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COE. KIFMVEGE R ENHAZERED—ER & L THIFEEZI D _LiFTuvi
RFAHZ eIl oTz, BEIRZCEET HRTFEDIIER I, KEY 3 —
U T RERFR S EHREFPNEBHEER THEFE LS (Doctor of Edu-
cation) # li§ 9 5 & TE, TOBOELHBY T SEIONEIZL TH
1e12 2N 27D, G EHRXLTH D . ABTIZ RIS NS LT,
HARENTOHERRIEDRDBELDNA D EEBX TWITOBRTH - 7.

AEFTEHD» S0, PART 1 THIXUC L B8 TRLIRT A M EH
—EiEY . BIKE - 5348y (Field-Dependence/ Independence) B%1Z ¥
A VOER TR/ 2 THPEIBEEEERE L v ¥ —#KEIF =5 (1994)
holpEid s iz, 2, PART 20X D HEITEHRZEDER» OFVER
IZEVWEDTHAH, BEHL TV WREA VT L E—RICAFLYCT
WHDTEBNOT, HEDOEZRS & & iz, PART 205X OIEF & H
SIZTBEEXINSTH S, PART 203, EEI »é%b‘ﬁo ToHRAE &
Z DR SR AELHRLDOENLTH 5,

COBREEG XTI > Tt KRINERBREDOFMBREERFED . B
RIS o fc AR, EDDITIRER 7 RINA 2% 2SS TcgaRiEREICZ D
GEREY CEtLZBR L EFzw, £z, #8 T PART 100/ 0 indk %
R%LTT%ot¢@ﬁ@%ﬁﬁﬁﬁty&—@ﬁbﬁb@%btmo

T, BFHEEOSTICHT 5 [BLFEEE X00b AR, HA
EHBICBVTLHESHEATETVLA L) Th S, AE PART 213HEH 5
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(K7 - B EMPEND 27 AL EYHOE LT, FDOREAZE L HAREY
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BF¥BHIIBERINGEN, 2EEOEESNEES 2 ZE LT, BEH
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1 FLslc
EROZEEICRKFICARELHA A, L AFEEOREELIFEL T
b, BENEPEERMAEUCTH. HAHML - TUTEEEORICBERE
LICENHETL B, TN BEAARKREHRFICR -7z & Tk, 20
FEEOERIZEHL, BARHIENLINTWS, BRIZY AL, B TH
B1KTF - 35337 (Field-Dependence/Independence LI FHEL T FDI) & i»
VBRRDSIE. BEEORYEIER L S ICHIEAS . FHETEETH S &0
I GROMEENEBERHRT —< DV EDTH S, BRMICL T, BAREHE
DB TIIILALEZOFDLIZET 2HENR SN2 WD T, SE%F DO
#EEDTHAHT LI LTz, BROEEOE, 5>, AABELEEOEALS
gL, £0EIICU T, & W EYRIBERIHEUTT 2R 2ES 120
DB NEENTH 5, |

2 BHMIRY AL (cognitive styles) #5133 FDI (3B{k7E - HBIH3T)
AR AN EWVD DI, BB F 2L L IREN, EWEKT
DIERDOAEHNL ABICBIL T, BAP—B L TURIBEL# 3T, P 2& b,
MDD BBREFEET A0, BHEFEL., L L. ZET 255,
HAHUEIHRICES D LT AFRICLHBARPYEDZ ETH 5,
B2, RIUEREZ EX/BE. BENRBIcEEB2EEE L L, 8
ROBNFEEE LW EHOZITE D AREBEOEHICLERANTS (au-
rally/visﬁally oriented), F7-. %:%%igﬂﬂﬁ)ﬁﬁ; 55 A AR
TERET A, SOEMIEHRARERICRISERUAEEE L VT, LT
DETIIHRWERLU2ESH 15  (analytic/Gestalt), £ 7= REENE - ENE
DH-oTHERRATRICED ZFHE AEIRIEDHFBETERVELVS (D
WE WD X ADffFE ; torelance of ambiguity), |
BRIRTANIZE ) o T BESNESENENMIOWTIE, IEEMTELR
BENLIN TV, Ausubel (1968) (118 FEELIED R ¥ A LA 5
cL7zU, Hill (1972) (329291 L% HIFTW5, 722, Z20H0
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WS ODRERDE->TWEESLH 5,

BHHEMAY A INOHFT, SEBEOMH TEHINTELHDIERS
NTHYH, BE Tl Larsen-Freeman & Long (1991) A%, ADODFEHR Y
(I, FLEBEBIIRY B Lo LTE DTV, B, OHKE/
155437 (field dependence/independence), @4 57 I Y —DIg (category wid-
th), @M EM:,/ EE4 (cognitive reflectivity/impulsivity), @DFEHE
/ ELE MBS (aurally/ visually oriented) S0,/ ZIEAI X ¥ 1 )L (analy-
tic/Gestalt) Tdh 5, ' .

T, ZDHILT, BHMRIANEE > TAFEILBT EF > TOWVIERD
EIF SN AGIRE /BT FEDD 20w T, BHOOE¥E Ho A Witkin
SHAIREZERTE /A, BT ELIL, HIERSVEDAEN TV EED
6, FOEEFWMOHTIENTELLW) 2 ET, BEZOMERITXIZA
RBIEEEFEE EFT) SMENLELIET A M THONSONEETH
%,

3 FDIEfRiEEZDORE

FDI (#3857 /#iK7) &0 5 0t 1960 EKA S 1970 ERIZA T
OFE2EE Ho A Witkin ST L T o 72hY, ZORIIARSEH DI
FERDOPRRVESIC, BEEWIDE EHE#RT 502 FAXLERD SR
Fofz, EANOHT, PAWVRLE—KROBEBALBARICEVWTRES LK
L. BBENZOBEERE TR T 5 A 5H A (BES8E : Rod-
and-Frame Test), #EEDONELAEL*EZ ONAHETE2E-> TRLZIZE
AT, BEHDERZHANSL 2 &b ans: (B4HEERZE Body Adjustment
Test), # L TEAICE OFERICKEWED, LHAH—BLTHAZ LR
Ranfc (Witkin et al,, 1971 fth), 2Fx 0, WEHNFLID D ICFHELES.
EHICEAEEREICE>T, AILEDEBODLTEEN)IZETH S,
Witkin 53 Z N TOFDEOHERERIZINA T, Gottschaldt (1926)
DRELI&T A b 2FHL T BEKEHRE (Embedded-Figures Test B L T
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EFT LMIN%,) 2L/, CNRIERLZNE (K1 0A0RESR)
DU BEFRER (K1 0EORFER) MEDAEN TS DT, HEk
BT, R SINICBEHR R 2 RS NRN TR T & v ) B
5zxon%, ® —HEOXERHT 2 FThH 5,

| : EFT TEDhh 306

L

ZDEFT # ZEOHBE I C—FIZIT2 5 &9 12, 12 GEFT (Group Em-
bedded Figures Test) A PR XN7-.

INSOMBETHISINSIEBAAR I A ILIZ>W T, Witkin 5 (1977) (3R
DEIIZHALTWB, 9, B2 {EA (field independent L FHE L
TFI) &BR7ER72{E A (field dependent LI FBS L CFD) 0¥EEL L ¢
DREICOWTUT, FI 03EBRIZEBMIEEE R FLICER L., FD 0EIZ
HEBBREZENE . HAZRFILOF DRZHICRITTWAZETHBEL
T3,

BRI IE., FIORFBIIOM 72 & ICEEE L W ) BRO RG2S
FED . OB EEE T, (REMEELITH) . OB >FEAADICE
ShbNIZ< W, QARG ERRICR - TITE L, BE (¥R 7) ZITOEHE%
EmEORETH B,

THUTHART, FD ORI OFTR@IEE2H £ 0 ) {fBbhiv, OFF
BTHEBENLGFEERERZ L DAL, OB STENHNICE SbNP T,
@HRIZL B DI IR B I NPT V., O ARBIRPERES VDD 5
BHERAID, BARD T E20O0ERETHBEHETHL, 22T, 6
PsHInwbw 5 MEE | otz FLIZIZER) ¢, FD I ARFAZ &idh b
THhaHI&iF, FHILET S,




PART 1 fBL#T A N L B_FEFHE 11

FI & FD O— B AA&ICBEL T, FLIZ TG/, A CBRBE# R E D &9
B EAEEN] BELWINEEEAS T ENZVOIFLT, FDE T
ML BUR N2k s, ALBEBIIIEDhS) ERbNSEZ ENEL,

X 5z Witkin & (3, FI £ FD O ZIEERRICLHEbN A E L TWA, FI
BRI IR B, BEEBRICEET A A E L, FD 3 & 0xt
ANEBDZ N — pILT—H—, FEE. AFEROKER, X - LA
Wi PEEIRT 2 EAZ N EVD (Witkin et al.,, 1977, p. 44),

FRBREN, NEVARFSbIE-ED EH B EHEL TS (Witkinet
al,, 1971), Z DEIFEMICEEE 0. FH LTI FD OffEEA#H < . B
HIZFIOMRINH 5 &),

ZOMz, EOVWIHIELLAEZLTVWAXLBEDATH 0L >T, X
EZ28H 2 BT 25 6 W< oHhdH 5 (Witkin & Berry, 1975; Hansen,
1984 ; Berry, 1991 f{i),

EEHE . BICESERE LBV TEFT #f - /BRI, BHRoNnT
WA, MOBEL RSB CICHIN LD, §FTIZHFFICEBEHICLE-T
W3, © ZOFDIDBEH#BE-SEHBELHTUIDTHL L, EDLHIRL
EREZEZHLDTHAID, ,

Witkin 50 FERIZE 2 &, FEED & 9 12 FI 0 NZ 9 TR I HE
KA BN TS, —7F, FD 0 AR &AM aEN c ABBIRICRI TV 5,
ZOBVNOEKRT 3 &2 A FLISEN S HACERY A N E2REASE,
ST - T R B B 5. FD 20 &) 528 E 0 b, KR
BiESEnFEE 2T LTuidT, BBRHIASEFEZEBL W DER
B aEmcH B, BB, FI ZRHT-7EET 7 RATERDEE S,
FD 3G LA, ERICARBETIAI ool —va VT 5T EIC&>TH
RORFHENH Z &I 5, #%ICRS &) 2, # 21X Hansen & Stansfield
(1981, 1982) 1%, FIISEZMRENICEN, FDIZaIia=r—2a v

ZENTWS EWIRBENTT, ORI Z RS TV 5, FINEEF
BIBENICEN TS L W) DIt HELVOHIRES BBELTWAHDTH
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B4, FD $33 2= —2 2 VEENICBNT WA L0 & & 2T 3
M+ AHEENTORVOLNRRTH 5.

Ero, FHRIZKALD HBEL TFD THAEADEVEEHLNTVWAEDT
BHAHH, 2D LiZKrashen (1981) DWHEED $#E (learning)| &
&5 (acquisition)] OXHF|EERGHE S LERED, i, BHIVIE
B8 -> TIPTS5 &2k ->TREH LD EE (learning)] & H#EIL
T, EEENEELETEEINS 815  (acquisition)) [IFHEDFFE
BERIHFBNTH A LERL TS, T2 TFLIZ 8 (learning)) 12K
J. FD X T&1§ (acquisition)| ([ZRITTWAEF5&, FHHAFD TH 5D
Dt Krashen OFR&EHDUDENEH Z LI 5,

DED &) RIBRmERELT 5720, UTICBNT 5 &) AigaiER%2E
RSN INT £,

4 B_EEEFICHMDOBFDIHRE

TEEHEICHEI A FDIED T —< I L FDIXE - FEFE LB E
IBBRLTWADHE WS Z A, BERAELY 5HTWS, FDIp3EHE
DHE_SHEFYEIEFE LRI D ADD ., B_ESBEEORE 2 THIT S
ENTEEZDHD, FDIZ 4 A LDV DEKRIIa ), /¥ EELHEMDE
HZ A IIHEEICBERSD B0 EWI ERED, HETH B, NS
BlZoWT, FELRHELZEN TS,

41 FDIR% A )W EFE-EEFEBEN

L L b L Witkin 513, FDI L B-SEXBOMFRIcOVWT, FIZ4 4L
DFEEE I TOEEECERY A ORG R E#BELL, FD 0%
BEI BEALET A LI > TERFRBELTHE VIR EZT
TWiz, ZOMERIURRZMEET 5720, BRARIIEAREINTEZ, LT
I\ DDEERIHREHB/IT TH,

(1) Naiman, Frohlich & Stern (1978) O TII. B FFTT T U X
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BEFATOWARBHEFEOFDIZ VA N ERFAN LA FITHB &
E. 77 v RERERNEDEOMBEER LIz, ZOMKTIE, 75~ AFERES
X EEWTENEROETAIT—Ya vy T AN, BXE- CHfiRS
5HERNBET A THEE NI, BRITEBOFEEICE VT, & HEEE
ZHbh, FIThAIREEWT T v RAEREHOEE %R LT,

(2) Bialystok & Frohlich (1978) (ZFEIUS AF ¥ TT7 I L RED Y T 2
EARICHFR L7245, FIR 9 A JUTEFEE OB L VWS 2 L ICECBBRL
THEH, ZLT, Z0EEIEIA NI TFO—DFERICBEABRLTVWS EE>TW
5, UL, ZEIEEICEEMRL TV A0, BHEX NS F 0 —nff
HATH->T, FIZZAINTIRBVWEFRELTWS,

(3) HJET/ LH 7z Hansen & Stansfield (1981) (X, 7 A U H DK
DANRA VEO—ZHABICBH L TCWeT v 7aoROZEN=EAEZMEIC
Tz, ANRS VEOBENIEEENEEN. 0= —va v #LT
REHO=D2izn i oNtz, TORDEBZIEEN IR T VEEDOHIH % H
AEELHAMT, 23 2= —Y a3 VOB OOEAR F NLFMETHE SN
Z LTRENIZZ ORI OB ED Nz, ZORR, FIR 5 1 LHE
TEEFHIANTHE L) I ENMRESNTWS, B, SE¥EE
ERENZBWT, BETH -7, a3 2= —2 a3 VITIIFDEFID
EIFELAEROSNKM T2V,

(4) Hansen & Stansfield (1982) [t1F 7z, FI 2 ¥ A )L O¥EEDEEH|
FERFLOE.PTOLEUETFIZ Y M VOEFHIHEIC LA E, B
TFD 25 A )VOEEETE B FAICRAERRDH > - L5 L7z, 1BE
3B B & ) I EBHE LBEIOEAR 7 4 LOBHRIZOWTHRENT NS,

(5) [EL < Stansfield & Hansen (1983) #i&icLniE. FI x4 1)L
EANRA VEDT A MERIENHEE2RL, FHc/o—X 572 (cloze
test: (AFBENMCHBWVIIRZ S>/-XER ., BIROXRD SHB L TRKRE €
2FAN) EEVHRIER LT, Witkin & (1977) #S5 & 5. FDI
5 A NHREERD Y 2 7125 \WT, IRMREES . HERIRE . BERREED I

e
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Bifptd s LvniE, 70—X - TR EBWVHEELHLDIRLILET
HrHEEZEZOND,

Stansfield (%, Lo L7ads, HEOMFEERNISZDOI/O—X - T2
N E—ROFBENHREST HHBE LCERT S 0. BEOSULEORE
BIIAHDI B INABVWEEELTVWS, EVIDE, 7a—X - 72 - OFE
REFIZTANICFERENLZDOTHD, TOFL R 5 A ILIEUEIZ L > TH
BOREINBEDSHT, 70—X+ T A MBMIRICEZENZHEL TS &
WEARBWDOTHBEFE->TWS, COMBICEL T, EBRGLF—4
b7, XL EEBHIR Y A LOMET— 5 bBEIZAWERTIE, Eo &
DL EEEARBWD, HEwmORMLH N ZHTH 5,

(6) Roberts (1984) (t, FIX ¥ A L OD¥BEIEALESET 2 b TEE
mE L, ACTFL »¥:ERE/1:RER (Oral Proficiency Interview) # &<
“HEEOEET 2 b TOEBAETFRIL .

(7) Chapelle & Roberts (1986) #', JF-EE L L THOWEEBERHA TS
HEA ARL VA, TITADSRB 6 1 ZOFBHEICOWNTHENRZ LD
H, BTODEETANC, FIZY A IVDENFD 25 L LOERBENTE D
V. TOHETIE. HVFE WD IADFMYE (torelance of ambiguity) & FI 2
FSANH, ROBEFBEORHEOHNTENR LD TH B EEbNTL S,

(8) Cathcart, Strong & Fillmore (1979) t4HEIR # &% & L7-5H
RT, FI OF#IE FD OFHICHENRT, BEROFESVEVIREX L TH
N, FEAMESTH, FI R4 UM EBLBICENTHAExRELTL
%5, @

ULEDHRERRENOFTAZDII.FIR YA NN E_SE LB I HF LD
REWHIZETHB, TTTE-ENEMETERVDIL, 72 & 21F Day
(1984) D& IZFILFD THMENERD 5T EVWIBELH LD OTH
5, £lo, FHIZEELFDIZ ¥ 4 L OBZRERANLHEDES . 213%
BOEREIRATHD, —ELIZ< W L bisiTE 3,
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FDI R ¥ A )L L 3 EFEREICIA T, OB EMA ARG ZHITHON
W3, FEzE. BEORHHLVWHIERICEB L TEDBMRA I AL L
DERIZOWTOIELH BN, TNIcLbH e, FIR Y A ILDEEEIL TIE
HrpEieE | [2HFTH B L D72 (d'Anglejan & Renaud, 1985), HlD
EnHETNE. FI 29 4 USHEENIgE 2175 FD 24 A LITIRIE
HIgEE T &\ ) T & TH S (Abraham, 1985), 2 DAz oW, Chap-
elle (1988) HLEFZEL T AA., iz EhiE, FIZ ¥ A )LDOFEEIL, R
BRMDH 275 S BEFET A FOFBEMICRITTOWADTEEHMLW
HZETH A,

F7-. Carter (1988) (3. ¥ UEDFDIBFIR Y 1 )L & EEZBIER
FRPMEBEODYF EOBREFR . HLIIBAFERFD X5 A )L L FIX
54 LD S A Lk, FEICFC (feldcentral) EIEA AL, 2H
FEEET 7 A L TidFL & FCHFD % E[al ) | ACTFL 0 RZERE/IFHBR T
FD L FCAFI # B W2EHE LTV, FHBEORYFEERLOD
DE, A3 22— a3 vEALOLDIZLTHELIZAS, WTNDT T AT
LFIOEBEENFD LY LENEENZHETHICEY HEOP D HBER
2. FEHRICSFEREVREEZRI IR 5L TH S,

4-2 FDIR9 1 )LD:BDEE

T3z 2. FDELFIZR 94 WOEEEZERENEL S, BB FIDOAENFD
OB EBICARTH A LV BLOMTRBERESIE AT, TOEN
fAIA>TWADD L NI REZEATHS, BAKLLTE,FD L FIH»E
72 B IRALERE A EB X ¥ TWVW5 95 (Goodenough, 1976) H», £N& b
BU@ETHHH., ZOWRAENL S ERLEED (Davis & Frank, 1979;
Hennessey & Nahinsky, 1980 ft) Db H %, SETcnEz 5, FD &
FI 2R/ 5BFBEZFE -/ L WA IHLIT275 . TLARBRED LI I,
FD ¢ Fliz 7ot xR 50 T3 FD OEFEO T oL ADHLAH
FLI3 SR TIREVE WD) & ICEFET 3 HNBENTHS L7 BlZ
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WE.FDOANIZIZ, —RABICRZAERE Y <FETA LWL, &
7o FESOLWVERLH S &, BHRDH 2158 % D £ GBATEERAT
BT ABLL, BHNICERET B8, BEESE 212< <. ERED -
CHDEZTHELWIZAE LW E#NSH - 72 (Avolio, etal, 1981 fth), =
D EEDWTE, SRABOERLILER OHEAEDIE, b L85 L
ZANBBHE LAR,

4-3 FEELFEMD FDI & MR

STIZETR. ZEEDBENRIANINDAERT &I, HETHE
FEEEZAIIGE. BEORBHMR 74 L EBRIIR VOS5, Zhlco
W, FEFLHAMOFDIZRA R ¥ 4 LA —ET ., HEICE|2E> S
NBE. BRI EDEBEDEEIEE Y LV EFHET 2 L V) HE &
VEBIRONALEVIMELDH S Witkin et al, 1977),  Witkin &3
AR Z A ILD—BUZ & BT ABRAND T 5 ZDTEA D 5 DITZL & L
e, ENEHEORBICHT A DT, BHIR 9 4 L O—B & S EED
FRAI-Z0BOOSNEETEFERETLZEL TS,

R[> Hansen & Stansfield (1982) MOEfZETit, 2WEDRMZ ¥ A JL
&LBETD & #RNTRIRE R B 2 5 4 WhEBIc RITTHEIT,
FEHEBHDRY A IR TIEFEINE V0 EHE LT 5, Roberts (1984)
DR TIIHET L FEEDBRZ I A N O—BIEEM 2RI D -7, &
i, Hansen & Stansfield (1982) DO#ER L LKL TWE, 2o OFF
FLEH T, Garlinger & Frank (1986) #4&&tL7z (A 9-7F VU Z2D)
TR L CEBHIR 7 A L O—BIEA—HOBES LDV IFRVE NI 2 & Th -
oo LU, ZOBEHENEERILNE < BAEHEX D TRWITA
W RBRD LA, RO H -7 5D -720 . EBF— 7 AV WEEES S
THlE-&D Licz 2RI AEidTERL,

1212, B EEELBABHOBMR YA LEH S SNTERLI-2 &
ICE > T, FEEOBEAZICBRIZAD | {5EDMLHH X DD < 15 - F-E
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2. 5EHEOEVWERSEZEY HTHRICA T WIBIRIESH H . BIRE
vV (Doebler & Eicke, 1979), Lo LESLN S EHIEL LN 720
EADERNLZ E1EZ D Doebler S DHARICITEEN TN -7zD T,
USROS [FINB EZATH S, '

5 SEOMARRMEEDAR
5-1 FDIDERNEROLEM

RHIZ A LOWFRTE S BIEIZRS Z &id. ZNAHIJT  (intelligence)
PEEST (ability) & IZRBBZDNEND T ETH S, HOPREN LT DHE,
FRRBEROLDILTRIOND S, 25 1 I ADR & HBATF 72 13K
2T R TH I LV IEREER ->TWA, [>T, FINPRENEH -7
FH AW EW D (IEHIETHICKE O R T A ILBREDOENTH 5D T,
FRONCIIBERICER BV L 2R E L MEEHIBNIC IR D0,
LU, BBEIZRIA NN EB SO, ZFANTHEH 6, HIPENT
BELRVOYD, FROKRMSSH B0H, BIRTH 5,

Witkin & (1977) A'E D) LH I, BRIR YA INWNIFEN LD EH -7
HDNEWVWHI—FEDOHDX L TIERL, HAFHNITEHI S, 2N &
XT3 BAFHATE~NOH RO LD I LEHEHT A LV IWEERE - T
WA ETEEZADH D, TOHE, fE-T, fAlETLHKAD, FITTE
FEICL>TRIAMNNDBEEDZEITH > TH, BADERZR Y A ILIZIT%
Lo T, XN ED AT A ILHARVEWE WS T flifEHIBR I TEanw e &
NTWB, > T . FDI DR ¥ A )L bHEHIEIEZ v e TR TV 5,

LOL—FT, BRI A ILOFDLIIRIIVEENTH 5 L TR T A5 H
MRKBENEZ ELEETHS (BlZX. Cronbach & Furby, 1970; Kogan,
1983 ; McKenna, 1984 ; Missler, 1986 ; Demick, 1991), ©

B, FDI 31 & 29 A LD EBSICHMb>T\ 5 (Davis, 1991)
EWIRFHLTTERD, TNDRENIHO R T A LD & WD BEITRIZHEDF
MIEWEFRIRE LR VREAED TV 5,
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HH—o0kE WVHEBWEEAIZ. RFT (B-E4E A5 :Rod-and-Frame
Test) & EFT (B2 KF4%7Z : Embedded-Figures Test) MEI{RASIEAX
DL TVWARWZ ETH A D, FDI OISO IA 72 D5, FDIA
#wetberzonh, RFT & EFT A5 ERT LIIEA. I o DRAE
RARRBOHDE I DEHETH 5, |

52FNE%Z§% BlICEMTEDIC
Witkin & (1977) (3, 2Z2BEEOFUFD 0E(25E5 U CHBNICEE) 258
MTELEE->TWA, LHLENIZIZ, FI & FDENEND8 DT
THRENLIEEE T RS L S RIS VWE, 207D DREMLHAFILE
FRREEAERINTVALY, Abraham (1985) DEERTII, FFEFE
FIERN. £ FURIVIEANIC . HASGRIEE 2EEE. BBRIZ Y AL
DEWEDBMRE Rz, £ DR FIO¥EZFHELFEEETL Y L (EXFD
DFEBE IR ZA LB S ICFIOLEE LABOMRE H T - L HEX
NTWa, bLIDE) RIERO—MEATRETH 572613, ARBHED
BIGTOICHTE S LEZONED, ZTODHITITX 5 I B IZIREEN W
BTHAHD,

o, BRO &) ICHETARIMR A W ETBR, WL TH L LDHF
W RN AR SNE LI BDT, THIEFERICHTLEEZRLTNAD
TlIRwhBhns,

6 &by

HrBEHENL, ZEENTEALE IR EZEEBTEE LI
Bi>TWA, D/HIZ, BEEMOE#IEICEREL, —A—ADERP
FIERICIE U CBYICEE L T 2B T RkEZ L TWHDTH %,
RBHAIANETRB TR, TDDOFRERZENTESZDLL
Nz, DEFOSF LRI, FDLICEEL TIERICZ < OFIERIGHD
RO ENTEA, BoSBEHE TORBTL ) Sk HICFDI R ¥
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AN EFEIEE L OBREROICHIES R INTE I, 2R oDERNH
ESECLSTHUADD, AXBHEICBVWTLRAKTH 5DH, £/
BEOFBEICEHENIRZVODE V) FIZDWTORGESE TN LN
xThAHI, FNELELIZ, HABOHMBEME LEFICANT, FIREYXF
WE LIRS A IVOBREE, 5% SICEINBHEIFNS LIS
THh5b,

=3

(1) THhOHEFEER | 288,

(2) WEREIRESREABEPRZBR T, TANEDAENERSREEREON
%, ZO0ORBEEENTRIENS Z 2, Fanigw, RBEIHBRE BN
KD SR L DI TH AP TRDITo NS %, FHlIT 5. #EREN.
HinREsRETERFINED, ZOHEL T >OREZARTHERENS
EDRNEIICL, [AERELA»DERL T LTS, 3FLS
13 . Witkin et al. (1971) A manual for the Embedded Figures Tests % £[&
D&, :

(3) FDI (cRFE L@t o2 TH197TEN S198TEICRE > T3 5., 390%H
Z T\, (Dissertation Abstracts International & )

(@ 72720, Thud T3$% (learning)) & 78 (acquisition)] DXAIZHEFIZA
NIRRT RRW EICEBTAHLENDH S,

(5) T#4hs7 (field independence)] & W) REF DL DICEENB =27 v AND
h ($5I2HET), T5IK7F (field dependence)) (X DHET L MWEELH S
EZFRONADT., TOREEST T, BHIEOEHV KW (high/ low
field independence) | & £ T 5 2 & TRET 2K E L5 (Omaggio, 1993),
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In recent years, studying Japanese has become quite popular in the
United States (Jorden & Lambert, 1991, p. 1). This is mostly because the
political and economic ties between the two countries have become stron-
ger ; consequently, the general interest of Americans toward Japan has
increased considerably. Students at the University of Georgia are no ex-
ception, and enrollments in the Japanese program have been rising stead-
ily. Many of those who take Japanese are students of business or interna-
tional relations. The edge that one can gain in the job market by knowing
Japanese is a very strong motivating factor.

Despite such strong motivation, itis not a simple task for an Ameri-
can student to learn Japanese, a "totally foreign language" (TFL) (Jorden
& Lambert, 1991, p. 1). It is well known that attrition rates of 50% or
higher have been recorded in Japanese language courses after the first
quarter or semester at the college level in the United States (Jorden &
Lambert, 1991). Learning the language involves two major difficulties :

the different operating system of Japanese grammar and the ideographic
writing system. From the Japanese language teacher's point of view, there
is another major challenge : how to develop the four language skills —spe-
aking, listening, reading, and writing— in a balanced way. '

During five years of recent teaching experience at the University of
Georgia, the author has taught a wide range of students, from quite suc-

cessful learners of Japanese to some less successful ones. Questions arise

repeatedly concerning the differences between high and low achievers, and

' The goal of the Japanese program at the University of Georgia is stated as "to develop simul-
tapeously all four basic language skills : listening, speaking, reading and writing" (1992).
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the ways in which teachers of Japanese can assist weaker learners in over-
coming or coping with learning challenges.

Researchers in the field of second language acquisition have been
accumulating data towards establishing the similarity of learners and the
universality of learning processes in the past twenty years or so, but rese-
archers started paying special attention to individual difference only re-
cently (Littlewood, 1984, p. 51; Skehan, 1989, p. 1). Individual difference
1s, however, becoming one of the most important issues ; it is "one of the
major conundrums in the second-language acquisition field" (Larsen-Free-
man & Long, 1991, p. 153). Approaches for individual difference research
have been classified in different ways (e. g., Brown, 1994, p. 103 ;
Littlewood, 1984, p. 51; Skehan, 1989, p. 1). Cognitive style, sometimes
called learning style, is one of these factors, and it is always included in
the classification of individual differences. Among several cognitive styles,
field independence/dependence has received the most attention from rese-
archers of second language learning.

The present study is the first of its kind to investigate the relation-
ship between the degree of field independence/dependence and achie-
vement in Japanese among American college students. Since Japanese in-
struction has been in great demand only recently, studies on the process
of learning the language are scarce, especially those which focus on Ameri-

can college students.

Purpose of the Study

The pﬁrpose of the present study was to investigate the relationship
between the degree of field independence/dependence and level of achie-
vement of American college students learning Japanese and to identify

problems and difficulties with which the students were faced. The field in-
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dependence/dependence inquiry derives from a quest for an efficient tea-
ching method of the language which accommodates learner differences.
Empirical evidence was collected in the two phases described in detail be-
low.

Literature on second language acquisition suggests that students'
cognitive styles play an important part in successful language learning. In
the first phase of the present study, the relationship between a particular
cognitive style, namely field independence/dependence, and achievement
in Japanese was examined. Students' achievement was assessed on the
basis of four aspects of performance: 1) oral achievement, as reflected
in the results of oral examinations ; 2) grammar knowledge from scores
on written examinations; 3) achievement in mastering Japanese orthogra-
phy as shown in scores on written examinations over Chinese characters
(Kanji hereafter), and 4) overall achievement in terms of course grades.
All four aspects of achievement were presented in numerical figures. The
numerical scores of all students were matched with their degreés of field
independence/ dependence as measured by the Group Embedded Figures
Test (GEFT). These data were expected to indicate whether field indepen-
dence and field dependence were correlated to achievement.

Such data were not expected to provide information about specific
difficulties each individual student with a given cognitive style had in
learning Japanese. The purpose of the second phase of the data collection
was to identify the specific difficulties of individual learners.

Classroom observation and individual interviews were the methods
chosen in the second phase of this study to investigate the problems or dif-
ficulties of learners with different cognitive styles and levels of achie-
vement. The students' problems and difficulties were observed through

their interaction with their instructors and their peers in the formal class-
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room situation. Individual interviews with the students were critical in
understanding how they perceived their own problems and difficulties. In-
dividual interviews with the instructors and peers also provided valuable
data for understanding the students' learning challenges from different

perspectives.

Research Questions

This study attempted to answer the following questions :

1) What is the relationship between the degree of field indepen-
dence/dependence and achievement in learning Japanese? This question |
~ encompasses four sub-questions :

1-a) What is the relationship between the degree of field indepen-
dence/dependence and oral performance? ‘

1-b) What is the relationship between the degree of field indepen-
dence/dependence and grammar knowledge?

1-c) What is the relationship between the degree of field indepen-
dence/dependence and mastery of Kanji?

1-d) What is the relationship between the degree of field indepen-
dence/dependence and overall achievement as shown in the course grades?

2) If there is a positive correlation between field independence/ de-
pendence and achievement, can the degree of field independence/ depend-
ence be a predictor of achievement in learning Japanese in terms of oral
performance, grammar knowledge, Kanji mastery, and overall achie-
vement?

3) Do high achievers in oral performance also show high achie-
vement in grammar knowledge and in mastery of the orthography? In
other words, are the students' language skills well-balanced in terms of

oral performance, grammar knowledge, and mastery of the orthography?
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4) What are the problems low achievers face in the process of
learning Japanese, and how do they address those problems? Do high
achievers experience difficulties in learning Japanese, too?

5) What do students perceive as most helpful in solving their prob-
lems : drills in class, explanations by the teacher, written quizzes, oral
checks, self-study, homework, help from peers, assistance from native in-
formants present in the class, language lab work, or computer-assisted

" practice??

Significance of the Study

A concern with accounting for individual differences in the field of
second language acquisition has been shared by numerous teachers and
researchers, including this author. Research interest has been growing
surrounding cognitive style as an important construct of individual differ-
ences. Among all the cognitive styles identified, field independence/ de-
pendence has particularly attracted numerous researchers and educators
in various content areas, including second language acquisition, and con-
tinues to be "one of the most researched learning style [cognitive style]
areas" (Reiff, 1992, p. 13).

In second language acquisition research, it was hypothesized that
a non-verbal factor such as field independence/dependence could explain
learner differences, and previous research generally supported the hypoth-
esis (d'Anglejan & Renaud, 1985; Carter, 1988 ; Chapelle & Abraham,
1990 ; Chapelle & Roberts, 1986 ; Hansen, 1984 ; Hansen & Stansfield,
1981,1982 ; Naiman et al., 1978 ; Roberts, 1984 ; Stansfield & Hansen,
1983). The author considered it significant to investigate whether the cog-

- *Native informants were Japanese students who helped in the classes every day, with their main
role to aid the instructors. There were nine such native speakers in total for Japanese 103.
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nitive style of field independence/dependence could explain achievement
in the case of learning Japanese as a foreign language, and to investigate
what difficulties are related to field independence/dependence. It was pre-
dicted that results from this investigation could be applied to the class-
room as well as filling a void in the field of research.

Since Japanese language study has only recently been included in
the curriculum of most of the colleges in the United States, there are hardly
any studies on how American students learn the language. This study aims
at contributing to the body of knowledge already existing in both the area
of foreign language education (especially learning Japanese as a foreign
language) and the area of field independence/dependence research.Second-
ly, this study will help us understand the problems students face in study-
ing Japanese. Thirdly, it will help us to understand what aids the learners
most. An understanding of cognitive styles would enable both teachers and
students to be able to reduce frustration and increase variability and flex-
ibility, among other advantages (Reiff, 1992, pp. 5-7). The findings of
this study may help show us how to teach and learn Japanese more eff-

iciently.

Definition of Terms

In the present study,two terms need to be specifically defined: achie-
vement and field independence/dependence. The concept of achievement
in learning Japanese, in this study, includes the following constructs: 1)
oral performance, 2) grammar knowledge, 3) mastery of the orthography,
and 4) overall achievement, within the scope of what has been taught in
Japanese 101 through 103 at the University of Georgia.

The word writing in this study refers to Japanese orthography and

not to composition or creative writing. Orthography was given priority in
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the syllabus, due to the complexity of the Japanese writing system. There-
fore, composition, although practiced a few times, was not even considered
in the grading in Japanese 103.

Japanese orthography consists of three sets of characters: two sets
of syllabaries, Hiragana and Katakana ; and Kanji (Chinese characters).
Hiragana and Katakana have 46 basic characters (and forms of combina-
tions) respectively, and they possess only phonetic value. Kanji are ideo-
graphic; they carry meaning as well as indicating pronunciation. One
thousand nine hundred forty-five Kanji were selected and designated by
the Ministry of Education of Japan as "Jouyou Kanji [Everyday Use Kan-
ji] " to be taught in Japanese schools. The students in Japanese-103 had
learned both Hiragana and Katakana, and about 200 Kanji by the end of
the 103 quarter. List of Kanji taught in the Japanese courses is included
in Appendix A.

In the present study, the four constructs of achievement were as-
sessed by the following instruments : 1) results from oral examinations in
Japanese 103 ; 2) scores on the grammatical portion of the written mid-
term and the final examinations in Japanese 103 ; 3) scores on the ques-
tions on Kanji in the written portion of the mid-term and the final exam-
inations of Japanese 103 ; and 4) overall course grades in Japanese 103.

Another important term, field independence/dependence, needs
to be defined. If a person can easily find simple geometric figures within
complex designs, the person is termed field-independent. If he or she has
difficulty in isolating an element from its background field, he or she is
called field-dependent. Witkin and his colleagues initially defined field
independence/ dependence as follows :

[T]he extent to which a person perceives part of a field as discrete

from the surrounding field as a whole, rather than embedded; or the



32

extent to which the organization of the prevailing field determines

perception of its components; or, to put it in everyday terminology,

the extent to which a person perceives analytically. (Witkin et al.,

1977, p.7)

There has been a question as to whether field independence/ de-
pendence is a style, as claimed by Witkin, orisin fact an ability. The ques-
tion has become controversial because a number of researchers have reported
highly positive correlations between field independence/ dependence
and measures of intelligence (e. g., McKenna, 1984: Missler, 1986). The
researchers have argued that the measures of field independence/depend-
ence share variance with measures of intelligence, and that field inde‘peh-
dence/dependence, therefore, should be viewed as cognitive capacity or
ability (Wapner & Demick, 1991, p. 406). The commonly used instruments
to measure one's degree of field independence/dependence, such as the Em-
bedded Figures Test and the Group Embedded Figures Test, actually me-
asure a cognitive ability to perform a task, according to the GEFT booklet.
Testees do not choose a particular "style" ; they simply either do or do not
have the ability to carry out the task of disembedding figures.

This issue was further handled in the work of Chapelle (1988),
Guilford (1980), McKenna (1984), and Missler (1986). For example,
Guilford's study (1980) presented evidence for positive correlations be-
tween scores for field independence/dependence and scores for the
Wechsler tests of Block Design, Picture Completion, and Object Assembly
(Vernon, 1973 ; Wachtel, 1972). This study suggested that field indepen-
dence/dependence is actually an ability. Guilford's assertion is contradic-
tory to Witkin's argument that field independence/dependence is not an
ability, and that there is no predictable difference between field indepen-

dence and field dependence in Wechsler's verbal-comprehension test
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(Witkin et al.,, 1971, p. 13). Witkin, however, modified his definition of
field independence/ dependence from solely a cognitive style, to a construct
encompassing abilities as well (Witkin et al., 1981). Their revised definition
includes "three major constructs : reliance on internal versus external
referents; cognitive restructuring skills; and interpersonal competencies"
(Witkin & Goodenough, 1981, p. 54). In the present study, this revised
definition is used. |

This "style" versus "ability" controversy has not been completely re-
solved. According to a recent study (Davis, 1991), information processing
research coupled with field independence/dependence research may serve
to clarify the issue. Davis believes that the currently available research
results support the view that both ability and style are involved.

The term "field-dependent," for some people, conveys a negative
impression, and a few researchers have suggested using "high or low" in
the scale of "field independence" (Rieken, 1991, p. 7) or using "field
sensitive"(Ramirez and Castafieda,1974,p.75)instead of "field dependence’
In this study, however, Iwill use the conventional terms of "field indepen-
dence (FI)" and "field dependence (FD)" in order to be consistent with the

majority of previous studies.

Limitations of the Study
A number of students had withdrawn from the courses before data
were collected for this study, and the reasons why they withdrew are not
known. There might have been a certain unknown commonality among
those who withdrew. Therefore, the body of the subjects selected for the
study did not necessarily constitute a representative sample of American
students taking Japanese. Hence, caution should be used in the general-

ization of the findings.
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The number of subjects in the second phase of the study is four, one
from each of the following four categories, as measured by the four criteria
mentioned earlier :

+ Field-independent and high achievement (FI+)

- Field-independent and low achievement (FI-)/

- Field-dependent and high achievement (FD+)

+ Field-dependent and low achievement (FD-)

Since there is a chance that these four students were not totally rep-
resentative of each category, generalization of the findings needs to be done

with care.
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CHAPTERII
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Previous literature implies that there is a correlation between field
independence/dependence and achievement in Japanese, an idea which
was investigated further in this study. The first section of this chapter will
discuss studies of cognitive styles in the field of language learning. This
will lead to the second section, which deals with the major studies on field

independence/dependence.

Cognitive Styles

Cognitive style is the particular way or manner in which an individ-
ual chooses to solve a problem or to learn something. It involves perceiving,
conceptualizing, and recalling information. When learning a second lan-
guage, some learners may be more analytical and find grammatical ex-
planations helpful, yet others may not need explanations. Some are more
visually oriented than others, and some learners are more tolerant of am-
biguity than others.

Cognitive styles are distinguished from "intelligence" and "ability"
by many theorists. Messick (Omaggio, 1981) points out that abilities
measure maximal performance, but cognitive style characterizes typical
performance. Abilities are unipolar, in that they vary from none to a lot.
Cognitive styles, on the other hand, are bipolar, ranging from the extreme
of one quality to the extreme of a contrasting quality. Witkin et al. (1977),
for example, explain :

Because scores from any test of field dependence/independence form

a continuous distribution,these labels reflect a tendency,in varying

degrees of strength,toward one mode of perception or the other.(p.7)
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Also, abilities are value-laden, in that having more ability is better
than having less, whereas cognitive styles are "value-differentiated, " since
sometimes one style is more effective in performing a given task, but less
useful in doing something else (Omaggio, 1981, p. 3). For example, re-
flectivity/impulsivity is one of the important cognitive style distinctions.
Impulsive people tend to make quick decisions, even though they may often
be wrong. Reflective people, on the other hand, tend to respond more de-
liberately and slowly (Omaggio, 1981, p. 5). Impulsive learners may
appear more spontaneous and fluent in communication, but they niay score
lower in written tests. Incontrast, reflective learners may scoré higher on
written tests when they can take enough time to answer, but they may ap-
pear less fluent in communication because they are slower than the impul-
sive learners. Thus, impulsivity/reflectivity is essentially value-free.

Various dimensions of cognitive styles have been identified and in-
vestigated, but it seems that there is no consensus among researchers on
what cognitive styles comprise. Ausubel (1968) identified at least 18 dif-
ferent cognitive styles. Hartnett (1985, p. 18) showed dual-cognitive-
style models in relation to the information-processing functions of the
hemispheres of the brain. The five styles Hartnett identified are: field
independence/ field dependence, verbal/imaginable, analytic/relational,
serialist/holist, and sequential-successive/simultaneous synthesis.

In the field of language learning, only a few of these various cogni-
tive styles have received attention and have been investigated. Brown
(1973) reviewed cognitive styles in relation to second language learning,
such as reflective-impulsive thinking, broad-narrow categorizing, skel;
etonizing-embroidering, and belief congruence-contradiction. Similarly,
Omaggio (1981) distinguished the following nine cognitive styles : field

independence/ dependence; breadth of categorization; leveling/sharpening;
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preception (tendency to assimilate new information into previously held
concepts or "precepts") /reception (tendency to take in details as they are);
impulsiveness/reflectiveness (conceptual tempo); risk taking/caution; sys-
tematicness; tolerance of ambiguity ; and flexibility/inflexibility. More re-
cently, Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) summarized the five important
cognitive styles in second language acquisition research as follows : field
independence/dependence; category width; reflectivity/impulsivity; aural/
visual ; and analytic/Gestalt. The following discussion summarizes four of
these significant cognitive styles that researchers have identified as being
important in foreign language learning. Then, issues in field independence/

dependence will be discussed.

Category Width

The cognitive style of the category width refers to how many items
can be included in a category. Some people tend to include many items in
one category and thus become overgeneralizers(broad categorizers).Others
tend to exclude items, thus becoming narrow categorizers. Category width
is often measured by Pettigrew's Width Scale (1958). Naiman et al. (1978)
hypothesized that the best language learners would neither generalize too
much nor too little, though they could not present empirical support for

this idea.

Reflectivity/Impulsivity
The Matching Familiar Figures Test (MFFT) (Kagan et al., 1964)

is often used to measure reflectivity/impulsivity. Subjects who take longer
time but make fewer errors are considered reflective ; those with the op-
posite pattern are considered impulsive. Kagan (1965) found that children

who were conceptually reflective tended to make fewer errors in reading
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than conceptually impulsive children. Doron (1973) reported that reflective
students were slower and more accurate than impulsive students. Kagan
et al. (1966) found that inductive reasoning was more efficient in reflective
children. However, reliability of such variables is somewhat questionable
because these styles are reported to be inconsistent within individuals

from time to time (Brown, 1973, p. 242).

Aural/Visual
Edmond's Learning Style Identification Exercise (ELSIE) (Reinert,

1976,1977) is often used to diagnose whether a person prefers an aural or
a visual mode of presentation. According to Lepke (1977), when students
were taught through their preferred modality in German classes, they per-
formed better. Levin et al. (1974) observed that many learners could be
considered bimodal ; that is, learning via one mode or the other does not
make much difference in outcome. But, for approximately 25 % of all
learners, the mode of instruction clearly influences their success as
learners.

Analytic/Gestalt

Peters(1977)demonstrated that some children approached language
word by word, analyzing it into components ; others took language in a
more holistic or gestalt-like manner. Ventriglia (1982) presented a three-
way distinction among "beaders," "braiders," and "orchestrators." Beaders
learn the meaning of each word analytically and then string them together
to make meaning. Braiders are more holistic in their approach and more
daring about using language in chunks in social contexts. Orchestrators
attend to the sound patterns of the target language like building blocks. It
1s noticeable that this distinction between analytic/Gestalt cogniti\}e styles

seems to parallel that between an analytical or synthetic perspective indi-
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cated by research on brain hemisphere specialization (Munsell et al., 1988).

Field Independence/Dependence

As mentioned above, only a few of the possible cognitive styles have
received attention from second language researchers. Among them, field
independence/dependence has received the greatest attention. The reasons
that field independence/dependence has received greater research invest-
ment than the other cognitive styles are numerous and diverse. Witkin et
al. (1981) explain them as follows : |

Among these reasons are the demonstrated breadth of the dimen-

sion and its evident representation in everyday life,so that its mani-

festations are salient,"real," and often directly visible; the existence
of effective procedures for its assessment,derived from the early ex-
tensive laboratory research on the perceptual functions in which in-
dividual differences in field dependence‘-independence express
themselves; and the availability of a theoretical framework that ma-
kes it possible to bring together a wide variety of psychological

phenomena and functions often considered apart from one another.

(®.3)

Field Independence/Dependence and
Language Learning

The construct of field independence/dependence was studied closely
for the first time by Witkin and his colleagues in the late 60s and early 70s.
Their research had "a somewhat unusual beginning," as explained by
Ramirez et al. (1974) :

During World War II it was observed that when pilots lost sight of

the ground they would frequently lose their sense of the upright,and
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fly upside down or sideways. Witkin's early work focused on the

characteristic ways in which people perceive both the world and

themselves.(p.65)

Thus, their research had its origin in an experiment to investigate
how people recognize an upright position in space (Witkin, 1949,1950,1952,
in Witkin et al., 1977).

Witkin and his colleagues invented the Rod-and-Frame Test (RFT)
and Body-Adjustment Test (BAT). They used the RFT to answer the ques-
tion: To what extent is the perception of an item determined by the sur-
rounding framework? Witkin etal. discovered that there were three types
of people, according to the ways they responded to the test. Some people
apprehended the rod as properly upright only when it was fully aligned
with the surrounding frame, whatever position the frame had.Other people
adjusted the rod more or less close to the upright in making it straight,
regardless of the position of the surrounding frame. The latter type of peo-
ple apprehended the rod as an entity which was discrete from the prevail-
g visual frame of reference ; they determined the uprightness of the rod
according to the felt position of the body, rather than according to the visual
frame immediately surrounding it. A majority of people were reported as
falling between the two extremes. With the Body-Adjustment Test, they
also found similar differences in individual body orientation. Some people
perceived their own bodies as upright when they were fully aligned with
the surrounding walls of the tilted room. Other people brought the body
more or less to the upright regardless of the position of the surrounding
room.

On the basis of their early work, Witkin and his colleagues invented
the Embedded Figures Test (EFT) to determine the extent to which the

surrounding visual framework dominated perception of the item within it.
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(See Figure 1.) The figures in the EFT are modifications of figures used
by Gottschldt (1926). The subject is shown the simple geometric figure on
the left. That figure is then removed, and the subject is shown the complex

figure on the right, with the directive to locate the simple figure within it.

L

Figure 1. Sample of Simple and Complex Figures Used in the
Embedded Figures Test.

Field independence/dependence is measured with the Embedded
Figures Test (EFT), the Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT), or the
Children's Embedded Figures Test (CEFT). The EFT should be adminis-
tered individually ; therefore, it is impractical to give this test to a large
group of subjects. The GEFT, an adaptation of the EFT, is designed to fa-
cilitate the testing of a large group of subjects together.

A number of studies explored general characteristics of field-de-
pendent and field-independent people (Biggs et al., 1971 ; Holley, 1972 ;
Oltman et al., 1975). The researchers of these studies have shown us that,
first of all, relatively field-dependent persons approach problems in a more
holistic manner, whereas relatively field-independent persons do so in a
more analytical manner. The former exhibit the tendency, so to speak, to
not see the trees for the forest, and the latter tend to see the trees within
the forest.

Relatively field-dependent persons selectively show interest in so-

cial aspects of their surroundings, and take greater account of external so-
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cial referents in defining their attitudes and feelings. Their "with people"
stance was demonstrated when they literally preferred to be physically clo
se to others (Holley, 1972). They are perceived by others as warm, tactful,
considerate, socially outgoing, and affectionate (Oltman et al., 1975). _In
contrast to them, field-independent persons tend to have a more imper-
sonal orientation. They are described as "cold and distant with others,"
"unaware of their social stimulus value," and " individualistic," and they
are likely to be interested in the abstract and theoreticalBiggs et al.,1971).

Further implications of the differences between field-independent
and field-dependent cognitive styles are seen in terms of career choice.
Field-dependent students favor educational-vocational areas whose
central feature is involvement with others, whereas the tendency of field-
independent students is to favor areas that are more solitary in their work
requirements and more abstract in their substantive content (Witkin et
al., 1977, p. 13). People in the areas of mathematics and science and in
the health professions (e. g., physicians, dentists, psychiatrists) are likely
to be field-independent. Field-dependent persons are more likely to show
interest in working in the welfare-humanitarian domain, as social workers,
ministers, rehabilitation counselors, probation officers, and teachers of
social sciences and business administration. People in the "persuasive-ac-
tivities" domains, such as selling, advertising, and administration are
often found to be field-dependent (Witkin et al., 1977, p. 41).

The cognitive style of a person as it relates to field dependence and
field independence is likely to be stable over many years (Witkin et al.,
1977, p. 15). It is interésting to note that there are small but persistent
sex differences in field independence/dependence. These begin in adoles-
cence. Women, on the averagé, tend to be more field-dependent than men

(Witkin et al.,, 1971, p. 5). Sex differences in field independence/dependence
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may be uncommon in mobile, hunting societies and prevalent in sedentary,
agricultural societies, and the role of socialization is important in the de-
velophaent of sex differences in field independence/dependence (Witkin &
Berry, 1975, cited in Witkin & Goodenough, 1981, p. 52).

Another more recent cross-cultural study from six Pacific Island cul-
tures repdrted that students in Hawaii were more field-independent than
Samoans, Tongans, Fijians, Indian-Fijians, and Tahitians. In all of the
South Pacific groups, except for the Hawaiian, males were significantly
more field-independent than females. These findings, in fact, support the
previous assertion made by Witkin and his colleagues (1977).

Ramirez and Castafieda (1974) studied field-independent/ depend—
ent differences between Mexican-American and Anglo-Saxon Protestant
students in the Southwest and reported that the Mexican-American stu-
dents tended to be more field-dependent compared to their Anglo-Ameri-
can counterparts. The researchers stressed the importance of fostering bi-
cognitive development in education, so that children would be able to "ex-
hibit 'cognitive switching' - the ability to draw upon both field-sensitive
[field-dependent] and field-independent styles at any given time" (p. 130).
They proposed more flexible approaches in teaching, according to the stu-
dents' degrees of field independence/dependence.

Aspointed out in the above section, the concept of field-independent/
dependent cognitive style is value-free. Although the term "independent"
may imply a positive value judgment about the person to whom it is ap-
plied, this is not always the case. Since value judgments assume certain
criteria, such as "good" or "bad," we need to be cautious not to use "field in-
dependence" as a value-laden term. A stylistic tendency such as field de-
pendence or field independence may be "good" or "bad" depending on the

precise situational factors involved. Superior performance in the task of
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disembedding, which is central to the field-independent style, does not
necessarily imply a competence in other classes of cognitive tasks. For
example, it was found that there was no predictable difference in tasks
calling for particular verbal skills tapped by such tests as the verbal-com-
prehension triad of the Wechsler (Witkin et al., 1971, p. 13). This argument,
however, has been challenged by other vresearchers and will be discussed
later (for example, Missler, 1986 ; McKenna, 1984).

Among the studies conducted on field dependence/independence, an
important research question is how this construct relates to language
learning. More specifically, the pressing question is whether or not field
independence/dependence can be a predicfor of successful language
learning. There are about a dozen studies that focus on this 1ssue, and the

major ones are discussed below.

Studies on Field Independence/Dependence and

Language Tests

A study of English-speaking Canadian students learning French
found that field independence was a significant predicto'r of second lan-
guage proficiency. The students' second language proficiency was measur-
ed by an imitation test, which required them to repeat a sentence in Fren-
ch, and by listening comprehension tasks, especially at the more advanced
stages of French study (Naiman, Fréhlich, & Stern, 1978).

Another study was conducted on some 300 Anglo students enrolled
in a first-semester college Spanish class (Hansen & Stansfield, 1981). Han-
sen and Stansfield divided "competence” into three subcategories: linguis-
tic, communicative, and integrative competence. Linguistic competence

in their study was measured by the students' performance on written, dis-
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czjete-point examinations of Spanish knowledge.Their communicative com-
petence was assessed by "Oral Grade Average" and "Oral Skill Evaluation.”
To measure integrative competence, final course grades were used, which
consisted of linguistic proficiency (55% of the total grade) and communi-
cative skill (45% of the grade).

The results of this study indicated that field independence played a
role in second language leerning. The role of field-independent cognitive
style was particularly noticeable in the acquisition of linguistic competence
and integrative competence. It was only barely noticeable in the acquisi-
tion of communicative competence. Thus, this study supports the hypothesis
that field independence can be a predictor of successful language learning.

Hansen and Stansfield (1982) also found that field-independent
learners displayed a higher level of achievement in linguistic, communi-
cative, and integrative types of Spanish proficiency. They also pointed out
that field-independent female students scored consistently at the highest
level, regardless of the instructor's cognitive style, while male students in
the field-dependent group performed at the lowest level of attainment.
Hansen and Stansfield concluded that the learners' cognitive styles or field
dependence/field independence played a greater role in their achievement

than the teacher's cognitive style.

Field Independence/Dependence and Cloze Tests

A similar study was undertaken with 250 college students enrolled
in first-semester Spanish courses. The results of this study indicated that
there was a consistently positive correlation between field independence
and second language test performance. Most notable was the positive cor-
relation between field-independent students and cloze test performance

(Stansfield & Hansen, 1983).
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Since cognitive styles of field independence/dependence are known
to affect hypotheses-testing, inferencing, and restructuring behavior on
various problem-solving tasks (Witkin et al., 1977), it seems that a strong,
positive correlation between field independence and performance on a clo-
ze test can be expected. A cloze test requires a person to employ many in-
terrelated skills of lexical, grammatical, and contextual systems of a lan-
guage 1n order to fill in each empty space with the most appropriate word.
For this reason, some researchers call for caution in using the cloze test as
a way to examine general second language proficiency. According to them,
the ability to perform well on a cloze test is influenced by a person's degree
of field-independent/dependent cognitive style. Some researchers claim
that this ability or quality is a culturally conditioned, non-linguistic factor.
Hence, they argue that there may be a bias against field-dependent stu-
dents in cloze tests (Stansfield & Hansen, 1983). This issue, however,
needs further investigation. Hansen's cross-cultural study on the Pacific
Islands (1984) did not show a significant relationship between field inde-
pendence/dependence and cloze test scores across all cultural groups and

ability levels, and thus, cast doubt on cognitive style bias in cloze testing.

Field Independence/Dependence in Non-English Speakers and
Tolerance of Ambiguity

According to an investigation of 61 adult international students con-
sisting of Japanese, Spanish, and Arabic learners of English as a second
language, those who were highly field-independent performed better on all
of the language measures (Chapelle & Roberts, 1986). The researchers
also pointed out that ambiguity tolerance was related to successful L2 stu-
dy in an L2 environment. Ambiguity tolerance is defined as a person's abil-

ity to function rationally and calmly in a situation in which interpretation
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of all stimuli is not clear (Chapelle & Roberts, 1986, p. 30). According to
the study,a good language learner is,among other things,field-independent
and tolerant of ambiguity (Chapelle & Roberts, 1986, p. 43). Chapelle
and Roberts' study, using non-English speakers in an .2 environment, sup-
ports Hansen and Stansfield's studies on native English speakers in a for-
eign language environment. It is, however, necessary to conduct more
thorough research using more subjects from different language groups.
Such research will provide us with more insights into how different cul-
tural backgrounds affect language learning in relation to field indepen-

dence/dependence cognitive styles.

Field Independence/Centered/Dependence and

Language Proficiency

Carter (1988) reported that field independence was advantageous
in language learning. Carter uniquely named those who were between
field-dependent and field-independent as "field-central" (Carter, 1988, p.
23). According to the report, field-independent and field-central subjects
scored higher than field-dependent subjects on achievement-oriented final
examinations; field-central and ﬁeid-dependent subjects performed better
than field-independent subjects on the ACTFL Oral Proficiency Interview.
She conducted the research in courses with different orientations: a course
whose orientation was primarily toward grammar-achievement, and a
course whose focus was on communicative-proficiency. Students who were
field-independent achieved a higher level of proficiency than those who
were field-dependent, and course orientation did not seem to play a sig-
nificant role in test results.

Bialystok and Frohlich (1978) conducted another study in three

French classes in Canada.The researchers claimed that field independence
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was closely related to aptitude in language learning, and that aptitude was
related to strategy use. However, they found that only aptitude and strat-

egy uses affected achievement, but that field independence did not.

Field Independence/Dependence, Language Tests, and
Teacher-Student Types
Roberts (1984) found that field independence/ dependence contri-

buted to higher combined scores of all the language measures used, and that
field independence predicted success on two standardized tests, but not on
the ACTFL Oral Proficiency Interview. These findings are consistent with
the explanation by Witkin et al. However, no significant correlations were
found between teachers and students in terms of mutual positive or nega-
tive opinions. These findings are consistent with Hansen and Stansfield's
claim (1982) that the cognitive styles of learners with regard to their field
independence/dependence orientation played a greater role in achie-

vement than the teacher's cognitive style.

Field Independence/Dependence and Mode of Instruction

According to more recent studies, field-independent learners seem
to have the advantage in "a formal language instruction” environment
(d'Anglejan & Renaud, 1985, p. 1). This may be explained by the fact that
field-independent learners prefer a more deductive mode of instruction,
whereas field-dependent learners prefer a more inductive mode of instruc-
tion (Abraham, 1985, p. 699). Chapelle (1988) conducted a study, focusing
on the same issue. He argued that the reason that field-independent stu-
dents performed better in language tests may be that they were simply
better at taking particular kinds of language tests, especially those which

have more discrete tasks (Chapelle, 1988, pp. 67,76).
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Claims of Witkin et al. on Language Learning

At this point, it may be useful to go back to the studies conducted
by Witkin et al. and examine their claims about field independence/ de-
pendence in terms of language learning. They maintained that field-inde-
pendent learners were more analytical and possess enhanced cognitive re-
structuring abilities, whereas field-dependent learners were more holistic
and more likely to possess well-developed interpersonal skills.

This means that field-independent learners prefer systematically-
structured learning, such as memorizing vocabulary lists and grammatical
explanations, while field-dependent learners prefer dealing with real peo-
ple in communication. In other words, field-independent learners tend to
favor structured classroom settings for language learning, but field-de-
pendent students are more disposed to learning the language from actual
conversation in more natural situations with native speakers. Thus, it was
hypothesized by Hansen and Stansfield (1981,1982) that field indepen-
dence would be positively related to the acquisition of linguistic compe-
tence, and that field dependence would be related to the acquisition of com-
municative competence. Although they found that field independence was
positively related to linguistic competence, they did not find that field de-
pendence was related to communicative competence.

Accordingly, ﬁeld-independent learners are said to have better chan-
ces to succeed in a foreign language class when language classeAs follow a
structured, systematic, and deductive approach. However, there has not
been enough empirical evidence to indicate that field-dependent learners

have an advantage when communicative competence is primarily stressed.
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Field Independence/Dependence and

Children's Language Acquisition

The field independence/dependence construct may also provide an
explanation for differences between child and adult language acquisition.
Krashen (1981) distinguishes between "acquisition" and "learning" of a
second language. According to Krashen, "learning" is a conscious usagé of
rules of a language, whereas "acquisition” is a subconscious processing of
a language that is not relevant to error correction and explicit teaching of
rules. He also claims that "language acquisition is very similar to the pro-
cess children use in acquiring first and second languages" (Krashen, 1981,
p. 1). Children, more predominantly field-dependent (Witkin et al. 1971,
p.5),may have a cognitive style advantageous for "acquiring the language,"
while adults, relatively field-independent, may use more "monitoring" or
"learning" strategies.

Cathcart, Strong, and Fillmore (1979) found that there was a sig-
nificant association between field independence and vocabulary breadth in
their study of immigrant children. They found that field-independent chil-
dren would "use more novel vocabulary” (p. 269). They explained that
"the disembedding skills associated with field independence may relate to
the ability to isolate and identify single words" (p. 269).

From all of the above studies, field independence appears to be re-
lated to second language learning. There is, however, only one study (Day,
1984) that found no relationship between the result of the Group Embe-
dded Figures Test and language learning. In his study, Day investigated
the relationship between student participation in the ESL classroom and
proficiency in English, between classroom participation and use of the tar-
get language away from the classroom, and between classroom participa-

tion and field sensitivity (degree of field independence). The results showed
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no éigniﬁcant relationship in any of the combinations of the variables. The
reasons for the results seem unclear, although he compared his study with
the work of other researchers in order to account for his findings.

Except for Day's study, field independence/dependence, by and large,
is reported to play a role in second language learning. Field independence
seems advantageous in language‘leérning in a formal classroom where the
teacher uses a deductive style of presentation. Then, the next question is
whether the field-dependent learners experience disadvantages in lan-
guage learning. If so, what kind of disadvantages do they have? Omaggio
(1981) summarizes the problems that field-dependent learners are likely
to have :

' Students who exhibit field dependence in doing certain tasks may
lack analytical skills and have difficulty seeing patterns within lin-
guistic stimuli.They may also lack focusing skills and are too easily
distracted by irrelevant details.Because they cannot distinguish rel-
evant from irrelevant information,they tend to be random and inac-
curate guessers...Often their confusion in attending to inappropri-
ate cues in a listening or reading passage impairs their ability to de-
rive meaning from that passage.They may become easily frustrated
by extraneous information or unknown elements and are likely to
make the task more complex than necessary.(p.8)

Field independence/dependence research in relation to second lan-
guage learning research in general has as its pedagogical purpose the
understanding of differences among individual learners which will enable
teachers to provide more individualized instruction for more efficient
learning.

Before closing this chapter, it is necessary to mention a recent the-

oretical debate concerning the validity of field independence/ dependence
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research. Griffiths and Sheen (1992) attempted to discredit the whole field
independence construct, saying that "FI/D has not, and never has had,
any relevance to second-language learning" (p. 133). Chapelle (1992) im-
mediately responded to their arguments and refuted them in a "more bal-
anced and optimistic viewpoint on the relevance of field independence"
(Brown, 1994, p. 108).

One of the arguments that Griffiths and Sheen posed was that "the
Embedded Figures Test is primarily a measure of ability rather than style"
(p. 143). But, as Chapelle claimed, "the crucial element is whether a non-
verbal trait [field independence/dependence] explains variance on a lan-
guage test ; the value of the research does not rest on the style-ability issue”
(p. 380). Therefore, what is significant is that the second-language studies,
by and large, have shown moderate correlation between field indepen-
dence/ dependence and ability in learning a second language.

The present study was designed to investigate whether such a cor-
relation would be found in the case of American college students learning
Japanese, and to explore individual differences more in detail, in terms of
difficulties each learner experienced. As the number of learners of Japa-
nese increases, it is very important that researchers pay attention to indi-
vidual differences.

It may be useful to add, that despite Griffiths and Sheen's claim that
the field independence/dependence construct is no longer popular in main-
stream psychology (1992, p. 140), 28 researchers reported their studies
on this cognitive style from various perspectives in a landmark book titled
Field dependence-independence : Cognitive style across the life span
(Wapner et al.,, 1991). It is also noticeable that there are numerous "Ph.
D. dissertations and books that have been stimulated by the work he [Wit-

kin] initiated ; a computerized literature search revealed more than 800
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papers published on field dependence-independence within the last 15
years" (pp. xiii-xiv), which simply proves a recognized significance of the

study of field independence/dependence.
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CHAPTER 11
METHOD

Research Design

The purpose of the study is to understand problems encountered by
American college students when learniné Japanese, specifically problems
related to their cognitive style as designated by their degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence. The study consists of a quantitative phase and a
qualitative one in order to answer five research questions.

The quantitative phase was designed to answer the first three re-
search questions: 1) What is the relationship between the degree of field
independence/dependence and achievement in Japanese? 2) Could the de-
gree of field independence/dependence be a predictor of achievement in
learning Japanese? 3) Are the students' language skills well-balanced?
The last two research questions were dealt with in the qualitative phase
of the study : 4) Whét are the problems and difficulties that low achievers
and high achievers experience in the process of learning Japanese? 5)
What do the students perceive as most helpful in solving their problems?

The first phase is hypothesis-testing in nature. Here, the indepen-
dent variable was the degree of field independence/dependence. To deter-
mine where the students were situated on the field independence/depend-
ence scale, this study used the Group Embedded Figures Test (GEFT).

The dependent variables in the first phase were four constructs of
achievement : 1) scores on oral performance in the oral examinations ; 2)
scores on the grammar sections of the written examinations ; 3) scores on
the Kanji sections of the written examinations; and 4) overall course grad-
es in Japanese 103. These four sets of scores were considered indicative of

the students' achievement in Japanese because first of all, 2) and 3) re-
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presented their mastery in grammar and Kanji, which are commonly con-
sidered by Japanese teachers the most difficult aspects of learning Japa-
nese for American students. Secondly, the first three sets of scores reflected
the students' degree of balance between speaking and writing ; and thirdly,
the overall course grade was the most comprehensive indication of their
achievement.

The four null hypotheses tested in this phase of the study follow.
These refer to the first research question.

Hypothesis 1: There is no correlation between degree of field inde-
pendence and oral performance in Japanese.

Hypothesis 2 : There is no correlation between degree of field inde-
pendence and grammar knowledge of Japanese.

Hypothesis 3 : There is no correlation between degree of field inde-
pendence and mastery of Kanji.

Hypothesis 4 : There is no correlation between degree of field inde-
pendence and overall achievement in Japanese, as measured by the course
grades.

The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to test the null hypo-
theses. The significance level was set at the .05 level of confidence.

The second phase of the present study used qualitative methodo-
logy. This step attempted to understand students' problems and their dif-
ficulties with learning Japanese in relation to their cognitive styles. As
Patton (1990) explains, qualitative methodology works best with a process-
oriented inquiry :

Qualitative inquiry is highly appropriate in s.tudying process be-

cause depicting process requires detailed description; the exper-

ience of process typically varies for different people; process is fluid

and dynamic; and participants' perceptions are a key process con-
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sideration.(p.95)

Cases of four students with extreme degrees of field independence/
dependence and achievement were selected and studied. The four students
are: a field-independent high achiever (FI+), a field-independent low
achiever (FI-), a field-dependent high achiever (FD+), and a field-dependent
low achiever (FD-). These four students were the focus of the qualitative
analysis.

To investigate the problems and difficulties encountered in learning
Japanese, two methods were chosen : non-participant classroom observa-
tion and individual interviews. The classroom was selected as an observa-
tion site because it was where the students' formal learning was taking
place ; the students' learning processes were observed through their inter-
action with their instructorsband peers. Non-participant observation was
chosen to decrease students' reactivity, so that the investigator was able
to observe a situation that was as natural as possible. The observation took
place three or four days a week for a month during the regular class hours
of Japanese 103. On each day, Teacher A's class and one of Teacher B's
classes(in which the focused students were present)were usually observed,
and all three classes,including the other class of Teacher B's,were observed
three times in total.

The data from the first phase of the study and the classroom obser-
vation did not provide the investigator with information about the specific
problems of individual students. Interviews were a way to discover the stu-
dents' concerns, especially their perception of critical issues in learning Ja-
panese. The four selected students were interviewed individually about
their experience in learning Japanese.

There were two more groups of interviewees. One group consisted

of the two teachers of the classes which the four students attended ; the
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other group contained classmates of the four students. The interviews with
the teachers focused on their assessments of the selected students. The
peer group interviews were intended to gather information on how the four
students were perceived by their classmates, not only during class time,
but also oufside of the classroom.

These interview data provided various and significant perspectives
which could not have been obtained through the investigator's observation
only. These multiple-perspectives added rich insights to the investigator's
own observation and understanding, and helped "make the familiar stran-

ge" (Erickson, 1973, p. 16). They also help establish credibility of the study.

Subjects
The subjects consisted of 56 students who were enrolled in three sec-
tions of Japanese 103 in the spring of 1993 at the University of Georgia.
The students were both male and female. Most of them were of college-age,

although a few were older students, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Gender and Age of the Subjects

Age of Students Total
17-23 24-30 30-
Male 20 8 2 30
Female 24 1 1 26
Total 44 9 3 . 56

Students in Japanese 103 had already taken 100 class hours of for-
mal instruction in Japanese during Japanese 101 and 102, before starting

the 1993 spring quarter.
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The subjects were chosen for this study because they were acces-
sible : the investigator was teaching the intermediate course at the same
site where the elementary courses were taught. With five years of teaching
experience in the program, the investigator knew all of the teaching staff
but did not know the students in Japanese 103 until beginning this study.

Among 56 participating students, four students were selected, based
on their degrees of field independence/dependence and levels of achie-
vement as shown by the mid-term exam of Japanese 103. None of them
had had previous experience with formal Japanese study before taking Ja-

panese 101, and all of them happened to be under 23 years old.

Research Site

Japanese 101,102, and 103 are the first-year Japanese courses at
the University of Georgia offered in fall, winter, and spring quarters, re-
spectively. There are 10 weeks of classes in each quarter, and the Japanese
classes meet Monday through Friday, for 50 minutes each day. The courses
are taught by native Japanese teachers and teachers whose command of
Japanesé is near-native.

The main textbooks used in the courses were "First Step in Japa-
nese" for Japanese 101, "Second Step in Japanese" for Japanese 102, and
"Third Step in Japanese" for Japanese 103. These books were unpublished
materials developed at the University of Georgia, and they have been used
in the program since 1989. The grammatical syllabus and list of Kanji for
each course are presented in Appendix A.

Minimum requirements for Japanese 101,102, and 103 in 1993 were
the following :

1) Class attendance. Students were required to attend classes every

day, five days a week. If they missed three classes, their letter grade was
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lowered one grade. If they missed more than five classes, they automati-
cally received an "F. "

2) Language lab attendance. Two 30-minute sessions per week were
required.

3) Computer lab attendance. Two 30-minute sessions pef week were
required.

4) Homework. Written homework was assigned every day.

5) Written quizzes. In Japanese 101 and 102, three written quizzes
were given on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday of every week. In Japanese
103, the number of the written quizzes was decreased to one or two per
week. The written quizzes consisted of three parts: vocabulary and spe-
lling, full or partial tianslation from English to Japanese, and dictation.
The quizzes normally took about 10 minutes at the beginning of the class.

6) Oral checks. Oral checks were given on Tuesdays and Thursdays
in Japanese 101 and 102. Oral checks in Japanese 103 were not given on
fixed days but were conducted whenever a chapter was finished, approxi-
mately once or twice a week. The students were required either to mem-
orize and recite a dialog in pairs from the textbook or to create and perform
their own dialog based on a particular grammatical pattern in the text-
book. The students' performances were graded in terms of accuracy and
fluency by the teacher or native informants in the class. The oral checks
normally took about 10 minutes at the beginning of the class.

7) Mid-term and final examinations. In Japanese 101, the mid-term
was a written examination, and the final examination consisted of both a
written and an oral sections. In Japanese 102 and 103, both mid-term and
final examinations included oral and written tests.

The oral examinations consisted of teacher/student individual inter-

views conducted in Japanese for 10 to 15 minutes per student. The test
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consisted of three main parts, which covered three main topics or dialog
situations learned in class. The situation was given in English on an index
card, and the teacher asked questions in Japanese about the information
on the card. The students' responses were graded according to linguistic
accuracy. Whenever they made a n;iistake, they lost a certain number of
points. For example, if they made a mistake in choosing an appropriate
particle, they lost one point. There was no penalty for slow response. In
other words, fluency was not graded. The written examinations were simi-
lar to the regular written quizzes in their format, but they were more com-
prehensive and longer, taking 50 minutes.

Course grades for Japanese 101 were given according to the follow-

ing formula :

Written quizzes 25%
Mid-term written examination 20%
Final written examination 15%
Final oral examination 15%
Daily oral performance 25%
Total 100%

The course grades for Japanese 102 were given according to the following

calculation :

Written quizzes ' 25%
Mid-term written examination 20%
Final written examination - 15%
kFinal oral examination . 15%
Daily oral performance 25%
Winter homework packet (bonus point 2%)
Total 100 (+2) %

The course grades for Japanese 103 were calculated in the following way :
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Mid-term examination 25%
Final examination 30%
Quizzes ' 15%
Homework : 15%
Oral check, class performance 15%
Total 100%
Instruments
Phase 1

Two important variables were measured in the first phase : degree
of field independence/dependence and levels of achievement. To measure
the field independence/dependence of the subjects, the Group Embedded
Figures Test(GEFT)was used.The validity of the GEFT and the correlation
between the GEFT and the Embedded Figures Test (the original test of the
field independence/dependence developed by Witkin et al.) are reasonably
high (Witkin et al.,, 1971, p. 29). The reliability coefficient of the GEFT
was computed By the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula to be .82.

The testees of GEFT were called field independent if they scored
high with a maximum of 18 points, whereas those with lower scores were
considered more field dependent. The test results of the GEFT are the in-
dependent variable in this study.

The four constructs of achievement, the dependent variables, were
designated as follows :

1) Results from oral examinations. Scores on the oral mid-term and
the final examinations in Japanese 103 were obtained. Audio tapes which
have oral performances of all students during the oral examinations were
blindly graded by the author and then compared with the previously as-

signed scores in order to obtain higher validity. The students’ oral perfor-
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mances were graded in terms of linguistic accuracy. Whenever they made
a linguistic mistake in their oral response to the interviewer, they lost a
point. '

2) Scores on written examinations. Results on the written mid-term
and the written final examinations of Japanese 103 were obtained, and
scores on the grammar questions were calculated separately from those of
the other sections of these examinations. (A copy of each examination is
included in Appendix B.)

3) Scores of Kanji tests. Results of production tasks were calculated
separately from those of other sections in the mid-term and the final writ- |
ten examination of Japanese 103.

4) Overall course grades. Final course grades from Japanese 103
were obtained in numerical figures.

Phase 2

In order to select four students with extreme degrees of field inde-
pendence/dependence and levels of achievement, the following instruments
were used : the results of the Group Embedded Figures Test and the scores
of the mid-term exam of Japanese 103.

With the foui' selected students in focus, non-participant classroom
observation was conducted. Observation was carried out three or more
times a week during the regular class hours. The investigator sat in the
back of the classroom so that the students would be minimally affected by
the presence of the investigator.

Subjects were interviewed individually outside the classroom about
the learning strategies and problems they encountered. The interviews
were conducted in a vacant classroom for about half an hour on the aver-
age. The interviews were structured around the following list of questions:

- Why are you taking Japanese?
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+ What do you want to do with Japanese in the future?

+ How do you like Japanese?

- What do you like best about learning the language?

. Is there an aspect of the course that you do not like?

. What do you find most difficult about Japanese: grammar,reading,
writing, speaking, or listening?

- What difficulties do you have in learning Japanese?

- Do you think that other students have the same difficulties?

. Do you remember what problems you had in Japanese 101 and
102?

- How did you cope with them?

- How do you study outside the classroom?

. Do you find the language lab useful? Why or why not?

. Do you find the computer lab useful? Why or why not?

- How helpful is your teacher? Are your classmates helpful?

- Do you have a Japanese tutor? How does he or she help you?

- What do you think are the most important activities in the class-
room?

- What do you think of written quizzes and oral checks?

. Do you think you are a good learner? Why?

- Do you know anyone who dropped the course? What do you think
the problems were?

- What do you think are the most important factors in learning Ja-
panese successfully?

The instructors were also interviewed. These interviews were guided by
the following list of questions :
« Who are the strongest studenté in your class?

. Are they strong in every aspect of Japanese learning?
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* Why do you think they are strong?

+ How would you describe their performance in the class?

* Who are the weakest students in your class? What do you think
their problems are?

- How would you describe their performance in the class?

» Do you know how they cope with their problems?

- Have you done anything special to help some students solve their
problems?

* Do you remember anyone who improved dramatically compared to
performance in previous quarters? Can you explain this impro-
vement?

* Do you remember anyone whose grade has dropped recently? Do
you know why?

« Do you think the language lab is useful? Do you know how the stu-
dents are using it?

* Do you think the computer lab is useful? Do you know how the stu-

dents are using it?

Data Collection Procedures
Phase 1

The GEFT was given to the three classes of Japanese 103 in the
spring quarter. Four steps in administering the GEFT were followed :

1) Directions. A brief explanation of this study and the GEFT was
given, and students' consent in participating in the study was requested.
The students were asked to read the directions in the GEFT booklet.

2) Administration of the first section of the test. When the invest-
igator gave the signal, the students started the first section, which involved

solving seven problems in two minutes. This section contained only prac-



PART 2 A Study of Field Independence and Achievement 65

tice items.

3) Administration of the second section. The students had five mi-
nutes for the nine problems in the second section.

4) Administration of the third section. The sfudents also had five
minutes for the nine problems in the third section. When time was up, the
students were told to close the booklets, which were then collected.

It took about 20 minutes to administer this test,and the investigator
graded the results immediately to determine the students' degrees of field
independence/dependence. After the GEFT had been given to all the sub-
jects, the correlation between field independence/dependence and achie-
vement was tested, using the Pearson correlation coefficient.

Afterwards, the interrelationships among the four achievement con-
structs were investigated in order to see if the students' achievements in
the four areas were well-balanced. This was done to answer the third re-
search question: Do the high achievers in oral performance also show high
achievement in grammar knowledge and in mastery of Japanese orthogra-
phy? In other words, are the students' language skills well-balanced in

terms of oral performance, grammar knowledge, and mastery of orthogra-

phy?

Phase 2

Four students were selected in order to investigate the most ex-
treme cases ; they showed maximum differences in terms of degree of field
independence/dependence and achievement. The selection procedure con-
sisted of two steps : 1) the degrees of field independence/dependence of all
the students were first looked at, in order'to choose two group of students
with the highest field independence and lowest field independence, and 2)

among those two groups, the highest and the lowest achievers in the mid-
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term exam of Japanese 103 were selected. The scores of the mid-term exam
were used so that the investigator could start collecting qualitative data
immediately after the mid-term exam. When it was hard to select students
with extreme scores because there were more than one student with a
similar qualification (which was the case in selecting the FI+ student),
their Japanese learning experience prior to Japanese 101 was taken into
consideration ; i. e., the student who had no previous Japanese learning
was selected. It was then corroborated that all four students had started
learning Japanese in the fall quarter of 1992. Each of the four selected stu-
dents represents the most extreme case of the four categories shown in
Figure 2. Figure 3 is a scatter graph which shows where the four students

actually locate among all the students at the time of selection.

FD FI
High FD+ FI+
Low FD- FL-

Figure 2.  Four Categories according to the Degree of Field

Independence and Achievement.

The four selected students were the focus of class observation and
individual interviews. The FI+ and the FI- students were in one of the clas-
ses taught by Teacher B, and the FD+ and the FD- were in Teacher A's
class. The other class taught by Teacher B, without any of the selected stu-
dents, was also observed for comparison, but less frequently. Some classes
were videotaped, other classes were audiotaped. Then, the data were tran-

scribed verbatim, with the exception of some parts which were not audible
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due to mechanical reasons.
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Figure 3. The Degree of Field Independence and Achievement in
Japanese 103 Mid-term exam.

Note. FI+, FI-, FD+, and FD- represent field-independent high
- achiever, field-independent low achiever, field-dependent
high achiever, and field-dependent low achiever, respectively.
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The four students were interviewed outside of class individually.The
teachers were also interviewed to provide information about the selected
students' performances from a teacher's point of view. Nine other students
from the class were interviewed individually as well to collect information
on the selected students' performances and problems from their peers'
point of view. The list of questions presented above (p. 40) was used as
a guideline for the interviews. Efforts were made so that the students
would feel free from intimidation and would hopefully enjoy talking about
their learning experience, in order to elicit genuine opinions. The date of
the interviews is shown in Table 2. The table also indicates the relationship
of the interviewees with the four selected students. All the nine student
interviewees were chosen based on information gathered during class ob-
servation, from the interviews with the teachers, and from information
from other students. |

Figure 4 illustrates relationships among the interviewees. It shows
who were the interviewed students in Teacher A's class and in Teacher B's
class respectively. It also shows the informants for each of the four selected
students.

The interview data provided an "emic" perspective of the learners
and of the teachers on learning Japanese as a foreign language. All the in-

terviews were audiotaped and transcribed.
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Table 2 Interview Dates and Reasons
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Date Interviewee Interviewed about :

4/29 Teacher B teaching the FI+ and FI- students
5/25 Student 1 the FD- student

5/26 FD- student herself and the FD+ student

5/26 Teacher A teaching the FD+ and FD- students
6/1 Student 2 the FD+ student

6/1 FI- student himself and the FI+ student

6/2 Student 3 the FI- student

6/4 FD+ student herself and the FD- student

6/4 Student 4 the FD+ student

6/7 ° Student 5 the FD- student

6/7 Student 6 the FD- student

6/7 Student 7 the FI- student

6/8 Student 8 the FI+ student

6/8 Student 9 the FI+ student

6/8 FI+ student himself and the FI- student
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Teacher A's class

Figure 4.

Relationship among the Interviewees.
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Analysis of Data

The way the data were analyzed in the first phase was fairly
straightforward. The Pearson correlation coefficient was used in order to
determine whether there was a correlation between the degree of field in-
dependence/dependence and level of achievement in Japanese.

The second phase of the study involved more complicated and time-
consuming procedures than the first phaée. The data in this phase were
analyzed using the "constant comparative method" (Glaser & Strauss,
1967, p. 105). If there had been an integrated theory to be tested, the
analytic induction approach would have been suitable (p. 104). However,
this was not the case. The investigator had a rather broad question in
mind : What are the problems and difficulties of the learners with extreme
degrees of field independence and levels of achievement? (Research ques-
tion 4)

After the statistical data analysis of the first phase of the study was
completed, an important question emerged that could not be addressed
completely in the quantitative phase of the study : Why was there no rela-
tionship between the degree of field independent/dependent and achie-
vement in Japanese? The investigator then examined this question in
light of the qualitative data.

The investigator used aspects of the constant comparative method
described by Glaser and Strauss, including : (1) comparing incidents ap-
plicable to each category and (2) integrating categories and their properties
(p. 105). This method of analysis was pursued to answer the two questions
mentioned above.

From the first day of the class observation, the investigator began
data analysis. This was initiated primarily with the investigator's field

notes since the transcribed data were not immediately available.
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The field notes were a record of what was observed during the class,
as well as the investigator's impressions, perceptions, and comments. Class
observation notes were made during and after each class while the mem-
ory was still fresh, although this was not always easy, especially when two
or three classes were observed one after another. The field notes for each
section were then examined line by line, abstracted, assigned tentative
codes, and examined in progression from the first class observed to the
most recent. Furthermore, data from each section were compared and con-
trasted with data from other sections. Any ideas and speculations that
came to the investigator's mind were also recorded ; these proved to be
helpful at a later stage.

The transcriptions of the audio- and videotaped data became fully
available after the summer of 1993. This delay was due both to the limited
time available during the regular quarter and to the time-consuming na-
ture of transcribing the taped data. 1 The analysis continued throughout
the data collection period and was not completed until the final stage of the
writing. |

There were several strategies employed in the analytic procedure.

‘Negative-case selection (Goetz et al., 1984, p. 175) was used on many
occasions, such as in finding characteristics of the typical class procedure
(use of English and Japanese, for example) ; finding problems among the
four students (having a tutor or not, for example)’; and finding keys to
success.

Another data analysis strategy used in this study was enumeration
(Goetz et al., 1984, p. 184). When one of the characteristics of the typical
class procedure was revealed to be use of English, two comparable classes
(Teacher A's and Teacher B's) were chosen, and the number of utterances

were counted. In this case, enumeration strategy was used to supplement
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the descriptive data, in order to support the argument.
Throughout the study, efforts were made to discover and describe

what it is like to be a learner of Japanese as an American college student.

Ethical Considerations

The present study was designed to adhere to the guidelines of the
Institutional Review Board (Human Subjects), and was approved by the
board. Permission of the instructors was obtained for the classroom obser-
‘vation, and consent of each participant was obtained for the Group Embe-
dded Figures Test and for the individual interviews.

At the time the GEFT was administered, the purpose of the study
and the participants' tasks were explained, and the students were apprised
of their right not to participate in the study. Each interviewee was also pro-
vided with an explanation of the study and a description of his or her role,
and was told that participation was voluntarily. Appendix D is a copy of
the consent form used in the data collection for this study. In reporting the
research results in this study, all names were changed to disguise the in-
formant's identity, in order to respect and protect the privacy of the infor-
mants. Throughout the study, both instructors, Teacher A and Teacher B,

are referred to as "she" to protect their identity.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Thié chapter presents the results of the investigation in two phases.
The first section deals with the quantitative test results. The second part
discusses the results of the qualitative section ; it contains three parts:
characteristics of the Japanese classes, cases of the four selected students,

and factors required to be successful in the Japanese course.

Quantitative Results

The purpose of this descriptive study is to determine if a relation-
ship exists between degree of field independence/dependence and achie-
vement in learning Japanese. Fifty-six students who were enrolled in J é-
panese 103 at the University of Georgia in 1993 participated in this study,
and their degrees of field independence/dependence and levels of achie-

vement in Japanese were obtained.
The degree of field independence/dependence was measured by the
Group Embedded Figures Test(GEFT).The four constructs of achievement:
oral performance, grammar knowledge, mastery of Kanji, and overall
achievement were obtained from the results of the examinations and the
final grade in the Japanese course. The significance level of p < .05 was
selected. Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics for the four constructs of
achievement in Japanese and the degree of field independence/depend-

ence.
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Table 3  Descriptive Statistics for Achievement and
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Field Independence
Variable N Mean SD
Oral achievement 56 88.57* 6.05
Grammar achievement 56 44.20** 4.47
Kanj achievement 56 25.00%** 2.89
Overall achievement 56 89.45* 6.35
GEFT 55 14.15%%** 4.10

*  Maximum points of 100
**  Maximum points of 50
*** Maximum points of 30

**%% Maximum points of 18

Table 4 shows that the results of the GEFT indicated a similar ten-

dency in gender difference as reported in Witkin et al.(1971).Male students

tended to be more field-independent than female students. In order to in-

vestigate whether the gender difference is statistically significant, the t

test was conducted. As a result, a significant difference was found between

male students and female students (t=1.74, df=56, p <. 05). Appendix

C shows the results of the Group Embedded Figures Test of all the partici-

pants.

Table 4 Gender Differences in the Results of the Group

Embedded Figures Test
Gender N Mean Std Dev
Male 30 15.03 3.06
Female 26 13.08 4.94

*p<. 05
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Table 5 shows correlations between the degree of field indepen-
dence/dependence and the four constructs of achievement in Japanese.

None of the achievement constructs shows a strong correlation with degree

of field independence/dependence (GEFT).

Table 5  Pearson Correlation Coefficient Matrix of

Achievement and Field Independence

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 GEFT
Y1: Oral 0.75* 0.48* 0.72* 0.06
Y2: Grammar 0.44* 0.61* 0.06
Y3 : Kanji 0.62* 0.19
Y4 : Overall 0.06
GEFT
*p<.01

No significant correlation was found between degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence (GEFT) and oral performance (Y1) in Japanese
(r=. 06). Therefore, null hypothesis 1, that there is no correlation between
the degree of field independence/dependence and oral performance in Ja-
panese, cannot be rejected.

No significant correlation was found between degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence (GEFT) and grammar knowledge (Y2) of Japanese
(r=.06). Thus, null hypothesis 2, that there is no correlation between the
degree of field independence/dependence and grammar knowledge of Japa-
nese, cannot be rejected.

No significant correlation was found-between degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence (GEFT) and mastery of Kanji (Y3) (r=.19). Thus,

null hypothesis 3, that there is no correlation between the degree of field
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independence/dependence and mastery of Kanji, cannot be rejeéted.

No significant correlation was found between degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence (GEFT) and overall achievement (Y4) in Japanese
(r =.06). Thus, null hypothesis 4, that there is no correlation between the
degree of field independence/dependence and overall achievement in Japa-
nese measured by the course grades, cannot be rejected.

The data do not allow us to reject any of the null hypotheses. As far
as the instruments used in this study could measure, no significant rela-
tionship was exhibited between the degree of field independence/ depend-
ence and achievement in Japanese.

However, the investigator noticed that among the four Pearson cor-
relation coefficients calculated between achievement and the degree of fi-
eld independence/dependence, the one between mastery of Kanji and de-
gree of field independence/dependence was the strongest (r = .19). This
finding corresponds to the fact (revealed durihg the interviews) that the
FI students tended to find it easy to learn Kanji, while the FD students
found Kanji to be the most difficult aspect of learning Japanese.

There is another finding according to the table : There were high in-
terrelationships among the four constructs of achievement. A relatively
strong correlation exists between achievement of oral performance (Y1)
and that of grammar knowledge (Y2) (r = .75). This is not surprising
because of the way the oral interview examinations were graded. Linguis- |
tic accuracy, which reflects one's grammar knowledge, was focused in the
oral examinations. Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that those who
achieved high in grammar knowledge would also achieve high accuracy in
the oral examinations.

Moderate correlations were found between grammar knowledge

and Kanji (r = .44), and between oral performance and Kanji (r = .48).
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These results suggested a discrepancy between Kanji mastery and the rest
of the achievement constructs. In other words, high achieversin grammar
and oral performance do not necessarily achieve high in Kanji mastery, and
even low achievers in grammar and oral performance could achieve high
in Kanji learning.

If significant correlations had been found between the independent
and the dependent variables, and therefore, the null hypotheses had been
rejected, regression analysis would have been used to find out about pre-
dictability : whether or not the independent variable could be a predictor
of the dependent variables. However, the data proved that this was not
the case. The answer to the second research question, whether or not the
degree of field independence/dependence can be a predictor of achievement
in learning Japanese, is thus self-evident. Since no significant correlation
between field independence/dependence and achievement was found, the
degree of field independence/dependence cannot be a predictor of achie-
vement in learning Japanese in terms of oral performance, grammar
knowledge, Kanji mastery, and overall achievement.

In order to possibly account for the overall results, it can be said
that there might be, in fact, no relationship between degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence and achievement in Japanese. As Witkin (1981)
said, field independence/dependence might just be different styles of
achieving one's goal, and achievements themselves might not differ accord-
ing to the degree of field independence/dependence. The next section will
show how the qualitative study data account for the results, and will in-

corporate answers to research questions four and five.

Qualitative Results

This section describes the results of the qualitative phase of the stu-
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dy. There were two goals in this section: The main goal was to discover
the learning problems of the students resulting from specific degrees of fi-
eld independence/dependence and achievement. The additional goal was
to account for the quantitative results obtained in the previous phase of
the study —why there was no significant relationship between degree of
field independence/dependence and achievement. The data from both non-
participant classroom observations and individual interviews were analyz-
ed, using the constant comparative method, with these two foci in mind.
The answer to research question four, concerning difficulties of the
learners, will be included in describing high and low achievers with differ-
ent degree of field independence/dependence. Later in this chapter, re-

search question five, about learners' solutions to their difficulties, will be

~ discussed.

The main goal was pursued by investigating four students with ex-
treme degrees of field independence/dependence and levels of achie-
vement. In order to understand such individual student cases fully in con-
text, it was important to look first at their formal learning environment,
which is their classroom. Characteristics of the elementary Japanese class-
es at the University of Georgia are pointed out to provide context for the
findings concerning students with particular degrees of field indepen-

dence/ dependence and different levels of achievement in J apanese.

Characteristics of the Japanese Classes

| Three Japanese classes were observed during Spring quarter 1993, at least
three times a week, from May until early June. The investigator was pre-
sent at the back of the classroom, where the focused students could be seen
and heard relatively well. At the same time caution was used so that the

presence of the investigator had minimal influence on the students. Some
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classes were videotaped and others audiotaped.

Transcripts from both videotaped and audiotaped classes, in addi-
tion to the investigator's field notes, constitute a major part of the data.
Another important part comes from individual out-of-class interviews,
which were arranged with the four observed students, nine of their peers,
and the two teachers. Two other colleagues of the teachers commented
about the instructors during a casual conversation with the investigator.
Their comments were also incorporated into the sfudy to verify certain

points. All the formal interviews were audiotaped and transcribed.

Instructors and Classroom Settings

Three classes of Japanese 103 were offered every weekday for 50 mi-
" nutes starting at 8 : 55 AM, 10: 00 AM, and 11: 05 AM. The earliest class
was taught by Teacher A, and the next two classes were taught by Teacher
B.

Both teachers were graduate teaching assistants of the university,
and were bilingual in English and Japanese. Both of them had more than
three years of experience teaching Japanese.

Teacher B was a very well-organized instructor. She said that she
could not work on anything that was not clearly laid out. Her colleagues
all agreed that she was a diligent worker. Teacher A was not like Teacher
B in terms of organization. She was generally quick, somewhat flexible,
and more easy-going than Teacher B.

There were 21 students in Teacher A's class, and 17 and 18 respec-
tively in Teacher B's classes. The sound-proof classroom was furnished
with eight rows of five chairs nailed to the floor, all facing the front. Stu-
dents in all classes sat in the front rows. In the back of the classroom sat

three Japanese native informants.
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As mentioned above, there were two teachers of Japanese 103, Tea-
cher A and Teacher B. The two individuals had, of course, some differences
from each other, such as their gender, native language, experience at the
university, and their personalities. Such differences could potentially cause
differences among the classes they were teaching.

Despite those differences, however, their commonalities in approach
to teaching Japanese seemed fundamentally more important. Both of them
were following the same instructional goals of the Japanese program,using
the same teaching and evaluating materials, and following the same syl-
labus. They often had meetings to discuss teaching plans. They focused
on grammar, sentence patterns in particular, and emphasized linguistic
accuracy over communicative fluency, as illustrated in the following.

One of Teacher B's classes on May 26 was chosen to demonstrate a
typical class procedure. It was a "typical” class because there were no speci-
al guests or events during the class, and the students were not taking writ-
ten quizzes or oral checks, either. What they experienced was 1) review
of the previous class; 2) introduction to new grammar (new sentence
structure) ; 3) mechanical drill (verb conjugation); 4) expansion drill
(longer translation) ; and 5) reading a dialog. Teacher A's class followed

a similar procedure on that day.

Typical Class Procedure

The main concern of the investigator here was to find out what was
really going on in the classroom, in order to better understand the back-
ground of the four selected students. The results of the observation repor-
ted here show the context in which Japanese was learned, and then lead
to analysis of the four students with different degrees of field indepen-

dence/ dependence and levels of achievement. The following section shows
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the typical class procedure, mostly taken from one of Teacher B's May 26
classes.

9:55 AM

Students started coming into the classroom. Some of them had been
studying in the hallway, waiting for the previous class to end. When stu-
dents arrived in the classroom, they turned in their previous day's home-
work by leaving their papers on the teacher's desk or by handing them to
one of the native informants sitting in the back.
Teacher B came in earlier than the class time and started writing the new
sentence structure in the middle of the blackboard. She also wrote the day's
homework assignment at the left end of the blackboard. Three new Kanji
characters remained on the right side of the blackboard from Teacher A's
previous class. Students copied the information while waiting for the class
to start. Some students were carrying on casual conversations with their
peers. (However, when they were to have an oral check at the beginning
of the class, which happened once or twice a week, students usually prac-
ticed the dialog with their partners before class started.)

10: 03 AM

One of the native informants came up to the teacher's desk to collect
the assignments at the beginning of the class. The native informants re-
corded who turned in the assignments and corrected the papers.

Teacher B started by asking the students how the homework was.
B: Shukudai wa muzukashikatta desuka?’®

[Was the homework difficult?]

Yasashikatta? Review deshitane?

[Was it easy? It was a 'review, ' wasn't it?]

*In this study, Japanese is transcribed into the roman alphabet according to the Hepburn sys-
tem.
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She asked these questions almost without pause, as if she was not
really expecting answers. The word "review" in the last sentence was said
in English pronunciation. The Japanese word equivalent to "review," "fu-
kushuu,” had not been taught yet. She sometimes mixed English words
into her Japanese sentences in such cases.

After the sentence "Review deshitane?" shé switched to English and
engaged in a few more verbal exchanges with students who responded in
English.

10:10 AM

Teacher B started reviewing the pattern "--demo ---mashou" [Let's
do XXX or sbmething]. She was, as usual, holding a sheet of paper on
which she had written the plan for the day's lesson for herself. |
B: L-san [Mr. L}, you are trying to decide where to go this weekend.
L: Toshokan *demo ikimashou. *

[Let's go (to) somewhere like the library.]

B: You need a particle.

L: Oh, sorry. Toshokan e demo ikimashou. [Let's go to the library
or somewhere.]

B: Hai iidesune. [Yes, thatis good, isn't it?]

The‘ way Teacher B told the student L to add a particle in English
was a typical negative feedback. Teacher B was reminding the student of
the missed part of the sentence to reinforce his knowledge of Japanese
grammar. (Such a reinforcement of grammar was always provided in Eng-
lish throughout my observation in both Teacher B's and Teacher A's clas-
ses.)

Students said "sorry" when they did not respond as the teacher ex-

* An asterisk indicates an ungrammatical expression.
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pected. This happened in Teacher A's class as well.
Teacher B asked a few more students to make sentences using the
pattern. Then she moved on to the new material.
B: Let's change gears.What kind of sentences can you make using "tab-
enai [not to eat]"? What sentence patterns can you say with "tab-

"— deshou," "— to omoimasu," yes,and so forth,

enai"? — Yes?
right? Let's do some drills.I want to make sure we know all the "-
nai" forms.(Here,she put down her teaching plan and showed flash
cards with dictionary forms of verbs in Hiragana — one of the Japa-
nese syllabaries — on them.)
B: K-san [Mr. K], give me the "-nai" form.

(Showing "neru [to sleep]," whose "-nai" form is "nenai [not to

sleep].")

*Waranai.

Wa? What is this? (Pointing to the "ne" character.)

Oh; there is some difference?

BIG difference! (Here the class laughed.)

Oh, then *neranai.

Neranai?

Uh—neru—mnenai!

O. K. Nenai.

She checked the "-nai" form with three more students. (She did nof

TR EOR®E R ®EX

comment further on the fact that Student K did not distinguish two Hirag-
ana characters, which they had supposedly mastered in the first quarter.)

She then went to the blackboard and pointed at the new sentence
structure. She explained the structure and its meaning in English : "You
know the '-nai' form. Soyou could just change it into '-nakutewa ikemasen'

form. It means 'must or have to do something." Students were copying
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what was on the board in their notebooks or in the margin of the textbook.
Some were looking for that pattern in their textbook.

After her brief explanation, the class did the mechanical drill of
changing verbs into the new "-nakutewa ikemasen" form. The dictionary
forms written on the flash cards were used as cues. The students were ex-
pected to read the cue on the card, change it to the "-nai" form mentally,
and then to say the "-nakutewa ikemasen" form. She called on students
one by one, flipping the flash cards. Then she shifted from the verb conju-
gation drill to sentence level translation. Cues were given in English.

B: S-san [Mr. S], you have to go to the language lab today and
tomorrow.

S:  Kyou to ashita eru-eru e *ikakutewa ikemasen.
[Today and tomorrow I have to go to the language lab.]

B: Mouichido. [Once again.]

(Pointing to the blackboard where the pattern was written.)
S:  Oh! Kyou to ashita eru-eru e ikanakutewa ikemasen.

Hai. Ganbaranakutewa ikemasen. [Yes. (You) have towork hard.]

The teacher went on with other students. This time she started ex-
panding sentences.
B : J-san [Ms. J], I have to listen to the Japanese tape every day.
dJ: Mainichi nihongo no teepu o kikanakutewa ikemasen.
[[ have to listen to the Japanese tape every day.]
Let's make it long. I hate language lab, but...
I like it. (Here the class laughed.)

Just for the speaking practice.

-

0. K. Eru-eru wa kiraidesuga, mainichi nihongo no teepu o

kikanakutewa ikemasen.
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[Though I dislike language lab, I have to listen to the tape every
day.]

B:  Hai, iidesune. [Yes, it's good, isn't it?] P-san [Ms. P], I have
to write Kanji.

P: Kanji o kakanakutewa ikemasen. [I have to write Kanji.]

B:  It's tough but...

P: Taihen desukara, Kanji o kakanakutewa itkemasen.
[Because it is tough, I have to write Kanji.]

B: BUT!

P:  Obh, sorry. Taihen desuga, Kanji o kakanakutewa ikemasen.

[It is tough but I have to write Kanji.]

The teacher was conducting an expansion drill by giving extra
clauses, to make students translate longer sentences from English to Ja-
panese. This type of drill was planned in advance, in a structured manner:

from short to long, and from simple to complex. The students could not
really choose what to say, and when they spoke, their answers were usually
corrected. In the last example, what the student P said was grammatically
correct and made sense. The student could relate that sentence to herself :
because Kanji were tough, she had to practice writing a lot. But she had
to change the sentence to what the teacher originally wanted.

Student K, who }was one of the most field-independent and low-
achieving individuals in class, asked a question on the new sentence struc-
ture. He asked about the literal meaning of the expression they were prac-
ticing. He analyzed the structure "-nakutewa ikemasen" and conjectured
the use of its affirmative form.

K: Then "nakutewa ikemasu" means "I don't have to"?

This was a legitimate question, because "-masen"is a negative form
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of "masu,” and the teacher had not mentioned the form *"nakutewa
ikemasu," which is actually never used in Japanese. To express "do not
have to" in Japanese, one uses a different expression. In other words, Ja-
panese expressions equivalent to "have to" and "do not have to" are not an
affirmative/negative pair as in English. What Student K schematized, how-
ever, was:
".masu": affirmative /"-masen" : negative

and

"-nakutewa ikemasen" : "must /have to"

therefore -

*".nakutewa ikemasu": "don't have to"
Teacher B responded to Student K, "No, it doesn't work that way. " Student
K did not ask any further questions. The teacher then moved on to prac-
ticing the dialog.

10: 30 AM

After the students practiced sentences using the grammar point of
the lesson, Teacher B moved on to reading the dialog from the textbook.
Two native informants read the dialog in front of the class as a model. Tea-
cher B asked questions to the class about the content of the dialog, mostly
in Japanese.Most of the students answered them by reading relevant parts
from the dialog in the textbook. Then the students practiced reading the
dialog by repeating after the teacher, sentence by sentence. Teacher B
pointed out a few phrases from the dialog, gave their meanings, and added
brief explanations about their usage. |

| She moved on to more example sentences which followed the dialog

in the textbook, and had students read them one by one. After ensuring
" that the students knew how to translate them into English, she told the
class to pull out the handout from the previous day.
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10: 40 AM

One student complained, "I did not understand what we were sup-
posed to do." Teacher B told the student not to worry because they were
going to solve the problems one by one together. The purpose of the exercise
on the handout was to review one particular sentence structure, the com-
parative, by making sentences with the given cues. Some of the manipu-
lations involved in this exercise were more complex than the examples
they had done during the previous class. Several students seemed to have
difficulties with the exercise.

As an example, Teacher B gave a model answer to one of the exercise
problems :

B: Manga o yomuno wa terebi o miru yori omoshiroi desu.

[Reading comics is more interesting than watching TV.]
W: Can you say "no wa yori" there?

Student W's question would have been a legitimate and simple one
if he had said "no yori" instead of "no wa yori." "XXX (suru) no wa YYY
(suru) no yori ZZZ desu" is a canonical expression, and the second "no"
could be omitted. The teacher used the expression without the second "no,"
and that confused the student. He had made an intelligent guess, which
was close but not quite right because of the extra "wa" in his question.
Teacher B, in turn, was confused with the extra "wa" he said, and missed
the point of the question.

B: "Nowayori"? (Puzzled.) Where? Why?
H: Isthat a"gerund" we are doing?

(Student W was trying to say something,but did not get the teacher's

attention.) |
B: We are not describing "watching TV" here.We are talking about "read-

ing comics” - right? Remember the structure,"Verb + no wa + adjec-
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tive + desu." (She wrote the pattern on the board.)

H: How can you compare Verb and Noun?

o

Is there anybody else who has trouble here? Is it only Mr.H who has
trouble? (The class became completely silent.) I mean,I want to get
through the rest of the sentences,and if it's OK to talk to Mr.H after

class...

Thus, in spite of the interruption of the question she returned the
class to the exercise. After that, she gave directions for the day's homework
assignment, the next day's oral check, and the new Kanji that the students
should study on their own. This concluded the class for the day. As soon
as Teacher B said "Sayounara [Good bye]" to the class, the three native
informants stood up and started calling the names of the students in order
to return the corrected papers that the students had turned in before class.

Other than the activities mentioned above in the description of a
typical class procedure, the class sometimes engaged in pair work or small
group work for several minutes, with the native informants' involvement:

~and help.

Analysis of the Classes

Several important characteristics of the Japanese classes can be
pointed out. They are : use of English, grammar-oriented approach, em-
phasis on translation, teacher-centeredness, communication in Japanese
mainly for practice of grammar, preference for accuracy over fluency, and

dependence on out-of-class work.

Use of English.
The first notable characteristic is that English, L1 of the learners,




90

was dominantly used in teaching. Consequently, the students were not
discouraged from asking questions in English. The teacher's use of Japa-
nese consisted of greetings, calling names, positive feedback, modeling,
giving directions, asking questions to check on dialog comprehension, and
language echoes to confirm correct answers. The investigator received a
general impression of English being used more than Japanese, and Table

6 supports such an impression.

Table 6 Number of Utterances in English and Japanese
during a 50-minute Class '

Teacher A B

English 214 113

Japanese (Total) 97 38
Model/echo 19 14
Direction/ feedback 70 19
Communicative/ 8 5
situational

Mixture of E & J 0 14

Total number of

utterances 311 : 165

This table shows how many utterances each teacher made in English,
in Japanese, and in a mixture of the two languages on a certain day. ° The
two teachers were carrying out very similar procedures in their respeétive
classes. The table clearly demonstrates both teachers' frequent use of Eng-
lish in the classroom ; for example, Teacher A used 311 sentences in 50
minutes ; only 97 of these were in Japanese.

As mentioned earlier, Teacher B used English words in her Japanese
sentences when the Japanese equivalents had not been taught yet. It seem-

ed that Teacher A preferred to say everything in English in such cases.

°*An utterance means a sentence, or a self-standing or isolated fraction of a sentence.
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It is also noticeable in this table that Teacher A spoke much more
than Teacher B. In addition, while Teacher B articulated carefully, espe-
cially in Japanese, Teacher A spoke faster, and in a natural way. She also
tended to give longer explanations in English than Teacher B did. But as
far as Japanese input to students was concerned, the difference between
the two teachers was not as significant as the table might suggest. Out of
the 97 Japanese utterances that Teacher A made, 70 were directions or fe-
edback in fixed expressions, such as: "Itte kudasai [Please say it]," "Mou
ichido [Once again]," and "Iidesune [That is good]." The last expression,
especially, was repeated so often in situations where no praise was in-
tended that it did not seem to have any purpose other than just keeping
the pace of the class. Therefore, the amount of utterances by each teacher
was actually not as different as it might look at first glance. It is true,

nevertheless, that the teachers' utterances were predominantly in English.

Grammar-oriented approach.

The second characteristic is that the class was structured around
the grammatical points, particularly the sentence patterns of the lesson.
Both instructors conducted their classes according to the grammatical syl-
labus, which was based on the textbook, and sentence structures were the
main focus of their teaching.

In her interview, Teacher B suggested that in oral drills she was
aiming at students' production of "grammatically correct sentences." She
talked about one student who had dropped the course, and explained that
his writing was worse than his speaking :

...I mean,when you talk to somebody,you can give them a lot of cues

and — to steer them in the right direction,but,as far as written —

when he writes it,then that's it.So there's no way for me to steer him
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towards — right ...for grammatically correct sentences,the way I

could do that in conversation.[My emphasis added.]

In the same interview, Teacher B, when asked how often she gave
quizzes, said," [It] depends on how much grammar we've covered during
that week." This resporise suggests two important features of the classes :
one is that grammar was the main factor in planning their schedule, and
the other is that she regarded grammatical items as something to be
"covered." Such an attitude seems closely related to the way she handled
some of the students' questions. Since she seemed to be concentrating on
the grammar that she wanted to cover, it appeared that she did not want

to spend too much time on one individual's questions.

Emphasis on translation.

Translation from English to Japanese was used in oral practice in
class, as well as in the written quizzes and examinations. Translation exer-
cises reinforced students' grammatical and lexical knowledge. The teach-
ers also used translation to check the students' knowledge of the language
in class and on the written tests.

The students seemed to receive input in English, process the infor-
mation according to their grammatical and lexical knowledge, and respond
in Japanese. The teacher gave feedback to improve accuracy, rather than
fluency. It is questionable whether the students were actually learning how
to communicate in Japanese, since they did not get much input in the tar-
get language. What seemed to happen was that the students were learning

about Japanese grammar in their L1 and practicing translation.

Teacher-centeredness.

The classes were conducted under the teachers' control. The teach-
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ers decided on the content, procedure, and pace of the class.

As pointed out earlier, students often said "sorry" when their re-
sponse was different from what their teacher expected. Those unexpected
responses were "corrected" and changed, even though they sometimes
made sense, as shown in an earlier example.

The students sometimes asked their teacher questions like, "Do you
want me to say it again?" or, "Is this what you want me to say?" Such
questions are symptomatic of a somewhat submissive attitude : I am say-
ing this Japanese sentence simply because you want me to, regardless of
what I think.

Another example of teacher-centeredness was found in the way the
teachers handled unexpected questions ; they tried to answer as briefly as
they could. If the students were not satisfied with the explanation and kept
asking, the teachers tended to cut the discussion short and deal with the

‘individual problems outside of the classroom. The incident described ear-
lier in Teacher B's class is an explicit example : she said that she wanted
to talk to the particular student later, so that she could finish a specific ex-
ercise in that hour, as she had planned.

There were times, however, when students were allowed to speak
relatively freely, for example, during pair work and small group work,
which occurred twice or three times per week for several minutes each
time. During those exercise periods, the students were encouraged to talk
in Japanese according to directions which the teacher gave. Since students
were following the teacher's directions, such activities could also be called
basically teacher-centered. Nevertheless, the students were given a chance
to communicate with their peers in Japanese without the teacher's im-
mediate correction. Many students commented favorably on the pair work

during the interviews.
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Communication in Japanese.

There was not a lot of personalized communication in Japanese. The
communication to establish rapport between the teacher and students was
conducted in English. It was often observed that the teachers even told
jokes in English. Students were not discouraged from asking questions in
English. Thus, meaningful and purposeful communication was carried out
mainly in English throughout the observation period, except in isolated in-
cidents, such as when Teacher A told a student to close the door in Japa-

nese, or when Teacher B asked students how the homework was.

Preference for accuracy over fluency.

All the feedback that the teachers gave was to improve accuracy in
the students' responses. As revealed in Teacher B's earlier comments, what
she seemed to be most concerned about was to have students produce
“grammatically correct sentences." The only time fluency seemed to mat-
ter was when they had weekly oral checks. On the individual oral check
sheets, both accuracy and fluency were commented on, but they were not
numerically graded. Fluency was not graded at the time of the oral part of
the mid-term and the final examinations ; linguistic accuracy was consid-

ered most important.

Dependence on out-of-class work.

The students were expected to be able to write what they practiced
speaking in class. The written quizzes consisted of translation, or partial
translation, and dictations. Since no class time was allocated for writing
practice, students' improvement in writing totally depended on self-study.

At the end of each class, three Kanji were usually introduced with

minimal explanations and demonstration of how to write them. Students
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were responsible for practicing and memorizing those Kanji at home on
their own. Computer-Assisted Instruction (CAI) for Kanji was available
in the computer lab to help students practice recognition of the Kanji's
meaning, pronunciation, and stroke order. The students were required to
go to the computer lab and practice for half an hour twice a week, as men-
tioned in Chapter II. How they practiced with the computer was up to
them. As each individual student's needs vary, the computer lab practice
is set up in a way that individual learners can choose by themselves which
Kanji, in what order, which drills, how long, how many times, and how
fast to practice. The teachers regularly checked the students' lab attend-
ance, but did not really check how they praéticed.

The teachers gave students written homework assignments every
day. The usual assignment was to compose five or six sentences using the
new sentence patterns. When the class was at the end of each lesson in the
textbook, the students were assigned to do the summary translation exer-
cise.

Students were also expected to practice listening and speaking out-
side of the classroom. Practice with the audio tapes at the language lab
was part of the course requirements, and lab attendance was reported to
each teacher. The tapes contained material from the textbook, recorded
by native speakers. The teachers had suggested that students purchase
the tapes for their own use at home, but not all the students bought a set.

As for speaking skills, the students had to practice on their own,
since there was not much time to build fluency in speaking and communi-
cating in Japanese in the classroom. The teachers suggested to the class
as a whole to seek help from a Japanese tutor. Many students did so, and
this was usually done in exchange for teaching English.

To summarize this section : these seven characteristics of the Japa-
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nese 103 classes are very important background for understanding the
classroom climate in which the four selected students were learning the
target language. In the next section, the students are described, with a

focus on their strong and weak points in learning Japanese.

Four Selected Students: Their Problems and Strategies

Selection of the four students

In order to investigate the most extreme cases with maximum dif-
ferences in terms pf degree of field independence/dependence and achie-
vement, four students were selected. They were : field-independent high
achiever (FI+), ﬁeld-dependent‘ high achiever (FD+), field-independent
low achiever (FI-), and field-dependent low achiever (FD-).

Both FI students turned out to be male, and both FD students fe-
male. This gender difference is in agreément with what Witkin et al. (1971)
pointed out as a typical phenomenon: males tend to be FI, whereas females
tend to be FD. This phenbmenon was also found to be an overall tendency
of all of the subjects of this study, as mentioned in the previous section.

Students were selected to represent the four extremities (FI+, FD+,
FI-, FD-); they had not studied Japanese formally before taking Japanese
101 at the University of Georgia. Although the FD+ knew some Japanese
phrases which she had learned from her Japanese friend, her knowledge
was not beyond the novice level. Thus, the variable of previous knowledge
was controlled.

It happened that both FI students were in Teacher B's class, and
both FD students were in Teacher A's class. According to the interview re-
sults, both FI students chose the class time, whereas the FD students chose
the instructor. Students are normally not informed concerning which in-

structor teaches which section before the course begins, but both of the FD
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students went to ask for this piece of information and then chose Teacher
A's class because they had taken a class with her before. It is interesting
to notice that their choices of class seem to agree with the claim of Witkin

et al. that FDs are more "human-oriented" (1971).

Student Profiles

Following are profiles of the four selected students, accompanied by
their perception of difficulties in learning Japanese and their ways to cope
with such difficulties.

FI+ was a male student majoring in Biology. He took J apanese be-
cause he wanted to be "different" by not taking "French or Spanish."” Thou-
gh he obtained good grades in Japanese, he was going to quit because he
had "no time for Japanese."

FD+ was a female pre-law major. She had a Japanese friend and be-
came interested in Japanese culture and language. That was her main mo-
tivation for taking the Japanese course. She also had what Gardner and
Lambert called "an instrumental motivation," for she believed that Japa-
nese would be useful when she studied international law in the future
(1972). © She planned to take courses in Japanese all the way through
until her graduation.

FI- was a male Computer Science major. He had not been planning
to take Japanese, but decided to take it because there was not much choice

at the time of his registration. But he was not without motivation. He had

¢ Gardner and Lambert (1972) made a distinction between an "instrumental motivation" integ-
rative motivation" and an "integrative motivation." The "instrumental motivation" is a person's
desire to learn a language for "instrumental motivation" is a person's desire to learn a language
for utilitarian purposes, such as furthering a career, improving social status, or meeting an
educational requirement. On the other hand, alearneris called "integratively motivated" when
he or she wishes to identify with the people of the target language and culture.
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been interested in some aspects of Japanese culture, such asJudo [amar-
tial art] and animation, since his childhood. He said that he would continue
Japanese because he liked to learn the language.

FD- was a female student majoring in Journalism. She chose Japa-
nese mainly because of her Jai)anese boyfriend. Since she had been di-
scouraged by her poor grades and also had broken up wifh her boyfriend,
she decided to quit after Japanese 103.

Table 7 Field Independence and Achievement of the Four Students

Student GEFT Oral Grammar Writing Overall (%)
FI+ 17 91.0 96.0 91.7 93.0
FD+ 2 96.0 96.0 83.3 93.3
FI- 18 79.5 88.0 71.7 79.3
FD- 7 66.0 52.0 68.3 76.7
Class average 14 88.6 88.0 83.3 89.4

Table 7 shows the achievements of the four students and their class
averages. This table provides a rough picture of how the class and the four

students did in the course from a numerical point of view.

High achievers: FI+ and FD+

Both high achievers had been making A's in Japanese courses. But |
their strengths and weaknesses in learning the language were different.
Consequently, they had different strategies to overcome or manage their
difficulties.

FI+ student was confident with his being "picture-oriented," and he
felt secure in his "strong memory." He did not find Japanese particularly

difficult once he learned the syllabaries at the beginning of Japanese 101.
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He found it "pretty easy" to learn Kanji, Japanese ideographs, and com-
mented that "a lot of people have difficulties in Kanji, but I don't under-
stand that."

His strategy was to sit down and learn them all in a short time. He
had a high concentration ability. He could concentrate and study for many
hours if he decided to. For example, he sat down and studied Kanji for ten
hours on one Sunday and as a result did pretty well on the exani, although
this way of studying Kanji was not recommended by the class instructors.
If one uses this method, information tends to be retained only in short-
term memory and is likely to be forgotten later. He admitted that he was
not sure if his long-term memory registered the Kanji he memorized, but
he was certain that he was able to cram if necessary before the Kanji test.

The FI+ student was not strong in speaking, and he realized that
he was having the hardest time in speaking and listening. He had a wea-
kness in speaking with fluency, but had developed accuracy. Since linguis-
tic accuracy was the focus in grading the oral examinations, he did not lose
many points when his speaking was graded.

He managed to get a good overall gi'ade thanks to his high scores on
the Kanji and grammar parts of the exam. He knew, however, that his
speaking ability had not developed as much as he had wished. He analyzed
the classroom situation and said that he did not get enough speaking prac-
tice in class. He wished for a smaller class and more speaking practice :

Maybe the class was just too big.I talked maybe three times during

the day.It's no one's fault,except there are twenty-three [eighteen in

facf] people in class.That would be a lot different — like ten or so.

That would be easier.It seems to me like the class is more oriented

towards written [work].I know we had oral checks.Those are really

easy.] mean,you just memorize.That's all memorization.That's not
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impromptu.We have nothing really to prepare ourselves for some-

thing like the oral examination.

He had difficulty in listening comprehension,especially in dictations
which were part of the written quizzes :

During the dictations, they'll ask questions.I just can't follow till

maybe the fourth time I've heard it,and that's too late.I mean,those

are the hardest parts.I wish we had done that more in class.

FI+ found dictation very hard in comparison to simple memoriza-

tion.He said that he had "a pretty good memory,but it's always oral

things that are very difficult to pick up on."

What did he do, then, to cope with such deficient oral skills? There
was nothing he did outside of the class. He said "No, I don't do any speaking
of Japanese, which is not good. This was, he said, primarily because of time:

Well,it takes so much time.I mean,] knew — literally,I really want

to do. In order to do Japanese well, I'd have to spend a lot of time.

And I just don't have the time to do it.

That was his justification for discontinuing Japanese even though
he was making good grades until then. In summary, the FI+ student was
strong in memorizing Kanji, grammar, and memorizing dialogues, but his
difficulties lay in speaking and listening.

The FD+ student presents an interesting contrast to the FI+ stu-
dent. The prominent characteristics of the FD+ student which played a
role in leading her to success seemed to be patience and perseverance in
studying Japanese. One friend of the FD+ student described her as being
a person who had "to have things a certain way, and if they [were] not
that way then [she was] unhappy aboutthem." The friend indicated that
once she set her mind on studying something, she would not compromise

or give up in the middle. The FD+ student claimed that she owed her de-
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termination to her family environment. She said that it was really import-
ant in her family to do well in school. She explained with the example of
her sister :

I guess we're pretty rigid,when it comes to academics.I think so.It'é

very important for us to do well. My little sister is in the fourth grade

now,and if she doesn't have an A plus,then it bothers her.An A is not
just an A It depends on what kind of A it is.

With such academic aspirations, she was keenly aware of her own
weaknesses and made efforts to correct them. In the first quarter, she sou-
ght help from a tutor, a Japanese student studying English. With his help,
she solved some of the problems she had at that time. She recognized that
listening to the native Japanese speaker helped famihiarize her with the
language.

Mainly we [the tutor and I] were going through the book for pronun-

ciation purposes,and if I had a problem with something,he would ex-

plain it to me the best he could.

We did not work on writing.But sometimes I would read the dicta-

tions if I had a problem with it,and if I wasn't certain with [about

the] intonation.

It helped a lot.And it was good for,]I guess I don't want to say col-

loquial,but like just the spoken Japanese.l mean,it's a little differ-

ent from What we actually learned.]I mean,I think he spoke more in

"plain form" and so that was good to hear,you know,the different

way.

Having a tutor at the early stage of her learning helped her solve
her problems, build a solid foundation to learn more, and become confident
in the subject matter.

She was a communicative and sociable type of person. Knowing her
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own merits, she decided not to spend time on speaking practice. She said,
"I like to meet Japanese people, and I practice with them. But usually, be-
sides that, I really don't do anything for the speaking."

The investigator noticed during the class observations that she was
one of the few students who were mouthing the answers when other stu-
dents were called upon. She was also often helping or rather almost tea-
ching her partner during the pair work.

The FD+ student, however, was not free from difficulty in learning
Japanese. She found Kanji most difficult. She explained why :

I think it's because there are so many Kanji to learn at one time,and

then,also,you just have to spend a lot of time with practicing them,

and there you have nothing to compare them to, and so you're
learning something totally new.

To manage such a difficult task, she had her own way to deal with
Kanji, which was different from the FI students' approach. Since Kanji
learning was the hardest part for her, she concentrated on it when she stu-
died every night. She explained how she studied Japanese at home :

Usually I sit down and practice writing the Kanji over and over and

over, trying to remember them. And whatever the new grammar

point we've been taught for the day,I'd like to go through and read
ahead.

The FD+ student's way of dealing with her difficulty in learning
Kanji was simply a diligent daily writing practice. Along with practicing
Kanji, she studied grammar by both reviewing and previewing class ma-
terial every day. It is easy to infer that such preview helped her become
confident in class. Since she knew what to expect, she did not experience
uncertainty about the content and was able to have a better grasp of it dur-

ing the class time.
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Low achievers : FI- and FD-

FI- was Student K in Teacher B's class who asked the analytical
question about conjugating "-nakutewa ikemasen" form into its affirma-
tive. The FI- student was very much interested in Japanese pop culture,
especially animation, and liked learning Kanji, but he was not making
good grades in the course. His instructor, Teacher B, described him as the
"weakest" in the class and a "careless" person :

He has no problem turning in the homework.His problem is more --

he's very careless.He makes a lot of careless mistakes,and he's not

a very detailed person,so that the way he wrote some Hiragana was

corrected.[...] He'll make the same mistake again and again.He do-

esn't really pay much attention to the little things like that.And lit-
tle things always add up and become big things,but it starts with
the problem of maybe writing Hiragana.

What she said about his carelessness with Hiragaria was also ob-
served in class, as -presented earlier. This FI- student, K, revealed his
confused state with Hiragana when he read Teacher B's flash card "neru"
as "waru."

The FI- student claimed that Kanji was easy to learn because he had
a "technique" to remember them. He revealed his "technique" : using as-
sociation as a mnemonic device, which he called "connotation! He said that
he acquired this skill in high school. Despite his claim, however, he was
losing points in the written quizzes because he did not remember Kanji
precisely and did not write them accurately. When Kanji become written
test items, imperfect memory is just as bad as no memory. His mnemonic
device helped him remember only rough pictures of Kanji. Therefore, even
though he liked Kanji, did the homework assignments, and used his "tech-

nique" to remember them, that was not enough to score high on the written
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quizzes.

He looked rather disorganized in class. He was the only student
whose textbook did not have a binding, and he did not even keep the pages
in the right order. Whenever the instructor told the class to pull out a hand-
out given before, the FI- student had a hard time finding it-in his bag.
Sometimes he gave up and asked his neighbor to show it to him. It was of-
ten noticed that he had not studied the lesson before class, and whenever
he came across an unknown word, he asked his neighbor, who was one of
the strongest students in class.

The way he was sitting was unique. He often assumed a reclining
position with his feet resting on the chair in front of him. He was also the
only one who occasionally stretched himself in the middle of the class.
Though nobody seemed to be bothered, it can be said that such behavior
was indicative of his lax and informal character. |

The FI- student found conjugation challenging and liked "trying to
sound [out] those tough ones," by conjugating adjectives which have some
tricky pronunciations. It may not be a mere coincidence that such mech-
anical and systematic learning was appealing to this field-independent
person.

The FI- student had a hard time speaking, especially "in front of
other people." But he "never had a problem with oral checks." In his re-
sponses in the interview, he tended to concentrate on mechanical aspects
and not on a more purposeful use of the language. It was noticed that his
responses were similar to those of the FI+ student. His teacher, Teacher
B, said that he was doing what was required, but that he was not doing
well. The FI- student himself knew that he needed to do more than simply
doing his homework. As he mentioned, he did not make serious efforts to

work on his weaknesses. He did not seek help from a tutor or a Japanese
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friend. It was not because he did not know any Japanese students. He
knew some, but he was rather careless or indifferent. He mentibned an
attempt to talk to Japanese students :

Takumi — uh — I helped him — I helped him with his English.But I
haven't — it seems he's real busy so I hate to ask him to help me with
my Japanese.That's — I wish I had — I did have a tutor actually but
there's — there is a lot of Japanese people in my dorm,though.There
is a bunch of — I don't know that many Japanese students. I tried
to — I talked to — just talked to them,like — tried to talk to them.

They understand me but I don't have much to say 'cause I don't

know like — It's like "where are you going?" Yeah,"what are you do-

ing?"

He had some conversations with Japanese students, though infre-
quently in Japanese. When he did converse with them in Japanese, he did
not "have much to say. " The difference between him and the FD+ student,
who was strong in speaking, seemed to derive from this attitude. The FD+
student thought it was "nice" just to say "Konnichiwa [Hello] " in Japanese
and found it enjoyable, even ifit was a short exchange. Such an enjoyment
motivated her to practice speaking more Japanese. On the other hand, the
FI- student took it negatively when there was not "much to say" and
stopped trying to talk to Japanese students, losing interest.

He regretted that he had no one to study with, and was blaming that
lack for his not doing well in Japanese :

I think my problem is I never study with anybody.Like most of the

people in our class study with each other.I [have] never done that be-

cause — a lot of reasons but like — overprotected by my girlfriend.

You know,unless you get someone else's input into it,it's really hard

to tell if you are doing something right.
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As he said, he did not use the strategy of studying with someone,
even though he thought it would have been helpful. But above all, he did
not spend enough time on Japanese. He said "I don't put time into it. I
should, but— and I still like it Thus, his weakness in speaking was never
‘overcome, and his carelessness did not seem to change through the quarter.

The FD- student started to take Japanese because of personal moti-
vation. Because she had a Japanese boyfriend, she thought "It would be
neat to discuss [things] with his parents in Japanese." She also chose Ja-
panese because she thought French would be difficult. (She realized later
that was not the case.) She was frustrated with her low achievement
throughout the quarter.

She said that Kanji was the most difficult part in learning Japanese.
But, later, she also said, "Writing is easier than speaking." These remarks
seemed contradictory, but actually she seemed to have the most difficult
time in speaking. It can be inferred that Kanji might have been giving her
a hard time when she studied at home or when she took Kanji tests. How-
ever, unsuccessful Kanji learning was not likely to result in public embar-
rassment, asin the case of speaking. Inlearning Kanji, she could succeed
fairly well if she studied diligently. Kanji learning mostly requires rote
memorization, and one can cram them to a certain extent before an exam-
ination. Speaking, however, does not work the same way. It is highly |
cumulative, especially since the curriculum is designed in an order of in-
creasing complexity, as the FD+ student illustrated :

In Japanese,if you lost something in 102 and you just didn't get it

and then when you get to 103,that point is still gonna be missing,

and so it's gonna keep affecting you.I mean just keep building on

things that you are ei_ther not picking up or losing. So it's like a

battle to bring everything with you from each quarter.
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The FD- student failed to establish a solid foundation, especially in
the speaking skills, during the previous Japanese courses. By the time of
103, she had so many "missed” points that she could not say a lot with con-
fidence, which became frustrating and embarrassing at times. When she
was called upon in class, she always asked several questions in English
before she said anything in Japanese, trying to make sure that she could
say the answer as correctly as possible. And every time she said a couple
of Japanese words she had to stop and ask, "Am I right?" to the instructor.
Thus, she was almost never observed saying one full, uninterrupted sen-
tence in Japanese. The instructor described her problem and confirmed
this observation :

There's a problem there. She does work very hard on the material.

She comes to the class every day, she turns in the homework every

day, and she goes to the lab. She never misses. And she's very

diligent and does what's required. But she has — I'm not sure about
it, but she has a very difficult time, understanding and absorbing

the language. First of all, it might be the way she's studying, but I

don't — I think she's trying different ways, and she's getting help

from other students and her friends, so it might not just be the way
she's studying, but she is not really good at learning foreign langu-
ages in general. I'm just saying this because she has a very difficult
time in Jearning Japanese. [...] I think she's very shy and very un-
sure. It's because that she knows herself that she doesn't know the
material. She's not sure about the material. She's very uncertain of
herself, so when she speaks, she double-checks. She can't say a full
sentence without stopping and making sure she's saying that thing
right to that point. And she always goes around and says "Am I

right?" "Is this what you want me to say?" [The interviewee's em-
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phasis added.]’

Though FD- was usually having a difficult time in learning Japa-
nese, she also had a successful experience. One day during the pair work
when every pair was assigned to make a short dialog, the FD- student was
trying to say a sentence, but she needed help. She kept asking her partner
word by word in her attempt. Her partner was very kind and patient. When
she finally said the whole sentence only in Japanese, her partner clapped
her hands, and she was very happy and proud, and perked up her shoul-
ders. Besides her partner and the investigator, nobody else seemed to
notice her success. That was the only occasion when she looked truly con-
fident in speaking Japanese. I could not help thinking that, if she could
have accumulated such successful experiences, she might not have to quit
Japanese. She probably did not look "shy and unsure about herself"' from
the beginning. She got lost at some point in the course, and never caught
up, which turned out to be the case from her own expianation during the
interview.

She did not find Japanese 101 difficult ; she actually enjoyed it. But
since she did not do the homework assigned for the winter vacation, she
forgot what she had learned and was "overwhelmed" when she came back
in January. From then on, she was always behind the class and never
really caught up with it. She did not get much help from her Japanese boy-
friend, because he was "very impatient and got upset" if she did not under-
stand quickly. Gradually she was losing her motivation, and bad grades
eventually made her think of quitting Japanese. She disclosed her bitter

feelings about it :

" The interviews with the teachers were conducted in English, regardless of their first language.
The purpose was to analyze interview data without the interference of translation from Japa-
nese to English.
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Yeah, because I mean, I feel like — I feel guilty for wasting my par-

ents' money. I feel like I'm wasting.

Because I'm not — I guess I'm not taking it that seriously. And I gro-

wed [grew] — Ihavelike a — not a hatred towards it, but I mean

as a not a burden but, you know, within myself, because I'm like

"aaah —" I don't enjoy it, like I said. I don't.

I feel like I'm the stupidest one in the class.

~ The FD- student apparently did not have an articulated strategy of
her own for learning Japanese, except for calling her friend when she ne-
eded. She tended to complain that there was too much material, especially
too many Kanji to learn, and the class was going too fast. The FD- student
said that she studied Japanese for an hour every day in the spring quarter,
but she could not explain in precise detail how she spent that hour, repe-
ating that she worked "very hard" According to her closest classmate, how-
ever, she was often doing her homework on the bus to school in the morn-
ing, which made the investigator suspect that her "very hard" work pro-
bably did not last for very long.

During the class, she often appeared as a person with a short atten-
tion span. She was easily distracted by things like noises from outside the
classroom, the mutterings of her peers, or her mood. Once she was trying
to answer the teacher's question when a fire engine passed the street near
the building. She complained that her thinking was disrupted, saying, "
Well, Tanaka-san wa kinou [Mr. Tanaka yesterday] —ah—1I cannot think
— " (pointing to the window). She eventually completed the sentence with
her teacher's patience and help, but it took her awhile.

Another example is when she was observed to be quite impatient in
class. When Teacher A exceeded the class time by a few minutes, which

happened often, the FD- student became restless, looked at her watch fre-
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quently, sighed and shut her book and notebook, even though the teacher
was still talking to the class. Her behavior was conspicuous because the
rest of the students were more patient and attentive than she was. A friend
of the FD- provided a comment which supports my observation :

I don't know how much she's studying outside the class. At the beg-
mning of the quarter we had decided that each day after class we
would sit down and go over the grammar points ; I think that lasted
for like two weeks. She's just easily distracted from Japanese. Be-
cause for her it's — I guess more of a burdeﬁ to try to do it than it is
enjoyment.

Learning Japanese was becoming too much of a burden for her dur-
ing the quarter, and at the time of the interview, she was determined to
quit. Thus she developed the feeling of not liking Japanese any more and
felt burdened by it. She was quitting Japanese and was "upset about it."

The above description provides the answer to the fourth research
question, which concerns the problems of low achievers and high achievers.

Table 8 shows a brief summary of the findings.
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Table 8 Characteristics/Problems/Difficulties of the Four Students

FI+ FD+ FI- FD-
Learning Japaneseis: not difficult not difficult not difficult very difficult
Language skills :
Speaking & listening difficult easy difficult difficult
Learning Kanji easy difficult easy difficult
Strategies concentration  diligence "technique" no strategy
good memory perseverance (mnemonic (call friends
devices) when needed)
Tutor No Yes No No
Motivation wanted to be instrumental interested in Japanese
"different" & integrative  pop culture boyfriend
Characteristics no more time  aspiration nervous easily
& attitude for Japanese/  for academic about distracted/
did not spend  success/ speaking/ not serious
time on spent time careless/ about studying
speaking on Kanji sloppy/
did not spend
enough time
on Japanese
Next year Japanese discontinue continue continue discontinue

Solutions to the Problems

Key Factors to Success

Understanding the difficulties of the students leads to the fifth re-

search question about students' perceptions of how to solve their problems.

One solution that all four students agreed with was the importance of in-

vesting time to learn Japanese. The investigator asked every interviewee

what advice he or she would give to someone who wished to take Japanese.

The FI+ student's advice was to take Japanese as seriously as if one were

majoring in it :

If you really want to learn Japanese, you have to really go into it.

Or you can't major in something else. I think really to learn Japa-

nese, you have to major. You can't just take it as a side — but I think

it's a good class. Take it all three years and make that your primary

goal. Because it's not — it's not a part-time thing. [The interviewee's
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emphasis added.}

The FD+ student also emphasized the importance of a time commit-
ment for studying Japanese :

If they are seriously wanting to become fluent in Japanese, then I
would say, "If you don't have the time to sit down and learn the lan-
guage and to do things that you're going to have to do to keep up,
then it really is a waste." I mean, because there are other grades
that are going to suffer, and then you're not going to learn Japanese
if you're just playing around with it.

The FI- student already had a chance to advise someone about tak-
ing Japanese, and he pointed out the importance of putting time into
learning the language : "I told them maybe to put time into it. It's really
—it's really good. I like it. I don't put time into it. I should, but—and I
still like it."

The FD- student stressed the need to put forth a lot of effort :

Advice? — If you are not willing to put a lot of effort into it, just don't

even waste your time. I think that's what I would tell thein.

These comments of the four students seem to be related to one of the
characteristics of the classes pointed out in the earlier section: dependence
on out-of-class work. Students were expected to practice all four language
skills, especially writing skills of Japanese orthography, outside of the clas-
s. Since a large portion of their grade came from their writing skill as as-
sessed by the written quizzes and examinations, it is quite understandable
that the students found it necessary to spend a lot of time and effort in or-

der to remember how to write Kanji and to do well in the course.

Summary

The results from both quantitative and qualitative phases of this
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study were presented in this chapter. The quantitative results of this study
showed no significant correlation between the degree of field indepen-
dence/ dependence and achievement in Japanese, despite the investigator's
expectation.

In the section on qualitative results, two instructors, the classroom
settings, and the typical class procedure were first described, and then
seven characteristics of the classes were pointed out in order to present the
context in which the learning of Japanese was taking place. Secondly, cases
of four selected students with extreme degrees of field independence/de-
pendence and levels of achievement were investigated. Their strong and
weak points were uncovered, using the observation and interview data.
Some of their problems seemed to be related to their degrees of field inde-
pendence/ dependence. There seemed to be various other factors which mi-
ght have affected their problems, but it is beyond the scope of this study
to investigate them. At the end, the students' opinions about the key factors
to succeed in learning Japanese were summarized. They agreed on the im-
portance of investing time and effort in order to learn Japanese successful-
ly.

The following chapter will discuss ways to bridge the quantitative
and qualitative results, and attempt to explain the unexpected quantitat-
ive results in the light of the qualitative results. Pedagogical implications

and limitations of this study will be also discussed.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

This study investigated the relationship between the degrees of fi-
eld independence/dependence and achievement of American college stu-
dents learning Japanese. It also attempted to identify problems and diffic-
ulties which the students encountered while studying Japanese. The de-
gree of field independence/dependence is one of the cognitive styles
claimed as having a role in language learning, as has been noted in a num-
ber of previous studies. Considering that claim, an application of the field
independence/dependence theory to the case of Japanese language
learning is called for. This study is the first of its kind to investigate the
validity of field independence/dependence theory among American college
students learning Japanese. The present study hypothesized that there
would be a correlation between the two variables. Five research questions
were posed.

The first research question was to investigate the relationship be-
tween the degree of ﬁeld independence/dependence and achievement in
learning Japanese. Achievement here consisted of four constructs : oral
performance, grammar knowledge, mastery of Kanji, and overall achie-
vement, as shown in the course grades.

The second research question was closely tied to the first one. The
question was whether the degree of field independence/dependence could
be a predictor of achievement in learning Japanese in terms of oral per-
formance, grammar knowledge, Kanji mastery, and overall achievement.
This question addressed whether there was a positive correlation between
field independence/dependenée and achievement.

The third research question treated the way the students' language
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skills developed in the Japanese program: whether the students' language
skills were well-balanced in terms of oral performance, grammar knowl-
edge, and mastery of Japanese orthography.

The fourth and the fifth questions are closely related. The fourth
question was to identify the problems that low achievers experienced in
the process of learning Japanese, as well as the difficulties that high
achievers faced.

The fifth question dealt with the solutions to the problems which
were identified in the answer to the fourth question. What did students
perceive as most helpful in solving their problems : drills in class, explan-
ations by the teacher, written quizzes, oral checks, self-study, homework,
help from peers, assistance from native informants in the class, language
lab work, or computer-assisted practice?

The first three research questions were mostly dealt with in the
quantitative phase of this study, and the last two questions were answered
in the qualitative part of the study. The quantitative phase was hypothesis- |
testing in nature.

Despite the researcher's initial expectation, the degree of field inde-
pendence/dependence and achievement of American college students
learning Japanese did not exhibit a statistically significant relationship in
this study. In the second phase of this study, a detailed description of four
individual students with an extreme degree of field independence/ depend-
ence and achievement presented interesting contrasts and uncovered dif-
ferences in their problems. The four students chosen were a field-indepen-
dent high achiever (FI+), a field-dependent high achiever (FD+), a field-
independent low achiever (FI-), and a field-dependent low achiever (FD-).

The following part of this chapter discusses the quéntitative results

—their meaning and their importance to the field independence/depend-
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ence theory. Then, the ensuing section explores the meaning, significance,
and limitations of the qualitative phase of the study, including suggestions

for future research.

Discussion: Quantitative Phase

This study attempted to investigate if there was a correlation be-
tween the degree of field independence/dependence and the level of achie-
vement in learning Japanese among American college students. The study
was conducted in the spring of 1993 with fifty-six students enrolled in the
elementary Japanese language course, Japanese 103, at the University of
Georgia. Their degree of field independence/dependence, which is an in-
dependent variable, was measured with the Group Embedded Figures
Test. Their achievement, which is a dependent variable, was numerically
assessed by the results of 1) oral interview examinations, 2) the grammar
part of the written examinations, 3) the Kanji part of the written examin-
ations, and 4) the overall course grade of Japanese 103. Four null hypo-
theses were éonstructed.

Hypothesis 1 : There is no correlation between the degree of field in-
dependence and oral performance in Japanese.

Hypothesis 2 : There is no correlation between the degree of field in-
dependence and grammar knowledge of Japanese.

Hypothesis 3 : There is no correlation betwéen the degree of field in-
dependence and mastery of Kanji.

Hypothesis 4 : There is no correlation between the degree of field in-
dependence and overall achievement in Japanese as measured by the cour-
se grades.

As for the results of the_investigatibn, none of the four null hypothe-

ses were rejected. Thus, the answer to the first research question (What
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1s the relationship between the degree of field independence/dependence
and level of achievement in learning Japanese among American college
students?) is that there was no statistically significant relationship be-
tween the degree of field independence/dependence and the level of achie-
vement in this study. |

Had there been a statistically significant correlation between the
two variables, the learner's degree of field independence/dependence could
have been a predictor of his or her achievement in learning Japanese. The
data, however, indicated no significant relation between the two variables.
Therefore, the answer to the second research question (Can the degree of
field independence/dependence be a predictor of achievement in learning
Japanese in terms of oral performance, grammar knowledge, Kanji mas-
tery, and overall achievement?) is negative.

Even though the null hypotheses were not rejected, the data indi-
cated some interesting facts. One is that there was a gender difference in
the GEFT results, which supported what Witkin et al. had reported (1971):

Male students tended to be more field-independent than female students.

The t test was used to determine whether this gender difference is
statistically significant. The result showed that thereis, indeed, a gender
difference, with a significance level of .05. |

Another finding is that the relationship between degree of field in-
dependence/dependence and mastery of Kanji showed the strongest corre-
lation,though not statistically significant,among the results of the Pearson
Correlation Coefficients. The relationship of Kanji learning to field inde-
pendence/dependence suggests that the more field-independent the
learner 1s, the better he or she masters Kanji. This tendency corresponds
to the findings in the qualitative study phase, which showed that the field-

independent students found Kanji learning rather easy, whereas the field-
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dependent students found it most difficult.

It was also noticed that the four constructs of achievement exhibited
high interrelationships. This means that those who scored high in one of
the four constructs of achievement were likely to score high in other areas
of achievement. The highest correlation was found between oral perform-
ance and grammar knowledge. This is understandable because linguistic
accuracy, which reflects mainly one's grammar knowledge, was the focus
in grading the oral interview examinations. Therefore, it is reasonable to
believe that those who achieved high scores in grammar knowledge would
respond with a high accuracy rate in the oral examinations.

The lowest interrelationship among all the interrelationships was
found between the Kanji test results and grammar knowledge. This finding
could be explained in two ways : one is that those who achieved high in
grammar scored low in Kanji; another is that those who were low achievers
in grammar scored high in Kanji. When we look at the class average of the
achievement tests, the second possibility seems to be more feasible because
the means of the Kanji tests were the highest means, and their standard
deviation was smallest among all the achievement test results.

These findings lead us to answer the third research question. (Are
the students' language skills well-balanced in terms of oral performance,
grammar knowledge, and mastery of the Japanese orthography?) On the
whole, the students' language skills were balanced in terms of oral per-
formance, grammar knowledge, and mastery of Japanese orthography.
Oral performance results and grammar knowledge revealed a relatively
strong correlation (r =.75). Kanji mastery and both oral performance
(r=.48) and grammar knowledge (r =.44) showed moderate correlations.
These data suggested a discrepancy between Kanji mastery and the rest of

the achievement constructs, which means that even low achievers in oral
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performance and grammar knowledge could have high achievement in
Kanji learning.

The results of the quantitative phase provided unexpected answers
to the first and the second research questions. They were contrary to most
of the previous research, which indicated a positive relationship between
field independence/dependence and achievement. Even though the quali-
tative phase of the study was not originally designed to explain the results
of the quantitative phase, the results of the latter are more explicable when
examined in the light of the former. The following section presents answers
to the fourth and fifth research questions, followed by some explanation to

the quantitative results.

Discussion : Qualitative Phase

The data of the qualitative part of the study were collected through
non-participant observations of Japanese classes and individual inter-
views with the four selected students, their peers, and their teachers. Fol-
lowing the classroom observations and analysis of the data is a look at a
typical classroom procedure, inorder to demonstrate the characteristics of
the classes as the context where the formal learning of Japanese was tak-
ing place. The main characteristics of the classes were as follows : use of
English, grammar-oriented approach, emphasis on translation, teacher-
centeredness, situations for communication in Japanese, preference for
accuracy over fluency, and dependence on out-of-class work.

The central activities of the students in class were to learn Japanese
grammar and lexicon in English and to translate English into Japanese.
Such activities were conducted with a focus on linguistic accuracy. The
typical classroom procedure was as follows :

1) Review of the sentence pattern learned in the previous lesson
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2) Introduction of the new sentence pattern in English

3) Mechanical drill on a lexical level (verb)

4) Mechanical drill on a phrase level (predicate)

5) Translation drill on a sentential level

- 6) Translation drill to extend the sentences

7) Listening to a model dialog

8) Reading practice of the dialog -

9) Introduction to the new Kanji

The only opportunities for the students to communicate in Japanese
were when they had pair work or small group activities with their peers.
Those activities took place twice or three times a week for several minutes
each time, and the students commented favorably on these occasions when
they were able to speak in Japanese relatively freely.

Four students enrolled in Japanese 103 were selected,based on their
extreme degrees of field independence/dependence and achievement, and
were studied intensively. The data obtained revealed that there were con-
trasting differences in difficulties that the four students experienced in
learning Japanese.

The FI+ student felt secure with his memory, concentration, and
picture-orientedness. He was confident especially in Kanji learning and
had virtually no problems with grammar. His difficulties resided, however,
in speaking and listening skills. Although he knew what his problems
were, he did not make extra efforts outside of the class to improve these
weaknesses in his Japanese skills. Oral examinations were the only occa-
sion when his speaking skills were graded. He managed to get by in the
oral examinations by his grammatical accuracy, resulting in a decent
grade. It was quite obvious that the FI+ student knew strategies to obtain

good grades in the Japanese course.
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The FD+ student was a sociable person and liked talking to Japa-
nese people. Since she was confident with her oral communication skills
in Japanese, she spent most of her study time learning Kanji and grammar.
As a result, she became a fairly well-balanced high achiever in the Japa-
nese coui'se.

The FI- student, like the FI+ student, had a good memory and was
confident about learning Kanji. Also like the FI+ student, he found speak-
ing and listening most difficult. He was a low achiever because he did not
spend time on improving his weaknesses. He also lacked precision, even
in writing Kanji, which he claimed to be his favorite part of Japanese.
Consequently, he received low grades on Kanji tests.

Among the four students, the FD- student had the hardest time
learning Japanese.Although she started taking the course with integrative
motivation, she was always easily distracted from studying and did not ex-
perience much success in learning the language, especially during Japa-
nese 103 in the spring quarter. She had difficulty in all aspects of the lan-
guage and had no confidence in using Japanese. She could manage, how-
ever, to cram Kanji if she studied intensively before the tests.

What is required in learning Kanji is memorization of discrete
items. Whereas skills like speaking are largely cumulative and dependent
on what was learned previously, learning Kanji does not rely as much on
building on previous knowledge. Speaking was the most difficult skill for
FD-, because she had not built a solid foundation from the previous cour-
ses. She was always unsure about what to say and how to say it in Japa-
nese, and she could not speak Japanese sentences without asking her in-
structor questions in English to confirm her correctness. She was able to
understand all the explanations that the teacher gave in English in class,

but she did not internalize them systematically. Also, she did not study
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very much outside of the class. When she did, she did not concentrate well.
She did not receive much support from her Japanese friend, either. She
was discouraged by the poor grades she had been making, and was deter-
mined to quit taking Japanese at the time of the interview.

The following is the answer to the fourth research question. (What
are the problems low achievers and high achievers face in the process of
learning Japanese?) Inthe case ofthe low achievers, their problems were
compounded by their personalities (such as carelessness), lack of learning
skills (such as weak concentration and poor learning strategies), lack of
time and effort, and absence of tutorial support from one's Japanese friend.

In the case of the high achievers, they understood what their prob-
lems were and also knew what to do about them. As for the FD+ student,
she made high achievements by working on her weaknesses. The FI+ stu-
dent made full use of his skills and compensated for his weaknesses. Be-
cause his weaknesses were not targeted in grading, he still reached a high
level of achievement.

It is important to notice that the students' achievements depended,
to a certain extent, on the way they were measured. For example, the FI+
student would have been given a lower grade if the oral examination had
not focused on accuracy but on fluency, which he found difficult. Likewise,
the results would have been different if the students’ mastery of Japanese
had been measured, not by an achievement test, but by a proficiency test.

~ When the students took the mid-term and final examinations, which
were achievement tests, they were all aware of the range of the materials
included in the tests. Therefore, they could prepare for the test, and com-
pensate for whatever weaknesses they had in their learning before the
achievement tests. It can be inferred that those who prepared well scored

high, and that the differences in their weaknesses and strengths which
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were initially related to the degree of field independence/dependence be-
came less perceptible.

This observation led me to a reconsideration of the unexpected re-
sults revealed in the quantitative phase of the study. Possible reasons for
the quantitative results as examined in terms of the qualitative results
will be discussed in more detail after the sixth research question discus-
sion.

- Inthe following, the fifth research question (What do students per-
ceive as most helpful in solving their problems?) is discussed. It appeared
that the degree of field independence/dependence itself did not determine
one's achievement in Japanese,but it might determine achievement if com-
bined with other factors such as motivation, effort, time, and test prep-
aration strategies. The testees were able to prepare for the tests, since an
achievement test by definition covers only a limited amount of material. A
consideration of the data collected in this study has led us to conjecture
that those who knew their weaknesses and prepared well could score high
on the achievement tests, regardless of their cognitive style.

It is noteworthy that all of the four selected students provided simi-
lar advice on how to do well in Japanese. They all stressed the importance
of a time commitment for studying Japanese. Such advice seems under-
standable when characteristics of the Japanese classes and the grading
system are considered. Class time was devoted to understanding gram-
matical items and practicing translations from English to Japanese ; it ex-
cluded writing practice. Consequently, mastery of Japanese orthography
totally depended on out-of-class efforts. Written practice for mastery of
Kanji was stressed and encouraged in the syllabi, and the scores of the
written quizzes and the written examinations were weighted considerably

in the grades. It seemed only natural that all of the students emphasized
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the importance of studying outside of the classroom, regardless of their de-
gree of field independence/ dependence or level of achievement. Despite
their difference in degrees of field independence/dependence, students
could compensate for and overcome their weaknesses by spending enough
time studying and by adopting an appropriate preparation strategy for the

achievement tests.

Discussion : Reconsideration of the Quantitative Results
In light of the qualitative result that students were compensating
for any weaknesses related to their cognitive style, the investigator con-
sidered why there was no statistically significant relationship between the
degree of field independence/dependence and achievement in Japanese, as
hypothesized. Following are discussions concerning each of the four achie-

vement constructs to answer this question.

Oral Performance

The students' oral performance was graded on the basis of gram-
matical accuracy. Since their fluency was not taken into consideration, tho-
se who lacked fluency were not penalized, and those who had outstanding
fluency were not rewarded, either. It turned out that the FI+ student ma-
naged to produce grammatically correct sentences and to score high, al-
though he was not fluent. On the other hand, the FD+ student was quite
competent in her oral skills, and her oral responses in the examinations
were fairly smooth and quick, but she did not earn any credit for her flu-
ency. She had developed some communicative skills, such as how to use
fillers in a Japanese conversation to avoid awkward silence. Such com-
municative skills could potentially be used to discriminate students like

her from others who did not have such skills. In this way, the results might
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have been different : they might have been closer to what had been hypo-
thesized,if students had been tested on oral proficiency which reflects one's

integral competence to use a language, rather than on oral achievement.

Grammar Knowledge

Since the Japanese 103 classes were grammar-oriented, all the stu-
dents knew that it was essential to study grammar in the course. In addi-
tion to their interest in grammar, what differentiated the high achievers
from the low achievers appeared to be, most significantly, their diligence,
effort outside of the class, and time investment. Those who studied serio-
usly learned well and scored high in the examinations ; their effort com-
pensated for their differences in cognitive styles.

Both the FI+ and FI- students showed analytical inclinations and a
preference for the mechanical part of learning the language. The FI+ stu-
dent did not have any problems in grammar and scored constantly high in
that area, but the FI- student remained a low achiever in grammar because
of his "carelessness," indifference, and lack of study. On the other hand,
both the FD+ and FD- students did not find grammar particularly inter-
esting. The FD+ student realized its importance, however, and spent
enough time to learn it well, while the FD- student did not like it, did not
study it enough, and fell behind to such an extent that satisfactory achie-
vement was almost beyond reach at the time of this study.

We have seen that achievement in grammar knowledge is related to
various factors such as diligence, amount of out-of-class study, and interest,
as well as cognitive styles. The hypothesis (There is a relationship between
the degree of field independence/dependence and achievement in Japa-
nese) might have been supported if the students had not compensated for

their weaknesses by preparing for the achievement tests. Or, it might have
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been supported if the tests were not achievement tests but proficiency tes-
ts. The results might have then reflected more differences in students' suc-

cess, depending on their cognitive styles.

Mastery of Kanji

There was a discrepancy in the perception of Kanji learning be-
tween the FI students and the FD students: The FI students tended to
find it easy, whereas the FD students found it very difficult. Such a dis-
crepancy, however, was not reflected in the results of the Kanji tests.

Learning Kanji involves memorization of material that seems arbit-
rary to the students. Since the Japanese 103 course was designed in such
a way that it was the students' responsibility to learn the Kanji on their
own, and since they were tested on a limited amount of material, how suc-
cessfully they completed the task seemed to depend on how seriously and
diligently they studied for each test. It was conjectured that students
would achieve good scores if they studied well, regardless of their degree
of field independence/dependence. Even if one liked learning Kanji, this
did not necessarily result in better scores on the Kanji tests, as shown in
the example of the FI- student. He liked Kanji and was confident because
he had a "technique" of using mnemonic devices to associate the Kanji with
pictures or stories. Such associations seemed to help him remember rough
figures of the Kanji or readings of them, but since he was not a diligent
learner and did not practice writing Kanji carefully, what he wrote was
generally inaccurate. This is why he scored low on the Kanji tests.

The FD- student worked hard on Kanji before the tests and scored
fairly high, compared to her other skills. This meant that she could manage
learning discrete and isolated items like Kanji, but did not develop com-

prehensive and integral skills that are required for speaking.
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Overall achievement

Overall achievement was calculated aé a total combination of writ-
ten quiz results, mid-term and final examinations (oral, grammar, and
Kanji examinations), homework, oral checks, and class performance. Ac-
cording to the analysis above, three constructs of achievement—oral, gram-
mar, and Kanji scores—did not necessarily reflect the students' weak as-
pects in learning the language, aspects which might have been related to
their degree of field independence/dependence. The students, realizing
what was expected from them in the course in order to receive a good
grade, made efforts to improve. Since the relationship between the degree
of field independence/dependence and achievement in the above three con-
structs was revealed to be so indistinct,it may have caused the relationship
between the degree of field independence/dependence and overall achie-
vement to be insignificant.

On the whole, the students were trying to compensate for their wea-
knesses in order to meet the requirements of the course. Some students
did this successfully, and some did not. Based on the data in the present
study, there is no reason to assume that successful achievement was due

to the differences in their degree of field independence/ dependence.

Implications
Since previous literature of field independence/dependence research
showed a relationship between the degree of field independence/depend-
ence and language learning (d'Anglejan & Renaud, 1985 ; Carter, 1988 ;
Chapelle & Abraham, 1990 ; Chapelle & Roberts, 1986 ; Hansen, 1984 ;
Hansen & Stansfield, 1981,1982: Naiman et al.,, 1978 ; Roberts, 1984 ;
Stansfield & Hansen, 1983), this investigator expected that there would

be a positive correlation between the degree of field independence/depend-



128

ence and achievement in Japanese. The results of the present study, how- |
ever, contradict such an assumption. Since the assumption possibly in-
volves a cultural and gender bias, it is important to have information based
on empirical studies, like this one.

Although. the quantitative data did not show a significant relation-
ship between the degree of field independence/dependence and achie-
vement in Japanese, the qualitative part of this study has suggested con-
trasting differences between field-independent learners and field-depend-
ent learners, which support what Witkin et al. had originally claimed
(1971). The FI learners tended to be more analytical and liked the rather
mechanical aspects of language learning, whereas the FD learners did not
seem to be strong in analytical and mechanical types of learning, but liked
socially inclined aspects of language learning. Even though there were in-
itial differences in the learners' strengths and weaknesses as related to
their cognitive styles, it seemed more critical that the students understand
how to compensate for their weaknesses, in order to be successful in lan-
guage learning.

One of the pedagogical implications of this study is that teachers
could give advice to students about their cognitive styles and the ramifica-
tions involved. It would benefit students to understand their strengths and
weaknesses in language learning, and to learn how to overcome their wea-
knesses. This agrees with Omaggio's suggestion : "Many learners are not
aware of the strategies that they use to approach a task and would profit,
perhaps, from making them explicit" (1993, p. 66).

The FI students, for example, seemed to be strong in analytical abil-
ity, memory, and picture-oriented materials, such as those involved in
Kanji learning. They tended not to find learning Kanji difficult. But they
needed to work on speaking skills. The interview data suggested that the
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best strategy for them to become competent in Japanese would be to make
an effort to find someone outside of the class, preferably a native speaker,
and to spend time on practicing speaking in the target language. This
would help complement the practice in the class which did not provide en-
.ough speaking exercise.

Another implication of this study is to shift the emphasis in teach-
ing according to the students' cognitive styles. If the majority of the stu-
dents are field-independent and the pedagogical aim is to develop the four
language skills in a balanced way, for example, the teacher could }stress
speaking practice, and decrease time spent on grammar exercises. As Reiff
(1992) suggested, versatility is crucial in effective teaching, and informa-
tion from the present study might help teachers increase versatility and

flexibility in the classroom.

Limitations

The most serious limitation of this study lies in its generalizability.
There are two aspects to this : One concerns the entire body of the subjects
in this study, and the other, the four selected students. The students in
this study were studying at the University of Georgia in the spring of 1993.
Although there were a few students who had withdrawn from the previous
Japanese courses, the reasons for their withdrawal were not known to the
investigator. The reasons might or might not have been related to their
cognitive styles. Caution should be used in the generalization of the find-
ings because the subjects in this study did not necessarily constitute a true
random sample of American college students learning Japanese.

The four students with extreme degrees of field independence/ de-
pendence and achievement were selected for the qualitative part of the

study. Since these students were not necessarily representative of each cat-
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egory, caution should be used in the generalization of these findings.

In addition, the fact that the study site was chosen for its conveni-
ence might have possibly affected the findings. The investigator had work-
ed for the Japanese program for almost five years before conducting this
study, and although the stﬁdents in Japanese 103 were not known until
the beginning of this study, the teachers were known to the investigator.
The possibility cannot be denied that the preconceptions about the course
at the time of the study might have been biased, no matter how objectively

the investigator tried to see the situation.

Validity

Although there were only four students in the qualitative part of
this study, they were observed often and interviewed in depth. The invest-
igator collected the data over a month-long period of time, which provided
"opportunities for continual data analysis and comparison to refine con-
structs" (Goetz & LeCompte, 1984, p. 221). The classroom observation
was conducted "in natural settings that reflect [ed] the reality of the life
experiences of participants more accurately than do more contrived or lab-
oratory settings" (p. 221).

The first and quantitative phase of this study presented clear-cut
results in statistical terms about the relationship between the degree of fi-
eld independence and achievement in Japanese. This was made possible
by involving all of the students then taking Japanese 103. This phase
alone, however, could not account for the results. Only a qualitative
approach could provide an explanation. That is probably why Day (1984)
could not account for the results which showed no significant relation
among several variables including cognitive style. The second and quali-

tative phase of the study was originally designed to find out the particular
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difficulties and problems that the students faced, but the analysis of the
data also provided some important explanations for the statistical results.
Having two phases resulted in the strengthening of the findings of each

phase.

Suggestions for Future Research

Considering the limitations of this study, it would be interesting if
a study designed exactly like the present one could be conducted at a dif-
ferent site and/or with a different group of subjects. Such a study would
provide results to contrast and compare with the results of this study.

It would be also beneficial if a longitudinal study could be carried
out. The possible study could attempt to find out the degree of field inde-
pendence of the students at the beginning of the year and to investigate
the following :

1) Whether those who withdraw from the course have any common-

ality, especially in their cognitive styles

2) Whether the student's degree of field independence changes over

time

3) Whether the relation between the degree of field independence

and achievement in the Japanese course changes over time

4) Whether there is a correlation between students' degrees of field

independence and their proficiency (not achiévement) in Japanese

In addition to these practical and empirical studies,some theoretical
work probably needs to be done. The controversy concerning whether field
independence is ability or style is still going on (Davis, 1991). As Davis
suggested, human information processing research may serve to clarify
the issue. Davis and Cochran (1989) found evidence linking field depend-

ence and information-processing differences in attention, encoding in
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short-term memory, and long-term memory processes. However, as men-
tioned in Chapter II, the question of whether field independence/depend-
ence explains variance on a language test seems to be more crucial than
the style-ability issue.

The testing device of field independence/dependence is not free from
problems (e. g., Chapelle, 1988 ; Chapelle & Roberts, 1986). Currently
available tests such as the Embedded Figures Test and the Group Embe-
dded Figures Test are testing instruments used to measure one's cognitive
skill and ability to perform the task of disembedding a geometric figure.
Successful individuals are labeled field-independent. These tests are the
device to measure only one's degree of field independence, but not the de-
gree of field dependence. Those who receive low scores in the tests are cal-
led field-dependent by default. It would be beneficial if an appropriate me-
asuring instrument could be developed to measure the degree of field de-

pendence.

Summary

This study attempted to discover the relationship between the de-
gree of field independence and achievement in learning Japanese in a for-
mal classroom setting of an American state university. The results in the
quantitative part of the study suggested no statistically significant relation-
ship between field independence/dependence and the four measures of
achievement. The qualitative part of the study suggested reasons for the
unexpected quantitative results. It was found that the students used a
compensation strategy for their weaknesses in order to meet the require-
ments of the course, regardless of their degree of field independence/de-
pendence. It was conjectured that different levels of success were closely

related to different amounts of time and effort expended by the students.
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The qualitative phase also provided findings concerning the difficulties
that students with different degrees of field independence encounter in
learning Japanese, and it suggested solutions to the difficulties. The four
focused students with extreme degrees of field independence and levels of
achievement exhibited differences among difficulties in learning Japa-
nese. However, they agreed on the importance of investing time and effort
in order to be successful in the given learning environment. Teachers could
help students succeed in learning Japanese by making their difficulties re-
lated to cognitive style explicit and by encouraging them to compensate for
and overcome such difficulties.

Every student in the study appeared to have the potential to become
a good language learner, and in general, everyone has strengths and weak-
nesses in language learning. The students who participated in this study
demonstrated that many of them could compensate for their shortcomings
and meet the teachers' expectations very well, regardless of their degree
of field independence. This finding seems quite logical in that learners tri-
ed to overcome their shortcomings related to individual differences in or-

der to learn Japanese well and to do well in the course. This may be part

 of the characteristics of individual difference called "one of the conun-

drums in the second-language acquisition field" (Larsen-Freeman & Long,
1991). We can learn from the participants of this study by avoiding the
seemingly obvious but perhaps erroneous assumption that FI learners are
better in learning language than FD learners. As far as the results of this
study are concerned, individual difference in the cognitive style of field in-
dependence/dependence did exist but did not explain the difference in
achievement of Japanese. I believe it essential for educators to empower
students so that they can identify and overcome their weaknesses and thus

become successful language learners.
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The grammatical syllabus and list of Kanji for each course are pre-

sented in Appendix A.

Japanese 101

Textbook : First Step in Japanese. The University of Georgia. 1991.
Lesson 1.  Greetings
Lesson 2.  Self-introduction

Lesson 3.

Lesson 4.
Lesson 5.
Lesson 6.

Lesson 7.

Lesson 8.

Lesson 9.

Lesson 10.
Lesson 11.
Lesson 12.
Lesson 13.
Lesson 14.
Lesson 15.

Lesson 16.

Lesson 17.
Lesson 18.

Lesson 19.

A is B. Is AB?
Numbers

Time

A is also B.

This/ That/ It 1s A.

A is B. (part 2)

Numbers

Price: How much is this?

Verbs: -masu/-masen

Direct object: -o

This/ That/ That (over there) + Noun
Possessive ; genitive: -no
I-Adjectives

Verbs of movement : -e ikimasu

Location marker: -ni

Existence of animate objects: A wa B niimasu.

Existence of inanimate objects: AwaBm
arimasu.

Particles : -ga/-mo/-wa

Negation

Location ; on/ under/ inside
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Japanese 102

Lesson 20. Location of action: -de

(End of First Step in Japanese. The University of Georgia. 1991)

(Beginning of Second Step in Japanese.The University of Georgia.

1991)

Lesson 21.  I-Adjectives : Negation

Lesson 22. Verbs: Past (Finished) tense
Lesson 23. Time marker: -ni

Lesson 24.  Location of existence : in front of/ behind
Lesson 25. Verbs: Present perfect tense
Lesson 26. Verbs: Let's/ Shalll... ?

Lesson 27.  Verbs: te-Form

Lesson 28.  Dates

Lesson 29. Family related nouns

Lesson 30. Na-Adjectives

Lesson 31. Something/ Someone/ Somewhere
Lesson 32.  Causality : -kara

Japanese 103

Lesson 33. Verbs: te-Form (conjoining sentences)
Lesson 34. Adjectives : te-Form (conjoining sentences)
Lesson 35. Particle: -de (Method of doing something)
Lesson 36. Particle: -ni as a receiver

Lesson 37. Counters

Lesson 38. Verbs: -shini (Purpose of doing something)
Lesson 39. Verbs: -teimasu (Continuous action)
Lesson 40. Verbs: -naidekudasai (Negative request)

(End of Second Step in Japanese. }UGA. 1991)
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(Beginning of Third Step in Japanese. UGA. 1991)
Lesson 41.  Verbs: -temoiidesu (Permission)

Lesson 42. I-Adjectiv'es : Past (Finished) tense
Lesson 43.  Verbs: -deshoo (Prediction)

Lesson 44. Verbs: -naideshoo (Negative prediction)
Lesson 45.  Verbs: Short form + -toomoimasu
Lesson 46.  Short form of Noun/ Na-Adjectives
Lesson 47.  Short form of I-Adjectives

Lesson 48.  Short form + -toitteimasu

Lesson 49. Verbs: Past continuous

145
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List of Kanji

JPN 101 & 102

QU¥NED
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APPENDIX B

nese 103 is as follows.

JPN 103 Midterm Exam P24 1]

A copy of the written mid-term and the final examinations of Japa-

I. Read carefully and fill in the blanks. (Use Kanji/Katakana where appropriate.)

1.

A

B.

FLOT/N—=hbREZIZHD 3%

FDREL

(Tokyo station, behind, said)

FER D/ 3—F ¢ —IX

(enjoyed, you think?)

Wiz,

(since no beer, boring, I think)

TIEIAR

(together, family, somewhere)

WWZ B\HETAMAHDETHH

ﬁg = 3 L/f\:i)\o

(now, studying, I think)

I

(Yamashita's dictionary, do you think?)

Wiz, £k

(not Yamashita's, I think)

HeE AL

(where, likely, is?)

HPE AR

(since car is dirty)
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Ko
(go home to wash it, he said)
D ¢ "o o
(room) (cold) (close window, May I?)
é D~ [} o
(please, not close) (since smoking now)
4870002 o

(meet, and eat Japanese food, won't you?)

U< T, F—h LETHE, .

(with other person) (next week, how about)

II. Dictation.

1.
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HAGE 1 0 3HIREABR REZ

1. Use the information provided in the ( ) and fill in the blanks. Write Kanji for
words underlined.

1.

A

Mo

(is tonight free?)

W, ETH o o
(busy) (must study)

(because I have a lot of Japanese homework)

Z3TEHh, Lo, 709y 1.
(let's go together)
B hbrok. Fi- 0
(want to go) [emphatic] (please invite, next time)
AL po AN
(Nakamura) (caught a cold)
7:’. X,. ~ f: /S‘ /\J o

(caught, think)

( have fever?)

AZ . Bx-o& B3, »H o
(had) (medicine, took) (alright)

% 5 —C‘—g— b)o A) A} [e]
(today, go home, early) (eat, vegetables and fruit) (please
sleep well)

S A Do

(Tanaka) (zoo, botanical garden, which, like better)
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B. #.lX botanical garden .
(like better)

A ES5LTTT b, X i
(animal)  (don't like)

B. »wihhx, . 200 animal %

(like, but) (at) (hate, to see)

4. A ¥,
(that dictionary looks good)

L ETH 0

=
Dy
P

(convenient and good) (never used?)

A ZZ, BVEHA, bl

(may I borrow)

5. A. A, WEILS o
(Mor1) (do, something?)

B. 2%, 7)1k (parttime job) ~

(must go)

6. A ZO x

(novel) (have you ever read?)

B. #iX

(haven't, but Yamashita sensei has read)

A FAk B
(novel, had said)

B LT

(long, but) (interesting, said)

A- % 5 —C‘\—;.j)‘o E i ~ o
(try to ask Yamashita sensei)
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7. A. XA, -teform OS> 7-% CREEN,
(Smith) (sing)
B. vz, FAIZ ‘C‘fd‘/)‘BLLIZKﬁ'/uﬁ”b\t: KXW,
(bad at) (please ask)
ot Ko

(singing, good at, might)
Bonus Question: Write the following words in Kanji :
1. difficult
2. name
3. Korea
4. Problem

5. classroom
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APPENDIX C
Gender Differences in the Results of the Group Embedded Figures Test

GEFT Male Female
18 5
17
16
15
14
13
12
11
10

f—
et

=k OO O ke = O e e N WW O W oW o

© O O O O© H O© O O m W = b = = DN

9
8
7
6
)
4
3
2
1

Total 30
Mean 15.033 13.080
Std Dev  3.056 4.940

bo
(=2}
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APPENDIX D
CONSENT FORM

I agree to participate in the research entitled "Cognitive Styles and Achie-
vement of Japanese" conducted by Junko Majima (Dept. of Language Edu-
cation, UGA, 542-9447). I understand that this participation is entirely
voluntary ; I can withdraw my consent at any time without penalty and
have the results of the participation, to the extent that it can be identified
as mine, returned to me, removed from the research records, or destroyed.

The following points have been explained to me :

1) The reason for the research is to better understand the difficulties that

American college students face in learning Japanese as a foreign language

in relation with cognitive styles. The benefits that I may expect from the

research are :
-to be able to learn/teach Japanese in a better program
-to be able to know better ways of learning/teaching the language

2) The procedures are as follows :

Interviews of the instructors and a few selected students in the Ja-
panese language classes. Interviews will be taped. The tapes will
be erased in April 1994. |

3) The discomfort or stress that may be faced during this research is :
Learning or teaching a foreign language can be stressful, therefore,
it might be uncomfortable to talk about stressful experiences.

4) Participation entails the following risks :

No risks are foreseen. Participation or non-participation will not ef-
fect grade or class standing.

5) The results of this participation will be confidential and will not be re-
leased in any individually identifiable form without my prior con-
sent unless otherwise required by law.

6) The investigator will answer any further questions about the research,
now or during the course of the project.

Signature of Investigator Date Signature of Participant Date

Please sign both copies of this form. Keep one and return the other to the investig-
ator.

Research at The University o Georgia which involves human participants is carried out under
the oversight of the Institutional Review Board. Questions or problems regarding these activi-
ties should be addressed to Heidi L. Roof, M. S., or Dr. C. Michael Moriarty ; Institutional
Review Board; Office of V. P. for Research; The University of Georgia, 604A Graduate Studies
Research Center ; Athens, Georgia 30602 ; Telephone (706) 542-6514 or 542-5988.
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