, interest, a flow and control to maintain and induce a change in motivation.

In semester 1, among those who maintained motivation from high school to the TBLT
course at the university (TBLT), the future self-guides seem to work as an attractor
((Dorynei, 2009b), as was shown in the interviews with successful learners in collaborative
work (Chang, 2010). For those who maintained motivation from high school to TBLT,
the strongest reason for motivation was its usefulness for their future regardless of their
proficiency levels. Thus when students are directed by future self-guides, lower-proficiency
level itself did not seem to cause amotivation among the students.

On the other hand, when the students were amotivated in both high school and TBLT, a
strong repeller state seems to be created by “disliking English”across the proficiency levels.
Thus although “disliking English”was often associated with those who have experienced
failure in tests and English classes (Falout, Elsewood and Hood 2009, Falout and Maruyama
2004), even the relatively successful students had the attitude of “disliking English.”that
made them amotivated. The result demonstrates a difficulty of causing a change to those
with a strong attractor or reppler state themselves.

The analysis of the reasons for those who moved motivation negatively from high school
to TBLT seems to be related to the role of the university entrance examination. As it is one
strong source of motivation to learn English in Japan (Kozaki & Ross 2011; Ryan 2009), once
learners have passed it, they seem to lose their extrinsic and ought-to self L2* motivation
(Kikuchi 2009). Another aspect for the change revealed a difference due to proficiency
levels. It was found that “liking English"tended to be a reason for motivation among the
upper intermediate students. Thus when they felt demotivated in TBLT, they tended to
blame external resources such as texthooks, as shown in the response “boring”, which was
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also found by Falout & Maruyama 2004. On the other hand, the students tend to attribute
demotivation to themselves instead, possibly relating to their reduced self-confidence as was
also found among the college students reflecting their high school English class shown in
Falout & Maruyama (2004).

When their motivation has been enhanced from high school to TBLT, it was interesting
to note that a change was caused by collaborative type of task, in particular among the
lower intermediate students who were not motivated in high school. Thus although TBLT
was said to be unsuitable for the lower-proficiency level learners (Bruton 2002; Swan 2005),
the adoption of collaborative work seems helpful for increasing motivation among these
students. Because the upper intermediate students tend to say they “ like English”, it can
be said that they brought interest in English to class, while the lower intermediate students
discovered motivation through the interestingness of collaborative work.

A positive change in motivation due to collaborative work implies a movement on the
continuum from amotivation to extrinsic motivation, supporting what Ryan and Deci (2000)
proposed in their Organismic Integration Theory.

In semester 2, in order to sustain and raise motivation when it was declining,
interestingness of the task appears to have played a role to create a flow to most of
the students. Indeed, a sharp increase in interest in the last task, infomercial seems
to have created a flow (Dornyei & Ushioda 2011). The finding suggests that although

“liking English”or future self-guides enables the students to sustain motivation from high
school to university, the task itself should be interesting to create a flow. In other words,
interestingness of the task rather than personal interest in English seems to contribute to
a flow. It may also be related to the amount of challenge the students faced. As the last
task Infomercial was less linguistically and cognitively demanding than Market research,
the type of the task might have given lower proficiency-level students some confidence and
enjoyment. Thus the task itself may have contributed to a flow and thus making them feel
less “disliking of English”.

Although Chang (2010) found that cohesiveness of a group was crucial to the motivation
of the members, this study indicates that collaboration itself motivates the students.
Furthermore, collaborative work taking place in the foreign language learning situation
was found to represent the similar experience in the mother tongue context; one was the
decrease in enjoyment in concert with the increase in challenges the students faced (Jarvela
& Jarvenoja 2011). Another common feature was that hearing other people’s opinion is what
they found most useful in collaborative work (Jarvela and Jarvenoja 2011). In the current
Japanese individualizing context (Suzuki et al. 2010), collaborative work could offer not only
motivation for learning English, but also social skills that are necessary in the working
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environment.

Finally this study showed that although collaborative work would cause a change to
the stability of amotivation among the lower intermediate students, their enjoyment did
not always seem to guide them to adopt socially shared regulation. In order to transform
motivation to the actual learning outcome, “enjoyment’ alone may not be sufficient, as it can
originate from complex sources such as a lighter workload and keen interest in the task.

The students need to regulate their activities — exercise action control — to observe a
change in their learning. Proficiency levels seem to be related to the use of socially shared
regulation and *self-efficacy. Arai (2004) showed that one of the strategies of successful
learners was to cope with demotivating experience, through, for example, working out
the problem by oneself. In this study, the upper intermediate students seem to be ready
to apply socially shared regulation to the task, with confidence in English possibly as the
manifestation of self-efficacy (Bandura 1977, 1991, 2012) and “liking English"as personal
interest (Schielefe, Krapp & Winteler, 1992). When the students find the task interesting,
upper intermediate students can combine their personal interest and the interestingness of
the task to form a strong interest that encourages them to apply socially shared regulation
to complete the task, which was in line with the findings of Falout, Elwood & Hood (2009).

On the other hand, a lack of confidence may make lower intermediate students feel
that they cannot contribute to the collaborative work and can learn from others. Indeed
compared to upper intermediate students, lower proportions of lower intermediate students
stated they learnt English from collaborative work. An extra push from outside, such as
through the intermediation of a teacher, might be necessary to transform motivation to

action for the lower intermediate students.

6. Conclusions

As this study did not individually identify students in relation to their response to the
questionnaire, the findings are exploratory, in that they represent the characteristics of
successful use of collaborative work by class alone. Further research would be necessary to
identify individual students’ motivation. However, it still has shown that collaborative work
helped to instigate a positive change in motivation among lower intermediate, university-
level English learners who had not been motivated in high school. The creation of a flow to
produce a change seems to be brought about by the nterestingness of the task rather than
through a stable internal motivation, such as “liking English”.

Within this limit, it can be concluded that although collaborative work can increase
motivation and produce enjoyment, this external source of motivation does not always
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seem to lead to the use of shared regulation to improve speaking skills. The application of
shared regulation, that is, extra work outside class hours did divide upper intermediate,
intermediate learners from lower intermediate learners, and seems to be one factor
that caused a change in speaking skills. To make the best use of collaboration, lower
intermediate learners may need to be made aware of the benefits of using of shared
regulation to complete the task. For further study, to overcome the limitation of this work,

it seems necessary to find an individual change in motivation over one academic year.

Notes

1 Self Motivation Theory*: this is a perspective postulated by Deci, Ryan, Connel, Skinner
and their colleagues and holds that humans have a need to be autonomous and engage in
particular activities because they want to. Intrinsic motivation is “the human need to be
competent and self-motivating in relation to the environment”(Deci 1980, p.27).

2 Extrinsic and intrinsic motivation®™ extrinsic motivation means motivation originating from
outside of the self or the task (such as reward or punishment); while intrinsic motivation
means inherent to the self or the task (such as enjoyment of learning). Intrinsic
motivation includes both affective and cognitive components, so that learners should find
the task both entertaining and challenging to engage in (Dornyei and Ushioda 2011, p94).

3 The ideal self* and the ought-to L2 self*: to analyze individual learners’ motivation in
second language acquisition, Dornyei (2005) proposed the L2 Motivational Self System
that suggests three primary sources of motivation in learning a foreign/second language
- 1) ideal L2 self; 2) ought-to L2 self; 3) L2 learning experience. The ideal L2 self refers to
those wishing to become a competent speaker of L2 as an idealized self for both integral
and instrumental purposes, while the ought-to L2 self refers to the attributes that the
learners ought to possess in order to avoid negative consequences.

4. Studies on self-regulatory processes in human development have started in educational
psychology since the 1960s by focusing on metacognitive and cognitive issues such as

strategies to enhance learning (Zimmerman and Schunk 2011).
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Appendixes

Appendix: A
Semester 1 Questionnaire (English translation) Class :
This questionnaire will be about your feedback on the course in semester 1.
“Choose up to 2" for your response below means that you can choose either 1 or 2
responses. As it remains anonymous, please do not hesitate to write your honest opinion

about the course.

Q1. When you were in high school, were you motivated in English class?
1. Yes( ) 2. No ( ) 3. Neither (difficult to say) ( )

Q2. Were you motivated in this course?
1. Yesverymuch ( ) 2. Yes ( ) 3. Notso motivated ( )
4. Not motivated at all ( ) 5. Neither (difficult to say) ( )

—————— If you answered 1,2 (motivated) for Q2, what were the reasons? Choose the most
appropriate one(s). You can choose up to 2.

1. I would like to use English for my future job. ( )

2. The content of the course was interesting. ( ) 3. Ilike English. ( )

4. T would like to talk to foreigners. ( ) 5. Group members were motivated. ( )

6. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

—————— If you answered 34(not motivated) for Q2, what were the reasons? Choose the most
appropriate one(s). You can choose up to 2.

1. The university entrance examination was over. ( )

2. The content of the course was boring. ()

3. Ido not like English. ( ) 4. It was onerous to think in English. ( )

5. Group members were not motivated. ( ) 6. Others( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.
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Q3. What would you like the course to include? Choose the most appropriate option(s).
You can choose up to 2.
1. Nothing ( ) 2. Preparation for the TOEIC ( ) 3. Preparation for the English
Proficiency tests (EIKEN) () 4.. Reading English ( ) 5. Writing English ( )
6. The explanation of English grammar ( ) 7. Explaining English vocabulary ( )
8. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q4. Do you have any opportunities of being exposed to English? Yes/No

------- If yes, please describe these

Q5. Did you enjoy talking in English in the class and group?
1. Yes( )2. No( ) 3. Neither( )

—————— If you chose Yes in Q5, what was the reason? Choose the most appropriate option(s).

You can choose up to 2.

1. I wanted to practice speaking English. ( )

2. 1 was able to use my vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. ( )

3. My interlocutors were able to speak with good vocabulary and grammatical
knowledge. ( )

4. The topic was interesting. ()

5. It was interesting to hear other people’s opinions. ( )

6. Others. ()

Describe “Others” in more detail.

------ If you chose0 “No” in Q5, what was the reason? Choose the most appropriate
option(s). You can choose up to 2.

1. I was not good at speaking English. ( )

2. 1did not have sufficient vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. ( )

3. My interlocutors did not have sufficient vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. ( )

4. Tt was unnatural to use English with somebody who speaks Japanese. ()

5. The topic was boring. ( )
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6. Other group members did not try to speak in English. ( )
7. Others. ()

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q6.

Did you practice English with your group outside of class?

Yes ( )—How many times? — 2. No( )

. Did you enjoy collaborative learning in semester 1?

Yes( ) 2. No( ) 3. Difficult tosay ( )

-If you chose 1 “Yes” in Q7, what was the main reason? Choose one answer from the

options below.

1.
3.
4.
5.

To be able to take a different perspective ( ) 2. Good for learning English ( )
To be able to learn the importance of cooperation ( )

To be able to make friends ( )

Others

Describe “Others” in more detail.

W o

-If you chose 2 “No” in Q7, what was the main reason? Choose one from the below.

Some members did not come to class ( )
It was difficult to get in touch with some members. ()
Some members did not do their work ( )

Some members did not attend meetings outside of class ( ) 5. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q8.

What do you think was the most important factor for a group to function well?
Choose one factor from the options below.

1. Motivation of group members ( )

2. Good leadership of the group by members ()
3.

5. Others ()

The content of the topic ( ) 4. Members English proficiency ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.
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Please give any other comments on the course

Thank you very much.

Semester 2 questionnaire (English Translation) Class :
This questionnaire will be about your feedback on the course in semester 2.
As it remains anonymous, please do not hesitate to write your honest opinion about

semester 2, which mainly deals with the Market Research and Infomercial tasks.

Q1. How did you approach the market research task? Choose one from the options

below.
1. Very motivated ( ) 2. Motivated ( ) 3. Not so motivated ( )

4. Not motivated at all ( )

—————— if you chose 1 or 2 in Q 1, what was the reason for the choice? Choose one from the
options below.

1. The content was interesting ( ) 2. I like English ( )

3. It looks like being useful for my future ( ) 4. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

—————— if you chose 3 or 4 in Q 1, what was the reason for the choice? Choose one from the
options below.

1. The content was boring ( ) 2. I do not like English ( )

3. It was onerous to think in English ( )

4. Tt was not useful for my English learning ( )

5. Others ()

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q2. How did you approach the infomercial task? Choose one from the options below.
1. Very motivated ( ) 2. Motivated ( ) 3. Not so motivated ( )
4. Not motivated at all ( )

—————— if you chose 1 or 2 in Q2, what was the reason for the choice? Choose one from the
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options below.
1. The content was interesting ( ) 2. Ilike English ( )
3. It looks like being useful for my future ( )4. Others( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

—————— if you chose 3 or 4 in Q2, what was the reason for the choice? Choose one from the
options below.

1. The content was boring ( ) 2. I do not like English ( )

3. It was onerous to think in English ( )

4. It was not useful for my English learning ( )

5. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q3. How did other members in your group approach the two tasks?
Choose one from the options below.
Market research:
1. All were motivated ( ) 2. Most were motivated ( )
3. Most were not motivated ( ) 4. None were motivated ( )
Infomercial:
1. All were motivated ( ) 2. Most were motivated ( )

3. Most were not motivated () 4. None were motivated ( )

Q4. Were there any group presentations that impressed you in your class?
Market research presentation: Yes () - No ( )

Infomercial presentation: Yes ( )+ No ( )

Q5. What impressed you most? Choose one from the below.

Market research presentation:
1. The good use of visual aids (including powerpoint) ( ) 2. Clear English ( )
3. Group cohesion () 4. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Infomercial presentation:
1. The good use of visual aids (including powerpoint) ( ) 2. Clear English ( )
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3. Group cohesion () 4. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q6. Do you think that collaborative work helped your English learning?
Market research: 1. Yes very much ( ) 2. Yes ( ) 3. Not somuch ( )4. Notatall ( )

—What was the reason ?

Infomercial: 1. Yes very much () 2. Yes ( ) 3. Not so much ( ) 4. Notatall ( )

—What was the reason ?

Q7. Do you think you learnt anything that helped to improve your English in semester 2?7
Yes( )+ No( )
—————— if you chose YES in Q7, what do you think you learnt? Choose up to 2 items from the
options below.
1. Expressions for presentation ( ) 2. Terms for business ( ) 3. Grammar ( )
4. Expressions for conversation () 5. Expressions for explaining data ( )

6. Pronunciation ( ) 7.0thers ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q8. Did you enjoy collaborative learning in semester 2?
1. Yes( ) 2. No( ) 3. Difficult tosay ( )
------ If you chose “Yes” in Q8, what was the main reason? Choose one from the below.
1. To be able to take a different perspective ( ) 2. Good for learning English ( )
3. To be able to learn the importance of cooperation ( )
4. To be able to make friends ( ) 5. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

—————— If you chose “No” in Q8, what was the main reason? Choose one from the below.
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. Some members did not come to class ( )

. It was difficult to get in touch with some members ( )

1

2

3. Some members did not do their work ( )

4. Some members did not attend meetings outside of class ( )
5

. Others ( )

Describe “Others” in more detail.

Q9. Did you practice English with your group outside of class?

1. Yes () 2. No ()

—————— if you chose yes in Q9, how many times in semester 2? Choose one from the options
below.

1.Once ( ) 2. Twice ( ) 3.3 to4 times ( ) 5. More than 5 times ( )

6. More than 10 times ( )

Please give any other comments on the course Thank you very much.

Questionnaire Japanese original
Semester 1 Class :
COT =P TREXFIIODVWTHL-OEBEEZEEET, UTo2o0FTLIT1
D, Folk2os ) BEIKETT,
BEHATTOT, FARIE, BLAZLE2Z0FEBEACZS 0,
1. Rk, JEFEROFEITERNTL 225,
1. idvw 2, wnwz 3. EELEF2 W0

M 2. Practical English CHFEZ¥E T8N % L2 BwE 32
1. BuliZfisg L7z 2. Rl /-
3. HEVHLTE L7
4. &L Lhho7z 5. EHELEDLFILV

f13. M2T1, 20MHE% L2[FNLZEEMTT . DL TEIEL2b0%20F
TEN % S\,
1. HEEEZRRAEHETHRISET Y
2. WEPHHV 3. FEFEITE
4. HEINEFED L 72w
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5. ZWV—=TDXAUIN=NEHRNZ-72 6. FO
Zofh IZDOWTEAMIZEEALTTE S W,

4. f2T3. 40RZE% L72[BH L WHEAIZTTT 2. mdUTIEEFLHD%2D
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5. 0l
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Semester 2 Class :
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—179 —



DT B,

I WEPHH 2. FEFHEII X

3. MR BEZH e 4 2o
oM IZOWTEMARMIZEEALTTF S,

(BN TEL > EEEHEFATY », E4EHRE 1 DBV
O DRIV,

1. ABEP2E 2w 20 HEFEI G

3. HOCTHEFEZERLODMHE C S

4. BEREEPIIBICNL vy 5. F ol

ZOM IZOWTEMARIZEAL TF S,

B2, BEEFAT737—2 v IIVERICEDE S BREERIFS)TEMUEL 2H, 1
DEVOE DT HE L,

L L THERN 2 B

3 HENVEMNTLDPoT

4. ELERIE R P72
L 1-20EZEE L E[BRWE - LBEEREAETY . E4EHRZ 1 DOBRVOZ
2T HE IV,

1. WEDPHEHV 2. EEHFLTE

3. FRFIZAZEZH DS 4. Fofh

ZOMh IZOWTEHAIZRAL TF v,

(BRI ThED > EEREFEITY ». EEHREZ 1 DBV
O%& DRIV,

1. NEDP2F 5% 2. KB HEW

3. HOTHEFEZEZEZLODMHEC S

4. PFEFBI\IENLTZ v b Fofh

ZOM 2OV TEARIZEEALTF v,

B3. HELBADTI-THAN-BEDEK BEREFRHE)TEML TLERVET A, 1
DEVOEDT B,
Y=y Y- TR
ERVEHRZ 572, 213 ACRIERNLE- 72
— 180 —




Change in Motivation through Task-Based Language Teaching in the Japanese context (okamura)

3. ERI TR VAN S o7

4, EEDEROTE o7
NIV s e 2 (5

L &EBDERNZ o7, 213 AEIXERNIZS 72
3. BB THR WAL o7

4 EEDERNTE o7

Ba. JIW—TDRRREIELTELEHELIBELTVETH, 1 2RBVOEDUIE
L,

~—=7r v M-k

L ETHiid, 2 e, 3 HFEVILEL TWViwn

4. & iR L Twnewn

A A % (352

L EThid., 2 e, 3 HEVHEL TV

4 &R LTw AW

B5. $BEDIVZADMDTIV—TDEREXRTRVEKRTHRICKSD LS TELERRIEH
ELU D,

~=T v NI —=FEEK Hol - hhoT

LT FrR—=TXIWER  HoTz - oo

6. ThiIdEICEDEFP LD FOTLLI D ? 1DBUVOZDIF R I,
~—=7 v M) —FFEEK:
1. visual aids (powerpoint & 0)H 9 F L X THED TGN R0 o 72,
2. WREDG )R T o7z, 3. FV—TELTELEFoTW, 4. Z0Of
ZOfl 12OV TEMAEMICEEAL TT S,

A7+ ~— ¥ WER
1. visual aids (powerpoint & 2239 F i THED TN ) T h o 72,
2. WEENGPYRTholz, 3. V=T LTEEToTWw, 4. Z0fd
ZOfl IOV TEMAEMICEEALTT S,

M7. ZEEZFZBICBITTIV—TEH. JIL—TATORIRYFEEEZEI EICHRT
b LD,
~—=7 v M) —FEER
— 181 —



RIFRSIRE B60% H4E
LiZwETd, 213w, 3.4
—ZDEREBETT .

2018

DRIz 7 A A RIS 72 v

LT <= % IWEK :

LigweTd, 2. 13wd L, 3
—ZNERIZETT b,

FEO RIS 4 RIS v

L. 20y M-35838. 3 AVIH-ViE. 4. £ 55 &8 E 2 v,
5 8B 6 QIRICV
—ZNERIZETT H,

f8. ELLPEEBEBICRAFIA-AERVETH, 1 DBVOZ DT I,

9. REDBETESETHMO B >ERFEEZFALERVETH, FW

(AIAY-3
LEERTL-00FKB, 2. €T F AR, 3. 30k, 4 KT

WZOWTEMARMIZEEALTTE &V,

> hEe =

—R9TIWVINZE. ENLIBEEZZALERVETL, 22FTOEDITE LY,
5. 7= % BT 5720 DYE, 6. FH
Z DAl

PE R
7., 8 FoMh

10. RO TN —TEHEIXRELEERELVEEE LSS REDL LTI P,
ATOZ DT I,
L RZEZL#E . 2. LWy

I EBLLHLEDBF AW

1 D&

—[10T 1 DEZB[AZE LA ERIRL AR, TLHEERE 1 DBATOEDIFEIL,
1. BEIZIHZWVADRNG 20 @ESRN R WA D
3. BogiHz Law AR w5

4, BEDNOEFIZZ L VADNRNDS 5 FOfl

— 182 —




Change in Motivation through Task-Based Language Teaching in the Japanese context (okamura)

ZoM IZOWTEMARBICEEALTT S W,

—ME10T2DEZ[EL WSR2 BIRL A, ELREHZ 1 DBEATOZDITEIL,
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Appendix: B: English Translation of the questionnaire to the teachers

Name

1 Do you think that collaborative learning in your classes were useful for students to learn

English? If yes, in what respect? If no, what were the negative aspects in your classes?

2. How did you cope with the minus side of collaborative work?
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3. Do you think that your students learned to speak English? If so, what were they?

4. Any comments on the course and the use of Task-based language teaching.

Thank you very much.

Japanese original of the questionnaire to the teachers
Widgets ##H4 L CToH I A~ b (FEH)

BhER

1 GEOLE) RFEEBEEHHPEDL 7V — TERIREOHYL I N7 T ATIREES
BT IR BbETH? YesDHE. EALMT? NO, Oi&E. EAR
~NAFAMABFHLL T L7207

2. TW—=THEEOTAFAMIH L TEDL ) I EN T L7zHh?

3 FHEGRETRHELFE T LE2FALRLEVE SN P FALR L LA EALREEED
B 2T
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4. Zoa—RA, g a-2ZHEEF, REZOWVWTMPI AL b rEH) T L6 BEW

LEd,

THhdhre)TEnE L

Appendix C: The number of motivated students in three groups in semester 2

Motivated? MR in semester 2 Info in semester 2
N > =
TR a2 ko
e 2= 2

Chi-square among those responding to YES: 0.15, df=2, p<0.9277

Appendix D: Reasons for motivations for Market research and Infomercial in semeter 2

Group A Group B Group C
Reasons M I M I M I

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Interesting 28 28.6 42 429 64 31.7 98 50.0 48 400 72 58.1
Liking English 21 214 19 194 37 183 19 9.7 9 75 5 4.0
Useful for myq; 978 95 955 g7 431 65 332 54 450 42 339
future career
Others 12 122 8 82 11 54 10 5.1 8 6.7 5 40
No response 0 0.0 4 4.1 3 15 4 2.0 1 08 0 0.0
Total 98 100.0 98 1000 202 1000 196 1000 120 1000 124  100.0

Note. Group A=upper intermediate; Group B=intermediate; Group C=lower intermediate
M: Market research, I: Infomercial

Difference among Group A, B, C students’ motivation between the top three reasons
Market Research: significantly different: chi-square: 10.90, df=4, p<0.0277, Cramer s V=0.119
Infomercial: not significantly different: chi-square: 16.64, df=4, p<0.0023, Cramer s V=0.1466
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Appendix E: Reasons for not being motivated in Market research and Infomercial in semester 2

R . ¢ bei Group A Group B Group C
it G S S S— S—

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Boring 8 286 10 385 9 220 12 25 4 154 3 136
Disliking English 10 357 4 154 10 244 6 128 13 500 7 318
ggéh‘s"hammg to think ing 179 154 10 244 15 319 5 192 6 273
e o <h 0 00 1 38 1 24 1 21 1 38 0 00
Others 5 179 6 231 11 268 12 25 3 115 6 273
No response 0 0.0 1 38 0 0.0 1 2.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 28 1000 26 1000 41 1000 47 1000 26 1000 22 1000

Note. Group A=upper intermediate; Group B=intermediate; Group C=lower intermediate
M: Market research, I: Infomercial

Appendix F: The influence of group motivation on individual motivation

Market Research

Individual Motivation:
IM (number of students)

Perceived Group motivation:

GM (number of students)

Very motivated

Motivated

102 (19.8%)

Not motivated 3 (0.6%)
105 (20.3%) No response 0
) Motivated 294 (57.0%)
Motivated 315 (61.0%) Not motivated 21 (4.1%)
No response 0
Not so much Motivated 62 (12.0%)
or not motivated at all Not motivated 33 (6.4%)
95 (18.4%) No response 0
No response 1 (00.2%) No response 1 (0.2%)
Total 516 (100%) 516 (100%)
Infomercial

Individual Motivation:
IM (number of students)

Perceived Group motivation:

GM (number of students)

Very motivated

Motivated

113 (21.9%)

118 (22.9%) Not motivated 4 (0.8%)
No response 1 (0.2%)
Mot q Motivated 277 (53.7%)
otvate 301 (38.3%) Not motivated 22 (04.3%)
No response 2 (00.4%)
Not so much Motivated 60 (11.6%)

or not motivated at all

Not motivated

33 (06.4%)

94 (18.2%) No response 1 (00.2%)
No response 3 (00.6%) No response 3 (00.6%)
Total 516 (100%) 516 (100%)
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Appendix G: The most important factor in operating group in semester 2.

Group A Group B Group C Total

Members motivation 93 (72.2%) 211 (87.2%) 111 (73.5%) 415
Manager s leadership 11 (8.6%) 5 (2.1%) 9 (6.0%) 25
Topic of the task 12 (9.4%) 10 (4.1%) 7 (4.6%) 29
Group' s scores in class 6 (4.7%) 9 (3.7%) 15 (9.8%) 30
Members English proficiency 5 (3.9%) 5 (2.1%) 8 (5.3%) 18
Others 0 0 0 0

No response 1 (0.8%) 2 (0.8%) 1 (0.7%) 4
Total 128 242 151 521

Appendix H: The proportion of students who stated that they learnt English with and without
practice outside class

Group A Group B Group C
Sl S2 S1 S2 S1 S2
No. of students 128 127 242 243 151 146
I can learn English 22 (17.2%) 18 (14.2%) 24 (9.9%) 14 (5.8%) 27 (17.9%) 11 (7.5%)

With practice outside class: 12 (54.5%) 17 (944%) 13 (54.2%) 12 (85.7%) 11 (40.7%) 7 (63.6%)
Without practice outside class: 10 (455%) 1 (5.6%) 11 (45.8%) 2 (14.3%) 16 (59.3%) 4 (36.4%)

Note. Group A=upper intermediate; Group B=intermediate; Group C=lower intermediate
Sl=semesterl; S2=semester2

Difference among Group A, B, C students  awareness of learning English from collaborative work between
semester 1 and 2

Group A: chi-square:6.03, df=1, p<0.0141, Cramer’ s V=0.444

Group B: chi-square:2.63, df=1, p<0.1049, Cramer's V=0.3208

Group C: chi-square:0.85, df=1, p<0.3566, Cramer’ s V=0.2077

Appendix |: The proportion of students who enjoyed speaking English, collaborative work (%)

Groups Enjoyable? §§eaking English in gi)llaborative work in Collaborative work in
yes 68 (53.1%) 80 (62.5%) 50 (39.4%)
Group A no 14 (10.9%) 23 (18.0%) 40 (31.5%)
Difficult to say 46 (35.9%) 86 (35.5%) 48 (31.8%)
yes 136 (56.2%) 164 (67.8%) 106 (43.6%)
Group B no 20 (8.3%) 39 (16.1%) 66 (27.2%)
Difficult to say 24 (18.7%) 39 (16.1%) 26 (17.2%)
yes 87 (57.8%) 99 (65.6%) 70 (47.9%)
Group C no 15 (9.9%) 26 (17.2%) 34 (23.3%)
Difficult to say 36 (28.3%) 70 (28.8%) 42 (28.8%)

Notes: S1=semester 1, S2=semester 2.
Group A=upper intermediate; Group B=intermediate; Group C=lower intermediate

Difference among Group A, B, C students who enjoyed speaking English in semester 1, and collaborative
work in semester 1 and 2: chi-square: 04, df= 4, p<0.9825, Cramer’s V=0.1253
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Appendix J: Reasons for enjoying speaking English in semester 1 (%)

Group A Group B Group C TOTAL
I wanted to practice speaking English. 15(22.1%) 40.5 (29.8%) 19.5 (22.4%) 075
grjgazrﬁenfgfpeak with my vocabulary 71 39) 115 85%) 6 (6.9%) 245
Members had sufficient vocabulary and 5(7.4%) 35 (2.6%) 5 (5.7%) 135

grammatical knowledge
The topic was interesting

It is interesting to hear about other
people opinion

15.5 (22.8%)
20.5 (30.1%)

33.5 (24.6%)
44.5 (32.7%)

21.5 (24.7%) 705
34 (39.1%) 99

Others 5 (7.4%) 2.5 (1.8%) 1 (1.1%) 85
No response 0 0 0 0
Total 638 136 87 291

Notes: Group A=upper intermediate; Group B=intermediate; Group C=lower intermediate
Difference among Group A, B, C students’ enjoyment; chi-square:11.27, df=8, p<0.1869, Cramer s V=0.0999

Appendix K: Reasons for not enjoying speaking English in semester 1 (%)

Group A Group B Group C TOTAL
I am not good at speaking English 5.0. (35.7%) 6.0. (30.0%) 3.5 (23.3%) 145
I do not have sufficient vocabulary and 6.0. (42.9%) 9.0, (45.0%) 75 (50.0%) 295

grammatical knowledge

Members lacked vocabulary and

grammatical knowledge 0 0.5 (02:5%) 10(6.7%) 15
It is unnatural to use English when we

share the same L1 0.5 (3.6%) 1.00(05.0%) 1.0.(6.7%) 25
The topic is not interesting 2.5 (17.9%) 1.5 (07.5%) 1.0 (6.7%) 5.0
Other members in my group did not try to

use English 0 2.0 (10.0%) 0 20
Others 0 0 1.0 (6.7%) 1.0
No response 0 0 0 0
Total 14.0 20.0 15.0 49.0

Notes: Group A=upper intermediate; Group B=intermediate; Group C=lower intermedia
Difference among Group A, B, C students non-enjoyment: chi-square:2.98, df=6, p<0.8114, Cramer’ s V=0.1294

Appendix L: The number of the students who worked outside class hours as a group for practice
sessions

Shared regulation semester 1 semester 2
Group A yes 61 (47.6%) 113 (89.0%)
no 66 (51.6%) 13 (10.2%)
Group B yes 130 (53.7%) 201 (82.7%)
no 112 (46.3%) 40 (16.4%)
Group C yes 81 (53.5%) 95 (65.0%)
no 70 (46.5%) 49 (33.6%)

Group A: chi-square:49.17, df=1, p<0.0001, Cramer' s V=0.4494
Group B: chi-square:47.97, df=1, p<0.0001, Cramer’ s V=0.3196
Group C: chi-square:2.98, df=1, p<0.0414, Cramer' s V=0.1257
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