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ABSTRACT 

Comparing Japanese and Mexican groups, the present study investigated 

cross-cultural differences in ESL learners' affective traits specific to formal 

settings. The target traits were measured by self-reporting questionnaires and 

class observations. Factor analysis of the questionnaire extracted four factors 

of ESL learners' affective traits, which were termed "activity", "social-

awareness", "desirable behavior in formal learning", and "social isolation". 

The results indicated that some of these factors were strongly related with 

learners' cultural backgrounds. More specifically, the results showed Mexican 

students tended to take a more active approach toward in-class learning than 

their Japanese counterpart. However, the results also suggested that, in spite 

of passive learning behaviors they usually displayed, Japanese students 

valued active learning behaviors. Generally, the findings of this study are 

fairly congruent with the model constructed prior to the study. 



Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 

It is widely known that different learners take different approaches 

toward learning. A great number of researchers in the field of second 

language acquisition specialize in this area, commonly called learning style. 

Keefe (1982) defines learning style as "cognitive, affective, and psychological 

traits that serve as relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, 

interact with, and respond to the learning environment" (Keefe, 1982, p. 44). 

Learning styles are typically classified into two broad categories, cognitive 

styles and affective styles, although the classification is not always 

straightforward. 

If two ESL students are described as having different cognitive styles, 

they have different preferences with regard to reasoning, perceptual modes 

for learning, and cognitive strategies. For example, student A may prefer to 

learn from general to specific, while student B may prefer to gather specific 

information first and then reason general rules. Student A's learning may 

depend mainly on visual stimuli, while student B may prefer to learn 

through hearing rather than seeing. Or, student A may often repeat a native 

speaker's utterances, while student B seldom does so. 

On the other hand, they may be said to have different affective styles or 

personality traits when they indicate different (non-cognitive) behaviors and 

tend to be in different states of mind with some degree of consistency. For 

example, student A may never volunteer to talk in class and may be very self-

conscious, while student B may consistently dominate the class and may not 

be afraid of making errors in his/her speech. 



A considerable number of studies have investigated the cognitive style 

of ESL students with a belief that one's cognitive style has a direct effect on 

his/her English achievement. Among recent studies on cognitive styles of 

ESL students is the one by O'Malley and others (1985), in which they 

identified 26 cognitive strategies used by ESL students and showed that the 

explicit teaching of cognitive strategy use made a difference in their English 

achievement. Reid (1987), on the other hand, showed that ESL students with 

different cultural backgrounds had significantly different preferences for 

cognitive strategy use. 

The affective aspect of ESL students' learning style has also attracted the 

attention of a great many researchers. However, most of the research has 

explored general personality factors such as attitude and motivation (Ellis 

1985, Gardner & Lambert 1972, Shumann 1978). Research on situation-specific 

personality traits of second language learners began when Mischel pointed 

out considerable cross-situational differences in personality traits (Mischel 

1968; Mischel 1977, Mischel, 1981). However, as Kachru (1989) argues, studies 

are non-existent in which situation-specific personal traits of second language 

learners are related with their cultural backgrounds. The present study is an 

exploratory study in this uninvestigated domain of second language 

acquisition. 

Today, against a background of Japan's increasing economic power and 

America-oriented movement, Japanese students are in the majority in many 

post-secondary ESL settings in the United States. The Center for English as .a 

Second Language (CESL) at the University of Arizona, for example, has 40 

Japanese students out of 183 total students (as of March 8, 1991). However, 



many ESL instructors are facing difficulty in helping them learn English 

because it is often the case that the learning styles of Japanese students are 

quite different from those of other cultural groups. Reid (1987), in a statement 

regarding cognitive styles, reported that "among all the NNS (non-native 

speaker) language groups, Japanese speakers most frequently were 

significantly different in their (learning strategy) preferences". In the case of 

CESL, the reserved learning styles of Japanese students indicate a considerable 

contrast with those of Mexican students, who are the second largest ethnic 

group in number. Many ESL teachers at CESL make great efforts to stimulate 

more active participation from their Japanese students, assuming that their 

reserved behaviors interfere with learning English. However, their attempts 

are not very likely to be successful partly because they are often lacking in the 

knowledge of cultural reasons behind Japanese students' learning behaviors 

in class. Considering this, it is important to identify the general tendency of 

their behaviors and mental states in class and relate it with their cultural 

background so that a better understanding of Japanese culture will help ESL 

instructors guide Japanese students toward more effective learning. 

Thus, the present study investigated the affective aspects of ESL students' 

learning styles specific to formal ESL settings. The set of these aspects of 

learning styles was termed "ESL classroom personality". The focus of the 

study was placed on Japanese ESL students in comparison with their Mexican 

counterparts. The research questions of the study were (1) what factors 

underlie ESL classroom personality and (2) how Japanese students' ESL 

classroom personality is compared with that of their Mexican counterparts. 

Considering cultural norms of Japanese society, an attempt was made to 



account for the identified general characteristics of Japanese students' ESL 

classroom personality. ESL classroom personality was also related with other 

variables including sex, English proficiency level, and length of stay in the 

United States. 



Chapter 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Learning theories 

One of the most popular definitions of learning is provided by Kimble 

(1961), which states that learning is "a relatively permanent change in 

behavioral potentiality that occurs as a result of reinforced practice" (p. 6). 

Many psychologists agree that learning is a potential to behave differently, 

which may not emerge immediately as a change in behavior. Those who take 

this position argue that, since a potential cannot be studied directly, learning 

is studied through inference from change in behavior. In other words, for 

those theorists, behavioral change results from learning. Hull (1943) is among 

the psychologists who distinguish learning and performance. For him, 

learning is change in behavioral potential, whereas performance refers to the 

transition of such potentiality into actual behavior. 

However, as it is often the case that fundamental notions are not 

universally accepted in fields of science, particularly fields of so-called "soft 

science" such as psychology, this definition, although popular, fails to win 

universal acceptance from scientists in the field of psychology. For example, 

B. F. Skinner, who is perhaps the most influential behaviorist in this century, 

takes a position that behavioral change does not result from learning but that 

behavioral change is learning. He states that no inference further than this 

level is necessary and that complex theories of learning like Hull's is time-

consuming and wasteful (1950). 



Although he seems to take the position that learning is change in 

behavior potentiality rather than change in behavior, Hergenhahn (1982) 

points out that reinforced practice may not be a required condition for 

learning to occur and proposes a revised definition of learning. According to 

his revised definition, "learning is a relatively permanent change in behavior 

or in behavioral potentiality that results from experience and cannot be 

attributed to temporary body states such as those induced by illness, fatigue, or 

drugs" (Hergenhahn, 1982, p. 8). 

No matter what position one may take regarding the definition of 

learning, it is generally agreed that learning involves change resulting from 

experience. Another issue to be considered about learning is whether or not 

there are different kinds of learning. In many cases, psychologists take an 

approach to the study of learning at the level of conditioning in its simple 

form. 

According to Hergenhahn (1982), conditioning is "a more specific term 

(than learning) used to describe actual procedures that can modify behavior 

(p. 9)". Many psychologists distinguish two kinds of conditioning: classical 

and instrumental. Classical conditioning, which originates from Pavlov's 

studies (Pavlov, 1941; Pavlov, 1955) and is identical with Skinner's 

respondent conditioning, refers to "an experimental arrangement whereby a 

stimulus is made to elicit a response that was not previously associated with 

that stimulus, i.e., the conditioned stimulus (CS) comes to elicit a response 

similar to the one elicited by the UCS [unconditioned stimulus])" 

(Hergenhahn, 1982, p. 14)". As in Pavlov's studies, if a certain tone is 

presented repeatedly before food is provided with a dog, the dog comes to 



salivate when the tone by itself is presented. In this case, an association is 

made between the tone, which was previously neutral to salivating, and 

salivating, which was previously associated with the food (unconditional 

stimulus) only but not with the tone. 

On the other hand, instrumental conditioning, which was proposed by 

Thorndike (1932) and is very closely related with Skinner's operant 

conditioning, refers to "an experimental procedure whereby the rate or 

probability of a response is changed from one value before conditioning to 

another value following conditioning. With instrumental conditioning, the 

organism must perform an appropriate response in order to be rewarded" 

(Hergenhahn, 1982, p. 14). If, for instance, a dog is repeatedly fed when it raises 

its right paw, the dog comes to show the response more frequently. 

Instrumental conditioning is different from classical conditioning in that, in 

instrumental conditioning, the subject must provide the appropriate 

response before it is reinforced whereas, in classical conditioning, almost any 

sort of response can be reinforced provided that it immediately precedes the 

conditioned stimulus. 

Many psychologists who agree that there are two kinds of conditioning 

conclude that there are two kinds of learning and assume that complex 

learning can be ultimately explained by classical and instrumental 

conditioning. However, some psychologists argue that some kinds of learning 

are too complex to be accounted for by simple conditioning. For example, 

Tolman (1949) proposes six kinds of learning, which include cathexis, 

e q u i v a l e n c e  b e l i e f s ,  f i e l d  e x p e c t a n c i e s ,  f i e l d - c o g n i t i o n  m o d e s ,  d r i v e  

discriminations, and motor patterns. Gagne (1970) argues that there are eight 



kinds of learning, which form a hierarchy. As Hergenhahn puts it, for these 

theorists, "simple conditioning simply provides the basis for the more 

advanced kinds of learning" (Hergenhahn, 1982, p. 11). 

Language learning 

Bitterman (1960) showed evidence that, in many cases, some species 

cannot learn what a different species can learn with the greatest ease. It may 

be obvious, for example, that a dog can learn only a small portion of what our 

species can learn; it may become able to learn to respond when its name is 

called but it would not become able to write a doctoral thesis. It is most 

probably true that learning by human beings is more complex than learning 

by any other species on the earth. This does not mean, however, that every 

aspect of human learning is complex. For example, language learning may 

involve relatively simple processes such as the association of a series of 

sounds with a particular object. As Gagne (1970) points out a hierarchical 

structure of complexity for complex learning, language learning perhaps can 

be understood as having such a hierarchical structure. 

Skinner (1957) views language as reinforcing practices of a linguistic 

community. From his point of view, human behavior that involves 

language, which he calls verbal behavior, is virtually the same as other forms 

of human behavior except that it is reinforced "only through the mediation 

of another person" (Skinner 1957, p. 52); verbal behaviors are operant 

behaviors, all of which can be explained within his reinforcement theory. 



This view of language learning by Skinner has been the target of a great 

deal of criticism. It is perhaps Chomsky that criticizes Skinner's theory of 

verbal behavior most severely. His argument is that language is so complex 

that the ability to generate infinite grammatical sentences cannot be built 

through reinforcing practices. Chomsky (1959) states: 

The questions to which Skinner has addressed his speculations are 
hopelessly premature. It is futile to inquire into the causation of verbal 
behavior until much more is known about the specific character of this 
behavior; and there is little point in speculating about the process of 
acquisition without much better understanding of what is acquired. 
... Lashley recognizes, as anyone must who seriously considers the data, 
that the composition and production of an utterance is not simply a 
matter of stringing together a sequence of responses under the control of 
outside stimulation and intraverbal association, and that the syntactic 
organization of an utterance is not something directly represented in any 
simple way in the physical structure of the utterance itself (Chomsky, 
1959, p. 55). 

In order to explain the reason why children learn their first language 

from deficient input, which is often called "the poverty of the stimulus", 

Chomsky proposes the construct called universal grammar. Chomsky (1988) 

states, "Universal grammar is taken to be the set of properties, conditions, or 

whatever, that constitute the "initial" state of the language learner, hence the 

basis on which knowledge of language develops" (Chomsky, 1980, p. 80). In 

other words, universal grammar is the genetically pre-programmed set of 

properties in the human mind on which language development is based. 

This view of language is well described by the following statement by Cook 

(1985): 



A bulb becomes a flower; some cells become a lung. We do not say that 
the bulb "learns" to be a flower or the cells "learn" to be a lung, although 
in both cases certain aspects of the environment such as water and 
nourishment are necessary to the process. Instead we say the bulb and 
the cells "grow". Their growth is the realization of their genetic potential 
in conjunction with "triggers" from the environment.... Universal 
Grammar present in the child's mind grows into the adult's knowledge 
of the language so long as certain environmental "triggers" are 
provided.... Language acquisition is the growth of the mental organ of 
language triggered by certain language experiences (Cook, 1985, p. 3-4). 

Chomsky assumes that universal grammar consists of parameters, 

which are to be set to certain values through input of the target language. In 

this model, language acquisition is seen as a process of the parameter setting 

of universal grammar. Thus, Chomsky argues that the human brain is 

biologically structured to generate language and, therefore, views language 

learning as a interactional process between universal grammar and linguistic 

input. 

Whether one assumes genetic constraints in language learning as in 

Chomsky's universal grammar or views language learning as a 

reinforcement process between stimulus and response as in Skinner's theory, 

no one would deny that language learning shares a great deal with other 

forms of learning in that learning occurs through the environment or 

experiences. Therefore, how individuals interact with their learning 

environment has been of the great concern in language learning as well as 

learning in general. 



Learning styles 

It is usually the case that if a given learning task is extremely simple, 

different organisms learn it more or less the same way. For example, 

provided that the physiological conditions and the environment were kept 

constant, little difference would be assumed among different dogs associating 

salivating responses and a particular tone presented before food. On the other 

hand, great diversity will be expected in a case of a complex learning task. 

Consequently, in disciplines such as educational psychology and language 

acquisition, which study highly complex human learning, inter-subject 

difference is very likely to be among the areas of greatest concern. 

Research in these disciplines has attempted to find variables that account 

for differences in how humans learn. Learning style may be understood as a 

hypothetical construct that unites many of these variables and characterizes a 

given subject. Keefe states, "(learning) styles are hypothetical constructs that 

help to explain the learning (and teaching) process" (Keefe, 1982, p. 44). In his 

view, learning styles refer to "cognitive, affective, and psychological traits that 

serve as relatively stable indicators of how learners perceive, interact with, 

and respond to the learning environment" (Keefe, 1982, p. 44). 

Keefe (1982) categorizes learning styles into cognitive, affective, and 

physiological domains. A definition of cognitive styles is provided by 

Messick, who states that cognitive styles are "information processing habits 

representing the learner's typical mode of perceiving, thinking, problem-

solving, and remembering" (Messick, 1976). 



Quite a few dimensions of cognitive styles have been proposed. For 

example, the preference or strength of a particular perceptual channel or 

sensory mode is perhaps the most popular of the proposed dimensions. 

Visual learning, auditory learning, kinesthetic learning, and tactile learning 

have conventionally been regarded as the basic perceptual learning 

channels/modalities (Dunn, 1983, 1984; Reinert, 1976). In this dimension, 

subjects are classified according to which channel(s) is the most preferred to be 

used for learning. 

Field independence-field dependence is another dimension of cognitive 

styles (Witkin, 1976; Witkin, Moore, Goodenough & Cox, 1977; Witkin, 

Moore, Oltman, et al., 1977). This is a continuum with an analytic way of 

experiencing the environment at one end and a global way at the other. Field 

independents are those who perceive things separate from the backgrounds 

and tend to be analytic, whereas the perception of field dependents is 

influenced by background and tends to be holistic. 

Gregorc (1979) proposes a two-dimensional model of cognitive style with 

the axes of random-sequential and concrete-abstract. In the Gregorc Style 

Delineator, which is a measurement device based on this model, cognitive 

styles are classified into concrete sequential (CS), concrete random (CR), 

abstract sequential (AS), or abstract random (AR). 

Other researchers use even more dimensions to account for cognitive 

styles. For example, Letteri (1980) has developed a measurement device called 

Cognitive Profile, which includes seven dimensions: analytical vs. global; 

focuser vs. nonfocuser; narrow vs. broad-, complex vs. simple; reflective vs. 

impulsive; shapener vs. leveler, and tolerant vs. intolerant. Messick (1976) 



lists more than 20 dimensions. There are even more models of cognitive style 

proposed by other researchers, which include conceptual tempo (Kagan, 1966; 

Kagan & Messer, 1975); hemispheric dominance (Lennenberg, 1967; Vaid, 

1983); cognitive style mapping (Hill, 1971); accommodator, diverger, 

converger, and assimilator (Kolb, 1976; Kolb, 1984); independent, avoidant, 

collaborative, dependent, competitive, and participant (Grasha, 1980); and so 

forth. 

The second domain of learning style by Keefe's categorization is affective 

style. Keefe states: 

The second domain of learning style (affective style) encompasses 
personality traits that have to do with attention, emotion, and valuing 
— with the processes of motivation. Motivation is the end-product of 
attention, activity, and interest. Affective learning styles are these same 
motivational processes viewed as the learner's typical mode of 
arousing, directing, and sustaining behavior. Affecting styles are the 
product of a wide variety of influences: the cultural environment, 
parental and peer pressure, school practices, and personality factors 
(Keefe, 1982, p. 48). 

Hilgard emphasizes the affective aspect of human learning by stating that 

"purely cognitive theories of learning will be rejected unless a role is assigned 

to affectivity" (Hilgard, 1963, p. 267). However, as Brown (1987) points out, the 

affective aspect of human behavior, which he calls the affective domain, 

includes a number of variables that are extremely difficult to define. 

Krathwohl et al. (Krathwohl, Bloom, & Masia, 1964) attempt to define 

the affective domain through five levels of affectivity: receiving, responding, 

valuing, organization, and value system. According to them, on the most 

fundamental level of affectivity, one receives a stimulus, by means of either 



conscious or unconscious processes. Then he/she responds to the stimulus. 

In the third level, the individual places a value on a thing, a behavior, or a 

person. A number of values are then organized into beliefs in a hierarchical 

structure. Once such beliefs are established, in the final level, individuals can 

be characterized according to their fairly consistent value system. 

Keefe (1982) points out two dimensions of affective style as ones with the 

greatest implication potential to improve the learning processes. Conceptual 

level, which was originally developed by Hunt (1978), describes "the degree of 

structure a person needs to learn effectively" (Keefe, 1982, p. 48). According to 

Keefe (1982), students are thought to develop from the "unsocialized stage" 

(low conceptual level) to the "independent stage" (high conceptual level). 

Locus of control "characterizes the forces within an individual's personality 

that direct or stimulate action" (Keefe, 1982, p. 49). In this dimension, 

"internal" individuals regard themselves as the causes for their own 

behaviors, whereas "external" individuals think that external forces are 

responsible for their behaviors. 

The third domain is physiological style. According to Keefe, 

"Physiological styles are biologically based modes of responses that are 

founded on sex-related differences, personal nutrition and health, and 

reaction to the physical environment" (Keefe, 1982, p. 49). He refers to two 

elements of this domain. Environmental elements include variables in the 

learning environment, such as light, sound, and temperature. Some 

individuals, for instance, may find a learning environment disrupting if the 

level of noise exceeds a certain point, whereas others may have quite a high 

tolerance for a noisy learning environment. Learners are also influenced by 



time rhythms, which refers to "personal variations in learning readiness 

related to the time of the day". For example, some individuals may be alert 

and active in the early morning, while, for others, learning in the early 

morning may not be as effective as learning at night. 

Learning styles of second language learners 

Research concerning learning styles of second language learners was 

practically non-existent until the mid-1970s. In early to mid-1970s, some 

scholars pointed out the lack of research in the cognitive and affective 

domains of second language learning and its implicational importance 

(Brown, 1972a; Brown, 1972b; Brown, 1974; Tarone, Swain, & Fathman, 1976). 

Brown (1974), for example, lists three variables as important areas for 

investigation, which include egocentric factors, social factors, and cognitive 

style. 

A great many studies have investigated cognitive style in second 

language acquisition with a belief that one's cognitive style has a direct effect 

on the achievement of language learning. Reid (1986) states, "Interest and 

research in second language learning styles has focused on cognitive styles 

(with some behavioral applications) and on conscious learning strategies" 

(Reid, 1986, pp. 90-91). Most of the research is on the role of cognitive strategy 

use or cognitive styles in the achievement of second language acquisition. 

Among the early studies are the ones by Tucker et al. (1976), Bialystok and 

Frohlich (1977), and Naiman et al. (1978), all of which investigate the relation 

between field-independence and second language achievement. The results of 



these studies indicate that, in many cases, field-independence is a good 

predictor of second language achievement. 

The study by Bialystok and Frohlich (1978) investigates secondary school 

students learning French as a second language to see the relation between 

four variables, which are aptitude, field independence, strategy use 

(practising, monitoring, and inferencing), and attitude, and four areas of 

French proficiency, which include reading, listening, writing, and grammar. 

The findings imply that aptitude and strategy use are associated with 

achievement more strongly than field-independence and attitude. Based on 

these findings, Bialystok and Frohlich propose the model shown in Figure 1. 

ACHIEVEMENT 

STRATEGY USE ATTITUDE 

FIELD 

INDEPENDENCE 
APTITUDE 

Figure 1. 
Relationship Between Variables and Achievement 

(Bialystok & Frohlich, 1978, p. 335) 



In 1980s, the research in this area began to indicate more varieties of variables. 

A study by Chapelle and Roberts (1986) investigates adult international 

students enrolled in an intensive English program in the United States in 

order to see the relation between their tolerance of ambiguity and field 

independence along with two affective variables on one hand, and their 

scores on the Test of English as a Second Language (TOEFL) before and after 

the program on the other. The general results show that field independence is 

significantly correlated with the scores of TOEFL at both the beginning and 

the end of the program, whereas tolerance of ambiguity is moderately 

correlated with the scores of TOEFL at the end of the program. 

McGroaty (1989) relates the use of study strategies by adult ESL students 

with their achievement of English, although study strategies include not only 

highly cognitive strategies such as "guessing meaning from context" but also 

some strategies such as "avoidance of exposure to English" and "tendency of 

social interactions with individuals who speak the learner's native 

language", which are social or interactional rather than cognitive. She 

suggests that good ESL learners are not those who use study strategies of a 

particular type, but rather those who possess flexible capability in employing 

different strategies for different learning tasks. 

Some studies have their focus on the identification of cognitive 

strategies used by second language learners. In a study by O'Malley et al. 

(1985), they have identified 26 cognitive strategies used by beginning and 

intermediate ESL students through both interviews with the subjects and 

their teachers and class observations. Following Brown's classification (1982), 

they classified these strategies into two major categories: metacognitive 



learning strategies and cognitive learning strategies. Metacognitive learning 

strategies are defined as "knowledge about cognition, or applying thoughts 

about the cognitive operations of oneself or others" and "regulation of 

cognition, or planning, monitoring, and evaluating a learning or problem 

solving". These include advanced organizers ("making a general but 

comprehensive preview of the organizing concept or principle in an 

anticipated learning activity") and self-monitoring ("correcting one's speech 

for accuracy in pronunciation, grammar, vocabulary, or for appropriateness 

related to the setting or to the people who are present"). Cognitive learning 

strategies, on the other hand, refer to strategies that are "often specific to 

distinct learning activities and would include using operations or steps in 

learning or problem solving that require direct analysis, transformation, or 

synthesis or learning materials". Cognitive learning strategies include 

strategies such as repetition ("imitating a language model, including overt 

practice and silent rehearsal"), resourcing ("using target language reference 

materials"), and so on. This study also found that intermediate students 

indicated the more frequent use of metacognitive learning strategies than 

beginning students and that the students in both proficiency levels employed 

cognitive strategies less frequently with complex tasks such as listening 

comprehension than less complex tasks such as vocabulary learning. 

Based on the cognitive strategies that were identified in this study, 

O'Malley and others then conducted another study to see whether overt 

teaching of cognitive use would make a difference in achievement on 

language tests. The findings suggest that the overt teaching of strategy use, 

especially when instructions include the use of both metacognitive and 



cognitive strategies, made a significant difference in achievement in a 

relatively short period of time. 

Other studies investigate cognitive style in relation with the cultural 

backgrounds of second language learners. The findings of McGroaty's study 

(1989) on adult ESL students from Japan, China, and Mexico indicate cross-

cultural differences in the use of study strategies, attitude towards English 

learning, and English achievement. For example, the findings include that 

the Mexican group used more strategies in classroom than the other two 

groups and used more strategies in individual study than the Chinese group; 

that the Chinese group indicated the highest level of integrative motivation; 

that the Japanese group showed the greatest preference for academic language 

study; and that the Mexican group achieved the greatest success in reading 

comprehension. 

Reid (1987) investigated the perceptual learning style preferences of 

adult ESL students, which includes visual learning, auditory learning, 

kinesthetic learning, tactile learning, group learning, and individual learning. 

In terms of the preferences of these perceptual mode, she makes a cross-

cultural comparison among ESL students as well as between ESL students and 

Native English speakers. The findings include that, as a whole, learning 

strategies preferred by ESL students often differ from those by native English 

speakers, and that such differences are often found among ESL students with 

different backgrounds. Reid emphasizes the pedagogical need to identify and 

assess the learner's individual learning style and preferences by pointing out 

that neither teachers nor students are often aware of the diversity in learning 



style and that, with little consideration, ESL teachers often use teaching 

methods and materials developed for native speakers' learning styles. 

The affective aspect of language learning style has also attracted the 

attention of many researdiers. Based on die assumption that extroverted and 

sociable individuals are better language learners than those who are 

introverted, pioneer studies concerning personal traits and second language 

achievement began in the early 1950s. Extroversion-introversion is perhaps 

the affective dimension that has been investigated most thoroughly (Smart, 

1970; Rossier, 1976; Swain, 1976; Suter, 1977; Busch, 1985). However, the 

positive association between extroversion and second language achievement 

is not always proven to be significant. For example, in her survey with 

Japanese students in EFL situations investigate, Busch (1985) investigated the 

relationship between their scores from the introversion-extroversion scales of 

the Eysenck Personality Inventory (EPI) and their results of the oral 

interview, which included the assessment of comprehension, pronunciation,, 

fluency, and grammar. In spite of the hypothesis that extroversion is 

positively related with achievement, the results show that extroversion 

indicated no or even negative association with English proficiency. 

Other affective dimensions that were investigated in relation to 

language achievement include sociability (Pritchard, 1952; Morrison, 1961; 

Wong-Fillmore, 1976), outgoingness (Chastain, 1975; Valette, 1964; Strong, 

1978), empathy (Giora, 1972;), and popularity (Genesee, 1980). However, the 

results of these studies have been rather inconsistent. Strong (1983) attributes 

such inconsistency to the inconsistency in the kind of proficiency that was 

measured. He proposes a distinction between two different kinds of 



proficiency: natural communication language (NCL) and linguistic task 

language (LTL). Natural communication language (NCL) refers to "language 

used for interpersonal communication" whereas linguistic task language 

(LTL) is the kind of proficiency which is measured by a formal test. Having 

reexamined the previous findings, he claims these studies actually imply that 

personality concerning social behaviors is a good predictor of proficiency 

achievement in natural settings. 

Based on this assumption, then, Strong (1983) conducted a study 

involving Spanish-speaking kindergartners in a bilingual classroom setting 

to examine the relationship between their achievement in NCL and their 

personality characteristics, which he calls social styles. The personality traits of 

social style in this study include talkativeness, responsiveness, 

gregariousness, assertiveness, extraversion, social competence, and 

popularity. The findings show that, of the seven traits, talkativeness, 

responsiveness, and gregariousness are significantly correlated with most of 

the NCL language measures. 

Other personality traits such as attitude and motivation have also been 

studied by quite a few researchers (Ellis, 1985; Gardner & Lambert, 1972; 

Shumann, 1978). However, as Ely (1986) mentions, it was not until Mischel 

(1968) pointed out considerable cross-situational differences in personality 

that some of the research gradually started directing its focus towards 

situation-specific personality traits (Gardner & Smythe, 1974; Gardner, 

Smythe, Clement, & Gilksman, 1976; Naiman, Frohlic, Stern, & Todesco, 

1978; Heyde, 1979; Gardner, Clement, Smythe, & Smythe, 1979; Heyde, 1983; 

Ely, 1986). 



Among these studies is Ely's study (1986) of American college students 

taking Spanish classes, in which he investigated three hypothetical constructs 

specific to a language classroom as predictors of success in formal second 

language learning. These constructs include language class risktaking, 

language class sociability, and language class discomfort. Language class 

risktaking refers to "an individual tendency to assume risks in using the L2 in 

the second language class". The questionnaire items of the construct include 

"I don't like to try out a difficult sentence in class", "In class, I prefer to say a 

sentence to myself before I speak it", and so forth. Language class sociability, 

whose questionnaire items include "I think learning Spanish in a group is 

more fun than if I had my own tutor" and "I enjoy talking with the teacher 

and other students in Spanish", is defined as "a desire to interact with others 

in the second language class by means of the 12. Language class discomfort, 

which refers to "the degree of anxiety, self-consciousness, or embarrassment 

felt when speaking the L2 in the classroom", was derived from items such as 

"I don't feel very relaxed when I speak Spanish" and " I sometimes feel 

awkward speaking Spanish". 

Prior to the research administration, Ely constructed a model for 

investigation, which is displayed in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 
Relationship Between Variables and Achievement in Formal Settings 

(Ely, 1986, p. 6) 

In this model, classroom participation, which is affected by the other 

variables, is hypothesized as a central direct independent variable of 

proficiency. Language class risktaking, language class sociability, language 

class discomfort, and attitude toward the language class are hypothesized to 

have indirect effects on proficiency only through classroom participation. 

Strength of motivation, concern for grade, and aptitude are hypothesized to 



affect proficiency directly and indirectly with classroom participation as the 

mediating variable. Among language class risktaking, language class 

discomfort, and language class sociability, language class discomfort is 

hypothesized to be the central variable that affect the other two. 

Although the causality was hypothetical rather than statistically proven,. 

the results of this study imply that many of the causal relationships in the 

model may be appropriate. Ely's study should be credited because it dealt with 

personality traits specific to second language learning and because the data 

were collected from not only questionnaires but classroom observations as 

well. 

Nevertheless, as Kachru mentions, "there are no studies that define 

cultural style as distinct from cognitive style and investigate the notion 

cultural style and its effect on second language acquisition" (Kachru, 1989, p. 

x), studies are non-existent in which personality traits of second language 

learners are related with their cultural backgrounds although, as previously 

mentioned, several studies have dealt with cross-cultural differences in the 

cognitive styles of second language learners (Reid, 1987; McGroaty, 1989). 
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Chapter 3: BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE 

Personality and its measurement 

One of the most frequently used definitions of personality is provided by 

Allport (1937, 1961), who uses "personality" to refer to "the dynamic 

organization of characteristics that define an individual and determine a 

unique interaction with the environment". Ross (1987) characterizes 

personality as a "composite construct". Personality is a construct because it is a 

scientific tool to describe an abstract notion. In a sense, it can be said that 

personality is created by people; no one would be able to prove the reality of 

personality. Personality is composite because it contains various sub-

constructs such as emotions, thoughts, behaviors, and so forth. For this 

reason, no single scale can actually measure personality by itself. 

Since personality is a composite construct, psychologists have inevitably 

confronted the fundamental problem of what it is actually composed of. 

Practically, psychologists have come up with no or little agreement in this 

issue because different scholars view personality from different perspectives 

and have different theories and beliefs about its measurement. For example, 

the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), one of the best-

known self-report type personality tests, which was originally designed to 

diagnose psychiatric patients, contains Hs (hypochondriasis), D (depression), 

Pa (paranoia), and seven other diagnostic labels, based on empirical data. On 

the other hand, the California Psychological Inventory (CPI), whose profile 

resembles that of MMPI, was developed specifically for normal populations 



and contains 15 personality scales: dominance, capacity for status, sociability, 

social presence, self-acceptance, responsibility, socialization, self-control, 

tolerance, achievement via conformance, achievement via independence, 

intellectual efficiency, psychological mindedness, flexibility, and femininity. 

Some scholars, however, pointing out statistical independence among 

test scales as a weakness of MMPI and CPI, have tried to identify a personality 

inventory by using factor analysis. Factor analysis, which is now widely 

applied not only to psychology but also to many other scientific fields, is one 

of the most sophisticated statistical methods for identifying clusters of 

relationships based on correlation coefficients of items. J. F. Guilford 

(Guilford & Guilford, 1934), who is the pioneer of the use of factor analysis for 

personality, identified ten traits of basic personality in his early study, which 

included general activity, restraints versus rhathymia, ascendance, sociability, 

emotional stability, objectivity, friendliness, thought fulness, personal 

relations, and masculinity. However, there is also considerable disagreement 

within studies of personality that use factor analysis. For instance, Cattell 

(1950) identified 16 source traits, many of which roughly corresponded to the 

traits identified by Guilford. In testing hypotheses about personality rather 

than attempting to discover the inner structure of personality, Eysenck (1953) 

identified two major factors, which he termed stability-instability and 

extroversion-introversion. Norman (1963), however, identified five factors, 

which are extroversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability, 

and culture through his study on college students. As Ross (1987) points out, 

the biggest reason for this lack of agreement is that factor analysis by nature 

requires the researcher's decision on some important points. For example, it 



is the researcher's choice whether or not some degree of independence is 

allowed among items, which may affect the number of factors to be extracted. 

Even how many factors should be extracted depends on the researcher, 

although there are some criteria for determining the number of factors. 

Another reason for disagreement is differences in test populations. For 

example, Norman administered his tests on college students, while Cattell's 

study involved many different populations. 

Situational variability of personality is another important factor to be 

considered. Mischel (1968) is the first psychologist that provided strong 

evidence that there is little cross-situational consistency in personality. 

Following his lead, Bern and Allen (1974) also found that there are 

individual differences in the variability of personality traits; some people's 

behavioral traits vary dramatically depending on the situation, while others 

are relatively consistent in their cross-situational behaviors. According to 

their study, the mean inter-correlations for friendliness, which they used as a 

scale, was .57 for the low-variability subjects, while it was only .27 for the 

high-variability subjects. 

ESL classroom personality 

In order to study the affective aspect of ESL students' learning styles, it 

may be more meaningful to look at situational personality traits specific to 

ESL classroom settings, which may be termed ESL classroom personality, than 

general personality traits. Let us now have a closer look at this notion. 



ESL classroom personality is broadly defined as "one's traits of response 

specific to ESL classroom settings". As in Eysenck's model of personality 

(Eysenck, 1967), ESL classroom personality has a hierarchical structure. In the 

lowest level are a series of specific responses. Several specific responses may 

form a habitual response. For example, an ESL student might provide a 

specific response when he/she has to speak English in class, which may be 

that he/she feels nervous. If the same response occurs repeatedly, it can be 

said that such a response is habitual. Two or more different habitual 

responses may be highly correlated with one another. For example, students 

who get nervous when speaking English in class may bo reluctant to try a new 

grammatical structure in their speech. The cluster of these habitual responses, 

then, may constitute the factor of anxiety, which is on the highest'level of the 

hierarchical structure of ESL classroom personality. One of the main 

objectives of this study is to identify such covert factors that supposedly 

underlie a series of habitual responses in ESL settings, based on the 

correlational relationships among these responses. 

There are three things to be noted about the concept of ESL classroom 

personality. First, this construct basically excludes cognitive traits of the 

learner even though some of the traits might inevitability have a cognitive 

characteristic to some degree. For example, tolerance for ambiguity, which is 

often found in personality tests, appears to have some degree of cognitive 

characteristics. Second, as seen in fhe following hypothetical model of this 

study, motivational or attitudinal variables are treated as outside the domain 

of ESL classroom personality. Finally, traits of ESL classroom personality may 

or may not emerge as observable behaviors. Therefore, ESL personality will be 



mainly assessed through the subjects' self-report or introspection of how they 

feel and what they prefer to do as well as what they actually do during 

participation in the ESL classroom. 

A given student's ESL classroom personality is assessed by collecting data 

concerning his/her habitual responses in the ESL classroom. As previously 

mentioned, it should be noted that some responses are observable while 

others are not. However, it is assumed that only a small portion of responses 

manifest themselves as physical behaviors that are observable. In addition, it 

is often the case that even manifest responses are difficult to assess 

objectively. For example, when a subject is nervous, his nervousness may 

typically affect his facial appearance, the tone of his voice, and so on. The 

researcher may be able to guess the subject's mental state through these 

observable clues. However, a different subject may not look nervous at all 

even when she is extremely nervous. On the other hand, there are some 

physical responses that can be objectively assessed. For example, the number 

of voluntary verbal responses in class may be a good assessment index for the 

trait of extroversion. 

It is worth pointing out that, in the case of manifest responses that are 

objectively measurable, students are usually aware of their responses, while 

manifest responses of which students are unaware or unconscious are 

unlikely to be measured objectively. In short, it is assumed that data 

collection through manifested physical responses that are objectively 

measurable is likely to ignore a great portion of.menial process, while data 

collection through the subject's self-reports will provide good data in quantity 

and quality. Therefore, the subjects' self-reports of mental responses in 
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questionnaires is probably the most effective method for assessing ESL 

classroom personality. In fact, a questionnaire filled out by the subject is the 

most common method for personality assessment. However, this does not 

intend to overlook the possibility that there might be a considerable gap 

between one's mental responses and actual behaviors. For example, a given 

subject who evaluates his/her mental responses as extroverted or sociable 

might seldom volunteer to speak or might frequently avoid interacting with 

his/her classmates. Thus, it is possible that people may not behave in the way 

they think they do. For this reason, the assessment of ESL classroom 

personality will be more reliable if questionnaires are accompanied with class 

observations in which objectively observable responses are assessed. 

Hypothetical model 

ESL classroom personality that a particular learner possesses appears to 

be affected by various factors. To categorize these factors, I would like to 

propose an initial distinction between idiosyncratic factors and general factors, 

following Ellis' (1986) categorization of individual differences which affect the 

process of second language acquisition. Idiosyncratic factors are variables 

which determine idiosyncratic tendencies of each learner's ESL classroom 

personality. There may be two idiosyncratic factors to be considered. One is 

group dynamics. For instance, the same learner may feel and act differently 

when he is the only one that represents his culture in comparison with a case 

in which half of the students in the class share the cultural background. 

Likewise, competitiveness among students may increase as the size of the 



class decreases. The other factor is the learner's attitude towards the teacher 

and the course. It is expected that the learner reacts differently to a teacher 

whose teaching style conforms to the learner's preference as opposed to a 

teacher whose style conflicts with the learner's preference. The same may be 

true for a language course and learning materials. 

General factors are variables which are shared by all learners. They 

include general personality, English proficiency level, motivation, and norms 

of behavior. First of all, general personality, which is a construct presumably 

underlying one's general behavioral pattern, whether it is physical or mental, 

is an important one because human behaviors are supposed to be constrained 

by their own general behavioral tendency. Basically, learners are expected to 

follow their own general behavioral traits in second language learning 

situations. For example, those who enjoy interacting with native speakers of 

the target language are most probably those who are sociable in their first 

language situations. Hence, in many cases, the learner's general personality 

cuts across different language learning situations. 

However, even the most extroverted learners might avoid opportunities 

to communicate in the target language if they consider their English 

proficiency too low to perform communication. For those who are 

introverted, the level of English proficiency may be one of the most 

influential factors that determine the amount oi' interactions with native 

speakers of the target language because, in general, they have greater self-

consciousness and, therefore, are more sensitive to their English proficiency 

level. 



The strength and the type of motivation may also affect the learner's 

behavior in learning English. Highly motivated learners are probably more 

energetic in learning and more eagerly seek opportunities where they can 

learn English than the low-motivated. Those who wish to integrate with 

American people may behave more actively outside than inside ESL 

classrooms. On the other hand, the behavioral patterns of learners with 

instrumental motivation may be characterized by diligent learning attitude 

inside class and individual study rather than active interactions with native 

speakers outside class. 

As for norms for behavior, which are greatly influenced by the learner's 

culture particularly in early stages, second language learners are most likely to 

transfer their cultural norms to second language learning situations, 

consciously or unconsciously. For example, if a reserved attitude is highly 

valued in a given learner's culture, he tends to follow the same norm in L2 

situations. On the other hand, another learner may actively express her 

opinions if explicitness is an important value in her culture. The notion of 

norms for behavior is especially important in order to account for situational 

differences in behaviors within the same learner because it is often the case 

that cultural norms of behavior are situationally determined. For example, 

Japanese students may behave differently in a L2 classroom and a L2 social 

setting because different norms of behavior would be required in 

corresponding situations in their own society; they are expected to be quiet 

and reserved in class, while talkativeness and explicitness are highly valued 

in interactions between close friends. 



The learner's culture influences not only norms for behavior but also 

other general factors. First of all, personality is considerably influenced by 

culture. This is conceivable when one considers the evidence that general 

personality is almost exclusively determined by environmental factors. 

Studies have shown, for example, that national levels of extroversion are 

higher for Western countries than for a country like Japan (Iwasaki, Eysenck, 

& Eysenck 1977; Lynn & Hampson, 1975). 

English proficiency is thought to be influenced by cultural emphasis on 

education and the level of education that the learner has had, which can also 

be regarded as part of his culture. If English education in a given country 

emphasizes particular aspects of the language, it is logical to assume that 

students in the country have an advantage in such aspects of English but 

have a weakness in ignored aspects. For example, Japanese students' 

superiority in English grammar and inferiority in oral communication 

ability, a belief commonly held by ESL teachers, can be attributed to grammar-

oriented English education in Japan. In addition, if it can be said that a given 

language is linguistically closer to English than another, the different 

linguistic distance toward English will set different starting points for L2 

learners of English with different native languages. Hence, learners who 

speak a particular language as a mother tongue may have an overall 

advantage over learners with a different native language. 

Culture may not have a direct effect on the learner's motivation. 

However, if the notion of culture is extended to the role of English in a given 

country, it can be said that the learner's motivation to learning English is 

roughly predetermined by his culture. For example, if English proficiency is 



essential for good education or good job opportunities in a certain country, 

learners from the country are expected to have strong instrumental 

motivation in learning English. On the other hand, if English proficiency is 

not quite necessary in social success in another country, strong integrative 

motivation may be required for learners from such a country, to bring 

themselves all the way to the United States for learning the language. 

Thus, if we consider that culture greatly affects general factors which 

determine the learner's behavioral tendency, it is reasonable to assume that 

the learners' cultural background is perhaps the most responsible for their 

distinctive behavioral traits, particularly their behavioral traits in class. In 

fact, it is commonly observed that learners with different cultural 

backgrounds indicate distinctive learning behaviors in ESL classrooms. For 

example, Asian students are typically reserved, while learners from South 

America generally show the opposite attitude. 

Variables that affect ESL classroom personality can be visualized in 

Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. 
Hypothtical Model 

It should be noted that, in this model, habitual responses, which constitute 

ESL classroom personality, and proficiency level interact with each other. 

That is, the learner's proficiency level partly determines how he/she 

responds in learning English and, at the same time, his/her habitual 

responses affect how effectively his/her proficiency will be improved and 

what aspects of language will improve faster or more than other aspects. It 

should also be noted that the improved proficiency level may affect the 
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learner's motivation. Furthermore, although it is not clear from this figure, it 

should be emphasized that cultural norms for behavior, general personality, 

motivation, and proficiency do not function separately but rather interact 

with each other and determine the learner's habitual responses. 

Thus, this model accounts for dynamic characteristics of second language 

learning. In this context, it is worth considering how stable or unstable the 

mediating components of this models are. Among the four mediating 

components, general personality is probably the most stable factor (proficiency 

level is obviously quite unstable). Although a portion of personality is 

thought to be rather unstable, quite stable traits are typically found in one's 

overall general personality. 

Compared to personality, motivation is rather unstable. The strength 

and types of motivation may be affected by the learner's experience and the 

results of learning. Positive experiences with American people will perhaps 

contribute to the strength of a learner's integrative motivation, while 

improved English proficiency may have positive effects on both integrative 

and instrumental motivation. 

Norm for behavior in L2 learning situations are assumed to be unstable. 

As was previously mentioned, learners seem to transfer the norms and 

values of their culture to their L2 learning situations at least in early stages. 

However, in later stages, these norms and values will be gradually replaced by 

a new system of norms and values in American culture or "ESL culture". 

Nevertheless, this does not mean that all learners gradually abandon their 

old norms for behavior. It is very likely that many ESL learners maintain 

their old system and follow it when necessary. The degree to which a given 



learner maintains his/her old norms and acquires new norms may depend 

on the learner's length of stay in the United States and his/her attitude 

towards American society. 

Questionnaire development for ESL classroom personality 

In general, the development of personality test involves two major 

procedural steps: the selection of sub-components of a construct and the 

selection of items for each sub-component. Gough (1965) refers to three 

approaches for selecting sub-components of construct. First, the selection may 

be based on an existing theory about the construct to bo measured. According 

to Gough, one weakness of a theory-based inventory is that once the theory 

loses strong acceptability in the paradigm, the inventory will also go down. 

Secondly, the researcher may use his/her intuition to determine for him-

/herself what is important in order to measure the construct. The Sixteen 

Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) by Cattell is a prime example of this 

approach. This approach, however, is not free of weaknesses, either. Gough 

mentions that inventories developed by this approach may be weak in 

catching up with new needs of the test users. The third alternative approach 

involves the examination of the test setting and measurement development 

based on the sub-components of the construct which are already in 

operational use in the setting. The MMPI, for example, was designed 

specifically for neuropsychiatric settings and the scales were derived from 

psychopathology. Although Gough prefers this approach, a weakness may 

also be pointed out for this approach. That is, that the application of this 



approach is limited to the measurement of the constructs that have been 

extensively investigated because this approach requires accumulated 

empirical data and established operational terms to describe the construct to 

be measured. 

Once sub-components of the construct are selected, the next step is to 

choose questionnaire items to assess each sub-component. As Megargee (1972) 

points out, most authorities agree that fundamental methods for selecting 

personality questionnaire items can be classified into three categories, which 

include the intuitive method, the external criterion method, and internal 

criterion analysis. 

The intuitive method depends on a purely intuitive understanding of 

the construct to be measured or a formal theory about the construct. In this 

method, the researcher chooses the questionnaire items that he/she thinks 

relevant to the construct to be measured based on his/her intuition or on a 

theory. This method, however, may involve internal consistency analysis, in 

which the researcher administers a questionnaire that is composed of 

intuitively selected items to a sample group and analyzes the inter-

correlations among the items. Based on the idea that a single construct has a 

homogeneous characteristic, unique items, which have low correlations with 

most others, are excluded from the measurement scale. 

In the external criterion method, questionnaire item selection is guided 

by the relationship between the questionnaire item and an external 

measurement criteria. The researcher first creates an item pool, which is 

typically derived from the intuition of the researcher or a theory, and gives a 

questionnaire that contains those items to sample groups that are different 



only in the characteristics to be measured. For example, if the researcher 

wants to develop a scale of extroversion for school children, he/she 

administers the questionnaire to a group of individuals who their teachers 

think to be most extroverted and a group of individuals who they think to be 

least extroverted. The items that differ to the greatest extent between these 

two groups are chosen for the scale. Notice that, in this method, the 

researcher must have an external criterion. In the above example, the 

teachers' judgement of extroversion is a criteria; they must be able to divide 

the subjects to at least two (extroverted and not extroverted) or three groups 

(strongly extroverted, moderately extroverted, and weakly extroverted). 

The internal criterion analysis is a method thai is typically used by factor 

analytic researchers. In this method, an item pool is 1'irst administered to a 

group of subjects. Then, the items are factor-analyzed. The criterion for item 

selection is the factor loading of the item, which is the correlation of the item 

with the main factor; the items with high factor loadings are selected for the 

scale. Although the item selection criterion of this method is mathematically 

quite similar to that of internal consistency analysis, these two differ in that 

the former has the factor as a criterion, while the latter has no criterion but 

depends on the mutual relationships among the items. 

For the questionnaire development for the present study, three 

characteristics of this questionnaire need to be taken into consideration. First 

of all, the nature of the questionnaire is descriptive; it is designed to function 

not as a predictor of students' observable behaviors in ESL classes but as a tool 

that describes their ESL classroom personalities, which may or may not 

emerge as observable behaviors. Secondly, the questionnaire is designed to 



provide not detailed descriptions of one's ESL classroom personality but a 

rough, general picture of the construct of a given individual so that relatively 

easy comparisons with other individuals or groups can be made. Finally, the 

questionnaire is exploratory; in other words, latent factors of ESL classroom 

personality will be identified through the administration of the 

questionnaire. As is true with other personality tests in early developmental 

stages, however, this questionnaire has one drawback; the researcher cannot 

be confident that the questionnaire actually covers what it is supposed to 

cover. In order to reduce the potential for this problem, the content of the 

questionnaire will be based on three sources: the researcher's intuition, 

previous studies that dealt with similar constructs, and questionnaires for 

general personality traits. In addition, pilot questionnaires will be 

administered in order to verify the appropriateness of test items. 

Unlike many personality questionnaires, the sub-components (labels) of 

this questionnaire will not be used as independent measurement scales 

because, as previously mentioned, one of the characteristics of this 

questionnaire is not detailed but simplified description of ESL classroom 

personality. It is the extracted factors that function as measurement scales. 

Instead, the roles of the sub-components (lables) of this questionnaire are (1) 

the indicators of the range that the questionnaire covers and (2) the criteria 

for generating questionnaire items. Therefore, then; is little attempt to clearly 

define the sub-components. Rather, they are operationally defined by the 

questionnaire items. Once again, the superficial overlap among the sub

components is permitted. Such inter-correlations will be resolved through 

the process of factor analysis. What is most important is that the 



questionnaire include the wide range of sub-components that are possibly 

relevant for ESL classroom personality. 

After extensive reviews of previous studies and published personality 

tests, a pilot questionnaire for ESL classroom personality was created. This 

process was performed in two directions. In one direction, sub-components of 

ESL classroom were constructed prior to generating questionnaire items 

representative of these sub-components. In the other direction, the 

generation of questionnaire items was done before the corresponding sub

components were clearly interpreted or defined. In reality, thus, the 

questionnaire items were selected through the inter-correlations between the 

sub-components (labels) of ESL classroom personality and the relevant items. 

In most cases, however, item selection and label construction were performed 

simultaneously because, as a matter of fact, most of the sources investigated 

for this questionnaire development contained both labels and representative 

items. 

The following are the 60 questionnaire items chosen for the pilot 

questionnaire (the direction under the label is indicated by "+" or for each 

item): 

Activity 

Students who score high on this scale are those who show active oral 

participation in class. This may be closely related with the scale of 

extroversion-introversion, which is found in many personality tests such as 



Eysenck's EPI. This scale also appears to be close to Factor F (Sober vs. 

Enthusiastic) and Factor H (Shy vs. Bold) in Cattell's 16PF. 

1. I often volunteer to speak in class. (+) 

2. In class prefer listening to expressing my opinions. (-) 

3. I like to wait until my teacher calls on me. (-) 

4. I'm usually quiet in class. (-) 

Attentiveness 

Students with high on this scale are those who arc mentally active and 

attentive in learning although their active learning may not emerge outside 

as objectively observable behaviors. 

1. I pay attention to what my teacher says. (+) 

2. I pay attention to what my classmates say. (+) 

3. I'm usually absent-minded in class. (-) 

4. I'm wide awake in class. (+) 

Anxiety 

Students who are high scorers on this scale suffer from anxiety or 

embarrassment when they speak English. This notion is almost identical with 

language class discomfort in Ely's study (1986) and appears to be closely related 

with Factor H (Shy vs. Bold) in 16PF. 



1. I feel comfortable when I speak English in class. (-) 

2. I am often embarrassed when I speak in class. (+) 

3. I get nervous when my teacher calls on me. (+) 

4. I feel more comfortable talking to non-native speakers than native English 

speakers (+). 

Self-consciousness 

A high score on this scale means that the one is aware of what other people 

think of him/her. However, a low score in this scale does not necessarily 

mean that the subject underestimates his/her English ability and the self-

evaluation of his value in class. 

1. I'm worried about what other people think of my English. (+) 

2. In class, I don't care what other people think of my opinions. (-) 

3. In class, I often worry about how I look to other people. (+) 

4. In class, I don't care how I look to other people. <-) 

Self-acceptance 

This scale is a modification of Self-acceptance (Sa) from CPI developed by 

Gough. Although this scale may be related with the subject's self-

consciousness, it is concerned with the value which one places on himself in 

the class rather than the degree of his awareness of himself from the point of 



view of others. This scale may also be closely related Factor O (Self-assured vs. 

Apprehensive) in 16PF. 

1. I am an important person in the class. (+) 

2. It would not make any difference if I wasn't in the class. (-) 

3. I believe that my classmates want to hear from me. (+) 

4. My contribution to the class is not important. (-) 

Risk-taking 

This scale, which is concerned with the degree to which one takes risk for the 

purpose of communication and learning, is almost identical with language 

class risk-taking in Ely's study (1986) and may be cl(isel)- related with Factor H 

(Shy vs. Bold) in 16PF. Items 1, 2 and 3 are adopted from Ely's items on 

language class risk-taking with little or no adjustments. Students with high 

scores on this scale tend to place priority on communication rather than the 

accuracy of their utterances and to be willing to take risks to achieve their 

communicative purposes. 

1. I usually wait until I know exactly how to use an English word before 

using it. (-) 

2. In class, I prefer to say a sentence to myself before I speak it. (-) 

3. I try to express my ideas even if they are complicated. (+) 

4. I prefer to say what I want to say in English without worrying about the 

small details. (-) 



Tolerance for ambiguity 

Student with high score on this scale are not bothered by something 

ambiguous such as the teacher's utterance they do not understand well, 

unorganized grammar rules, and so on. The scale is a modified version of 

Tolerance (To) from CPI, which measures flexibility as opposed to rigidity to 

environment. By nature, this scale may also be greatly related with the 

subject's cognitive style. 

1. I feel frustrated when I don't understand what my teacher. (-) 

2. It bothers me if a grammar rule is not very clear. (-) 

3. In class, I usually ask a question when I don't understanding something. 

(-) 

4. It doesn't bother me when I don't know the exact meaning of an English 

word. (+) 

Modesty 

Those who score high on this scale are humble and tend to hide their ability. 

This trait is quite similar to those that are measured by Self-control (Sc) and 

Good impression (Gi), both of which are from the scale II of CPI and may also 

be closely related with Factor E (Submissive vs. Dominant) in 16PF. 

1. In class, I want to show off my knowledge. (-) 

2. I try to impress people in class. (-) 



3. I don't answer my teacher's question if someone else seems to know the 

right answer. (-) 

4. I'm usually modest in class. 

Self-expressiveness 

Students with high score on this scale like to express their opinions and 

feelings. This scale is different from modesty in that the latter measures the 

degree to which one behaves to show off while the former is intended to 

assess the degree to which one expresses himself, not necessarily with the 

purpose of showing off. This may be closely related with Factor E (Submissive 

vs. Dominant) and Factor F (Sober vs. Enthusiastic) in 16PF. 

1. I want my teacher and other students to pay attention to me. (+) 

2. I like to show my knowledge to my teacher and other students. (+) 

3. I don't express my thoughts unless I'm asked. (-) 

4. In class, I like to hide my opinion. (-) 

Sociability 

This sub-component is concerned with the degree to which one enjoys 

communicating with others by means of English. It is almost identical with 

language class sociability from Ely's study (1986) and very similar to 

Sociability (Sy) in CPI and Factor A (Cool vs. Warm) in 16PF. Items 1 and 2 are 

modifications from Ely's items on language class sociability. 



1. I think learning English in a group is more fun than learning from a tutor. 

(+) 

2. In class, I enjoy talking with my teacher and other students in English. (+) 

3. In class, I don't really enjoy interacting with other students in English. (-) 

4. I like learning English alone. (-) 

Competitiveness 

Those who score high on this scale tend to compare their English ability and 

achievement with their peers. This may be closely related with Factor E 

(Submissive vs. Dominant) in 16PF. 

1. I like to compete with other students in class. (+) 

2. I feel bad when I find a classmate speaks English better than I. (+) 

3. There is someone in my class with whom I am competing. (+) 

4. I feel good when a classmate gets a grade lower than mine. (+) 

Cooperativeness 

Students who score high on this scale are those who have cooperative 

attitude with others. It is similar to Communality (Cm) in CPI and Factor G 

(Expedient vs. Conscientious) in 16PF. 



1. To help things run smoothly, I try to be cooperative in small group 

activities. (+) 

2. In class, I try to be helpful to my teacher in order to help things run 

smoothly. (+) 

3. I don't care how well class activities run. (-) 

4. I think my classmates like doing small group activities with me. (+) 

Responsibility 

This scale, which is a modification of Responsibility (Re.) in the scale I of CPI, 

is concerned with the degree to which one has a sense of rules for formal 

learning. This may also be closely related with Factor G (Expedient vs. 

Conscientious) in 16PF. 

1. We should come to the class on time. (+) 

2. We don't have to do our homework. (-) 

3. When someone is talking, we should pay attention. (+) 

4. I think I can do anything I want in class. (-) 

Orientation for leadership 

Those who score high on this scale like to take leadership in classroom 

activities and dominate the class. It is very similar to Dominance (Do) in CPI 

and may be related with Factor E (Submissive vs. Dominant) and Factor Q2 

(Group-oriented vs. Self-sufficient) in 16PF. 



1. In small group activities, I avoid leadership positions. (-) 

2. I like to take a central role in classroom activities. (+) 

3. I dominate the class. (+) 

4. In class, I like to do what I'm told to do. (-) 

Preference for teacher-centered class 

This scale show the degree to which one prefers teacher-centered classes. This 

may be a unique scale for ESL classroom settings where students hold a 

variety of different scripts of school. 

1. For English classes, I prefer lectures to discussions. (+) 

2. Students who ask lots of questions are usually just showing off. (+) 

3. I would rather ask the teacher in his/her office than during class. (+) 

4. Students should not express their own ideas in class because we are there 

to learn from the teacher. (+) 

Prior to the administration of the final questionnaires, pilot 

questionnaires, which were translated into Japanese and Spanish, were 

administered to 15 CESL students (seven Japanese-speaking students and 

eight Spanish-speaking students). Table 1 shows the demographic profiles of 

the subjects: 



Table 1 
Demographic Information of Subjects in Pilot Questionnaires (N=15) 

Nationality Level Sex Age 

Japan 10 F 22 
Japan 10 F 22 
Japan 10 F 20 
Japan 10 F 24 
Japan 50 F 20 
Japan 70 F 21 
Japan 70 F 20 
Mexico 10 F 23 
Mexico 10 F 25 
Mexico 10 M 18 
Mexico 10 M 25 
Peru 50 F 24 
Mexico 50 M 19 
Mexico 50 M 37 
Guatemala 70 F 32 

The results were assumed to be far from reliable because the sample size was 

small and variables such as sex and proficiency levels were not well 

controlled. However, the examination of the correlations of the items within 

each sub-components and the wording of the items showed no strong 

evidence against the fairness of the questionnaire. In fact, the inter-

correlations of items within under the same label were observed to be fairly 

high considering the sample size. It was, therefore, decided that the final 

questionnaire should contain all the items without change except one; the 

item, "Students should not express their own ideas in class because we are 

there to learn from the teacher" was changed to "Students should not express 



their own ideas in class" because this item was assumed to be asking two 

different things, namely, "Students should not express their opinion in class" 

and "Students are there to learn from the teacher". 



6 0  

Chapter 4: SURVEY 

S tody l  

Method 

Subject and setting. 

The subjects were ESL students enrolled in Center for English as a 

Second Language (CESL) at The University of Arizona, Tucson. CESL, a unit 

under the offer of the provost, is located on campus. CESL students are 

eligible to use most of the facilities in the university including libraries, 

cafeterias, computer laboratories, and so on. Some advanced CESL students 

are even allowed to audit classes offered by the university. Every instructor at 

CESL holds a master's degree or higher in teaching English as a second 

language or related fields. 

CESL consists of seven proficiency levels: levels 10,20, 30,40, 50,60, and 

70. All CESL students are required to take a placement test, which consists of 

written and oral sections, before their enrollment and are placed into one of 

the levels according to the results. Occasionally, Level 80 is added to the 

regular seven levels. In the first period of the research project, Level 80 was 

offered in order to accommodate students who had completed Level 70 but 

had not achieved English proficiency required in college-level education in 

the United States. However, according to the assistant director of the CESL, 

the difference in the students' English proficiency between Levels 70 and 80 



was slighter than between any of other two levels. Rather, these two levels 

were virtually the same level with minor differences in content emphasis. In 

the analyses of the present study, therefore, Levels 70 and 80 were lumped 

together. 

Levels of CESL typically consist of two sections, each of which has 7-15 

students in it. Regular classes lasting 50 minutes each are scheduled from 8:00 

am to 1:50 pm, although there may be some irregularity depending on the 

section. Students may choose one of the "special interest" classes such as 

"American idioms", "music", "computer", "business", and so on, which 

follow the regular classes. A typical CESL student receives 250 minutes of 

instruction a day from Monday to Friday. 

Data collection. 

The revised version of the self-reporting pilot questionnaires were 

administered on the subjects. The questionnaire consisted two parts: Part I for 

background information and Part II for assessment of ESL classroom 

personality. The background information asked in Part I includes: 

1. Name 

2. Ethnicity (Nationality) 

3. Native language 

4. Sex 

5. English proficiency level at CESL 

6. Age 



7. Length of stay in the United States 

The subjects were asked to provide their names because the questionnaire 

data from some subjects were intended to be related with their classroom 

behaviors (Study 2), which were obtained from classroom observations and 

the subject could be traced if some questions are found unanswered. 

Part II contained a total of 60 measurement statements for ESL classroom 

personality in random order. As previously mentioned, in this questionnaire, 

each of the 15 preliminary sub-constructs (activity, attentiveness, anxiety, self-

consciousness, self-acceptance, risk-taking, tolerance for ambiguity, modesty, 

self-expressiveness, sociability, competitiveness, cooperativeness, 

responsibility, orientation for leadership, and preference for teacher-centered 

classroom) was represented by four items. The subjects were asked to respond 

to Likert scales, which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

Following a brief self-introduction, the researcher provided the 

questionnaires during recesses between classes or after school. He also 

notified the subjects that their participation was voluntary but would be 

greatly appreciated. 

Most subjects answered the questionnaire written in their native 

language (the questionnaire was translated into four different languages, 

which included Japanese, Spanish, Arabic, and Chinese by native speakers of 

each language). However, some subjects (18 out of 122) had to answer the 

questionnaire written in English because a questionnaire written in their 

native language was not available. When an English questionnaire was given 

to a subject with low English proficiency, the researcher asked a highly 



proficient person who speaks the subject's native language to help the less 

proficient subject answer the questionnaire. 

Data analysis. 

From the scores of the second part of the questionnaire, a 60 x 60 

correlational matrix was obtained. The matrix was then subjected to a factor 

analysis with principal components analysis and varimax rotation. Then, for 

Japanese and Mexican subjects, multiple regression analysis was run in order 

to see the main effects of four independent variables (nationality, proficiency 

level, length of stay in the United States, and sex) and the interactional effects 

of each pair of independent variables (nationality x proficiency level, 

nationality x length of stay, nationality x sex, proficiency level x length of stay, 

proficiency level x sex, and length of stay x sex) on the factor scores of 

individuals. 

Results 

One hundred eighty questionnaires were provided; 113 were returned 

complete and 14 incomplete. Seven subjects did not provide their names, 

which had been expected to happen. However, it did not affect the analysis 

except in cases where subjects' observation data were to be related with their 

questionnaire data. Among them, one had missing values on her nationality, 

native language, and one of the 60 questions; one had missing values on her 

nationality, native language, and length of stay in the United States; one did 
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not provide his nationality; two left one of the 60 questions unanswered; and 

the other two answered the rest of the questionnaire. Although they provided 

all the demographical information, one (a Japanese male) skipped eight 

questions on the last page of the questionnaire; one (a Taiwanese male) 

skipped three questions; and five skipped one of the 60 questions. It may be 

that most of these seven subjects simply skipped the questions without any 

intention to do so, although some might have decided not to answer them. 

Subjects with a missing value(s) in any of the 60 questions were excluded 

from factor analysis because a correlational matrix could not be created from 

these cases with a missing value. 

The demographic characteristics of the subjects who returned the 

questionnaire are displayed in Tables 2. Japanese (»=41) and Mexicans (w=36) 

were the two majority cultural groups of the subjects. The dominance of 

Japanese students is presently observed in many English teaching institutes in 

the United States regardless of location, whereas a large number of Mexican 

students is typical for English institutes near Mexico. Students in all 

proficiency levels were included although the number of students varies 

depending on the level. The large number of students in Level 70 is perhaps 

due to the fact that the first period of data collection corresponded to the end 

of the academic year, by which time a considerable number of continuing 

students, particularly Japanese who started the program in the preceding 

summer, had moved up to this level but decided not to go on to higher 

education. This fact is also indicated by the relatively large number of 

students in the nine-month category of length of stay. The one-month 

category is also disproportionately large because many students begin tjeor 
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program pf study at CESL in March, the month before the data were collected. 

The number of subjects was highest from one-month residents probably 

because few of these new students had dropped out of school. Men and 

women were included almost equally. 

Table 2 
Overview of ESL Classroom Personality Questionnaire Variables 

Native 
Age n Nationality n language n 

15-19 38 Japan 41 Spanish 44 
20-24 52 Mexico 36 Japanese 41 
25-29 20 UAE 6 Arabic 14 
30-34 5 Korean 6 Korean 6 
35-40 4 Taiwan 5 Chinese 5 
40+ 2 Saudi Arabia 4 French 3 

France 2 Indonesian 2 
Indonesia 2 Others 7 
Ivory coast 2 
Others 14 

Proficiency Length of stay 
level n in U.S. n Sex n 

10 17 0-2 47 Male 62 
20 7 2-4 13 Female 60 
30 18 4-6 15 
40 17 6-8 6 
50 8 8-10 22 
60 11 10-12 5 
70 44 12-14 7 

14+ 6 



Table 3 shows the means and the standard deviations of each raw 

questionnaire score (N=122). Since the scores were elicited from 1-5 Likert 

scales, the possible minimum and maximum scores are 1 and 5 respectively. 

The standard deviations of some items such as "In class, I prefer to say a 

sentence to myself before I speak it (RSK2)" "It doesn't bother when I don't 

know the exact meaning of an English word (AMB4)", and "I think learning 

English in a group is more fun than learning from a tutor (SOC1)", are 

relatively high, indicating that they were discriminative of the subjects. On 

other hand, items such as "I pay attention to what my teacher says (ATT1)", "I 

pay attention to what my classmates say (ATT2)", and "In class, I like to hide 
I 

my opinion (SFE4)" did not differentiate the subjects greatly, which are 

shown by their small standard deviations. 

Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations of Raw Scores (N=122) 

Questionnaire item 

I often volunteer to speiak in class (ACT1) 
In class, I prefer listening to expressing my opinions 
(ACT2) 
I like to wait until my teacher calls on me (ACT3) 
I'm usually quiet in class (ACT4) 
I pay attention to what my teacher says (ATT1) 
I pay attention to what my classmates say (ATT2) 
I'm usually absent-minded in class (ATT3) 
I'm wide awake in class (ATT4) 
I feel comfortable when I speak English in class (ANX1) 
I am often embarrassed when I speak in class (ANX2) 
I get nervous when my teacher calls on me (ANX3) 
I feel more comfortable talking to non-native speakers 
than native English speakers (ANX4) 

Mean S. D. 

3.28972 1.19756 
3.28073 1.18795 

2.66355 1.27341 
3.12150 1.28643 
4.57944 0.63003 
4.31776 0.85339 
2.23364 1.06025 
3.61682 1.12974 
3.73832 1.18430 
2.42056 1.33909 
2.39252 1.30136 
3.03738 1.34533 
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Table 3 (continued) 

I'm worried about what other people think of my English 
(SFC1) 
In class, I don't care what other people think of my 
opinions (SFC2) 
In class, I often worry about how I look to other people 
(SFC3) 
In class, I don't care how I look to other people (SFC4) 
I am an important person in the class (SFA1) 
It would not make any difference if I wasn't in the class 
(SFA2) 
I believe that my classmates want to hear from me (SFA3) 
My contribution to the class is not important (SFA4) 
I usually wait until I know exactly how to use an English 
word before using it (RSK1) 
In class, I prefer to say a sentence to myself before I speak 
it.(RSK2) 
I try to express my ideas even if they are complicated 
(RSK3) 
I prefer to say what I want to say in English without 
worrying about the small details (RSK4) 
I feel frustrated when I don't understand my teacher 
(AMB1) 

It bothers me if a grammar rule is not very clear (AMB2) 
In class, I usually ask a question when I don't 
understanding something (AMB3) 
It doesn't bother when I don't know the exact meaning of 
an English word (AMB4) 
In class, I want to show off my knowledge (MODI) 
I try to impress people in class (MOD2) 
I don't answer my teacher's question if someone else 
seems to know the right answer (MOD3) 
I'm usually modest in class (MOD4) 
I want my teacher and other students to pay attention to 
me (SFE1) 
I like to show my knowledge to my teacher and other 
students (SFE2) 
I don't express my thoughts unless I'm asked (SFE3) 
In class, I like to hide my opinion (SFE4) 
I think learning English' in a group is more fun than 
learning from a tutor (SOC1) 

2.53271 1.29088 

2.74766 1.22161 

2.31766 1.31464 

3.17757 1.35850 
2.64486 1.15131 
3.10869 1.28842 

3.23364 1.06912 
2.14019 1.23966 
2.97196 1.33500 

3.05607 1.41309 

3.82243 1.11434 

3.70093 1.24548 

3.07477 1.40552 

3.49533 1.16046 
3.93458 1.21524 

2.05607 1.22730 

2.05067 1.22730 
2.29907 1.27542 
2.74766 1.33242 

3.40187 1.25036 
3.25234 1.20607 

3.36449 1.23924 

2.49533 1.32732 
1.86916 0.98176 
3.89720 1.36627 
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Table 3 (continued) 

In class, I enjoy talking with my teacher and other 
students in English (SCO) 
In class, I don't really enjoy interacting with other 
students in English (SOC3) 
I like learning English alone (SOC4) 
I like to compete with other students in class (CMP1) 
I feel bad when I find a classmate speaks English better 
than I (CMP2) 
There is someone in my class with whom I am 
competing (CMP3) 
I feel good when a classmate gets a grade lower than mine 
(CMP4). 
To help things rim smoothly, I try to be cooperative in 
small group activities (COOl) 
In class, I fry to be helpful to my teacher in order to help 
things run smoothly (C002) 
I don't care how well class activities run (C003) 
I think my classmates like doing small group activities 
with me (C004) 
We should come to the class on time (RPB1) 
We don't have to do our homework (RPB2) 
When someone is talking, we should pay attention 
(RPB3) 
I think I can do anything I want in class (RPB4) 
In small group activities, I avoid leadership positions 
(LDS1) 
I like to take a central role in classroom activities (LDS2) 
I dominate the class (LDS3) 
In class, I like to do what I'm told to do (LDS4) 
For English classes, I prefer lectures to discussions (TCC1) 
Students who ask lots of questions are usually just 
showing off (TCC2) 
I would rather ask the teacher in his/her office than 
during class (TCC3) 
Students should not express their own ideas in class 
(TCC4) 

4.22430 1.00291 

1.83178 1.13674 

2.07477 1.35772 
2.58879 1.31718 
2.03738 1.15681 

1.99065 1.24760 

1.93458 1.19961 

4.17757 0.81046 

3.93458 0.94441 

2.02804 1.13651 
3.25234 1.01026 

4.50467 0.88354 
1.71963 1.14755 
4.65421 0.74102 

2.28037 1.27231 
3.09346 1.12881 

2.86916 1.25205 
1.82243 1.00865 
3.15888 1.44816 
2.68224 1.25550 
2.14019 1.16917 

2.23364 1.19416 

1.59813 1.16441 



The correlation coefficients were computed for each pair of 60 items, 

which resulted in a huge correlation matrix. A factor analysis, with the 

extraction technique of principal components analysis was run on the matrix. 

An abrupt drop in eigenvalues was observed between the fourth and the fifth 

factors (Figure 4), which is an indication of the existence of four principal 

latent factors. In addition, it may not be meaningful to extract many factors 

that are not interpretable. Therefore, although these four factors accounted for 

only 35 percent of the sum of variances of 60 items, it was decided not to 

extract more than these four factors. 
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Figure 4 
Eigenvalues of Factor Analysis on 60 Questionnaire Items 



The extracted factors were then rotated with varimax rotation and 

oblimin rotation to see if there is any difference. The rotated factor matrix 

after varimax rotation with 10 iterations (Table 4) and the one after oblimin 

rotation with 27 iterations indicate fairly simple structures, which were 

virtually the same except that the order of Factor 3 and Factor 4 of the 

varimax matrix is simply reversed in the oblimin matrix; questions are 

clustered exactly the same way with minor differences in the factor loading 

order in the cluster. As this considerable similarity between these matrices 

implies, since varimax rotation assumes no correlations among factors, the 

inter-correlations among the factors by oblimin method (Table 5) were shown 

to be fairly low; the highest Pearson's correlation coefficient is only .124 

between Factor 2 and Factor 3 (Factor 4 in the rotated matrix by varimax 

method). Because of the inter-independence among the four factors, it is 

decided to use the rotated matrix by varimax rotation for further analysis. 



Table 4 
Factor Matrix after Varimax Rotation 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor' 

ACT1 .73532 -.05357 .14758 .09819 
LDS2 .67474 .33310 .02181 -.03890 
ANX1 -.67344 .15734 -.16307 .02927 
SFE1 .58504 .15782 .18894 -.24397 
AMB3 -.58235 .21445 -.32712 -.18603 
LDS3 .55243 .24713 -.13789 -.26204 
SOC2 .54313 -.04142 .13596 .30193 
ANX3 -.48965 .18852 -.10848 -.16127 
SFA1 .48497 .09611 -.11645 .18445 
SFA3 .48119 .08006 -.07417 .02852 
C004 .47449 .05110 .13955 -.03629 
SFA2 .46431 .01486 .05932 .15500 
RSK3 .44442 -.26778 .39126 -.04975 
SOC1 .41395 -.30276 .14488 -.07796 
SOC4 .40722 -.21021 .17643 -.21191 
TCC3 -.39033 .25333 -.17882 .07309 
MOD3 -.38758 .04503 .01625 -.32354 
LDS1 .38011 -.00780 .11921 .37553 
C002 .34868 .07885 .34730 .24688 
RPB4 -.34393 -.24481 .23456 .29968 
RSK4 .33150 .04080 -.13697 .01281 
AMB4 -.20485 -.05942 -.01350 -.03879 
MOD2 -.04389 -.72966 .28322 -.10443 
CMP2 .04082 .71565 -.09254 .03494 
SFC3 -.05419 .70821 .02195 .00837 
CMP4 .07823 .62213 -.25163 -.05363 
MODI -.47760 -.61560 .13924 .19188 
CMP3 .08381 .61069 -.04664 -.07540 
SFC1 -.16129 .58806 .08899 -.00313 
CMP1 .43287 .57877 -.03624 -.06112 
SFE2 .26117 .55886 -.01107 .04667 
AMB1 .00226 -.43314 -.09983 .14704 
ANX2 -.24425 .42611 -.18993 -.37787 
RSK2 .10159 -.40608 -.09553 .20969 
ANX4 -.03780 .20996 .10884 -.08689 
ATT2 .11909 -.10822 .59932 -.16244 
ATT4 .43013 -.11392 .58640 -.02455 



Table 4 (Continued) 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

RPB3 
COOl 
ATT1 
RPB2 
SFA4 
COOS 
ATT3 
AMB2 
RSK1 
RPB1 
ACT3 
SOC3 
LDS4 
SFE4 
TCC1 
SFC4 
TCC2 
TCC4 
SFE3 
MOD4 
ACT4 
ACT2 
SFC2 

-.19533 
.24498 
.08843 
.07893 
.10330 
.18623 
.26090 

-.04287 
.09089 

-.08029 
.21164 
.12826 

-.32512 
.43543 
.05975 

-.06615 
-.06417 
.14242 
.24031 
.09102 
.31275 

-.03694 
-.14358 

.04273 
-.27334 
.00163 

-.21866 
-.10318 
-.03844 
.05317 

-.32761 
-.23729 
.12630 

-.01572 
-.11853 
.04987 

-.06339 
.07075 
.41108 
.33433 
.19168 

-.20585 
.16943 

-.22284 
.14873 
.15524 

.55719 

.53356 

.52764 

.51681 

.51581 

.47590 

.46623 
-.36352 
-.31868 
.24476 

-.07303 
-.04228 
-.46658 
.15378 
.06975 
.07649 

-.14225 
-.13967 
.13476 
.34515 

-.00178 
.15347 
.17918 

.05962 

.07387 

.09299 

.09321 

.14102 

.35579 

.26601 

.11211 

.13946 
-.00262 
.65500 
.56780 
.53267 
.53216 

-.49830 
.41622 

-.39124 
-.38555 
.37682 

-.37476 
.35960 
.32921 
.25549 

Table 5 
Inter-correlations Among Factors After Oblimin Rotation 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Factor 1 1.0000 
Factor 2 .04812 1.0000 
Factor 3 .05625 .12489 1.0000 
Factor 4 .12167 .04932 .05624 1.0000 



Let us now take a closer look at the rotated matrix after varimax rotation 

(Table 4). In some cases, as shown in the matrix, items generated from the 

same construct, which is indicated by the same combination of characters, 

belong to different factorial clusters. For example, the four questions that were 

generated from the constructive of activeness, were separated into two 

factorial clusters. The question "I often volunteer to speak in class 

(represented as ACT1)" belongs to the Factor 1 cluster with the highest factor 

loading of .735 on the Factor 1, whereas the questions "In class, I prefer 

listening to expressing my opinions (ACT2)", "I like to wait until my teacher 

calls on me (ACT3)", and "I'm usually quiet in class (ACT4)" are characterized 

by high factor loadings on Factor 3. ACT 3 actually has the highest factor 

loading of .655 on Factor 3 and is the most representative of this factor 

although the factor loadings of ACT2 and ACT4 are moderate. On the other 

hand, "I pay attention to what my classmates say (ATT2)", "I'm wide awake in 

class (ATT4)", "I pay attention to what my teacher says (ATT1)", "I'm usually 

absent-minded in class (ATT3)", all of which are representative of the 

preliminary construct of attentiveness, characterize Factor 3. The factor 

loadings of these questions on Factor 3 are .599, .584, .527, and .466 

respectively. As a whole, although questions generated from one preliminary 

construct may not always belong to the same factorial cluster in this matrix, 

the results of the analysis indicate that the preliminary constructs, which 

were based on the researcher's intuition rather than empirical data, were 

fairly, appropriate. 

Tables 6-9 list questionnaire items with a high factor loading (.50 or 

higher in the absolute value) on each factor. Factor 1 is characterized clearly by 



a series of questions regarding the active classroom participation and the 

leadership of a student. This factor, therefore, was labeled "active 

participation". Questions with a high loading on Factor 2 are those that 

concern competitiveness, desire to impress people, and so forth, where a 

student relates to others in the classroom. This factor may be termed "social 

awareness". Questionnaire items concerning the rules and the responsibility 

of formal learning have a high loading on Factor 3. Since these are the 

characteristics of "good" students, this factor may be called "desirable behavior 

in formal learning ". Looking at the questionnaire items with high loadings 

on Factor 4, it seems that this factor represents withdrawal from active 

classroom participation. Yet, this interpretation confronts some problems. 

Although these four items representative of this factor also have high 

loadings on Factor 1 (the loading of the item "In class, I like to hide my 

opinion (SFE4)" on Factor 1 is -.43543), except "In class, I like to do what I'm 

told to do (LDS4)" (this item might have been a rather ambiguous and, 

therefore, invalid one), the items with the highest loadings on Factor 1 (all of 

them are positive loadings) do not necessarily show- high negative factor 

loadings on Factor 4; their loadings on Factor 4 are actually near zero. These 

seemingly inconsistent factor loadings are, nevertheless, compatible with the 

fact that varimax rotation hypothesizes no inter-correlations among factors. 

The point to be made clear is that what Factor 4 represents is independent of 

the characteristics of other factors. Therefore, although Factor 4 may be 

termed "social isolation", this term is not intended to make a contrast with 

"active participation" represented by Factor 1. It should also be noted that, 

although the loadings are moderate, three of the four questions that represent 



the scale of teacher-centered class, which are "For English classes, I prefer 

lectures to discussions (TCC1: loading of .49830)"; "Students who ask lots of 

questions are usually just showing off (TCC2: loading of .39124); and 

"Students should not express their own ideas in class (TCC4: loading of 

.38555)", have higher loadings on this factor than on the other factors. 

Table 6 
Questionnaire Items with High Factor Loadings on Factor 1 

Factor 
Questionnaire item loading 

"I often volunteer to speak in class (ACT1)" .73532 
"I like to take a central role in classroom activities (LDS2)" .67474 
"I feel comfortable when I speak English in class (ANX1)" .67344 
"I want my teacher and other students to pay attention to me (SFE1) .58504 

(SFE1)" 
"In class, I usually ask a question when I don't understanding .58235 

something (AMB3)" 
"I dominate the class (LDS3)" .55243 
"In class, I enjoy talking with my teacher and other students in .54313 

English (SOC2)" 



Table 7 
Questionnaire Items with High Factor Loadings on Factor 2 

Questionnaire item 
Factor 
loading 

"I try to impress people in class (MOD2)" .72966 
"I feel bad when I find a classmate speaks English better than I .71565 

(CMP2)" 
"In class, I often worry about how I look to other people (SFC3)" .70821 
"I feel good when a classmate gets a grade lower than mine (CMP4) .62213 

(CMP4)" 
"In class, I want to show off my knowledge (MODI)" .61560 
"There is someone in my class with whom I am competing .61069 

(CMP4)" 
"I'm worried about what other people think of my English (SFCl)" .58806 
"I like to compete with other students in class (CMP1)" .57877 
"I like to show my knowledge to my teacher and other students .55886 

(SFE2)" 

Table 8 
Questionnaire Items with High Factor Loadings on Factor 3 

Factor 
Questionnaire item loading 

"I pay attention to what my classmates say (ATT2)" .59932 
"I'm wide awake in class (ATT4)" .58646 
"When someone is talking, we should pay attention (RPB3)" .55719 
"To help things run smoothly, I try to be cooperative in small .53356 
group activities (COOl)" 

"I pay attention to what my teacher says (ATT1)" .52764 
"We don't have to do our homework (RPB2)" -.51681 
"My contribution to the class is not important (SFA4)" -.51581 



Table 9 
Questionnaire Items with High Factor Loadings on Factor 4 

Questionnaire item 
Factor 
loading 

"I like to wait until my teacher calls on me (ACT3)" .65500 
"In class, I don't really enjoy interacting with other students in .56780 

English (SOC3)" 
"In class, I like to do what I'm told to do (LDS4)" .53267 
"In class, I like to hide my opinion (SFE4)" .53216 

Table 10 displays demographic descriptions for only Japanese and 

Mexican groups. Both of these groups were characterized by the considerable 

number of younger students: Japanese in their early 20s and Mexicans in 

their late teens. These two cultural groups, however, showed differences in 

proficiency level, length of stay, and sex. In short, the Japanese groups were 

characterized by high proficiency level, relatively long period of stay, and a 

higher ratio of women to men. On the other hand, the most noticeable 

feature of the Mexican group was the number of newcomers. This fact is also 

indicated by the greater number of in Level 10. The Mexican group contained 

men and women quite equally. 
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Table 10 
Overview of ESL Classroom Personality Questionnaire Variables 

For Japanese and Mexican Subjects 

Japanese Mexican Japanese Mexican 
Age Proficiency 

n n Level n n 

15-19 8 18 10 4 11 
20-24 26 7 20 2 4 
25-30 5 4 30 3 6 
30-35 0 2 40 9 4 
35-40 1 2 50 1 4 
40+ 0 2 60 2 1 

70 20 6 

Japanese Mexican Japanese Mexican 
Length of 
stay in US n n Sex n n 

-2 13 22 Male 14 16 
2-4 1 6 Female 27 20 
4-6 2 3 
6-8 2 0 
8-10 13 4 

10-12 4 0 
12-14 2 0 
14+ 3 1 

For these two major cultural groups, the factor scores of each individual 

were regressed on the main effects of four independent variables (nationality, 

proficiency level, length of stay in the United States, and sex) and the 

interactional effects of each pair of the variables (nationality x proficiency 



level, nationality x length of stay, nationality x sex, proficiency level x length 

of stay, proficiency level x sex, and length of stay x sex) using a forward 

stepwise procedure (prior to the multiple regression analysis, two kinds of 

dummy variables representing nationality and sex were defined so that 

nationality and sex could be treated as though they had been continuous 

data). It should be noted that the objective of this analysis is not to predict the 

values of factor scores from the values of the independent variables but to see 

how strong the relations are between the dependent variable and each of the 

independent variables. In other words, multiple regression analysis was 

chosen as an alternative for multiple analyses of variances. Tables 11-14 

display the results of multiple regression analysis after all the independent 
? 

variables were included in the equations. 

As shown in Table 11, the correlation coefficient between nationality and 

the factor scores on Factor 1 (active participation) is .552. However, when the 

other nine variables were taken into consideration (after the effects of these 

variables were excluded), the statistical significance of this association 

strength is .181, even though this variable is still the best predictor of the 

factor scores on Factor 1. among the ten independent variables. 
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Table 11 
Summary of Multiple Regression of Factor Scores of Factor 1 (N=77) 

Variables in 
equation r beta F P 

Length of stay -.130 .130 .041 .841 
Sex -.063 .069 .037 .847 
Nationality .552 .342 1.836 .181 
Proficiency level -.235 -.342 .845 . .362 
Nation x Stay .295 -.132 .174 .679 
Nation x Sex .303 .025 .013 .911 
Nation x Level .433 .272 .748 .391 
Levelx Sex -.165 .089 .069 .794 
Stay x Sex -.234 -.429 1.310 .257 
Level x Stay -.201 .349 .258 .613 

R Square = .34931 * p<. 05 p<.01 

Table 12 shows that length of stay was a significant predictor of the factor 

scores on Factor 2 (social awareness) (p<.05). The relation between the factor 

scores on Factor 2 and length of stay is displayed in Figure 5. Although the 

other variables were not controlled in this figure, it is observed that subjects 

with longer periods of stay in the United States tended to have higher factor 

scores. In other words, the results show that longer residence in the United 

States was related with more "social awareness" ~ more desire to express 

oneself — and more self-consciousness. 
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Table 12 
Summary of Multiple Regression of Factor Scores of Factor 2 (N=77) 

Variables in 
equation r beta F P 

Length of stay .313 1.591 5.730 .020* 
Sex .048 -.067 .033 .856 
Nationality -.346 -.320 1.519 .223 
Proficiency level .344 -.168 .193 .662 
Nation x Stay .083 -.537 2.699 .106 
Nation x Sex -.153 -.080 .127 .723 
Nation x Level -.112 .338 1.091 .301 
Levelx Sex .174 .594 2.933 .092 
Stay x Sex .083 -.731 3.587 .063 
Level x Stay .297 -.709 1.004 .320 

R Square = ..30973 * p<. 05 **p<.01 
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Figure 5 
Relation Between Length of Stay and Factor Scores on Factor 2 

Factor I 
Scores I 

2  I .  

1 +. 
I 
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* 6.0 

(The other variables are not controlled in this figure) 

As shown in Table 13, no strong relation was found between any of the 

independent variables and the factor scores on Factor 3 (desirable behavior in 

formal learning). Considering the low statistical significance of all the F-scores 

and the low value of the R Square (these ten independent variables account 

for only 19 percent of the variance of the dependent variable), it is assumed 



8 4  

that many of the desirable learning behaviors an; determined by variables 

that were not included in this analysis. 

Table 13 
Summary of Multiple Regression of Factor Scores of Factor 3 (N-77) 

Variables in 
equation r beta F P 

Length of stay -.264 -.298 .172 .680 
Sex .014 .527 1.768 .189 
Nationality .353 .249 .789 .378 
Proficiency level -.176 .195 .221 .640 
Nation x Stay .060 .136 .148 .702 
Nation x Sex .196 -.156 .408 .526 
Nation x Level .271 .052 .022 .883 
Level x Sex -.114 -.550 2.152 .148 
Stay x Sex -.215 .068 .027 .871 
Level x Stay -.293 -.052 .005 .946 

R Square = .19423 * p<.05 *»p<.01 

Table 14 indicates that the main effect of nationality (p<.01) and the 

interactional effect of nationality and proficiency level were statistically 

significant on the factor scores on Factor 4 (social isolation). The effects of 

these variables on the factor scores were visualized in Figure 6 (nationality) 

and Figure 7 (nationality x proficiency level). 
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Table 14 
Summary of Multiple Regression of Factor Scores of Factor 4 (N=77) 

Variables in 
equation r beta F P 

Length of stay .100 .719 1.426 .237 
Sex .040 -.181 .2% .589 
Nationality .507 .911 15.01 .000 ** 
Proficiency level -.211 .562 2.612 .112 
Nation x Stay .442 .392 1.749 .191 
Nation x Sex .167 -.009 .002 .966 
Nation x Level .305 -.642 4.784 .033 • 
Level x Sex -.006 -.015 .002 .962 
Stay x Sex .025 .439 1.570 .215 
Level x Stay -.031 -1.189 3.438 .069 

R Square = .43356 * p<.05 



Figure 6 
Relation Between Nationality and Factor Scores on Factor 4 
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Interestingly, Figure 6 shows that Mexican students tend to be more socially 

isolated and have a preference for teacher-centered classes, which may 

contradict common beliefs. However, once again, it should be noted that the 

term "social isolation" in the present study does not contrast with "active 

participation". This apparent contradiction will be discussed later. 

* 
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Figure 7 displays two different tendencies for the two cultural groups. 

Japanese students with high English proficiency tend to be more "socially 

isolated" than less proficient students, whereas Mexican students show the 

opposite pattern. 

Figure 7 
Relation Between Proficiency Level and Factor Scores on Factor 4 

for Japanese and Mexican Groups 
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Study 2 

Method 

Subjects. 

In Study 2, data were collected from 83 CESL students, 43 of whom also 

completed the questionnaire. Mexican students were the largest in number 

(n=35), followed by Japanese students (n=16). The demographic information 

of the subjects is displayed in Table 15. 

Table 15 
Demographic Overview of Observees 

Nationality 

level Japan Mexico Other 

10 4 4 0 
20 1 7 2 
30 2 4 4 
40 2 7 4 
50 2 3 2 
60 2 4 6 
70 3 4 2 

Nationality 

Sex Japan Mexico Other 

Male 6 22 15 
Female 10 13 17 



Data collection. 

Class observations, all of which were tape-recorded, were conducted to 

collect objective data concerning the subjects' oral responses in class. 

Responses were measured by the researcher on the following scales, all of 

which are basically the same as those of Ely's study (1986): 

1. Voluntary questions 

The student asks the teacher or other students a question or requests more 

information when he/she is not requested to do so. 

2. Elicited questions 

The student asks a question of or requests more information from the 

teacher or his/her peers when he/she is requested to do so by the teacher. 

For example, when the teacher asks, "Do you understand what "stereo

type" means?", a student may say "I don't really understand it. Could you 

give us more examples?". Or, responding to the teacher's utterance, "Do 

you have any questions about George's family?" a student may ask, 

"George, when was the last time you visited them?". 



3. Voluntary information-providing 

The student provides information even though he/she is not given any 

request to do so. The information may or may not be relevant to the topic 

at hand. Therefore, if a student says to the teacher, for example, "I really 

like the weather in Tucson", when the class is discussing political 

problems in Tucson, this response will be included in this category. 

4. Elicited information-providing 

The student answers a question asked by the teacher or other students 

when the question is addressed not specifically to him/her as an 

individual but to a group that includes him/her. For example, the 

question may be, "Does anyone [in the class] know how tequila is made?"; 

"Japanese students, what is the name of your emperor?"; "Did you read a 

newspaper article about the accident? Tell me what happened."; and so on. 

It should be noted that a question does not necessarily take the 

grammatical form of a question but refers to any i'orm of request that is 

intended to elicit an explicit response from the addressee. Although an 

answer to a given question may be less than a complete sentence, an 

answer was excluded from this category if it was not interpreted as an 

explicit answer to the person who addressed the question. In addition, 

responses such as "yes" or "no" to a yes-no question were excluded from 

this category unless such responses were followed by additional 

information. 



It should be noted that the above category scales were intended to 

measure the subject's voluntary participation in classroom situations in 

which they are allowed to do so freely. In activities such as students' 

presentations, in which the presenter talks continuously and the rest of the 

class is supposed to listen, voluntary responses were not expected to be 

collected. In addition, in activities in pairs or small-groups, in which even the 

quietest students are required to speak, responses that would fit the above 

categories were not counted because it was assumed that responses in such 

activities might not be voluntary and because it was practically impossible for 

one observer to record all responses provided by several students 

simultaneously. Therefore, the measurement of voluntary responses was 

conducted only in activities in which students were allowed to give such 

responses. As a result, the average time that was actually used for data 

analysis in a period of 50 minutes was only 17.5 minutes (35 %). 

Responses in each category were further sub-categorized into "short" and 

"long" responses. Short responses were one-word or one-phrase responses, 

while long responses referred to complete sentences or a statement composed 

of more than one complete sentence. Based on the category, number of 

responses, and the length of time in which the responses were observed, the 

participation score was calculated for each individual with the following 

formula: 



P-Score=(((LVQ+LEQ+LVI+LEI) x 2 + (SVQ+SEQ+SVI+SED)/TD x 50 

where P-score: Participation score 

LVQ: Number of long voluntary questions 

LEQ: Number of long elicited questions 

LVI:- Number of long voluntary information providing 

LEI: Number of long elicited information providing 

SVQ: Number of short voluntary questions 

SEQ: Number of short elicited questions 

SVI: Number of short voluntary information providing 

SEI: Number of short elicited information 

TT: Total length of time for responses (minutes) 

One's participation score calculated by this formula is the hypothetical 

number of utterances that he/she would make, provided that he/she gives 

the same participation responses for 50 minutes. It should be noted that this 

formula places a high loading on long responses; one long utterance is 

counted as two short utterances. Although the selection of 2 as the loading 

may be arbitrary, this higher loading on long responses distinguishes those 

who use more complete sentences and those who use fewer if the number of 

their responses are comparable. Yet, this adjustment was not intended to take 

the linguistic complexity of utterances as a participation index. Rather, it was 

intended to take the length of time of one's verbal participation into 

consideration in addition to the frequency- In short, since responding in 



longer sentences simply requires more participation time, the number of 

longer utterances should be loaded more highly than that of short ones. 

Eight regular classes, most of which had an emphasis on oral 

communication, were observed and the number of occurrences was counted 

for each of the above categories. Although the researcher made an effort to 

observe each class four times, five of the classes were observed four times and 

the other two were observed two and three times respectively. Even when 

the length of time for responses by a given subject was relatively short, the 

data were taken for analysis if the instructor commented that the responses 

were typical of the individual subject. In addition, five subjects, all of whom 

happened to have completed the questionnaire, were observed in two 

different classes with a time lag of 2 months. In these cases, the responses in 

the class closer to the time they completed the questionnaire were analyzed. 

Data analysis 

Means and standard deviations of participation scores were computed 

for each class to see differences across different classes. Z-scores were also 

computed for each individual in relation to the participation scores of others 

in the same class. Multiple regression was run on the calculated Z-scores of 

Japanese and Mexican students with three independent variables, which were 

the main effect of nationality, the main effect of sex, and the international 

effect of nationality and sex. Furthermore, the Z-scores of the two cultural 

groups were correlated with their factor scores on each of the four factors 

extracted in Study 1. 



Results 

Table 10 shows the means and the standard deviations and some other 

statistics of each the eight classes that were observed. As indicated in this 

table, there are considerable differences among the class in terms of these 

variables. It should be noted that, although the mean of participation scores of 

a given class may be related with the degree of communicative or student-

centered characteristics of the class, it is not necessarily a reliable index for 

such a characteristic for at least three reasons. First of all, the mean of 

participation scores is greatly affected by the size of the class; it is logical to 

assume that the number of oral responses per individual in fixed time, 

though participation scores count only voluntary responses, increases as the 

size of class decreases. Second, the participation scores do not count responses 

in activities such as pair-work, which typically characterizes communication-

oriented classes. Therefore, this measurement inevitably overlooks such an 

integral part of communication-oriented or student-centered classes. Finally, 

although the results of this study made a reasonable amount of sense, the 

data collected in this study may not be reliable, considering the quantity of the 

observational data. 

In addition, since inter-class differences are great, raw participation scores 

may not be a good criterion for comparing subjects in different classes. 

Therefore, participation scores were standardized for each class, and actual 

analysis was done on the Z-score - a given subject's relative participation 

score in comparison with his/her classmates — of 16 Japanese and 35 Mexican 

subjects. 



Table 16 
Statistics of Classes Observed 

Level 
Total minutes 
observed 

Total minutes 
used for analysis n 

Mean 
P-score S.D. 

10 200 42 8 37.20 26.49 
20 100 29 12 15.67 13.17 
30 200 62 11 23.56 31.32 
40 150 44 11 18.56 20.89 
50 200 93 7 38.21 29.19 
60 100 40 13 15.00 16.90 
70 150 73 10 19.80 19.44 
70 200 72 11 40.46 34.01 

The results of multiple regression with three independent variables 

(nationality, sex, and the interactional effect of the two) indicate that 

nationality is the best predictor of class participation - Mexican students tend 

to show more active classroom participation than Japanese — although 

statistical significance was not proven (Table 17). The Z-scores were also 

correlated with the factor scores on each of the four factors. The correlation 

coefficients of the Z-scores with factor scores are .64 with those on Factor 1, -

.01 with those on Factor 2, .30 with those on Factor 3, and .21 with those on 

Factor 4. The correlation between the participation score and the factor score 

on Factor 1 (active participation) was proven to be statistically significant 

(j?<.01), which shows those who have a high factor score on Factor 1 of ESL 

classroom personality (activity) tend to show active classroom participation. 



Table 17 
Summary of Multiple Regression 

on Standardized Participation Scores (N=51) 

Variables in 
equation r beta F P 

Nationality .701 .341 3.343 .074 
Sex -.146 -.075 .100 .754 
Nation x Sex .450 .227 .629 .432 

R Square = .22720 4 p<.05 "pc.Ol 



Figure 8 
Relation Between Nationality and Standardized Participation Scores 
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Chapter 5: DISCUSSION 

Factors of ESL classroom personality 

Four factors of ESL classroom personality were extracted in this study. 

Factor 1, which was labelled "active participation", represents active 

participation in classrooms as its label indicates. The characteristic of this 

factor is well-confirmed by its strong correlation with the participation scores 

obtained through objective classroom observations as well as the similarity of 

the questionnaire items that form Factor 1 cluster. This factor had been 

expected to emerge before the research project actually began. Of the four 

factors extracted, Factor 1 is perhaps most relevant to proficiency gain because 

it is the one that primarily determines the amount of output the learner 

produces as well as the amount of input that he receives. 

The statistical significance between nationality (Japanese and Mexican) 

and the factor scores on Factor 1 was proven not to be as high as expected 

although nationality is the strongest predictor of the factor scores on Factor 1. 

This may be caused by the fact that too many independent variables were 

included for the multiple regression analysis in spite of the small number of 

subjects. The same explanation may apply to the rather weak effect of 

nationality on the participation scores. Although some interactional effects 

may be important, multiple regression analysis on only main effects might 

have been more appropriate considering the small sample size of the present 

study. In fact, multiple regression analysis without interactional effects 



. showed extremely strong effects of nationality on all of the four factors as well 

as on the participation scores. 

Factor 2 is characterized by questionnaire items concerning one's desire 

to express oneself in class, competitiveness, and anxiety about the way others 

perceive that person, in which one somehow relates to others in class. This 

factor, therefore, was labeled "social awareness". The data analysis showed 

that this factor was positively correlated with length of stay in the United 

States in such a way that a long period of stay in the United States increases 

the degree to which ESL learners relate to others. In other words, a longer 

period of stay makes the learner have a greater desire to show his/her 

thoughts to others; become more competitive; and become more anxious 

about his/her appearance to others. It may not be too much to assume that a 

long period of stay in the United States causes the higher degree of social-

awareness, which is compatible with the hypothetical model, because it 

would be impossible for the latter to cause the former. It should be noted, 

nevertheless, that the causality is not statistically proven but hypothetical. 

This change may be attributed to the result of change in one's norms for 

behaviors, in which the individual's norms for behaviors are gradually 

replaced by more desirable norms in the target situations. 

It may be worth pointing out that, since this factor is orthogonal with 

Factor 1 as well as with the other factors in a varimax model, social awareness 

was found to be independent of active participation, which was also shown by 

the low correlation between the factor scores on this factor and the 

participation scores. Put another way, according to the results, ESL learners 

with a great desire to express their thoughts and great competitiveness may 
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not necessarily show active participation. This seemingly contradictory 

finding may be explained by the fact that learners with these characteristics 

also have great self-awareness, which may inhibit active participation. The 

results of the present study showed that strong positive predictors of active 

participation were not the desire to express one's thoughts or the desire to 

compete with others but characteristics such as a desire for leadership, 

sociability, and low tolerance for ambiguity. 

Factor 3 was labelled "desirable behavior in formal learning" because the 

questionnaire items with high loadings concern desirable attitude and 

behaviors in formal learning such as coming to class punctually, doing 

homework, cooperating with the teacher and classmates, and so forth. No 

independent variable of the present study was proven to be a statistically 

significant predictor of this factor. 

As pointed out earlier, Factor 4 shows characteristics seemingly 

contradictory to each other - although the characteristics that appear to be 

representative of Factor 4 should be strong negative predictors of active 

participation, it is not the case. No correlation between Factor 4 and active 

participation is indicated by the theoretical factor structure of varimax 

rotation (no correlation is assumed among factors) and the weak correlation 

(.2076) between the factor scores on Factor 4 and the participation scores. It is, 

therefore, probable that Factor 4 actually represents something different. If 

not, it would be impossible to explain why Mexican students, who indicated 

more active participation (shown by their fairly higher, although statistically 

non-significant in .05 level, participation scores and factor scores on Factor 1) 

showed higher, although statistically non-significant, factor scores on Factor 4. 
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One possible explanation is to interpret that Factor 4 represents what 

they think they are not or, more feasibly, what they wish not to be rather than 

what they really are not. For example, Japanese students, who typically do not 

show active participation, may not necessarily find a strong reason to agree 

that, "I like to wait until my teacher calls on me", "In class, I don't really 

enjoy interacting with other students in English", or "In class, I like to hide 

my opinion". Rather, Japanese ESL students are likely to devalue these 

passive behaviors, which are typical of traditional classrooms. This is because 

many of them are learning English in the United States to experience things 

different from their own culture. It seems that, at least for Japanese subjects, 

Factor 4 represents values against passive learning. Indeed, in interviews 

with the researcher, many Japanese students reported they are aware that 

passive learning typical of traditional classrooms is not effective for their 

proficiency gain and that they wish to acquire more active learning behaviors. 

Thus, it may be more sensible to interpret Factor 4 as the dimension of "wish 

for active learning behaviors". 

As mentioned earlier, this study does not aim at proving or confirming 

the hypothetical model. In addition, the results of' this study should not be 

overgeneralized because of the limited age range and the small size of the 

sample. Nevertheless, the overall findings appear to be compatible with the 

model presented earlier, in which, culture is the central factor that determines 

one's ESL classroom personality. In this study, culture was represented by two 

independent variables. Nationality was obviously a direct variable 

representative of one's culture. Length of stay in the United States, on the 

other hand, was an indirect variable representative of one's culture in the 
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sense that it is a good index that represents the degree of change in one's 

cultural norms of behavior. In spite of the cross-sectional rather than 

longitudinal characteristics of the present study, the strong relations between 

these cultural variables and ESL classroom personality appear to provide 

some evidence of the appropriateness of the model. 

Characteristics of Japanese ESL students and their cultural norms 

Unlike the United States, Japan is an almost exclusively homogeneous 

country; people share the same language and the same culture. In this society, 

the concept of "unity" or "conformity" has been traditionally of the greatest 

importance. Japanese people, particularly older people, strongly devalue being 

different from most. Many secondary schools, especially junior high schools, 

have school uniforms and strict rules about students' hair style, clothes, and 

belongings. Inside and outside school, children are educated not to be distinct 

from others; a cooperative attitude is highly valued. A child who is 

prominent for any reason may be teased or attacked violently by other 

children. Even excellent pronunciation in English classes, for instance, could 

be negatively valued by peers. Thus, this part of Japanese tradition prevents 

people from overtly expressing their opinions and requires them to conform 

with others. 

Typically, classrooms in Japanese secondary schools are teacher-centered 

and examination-oriented. English instruction, which begins in the seventh 

grade, is no exception. As the authority, an instructor of English spends most 

of class time lecturing. In classrooms in Japan, a teacher is the transmitter of 



knowledge whereas the students are recipients of that knowledge. Japanese 

teachers are evaluated by how successfully they transmit knowledge necessary 

for the students to pass competitive entrance examinations. The instructor 

occasionally calls on students in order to check their comprehension or their 

preparation for the lesson. There are no opportunities in which the students 

exchange their knowledge or opinions. Of course, they are never encouraged 

to challenge the teacher. 

Students show their respect for their teacher by being quiet. Even asking 

questions may not be acceptable classroom behavior because it shows the 

ignorance of the learner; because it takes up limited class time from other 

students; and because it implies that the teacher's instruction is not 

comprehensible enough. Through this traditional education, most Japanese 

students acquire an extremely "passive" learning style, at least from the 

Western standard. 

However, it is doubtful whether Japanese students follow the same 

cultural norms in ESL classrooms, where many people including the teacher 

are not Japanese. Although Japanese students' low factor scores on Factor 1 

(active participation) and low participation scores showed their behaviors 

follow their traditional cultural norms, their significantly low factor scores on 

Factor 4 (social isolation) seem to suggest their strong wish to change their 

norms in ESL settings. 

In order to account for this finding, it should be pointed out, first of all, 

that many Japanese ESL students chose to learn English in the United States 

with a great desire to improve their oral English proficiency and that they 

believe it is almost impossible to achieve their goal from the traditional 
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English education they had in Japan. In the interviews with the researcher, 

many Japanese ESL students reported that they are aware that active 

participation is highly valued and required in ESL classrooms. In fact, many 

of them reported their preference for a student-centered, communication-

oriented class. Nevertheless, they know that their classroom behaviors are 

usually those of stereotypical Japanese; they sit in class quietly, do not 

volunteer to speak, and avoid taking a central role in activities. Thus, 

although Japanese ESL students wish to change their passive learning style, it 

appears to be extremely difficult to change actual behavioral patterns. 

Some Japanese students reported their poor oral English proficiency as a 

reason for their passive classroom learning. It appears to be true that, since 

Japanese students are usually strong in the area of English grammar, which 

their education emphasizes, their placement at CESL, which takes grammar 

knowledge as an important part, is very likely to create classes in which 

Japanese students are less orally fluent than their classmates. In such classes, 

their classmates, typically Mexican students, respond to the teacher when 

Japanese students are still considering how to express their thoughts. 

Other Japanese students reported that they would not speak as their 

classmates do even if they had the same oral proficiency. According to them, 

they do not know how to participate in discussions because they have few 

experiences in which they express their thoughts in public. 

Few Japanese students reported experiencing fear of making grammatical 

errors in speech, which seems to be congruent with the observations of 

Japanese students. In observations, however, they appeared to look tense 

when their communication task was beyond their oral ability. They often did 
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not make enough of an effort to communicate their thoughts thoroughly but 

compromised if a certain degree of communication is achieved. This typical 

attitude of the Japanese students was contrasted with many of their Mexican 

counterparts, who would not give up until most of their thoughts were 

successfully communicated to the addressee. 

Implications for formal teaching 

Most of the findings of the present study may not be surprising ~ this 

study showed that Japanese ESL students generally take a passive approach 

toward formal English learning. Nevertheless, an ESL instructor needs to be 

aware that, in spite of their passive appearances, Japanese ESL students have a 

strong desire to express their thoughts and that they wish to change their 

stereotypical Japanese learning style. Here are some suggestions to stimulate 

more participation from Japanese students. 

First of all, since they are not accustomed to volunteering to speak in 

class, Japanese students need to be called on by the teacher. Although it is 

good for the teacher to call on them individually, it might be better if the 

teacher calls on them as a group. This is because, although their response is 

almost obligatory in such cases, they can experience some degree of self-

satisfaction of volunteering - they respond to the teacher when they are not 

directly called on. The teacher needs to ask a question related exclusively with 

the Japanese group — the teacher needs to aware that typical Japanese students 

will not volunteer to speak if they sense the possibility in which more active 

students (Mexicans, for example) may jump in. Thus, the teacher somehow 
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needs to exclude other cultural groups if he/she wants Japanese students to 

"volunteer". Asking about Japanese culture may be a possibility. 

Second, questions directed toward Japanese should be simple at least 

before they achieve certain degree of oral fluency. For low proficient Japanese, 

the teacher should not hesitate to ask questions that can be answered in one 

word (even "yes" or "no") or a short phrase. They may avoid answering 

questions that require complicated structures. What is needed for them, at 

least in early stages of classroom learning, is to experience oral participation 

(speaking in class), no matter what form it may take. For more proficient 

Japanese students, the teacher may ask questions that require longer 

responses. However, the teacher needs to be aware that Japanese students may 

be reluctant to express their opinions. As mentioned earlier, they are not used 

to discussions, where people exchange their opinions. In discussions, they 

may not even have an opinion to express because, in many cases, their 

original thinking or creativity has been "disempowered" through their 

teacher-centered education. Instead, the teacher should have them talk about 

facts. It is easier for them to talk about what they know than to express what 

they think. 

Third, the teacher needs to allow more time for Japanese before they 

speak than for other cultural groups. They usually need more time to 

organize their thoughts and express them in English. This may be due to 

formal (as opposed to content) English education they had and perhaps the 

relatively great linguistic distance between English and Japanese. In 

interviews with the researcher, many Japanese students, particularly those 

who are in lower levels reported that they first organize their thoughts in 
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Japanese and translate them into English. According to them, other students 

(typically Mexicans) very often respond when Japanese students are still 

engaged in this "translation" process. 

Activities in pairs or small groups may also be a good way to stimulate 

more responses from Japanese students although there is also a risk in which 

students from other countries may dominate such activities. 

Possibility of further studies 

In the present study, the relationship between ESL classroom personality 

and English achievement was not investigated. First of all, as previous 

research suggests, there was an assumption that personality traits may not be 

good predictors of achievement in formal settings even though the 

personality traits investigated in this study were those that are specific to 

classroom learning. Second, it was also assumed that in a second language 

setting where learners have great opportunities to obtain input outside the 

classroom, learning in class may account for only a small segment of the 

entire language learning process. If variables outside class can be incorporated, 

a much greater portion of achievement in second language learning will be 

accounted for. Furthermore, confirmatory factor analysis was not run on the 

data obtained in this study because, once again, the present study is 

exploratory and because the number of subjects was far from enough. With 

more data from ESL students, confirmatory factor analysis will be an 

interesting possibility for the next stage of this study in order to confirm the 

appropriateness of the model with greater reliability. 
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