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ABSTRACT

This doctoral dissertation focuses on the effects of own language use on ethnic Malay learners
of the Japanese language. The effects investigated in this study are mainly focused on their
grammar comprehension and their attitudes towards own language use in the Japanese language
classroom. To examine these effects, a 5-week quasi-experimental pretest-posttest comparison
group research was study designed. 19 students attending a Japanese language preparatory school
in Malaysia volunteered to participate in the study. The students were divided into two groups,
where one group received own language inclusive instruction and the other received target
language only instruction. Three research questions guided the study. The first research question
looked at the effects of own language use on students’ grammar comprehension and grammar
achievement, the second research question looked at students’ attitudes towards own language
use, and the third looked at the effects of own language use on students’ attitudes towards own
language use. In addition, two exploratory questions investigated the difference in the perceived
level of comprehension from the students and the difference in learning difficulty of each
grammatical word. The data in this study were collected in the form of pretest and posttest scores,
diagnostic test scores, responses to lesson questionnaires and a pre-and post-attitude survey. The

data were analyzed with Mann-Whitney U test and the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

Own language use was found to have positive effects when learning grammatical words

associated with time related expressions. The findings also depicted a pattern where Japanese



grammatical words with similar meaning and use are more comprehendible when their
respective English and Malay translations are not similar to each other. Although own language
is able to support students’ grammar comprehension, findings from the student comments
revealed that providing sufficient example sentences and practice questions are as equally
important due to the limitations of own language. In regard to students’ attitudes, significant

positive changes were recorded in the students who were in the own language inclusive group.

The findings from this study presents an introductory approachto utilizing own
language in the advanced Japanese language classroom. Furthermore, it extends investigations
of previous research by providing a possible framework of determining which grammatical
words in the Japanese language are better suited to be taught with own language than target
language only. More importantly, it is hoped that this study can benefit local nonnative Japanese
language teachers in Malaysia by providing new information and insight to further
expand the current syllabus and teaching methods of Japanese language education in the country.
Following this, Malaysia can finally move towards fully achieving the localization of Japanese

language education.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This doctoral dissertation investigated the effects of own language use on ethnic Malay students’
grammar comprehension in Japanese as a Second Language (JSL) at a Japanese language
preparatory school in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. The effects of own language use in the classroom
were explored using quasi-experimental methods consisting of two groups and two treatments.
This study focused on investigating the effects of own language use on students’ grammar
comprehension with regard to its effects on the students’ test scores and overall understanding,
as well as their attitudes towards own language use. In addition to this, the grammatical words
tested in the study were examined to determine which would be better understood using the

students’” own language compared to using the target language only.

This introductory chapter firstly discusses the contextual background of the study by
considering the language environment as well as the Japanese language education context in
Malaysia. Then, the statement of the problem, aims and objectives of the study and the study’s
significance are explained, followed by definitions of key terms. Finally, the structure of the

dissertation is outlined with regard to the content of each chapter.

1.1 Contextual Background of Study
Malaysia is a multiethnic, multireligious and multilingual country. A census report by the

Department of Statistics Malaysia (2019) showed that Malaysia has a total population of 29.4



million which include the multiethnic groups of Malay (68.8%), Chinese (23.2%), Indian (7.0%),
and others (1.0%). Bahasa Melayu or the Malay language is the national and official language of
the country. However, English is also widely used, and it is the second-most shared language in
the country with 61% speakers®. In addition, Mandarin as well as regional dialects such as
Cantonese and Hokkien are spoken by most ethnic Chinese citizens, and Tamil is spoken by
most ethnic Indian citizens. As a result of the plethora of languages in the country, it is very
common for Malaysians to codeswitch or interchange between languages, making the language

environment in Malaysia quite unique.

1.1.1 Language Policies in Malaysia
In the Malaysian education system, Malay and English are compulsory subjects throughout
elementary and high schools. While Malay or Bahasa Malaysia became the official medium of
instruction in national schools after independence, a special emphasis was placed on English due
to British influence. The effects of globalization, however, resulted in the English language
becoming the medium of instruction at the tertiary level in 1996 for private universities, and 2005
for public universities (Ali, 2013).

In addition, Chinese and Indian primary vernacular schools use Mandarin or Tamil as

the language of instruction. Apart from the compulsory and ethnic languages, students also have

LEF English Proficiency Index— A comprehensive ranking of countries by English skills



the opportunity to learn foreign languages in selected high schools as an elective subject and as
a third language in university. Among the languages commonly offered are French, Arabic,

German, and Japanese.

1.1.2 The Look East Policy

The Japanese language has grown increasingly popular as one of the foreign languages taught in
Malaysia due to the influence of the Look East Policy (LEP) introduced in the early 1980s by
former Prime Minister, Tun Dr. Mahathir Mohammad. The policy encouraged Malaysians to
look to Japan and Korea as examples and learn from their work ethics and attitudes (Leong,
1994). Mahathir believed that making Japan and Korea model countries will inspire Malaysia’s
own national development (Leong, 1994). The LEP kick started various projects between
Malaysia and Japan, including study abroad programs to learn technical skills. These programs,
however, did require students to have fluency in the Japanese language and as a result, the first
preparatory course for studying in Japan was established in 1982 at University of Malaya. Since
that year, 100 students are sent to Japan each year as international students. In 1984, as an effort
to introduce the Japanese language earlier into the Malaysian school system, the Japanese

language was taught at six fully residential schools selected by the Ministry of Education in



Malaysia. By the year 1990, there were a total of 48 Japanese language schools, 191 teachers,

and 6,094 learners in Malaysia?.

Malaysia's Japanese language education is largely influenced by the LEP and has been
characterized mainly by government initiatives. Through the public service department
scholarship (JPA), high achieving students are selected to pursue their studies in Japan. These
students are required to attend a preparatory course for two years before their departure. There
are four main institutions in Malaysia that provide preparatory education for students who wish

to study abroad in Japan:

1. Rancangan Persediaan Khas ke Jepun, Pusat Asasi Sains, Universiti Malaya (&#: Ambang
Asuhan Jepun, AAJ))  ~ 7Y REFETPIREE T B ARG FHR] 2 — A

2. Kumpulan Teknikal Jepun (KTJ) , INTEC Education College
INTEC#HBE I Ly VHGBOR 7 v 7T AEEHEM PR TRHE 2 — A

3. Malaysia Japan Higher Education Programme (MJHEP) , Yayasan Pendidikan MARA
~ 7B BEMH~ V=T AREFEHE S0 T T A

4. Pusat Bahasa Teikyo (PBT)  #ni~ L —3 7 HAGRESR:

The preparatory schools were set up to provide adequate Japanese language education to students

before their departure to ensure their survivability in a Japanese university. Students focus only

2 Retrieved from ‘Survey of Japanese language educational institutions 2017 (Malaysia)’ by The Japan Foundation



on learning the Japanese language during the first year and are introduced to either science or arts

subjects during the second year. After completing two years of preparatory education, the

students undergo an examination by the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and

Technology before proceeding to attend a university in Japan. According to the Embassy of

Japan in Malaysia, as of 2017, more than 7,890 students have been sent to Japan by the Malaysian

government to pursue their tertiary education® (Table 1).

Table 1: Number of Malaysian Students Sent by the Malaysian Government to Japan Under

the Look East Policy

Study Program
Ve | et | o | compner| M| G [T
1984 39 24 - - : 63
1985 45 28 - - : 73
1986 64 30 - - : Y
1987 79 29 - - - 108
1988 81 30 - - - 111
1989 84 30 - - - 114
1990 81 29 - 10 - 120
1991 88 50 - 10 - 148
1992 104 65 - 12 - 181
1993 114 78 - 15 - 207
3 Ibid.




1994 135 92 - 20 - 247
1995 123 89 - 17 53 282
1996 128 88 - 11 62 289
1997 145 96 - 10 79 330
1998 143 94 - 6 31 274
1999 127 84 - - 28 239
2000 96 54 19 - - 169
2001 107 - 18 - 52 177
2002 147 47 17 - 49 260
2003 149 56 16 4 69 294
2004 148 69 19 10 54 300
2005 172 79 18 10 56 335
2006 182 61 18 7 - 268
2007 154 71 23 8 - 256
2008 168 76 11 6 75 336
2009 165 74 11 discontinued in 2008 85 335
2010 130 72 6 79 287
2011 158 71 10 84 323
2012 132 58 12 86 288
2013 126 40 9 57 232
2014 109 91 54 254
2015 102 76 90 268
2016 123 76 103 302
2017 138 77 117 332
Total 4,086 2,084 207 156 1,363 |7,896

*JLPMT: Japanese Language Program for Malaysian Teachers MJHEP: Malaysia-Japan Higher Education Project

Source: The Malaysian Look East Policy by The Embassy of Japan in Malaysia, retrieved from:

https:/AMww.my.emb-japan.go.jp/English/JIS/education/LEP.htm



https://www.my.emb-japan.go.jp/English/JIS/education/LEP.htm

Although students have been steadily sent to Japan since the inception of these preparatory
courses, the styles and methods of teaching Japanese language in Malaysia remain largely
unchanged. This is in contrast with the significant progress in language teaching methodologies
seen in different languages such as English, in the English as a Second Language (ESL) or

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context.

1.1.3 Localization of Japanese Language Education in Malaysia

The Japanese government launched The Japan Foundation in 1972 with the objective to promote
Japanese language overseas (Shimazu, 2008). The Japan Foundation identifies itself as local
initiative which prioritizes the localization of Japanese language education based on the diverse
needs and educational policies of each country (Shimazu, 2008). According to Shimazu and
Hamabe (2006), the term localization in this context is defined as developing a Japanese
language education system that is centred on local teachers who are trained according to the
educational system of that country. Thus, the syllabus, curriculum, and teaching materials should
also reflect that of the country and the needs of students in their designated institutions.

The efforts of localization in Malaysia can mainly be observed through the Program
Diploma Pascasiswazah Pendidikan Bahasa Jepun (PDPP BJ), which is a program to train local
Japanese language teachers. The program was launched by the Ministry of Education to
accommodate the increasing need of Japanese language teachers in secondary schools. This

program is the first of its kind. Takagi, Sato and Furuuchi (2007) reported that no other country



had a system in which local Japanese language teachers are trained locally and later assigned to
regular educational institutions.

Despite this effort, and the aims of the Japan Foundation to localize Japanese language
education in the country, Malaysia is still far from reducing its reliance on native Japanese
language teachers. Ota (1999) characterized Japanese language education in Malaysia as being
Japanese native centric, which means relying on native Japanese teachers and experts to foster
and spearhead programs instead of letting local Malaysians take the lead. The lack of emphasis
on the localization of Japanese language education in Malaysia creates a dependency on native
Japanese teachers. Furthermore, Ota (1999) believed that the most important task is to re-
examine the growth and development of Malaysian teachers and the role of Japanese language
education even after the LEP. Kimura (2016) agreed to the notion and further breaks down the
localization of Japanese language in Malaysia into three stages. The first stage was when there
were only native Japanese language teachers in the country. At this stage, native teachers were
mostly supplied by the Japan Foundation through volunteer programs to help support the initial
development of Japanese language in the country. The second stage was when local teachers
who had been trained by the native teachers in stage one had returned from their degree studies
in Japan and have proceeded to work alongside native Japanese language teachers in teaching
Japanese. Kimura (2016) believes that Japanese language education in Malaysia has now
supposedly entered the third stage, where local teachers have gained full-time faculty positions,

as well as being able to propose their own teaching ideas and approaches. However, she claims



that localization has remained stagnant at this stage due to the lack resources in the country such
as local Japanese teacher associations, academic societies, or even local Japanese language
education journals to confide their worries and teaching concerns. Without these groups,
Malaysian teachers have less opportunities to exchange views and have meaningful discussions

amongst each other on how to improve the current Japanese language education in the country.

The lack of localization in Japanese language education in Malaysia can also be seen in
terms of teaching methods and approaches. Since the methods are learnt and mirrored from
native Japanese teachers, there is no consideration towards Malaysian students’ multilingual
background as well as specific problems and differences that Malaysian students might face
compared to those from other countries. Similar to the prior issues faced in the English language
context in Malaysia, Kachru (1994, p.241) stated that “approaches to the teaching of English
developed in the western contexts cannot be accepted without question for the non-western
context”. This is due to the sociolinguistic context of the country not being taken into

consideration (Darus, 2009).

Thus, in order to further develop Japanese language education in the country, teachers
need to consider different methods and approaches in their teaching. This dissertation suggests
that the use of own language in the classroom contributes to the localization of Japanese language
education in Malaysia. This is also in part an attempt to reconsider the direct method that has

been dominating the language learning context.



1.2 Statement of Problem

The use of students’ own language in second and foreign language* classrooms has been an
ongoing issue in the field of language acquisition. Own language use has been deemed secondary
or lesser when it comes to language teaching methods or approaches, inferior to the direct method
where students are restricted to the use of only the target language (L2). This is because such
target language-only classrooms are considered to be a conducive environment for students to
learn a language as they enable students to be fully immersed in the language (Vermes, 2010).
This leaves little or no space for own language use which is often painted as the villain due to the
fear of it causing interference in students’ language learning as well as minimizing the amount
of L2 input in the classroom (Cook, 2010). Since the Reform Movement (Cook, 2010), language
teaching has focused on the direct method where own language and first language (L1) use is
largely prohibited. Following this trend, own language and translation use in the classroom has

been neglected without empirical evidence of its unreliability.

However, recent literature revealed that own language use and translation can be helpful
to a student's second language development. This includes the ability to promote the acquisition
of English and bi-literacy development (Manyak, 2004; Cummins, 2007), as well as a positive
impact on elementary level students’ recall and retention when acquiring vocabulary

(Ramachandran & Rahim, 2004). Despite these positive outcomes, Butzkamm (2011) argued

4 This dissertation does not differentiate between second and foreign language learning.
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that teachers and students” own negative attitudes are preventing own language from being
utilized in the classroom, especially at the advanced levels. Furthermore, in the context of
Japanese language education, the direct method is heavily favored and is the most widely used
teaching method in Japanese language schools (Sawada, 1990; Sasaguri, 2017; Takamizawa,

2004).

Due to this influence, Japanese language schools in Malaysia also practice the direct method
as their principal teaching method, particularly the Japanese language preparatory courses for
students who will pursue their tertiary education in Japan. Rivers (2018) stated that the direct
method is most successful when used in an environment where students are able to hear and
practice the language outside the classroom. In the case of Malaysia where Japanese language is
considered a foreign language, this is almost impossible, and students can only rely on classroom
input to practice. In pursuit of the localization of Japanese language in Malaysia, own language
should be recognized and utilized in Japanese language schools to support students’ language
learning. Although the direct method has been established as the general teaching method in the
preparatory courses, it is common to observe local non-native teachers resorting to the use of
own language and translation in the classroom in order to accommodate students’ needs. In the
case of native Japanese teachers, research conducted by Arashi (2018) and Tanimori (2016)
showed that students generally have no problems using English as an intermediate language
when learning the Japanese language. Thus, they suggested that native Japanese teachers can

still opt to use English in situations where they want to explain difficult words and ideas in further
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detail to students, even though they do not know the students’ own language. Nevertheless, as
illustrated by literature, teachers who use own language and translation often use it as a last resort,
and usually do so in an improvised manner (B. Turnbull, 2018). This can be especially
challenging for novice teachers with less experience as lack of proper guidance can lead to the
overuse of own language and translation (Macaro, 2001). Furthermore, the extent to which own
language and translation use supports students’ grammar comprehension in the JSL context is
still unclear. Likewise, research on which grammatical words are better understood by students

when explained using own language and translation is still limited.

1.3 Aim and Obijective of Study

Vast support towards the direct method has made me rethink of my own experience in learning
languages, particularly when learning the Japanese language. My school had also adopted a strict
ban on own language use and translation, making it difficult for me to understand what was being
taught in the classroom. However, | was surprised to find out that not all my classmates had this
problem, and they easily excelled in the language program. I had to work much harder and was
often left behind in class regardless of the amount of studying | had done. | wondered why
teachers refused to use our own language to explain challenging grammatical words and was
interested to know if it would have affected my language learning. This curiosity became the

starting point of my interest in this study.
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The aim of this study is to investigate the effects of own language use on the grammar
comprehension of ethnic Malay learners of the Japanese language. Though many studies have
been conducted in the areas of own language use particularly in the context of ESL, as
aforementioned the study of own language use in the context of JSL in Malaysia is still

inadequate. This study has two principal aims:

I. To contribute to the debate on own language use and translation in second and
foreign language classrooms by providing empirical evidence of the effect of own

language use on student grammar comprehension.

il. To contribute an own language and translation inclusive teaching framework by
identifying which grammatical concepts are more effectively explained through

own language compared to target language-only explanations.

The research questions that this study aims to address are:

. Is students’” grammar comprehension better facilitated by a teacher’s use of own

language or by providing target language-only information?

. What are students’ attitudes towards own language use?

Il Does exposure to own language use in the classroom improve students’ attitudes

towards it?
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1.4 Significance of Study

The findings of this study will have benefits for the society, considering that language plays an
important role in the world of globalization today. The greater demand for multilingual graduates,
specifically with fluency in the Japanese language, justifies the need for more effective and
localized teaching approaches. More specifically, this study will contribute to the knowledge,
theory and practice on the relationship between own language use and its effects on JSL students’
grammar comprehension. First, a concrete and thorough guideline on how to effectively utilize
own language in second and foreign language classrooms is needed for language teaching,
teacher education, and policymaking. Thus, the results derived from this study can provide a
proper outline for teachers both local and native on how to approach own language use and
translation to help enhance students’ language learning without worrying about the possibility of
overuse. Furthermore, the results from this study can address the gap of identifying which
grammatical words are better understood by students when they are explained using own
language (Tian & Macaro, 2012). As pointed out by Carreres (2006), there is a need to gain
further insight into the effectiveness of own language use that is relative to other language

learning activities (p.18).

Secondly, there is a shortage of research into the actual effects of own language use on
ethnic Malay students’ grammar comprehension in Malaysia. Most studies have investigated
own language use within different EFL contexts, the functions of own language use, and students’

preferences towards own language use. However, to date, very few research has been carried out
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to investigate the actual effects of own language use on students’ grammar comprehension in the
JSL context. Empirical research in this area is important to ensure that the possible benefits of

own language use is genuinely supported by research and evidence.

Thirdly, this study investigated students’ attitudes towards own language use. Although
there have been studies on students’ attitudes and preferences (Yen, 2004; Nazary, 2008; Bartlett,
2017), studies focusing on HOW own language use can affect students’ attitudes are still few and
far in between, in particular studies that compare students’ attitudes before and after using and
receiving instruction in their own language with the attitudes of students who use and receive
target language-only instruction in the classroom. A positive view towards own language use is
vital to ensure that teachers and students can utilize it within the classroom without guilt (Ford,
2009) in order to actively participate in the language learning process (Thang & Ting etal, 2011).
Thus, this study believes that by showing students how own language use can support their
grammar comprehension, their attitudes towards own language use will simultaneously improve.
Additionally, students can overcome their negative thoughts on past taboos that own language

use has often been associated with.

Finally, this research can contribute to the efforts of localizing Japanese language
education in Malaysia. Since Malaysia is facing a shortage of Japanese language teachers, it is
important to empower the local teachers (Kimura, 2016) by providing them with the proper

manual and guidelines to confidently use their own language as a consideration to Malaysian
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students’ multilingual background. It is anticipated that the results of this study will contribute to
the said guidelines, reduce local teachers’ dependency on native Japanese language teachers, and
aid towards the establishment of a curriculum that is distinctive and specific for Malaysian

students.

1.5 Definitions of Key Terms

Direct Method

This paper uses Cook’s (2010) definition of the direct method which is “any and all teaching
which excludes the use of the student's (first) or own language from the classroom, whether for
translation or for explanation and commentary. . . . including major approaches such as graded
structures, situational teaching, audiolingualism, communicative language teaching, task-based

instruction, lexical syllabuses, and so forth.” (p. 7)

Own Language
This dissertation adopts the term ‘own-language’ as opposed to the conventional “first language
(L1)’ or ‘mother tongue’ to refer to the language spoken by students other than the target

language (L2) in the language classroom. As pointed out by Hall & Cook (2014),

“In many language classrooms, the most common shared language of the learners is

not the first or native language of all students (e.g. although German is the language used
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in German secondary schools and therefore the language likely to be used to assist the
teaching of English, it is not the first language of all the pupils in those schools who may,

for example, be recent arrivals from Turkey or Poland)” (p.7).

This is similarly applicable to Malaysia where students come from multiracial backgrounds and
thus, the use of the terms “‘mother tongue’, ‘native language’ or ‘first language’ will be inaccurate.
Students in Malaysia are more likely to use Malay and English interchangeably. This further

supports the decision to use the term ‘own language’ in this study.

Target Language

In the field of language acquisition, the most common term used to refer to a language being
learned is ‘second language’ or more generally referred to as the ‘L2’ (Cook, 2010). Considering
that the background context of this study is Malaysia where students are multilingual and
generally learn English as their L2, using the term ‘L2 to refer to the learning of a third language,
in this case, Japanese, will be unsatisfactory. Therefore, the neutral term ‘target language’ will be

utilized in this dissertation.

Target Language (TL) User
In his paper, Cook (2012) used the term ‘L2 user’ to refer to “people who know and use a second

language at any level” (p. 3). The use of the term ‘L2 user’ is preferred compared to the term ‘L2
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learner’ because the latter implies that people are continuously learning without ever mastering
the language. Considering that the majority of people who have learned a target language do not
reach native-like competence (Cook, 1992), using the term ‘L2 user’ recognizes the person’s
ability to use the target language regardless of their level of proficiency. Doing so thus elevates
L2 users’ status rather than leaving them to remain as second-class learners incessantly (Cook &
Wei, 2016).

This dissertation adopts the same concept; however, instead of ‘L2 user’, this dissertation
uses the term ‘target language (TL) user’. This term is used as an alternative to maintain
coherence in this dissertation which, as illustrated above, has selected to use the term ‘target

language’ in substitute of ‘second language (L2)’.

Code-switching and OL Use

Poplack (2001) defined code-switching as “the mixing, by bilinguals (or multilinguals), of two
or more language in discourse, often with no change of interlocutor or topic.” (p. 2062). In
Malaysia, code-switching is considered to be one of the features of spoken communication due
to the multilingual background of the country (Hei, 2002). As aforementioned, ethnic Malay
students in Malaysia regularly codeswitch between Malay and English without exclusively using
only one language (either Malay or English) when speaking. This results in a unique mix of

language referred to as Manglish in Malaysia (Kadir, Maros, & Hamid, 2012). Therefore, in
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order to accommodate this unique language feature, in this dissertation, the term ‘own language
(OL) use’ is used more generally to refer not only to the use of either Malay or English, but also

to the codeswitching phenomenon and the use of Manglish in the classroom.

Grammatical Words

This dissertation uses “grammatical words”, a translation of *“3¢{% 5% to refer to the grammar
items and topics that are learned throughout the study. The grammatical words in this dissertation
focuses on complex sentences (#32) which have multiple predicates (iv3%). Specifically, on the
adverbial clause (g1IFf7) type of complex sentences where it modifies a predicate to express the

cause, reason, purpose or condition®.

Attitudes
This dissertation adopts Gardner’s (1985) definition of the term attitudes which is “an evaluative
reaction of some referent or attitude object, inferred on the basis of the individual’s beliefs or

opinions about the referent” (pp.54-55).

5 Retrieved from the National Institute for Japanese Language and Linguistics (NINJAL) 2001
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1.6 Summary of Chapters
This dissertation is divided into seven chapters including the present introductory chapter

(Chapter 1).

Chapter 2 presents an overview of relevant literature on own language use and covers
several theoretical frameworks that are relevant to the research questions. First, the theoretical
frameworks are discussed from the perspectives of Multicompetence Theory and Macaro’s
(2001) positions regarding L1 use in the classroom. Also included is an in-depth look into the
own language and target language debate in both the ESL and JSL contexts. Empirical studies
which have investigated own language use as well as research on students’ attitudes towards own
language will also be presented. Chapter 3 discusses the pilot study conducted prior to refine the
instruments that will be used in the main study. Chapter 4 presents the methodology used in the
study in terms of the research design, participants and sample, research instruments, data

collection, and data analysis.

Chapter 5 and 6 illustrate the findings of the study. In order to answer the guiding
research questions, the findings will be reported in three major sections. Chapter 5 will present
the first and second sections which deal with the overall effects of own language use on students’
grammar achievement and comprehension. These sections are further examined with an analysis
of individual lesson questionnaires to determine students’ level of comprehension and identify

which grammatical words are better understood when own language is used to explained them.
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Chapter 6 will look into students’ attitudes towards own language use by specifically comparing
the attitudes of students before and after the study, as well as comparing the attitudes between
students in an own language-inclusive classroom and students in a target language-only

classroom.

Chapter 7 summarizes the study with a discussion of the findings, the study’s limitations,
recommendations for Japanese language teachers, and implications for future research and

practice, followed by the conclusion.

21



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter reviews literature related to own language (OL) use in target language learning. This
particular study was undergirded by two theoretical frameworks, namely the Multicompetence
Theory and the theoretical positions of OL use in the target language (TL) classroom. The first
section of this chapter will first discuss the two theoretical frameworks. The second section will
summarize the history of the OL and TL debate in the ESL context, followed by the JSL context.
The third section presents literature on principled use of own language. Finally, the fourth section

will present literature on students’ attitudes.

2.1 Theoretical Framework

2.1.1 Multicompetence Theory

The first theory that | utilized is the multicompetence theory. The multicompetence theory was
first coined by Cook in 1991 as “the compound state of a mind with two grammars” (p. 112).
This definition was later modified to “the overall system of a mind or a community that uses
more than one language” (Cook & Wei, 2016) to clarify certain aspects that were missing in the
original definition while retaining the same overall concept. The theory is a direct opposite of
monocompetence which demonstrates the state of the mind with only one grammar (Cook, 1992).
Multicompetence posits that the minds of people who know two languages or more are different

from those of people who only know one (Figure 1). The difference is illustrated in how
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multicompetent speakers think about languages differently compared to monolinguals (Magiste,
1979; Watson, 1991), have different knowledge of the TL (Coppetiers, 1987) and use different
cognitive processes than monolinguals (Feldman & Shen; 1971; Landry, 1974). Furthermore,
instead of having two distinct language systems between the OL and the TL, multicompetence
suggests a merged language system of both OL and TL (Cook, 1992). Among the evidence that
support this includes the argument that OL and TL share the same mental lexicon (Caramazza
& Brones, 1979; Grosjean, 1990), TL processing cannot be cut off from OL (Blair & Harris,
1981; Altenberg & Cairns, 1983), TL proficiency is related to a learner’s OL proficiency (Skehan,
1988; Cummins, 1991), and the phenomenon of codeswitching (Poplack, 1980; Sridhar &

Sridhar, 1980).

Figure 1: Cook’s Model of Multicompetence
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Source: Cook (1991). Retrieved from http:/Aww.viviancook.uk/\Writings/Papers/BilCog& Teaching.htm
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The theory of multicompetence is vital because “it provides a different perspective from
which to look at target language learning” (Cook, 1992, p. 577). In the second language
pedagogy, language teachers and programs often aim for their students to achieve native-like
competence. This is depicted in the syllabus and teaching methods where the knowledge and
behavior of native speakers are extracted in hopes of replicating them. However, achieving such
native-like competence is a rarity in the case of TL learners. Learners who do reach native-like
competence only make up a small minority of students who have learned a TL (Cook, 1992).
This results in the negative assumption that most learners who learn a TL ultimately fail due to
their inability to reach native-like competence. Viewing TL learners from the multicompetence
stance acknowledges the learners as a success in their own right for going beyond the

monolingual stage instead of treating them as a deficient monolingual (Cook & Wei, 2016).

Cook (1992) referred to an example of codeswitching in Malaysia that supports the
notion of multicompetence in TL learners. Codeswitching in Malaysia is often observed due to
the multilingual background of the country and is considered one of the features of spoken
communication (Hei, 2002). This indicates that Malaysians are a multicompetent society.
According to Cook (1992), “a syllabus that does not take the particular nature of L2 users into
account will be inadequate.” (p. 583). Thus, direct method approaches which are developed
based on native speakers and monolinguals are considered ineffective because it does not take

into account the particular nature of Malaysian speakers’ multilingual environment.
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2.1.2 The Theoretical Positions of OL in the TL Classroom

The second theory that I utilized is based on Macaro’s (2001) theoretical positions of OL use in
the TL classroom. Macaro (2001) identified three positions to explain the role and function of
OL in the TL classroom. The three positions are the virtual position, maximal position, and

optimal position. These three positions are explained below.

The virtual position supports the total exclusion of OL use in the TL classroom because
the OL is assumed to have no communicative or pedagogical value. The classroom is treated as
the target country; thus, the students envision a virtual reality where the OL cannot be used. The
virtual position is the most common stance that monolingual approaches such as the direct
method take to advocate the maximizing of TL use in the classroom. This stance stems from the
Comprehensible Input Hypothesis (CIH) proposed by Krashen (1981). The CIH proposes that
learners “with more exposure to a second language tend to show more proficiency init” (Krashen,
1982, p. 411), thus supporting the idea that teaching methods which supply more comprehensible

input are more effective than others (Krashen, 1982).

The maximal position is the defective version of the virtual position. This position
considers the importance of maximizing the TL in the classroom; however, it concedes that this
is difficult because perfect learning conditions do not exist. Therefore, while maximizing the TL
remains the priority, OL use is allowed but only as a last resort and is considered to have no

pedagogical value (Macaro, 2001). Furthermore, the benefits of OL use are disregarded and its
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use is associated with feelings of guilt (Macaro, 2001). The guilt that teachers feel is due to the
assumed failure of not being able to maximize TL use and instead, minimizing it by using OL.
However, as reported by Macaro (2001), there are no theoretical foundations for the maximal
position because it is impossible to test a teacher using 100% of the TL. Furthermore, there is no
means of determining the difference in language acquisition of students between a teacher that
maintains 100% of TL use and a teacher who included 5% of OL use in the classroom (Macaro,

2001).

The optimal position is defined by Macaro (2009) as “where codeswitching in broadly
communicative classrooms can enhance second language acquisition and/or proficiency better
than second language exclusivity” (p. 38). Otherwise speaking, the optimal position considers
that there is pedagogical value in OL use and that it can enhance some aspects of language
learning (Macaro, 2001). This position is in line with Cook’s (1991) multicompetence theory as
it offers a different and more positive perspective on how OL is used in the second language
classroom. Research supporting OL use and its ability to facilitate language learning will be

further explored in Section 2.2 of this chapter.

Of the three positions presented, the optimal position appears to be the most suitable
stance for the Malaysian context. Presently, the maximal position is most practiced by local
teachers in the JSL context. However, since teachers and students share the same OL and are

already using it albeit with a negative conscience, it is more reasonable that they utilize OL with
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proper guidance and recognize it as a valuable tool in students’ language learning such as that

proposed by the optimal position.

2.1.3 Significance of Identifying TL Users as Learners in their Own Right

According to the multicompetence theory and the optimal position, recognizing OL as a valuable
tool is important to facilitate students’ language learning. From both perspectives, it can be
concluded that the OL is part of the user’s TL which cannot be separated because they are
interlinked as part of the same system. Therefore, to suppress the OL from the TL is not only
futile (Freeborn & Gondree, 2016) but can also cause more harm than good. Instead of avoiding
the inevitable, teachers and students need to embrace the OL by utilizing it in the classroom
where necessary. However, this is not as simple as it sounds considering the thick taboo
surrounding OL use. As a multicompetent society, the OL is an integral part of Malaysian
students’ identity and investigating its effects and roles can be a powerful contributor to language

learning; thus, the phenomenon is worth studying.

2.2 Major Literature

2.2.1 History of the OL and TL Debate
The direct method can be traced back to the year 1882 following the publication of Wilhelm

Viétor's Der Sprachunterricht mu umkehren which found translation to be problematic and
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hence gave start to the Reform Movement (Siefart, 2013). The direct method is intended to
replicate how children naturally acquire their first language (L1) (G. Cook, 2001; Butzkamm,

2011). V. Cook (2010) defined the direct method as follows:

“Any and all teaching which excludes the use of the student's (first) or own language
from the classroom, whether for translation or for explanation and commentary. . . .
including major approaches such as graded structures, situational teaching,
audiolingualism, communicative language teaching, task-based instruction, lexical

syllabuses, and so forth.” (p. 7)

The method aims to develop the ability to think in the target language, including when conversing,
reading or writing without interference from other languages (Rivers, 2018). Rivers explained
that this inductive teaching method depends on students forming their own generalizations
regarding grammatical structure by reflecting on example sentences and previously learned items.
A key principle in the method is the exclusion of all kinds of other language use in the classroom.
The banning of students’ own language is justified by stating that it will provide the wrong
stimulus to the student as it allows them to think in other languages rather than the target language
(Vermes, 2010). This will then result in the wrong form of foreign language behavior and

negative transfers, or ‘mother tongue interference’ (Camilleri, 2004).
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Although the core principle behind the direct method is to emulate how children learn
their first language, Cook (2001) explained that this is not comparable to how students learn the
target language. This is because target language learners are expected to have a more developed
skillset. Butzkamm (2011) shared this sentiment by stating that children also have more time and
input for their OL acquisition compared to the time that target language learners have to learn in

the classroom. This enables them to grasp more than what target language learners are able of.

Rivers (2018) stated that due to the inductive nature of the method, students who do not
possess well-developed powers of induction can get left behind and discouraged when learning
the TL. Furthermore, Mizutani (1986) mentioned that students will have more difficulty asking
questions in the classroom when only TL is used. Considering this and the nature of mechanical
drills, it is questionable if students can comprehend what is being taught in the classroom. This
is supported by Wong and Van Patten (2003), who stated that drills mainly focus on learner
production and not learner comprehension. During a drill, a student is expected to correctly
produce a form or structure rather than understand the meaning. While mechanical drills can be
considered to be a form of input, it is not meaningful in terms of language acquisition (Wong &

Van Patten, 2003).

To compensate for the lack of meaning and ambiguity mentioned above, the Improved
Direct Method was introduced (Rivers, 2018). The Improved Direct Method attempts to provide

additional comprehension to students by providing them with textbooks or vocabulary lists along
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with translations. However, the classroom overall still maintains the inductive approach
wherever possible (Rivers, 2018). This method still retains the exclusion of the OL and shared
language by teacher and students (Yamamoto, 2013). Although this approach seems to answer
the problems faced by the direct method, it is disputed whether this modification can help
students achieve meaningful learning. Yamamoto (2013) argued that knowing the translations
of words or phrases is not necessarily the same as student comprehension. Even if students know
the meaning, it is doubtful if they will be able to correctly apply it in the target language due to

differences in lexical forms and syntax.

A more prominent version which followed shortly after the direct method is the
Audiolingual Method. It however focuses more on habit formation in belief that learning a
language is in essence learning a set of habits (Cook, 2008). According to Rivers (2018), the
method is similar to the Improved Direct Method where some translations of dialogues are
provided in textbooks of the audiolingual method but in the form of idioms and not word-for-
word translations. However, the use of OL is still generally rejected due to the idea that its use

can lead to the formation of ‘bad habits’ and result in negative interference (Yavuz, 2012).

Language teaching methods with different levels of tolerance towards OL use slowly
emerged starting from the 1960s onwards (Hall, 2017). Compared to the previous methods, these
methods were labeled as ‘humanistic approaches’ because it “embodies a set of progressive

educational values and beliefs about learners, learning and the purpose of education more
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generally” (Hall, 2017, p. 90). The humanistic approach mainly consists of the Silent Way which
permits OL use to give instructions; Suggestopedia where OL is used to explain dialogue; and
Community Language Learning where OL is used to provide a sense of security to students

(Yavuz, 2012, p. 4340).

Alongside the emergence of humanistic approaches, the shift from structural syllabus to
communicative competence had resulted in the Communicative Approach (CA) where focus is
on the pragmatics of communication (Cook, 2010, p. 26). Although the move towards meaning-
focused approaches appear to be a step forward from the rigid and artificial language learning
style of the direct method, in reality it reduced the number of allowed activities in the language
classroom, thus further outlawing OL use (Cook, 2010, p. 28). Contrary to what these methods
and approaches advocate which is to focus on the learner, as summarized in Table 2, none

appeared to have any recognition for the learner’s own language (Cook, 2010).

Table 2: List of Teaching Methodologies and their OL Use Principles

Method OL Inclusivity

Direct Method OL use is prohibited.

o OL use is prohibited; however, textbooks may have
Audiolingual Method o ) ) ]
idiomatic translations of dialogues.

Suggestopedia OL use is restricted to explaining dialogue.

Total Physical Response OL use is prohibited.
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The Silent Way OL use is restricted to giving instructions.
Community Language Learning OL use is permitted for students’ sense of security.

Communicative Approach OL use is only permitted for reasonable use.

One of the reasons why OL use is often disregarded in language teaching is because its
critics associate it with the Grammar Translation Method (GTM) and its shortcomings (Cook,
2010; Chang, 2011). Although Cook (2010) stated that the neglect of OL use cannot be solely
pinned on academic criticisms of the GTM during the Reform Movement, the criticisms remain

stuck and OL use as well as translation still suffer from disapproval. According to Cook (2010):

“But in the language-teaching literature and education, the extension of the critique of
Grammar Translation to cover all uses of translation became deeply entrenched. The
notions that monolingual instruction is better and more natural than bilingual instruction,
that inductive learning is better than deductive learning, and that the adult learner should
follow the path of the native-speaker infant, run through the communicative language
teaching revolution of the 1970s, and continue in many of the supposedly cutting-edge

movements of the 2000s" (p. 18).

Carreres (2006) listed several reasons why OL use has been rejected - its focus on mainly only

two language skills (reading and writing) makes it unsuitable in a communicative methodology,
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it has no real-world application, it is not suitable for the average learner but may be better for
literary-oriented learners, and it creates dependence on L1 and causes interference. Similarly,
Malmkjaer (2010) also raised the argument of interference as students will be encouraged to keep
their L1 in mind instead of thinking in the TL. The issue of equivalence where students think that
there is a possible word-to-word correspondence between languages is also among the reasons
stated by Newson (1998) and Malmkjaer (2010) on why OL use is not preferred in language
teaching.

Despite the arguments against OL use, empirical studies on a wide range of contexts and
languages have concluded with positive effects on various aspects of language learners. This
includes the use of the OL to explain vocabulary, providing accurate meanings of words, and

maintaining control in the classroom as depicted in the following studies.

Storch and Wigglesworth (2003) investigated if students would use their OL as a
mediating tool and the possible cognitive functions it would serve in the ESL context. 24
university students were divided into 12 pairs where 6 shared the same OL and the other 6 had
different OLs. Results from this study revealed that the students found the OL to be useful in
meaning-focused activities as it provided them with definitions of words more directly and
successfully. However, the study only focused on the functions of OL use in the classroom and
did not provide insight into the probability of it being more useful when compared to a TL-only

context.
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In the same vein, Littlewood and Yu (2011) reported after interviewing 50 second-year
tertiary classroom students from Hong Kong and mainland China that the most common
purposes a teacher resorts to OL use in the classroom fall into three categories, which are 1) to
establish constructive social relationships, 2) to communicate complex meanings to ensure
understanding and/or save time, and 3) to maintain control over the classroom environment. This
is similar to the five functions of the OL in the classroom as reported by Mattioli (2004). Both
studies have been specified to either English as a Foreign Language (EFL) or English as a Second
Language (ESL) situations; therefore, whether the same functions can apply to JSL learners is
yet to be known. Considering how each language is unique with its own nuances, one can assume
that a different function for the OL might be present when it comes to a different language, in

this case, Japanese.

A study conducted by Tian and Macaro (2012) investigated the effects of code-switching
on 80 first-year university students in an OL condition and a TL-only condition. The results from
the study present initial evidence that teachers who code-switch into the OL may produce better
results compared to teachers who provide TL-only information. However, the beneficial effects
of the study were not major enough to imply that teachers should switch to the OL to provide the

meanings of unknown words.

Another common positive effect that has been frequently echoed is the role of own

language to explain grammar in the second language classroom.
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Carreres (2006) conducted a questionnaire on second- and third-year modern language
degree students at the University of Cambridge to find out their perceptions about using
translation as a language learning activity. The results revealed that 96% of the students agreed
that translation into English (their OL) when learning grammar would help them improve in that
area. Besides, 93% of the students agreed that translation into English supported their learning of
vocabulary. However, 56% of the students believed that they could make faster progress through
other methods besides translation, showing a divide between students who believed in its
effectiveness and students who did not. This portrays the negative assumptions that still linger
around OL use even though it has been proven to be beneficial to an extent to students' language

learning.

Hidayati (2012) examined the role of OL in teaching receptive skills and grammar on
100 Indonesian English Foreign Language polytechnic students. Both quantitative and
qualitative methods were utilized to determine if OL (Bahasa Indonesia) use contributes to
classroom interaction and to also verify its benefits in the classroom. Results from this study
found that 59% of students want teachers to use OL to explain grammar points. Furthermore, the
benefits of OL use in the classroom beginning with the highest frequency were concluded as: (1)
to explain grammar, (2) to explain difficult vocabulary items, (3) to check students’
comprehension, (4) to create a relaxed learning environment, (5) to give suggestions, and (6) to

give complex instructions (p. 30). However, this study also reported an overuse of the OL by
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teachers, particularly when giving instructions to students, hence illustrating the need for a more

principled approach to OL use in the classroom.

Bruen and Kelly (2014) investigated the attitudes and behaviors of teachers and students
towards OL use in a university setting. Qualitative interviews were conducted with six native and
non-native Japanese language teachers and six native and non-native German language teachers.
Results from the Japanese and German student responses found that the most common use of
the OL is in the explanation of complex grammatical structures and rules. Also, the results
revealed that OL use is fairly effective for vocabulary acquisition, a better understanding of
language concept, and increased awareness and understanding of cultural gaps (p. 15). Although
the teachers and students reported positive attitudes towards OL use, a majority of the teachers
stressed that it is important not to overuse it in the classroom in fear that it would affect the
students when they go abroad for their study programs. This illustrates the importance of having

a guideline which teachers can refer to in order to abstain from said overuse.

These past studies suggest that there is a strong link between OL use and the teaching of
grammar. These empirical studies illustrate the various positive effects that OL has on students’
language learning. Most importantly, the literature shows that the negative connotations and
assumptions made about OL use are not supported by research. The debate regarding this issue

has yet to be concluded; however, with more emerging studies supporting OL use, the focus is
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now on developing OL-inclusive teaching frameworks and identifying words and terms that are

more successfully conveyed through OL use.

Nevertheless, this positive shift in the debate towards OL use is mainly observed in the
ESL context. Research in other language contexts are few and far in between, and in the JSL
context, most teaching approaches and policies are observed to remain adamant to the direct

method. The reasoning behind this occurrence will be explored in the following section.

2.2.2 The Direct Method in Japanese Language Education

Sawada (1990) stated that the direct method used in Japan was heavily influenced by Palmer in
the year 1922 and Fries from the year 1950 in the context of English for second language teaching.
The direct method was seen as an answer to the problems faced by the Grammar-Translation
Method (GTM) which at the time was considered to be the conventional way of learning foreign
languages. Fries proposed three stages to the method which are as follows: firstly, the acquisition
of the language’s sound system; secondly, the acquisition of the language grammatical structure;
and thirdly, automaticity. In short, oral exercises were constantly practiced to lead to the
acquisition of the grammatical structure and finally automated responses similar to students’ first

language.

According to Takamizawa (2004), the direct method gained overwhelming support for

Japanese language education beginning from the year 1950. This was largely influenced by the
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Naganuma teaching style which was originally used to teach the Japanese language to US
military officers (Sawada, 1990). The teaching style mainly follows the rules and beliefs of the
direct method. Due to its popularity, it eventually became the mainstream teaching method in
Japanese language education. This resulted in multiple variations of the direct method. Asano
(1972) proposed a method called the question-response method which was derived from the
Berlitz method. It is a method of learning pronunciation and sentence patterns by having students
listen to Japanese native speakers frequently and answering in accordance with the model stated
by the teacher. According to Asano (1972), the question-response method can be used regardless
of the teaching material. This is because the main point is to arrange, develop, and promote
previously learned words and sentence patterns from the most basic to complex levels. For
instance, the teacher can begin with actual materials in everyday life, then proceed to the outside
world, or from concrete to abstract things, and then from reality to conceptual combinations.

Without this sequence, it will be difficult to achieve an effective outcome (Asano, 1972).

Another variation of the method was proposed by Jorden and Chaplin (1962) and Kamei
(1987) which emphasizes on drills to promote automaticity. It practices a strict 'no textbook open'
rule during the drilling exercise. Kamei (1987) explained that having the textbook open does not
help improve speaking skills or help foster Japanese language skills in students. Jorden &
Chaplin (1962) introduced five basic types of drills which consist of substitution drills, grammar
drills, response drills, level drills, and expansion drills, all of which have different purposes but a

shared objective of developing fluency and automaticity.

38



While it is argued that the direct method in Japanese language education relies heavily
on automaticity and lacks in understanding, the opposite can also be said for the GTM where
students can read and comprehend the language yet are unable to speak and use it. Thus, this
method focuses on the applicability of the language rather than the understanding of it. Nagaho
(1987) gives an analogy of how using OL in the classroom is equivalent to a student learning
how to swim with the help of a float or beach board, while the direct method is swimming by
themselves without such help. Furthermore, students using the direct method will be able to
continue with language studies on their own after the end of a course; the same however cannot

be said for students who use their OL.

Despite efforts to introduce the communicative approach (CA) in 1980, CA did not
manage to have a significant impact on Japanese language education, especially at the beginner
levels (Nishiguchi, 2017). The beginner level for Japanese language education is mainly a
structure-based approach that relies on the accumulation of sentence patterns and grammatical
words (Nishiguchi, 2017). Benati (2009) concluded that grammar teaching in Japanese language
education is still traditional, consisting of paradigmatic explanations that are followed by pattern
practice and substitution drills. These drills, however, have been disputed by Wong and Van
Patten (2003) to be ineffective because its main focus is only on learner production and not
learner comprehension. Moreover, Hall (2017) stated that constant repetition and drilling can be

demotivating for students.

39



Nishiguchi (2017) reported that there is still a form of eclecticism in Japanese language
education which incorporates some form of the audiolingual method and CA. However, it retains
the principle of the direct method of not allowing translation or own language use. Sawada (1990)
stated that this is because classrooms tend to be multinational. Because most students come from
different countries and do not have a shared language, it leaves teachers with no other option than
to only use the TL in the classroom (Yamamoto, 2013). However, he also stated that in most
classrooms where students do have a shared language, translation and OL will be used.
Nevertheless, Takamizawa (2003) disagreed and explained that due to the overwhelming
influence and support of the direct method and its no-translation policy, most Japanese language
classrooms do not encourage the practice of OL use and banned it even in circumstances when
the students have a shared language. This view is also supported by observations of Japanese

language classrooms by Tanimori (2016) and Sasaguri (2017).

Adding to the debate, Nishiguchi (2017) argued that the overwhelming increase of not
only Japanese language teachers but also their diversity in the past decade calls for more specific
textbooks and manuals for teaching. However, teachers were not provided with the necessary
instruction manuals, textbooks, and teaching materials. Arashi (2018) believed that this may the
basis for why the Japanese language teaching methodology remains adhered to methods and

approaches prior to CA.
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OL and translation use in Japanese language learning have also been criticized and
frequently avoided. Mizutani (1986) highlighted that students are prone to face problems in
Japanese-only classrooms as it is difficult for them to ask questions in class. This may lead to
students remaining in the state of not understanding what is taught and are unable to express it

due to the fast drills and rapid nature of these types of classes that force them to proceed forward.

Tanimori (2016) also argued that using OL to translate specific grammatical words can
be more effective and less time-consuming than relying solely on the target language. He further
elaborated that OL can be used to improve JSL students’ grammar comprehension especially
when using it to explain time-related expressions, extended predicates, negotiation particles,
assumption expressions, and manner forms. However, due to its association with GTM and the
taboo surrounding its use, students' and teachers' attitudes are still conflicted about whether OL

should be used in language classrooms.

It can be concluded that the direct method even with modifications might not be enough
to lead to meaningful language learning. Why and how it continues to be favored in the Japanese
language education setting remains questionable. Furthermore, the ban on OL use may only lead
to more problems in both implementation and unanticipated outcomes (Freeborn & Gondree,
2016: 89). Instead, what is needed is the establishment of a principled guideline for OL use.
Managing the use of OL in the classroom can be especially difficult for novice teachers with less

experience (Macaro, 2001) and can also be difficult for veteran teachers who might have become
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comfortable with teaching the target language using the OL. A principled use of OL needs to be
introduced to refrain from these two scenarios. Without careful consideration of OL
implementation in the classroom, there is a risk of refusing complete OL use as suggested by the

direct method.

2.3 Principled Inclusion of Students’ Own Language

Freeborn and Gondree (2016) argued that careful and selective use of students’ OL or translation
in the classroom can be suitable for language teaching. In the same vein, Vienne (1998) as cited
in Malmkjaer (1998) believed that OL use will not be detrimental to students’ language learning
as long as it is well planned and purposefully applied in the classroom. Okumura (2002) agreed
and explained that in the context of Japanese language education, teachers need to be proficient

in the students’ OL in order to provide accurate explanations to avoid misunderstanding.

2.3.1 The Functional-Translation Method

The functional-translation method is among the earliest methods proposed by Weschler (1997)
that included students’ OL to help “the student to understand and convey the meaning of ideas
most useful to them” (p. 98). The method focused on addressing the issues faced with the

traditional GTM. Weschler (1997) presented four features of the functional-translation method:
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1) the goal of the method, 2) the type of language being translated, 3) materials used to apply the

method, and 4) the classroom procedures.

The functional-translation method’s goal is to enable students to learn the target language
they want using OL when necessary. In contrast with the GTM which has a rigid type of language,
the functional-translation method focuses on the needs of the students and is thus more flexible
on the type of language learned. This means that the type of language can be academic, colloquial,
or even casual. The materials used are mainly task-based such as information gaps designed for
pair and small group work. This allows students to compare what they know in their OL and
what they want to express in the target language. Lastly, the procedures of the functional-
translation method are intended to be communicative and student-centered. Should these four
features be fulfilled, then OL use can be a valuable tool in mastering the target language. As
stated by Weschler, “Whether it is useful or detrimental depends entirely on the goal to which it
is applied, the type of language being translated, the materials used to apply the method, and the

procedures used in the classroom” (p. 104).

2.3.2 Sandwiching Technique
Butzkamm (2008) claimed that the principled use of OL will be able to help teachers to modulate
the classroom atmosphere that they wish to create. He suggested the technique of sandwiching

to minimize classroom disruption flow and confirm students' comprehension. The technique
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involves a three-step procedure where the teacher introduces a new word in the target language,
inserts a brief translation in the students' OL, and repeats it again in the target language. He
explained that this type of meaning-conveyance includes the pragmatic aspects of meaning and

therefore is different from word lists such as those used in the improved direct method.

2.3.3 Mirroring Technique

Butzkamm and Caldwell (2009) also proposed the bilingual or mirroring technique. The
technique is based on the principle of double comprehension where students must understand
what is meant and what is literally said. The technique also involves three main steps where first,
students are given an example in the target language as well as the meaning in the shared
language. Secondly, the teacher gives two more examples in the shared language and asks the
students to immediately translate it into the target language, and finally, students are asked to
make their own example sentences. For example, when learning the causative conjunction “~

72", the sequence illustrated in Figure 2 can be used.
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Figure 2: Example of Mirroring Technique for the Japanese Language

Step 1: Introduction of example sentence and its

meaning (double clarification).

e BED®, SHDOA XY MiEdIEL 9,

¢ Today’s event has been canceled because of the typhoon. (What
it means)

* Typhoon 7z % (because of) event has been canceled. (How it is
expressed)

Step 2: Give examples for students to translate into the

target language.

* The restaurant is closed because it ran out of soup.
* The train is late because of an accident.

Step 3: Students practice making their own sentences.

* Woke up late 7z % late for school

e Flu 72 % absent from work.

According to Butzkamm (2011), mirroring is an elegant and highly time-efficient way of
identifying the meaning of components and where they appear in foreign language sentences.
Moreover, he argued that it provides students with the clearest possible understanding of foreign

Ianguage sentence structures.
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2.3.4 Selective Words

While the two techniques mentioned above focus primarily on how OL can be used in TL
classrooms, another consideration of principled OL use can be in the form of which or what type
of words will be more effectively understood with the use of the OL (Tian & Macaro, 2011). In
the context of Japanese language education, Tanimori (2016) proposed several grammatical
words at the intermediate level that can be better understood by students who use English as their
OL. This includes extended predicates suchas  “#>i}” , assumption expressions such as “7¢
57, and relative clauses. He further expressed that it is possible to teach more precisely with
own language use. He gave an example where teachers can use the OL when explaining the
difference between the conjecture expression “% 572”7 and “& L\ . The two are often
confused with each other and assumed to have the same meaning due to its similarity when
explained in the Japanese language. However, when the OL is used, teachers will be able to
explainthattheword “X 5727 is used to represent the five senses in English when expressing
content that is inferred through information (e.g., it sounds like he is asleep, it smells like hair
burning, etc.), while “& Lv»” infers to the meaning of ‘itseems’ (e.g., it seems like it will
rain tomorrow). Thus, students will be able to differentiate between sentences suchas  “HAA
X, BWBSAB™FE L LW and  “EAEmARILLUVWE S T4 when the OL is used
for explanation. Tanimori also stated that some grammatical words can be difficult even for
native speakers, thus expecting students to inductively understand them without OL use can be

ineffective.
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Another example presented by Tanimori is using comparative analysis of the OL and
TL to explain time-related expressions. Tanimori identified that students commonly make the
mistake of equalizing the Japanese tense “~7="" and the English tense “came”, resulting in the
production of incorrect sentences such as *“ H AR~K7ZRIZ T A 7 Z B E L7 (p. 99). However,
through comparative analysis using the word “~f§”, students can identify “~7=" as an aspect and
not a tense. Although critics may argue that the cause of such incorrect sentences are due to OL
transfer itself, Ortega (2009) stated that such transfer is unavoidable in language acquisition and
is also present in children who are acquiring their first language. Thus, in this case it is clear that

OL use is not the sole part of problem but can be a valuable part of the solution instead.

2.3.5 Reverse Translation

Defending against critics who argued that students from different countries have no shared OL
with each other or the teacher, Kerr (2014) argued that the principled use of OL can still be
utilized in TL classrooms. Some examples are such as conducting grammar or vocabulary
revisions using reverse translation. Firstly, after learning new vocabulary or grammar, the teacher
asks students to take out a sheet of paper and prepare for sentence dictation. Next, the teacher
dictates the sentences in Japanese, but students must instead immediately translate them into their
own language and write them down. After the dictation of all the sentences is completed, the

students are then required to translate the sentences back into Japanese without consulting their
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textbooks. According to Kerr (2014: 75), such reverse translation allows students to notice

features of a language and draw attention to the cross-cultural nature of translation. This activity

Is suggested to be used as a follow up to any grammar or vocabulary learning.

A summary of the methods for principled own language use is illustrated in Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of Methods for Principled OL Use

Method

Functional Translation A combination of the Grammar Translation Method, the Direct

Technique

Sandwiching Technique

Mirroring Technique

Reverse Translation

Use of Selective Words

Method and the Communicative Approach that helps students
understand and convey the meaning of concepts that they want.

Usage of brief translations followed immediately by its equivalent
in the target language to minimize classroom interruptions.

Includes pragmatic aspects of meanings.

Use literal and idiomatic translation to provide double
comprehension where students can understand what is meant and

what is literally said.

Regardless of the students’ OL, they can translate into their OL then
back translate into the TL, enabling them to notice the different

features of the two languages.

Teachers identify specific grammatical words which can provide
students with better comprehension when their OL counterparts are

used.

48



In conclusion, the direct method’s principle of OL exclusion should be reconsidered as
it is unsupported by literature and research. It is only due to tradition and early influence
surrounding the method which has led to its stronghold on Japanese language education. In
contrast, past literature and research show that students’ OL and shared language use can be
beneficial to their language learning, especially when it is used purposefully. However, research
on its implementation in the classroom while progressing is still few and far between. Specific
guidelines for inexperienced teachers need to be developed if translation and students’ OL are to

be utilized at its full potential in language learning.

2.4 Attitudes of Students Towards Own Language Use

For the successful application of OL use in the classroom as proposed by literature, there is a
need for teachers and students to firstly have a positive view of it. This is because their attitudes
can determine the extent to which students continue to actively participate in the language
learning process (Thang & Ting et al, 2011). However, this is difficult considering the years of
stigma surrounding OL use and initial training that always encourages teachers to maximize the
TL. Negative attitudes towards the OL may result in less participation among students if they
believe that OL use in the classroom is not beneficial to their language learning. Thus,
investigating the attitudes of teachers and students is vital in revealing what they really feel about

their OL and if they do believe that its use can benefit their language learning and teaching.
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Studying their attitudes can also further reveal when and where students find OL use most useful

in the target language classroom.

Yen (2004) studied the attitudes of teachers and students towards OL use in Japanese
conversation classes in Taiwan. The results from this study revealed that the necessity of using
their OL gradually declined as the learning grade increases from beginner to intermediate and
advanced. The students were also reluctant to use their OL and tend to avoid it. In contrast, the

teachers, especially the non-natives appreciated the use of OL in the TL classroom.

Similarly, astudy by Liao (2006) explored students' beliefs about OL use on 351 students
enrolled in a college in Taiwan. Three different questionnaires and interviews were conducted.
The results reported that more proficient learners tend to report negative beliefs about OL use
and prefer less of its use compared to their less proficient peers. Considering that beginner
students will be more inclined towards OL use due to their low language competence, it is natural
to observe more adverse attitudes stemming from the advanced students who would prefer input
in the target language. However, most students did endorse the belief that OL use had a positive

effect on their English language learning.

Nazary (2008) examined the attitudes and perceptions of Iranian college students
towards OL use in ESL classrooms. A questionnaire regarding OL use was distributed to 85
participants of beginner, intermediate, and advanced ESL levels. The results of the research

revealed that the students seldom use their OL in the TL classroom. This is because they believe
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that the OL does not have any effective importance in their target language acquisition.
Specifically, 81% of advanced learners and 68% of intermediate learners answered that the
teacher should at least know their OL; however, when it comes to its use in the classroom, only
22%, 21%, and 16% from each respective level agreed to its use. While this study concluded an
overall view of the students’ attitudes towards their OL, it lacks specific conditions of how or

when the OL can be used in the classroom.

From his interviews with 10 English as A Foreign Language (EFL) teacher in Japan,
Ford (2009) found that a majority of the teachers preferred not to use OL in the TL classroom.
The teachers believed that by using OL, students will become complacent and lazy as they are
not required to listen or pay attention. Additionally, the few teachers that did agree to OL use in
the classroom only agreed so for specific situations which were mainly to either give assurance
to students, give instructions, or guide a specified given task. What needs to be questioned here
is the ultimate goal of the students and teachers in target language acquisition. Although to an
extent a full TL classroom can motivate students to work harder, there are instances where this

can backfire and result in the students to not want to try at all.

Bartlett (2017) concluded on his survey of 64 second-year Japanese University students
that the students had a clear preference for OL use in the EFL classroom. The students indicate
that OL use enabled them to understand and hear difficult language content as well as feel more

comfortable when asking questions or report concerns to their teachers. 100% of the students
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believed that OL use did not hinder their opportunities to comprehend or communicate in the TL.
However, due to strong beliefs in favor of the monolingual classroom, implementation is still

difficult to achieve.

Mixed perceptions can be observed from both students and teachers in universities
towards OL use in the second language classroom. However, studies conducted in the Malaysian

context have yielded slightly different results.

Research on OL use in Malaysia have dominantly been centered on code-switching,
which as aforementioned in Section 1.5 of Chapter 1, is the alternating use of two or more
languages in discourse (Poplack, 2001). Thus, this dissertation will consider code-switching as a

form of OL use to discuss the following studies that have been carried out.

Ariffin and Susanti Husin (2011) conducted a survey that showed mixed attitudes
towards OL use in a content-based classroom, particularly by students with higher proficiency in
the TL. Students with higher language competence held less favorable attitudes towards OL use
and believed that the TL (English) should be maximized in the classroom. However, this
becomes an issue for lower proficiency students as they will not even be able to comprehend

what is being taught, thus resulting in them having more positive views of OL use.

Nordin and Ali et al. (2013) conducted research on 45-second semester diploma students
in Malaysia and found that a majority of learners (82.2%) have positive attitudes towards OL use

in the English language classroom. Furthermore, 86.7% of the learners believed that their OL
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should be used when learning English. Despite the students’ constructive view towards the OL,
they also believed that it should only be used only for specific purposes such as giving feedback,
checking comprehension, and explaining grammar, and not to the extent of overpowering the

language that is being learned in the classroom.

Similarly, Azlan and Narusaman (2013) surveyed 28 Malaysian university students and
found that 60.7% agreed that OL use was effective in the classroom. However, 70% of the
students also admitted that the use of their OL will affect their English, believing that it would

result in a decrease of vocabulary and incorrect use of sentence structure.

Studies have generally shown mixed and positive attitudes towards OL use in Malaysia,
and although students agree to its use, there is still a negative perception towards the OL in the
overall language learning context. However, as aforementioned, the focus has been mainly
centered on English language learning and is lacking when it comes to other target languages
that are offered in the country, specifically in the context of Japanese language education.
Japanese language education in Malaysia started with its introduction to six secondary schools
in 1984; it has expanded to 135 schools as of September 2015 as reported by the Japan
Foundation. Considering the on-going Malaysia-Japan relations and the importance of the
language to the country, this dissertation believes that there is a need to investigate the attitudes

of ethnic Malay JSL learners in learning the TL as depicted in the third research question.
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Own language and translation can be a valuable tool in language learning (Macaro, 2001),
but students’ negative attitudes towards its use may hinder them from its benefits. The negative
attitudes towards OL use need to be reconsidered if we hope to implement it in classrooms. As
Gardner (1985) puts it, “If attitudes and motivation influence how well someone learns a second
language, is it not equally possible that the experience of learning a second language influences

attitudes and motivation?” (p. 84).

2.5 Chapter Conclusion

The review of literature in this chapter illustrates not only empirical studies on effects of OL use
in TL classrooms but more importantly, highlights the two main obstacles preventing OL use
and implementation in the TL classrooms which are 1) the shortage of resource and guidelines
of OL inclusive approaches, and 2) the negative attitudes of students and teachers towards OL
use despite its potential efficacy on their language learning. This is especially prevalent in the
JSL context which from the review of its history revealed uncompromising support towards the
direct method. However, in Malaysia where efforts to localize the Japanese language is ongoing,
maintaining the direct method policy will not be sustainable considering the nature of local
teachers themselves who are TL users. Thus, it is more reasonable to adopt the optimal position
as suggested by Macaro (2001) by fully utilizing the OL using guidelines recommended through

principled OL use.
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The literature review conducted in this chapter contributed to the research design of the
present study. In line with the research gaps identified above, the review of literature has helped
me realize the need to identify an OL-inclusive teaching framework as well as grammatical
words that are more successfully understood when OL is used to convey their meanings.
Furthermore, reviewing research on students' attitudes revealed the need to detect where and how

either negative or positive attitudes towards OL use are formed.

The next chapter presents a pilot study that was conducted prior to the main study in

order to test the methodology used in this research.
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CHAPTER 3: PILOT STUDY
This chapter covers the pilot study which was conducted prior to the main study of this research.
Firstly, the definition and value of pilot studies are presented. Next, the objective of the pilot
study and the procedure of the pilot study are presented. Finally, the outcomes of the pilot study
are discussed by focusing mainly on its implications on the main study of this research. The

statistical results obtained are also illustrated at the end of the chapter.

3.1 Definition and Value of Pilot Studies

A pilot study is defined as “a small-scale methodological test conducted to prepare for a main
study and is intended to ensure that methods or ideas would work in practice” (Kim, 2011, p.2).
A pilot study is important because it enables researchers to test out the research instruments prior
to the main study and make adjustments if necessary (Kim, 2011). According to Simon (2011),

a pilot study can be used to resolve the following issues prior to the main study:

1. Check that instructions are comprehensible.

2. Check that investigators and technicians are sufficiently skilled in the procedures.

3. Check the wording of a survey.

4. Check the reliability and validity of results.
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5. Check the statistical and analytical process to determine if they are efficacious.

The main study in this research utilizes three different instruments to answer the research
questions posed in Chapter 1. Thus, it is important to ensure that the instruments as well as the
teaching method that will be carried out are first examined in a pilot study to ensure its feasibility

to increase the likelihood of success.

3.2 Objective of Pilot Study

The objective of the pilot study in this research is mainly to test the instrument, syllabus, and
teaching method to be used in the main study. In terms of instrument, the pilot study was used to
assess its reliability and validity. For syllabus, the pilot study was used to examine the most
appropriate grammatical words to include in the main study, while for teaching method, the pilot
study was used to practice the delivery and execution of principled own language use and target
language-only instruction. The procedure of the pilot study in this research is described in the

following section.

3.3 Procedure of Pilot Study
This pilot study employed an equivalent time samples research design to compare the learning

outcomes of students when own language- or target language-only is used in the Japanese
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language classroom. In an equivalent time samples design, there is only one group and no
separate control group. Instead, the one group becomes its own control group by alternating the
provision of the treatment (Nunan & Bailey, 2009). A time series design is a pre-experimental
design. According to Phakiti (2014), pre-experimental designs are weak versions of quasi-
experimental designs and are more exploratory than confirmatory (p. 56). Since the main goal of
this pilot study is to test the instrument, syllabus, and teaching method, this research design is

regarded appropriate.

This pilot study was conducted on six ethnic Malay students who are enrolled as first-
year students in a national university in Japan. As aforementioned in Chapter 1, although the
students’ first language is Malay, they often code-switch into English which is their shared
second language. Thus, their own language is a mixture of the Malay and English languages.
The students are learners of the Japanese language and based on their Japanese Language
Proficiency Test (JLPT) results, have a proficiency level of N2 at the time of the study. Prior to
their enrollment in the university, the students had attended a Japanese language preparatory

school for 21 months in Malaysia.

The students were taught selected grammatical words from the N1 level of the JLPT
which were taken from the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook. After careful
examination of all 20 topics listed in the textbook, eight topics were selected where each

contained three to five grammatical words to be learned. In addition, the English translation and
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explanation of these grammatical words were taken from Nihongo So-matome JLPT N1:
Grammar textbook published by Ask Publishing and A Handbook of Japanese Grammar
Patterns for Teachers and Learners by Kuroshio Publishing. The Malay translations and
explanations were extracted from online Japanese-Malay learning websites with additional

information formulated by the researcher.

The equivalent time samples research which consisted of one group and two treatments
was conducted in an eight-week span. The teacher alternated the use of own language- and target
language-only instruction each week. Thus, own language-inclusive instruction was carried out
in weeks one, three, five and seven. During these weeks, students were provided with handouts
that included English and Malay translations and example sentences. The teacher also used the
sandwich technique developed by Butzkamm (2003) and the reverse translation approach by
Kerr (2014) to implement the principled own language use in the classroom. On the other hand,
target language-only instruction was carried out in weeks two, four, six, and eight. During these
weeks, the students were only provided with handouts in Japanese without any English or Malay
translations or explanations. The teacher also maintained a full Japanese language-only
classroom and did not allow any own language use by students. At the beginning of each lesson,
the students were reminded of the language rules of the specified week to avoid confusion. Each
lesson lasted for 75 minutes and the students took a diagnostic test and a lesson questionnaire at
the end of each lesson. Detailed description of the diagnostic test and lesson questionnaire will

be explained in Section 4.5 in Chapter 4.
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For the analysis, the diagnostic tests were marked, tabulated, and analyzed with a paired
sample t-test. Next, the responses to the lesson questionnaire were tabulated and their frequencies
were also calculated. Finally, the comment section of the lesson questionnaire was analyzed

using thematic analysis.

3.4 Outcome of the Pilot Study

According to Kim (2011), a pilot study “may not be intended to produce results” (p. 3) because
its main role is to test the research instrument. On the account of this, the following section
focuses on how the pilot study was able to refine the instrument, syllabus, and teaching method
utilized during the main study. However, the results will still be briefly discussed, focusing

mainly on the diagnostic test and Question 1 of the lesson questionnaire.

3.4.1 Outcomes for the Syllabus

From the selected topics in the syllabus, the students learned three to five grammatical words in
the span of 75 minutes. However, upon analysis of the students’ comments in the lesson
questionnaire, it was revealed that the students felt that learning four to five grammatical words
in one lesson was quite draining. Furthermore, since there were many grammatical words to learn,
the students felt that they were not able to fully focus on each grammatical word. In addition, the

increased number of grammatical words caused the lesson to proceed faster than usual. The
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students expressed that learning three grammatical words during each lesson was most suitable

for the duration given.

Taking these comments into consideration, the syllabus was revised for the main study
to focus on topics that had a maximum of three grammatical words but still maintained different
levels of difficulty. As a result, the eight topics were reduced to five topics. The revised syllabus

is illustrated in Section 4.4.5 of Chapter 4.

3.4.2 Outcomes for the Instrument

For the pilot study, the handouts given to the students for own language-inclusive weeks only
had English and Malay translations of the Japanese explanation and idiomatic translation of the
example sentences (Figure 3). Moreover, the example sentences were also limited to only two to
three sentences. Comments from the students expressed that the translated explanations were

quite lengthy and sometimes made them more confused due to the multiple languages.
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Figure 3: Example of Pilot Study Handout for Own Language Use Weeks

V EEEIE - 7202+~ 3B

il
F

~9 5 LTSRN TROZ LD,
Almost as the same time as doing.

Pada masa yang hampir sama.

A2 2 & 2 R T @IS <, RITIE, FEA DD LEIMER R OHFEEL LT IN
PR D, A DAL « BN AR TSR & T OISR,

Attached to verbs that represent things in time. Later comes a sentence that describes
the fact that the speaker has a bit of a sense of surprise. There are no sentences or|

statements that indicate the speaker's wishes or intentions.

Bersambung dengan kata kerja yang menunjukkan masa. Kemudian datang ayat yang
menggambarkan hakikat bahawa penutur mempunyai sedikit rasa terkejut. Tidak ada

ayat atau pernyataan yang menunjukkan kehendak atau niat penutur.

BiI3C

NERSEORAIL, T2EWEEFEIBRND, b IOIENAT-oTLE ST,
No sooner did my fifth-grader son say “I’m home” than he left to play outside.

Anak saya terus keluar bermain sebaik sahaja memberitahu saya dia sudah pulang dari

sekolah.

lE. IR H ST 0B BV, EAT IR0 ol
He had scarcely grabbed a stick that was nearby when he started hitting the robber.

Dia terus memukul perompak itu sebaik sahaja menggapai kayu yang berdekatan.
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A student also commented that since their Japanese level is N2, the detailed explanation
might be unnecessary and can be verbally explained if the student is unable to understand the
meaning. In addition, the students also agreed that increasing the number of example sentences

would help increase their comprehension of the grammatical words.

Based on the students’ comments, the handouts for the own language group were revised
by removing the English and Malay translations from the explanation section and increasing the
number of example sentences. Furthermore, following up on Butzkamm and Caldwell’s (2009)
mirroring technique explained in Chapter 2, the revised handouts included an English and Malay
gloss for the first example sentence alongside its idiomatic translation to provide students with

double clarification. The amended handout will be presented in Section 4.4.6 of Chapter 4.

3.4.3 Outcomes for the Teaching Method

During the pilot study, the teacher mainly used Butzkamm’s (2003) sandwich technique and
Kerr’s (2014) reverse translation to implement the principled own language use during weeks
where own language was used in the classroom. Although these two methods were executed
during the pilot study, the researcher noticed that there were many instances where the teacher
spent a substantial amount of time answering students’ questions using own language. This can
be a threat to internal validity concerning the researcher effect (refer Section 4.4.3 of Chapter 4).

Therefore, the researcher carefully planned a script for each lesson and memaorized it for the main
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study. In order to avoid the overuse of own language, the researcher also ensured that time was
equally allocated for the explanation of each grammatical word for both groups. In addition,
when answering questions from students in the own language group, the researcher was
stipulated to first answer in the target language and only use own language if the students still do

not understand. If the students continue to have trouble, the teacher should then ask the students

to come for a discussion after class hours. Following this approach, the researcher was able to

effectively control the variables in the experiment to obtain the best results.

3.4.4 Results of the Time-series Design Pilot Study

The results from the diagnostic test conducted during the pilot study are illustrated in Table 4.

Table 4: Results of Pilot Study Diagnostic Test

G LER B 2ER [F3ER [R4RR [RESER [Fe6FR [BT7ER [F 8

A 70 100 89 83 90 88 60 71

B 60 / 78 83 80 88 70 86

C 60 90 89 50 80 100 60 86

D 90 100 89 83 100 88 80 86

E 70 / 80 83 100 100 50 86

F 80 50 / 67 / / 40 57

Median 70 95 89 83 90 88 60 86
Mean 717 85 85 74.8 90 92.8 60 78.7
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The diagnostic test consisted of 10 questions. Each question was awarded 10 marks if answered
correctly. Hence, the possible test scores ranged from 0 to 10. The mean score obtained on own
language-inclusive weeks (Weeks 1, 3, 5, 7) is 76.7 and the median score is 78.35. In contrast,
the mean score obtained on target language-only weeks (Weeks 2, 4, 6, 8) is 82.8 and the median

score 81.85.

Although the mean and median score on target language-only weeks is higher than that
of the own language-inclusive weeks, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test conducted revealed that
there was no significant difference in both scores (Z = 0.887, p = 0.375). This was expected
considering that it is a pilot study with a limited number of participants. Thus, no conclusive

findings could be deduced from the students’ diagnostic grammar test scores.

Table 5: Results of Pilot Study Lesson Questionnaire (Question 1)

G LER [B2ER [H3ER PR4RR [RESER [FeRR BT [F8F

A 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
B 75 0 95 95 95 75 95 95
C 95 95 95 75 95 95 95 95
D 75 95 75 95 95 95 75 75
E 55 0 75 95 55 75 75 95
F 75 75 0 75 0 0 75 75
Median 75 85 85 95 95 85 85 95

Mean 78.3 60 72.5 88.3 72.5 72.5 85 88.3
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As aforementioned, the students also answered a lesson questionnaire at the end of each lesson
to investigate the students’ perceived grammar comprehension (Table 5). Question 1 is a closed
ended question which asked the students how much of the class they were able to understand.
Students had to choose on a scale between 15 (lowest) to 95 (highest) on how much of the class
content they understood. The mean comprehension score obtained on own language-inclusive
weeks (Weeks 1, 3, 5, 7) is 76 and the median comprehension score is 73. In contrast, the mean
comprehension score obtained on target language-only weeks (Weeks 2, 4, 6, 8) is 79 and the
median comprehension score 88. Like the results of the diagnostic test, the Wilcoxon signed-
rank test revealed no significant difference between the two scores (Z = 0.368, p = 0.713). An
interesting observation is that the highest and lowest recorded mean comprehension score from
the students are on target language-only weeks. The lowest recorded mean score was on Week
2 (60), and the highest was on Weeks 4 and 8 (88.3). Although this may suggest that the students
have better comprehension during the target language-only weeks, closer examination revealed
that the students had a steadier understanding during the own language-inclusive weeks with a
variation of score of only 12.5 points. Meanwhile, the variation of score for the target language-

only weeks was 28.3 points.

Due to the pre-experimental nature of pilot studies, the inconclusive results were
expected. However, more importantly, it has managed to provide a better outlook on possible
challenges that may arise during the main study and allowed the researcher to be better prepared

in dealing with them.
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3.5 Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the pilot study that was conducted prior to the main study of this research.
The objective of the pilot study was to carry out a test run on the syllabus, instrument, and
teaching method of the main study. An equivalent time samples research design was used for a
duration of eight weeks. Students were taught using own language-inclusive methods in Weeks
1, 2,5, and 7, and target language-only in Weeks 2, 4, 6, and 8. A total of six ethnic Malay

students participated in the pilot study.

The results from the pilot study are mainly used to refine and revise the syllabus,
instrument and teaching method. In terms of the syllabus, the number of topics and grammatical
words used were reduced from eight topics to five topics, with each topic covering a maximum
of three grammatical words. The change was devised after comments from the students revealed
that the number of grammatical words learned in the time allocated for each lesson exceeded

their comprehension capabilities.

In terms of instrument, specifically the handouts utilized for the own language group, the
Malay and English translations were reduced to avoid confusion. Furthermore, comments from
the students revealed that they required more example sentences for better understanding. Thus,
the number of example sentences was increased, and an English and Malay gloss were also

included for every first example sentence to provide students with double comprehension.
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In regard to the teaching method, the teacher was able to refine the implementation of
principled own language use by scripting and memorizing the lesson plans. In addition, the
teacher ensured that each grammatical word was allocated the same amount of time for

explanation to avoid threats to internal validity.

In regard to the results of the diagnostic test conducted during the pilot study, the students’
mean scores during target language-only weeks were higher than those scored during the own
language-inclusive weeks. However, results from Wilcoxon signed-rank tests revealed no
significant difference between the two mean scores. In addition, the results from the lesson
questionnaire also revealed no significant difference between the mean comprehension scores

from the own language inclusive-weeks and the target language-only weeks.

Although no conclusive results were obtained from the tests conducted, as a result of the
pilot study, the researcher was able to make necessary amendments to the syllabus, instrument,
and teaching method to be utilized in the main study. The detailed revisions of the three items

will be explained in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines how the data in this study were gathered and analysed to answer the
research questions. Firstly, the aim of the study is presented, followed by the research questions.
Next, the research paradigm and research design including the research site and participants
involved are presented. Then, the data collection methods are explained, including the rationale
behind their selection for this study. Lastly, data analysis methods are explained and clarified in

detail.

4.1 Aim of Study

This study aimed to investigate the effects of own language (OL) use on the grammar
comprehension of pre-university level ethnic Malay learners of the Japanese language in
Malaysia. The specific goals of the study are (1) to identify whether OL use in the Japanese
language classroom has a significant difference on students’ grammar comprehension compared
to target language-only instruction, (2) to detect which grammatical words are more effectively
understood when OL is used to explain them, and (3) to investigate the attitudes of students who
have undergone OL inclusive instruction compared to students who have undergone target
language-only instruction. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to contribute to the debate on
OL use by providing empirical evidence and to also further understanding on OL inclusive

teaching frameworks in the Japanese language context.
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4.2 Research Questions

This study was guided by the following three questions:

1. Isstudents’ grammar comprehension better facilitated by a teacher’s use of own

language or by providing target language-only instruction?

2. What are students’ attitudes towards own language use in the Japanese language

classroom?

3. Does exposure to own language use in the classroom improve/change students’

attitudes towards it?

To answer these three major research questions, it was hypothesized that (1) the group that
received OL instruction would have a higher level of Japanese grammar achievement and
understanding than the group that received TL-only instruction, and (2) the group that received
OL instruction would have more positive attitudes towards OL use in the classroom that the

group that received TL-only instruction.

The alternative hypotheses for the first and third research questions are as follows:

1. Inthe grammar tests, the mean score of the group that received OL instruction is higher

than the mean score of the group that received TL-only instruction.
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2. Students’ attitudes are more positive towards own-language after receiving own

language-inclusive instruction.

3. After the instructional intervention, the attitudes of students who received own-
language instruction is more positive towards own language than the attitudes of

students that received TL-only instruction.

4.3 Research Paradigm

The research design of this study is quantitative in nature and based on a post-positivist
perspective. The aim of quantitative research is “to fulfill one of the three inferential goals: to
describe, to relate, or to make causal inferences” (Richards, Ross & Seedhouse, 2012, p. 23).
This approach is suitable for achieving the research goals which focus on determining
correlations between OL use in the classroom and ethnic Malay students’ grammar
comprehension as represented by their grammar test scores. Furthermore, using the quantitative
approach “can provide evidence about what the current state of affairs is, that there are relations
among different phenomena” (Richards, Ross & Seedhouse, 2012, p. 23). This also echoes the
research’s objective which is to identify students’ attitudes towards OL use and its possible
relation to their experience in an OL inclusive classroom. Post-positivists are critically aware that
research exists in reality with possible bias and thus aim to “test claims of relation and causation

against representative samples from the real world” (Richards, Ross & Seedhouse, 2012, p.23).
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Because all measurements are fallible, post-positivists emphasize on the importance of
multiple measures and observations as each may possess different types of error. They also
emphasize on the need to use triangulation across these multiple errorful sources to try to get a

better read on what’s happening in reality.

4.4 Research Design

This study employed a quasi-experimental pre-test-post-test comparison group research design
to compare the own language group with the target language-only group in terms of grammar
comprehension and attitudes towards own language use. An experimental study is often used in
the context of language classroom research; however, it is not conducted in its pure form due to
difficulties in controlling all possible confounding variables (Nunan & Bailey, 2009). Language
researchers utilizing the experimental study often “investigate the mental mechanisms
hypothesized to underpin second language acquisition.” (Nunan & Bailey, 2009, p. 6). Thus, this
aligns with the research objective of investigating if OL use in the classroom will result in more

effective grammar comprehension than target language-only instruction.

4.4.1 Sampling Procedure
Convenience and random sampling were used in this study. Convenience sampling refers to data

collection from the nearest and readily available members of the population. On the other hand,
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random sampling refers to randomly assigning participants across the experimental and control
groups in the study. Since both convenience and random sampling approaches were used in this

study, detailed explanation of the procedure is illustrated below.

Firstly, the convenience sampling conducted was based on the preparatory school of students
who were chosen to participate in the study. In language learning research, convenience sampling
is the most common sampling strategy due to the limitation of recruiting study participants from
their own institutions or intact classrooms (Richards, Ross & Seedhouse, 2012) As mentioned in
Section 1.1.1 of Chapter 1, there are five schools in Malaysia that offer preparatory programs to
study abroad in Japan; however, the participants in this study were students from only one school.
A call for participants were sent out by email and circulated by the principal who used to be my
teacher. The call for participants was only circulated to a specific target sample which is students
in their second year of the preparatory course who have undergone 500 to 1000 hours of Japanese
lessons. Students who were interested in participating submitted in their names through a Google
signup sheet. The call for participants remained open until the required number of respondents

was achieved. A total of 19 students participated in the study (see Appendix 2).

Secondly, random sampling was used to randomly assign the students into the control and
experimental groups by asking each of them to draw lots provided during the initial briefing of

the study.
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In addition, when it comes to the sampling procedure, it is important to consider external
validity because it determines whether or not the results can be generalized to the larger
population. According to Phakiti (2015), external validity is “associated with generalizability of
the inferences made on the basis of an experimental finding to other learners and other settings”
(p. 93). In regard to generalization to other learners in terms of age, geographical, racial, or social
group, there is no concern for threats because the students came from various social backgrounds
from all over Malaysia. In regard to generalization to other settings, the results are likely to be
generalized to ethnic Malay students from Japanese language preparatory schools that are funded

by the Ministry of Education of Malaysia.

4.4.2 Participants

The participants of this study were centered on ethnic Malay Japanese as a Second Language
(JSL) learners studying in Malaysia who have undergone 500 to 1000 hours of Japanese lessons
and passed the N2 level of the Japanese Language Proficiency Test (JLPT). The participants of
the study consisted of 19 ethnic Malay JSL learners aged 18 to 19 studying at a preparatory
college in Kuala Lumpur. These students are enrolled in the Japanese university preparatory
program where they are required to study Japanese for 21 months in Malaysia before being

accepted to a university in Japan. It should be noted that the students enrolled in the program are
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recipients of the Public Service Department Scholarship which is funded by the Ministry of

Education of Malaysia.

4.4.3 Procedure

After establishing the groups, a grammar pre-test as well as a pre-intervention attitude survey
was administered. One week later the instructional intervention began, and this lasted for a total
of 3 weeks. At the end of each lesson, a diagnostic grammar test was administered alongside a
class questionnaire related to the items learnt. One week after the end of the instructional
intervention and fifth diagnostic test, a final delayed achievement post-test and post-intervention
attitude survey was conducted. In total, the study was carried out in a span of 5 weeks (see Figure

4 on p. 80).

In regard to the procedure, threats to internal validity needed to be practically controlled
to ensure that the differences in treatment conditions were what caused the obtained results.
Threats are “other possible independent influences beyond those identified by the experimenter
that can have an effect on an outcome or dependent variable” (Phakiti, 2015, p. 86). There are
nine threats to internal validity, and | have carefully examined each of them in the aim of

controlling them and their possible effects on the study.
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Selection Bias

This threat concerns the individual characteristics of the participants in terms of their intelligence,
language proficiency, motivation and anxiety. The students who participated in the study are all
enrolled in the same program to further their study in Japan. Thus, it is reasonable to believe that
they had similar motivations. Furthermore, the results of the pre-test revealed that there was no
significant difference between the control and experimental groups in terms of Japanese language

proficiency.

History Effect

This threat concerns a specific situation or event that occurs outside classroom time during the
experimental period. To control this threat, I examined the students’ regular course syllabus to
ensure that no N1 units will be learned prior or during the experimental study. Furthermore, since
students from both the control and experimental group are enrolled in the same program, students
from both groups are required to attend all the same events which included a speech contest

during the experimental period.

Maturation Effect
This threat concerns participants’ natural growth and development. Students growing older and
wiser could influence the outcomes of the study. The maturation effect is more distinct when the

experiment involves “young children, than with adults, or when we conduct an experiment
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extensively over a long period of time” (Phakiti, 2015, p. 88). In the context of this study, the
students are young adults aged from 18 to 19 years old and the experimental period is 5 weeks.

Thus, any development or maturity will likely occur in a similar way.

Attrition Effect

This threat concerns participants that drop out from the study during the experimental period. For
this study, none of the students withdrew from the experiment. However, due to unavoidable
circumstances, not all students were able to participate in all lessons conducted. To minimize this

threat, |1 was careful to make necessary adjustments to the data analysis.

Diffusion Effect

This threat concerns the sharing of information between the control and experimental groups.
This may result in the control group also receiving the experimental treatment unintentionally,
which may affect the outcomes of the study. To minimize this threat, measures were taken to
keep the two groups as separate as possible. In addition, students from both groups were informed
that they were not allowed to discuss any content of the lessons with the opposing group or share

notes with each other.
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Researcher Effect

This threat concerns the researcher having an unintentional personal bias towards the participants
and this can affect the outcome of the experiment. To minimize this threat, the lessons in the
study were carefully planned, scripted, and memorized. | also made sure that time was equally
allocated for the explanation of each grammatical word for both groups. This reduced any extra

enthusiasm or preference for either group during the experimental period.

Regression Effect

This threat concerns the selection of students based on extreme scores. Extreme scores tend to
gradually regress toward the mean and can affect the outcome of the experiment. The students
who volunteered to participate in this study included high, average, and low achievers. The
results of the pre-test also reveal that none of the students’ scores were extreme enough to pose

a threat to the validity of the study.

Testing Effect

This threat concerns identical pre-test and post-test instruments. Students may perform better
because they can recall answers to the questions, and this can affect the outcome of the
experiment. In this study, identical pre-test and post-test were utilized. To minimize the effects
of this threat, after the students finished answering the pre-test, the test papers were immediately

collected. The answers were not discussed with the students; thus, they were not able to identify
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which questions they had answered correctly or wrongly. In the post-test, the sequence of the

questions was rearranged to further minimize this threat.

Instrumentation Effect
This threat concerns the reliability and validity of instruments used. The instruments in this study
had reasonable reliability and validity, thus this threat did not cause any affect to the outcome of

the experiment.
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Figure 4: Relationship between instructional intervention and the testing process

Pretest 1 and Pre-Attitude Survey

Lesson 1 : KFEIREfRD IR

Lesson 2 : #ifHolh £ h ©RIA

Diagnostic Test 1 and Class
Survey 1

Diagnostic Test 2 and Class
Survey 2

Lesson 3 : S5t D3RI

Lesson 4 : Wi DK

Diagnostic Test 3 and
Class Survey 3

Diagnostic Test 4 and Class
Survey 4

Lesson 5 : ffpfTHEN DRI

Diagnostic Test 5 and Class Survey 5

Delayed Posttest and Post-Attitude Survey

Timeline
Week 1

Week 2

Week 3

Week 4

Week 5
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4.4.4 Instructional Intervention
The instructional intervention for both conditions was additional to the students’ regular courses
and was provided by the researcher. Students attended lessons twice a week except during the

third week where only one lesson was held. The duration of each lesson was 1.25 hours.

For this study, the sandwich technique developed by Butzkamm (2003) and the reverse
translation approach by Kerr (2014) were used to implement the principled own language use in
the classroom. During each lesson, the teacher provided handouts on the topic to the students.
Students in the experimental group received handouts that had the TL and its equivalent
translation and explanation in their OL. Students in the control group received the exact same

handouts; however, only information in the TL was provided.

The teacher first asked the students to read through the handout before proceeding to explain
the concept of a grammatical word. At this initial stage of the lesson, it should be noted that the
teacher did not use the OL in both groups. Next, the students were asked to read out the example
sentences. In addition, students in the experimental group were asked to translate the example
sentences into their OL. At this stage of the lesson, the teacher used OL in the experimental group
to provide support and clarify any questions where necessary, for example when a student had
asked for a meaning of a word and the teacher replied with a similar word or synonym in the TL
and yet, the student was still unable to comprehend. Another instance is when the student

inquired in the OL and the teacher responded in the OL as well. In the control group, however,
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information and questions were explained only in the TL, and meaning of words were provided
by giving examples or synonyms in the TL. After going through the example sentences, the
students answered a 3-question quiz to check their understanding before moving on to the next
grammatical word.

Figure 5: Overview of Instructional Intervention

OL Group TL Group

Read concept of grammatical Read concept of grammatical
word word
Students read example sentences Students read example sentences
Teacher answeres questions and Teacher answeres questions and
clarifies meaning using OL clarify meaning using TL

Students are asked to translate

example sentences into their OL Sueleris el ot gl

Students answer short quiz

All sessions were audio-recorded. Due to inevitable attendance fluctuation, not all 19
students took part in every test. The following transcripts illustrate the difference in instructional
intervention between the two groups when 1) responding to a question and 2) explaining a

grammatical word.
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1) Example Student Asking A Question

OL Group Classroom Transcript (¢ BRI

e

e
T

et

ZOREON—NT, TN—TADNL—LE L THRGERZXLDAA, HFEE~ L —FE
S ZENTEET, 000 Lo L TRERIMBZDLN LRI EBRHIUIED
FNTL7ZE0, filFETH,

S HOT—<IIRHBR T, 3 OOUEEMIR L ET, U, RAOEITRITARIC
BENNE WS SOERBITY, FIZ, BROLZABRHY EF, U, S SABAT
SHETH

(B L =A%)

INHIRNEIERH Y 3

B A TTIN?

EmIE, intention, atau niat, E9F25DOHVNENIEZDILTT,

TL Group Classroom Transcript (5B 81)

oA

et

e

T, 4 HEN 1 OEOT —< [IRFHIBR T, 4 RIL 3 SOEAMIR L3, &
FNI~DFRNINE WS MERBLTT, ZOTIZEKRO L ZANRHY £T4H, SSA,
FEATLALET D,

IV, (BROLZAELARET)

IV, ZOXDRINTONLRVWEEDH Y ETH20NTT N2 ZHLHD0F—U—FR
X326 0 3, 1 SHITBRMW, 2 SHIZEREZERT OB X T 03Uk T
T 205 [~L TSN £ TLTUELWYY EW ) X9 UK AIZ IR T
SR

S, BIANLE I WS ZETTN?

BAIXESI T2 NN L HEASN LW & ML TELNE NS
ZLNEMTY,
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2) Example of Grammatical word Explanation

OL Group Classroom Transcript (ERHRERZE)

ST ZOXEES EHMARL L, BFETE L3002 ZOHEDME T,

AL RONEHb X o LbipoTcll £ ZOBRFEDIZOI L Lo L binbiRuy,

A brolELWTLE Y, ENDBIRHY £3, —#EICHILEHMATEEL X
Yo 1 HEDHICAE LATLIZEN,

AL (B EBAET)

JeAr FOTIT literal translation & Jeih &~ L—FEDOFRRMBEWVTH Y 712,
Lo, miAEd,
—Z O, REOKDY ONADIGEDRED, HEE N TTo7,
—The student left the classroom as soon as the bell rang at the end of the
class. F7z,
—Pelajar itu meninggalkan bilik darjah sebaik sahaja, 7275~ 23T as
soon as F7-1% sebaik sahaja. Atau satu lagi benda yang kita boleh tengok untuk
PRV is kita tak tahu yang mana berlaku dahulu, 727>5H~23F\ ) yang
mana lagi cepat? Literally translated, Kalau kita tengok 3 yvang pertama,
loceng bunyi dulu ke, dia keluar kelas dulu ke B x o LIEBKTY, TH
Sebenarnya kita tahu, tapi nak menunjukkan betapa lajunya B#EA9IZ vang mana
berlaku dahulu, kita pakai 23F\Ay, KLFKTT 2

FAED EW

sk U, ROBILATEEL X 9,

TL Group Classroom Transcript (FfEIBEFR )

SerEr BT 7oA RIATEE L L 9, SSALFELLIATIEEN,

AL I, BIEBAET)

AT 1T, RERTIN2A A=V TEETH, N1OIGEFRSIED A A—TUNRK
FHTT, EDOA A=Y NTELLEELLTNTT, LWnH LT, oy
LONPRN2 S FESADOHLZ EnEnH A A—UTT, THHEEICD
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AR

et

Mmoo TETR, ~VUIEILR> T, TORFEIANHDIATTIFE, ZOXT
IXZOBRHEEZR L TOET,

REFKTTH?

ELR

Lo, ROBISUATEEL X 9,

As stated in Figure (5), students in the OL Group were also required to translate the other example

sentences into their own language. The following transcript illustrates how reverse translation

was carried out during the instructional intervention.

3) Example of Reverse Translation

OL Group Classroom Transcript (H:fipa %)

S

FA

S

3V, CeS&A, ADBIXXEFHATINE T,

I, T BOFIINDEFERNLIFS> TET, NXAZHY T FEV), R
IZfT>TLE 9,

WNTT R, DRLRNIEITH YD ET920NTTN 2 2N TIEZOFICERL
TLIEEY, FEEEP~ LB mGRE THRLRTT, EI90n5.59ICHGE
fELTOD DL IITRL TSN,

HoynZ Lifc?

ZHTT, TR, SSA, RLEXLEFHATIIESNY,

The children came back after school as soon as he put the bag, he would go out
to play

WNTTR, BARFCTTN? SSATE I TETN?

Setiap kali anak saya pulang dari sekolah dia akan keluar bermain sebaik sahaja

meletakkan beg.
WNTT R, T72< EFRITRRLE LT,
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4.4.5 Syllabus

Five different topics from the JLPT N1 level were used as the syllabus during the instructional
intervention. JLPT is the “largest-scale-Japanese-language test in the world” and is used by many
companies and institutions as a yardstick to evaluate the Japanese proficiency of non-native
speakers®. The Japan Foundation and the Japan Educational Exchanges and Services (JEES)
initially offered the test in 1984 and have over 644,000 applicants as of 2019. The test offers five
levels of evaluations (N5, N4, N3, N2, and N1) and consists of four sections which are
vocabulary, grammar, reading, and listening. The highest proficiency level of the JLPT is N1
where students are tested on their “ability to understand Japanese used in a variety of

circumstances” (ibid).

Based on the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook published by 3A Network,
there are a total of 20 topics listed in the grammar syllabus of the JLPT N1 level. In each topic,
there are three to six different grammatical words introduced. | examined all 20 topics carefully
and selected three grammatical words from five topics that vary in terms of difficulty. Since the
aim of this dissertation is to investigate whether own language use can be a useful tool in the
advanced level, specifically to aid with the understanding of grammatical words that have similar

meanings and functions, such criteria were emphasized during the selection. To warrant validity,

6 Retrieved from Japanese Language Proficiency Test website: https://www.jlpt.jp/e/about/purpose.html
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the topics and grammatical words selected were crosschecked with my three supervisors. The

following topics were selected to be included in this study (Table 6).

Table 6: List of Grammatical Words Tested in the Study

Topic Grammatical words
~72 0
iRp I BAR I ~Z
Lesson 1: ) ) TIED5
(Time-Related Expressions)
N7j§$l/ AR
~ZREIVIZLT
HPHDIAE V DRBL
Lesson 2: . ] ~IZEDHET
(Starting of Range Expressions)
~%ZHoT
~7c btk
ESLAOF i) — S
Lesson 3: . ) e
(Conditional-Related Expressions)
~XHTiE
~L AT
WS DFREL
. ~Thil
Lesson4: | (Reverse Condition-Related
Expressions) ~IHr
~NZH 6
IR TEh D FRFH,
Lesson 5: (Accompanying Action-Related ~ATH
Expressions
P ) ~INTEDNTZ

87



As aforementioned, grammatical words from varying levels of difficulty were selected.
Compared to the other topics in the textbook, the five selected are common topics that are learnt

even at the beginner level. The reasoning behind the selection is explained as follows:

a. MRS (Time- Related Expressions)

This is the first lesson in the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook, and this topic
was included in the selective words (refer to Chapter 2, page 46) mentioned by Tanimori (2016)
to be more effectively understood with the use of own language. There were originally six
grammatical words included in this topic of the textbook. However, due to time constraints and
the comments received during the pilot study, only three were selected for this study. The words
(~72v, ~ZE0 5, ~HFEV ) were selected based on their explanations which were similar

to one another. For example:

~PRN P ~ D LT ITHNTRD Z LB D,

~7p ~EWVWOEMEICT CHER L TIROZ EET D,

Due to their similarities, it would be useful to know whether own language use can help them

differentiate or understand the concepts better.
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b. #EFHOAEE Y DFEBL (Starting of Range Expressions)

This is the second lesson in the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook. There were
originally five grammatical words included in this topic, but only three were selected for this
study. In contrast with the first topic, the words in this topic (~% )0 12 LT, ~IZEDHET,

~% % - ) were included due to their differing functions and meanings. For example:

~ZRERYIDIZLT: ~MBIAE > TREA I ET 5,

~MIEDET: ~L WS ZELSMIET, H5H I & DOHFPHN K5,

To wholly investigate the extent to which own language can be useful to students’ in the
advanced Japanese language classrooms, the effects of own language with grammatical words

that differ in meaning must also be included.

c. ZMoFHl (Conditional related expressions)

This is the ninth lesson in the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook. . There were
originally five grammatical words included in this topic, but only three were selected for this
study. Although the explanations differ from one another, the use of the grammatical words can

be unclear or ambiguous. For example:

~TebEth  ~Te bl BTOEWI LIRS,

~EHITIEE : ~ DX I RBELRUWREETIE, B R2WRRICRE7259,
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Since the explanation for both grammatical words lead to undesired results (2 < 7eWiER, O
EWZ &iZ7e %) there is atendency for a misunderstanding. This is similar to (a), however on

a more intermediate level.

d. W0 £EL (Reverse Condition-Related Expressions)

This is the tenth lesson in the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook. There were
originally five grammatical words included in this topic, but only three were selected for this
study. The grammatical words in this topic were also selected based on the similarities in

explanation and use. For example:

~EoEb  ~TH, THIZEHRZ W - SR,

~THIL: T2 Z2~TH, ZIUTEIRRV - EINR,

This topic is considered to be advanced level among all the topics selected in this study.

e. fIhEITEIOFREL (Accompanying Action-Related Expressions)

This is the seventh lesson in the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1 textbook. There are
only three grammatical words included in this topic and all the three were selected for this study.
In contrast to the other topics, this theme was selected not only due to their similarity in meaning,

but also due to the similarity in pronunciation. For example:
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~INTH - ~DDNTIL, ZOMEZEFHLTHDHZ 52T 5,

~IERTE  ~E WO RIOBE bR o T, DT EET D,

For this topic, this study can investigate if own language can help students not only with
grammatical words that are similar in meaning, but also with those that are similar in

pronunciation.

4.4.6 Handouts

The handouts used in this study were taken from the New Kanzen Master Grammar JLPT N1
textbook published by 3A Network. For the control group, I used the information in the textbook
as it is without any modification. However, extra example sentences were taken from other
textbooks and included in the handouts to help with inductive grammar.

For the experimental group, | used the same handout and included information and
translation in English and Malay. The English translation and explanation of the grammatical
were extracted from the Nihongo So-Matome N1 Grammar textbook by Ask Publishing, and
supporting notes were gathered from various online websites. For the Malay translation and
explanations, | referred to the Japanese Malay Dictionary and online sources and formulated

them as deemed appropriate. A sample of the handout is as shown in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Sample Handout for the Experimental Group

55 LRk« RHBIROIRHL

GROUP A

~ AR

B 2L <CHRVWTROZ LBV 2, BRERRZ L2RTEHRFICHO, &IC
1T, BEE DD LESMNE A R OFEREERT UKD, FEEOME - BlE KT 0
PN DITIRTRN,

LTS IE  [FRFIS - LT2Al

-BE (FEETE) RO

bs
2O, DR ) DAV BRI, BEE T T,

*Student wa, class finished bell rang as soon as, left the classroom.
The student left the classroom as soon as the bell rang at the end of the class.

Pelajar itu meninggalkan bilik darjah sebaik sahaja loceng kelas berakhir berbunyi.

Translated Grammatical Words
As aforementioned, English and Malay translations were used in the handouts for the

experimental group. The translations of each grammatical word are illustrated in Table 7.
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Table 7: English and Malay Translations of Grammatical words

Topic Grammatical word English Malay
HrHIBEIAR A E ~720 As soon as. .. Sebaik sahaja. ..
(Time-Related ~ZIEN 5 As soon as... Sebaik sahaja...
Expressions) ~END) Assoon as... Sebaik sahaja...
HPADIEE Y DB Bermula
~%&REINIZLT Starting in. ..
(Starting of Range dengan...
) ~IZELHET Even... Termasuk...
Expressions)
~%&HoT End as of... Berakhir pada...
ESLROF T ~Tc btk once they... Sekali ...
(Conditional-Related ~LdHiuT If... Sekiranya. ..
Expressions) ~ 55T If... Jika...
UL SUSE 537 ~fL AR No matter. .. Tidak kira. ..
(Reverse Condition- ~Thh No matter. .. Tidak kira. ..
Related Expressions)
~&oLb No matter... Tidak kira. ..
IR TE DOREL ~b b While. .. Semasa. ..
(Accompanying Action-
_ ~NRTH And also.. Dan juga. ..
Related Expressions)
~INTC AT While... Semasa. ..

4.5 Data Collection Methods
The data collection methods in this study are divided into two main sections. The first section

focuses on conducting treatments and grammar tests to identify any significant difference
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between the control and experimental groups. By using interval data such as test scores, statistical

analyses can be performed to answer the research question of this study.

The second section focuses on survey research. Two surveys were distributed during the
course of this study. The first survey is a lesson questionnaire distributed at the end of each lesson
after students have completed the grammar test. The second survey is an attitude survey
distributed before the start of the study and after the final delayed post-test was concluded. In
total, three different instruments were used in this study to determine the effects of own language

use on students’ grammar comprehension and students’ attitudes towards own language use.

4.5.1 Grammar Test

Three types of grammar tests were utilized in this study. The tests are in the form of multiple-
choice questions, which are often used in tertiary education for their high reliability (Dehnad,
Nasser, & Hossein, 2014). The grammar tests utilized in this study consisted of a three-option
multiple choice questions. According to Farhady and Shakery (2000), and VVyas and Supe (2008),
there is no significant difference in psychometric characteristics between three, four, and five
option tests. In addition, Rodriguez (2005) states that three-option tests enhance the coverage of

content, and thus, the decision to use the three-option answer for the tests in this study.

Firstly, a grammar pre-test was administered during the student briefing to determine the

baseline performance of students prior to intervention (see Appendix 3). The pre-test consisted
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of 25 objective multiple choice questions that were carefully examined and selected from JLPT
N1 workbooks and quizzes based on the syllabus. After the 25-item pre-test was administered to
the students, results indicated that the test had a Cronbach alpha valued at .26. According to Yu
(2005), a low reliability level is common in pre-tests because it is conducted pre-intervention
where students have not learnt the subject matter. This results in random guessing which led to

the low alpha reading. Administration of the test took 15 minutes.

Next, individual diagnostic grammar tests were conducted to measure the students’ grammar
comprehension for each lesson (see Appendix 4). A diagnostic test “is done at the end of a course
book unit or recent class work” (Chiedu & Omenogor, 2014, p. 3). This allows the teacher to
examine how well students have learnt the units in the class. Each diagnostic test had 10 objective
multiple-choice questions. The questions were also carefully examined and selected from JLPT
N1 workbooks and distributed to students at the end of each lesson. The answers to the questions

were later discussed with the entire class.

Finally, a delayed 25-item achievement post-test to determine any significant differences
between OL use and non-OL use were conducted a week after lessons had ended. An
achievement test is used “to measure what has been learnt over a longer period of time than a
diagnostic test” (Chiedu & Omenogor, 2014, p. 3). Students from both groups were allowed to
study their handouts that were distributed during the lessons for a duration of 15 minutes. After

the allotted study time, students were instructed to put away their handouts and the post-test was
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distributed. The post-test is identical to the grammar pre-test with the sequence of the questions

rearranged. The post-test results indicated that the test had a reasonable reliability valued at .47.

A student received one point for each item answered correctly. Possible test scores ranged

from 0 to 25 for the pre-test and post-test, and 0 to 10 for all diagnostic tests.

4.5.2 Lesson Questionnaire

The students also answered a questionnaire at the end of each lesson (see Appendix 5). The
questionnaire was used to determine how the students felt about the lesson conducted and to find
out which grammatical words they were able to fully comprehend or unable to fully comprehend.
Brown (2001) defined questionnaires as “any written instruments that present respondents with
a series of questions or statements to which they are to react, either by writing out their answers
or selecting from existing answers” (p. 6). The questionnaire in this study consisted of 4 questions
which included both open and closed items. According to Mackey and Gass (2005), using
closed-items questions provides better reliability because it utilizes more uniformity of
measurement, while open-ended items provides more insightful data because respondents can
freely express their thoughts. Considering that the aim of this questionnaire is to investigate
students’ response to OL and TL use and to identify which grammatical words benefit from OL
or TL use, utilizing both open and closed items can provide a holistic view to answering both

questions.
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Questions 1, 2, and 3 were all closed-item questions. Question 1 required students to choose
on ascale between 10 (lowest) to 100 (highest) on how much of the class content they understood.
Question 2 asked the students on which grammatical words they were able to fully comprehend,
while Question 3 asked them on which grammatical words were difficult to comprehend. Both

questions had the same four choices which consisted of the grammatical words learnt.

Lastly, Question 4 was an open-ended question that asked students to freely write and
comment about the class as well as why they thought the grammatical words (if they had chosen
it in Question 3) were difficult to understand. According to Lewis (2001), the use of student
comments can provide hints for developing strategies to address specific concerns in language
teaching. Furthermore, appending specific questions help students structure their written
comments concisely yet addressing the question that is of interest (Lewis, 2001). By utilizing this
instrument, this paper believes that it can give insight to how students’ respond to OL and TL
use in Japanese language classrooms and answer the second research question included in

Section 4.2.

4.5.3 Attitude Survey
An attitude survey was distributed at the beginning and at the end of the study (see Appendix 6).
This is to determine if there are any changes in the students’ attitudes towards own language use

before and after the study was completed. In language classroom research, the Likert scale is
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commonly utilized to measure people’s attitudes towards a series of statements (Nunan & Bailey,
2009). Thus, it is appropriately used to answer the third research question as mentioned in Section

4.2.

The survey is a 14-item questionnaire (see Appendix 6). The questions were divided into
five categories which are (A) general questions towards the OL use in Japanese Language
Classroom (questions 1 to 3), (B) questions that suggest the effectiveness of OL use in specific
situations (questions 4 to 6), (C) questions that encourage OL use in specific situations (questions
7 to 10), (D) questions on students’ OL use in the classroom (questions 11 to 13), and (E) a
question regarding OL use and student motivation (question 14). The questions were then
presented on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, with 1 representing ‘Strongly Disagree’, 2 representing
‘Disagree’, 3 representing ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree’, to indicate that they neither agree nor
disagree with the statement, 4 representing ‘Agree’, and 5 as ‘Strongly Agree’ to determine the
students’ attitudes. The choice of ‘Neither Agree nor Disagree’ has been shortened to ‘Neither’
in the questionnaire and it is included as the students come from differing language learning
environments. Thus, there are instances where there is a possibility that the students will have a

neutral perspective towards the statement given.

The survey was piloted with a population sample before the commencement of the study and

revised where necessary. Results indicated that the survey had a Cronbach alpha value of .88.
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Table 8: Attitude Survey Items and their Categories

Category No | Question
1 | InaJapanese classroom, the teacher should know Bahasa Melayu or English.
A 2| The teacher should use Bahasa Melayu or English during Japanese Class.
General U
(General Use) 3 Students should be allowed to use Bahasa Melayu or English during Japanese
Class.
4 | ltiseasier to understand Japanese grammar when the teacher uses Bahasa Melayu
or English.
B 5 | Itiseasier to understand when the teacher uses English or Bahasa Melayu to give
(Suggested instructions in Japanese class.
Effectiveness)
6 | Itiseasierto understand when the teacher explains mistakes in Bahasa Melayu or
English.
7 | Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or English to explain Japanese grammar.
8 | Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or English when explaining homework.
C
(Affirmation) 9 | Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or English when giving instructions.
10 | Teachers should explain mistakes in Bahasa Melayu or English.
11 | Students should be allowed to talk in Bahasa Melayu or English when talking in
pairs or groups.
12 | Students should be allowed to translate a Japanese word to Bahasa Melayu or
(Studenlt:ste) English to show that they understand.
13 | Students should be allowed to explain what they do or don’t understand in Bahasa
Melayu or English.
e 14 | Using Bahasa Melayu or English in Japanese class will increase my motivation
(Motivation) to learn.
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4.6 Data Analysis

4.6.1 Descriptive Analyses

The means and frequency distribution of the grammar tests administered in this study were
calculated to determine the students’ overall performance. Test scores from the pre-test, post-
tests and diagnostic tests from both groups were calculated and tabulated to identify the mean,

median and mode.

The results from the close-ended questions of the lesson questionnaire were tabulated,
and their frequencies were also calculated. The open-ended question in the classroom

questionnaire was coded following the principle of thematic coding (Saldana, 2013).

The students’ attitude scores for the pre- and post-attitude survey were tabulated by
adding up the total of all of the 14 Likert items. The highest attitude score (if a student answered
“Strongly Agree (5)” to all items) was 70, whereas the lowest possible score was 14. The change
in attitude score was calculated by subtracting each student’s pre-attitude score from their post-
attitude score. The means and standard deviation of the attitude survey were calculated to

determine the students’ overall attitude towards own language use.

4.6.2 Inferential Analyses
To determine whether there are significant differences between the means of both groups, the

Wilcoxon-Mann-Whitney test (also known as the Mann-Whitney U test) was used. The Mann-
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Whitney U test is a non-parametric test that is equivalent to the parametric two samples t-test. A
non-parametric test is appropriate when comparing independent samples which are small in size
and not normally distributed. Since the number of participants in this study is 19 and only two
groups were being compared, using the u-test was sufficient to determine any significant

differences.

4.7 Chapter Summary
This chapter explained the methodology of this study which included the research design,

participants, instrumentation, procedures, and data analysis.

For the research design, this study used a quasi-experimental pre-test-post-test
comparison group research design. Nineteen ethnic Malay students who are enrolled in a
Japanese language preparatory program volunteered to participate in this 5-week study. The
students have undergone 500 to 100 hours of Japanese language lessons and are recipients of the
Public Service Department Scholarship funded by the Ministry of Education of Malaysia. The
experimental group received own language inclusive instruction and the control group received

target language-only instruction.

Four instruments were used in this study to measure the effects of own language use on

students’ grammar comprehension and their attitudes. They were (1) a grammar pre-test and
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post-test, (2) individual diagnostic tests, (3) individual lesson questionnaires, and (4) a pre- and

post-attitude survey (Table 9).

Table 9: Research Question, Instrument, and Data Analysis Matrix

Research Question Instrument Data Analysis
1 Is students’ grammar  Pre-test Mann-Whitney U test
comprehension better facilitated Post-test Wilcoxon  signed-rank
by a teacher’s use of own Diagnostic Test test
language or by providing target
language-only instruction? Lesson Questionnaire
Frequency responses
2. What are the students’ attitudes  Attitude Survey Mean responses

towards own language use in the
Japanese language classroom?

3. Does exposure to own language  Attitude Survey Mann-Whitney U test
use in  the  classroom
improve/change students’

attitudes towards it?

Data collected from this study was analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics.
This included calculating the mean, mode, and median, and conducting Mann-Whitney U tests
and Wilcoxon signed-rank tests to determine any significant differences between the two groups.

The results of these data analyses will be presented in Chapters 5 and 6.

102



CHAPTER 5: RESULTS ON STUDENTS’ GRAMMAR
COMPREHENSION

This chapter reports the results related to Research Question 1 (see below); this question was
addressed using descriptive statistics as noted in the Methodology Chapter (see Chapter 4). The
results involving the students’ test scores and after-class questionnaire are divided into two
sections in this chapter: 1) grammar test results, and 2) lesson questionnaire results, each of which
includes students’ comments. The students in the own language group will be referred to as the

OL group, and students in the direct method group will be referred to as the TL group.

5.1 Analysis of Grammar Test Results

5.1.1 Descriptive Analysis of Grammar Test Results

This section presents the descriptive statistical information on the sample and the results of the
grammar tests conducted in this study. The descriptive analysis for the attitude survey will be

discussed in Chapter 6.

A sample of 19 students was randomly allocated into two groups with nine students in
the OL group and 10 students in the TL group. Table 10 presents the demographic information

of the students who participated in the study.

The total sample consisted of 42% (8) male and 58% (11) female students. The gender

distributions in both groups were similar to that of the total sample which is 42% (4 in the OL

103



group and 4 in the TL group) male and 57.78% (5 in the OL group and 6 in the TL group) female
students. In regard to the students’ age, all students were born in the year 2000, making the

sample age to be 19 at the time of the experiment.

Table 10: Demographic Information of the Sample

Total Sample Own Language Group  Target Language Group
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 8 42.11 4 44.44 4 40
Female 11 57.89 5 55.56 6 60
Total 19 100 9 100 10 100

Thus, from the demographics, it can be deduced that in terms of gender and age, both

groups were similar.

Next are the descriptive analyses of the grammar tests conducted in this study. A total of
7 grammar tests were implemented. The 7 tests are a pre-test, 5 diagnostic tests, and an
achievement post-test. The students took the pre-test before the commencement of treatment (i.e.,
OL-inclusive instruction or TL-only instruction). The students took each individual diagnostic
test after each lesson, and finally took the achievement post-test after all lessons concluded. Table

11 shows the mean scores of the test results for each group and the total sample.
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Table 11: Mean Scores for the Grammar Tests

OL Group TL Group Total Sample
Grammar (n=9) (n=10) (n=19)
Test M sD M sD M sD
Pre-test 40.89 9.55 40.8 4.92 40.8 7.25
Diagnostic 84.44 8.82 75 9.26 80 10
Test1
Diagnostic 96.25 5.18 9143 9.00 94 7.37
Test 2
Diagnostic 82.5 14.88 80 10.69 81.25 12.58
Test 3
Diagnostic 91.25 11.26 90 10.54 90.56 10.56
Test4
Diagnostic 90 10 96.25 5.18 92.94 8.49
Test5
Delayed 80.89 8.89 80.5 8.40 80.71 8.39
Post-test

*M: mean, SD: standard deviation

The pre-test consisted of 25 questions (see Appendix 3). Each question was awarded 4
points if answered correctly. Thus, the possible test scores ranged from 0 to 100. The students
answered on average 40% of the questions correctly. The variation in scores among the total
sample was not too large, with scores ranging roughly at 30 points. The mean scores of the OL
group and the TL group were close to identical (40.89 and 40.80). However, the variation in
scores for the OL group was larger compared to the variation in scores for the TL group (32 and

16 points respectively).

7Variation is used to describe the distribution of data and is measured by range. The range is the difference between

the highest and lowest scores obtained.
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Each diagnostic test consisted of 10 questions (see Appendix 4). Each question was
awarded 10 marks if answered correctly. Thus, the possible test scores ranged from 0 to 100. In
Diagnostic Test 1, the topic learnt was Time-Related Expressions (5 Bi4% > #:31). The students
answered on average 80% of the questions correctly. The variation in scores among the total
sample was average, with scores ranging about 30 points. The mean score of the OL group was
higher than that of the TL group (84.44 and 75). The variation in both groups differed 10 points

from each other (30 and 20 points respectively).

In Diagnostic Test 2, the topic learnt was Starting of Range Expressions (& dO#4h % 0
D F:H). The students answered on average 94% of the questions correctly. The variation in
scores for the total sample was average, with scores ranging roughly 20 points. The mean score
of the OL group was higher than that of the TL group (96.25 and 91.43). The variation in scores
among the OL group was also smaller compared to the variation in scores of the TL group (10

and 20 points respectively).

In Diagnostic Test 3, the topic learnt was Conditional-Related Expressions (514D 2 Ei).
The students answered on average 81.25% of the questions correctly. The variation in scores for
the total sample was large, with scores ranging about 50 points. The mean scores of both groups
were similar (82.5 and 80) and the variation in scores for both groups were also large (50 and 30

points respectively).
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In Diagnostic Test 4, the topic learnt was Reverse Condition-Related Expressions (i
M 3R81). The students answered on average 90.56% of the questions correctly. The variation
of scores in the total sample was average, with scores ranging around 30 points. The mean scores
of both groups were nearly identical (91.25 and 90). The variation in scores for both groups was

also similar to that of the total sample and ranged about 30 points.

In Diagnostic Test 5, the topic learnt was Accompanying Actions-Related Expressions
(HhE1 T8O Z ). The students on average answered 92.94% of the questions correctly. The
variation in scores was average, with scores ranging roughly 30 points. The mean score of the
TL group was higher than that of the OL group (90 and 96.25). Furthermore, the variation in
score for the OL group was larger than the variation in score of the TL group (30 and 10 points

respectively).

Similar to the pre-test, the achievement post-test consisted of 25 questions. Each question
was worth 4 points if answered correctly. Thus, the possible test scores ranged from 0 to 100.
The students answered on average 80.71% of the questions correctly. The variation in scores
among the total sample was small, with scores ranging about 24 points. The performance of both
groups was also nearly identical (80.89 and 80.5). The variation in scores for both groups were

also small (24 and 20 points respectively).
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5.1.2 Inferential Analysis of Grammar Tests
Multiple Mann-Whitney U tests and Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were conducted to answer

Research Question 1. All statistical tests conducted used an alpha level of .05.

Research Question 1 asked the following: Is students’ grammar comprehension better
facilitated by a teacher’s use of own language or by providing target language-only instruction?
To answer this question, Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to compare the grammar test
scores of students who received OL-inclusive instruction and students who received TL-only
instruction. The Mann-Whitney U tests was considered the most suitable statistical test for this
study because it is fitting for small data sets and is commonly used in language classroom
research. To accompany the Mann-Whitney U tests, the effect size (r) was also calculated to
determine the strength of relationship between the instructional intervention and the students’

grammar comprehension scores.

First, the Mann-Whitney U test for the pre-test and post-test were analyzed (Table 12).
For the pre-test, there was no significant difference between the scores of the OL group (Mdn =
40) and the TL group (Mdn =40), U = 37, p = 0.5 [Mdn: median number of students, U: The U-
value represents the number of times observations in one sample precede observations in the
other sample in the ranking]. This confirms that the two groups were equal prior to the

instructional intervention.

For the post-test, the Mann-Whitney U test results indicated there were no significant
difference between the scores of the OL group (Mdn = 80) and the TL group (Mdn=80), U =

35.5, p = 0.96. The effect size was small (r = 0.012).
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Table 12: Mann-Whitney U test Results of Pre-test and Post-test

OL Group TL Group

(n=9) (n=10)
Test Mean rank Mean Rank Z-value
Pre-test 10.89 9.20 -0.67
Post-test 9.06 8.94 -0.049

Note. *Mean rank: arithmetic average of the positions in the list of scores,

Z-~value: the number of standard deviations a score or a value (x) is away from the mean.

Next, a Wilcoxon signed-ranks test was conducted to compare the pre-test and post-test
scores of the OL group, and the pre-test and post-test scores of the TL group (Table 13). The
Wilcoxon signed-rank test is also a non-parametric test used to compare two related samples. It
is an equivalent of the paired samples t-test. For the OL group, there was a significant difference
between the pre-test (Mdn = 44) and the post-test (Mdn = 84), Z = 2.673, p = 0.008. The effect

size was also medium (r = 0.6).

For the TL group, there was also a significant difference between the pre-test (Mdn = 40)
and the post-test (Mdn = 80), Z= 2.536, p = 0.01. The effect was medium (r = 0.6). Although
both groups acquired a significant difference, examination of the results from Table 13 indicated
that the outcomes from the OL group were more likely due to the instructional intervention of

OL use.
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Table 13: Wilcoxon signed-ranks test Results of OL and TL Group

Group Mean ranks Sum of ranks Z-value
(positive ranks)

OL Group 5 45 2.673

TL Group 4.5 35 2.536

Note. *Sum or ranks: the total sum of the positions in the list of scores.

Next, Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted for all five grammar diagnostic tests to
compare the scores of the students from the OL group with the students from the TL group (Table
14). For Diagnostic 1, there was a significant difference between the scores of the OL group
(Mdn = 80) with the scores of the TL group (Mdn =70), U = 16, p = 0.04. Furthermore, the effect
size was medium (r = 0.5). This suggests that the effects of OL instruction on students’ grammar

comprehension scores are probable when learning time-related expressions.

In Diagnostic Test 2, there was no significant difference between the scores of the OL
group (Mdn = 100) and the TL group (Mdn =90); U = 19.5 p = 0.28. However, the effect size

was medium (r =0.3).

In Diagnostic Test 3, there was no significant difference between the scores of the OL
group (Mdn = 85) and the TL group (Mdn = 80), U = 23.5, p = 0.35. Contrary to Diagnostic Test

2, the effect size was small (r = 0.2).

110



In Diagnostic Test 4, there was no significant difference between the scores of the OL
group (Mdn = 95) and the TL group (Mdn = 90), U = 36.5, p = 0.74. Similar to Diagnostic Test

3, the effect size was small (r =0.1).

Table 14: Mann-Whitney U test Results of Diagnostic Tests

OL Group TL Group
(n=9) (n=10)
Test Mean rank Mean Rank Z-value
Diagnostic Test 1 11.22 6.50 *-2.035
HpfH] BRI
Diagnostic Test 2 9.06 6.79 -1.091
HPHDIEE Y
Diagnostic Test 3 9.56 744 -0.927
ESi
Diagnostic Test 4 9.94 9.15 -0.33
WA
Diagnostic Test 5 7.50 10.69 -1.427
BT TE)
Note. * p<.05

Finally, in Diagnostic Test 5, there was no significant difference between the scores of
the OL group (Mdn = 90) and the TL group (Mdn = 100) U= 22.5, p = 0.15. The effect size was

small (r =0.3).
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5.1.3 Summary on Descriptive and Inferential Analyses of Grammar Tests

Research Question 1 investigated the differential effects of two instructional approaches, own
language- (OL-) inclusive instruction and target language- (TL-) only instruction on students’
grammar comprehension. Results from the descriptive analyses of the students’ test scores in the
achievement post-test were found to be in favor of OL-inclusive instruction. The students in the
OL group also outperformed the students in the TL group for Diagnostics 1, 2, 3 and 4. It was
only for Diagnostic Test 5 that the mean score of the students in the TL group surpassed those of

the OL group.

However, upon deeper examination through inferential analyses, it was found that only
Diagnostic Test 1 (Time-Related Expressions) presented a significant difference as well as a
medium effect size in favor of the OL group. Thus, returning to Research Question 1, it can be
inferred that students’ grammar comprehension is better facilitated by a teacher’s use of own
language when learning time-related expressions. The first alternative hypothesis (see p. 70,

Chapter 4) for Diagnostic 1, time-related expressions is accepted.

5.2 Results of Lesson Questionnaire and Exploratory Questions
In addition to the grammar tests conducted, a questionnaire was distributed at the end of each

lesson to further investigate the effects of own language use in the target language classroom.
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The results from the questionnaire aimed to answer exploratory questions A and B, which are as

follows:

A) Is there a difference in the perceived level of comprehension between students who
receive own language- (OL-) inclusive instruction and students who receive target

language- (TL-) only instruction?

B) Is there a difference in which grammatical words are easier or harder to learn between
the students who receive own language- (OL-) inclusive instruction and students who

receive target language- (TL-) only instruction?

5.2.1 Exploratory Question A
This section presents the descriptive statistical information on Question 1 of the lesson
questionnaire. Table 15 (p. 106) shows results from both groups for all five lessons.

For Lesson 1, the total sample answered a weighted average of 4.5, where 47% of the
students answered that they understood 70 — 80 of the class and 53% of the students answered
that they understood 90 — 100 of the class. 47% of the students from the OL group answered that
they understood 70 — 60 of the class and 53% answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the
class. Similarly, 44% of students from the TL group answered that they understood 70 — 80 of

the class and 56% of students answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class.
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Table 15: Descriptive Statistics for Question 1: How much did you understand today’s lesson?

10 - 30— 50 - 70 — 90 - Average Total
Group n 20 40 60 80 100 rating Avgrage
H @ 6 @ O Rating
Lesson1 : oL 9 0 0 0 4 5 45
FRREROIE g 0 0 0 4 a4 45 4
Lesson 2 : oL 8 0 0 0 2 6 4.8
FHHOIEE D KB L ; 0 0 0 1 6 49 4.8
Lesson 3 : oL 8 0 0 0 3 5 4.0
AFOIE TL 7 0 0 1 3 4 4.4 4
Lesson4 : oL 7 0 0 0 3 4 4.6
WHESRITF OB L 9 0 0 ) . 4 40 45
Lesson5 : oL 8 0 0 0 3 5 4.6
REE TL 8 0 0 0 1 7 49 48

For Lesson 2, the total sample answered a weighted average of 4.8, where 20% of the
students answered that they understood 70 — 80 of the class and 80% of the students answered
that they understood 90 — 100 of the class. 25% of the students from the OL group answered that
they understood 70 — 80 of the class and 75% of students answered that they understood 90 —
100 of the class. Meanwhile, 14% of students from the TL group answered that they understood

70— 80 of the class and 85% of the students answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class.

For Lesson 3, the total sample answered a weighted average of 4.5, where 6% of students

answered that they understood only 50 — 60 of the class, 38% of the students answered that they
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understood 70 — 80 of the class and 56% answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class.
38% of the students from the OL group answered that they understood 70 — 80 of the class and
63% answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class. In contrast, 12% of students from the
TL group answered that they understood 50 — 60 of the class, 38% of students answered that they
understood 70 — 80 of the class, and only 50% answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the

class.

For Lesson 4, the total sample answered a weighted average of 4.5, where 50% of the
students answered that they understood 70 — 80 of the class and 50% of students answered that
they understood 90 — 100 of the class. 43% of the students from the OL group answered that they
understood 70 — 80 of the class and 57% of the students answered that they understood 90 — 100
of the class. In contrast, 56% of the students from the TL group answered that they understood

70 — 80 of the class and 44% of students answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class.

For Lesson 5, the total sample answered a weighted average of 4.8, where only 25% of
the students answered that they understood 70 — 80 of the class and 75% answered that they
understood 90 — 100 of the class. 38% of students in the OL group answered that they understood
70 — 80 of the class and only 63% answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class.
Conversely, 13% of the students from the TL group answered that they understood 70 -80 of the

class and over 87% answered that they understood 90 — 100 of the class.
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Returning to Exploratory Question A, it appears that there was no difference in the
perceived level of grammar comprehension between the students in the OL group and the
students in the TL group for Lesson 1. However, in Lesson 2, a slight difference can be seen
where more students from the TL group answered that they fully understood the class compared
to the students from the OL group. Nevertheless, in Lessons 3 and 4, more students from the OL
group answered that they fully understood the class compared to students in the TL group. In
Lesson 5, a major difference is observed in the perceived level of grammar comprehension
between the two groups where seven eighths of the students from the TL group answered that
they fully understood the class. On the other hand, only five eighths of the students from the OL

group answered that they fully understood the class (Figure 7).

Figure 7: Lesson Questionnaire Results for Question 1
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An additional observation is the relation between the students’ perceived amount of

understanding and their actual performance on the grammar tests. Even with own language

explanations, not all students from the OL group felt like they fully understood the class.

Regardless of their perceived amount of understanding, they still scored a higher mean when

compared to the TL group, where more of the students were fairly confident that they fully

understood the lessons as seen in Lessons 1, 2, and 3 (Figure 8).

Figure 8: Mean Score of Grammar Tests and Students’ Perceived Grammar Comprehension
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5.2.2 Exploratory Question B

This section presents the descriptive statistical information on Questions 2 and 3 of the lesson
questionnaire. The comments written by students in Question 4 are also illustrated in this section
to give a better understanding on the students’ choices. The results are presented according to

each lesson conducted.

Lesson 1 (##E7856% DZé3E - Time-Related Expressions)

In Lesson 1, students learned three grammatical words which are shown in Table 16. For

Questions 2 and 3 of the classroom questionnaire, students were allowed to circle more than one

answer.
Table 16: Results of Questions 2 and 3 for Lesson 1’s Questionnaire
Question 2 Question 3
_ RefEIBAGR A R TLLF OFEAID 5 W BERE RTLLTFOFEAD 9
!;;;;%‘é%ﬁ B kb LSAMTEBOIEN b BT 5O BEEEE 5 -0
S A e T,

oL TL oL TL
720 2 3 2
ZIEN5 3 2 1
PRELAA 3 3
EnTHen 1 1 5
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In the OL group, only 2 students answered that they fully understood the word “72v” , and 3
students answered that it was difficult to understand. For the word “23F.\ 2>” | 5 students
answered that they fully understood the word, and only 2 students answered that it was difficult
to understand. For the word “ZZ7>%” , 4 students answered that they fully understood the word
and 3 students answered that it was difficult to understand. Only 1 student from the OL group

answered that s/he did not find any of the grammatical words difficult to understand.

Similarly, for the grammatical word “72 v ” , only 2 students from the TL group
answered that they fully understood the word, while another 2 students answered that it was
difficult for them to understand. Only 3 students from the TL group answered that they fully
understood the word “235. 2+, whilst 1 student answered that it was difficult to understand.
For the word “Z 175" , 3 students answered that they fully understood the word and none of
the students answered that it was difficult to understand. 1 student from the TL group answered
that s/he did not fully understand any of the three grammatical words learnt, and 5 students

answered that none of the grammatical words were difficult to understand.

In the comment section (Question 4), the students in the OL group stated that “72 v ”
was difficult to understand because of its similarities in meaning and use with “23F. 5" .

Comments that illustrate this are for example:
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(~720) LN KRBT L Lo L~DBRONLBETHET NS, RIUILEOIRDDINDH Lo &

#oTUWET, | Student C, OL Group

(ZDIHEDENTII LS B E LR, T A T D0, ~720) E~PRVNEZBREN

HONET, A HIEE 90 ! Student G, OL Group

[SINBRNEND LD 2 TOTRNIETWHD T, BIRE T HERE-> T 5, | Student

H, OL Group

One student did comment that the use of own language made it easier for her to differentiate the

words from each other:

“TOE DR L A E RS, Sebab ik yang hampir sama b dikumpulkan senang
nak compare.”
“[ think this learning style is good because grammatical words that have similar meanings are

grouped together makes it easy to compare.”’

In contrast, students from the TL group kept their comments limited to the teacher’s teaching
style in which they seemed not to have any difficulties with the direct method-only approach.

Examples of these comments are:
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B LI e Ch Ko 72T, | Student M, TL Group

[SUEDOFH & BTN LT VG KSEfECcEE L, | Student O, TL Group

MR E BN ET, B0 £ L7, | Student P, TL Group

Only one student mentioned difficulties in differentiating the words in Lesson 1, commenting

that:

iR L7 SUEITAS AR L 72D L HITW DD THO L binwbk 2Abdh T, THES

25 E D12 £ L7z, | Student R, TL Group.

Although the students from the TL group did not comment on having any difficulties in the
classroom, it should be noted that this is the lesson where the mean score is lowest among all the

diagnostic tests conducted.

Lesson 2 (i p46%F v D37 : Starting of Range Expressions)

In Lesson 2, students learned three grammatical words from the topic of Starting of Range

Expressions which are shown in Table 17.

121



Table 17: Results of Questions 2 and 3 for Lesson 2’s Questionnaire

Question 2 Question 3

HMHOIMED 2R LU T OO H®HHOMBEY 2K T LU FOFER
Lesson 2: 5h, b ESHEMTEXEDIXE O5hH. BRT5ONEET -
HIHOIE D 25 T, O LT,

oL TL oL TL

ZRYINICLT 3 1
IZEHET ) 4
HoT 3 4 2
EhThian 1 8

In the OL group, 3 students answered that they fully understood the word “% Fz 81 0 |
L C” , 5students answered that they fully understood the word “i2== % £ ¢” , and 3 students
answered that they fully understood the word “# % -” . None of the students found any of
the three grammatical words difficult to understand; however, 1 student answered that s/he did

not fully understand any of the three grammatical words learnt.

In the TL group, only 1 student answered that sfhe fully understood the word “% fz 4
izL” and 1 student answered that it was difficult to understand. For the word “iz£% £ <",
4 students answered that they fully understood the word, and none answered that it was difficult
to understand. For the word “%# & ~>C” , 4 students answered that they fully understood the
word and 2 students answered that it was difficult to understand. At least 4 students from the TL

group also answered that none of the words were difficult to understand.
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In the comment section, the students state that the words are naturally easy to understand

without much difficulty. Comments representative of this include:

[Bo7oTF, BYRT D032 ARITEEL < 2n & BnEd, il T4, J Student E, OL

Group.

(S HO Ny ZITEINCEH 2O T, HE Y REZV, | Student H, OL Group.

Students in the TL group also commented that the grammatical words in Lesson 2 were easier to
understand compared to Lesson 1 and that they would prefer more example sentences for better

comprehension. Examples of these comments are:

MERDRELS D LES T, GETEEIEfE cE£7, | Student O, TL Group

A HOH LW SOEIZHEAWTT, & LAEAEDORBAIZE > LZE L W W0 & A
WET, b L, 2L EABEBNTHN 706, ol e EunEd, | Student N, TL

Group

(TGP0 T 0272 TT, LASUL L OB AT 1L ORHEVEHLL ST, 1

ONEELMIISLT, WANWARBIBH 75, LA TT, J Student Q, TL Group
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Although both groups in general did not have any difficulties with the grammatical words in
Lesson 2, the comments show that students in the OL group have more confidence in their
understanding compared to the students from the TL group who still want more example

sentences to aid their inductive learning.

Lesson 3 (L4 »Z# * Conditional-Related Expressions)

In Lesson 3, students learned three grammatical words from the topic Conditional-Related

Expressions which are shown in Table 18.

Table 18: Results of Questions 2 and 3 for Lesson 3’s Questionnaire

Question 2 Question 3

FEERTUTOBEMADOI H, &b FFEERTLUTOHEMOI b,
Lesson 3 EEETEHOEENTI Y BT 5 ONEEEE > 01k &
HIFDIA AT

oL TL oL TL

7= b Btk 3 5 2 2
&bt 2 3 2
LoTix 1 3 3 2
ENTHARN 3 4 2

In the OL group, 3 students answered that they fully understood the word “7= & #%%”
while 2 students answered that the word was difficult to understand. For the word “ & &#uiZ”
2 students answered that they fully understood the word while none of the students answered that

it was difficult to understand. Only 1 student answered that s/he fully understood the word “ X 5
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T1X” and 3 students answered that it was difficult to understand. In addition, 3 students
answered that they did not fully understand any of the grammatical words in the lesson and 4

students answered that none of the grammatical words were difficult to understand.

In the TL group, 5 students answered that they fully understood the word “7= & #z %"
and 2 students answered that it was difficult to understand. At least 3 students answered that they
fully understood the word “ & & 112" while 2 students answered that the word was difficult to
understand. For the word “ X 5 <13 , 3 students answered that they fully understood the word
and 2 students answered that it was difficult to understand. Only 2 students answered that none

of the grammatical words were difficult to understand.

From the results obtained, it can be deduced that with regard to Question 2, a majority of
students from both groups answered that they fully understood the word “7-= & " . For
Question 3, none of the students from the OL group thought that “ & & #1i%”  was difficult, and
most of them answered that none of the words were difficult to understand. In contrast, students

in the TL group found all words to be equally difficult with an exception of 2 students.

The comment section revealed that students from the OL group were able to understand
well due to similarities between the grammatical words and their own language. For example,

comments that illustrate this are:
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[(ZDOXRBUT~ L —FETORERFEDOFE LT DAZ A IWAILENTEWRI LN B0

v\, | Student C, OL Group.

(A HIXAAGE L HGED~ L3 b > T 77V, | Student G, OL Group.

One student also stated that since N1 grammar is difficult, using own language was helpful:
(BA T IEPST=TIN N OELEPOEET 20130 > br LWL kT, SHO

X~ b —FE L HGEICE U TREE > T TN E BnEd, | Student E, OL Group.

Conversely, most students in the TL group found the words difficult to understand. Examples of

these comments are:

(A RAOETS o LV EBvET, | Student P, TL Group.

[7ph0 &2 e BRAZ DT L <JEU %, | Student O, TL Group.

REITELDPST2TT, Thd DL ZAITHET 2008 LW TR £ L, |

Student R, TL Group.
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In contrast, two students stated that they had no problems understanding the grammatical words

in the class:

[AENES L& EvvEd, | Student J, TL Group

(5B OGS K- 72Td, | Student M, TL Group

The difference in comprehension between the students in the TL group echoes the views of
Rivers (2018) of how a class can diverge in terms understanding due to the nature of the direct

method that favors students with high inductive skills.

Lesson 4 (#8254 D28 © Reverse Condition-Related Expressions)
In Lesson 4, students learned three grammatical words from the topic Reverse Conditional-

Related Expressions which are shown in Table 19.

Table 19: Results of Questions 2 and 3 for Lesson 4’s Questionnaire

Question 2 Question 3
WM 2R T U T OFEMD > WS Z2ERTLL OO

Lesson 4: = — R . - .
I E;;if) FLEfETELOIRER ;: Z\jﬁfffz jj ;?:5‘%@710
OL TL OL TL
LA 7 1
Thih 2 4 3
£otd 1 1 4 3
EhTbian 1 3 3
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In the OL group, 7 students answered that they fully understood the word “7= & = A7
and none of them answered that it was difficult to understand. However, for the word “c¢é&i1” |
none of the students answered that they fully understood the word and 4 students answered that
it was difficult to understand. Similarly, only 1 student answered that s/he fully understood the
word “X 5 &7, while 4 students answered that it was difficult to understand. In addition, 1
student answered that s/he did not fully understand any of the words and at least 3 students

answered that none of the words were difficult to understand.

Similarly, in the TL group, 6 students answered that they fully understood the word “7=
& Z A7 5 however, 1 student answered that it was difficult to understand. At least 2 students
answered that they fully understood the word “-¢#i1” and 3 students answered that it was
difficult to understand. Only 1 student answered that s/he fully understood theword “ X 5 & ¢,” |
while 3 students answered that it was difficult to understand. Similar to the students in the OL
group, 3 students in the TL group did not find any of the grammatical words in Lesson 4 difficult

to understand.

From the results obtained, it can be inferred that in response to Question 2, a majority of
students from both groups fully understood the word “7= & = A72” compared to the other
grammatical words learned in Lesson 4. For Question 3, students from both groups also appear
to concur that “c&i1” and “X 5 & %7 are equally difficult to understand, with more students

from the OL group answering as such.
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In the comment section, it was revealed that students from the OL group found “¢&#”
and “Xx 9 & %7 difficult to understand due to their similarities in words of meaning and use.

Examples of these comments include:

[TENTENMENTRE LD TEL LD L2/ 57, IROLD13H x> L#LYy, | Student

C, OL Group.

Tkodtd, THROBEWIIEZEWZWRELZENS, FOEOPIZIIFMET 50N S & - & #

Ly, | StudentF, OL Group.

(ko Eh, TOENOITUOHENFIZHE L > EEITWNWEDTE SR TR TE K- 7z,

FLTCHBALFIZT I o007y, | Student H, OL GrOUp.

On the other hand, comments from students in the TL group show that although the words were
difficult to understand, they believe that they were able to comprehend by the end of the class

through different means. Comments that exemplify this are:

[SRIOREFEITHE -T2 TT, THE SR, Brol Il ho/ZTTHR, bLb

Lo LE LI-bERTE S L EEd, | Student N, TL Group.
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(A AOIGETEEL 22> 72T, F—U— FPRROLALDT, 920 £ L7, J Student Q,

TL Group.

[ 3 ODOIGEITFFHNRENT RS L DO THINDRLTNTY, THII LRI LEIHLH

ST, RBIEFETE S X D17 £ L7z, | StudentR, TL Group.

Lesson5 (/467780757 * Accompanying Action-Related Expressions)
In Lesson 5, students learned three grammatical words from the topic Accompanying Action-

Related Expressions which are shown in Table 20.

Table 20: Results of Questions 2 and 3 for Lesson 5’s Questionnaire

Question 2 Question 3

L esson 5: AT EN 2 R T LL T OFEA] @\ o ATHETTEN AT LU T OFER)D 9

- H, BbESHEMTE L0 EN & BT ONREE =0
FHREATBI DB - NP

oL TL oL TL

Mz b
MWTH 1 5 2
M=M= 1 5 5
ENTH 2R 4 3

In the OL group, a total of 8 students answered that they fully understood the word “7>

7257, whilst none of the students answered that it was difficult to understand. Only 1 student
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answered that s/he fully understood the word “23-C%” and 2 students answered that it was
difficult to understand. However, for the word “7~7-7237=" , only 1 student answered that s/he
fully understood the word and at least 5 students answered that it was difficult to understand. In
addition, 4 students from the OL group responded that none of the words were difficult to

understand.

In the TL group, 5 students answered that they fully understood the word “7>7=737="
and similar to the OL group, none of the students answered that it was difficult to understand. In
contrast, at least 5 students from the TL group answered that they fully understood the word “3
T5” and also none of the students found it difficult to understand. For the word “7>7=737=" |
no student answered that they fully understood the grammatical word and at least 5 students
answered that it was difficult to understand. Only 3 students from the TL group answered that

none of the words were difficult to understand.

From the results illustrated above in regard to Question 2, it can be concluded that a
majority of students from both groups answered that they fully understood the word “7> /=57 .
However, a difference is observed for the grammatical word “3-C%” where not many students
from the OL group answered that they fully understood the word. In contrast, many students in
the TL group responded that they fully understood the word. In Question 3, students from both

groups equally agreed that “7>7=737-="  was difficult to understand.

131



The comment section shows that students from the OL group found the words in Lesson
5 to be similar to each other, thus making it difficult to differentiate between them. Some

examples of these comments are:

[ZOoDORBUIT W WEME S 72T Y, W HIZEmDLr0H - L@ LV, | Student

C, OL Group.

(NI e M THSL X5 T DDOTRBILIZL VY, | Student D, OL Group.

(IR TH ENTERTDERIT D> TnE T 234 L mengelirukan <3, | Student F, OL
Group.

“l understand the meaning of the grammatical words, but they are a little confusing.”’

Since students in the TL group did not face much difficulty in Lesson 5 as shown in their
responses to Questions 2 and 3, their comments in the same manner also indicated that they fully
understood the class without problems. However, one student did express his concern of being

in a target-language only classroom:

[~ L= 2MEDT, AAGBTHIALIES, bRV EERT>ZoH506, TD

SEATH L TE LY, | StudentJ, TL Group.
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5.2.3 Summary for Lesson Questionnaire Results

In Exploratory Question B, the question asked was: is there a difference in which grammatical
words are easier or harder to learn between the students who receive own language- (OL-)
inclusive instruction and students who receive target language- (TL-) only instruction? The
results of Questions 2, 3, and 4 of the lesson questionnaires revealed that there are similarities
and differences.

A clear difference was observed for Time-Related Expressions in Lesson 1 where more
students from the TL group answered that they had no difficulty in understanding all three
grammatical words. However, when the mean score of Diagnostic Test 1 is put into consideration,
the students from the OL group still outperformed the students from the TL group even though

more students answered that they had difficulty understanding some of the words.

In Lesson 2, Starting of Range-Related Expressions, eight out of the total of nine students
in the OL group reported not having any difficulty with any of the words. In contrast, students in
the TL group answered that they had difficulty understanding certain grammatical words
included in this topic. This combined with the mean score of the students from the OL group
suggests that using own language to teach starting of range related expressions might be better

than using target language instruction only.

Similarities between the two groups were observed in Lesson 3, Condition-Related

Expressions and Lesson 4, Reverse Condition-Related Expressions. Students from both groups
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found the grammatical words in both lessons equally difficult either/or easy to understand, with
slight advantage to students in the OL group who reported better comprehension. This suggests
that although there may be no difference in using own language or target language only because
the students’ grammar comprehension is close to identical, there still may be more benefits in
using own language. Furthermore, the comment section did reveal that several students from the
OL group were able to understand better due to the use of own language, which is in contrast to

the comments of students from the TL group that expressed the words to be more difficult.

Finally, in Lesson 5 of Accompanying Action-Related Expressions, students from both
groups also reported a similar understanding of the grammatical words. However, a slight
advantage was observed in students in the TL group who only found the third grammatical word
difficult to understand compared to students in the OL group who found the second and third
grammatical words difficult to understand. This is reflected in the mean score of Diagnostic Test
5, where students from the TL group outperformed students from the OL group. Thus, this
suggests that using target language-only instruction is sufficient for students’ grammar

comprehension when learning accompanying action-related expressions.

5.3 Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the findings of this study. In response to Research Question 1 of this study,

initial findings show that the OL group has a higher mean for all the tests except Diagnostic Test
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5 (178> ). For inferential analysis, Mann-Whitney U tests and Wilcoxon signed-rank
tests were conducted to compare the grammar comprehension test scores of students in the OL
group and the TL group. There was no significant difference in the grammar test scores of the
Pre-test, Diagnostic Test 2, Diagnostic Test 3, Diagnostic Test 4, Diagnostic Test 5, and the
Delayed Achievement Post-test. However, there was a significant difference between the scores
of the OL group (Mdn = 80) with the scores of the TL group (Mdn =70), U =16, p = 0.04 in
Diagnostic Test 1. Furthermore, the effect size was medium (r = 0.5). This appears to support the
positive effects of own language use on students’ grammar comprehension when learning

grammatical words related to time expressions.

Following the results of the grammar tests, Exploratory Questions A and B were
investigated using the results obtained from the Lesson Questionnaires. For Exploratory
Question A, the perceived level of grammar comprehension of the students from the OL group
and students from the TL group appeared to differ according to each lesson. While similarities
were observed for time-related expressions in Lesson 1, students in the TL group appeared more
confident when it comes to their grammar comprehension of starting of range expressions in
Lesson 2 and accompanying action-related expressions in Lesson 5. Conversely, students in the
OL group seemed more assured of their grammar comprehension in condition-related

expressions in Lesson 3, and reverse condition-related expressions in Lesson 4.
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For Exploratory Question B, it can be inferred that the instructional intervention in both
groups do affect the level of understanding of selected topics and grammatical words. A better
level of understanding was apparent in students from the OL group for starting of range-related
expressions in Lesson 2. In contrast, students in the TL group reported a better understanding of
the time-related expressions of Lesson 1 and accompanying action-related expressions of Lesson
5. The grammatical words related to conditions in Lesson 3 and reverse conditions in Lesson 4
appear to be equally either easy or difficult for students in both groups to understand, implying
no difference in the use of own language or target language instruction. The comment section
also revealed that students in the own language group still had difficulty differentiating between
more advanced grammatical words even when own language is used. In contrast, students in the
target language-only classroom did not express any need for own language use in their comments
and were confident in the direct method even though they found some lessons difficult. Instead,
they attributed their lack of understanding to the shortage of example sentences and time to

practice or study the words.

The findings from the data analyses in this chapter, in conjunction with those obtained

from Chapter 6, will be discussed in more depth in Chapter 7.
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS OF STUDENTS’ ATTITUDE

SURVEY

This chapter presents the results related to Research Questions 2 and 3, concerning the pre- and
post-attitude survey conducted. Similar to the results reported in Chapter 5, these questions were
addressed using descriptive and inferential analyses as noted in Chapter 4. Firstly, the overall
results of the pre- and post-attitude survey for the total sample are presented. This includes
detailed frequency of the students’ responses to each item. Next, the results of the pre- and post-
attitude survey for each group are displayed to identify any changes in their responses. The results
are then analyzed using Mann-Whitney U tests and Wilcoxon signed-ranks test to determine any
significant differences. The chapter concludes with a summary and outcomes to the research

questions posed.

6.1 Attitude Survey Results

The descriptive statistics for the total sample and both attitude surveys are shown in Table 21. In
the pre-attitude survey, the students had an average attitude score of 34.05 and the variation in
scores among the total sample was 25 points. The average score of the OL group and the TL
group were nearly identical (34.11 and 33.5). The variation in scores of the two groups were also

close to that of the total sample at 22 points and 17 points respectively.
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In the post-attitude survey, the students had an average attitude score of 38.18, and the
variation in scores among the total sample was 24 points. Individually, the average score of the
OL group was higher than that of the TL group (43.11 and 32.63). The variation in scores of the
students in the OL group was also 24 points; however, the variation in scores of the students in

the TL group was smaller at about 12 points.

Table 21: Descriptive Statistics of Attitude Survey

OL Group TL Group Total Sample
Attitude (n=9) (n=10) (n=19)
Survey M SD M SD M SD
Pre 34.11 7.34 335 6.04 34.05 6.72
Post 43.11 8.02 32.63 4.60 38.18 8.40

6.1.1 Total Sample’s Pre-Attitude Survey Results

This section presents the overall results of the pre-attitude survey for the total sample. The
findings in this section are related with Research Question 2: what are students’ attitudes towards
own language use in the Japanese language classroom? To answer this question, the pre-attitude
survey was first analyzed to determine the students’ attitudes before the commencement of the
instructional intervention. The pre-attitude survey results for the total sample are shown in Table

22.
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As aforementioned in Chapter 4 (p. 90), the attitude survey consists of 14 items, which
also refer to statements (see Appendix 6) that are divided into five categories. The choice of
“Neither Agree nor Disagree’ has been shortened to ‘Neither’ in the questionnaire

Items in Category A (General Use) were related to students’ attitudes towards the general
use of own language in the classroom. Aside from item 1, more than 75% of students from both
groups disagreed and strongly disagreed that teachers and students should not use or be allowed
to use OL in the Japanese language classroom (items 2 and 3). In contrast, more than 65% of
students agreed and strongly agreed that the teacher should know the students’ OL, and only 5%

of students disagreed with the statement.

Table 22: Total Sample’s Pre-Attitude Survey Results

Item & Statement Category  Strongly  Agree Neither Disagree  Strongly
Agree Disagree
1. In a Japanese classroom, the teacher
should know Bahasa Melayu or English. 16% 53% 26% 5% 0%
2. The teacher should use Bahasa Melayu or A
English during Japanese Class. 0% 0% 16% 42% 42%
3. Students should be allowed to use Bahasa
Melayu or English during Japanese Class. 0% 11% 11% 47% 32%
4. It is easier to understand Japanese
rammar when the teacher uses Bahasa
Wiy or Englidh 5%  11% 32%  42% 11%
5. It is easier to understand when the teacher
uses English or Bahasa Melayu to give
instructions in Japanese class. B 0% 11% 26% 63% 0%

6. It is easier to understand when the teacher
explains mistakes in Bahasa Melayu or

English. 5% 21% 21% 32% 21%
7. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or C
English to explain Japanese grammar. 0% 5% 11% 58% 26%
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8. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or
English when explaining homework. 0% 5% 11% 47% 37%

9. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or

English when giving instructions. C 0% 0% 5% 53% 42%

10. Teachers should explain mistakes in

Bahasa Melayu or English. 0% 16% 5% 53% 26%

11. Students should be allowed to talk in

Bahasa Melayu or English when talking in
oarsorgroups, 9 5% 2%  32%  21% 11%

12. Students should be allowed to translate a

Japanese word to Bahasa Melayu or English D
to show that they understand. 5% 63% 11% 11% 11%

13. Students should be allowed to explain

what they do or don’t understand in Bahasa 0 0 0 0 0
Melayu or English. 5% 26% 21% 42% 5%

14. Using Bahasa Melayu or English in E

Japanese class will increase my motivation 0% 5% 58% 26% 11%
to leam.

In Category B (Suggested Effectiveness), the items were related to the suggested
effectiveness of OL use in specific situations. More than 50% of students disagreed and strongly
disagreed that Japanese grammar is easier to understand when OL is used, while only 16% of
students agreed and strongly agreed to the statement. Although none of the students from both
groups strongly disagreed with item 5, more than 60% of students disagreed with its statement
which states that it is easier to understand when the teacher uses OL to give instructions. On the
other hand, only 11% of students agreed to the same statement. A slight increase in positivity is
observed for item 6 where 26% of students agreed and strongly agreed that it is easier to
understand mistakes if the teacher explains it using OL. However, a majority of the students

(53%) disagreed and strongly disagreed to the same statement.
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In Category C (Affirmation), the items were related to affirming OL use in specific
situations. The items in this category reported the highest percentage of disagreements compared
to items from other categories. More than 80% of the students disagreed and strongly disagreed
with the statement that teachers should use OL to explain Japanese grammar. Similarly, 84% of
the students disagreed and strongly disagreed with the statement that teachers should use OL to
explain homework. An overwhelming 95% of students disagreed and strongly disagreed with
the statement that teachers should use OL to give instructions, while none of the students agreed
with it. At least 75% of the students disagreed and strongly disagreed with the statement that

teachers should explain mistakes using OL, and only 16% of students agreed with it.

In Category D (Student Use), the items were related to students’ use of OL in the
classroom. This category reported the highest percentage of agreements compared to responses
to items in other categories. At least 35% of the students agreed and strongly agreed with the
statement that students should be allowed to use OL when talking in groups or pairs. About 32%
of the students disagreed and strongly disagreed with the statement, and another 32% of the
students neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. However, only 31% of the students
agreed and strongly agreed with the statement that students should be allowed to explain

themselves using OL while more than 45% of the students disagreed and strongly disagreed to
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Finally, in Category E (Motivation), the item was related to students’ motivation and OL
use. This category reported the highest percentage of students who answered that they neither
agreed nor disagreed. Only 5% of the students agreed with the statement that OL use will increase

their motivation to learn, while 37% of the students disagreed and strongly disagreed to it.

Returning to Research Question 2, the results from the pre-attitude survey revealed that
students’ attitudes prior to the study were overwhelmingly negative. Nine out of the 14 items in
the pre-attitude survey had at least 53% of the students disagreeing or strongly disagreeing to the
statements. This negative attitude is constant in both the OL group and the TL group even after

their responses were separated according to their respective groups.

6.1.2 Total Sample’s Post-Attitude Survey Results
After the post-achievement grammar test, the students were asked to answer the attitude survey

for a second time. The results of the post-attitude survey for the total sample are presented in

Table 23.
Table 23: Total Sample’s Post-Attitude Survey Results
Item & Statement Category Strongly Agree Neither Disagree  Strongly
Agree Disagree

1. In a Japanese classroom, the teacher 6% A47% 18% 2004 0%
should know Bahasa Melayu or English. 0 0 0 0 0
2. The teacher should use Bahasa Melayu or A
English during Japanese Class. 0% 24% 12% 41% 18%
3. Students should be allowed to use Bahasa 0% 12% 18% 47% 24%

Melayu or English during Japanese Class.
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4. It is easier to understand Japanese

e, cacer s Bahasa 120  41%  24%  18% 6%

5. It is easier to understand when the teacher B

uses English or Bahasa Melayu to give 0 0 0, 0 0
instructions in Japanese class. 0% 29% 18% 53% 0%

6. It is easier to understand when the teacher

explains mistakes in Bahasa Melayu or
vy 6%  41%  12% 2% 6%

7. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or

English to explain Japanese grammar. 0% 18% 24% 35% 24%
8. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or C

English when explaining homework. 0% 0% 6% 76% 18%
9. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or

English when giving instructions. 0% 6% 12% 76% 6%
10. Teachers should explain mistakes in

Bahasa Melayu or English. 0% 24% 6% 59% 12%
11. Students should be allowed to talk in

Bahasa Melayu or English when talking in 0 0 0 0 0
paifs oF groupe. 0% 35% 29% 24% 12%
12. Students should be allowed to translate a D

Japanese word to Bahasa Melayu or English 0 0 0 0 0
to show that they understand. 24% 35% 24% 18% 0%

13. Students should be allowed to explain

what they do or don’t understand in Bahasa 0 0 0, 0 0
Melayu or English. 0% 41% 18% 35% 6%

14. Using Bahasa Melayu or English in E
Japanese class will increase my motivation 0% 12% 59% 18% 12%
to leam.

A slight increase in the ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ responses can be observed in the post-attitude
survey results, and although the percentage of the students that answered ‘disagree” was still
relatively high, the percentage of students who answered ‘strongly disagree’ had decreased.
Compared to the pre-attitude survey, only 6 out of 14 items in the post-attitude survey had at least
53% of students disagreeing or strongly disagreeing to the statements. Overall, the results from
the total sample’s post-attitude survey showed that the students’ attitudes are still more negative

than positive. However, when the post-attitude results were separated according to their
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respective groups, a distinct difference can be detected between the attitudes of students in the
OL group and the TL group. The detailed results of each group will be discussed in the following

section.

6.1.3 Comparison of OL Group’s Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey Results
The results of the pre- and post-attitude survey of students in the OL group are shown in Table
24,

In Category A, the percentage of students who strongly agreed to item 1 decreased from
22% to 11%, while the students who agreed increased from 22% to 33%. Surprisingly, the
number of students who disagreed with the statement also increased from 11% to 22%. A major
increase from 0% to 40% was seen in the students who answered that they agreed to the statement
in item 2, and the percentage of students who disagreed with the same statement decreased from
67% to only 22%. Although the percentage of students who agreed or strongly agreed with the
statement in item 3 did not show any changes, the percentage of students who disagreed and
strongly disagreed to the statement decreased from 89% to 55%.

In Category B, the percentage of students who agreed and strongly agreed to item 4
increased from only 11% to 89%, while the students who disagreed with it reduced from 56% to
0%. The percentage of students who agreed to item 5 also increased from 22% to 33%, while the
students who disagreed with it decreased from 56% to 33%. Similarly, for responses in item 6,
the percentage of students who agreed to the statement increased from 22% to 67%, and the

students who disagreed and strongly disagreed to the statement decreased from 44% to 22%.

144



In Category C, the percentage of students who agreed to item 7 increased from 0% to at
least 30%, while the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed to the same
statement showed a dramatic decrease from 89% to only 22%. In contrast, the percentage of
students who agreed or strongly agreed to item 8 remained unchanged at 0%. However, the
percentage of students who disagreed increased from 56% to 78%, while the percentage of
students who strongly disagreed to the statement decreased from 33% to 11%. For item 9, the
percentage of students who agreed with the statement increased from 0% to 11%. Although the
percentage of students who strongly disagreed with the statement decreased from 44% to 0%,
the percentage of students who disagreed increased from 56% to 67%. Similarly, for item 10,
although the percentage of students who strongly disagreed with the statement decreased from
33% to 0%, the percentage of students who disagreed increased from 44% to 56%. The

percentage of students who agreed also increased from 22% to 33%.

Table 24: Comparison of OL Group’s Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey Results

Category Item & Statement Strongly Agree Neither Disagree  Strongly
Agree Disagree

1. In a Japanese classroom, the PRE 2204 2204 44%, 11% 0%

teacher should know Bahasa

Melayu or English. POST 11% 33%  33% 22% 0%
A Nemuotddrgmese PRE 0% 0% 2% 1%  67%

(General (g,

Use) POST 0% 4%  22% 11% 22%

3. Students should be allowed to

use Bahasa Melayu or English PRE 0% 11% 0% 56% 33%
durng Japanese Clss POST 0%  11% 33%  44%  11%

B 4. Itis easier to understand PRE 0% 11% 33% 56% 0%
Japanese grammar when the
(Suggested  teacher uses Bahasa Melayu o
Effectivene  English. 22% 67% 11% 0% 0%
s5) POST
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5. It is easier to understand when
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
the teacher uses English or Bahasa PRE 0% 22% 22% 56% 0%

Melayu to give instructions in
Japanese class.

POST 0% 33%  33% 33% 0%

6. It is easier to understand when PRE 11% 22% 22% 22% 22%
the teacher explains mistakes in

Bahasa Melayu or English POST 11% 67% 0% 11% 11%

7. Teachers should use Bahasa PRE 0% 0% 11% 67% 2204

Melayu or English to explain

Japanese grammar. pOST 0%  33% 44%  11%  11%
8. Teachers should use Bahasa 0% 0% 11% 56% 33%
Melayu or English when PRE
C _ explaining homework POST 0% 0% 11%  78%  11%
(Affirmatio
) 9. Teachers should use Bahasa 0% 0% 0% 56% 44%
!\/Ielayu_ or English when giving PRE
instructions. POST 0% 11%  22% 67% 0%
10. Teachers should explain 0% 22% 0% 44% 33%
mistqkes in Bahasa Melayu or PRE
English POST 0%  33% 11%  56% 0%
11. Students should be allowed t
talk in Bzrr]lasz l\(illfelayj or (I)E\alglisg PRE 11% 22% 44% 11% 11%
when talking in pairs or groups. POST 0% 44%, 33% 11% 11%
12. Students should be allowed to
D translate a Japanese word to 11% 67% 0% 0% 22%
(Student Bahasa Melayu or English to show PRE
Use) ~_etthey undersand, POST  44% 33% 0%  22% 0%
13. Students should be allowed to
explain what they do or don’t 0% 33% 22% 33% 11%
understand in Bahasa Melayu or PRE
English.

POST 0%  56% 22%  22% 0%

E 14. Using Bahasa Melayu or PRE 0% 11% 44% 2204 22%

(Motivatio English in Japanese class will

) increase my motivation to learn. POST 0% 2204 67% 11% 0%

In Category D, the percentage of students who strongly agreed to item 11 decreased from
11% to 0%. However, students who agreed increased from 22% to 44%. Interestingly, the
percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed with the same statement remained
unchanged at 22%. For item 12, the percentage of students who strongly agreed increased from
11% to 44%. However, students who agreed to the statement decreased from 67% to 33%. The

percentage of students who strongly disagreed with the same statement decreased from 22% to
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0% and in contrast, the percentage of students who disagreed increased from 0% to 22%. The
percentage of students who agreed with item 13 increased from 33% to 56%, while the
percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed with the statement decreased from

44% to 22%.

Finally, in Category E, the percentage of students who agreed increased from 11% to
22%. In contrast, the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed decreased
from 44% to 11%. The percentage of students who neither agreed nor disagreed with the
statement also increased from 44% to 67%, and this is the highest recorded percentage for that

answer in the OL group’s post-attitude survey results.

The results from the OL group revealed a slight increase in the positive responses
towards own language use. This is especially apparent in items 4 and 6 of Category B, and item

12 of Category D, which reported more than 75% of agreement to OL use in the classroom.

6.1.4 Comparison of TL Group’s Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey Results
The results for the pre- and post-attitude survey of students in the TL group are shown in Table

25.

In Category A, the percentage of students who strongly agreed and agreed to item 1
decreased from 90% to 63%, while the percentage of students who disagreed increased from 0%

to 38%. For item 2, the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed to the
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statement increased from 90% to a complete 100%. Item 3, however, only saw an increase of

3% in students who agreed to the statement, and an increase of 70% to 88% in students who

disagreed and strongly disagreed with the same statement.

In Category B, the percentage of students who strongly agreed and agreed with item 4

decreased from 20% to only 13%, while the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly

disagreed slightly increased from 50% to 51%. For item 5, there is an increase in the percentage

of students who agreed to the statement from 0% to 25%; however, the percentage of students

who disagreed to the same statement also increased from 70% to 75%. In contrast, item 6 saw

an increase in the percentage of students who agreed from 20% to 25%, and a decrease in the

students who disagreed and strongly disagreed from 70% to only 50%.

Table 25: Comparison of 7L Group’s Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey Results

Category Item & Statement Strongly Agree Neither Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
1. In a Japanese classroom, the PRE 10% 80% 10% 0% 0%
teacher should k_now Bahasa
Melayu or English. POST 0% 63% 0% 38% 0%
A iatommmowes PRE 0% 0% 10% 0% 20%
Uy O POST 0% 0% 0%  88%  12%
epdve Mo PRE 0%  10% 20%  40%  30%
eing Japanese Clss POST 0%  13% 0%  50%  38%
4. It is easier to understand PRE 10% 10% 30% 30% 20%
Japanese grammar when the
teacher uses Bahasa Melayu or
B English. 0% 13%  38% 38% 13%
(Suggested AT . S POST
i . It is easier to understand when
Effe(s:;l)vene the teacher uses English or Bahasa PRE 0% 0% 30% 70% 0%
Melayu to give instructions in
Japanese class. POST 0% 25% 0% 5% 0%
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6. It is easier to understand when PRE 0% 20% 20% 40% 20%

the teacher explains mistakes in
Bahasa Melayu or English

POST 0% 25%  25% 50% 0%

7. Teachers should use Bahasa PRE 0% 10% 10% 50% 30%

Melayu or English to explain

Japanese ramer pOST 0% 0% 0%  62%  38%
8. Teachers should use Bahasa 0% 10% 10% 40% 40%
Melayu or English when PRE
C  ewlaninghomework POST 0% 0% 0%  75%  25%

Affirmati

( Ir:f)’ﬂa ° 9. Teachers should use Bahasa 0% 0% 10% 50% 40%
_Melayq or English when giving PRE
instructions. POST 0% 0% 0% 88% 13%
1Q.st'giach'er?3 sr;]ould l\(/elx?lain PRE 0% 0% 11% 67% 22%
mistakes in Bahasa Melayu or
English. POST 0% 13% 0% 63% 25%

11. Students should be allowed t 0 0 0, 0, 0
talk in Bzzasz l\c/'IlieIayS orclzivr:lglisk(\J PRE 0% 40% 20% 30% 10%

when talking in pairs or groups. POST 0% 2504 2504 38% 13%

12. Students should be allowed to
D translate a Japanese word to 0% 60% 20% 20% 0%
Bahasa Melayu or English to show PRE

Student
( 'jlsegn that they understand. POST 0% 38% 50% 13% 0%
13. Students should be allowed to
explain what they do or don’t 10% 20% 20% 50% 0%
unde_rstand in Bahasa Melayu or PRE
English. POST 0%  25% 13%  50% 13%
E Lol PRE 0% 0% T0% 0% 0%

(Mo:]i;/ atio increase my motivation to learn. POST 0% 0% 50% 2504 2504

In Category C, the percentage of students who agreed to item 7 further decreased from
10% to 0% while the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed continued to
increase from 80% to a complete 100%. Similarly, item 8 also saw a decrease in the percentage
of students who agreed from 10% to 0%, and an increase in the percentage of students who
disagreed and strongly disagreed from 80% to 100%. Item 9 also saw an increase in the
percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed from 90% to 100%. For item 10,

there was a slight increase of 13% in the percentage of students who agreed with the statement.
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However, the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed to the same statement

remained similar for both pre- and post-attitude surveys (89% and 88%).

In Category D, the percentage of students who agreed to item 11 decreased from 40% to
25% while the percentage of students who disagreed and strongly disagreed increased from 40%
to 51%. For item 12, a major decrease was seen in the percentage of students who agreed with
the statement from 60% to 38%, while the percentage of students who strongly disagreed also
decreased from 20% to 13%. However, a 30% increase was seen in the percentage of students
who neither agreed nor disagreed with the same statement. Similarly, item 13 saw a decrease in
the percentage of students who agreed and strongly agreed to the statement from 30% to 25%,

while the percentage of students who disagreed and strong disagreed increased from 50% to 63%.

Finally, in Category E, a 20% increase was seen in the percentage of students who
disagreed and strongly disagreed with item 14, and no changes in the percentage of students who

agreed and strongly agreed to the same statement.

In contrast to the results from the post-attitude survey of the OL group, the results from
the post-attitude survey of the TL group revealed a large increase in the negative responses
towards own language use. This is especially apparent in the items under Category C where 3

out of 4 items reported a complete 100% disagreement to OL use in the classroom.
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6.2 Inferential Analyses of Attitude Survey
A Wilcoxon signed-rank test and Mann-Whitney U test were conducted to answer Research

Question 3. All statistical tests used an alpha level of .05.

Research Question 3 asked the following: does exposure to own language use in the
classroom improve students’ attitudes towards it? To answer this question, Mann-Whitney U
tests were conducted to compare the post-attitude scores of students who received OL-inclusive
instruction and students who received TL-only instruction. As aforementioned in Chapter 3 in
Section 3.6, the students’ attitude scores were calculated by adding up the total of each of the 14
Likert items. The change in attitude score was also calculated by subtracting each student’s pre-

attitude score from their post-attitude score.

Table 26 displays the changes in the mean of attitude scores before and after the
instructional intervention. A Wilcoxon signed-rank test conducted for the total sample revealed
no significant difference between the pre-attitude scores of the total sample (Mdn = 34) and the
post-attitude scores of the total sample (Mdn =38), Z=1.811, p = 0.07. However, when the total
sample was sorted according to groups, the OL group showed positive pre- to post-attitudes
towards own language use, while the TL group showed a negative change towards own language

use.
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Table 26: Pre- and Post-Attitude Scores by Group and Type of Attitude Change

Type of Attitude Pre-Survey Post Survey
Group AM r
Change M SD M SD
oL Positive 3411 734 4311 802 9 1.0
TL Negative 335 604 3263 460 -087 02
Total Positive 3405 672 3818 840 413 05
Sample

Note: AM —mean difference

A Wilcoxon signed-rank test was also conducted for each group (Table 27). The results for the
OL group showed a significant difference between the pre-attitude survey scores (Mdn =37) and
the post-attitude survey scores (Mdn = 46), Z = 2.67, p = 0.008. The effect size was also large (r
= 1.0). Thus, the positive change in attitude score was deemed statistically significant. The

second alternative hypothesis (see p. 71, Chapter 4) is accepted.

The Wilcoxon signed-rank for the TL group, however, revealed that there was no
significant difference between the pre-attitude scores (Mdn = 33) and the post-attitude survey

scores (Mdn = 32), Z=0.593, p = 0.553.

Table 27: Wilcoxon signed-rank test Results for Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey

Group Mean ranks Sum of ranks Z-value p

Positive Negative  Tie  Positive Negative

OL Group 5 45 2.67 0.008
TL Group 3.50 4.28 1 10.5 175 0.593 0.553
Total Sample 8.58 8.25 103 33 1.811 0.07
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The Man-Whitney U test results for the pre- and post-attitude surveys are illustrated in Table 28.
For the pre-attitude test, there was no significant difference in the attitude scores of the OL group
(Mdn = 37) and the TL group (Mdn = 33), U = 44, p = 0.934. This confirms that the two groups

had equal attitudes towards own language use prior to the experiment.

For the post-attitude survey, Man-Whitney U test results indicated that there was a
significant difference in the attitude scores of the OL group (Mdn =46 ) with the TL group (Mdn
=32),U=10.5, p=0.01. The effect size was also medium (r = 0.6). Thus, it can be concluded
that there is a positive difference in the attitudes of students who received own language
instruction and students who receive target language-only instruction. The third alternative

hypothesis (see p. 70, Chapter 4) is accepted.

Table 28 Man-Whitney U test Results for Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey

OL Group TL Group
(n=9) (n=10)
Attitude Test Mean rank Mean Rank Z-value r
Pre-test 9.89 10.10 -0.082 0.02
Post-test 11.83 5.81 -2.457 0.6

6.3 Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the findings of the attitude survey conducted in this study. In response to

Research Question 2, initial findings from the pre-attitude survey showed that prior to the
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instructional intervention, the total sample and the individual groups had negative attitudes
towards own language use. The negative attitudes were particularly evident in the responses for
Category C concerning the students’ affirmation of the benefits of own language use in the
classroom. Furthermore, nine out of the 14 items in the pre-attitude survey had at least 53% of

students disagreeing or strongly disagreeing with its statements.

In the post-attitude survey results, a positive change of 4.13 was reported in the mean of
the total sample. In addition, when compared to the pre-attitude survey, only 6 out of 14 items in
the post-attitude survey had at least 53% of students who disagreed or strongly disagreed to its
statements. Although a slight increase in positive responses was recorded, the Wilcoxon signed-
rank results for the total sample revealed no significant difference. However, upon individual
examination of the two groups, a distinct difference was identified between the post-attitude

scores of the students in the own language group and the students in the target language-only

group.

The students in the own language group reported a positive change in their attitude scores
after the instructional intervention. Examination via Wilcoxon signed-rank test revealed that the
positive change was statistically significant with a medium effect size. In response to Research
Question 3, it can be concluded that exposure to own language use in the classroom improves

students’ attitudes towards it. Thus, the second alternative hypothesis is accepted.
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In contrast, students in the target language group reported a negative change in their
attitude scores. Examination via Wilcoxon signed-rank test, however, revealed that the negative
change was not statistically significant with a small effect. This provides further evidence that
the students’ attitudes towards own language use remain negative when they are not exposed to

own language-inclusive approaches.

Finally, a Mann-Whitney U test revealed a significant difference in the post-attitude
scores of the own language group and the target language group. This finding also supports the
argument that students who were exposed to own language-inclusive approaches are more likely
to have positive attitudes towards it compared to students who were not. Thus, the third

alternative hypothesis is also accepted.

The findings from the data analyses in this chapter, in conjunction with those obtained

from Chapter 5, will be discussed in more depth in Chapter 7.
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION

The present study was designed to examine the effects of own language use on ethnic Malay
students’ grammar achievement, grammar comprehension, and attitudes towards own language
use. Comparisons between own language-inclusive instruction and target language-only
instruction groups were made using a quasi-experimental research design. The experimental
group received lesson handouts which contained own language explanations and translations for
each grammatical word, and the teacher used the sandwich technique and reverse translation
when providing own language support in the classroom. The control group received identical
lesson handouts without any own language explanation or translations provided. The duration of
the experiment was 5 weeks. Based on the results reported in Chapter 5, own language use was
more effective when learning grammatical words associated with time-related expressions. The
results in Chapter 6 also revealed that students who were exposed to own language-inclusive
approaches were more likely to have positive attitudes towards own language use in the
classroom.

Discussion of the results is presented in this chapter according to the major research questions

and subsequent exploratory questions. The research questions are:

1. Isstudents’ grammar comprehension better facilitated by a teacher’s use of own

language or by providing target language-only instruction?

2. What are the attitudes of students towards own language use in the Japanese language

classroom?
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3. Does exposure to own language use in the classroom improve/change students’

attitudes towards it?

The exploratory questions are:

A) s there adifference inthe perceived level of comprehension between students who
receive own language- (OL) inclusive instruction and students who receive target

language- (TL) only instruction?

B) Is there a difference in which grammatical words are easier or harder to learn between
students who receive own language- (OL) inclusive instruction and students who

receive target language- (TL) only instruction?

Each section of the discussion includes a summary of the findings, explanation of the findings,
and the findings' relation to current literature. This chapter also includes the implications for

theory and practice, the limitations faced in the current study, and suggestions for future research.

7.1 Effects of Own Language Use on Students’ Grammar Achievement

The first research question investigated the effects of own language use on students’ grammar
comprehension. Results indicated that the students who received own language-inclusive
instruction performed better than those who received target language-only instruction when
learning time-related expressions (¢t Bf# <), starting of range expressions, (#iFHD4HE D),
conditional-related expressions (51 2:#1), and reverse condition related-expressions (5%

). The initial findings support the hypothesis that students in the own language group
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would perform better in the selected grammar tests than students in the target language group.
However, upon deeper examination, it was revealed that only the results for the time-related
expression diagnostic test were statistically significant. These findings echo those of previous
research which state that own language use can support students’ grammar comprehension in the
second language classroom (e.g., Storch & Wigglesworth, 2003; Tian & Macaro, 2012;

Hidayati; 2012).

The significant difference obtained for the time-related expression lesson is supported
by Tanimori’s (2016) argument which stated that in the context of Japanese language education,
OL can be used to improve Japanese as a second language (JSL) students’ grammar
comprehension when using it to explain time-related expressions. He argued that a comparative
analysis of translation between the OL and the TL allows the student to clearly identify the tense
and aspect between both languages. Since the students in the OL group were provided with both
Malay and English language translations of the example sentences, they were able to compare
the three languages and identify the differences between them. In addition, the students in the OL
group could see how the grammatical words are expressed equivalently in Malay and English,

thus supporting their comprehension.

Although the students in the OL group were able to compare the translations of the three
languages in all five lessons, aside from lesson 1, increased grammar comprehension is only seen

in the mean scores, but it was not enough to produce a significant difference. This can be
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attributed to the simplicity of time-related expressions compared to the more intricate
grammatical words in the later lessons. In addition, JLPT N1 grammatical words are complex to
understand, thus using the OL alone is not enough to support students’ grammar comprehension.
This is clearly depicted in the students’ comments where students in the OL group expressed that
other than usage of the OL, more practice questions and example sentences were needed to

further promote their grammar comprehension.

In contrast, a more important observation is that OL use did not produce any adverse
effect on the grammar comprehension of students in the OL group. The taboo surrounding OL
use as depicted by literature is often related to the possible negative effects of negative transfer
and interference (e.g., Carreres, 2006; Malmkjaer, 2010). Because of this, OL has been avoided
from being utilized in target language classrooms. Malmkjaer (2010) pointed out that
interference and transfer is unavoidable when using translation; however, learning to manage it
is more important than shutting out OL use completely. Reflecting on the results of the grammar
tests, it can be concluded that the principled use of own language carried out in this study did not
cause excessive interference to the extent of it affecting the students’ grammar comprehension.
This finding is further supported by the views of Ortega (2014) who found that possible
interference presented between languages may not result in any type of learning difficulty (p. 32).
The ability of students in the OL group to perform better is also supported by Macaro’s (2005)
research where exclusive target language use may not necessarily improve students’ language

acquisition.
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Based on Macaro’s (2001) optimal position theory, the point is not to maximize or force
unnecessary own language use; instead, it is to use it efficiently when it is needed so that it can
support smooth engagement with the target language in the classroom. In this case, the students
in the OL group were able to immediately ask questions and confirm their understanding with
the teacher using the own language which enabled the class to proceed in the TL while at the
same time, assuring the students of their comprehension. In contrast, students in the TL group at
times were faced with guessing and uncertainty which ended up stalling the progression of the
class. In other words, allowing students and the teacher to turn to own language use when

required helps both the target language lesson and the comprehension of the students.

The present study contributes to existing literature by presenting empirical evidence that
own language use benefits students’ grammar achievement when it comes to advanced time-
related grammatical words in the context of the Japanese language. It also provides evidence that
own language use produces the same if not better results in terms of grammar achievement when
compared to target language-only classrooms, proving that its use does not hinder or inhibit the

language understanding of students.

7.2 Effects of Own Language Use on Students’ Grammar Comprehension
In line with the first research question, two exploratory questions were investigated using the

results obtained from the lesson questionnaire. For Exploratory Question A, results from
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Question 1 indicated that the grammar comprehension of students from both groups varied
according to each lesson. For time-related expressions, the lesson questionnaire revealed that
there was no difference in the perceived level of grammar comprehension between students in
the OL group and students in the TL group. Students in the TL group had more confidence in
their comprehension when it comes to starting of range expressions (Lesson 2) and
accompanying act expressions (Lesson 5). In contrast, students in the OL group reported higher
level of comprehension in the lesson questionnaire for conditional expressions (Lesson 3) and
reverse conditional expressions (Lesson 4). However, upon cross-examining the responses to
Questions 2 and 3 with Question 1 of the lesson questionnaire, the students’ perceived level of

grammar comprehension appeared to be different altogether.

Figure 9: Overall Results of OL Group's Lesson Questionnaire
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Figure 10: Overall Results of TL Group’s Lesson Questionnaire
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Due to the mixed response, it is difficult to properly determine the differences in the
perceived grammar comprehension of students in both groups. What can be concluded, however,
from comparing the perceived level of comprehension and grammar achievement is that students
in the TL group have confidence in their understanding even though they might face some
difficulties. In contrast, students in the OL group were quite reserved with how much they felt
they understood the lesson even with the support of own language in the classroom. This is most
probably due to the new learning style that was introduced to the students in the OL group.
Throughout their studies under the scholarship program, the students have been accustomed to
learning solely in the target language. Thus, the sudden exposure to an own language-inclusive

classroom and new grammar learning approaches required the students to adapt. According to
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Roehl, Reddy and Shannon (2013), it may take students more than a semester to adjust to a new
instructional method and “recognize its value” (p. 48). Considering that the lessons in this study
were held only twice a week in a span of five weeks, the students’ lack of confidence in the

teaching method is expected.

In Exploratory Question B, the results from Questions 2, 3, and 4 of the lesson
questionnaires revealed that there are similarities and differences in which grammatical words
each group found difficult or easy to understand. A majority of students in the OL group did not
have difficulty understanding all three of the words of starting of range expressions in Lesson 2,
while the students in the TL group reported more difficulty with several of the words. The
students in the OL group revealed through their written comments that their full understanding
was likely due to the simplicity of the words. Although the students in the TL group also admitted
that the words were simple, most of them required more example sentences. Liu and Matsumoto
(2017) stated that students’ efficiency in learning various Japanese language functional
expressions can be enhanced by providing appropriate example sentences (p. 297). Considering
that the students in the OL group were provided with extra example sentences albeit in the form
of English and Malay translations, their lack of difficulty in understanding the words is probable.
A similar observation is present in Lesson 3 where students in the OL group reported less
difficulty understanding all three grammatical words compared to students in the TL group. In
addition, in the comment section, a majority of students in the OL group attributed their

comprehension to the similarities between the Japanese words and the English and Malay
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translations. Up to this point, it can be assumed that the OL students’ performance in the

achievement test is due to these two factors.

However, the same factors were absent in Lessons 1, 4 and 5. In Lessons 1 and 4,
students from both groups reported similar comprehension levels for all three grammatical words.
The comment section in Lessons 4 and 5 revealed that a majority of students from the OL group
had difficulty with the grammatical words due to their similarities in meaning. A closer analysis
of the Malay and English translations used in Lessons 1, 4 and 5 also showed that the
grammatical words were nearly identical when it comes to their meaning and are mostly
differentiated through their specific use. For example, in Lesson 1 all three grammatical words
(72 b, ZiE0 5, AFU ) when translated are equivalently translated into ‘as soon as’ in
English, and ‘sebaik sahaja’ in Malay. Similarly, in Lesson 4, the grammatical words (& 5 & %,
Thi, 7oL ZAT) also had identical translations which are ‘no matter’ in English and “tidak
kira’in Malay. In Lesson 5, the grammatical words (7>7=4> %, 23C%5) were both translated into
‘while’ in English and ‘semasa’ in Malay. This may be the reason why the students in the OL
group still found the words difficult to differentiate from one another even though the meanings
were provided in their own language. This converges with Yamamoto’s (2013) argument which
stated that knowing word meanings is not equivalent to comprehension because students will
need more than knowing the meaning to be able use it correctly in the target language due to the

different lexical forms and syntax. This is different when compared to the translations in Lesson
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3 where all three grammatical words (7= & 5%, & diuE, X5 <& had different translations

in English (if, once) and Malay (sekiranya, sekali, jika).

Thus, this suggests that the benefits of own language use are fairly limited when used in
the context of advanced Japanese grammatical words, especially when it comes to grammatical
words that not only have similar meanings but also similar-to-identical translation in students’
own language(s), which in this case are English and Malay. These research findings echo that of
Tian and Macaro (2012), who suggested that there is benefit in using own language in the
classroom for specific words or phrases as to solely using the target language. Providing the
meaning only is insufficient, but as commented by students in the TL group, more practice
questions and example sentences should be provided for more complex grammatical words. In
this case where the students’ own language is unable to provide sufficient support to the students’

comprehension, using only the target language in the classroom would be satisfactory.

The present study contributes to existing literature as it appears to be the first study that
attempted to identify which grammatical words in the advanced Japanese language grammar are
more effectively understood when explained using support from students’ own language. The
findings illustrate that the comprehension of starting of range expressions and conditional
expressions are more successful when explained using own language. However, for reverse
conditional expressions and accompanying action expressions, it is preferable to use target

language only in the classroom. The findings also provide a new possible approach to how
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teachers can determine which grammatical words are more effectively explained by analyzing

their translations into the own language.

7.3 Effects of Own Language Use on Students’ Attitudes

The second research question investigated the students’ attitudes towards own language use prior
to the commencement of the experiment. Results from the pre-attitude survey revealed that the
total sample and both individual groups had negative attitudes towards own language use. Out
of the 14 items included in the survey, a total of 9 items recorded more than 50% of students
disagreeing to statements which promoted own language use in the classroom. The students
reported the highest negative attitude score in Category C which concerned the students’
affirmation of the benefits of own language use in the classroom. Item 9 reported the highest
disagreement with 95% of students who disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that
teachers should use the OL to give instructions. These findings are in line with literature on
negative attitudes from more advanced level students (Yen, 2004; Liao, 2006; Nazary, 2008).
The reason behind the students’ prominent negative attitudes can be due to their original language
learning environment in the Japanese language preparatory school. The students who
participated in the study have been learning Japanese language using the direct method for the
past 15 months with strict prohibition of own language use. Thus, it is expected for the students
to have strong confidence and belief in the effectiveness of the direct method and total rejection

of own language use even though they have yet to experience an own language-inclusive
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classroom. This is supported by Nazary (2008) who found that students did not believe that own
language is effective in aiding their language learning. Furthermore, these findings reinforce
arguments put forth by Cook (2010) regarding the negative assumptions that still exist and hinder

students and teachers from utilizing own language in the classroom.

The third research question investigated the students’ attitude changes after experiencing
an own language-inclusive classroom. Results from the post-attitude test revealed a statistically
significant positive change in the attitude scores of the students in the OL group. Meanwhile, the
students in the TL group reported a statistically non-significant negative change in their attitude
scores. A statistically significant difference was also present between the post-attitude scores of
the students in the OL group and students in the TL group. As suggested by Good and Brophy
(1990), attitudes can be stimulated through experience and exposure. Therefore, students who
are exposed to own language-inclusive approaches are more likely to have positive attitudes
towards it compared to students who are not. These findings are further supported by Burden’s
(2004) study which stated that “with more classes, students would become even more attuned

towards the teaching method adapted by the teacher” (p. 34).

The positive shift in students’ attitudes are important because as aforementioned, it is the
students’ attitudes towards own language that can determine the students’ participation in the
language learning process (Thang & Ting et al, 2011). Having a positive attitude towards own

language use not only facilitates the successful application of principled own language use in the
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own classroom, but also reduces the long-term taboo of using own language as a last resort and
eradicates any unnecessary guilt that may exist alongside its use. The present study contributes
to the existing literature by presenting findings of positive attitude changes of students after

exposure to an own language-inclusive teaching approach.

7.4 Implications of Study

The findings of this study have improved our understanding on the effects of own language use
on students’ grammar achievement, grammar comprehension and attitudes in the context of
ethnic Malay learners of the Japanese language. Implications of the findings can be discussed in

terms of theory, research and practice.

7.4.1 Theoretical Implications

This study was based on Cook’s (1991) Multicompetence Theory which acknowledges the target
language learner as a user in his/her own right, and not a deficit version of a native speaker. The
attitude results of this study are consistent with this theory. Students in the own language group
revealed positive attitude changes after experiencing an own language-inclusive classroom. This
implies that the students have gained confidence in the possible benefits of using their own
language to learn the target language which leads to positive self-image of themselves as target

language learners. The positive attitude towards one’s own language is important because it
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strengthens the belief that a target language learner can be fluent and efficient without having to
embody the mind of the monolingual speaker.

In addition to the Multicompetence Theory, this study adopted Macaro’s (2001) Optimal
Position as the theoretical model in the research field of own language use. The Optimal Position
recognizes the value of own language as a useful pedagogical tool which facilitates some aspects
of students’ language learning. The grammar test results of this study are consistent with this
model. Students in the own language group showed higher mean scores in their grammar
achievement and better grammar comprehension when learning selected grammatical words. It
appears that own language facilitates learning not only because it provides students with direct
and accurate meaning of words or translations, but also because students are able to create social
relationships thus creating a relaxed learning environment which decreases the anxiety of

learning advanced grammatical words.

This Optimal Position can be further enhanced with additions of specific frameworks of

principled own language use.

7.4.2 Methodological Implications
In regard to research methodology, this study conducted two exploratory analyses which
intended to give a more holistic view of the results of the research questions. If the study had

been concluded with the major research questions, our understanding of own language use would
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have been limited to the difference in grammar achievement of students learning with own
language and students learning with target language only. Through the exploration of which
grammatical words are more difficult or easier to understand, we can understand that although
own language use is able to boost students’ grammar achievement, in order to observe a more
robust difference the students need time to adapt to the learning style to increase their belief in its
effects. In addition, it is made clear that own language use does not always have to be the first
choice, and there are instances where target language-only approaches may be better for students’
comprehension. In a nutshell, by taking into consideration the types and topics of grammatical
words learned, we are able to go beyond the differential effects of own language use and clearly
determine when and where it can effectively support students’ grammar comprehension.

The findings of the exploratory questions illustrate the importance of examining the
participants, measurement tools, and data of a study from different perspectives in order to
understand the fundamental nature of a research. In addition, the researcher should also be open
to experimenting with various methods and procedures to determine if it can add depth to the

research.

7.4.3 Pedagogical Implications
Based on the findings of this study, it appears that in order to successfully implement own
language use in the target language classroom, teachers need to adapt their teaching style to

incorporate it systematically using a possible framework. In order for students to trust a teaching
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method, they need time to adapt and experience its effects. The status quo where teachers
regularly turn to own language use as a last-ditch effort to explain something difficult not only
results in overuse but may reduce the confidence that students have towards its overall use,
therefore causing negative attitudes. JSL practitioners could consider using versatile own
language-inclusive methods such as the sandwich technique, the mirroring technique, or the
reverse translation approach (refer to Chapter Two for brief descriptions of these teaching
methods) to slowly introduce a principled use of own language in the classroom.

The translations of grammatical words should also be carefully examined before utilizing
them in the classroom. Findings from this study revealed that it may only lead to further
confusion. Thus, teachers need to consider which grammatical words can be more effectively
explained using own language. Research in this area is still few and far between. However,
teachers can first try and adopt certified translations or meanings available from multilingual

textbooks as a guideline.

The present study also has pedagogical implications for non-native speaker teachers,
especially in the efforts of localizing Japanese language education in Malaysia. The choice to
systematically adopt own language use in the Japanese language classroom can empower local
teachers to create personalized teaching approaches for multilingual students in the country.
Based on the students’ objective of learning the Japanese language, teachers should decide how

much own language use is actually needed for their students to achieve their goals. Therefore,
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teachers need to be flexible in adapting and knowing when own language use can either support

or resist students’ language learning.

7.5 Delimitations and Limitations

The present study is not exempted from delimitations and limitations which will be pointed out
in the following section. Simon and Goes (2013) stated that limitations are constraints beyond
the researcher’s control, while delimitations are conscious choices made by the researcher to

either include or exclude selected characteristics in the study.

7.5.1 Delimitations

The most prominent delimitation of this study is the grammatical words learned during the
experiment. Among the various grammatical words available at the JLPT N1 level, the
researcher chose only five topics (time-related expressions, starting of range expressions,
conditional expressions, reverse conditional expressions, and accompanying action expressions)
to test the effects of own language use on students’ grammar achievement and comprehension.
The next delimitation is that the generalization of the results will be delimited to university level
adult ethnic Malay learners in Malaysia. In addition, grammar achievement in this study was

measured using multiple choice objective questions. Thus, the grammar achievement was
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delimited to performance in the context of an objective written test instead of a subjective written

test or oral communicative test.

7.5.2 Limitations

The present study recognized some possible limitations in the interpretation of its findings and
the implementation of the experiment. Firstly, is the limitation of a small sample size. Although
the sample size met the minimum requirements for an experimental study, the sample size is still
fairly small. Since the study required volunteers to participate, the researcher had no control over
the possible number of participants in the study. A larger sample size may produce better and

statistically significant results which can be more difficult to obtain with small sample sizes.

Secondly is the duration of the experiment. A total of five lessons were conducted in the
span of five weeks. Compared to regular language courses which usually last for at least 15 weeks,
the duration of the experiment is considered brief. A longer time frame can provide better results
on students’ attitude changes and allow more JLPT N1 grammatical words to be included in the

syllabus.

7.6 Suggestions for Future Research
The present study has resulted in the following suggestions for future research. For the

independent variable, this study has chosen to investigate the differential effects of own language
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and target language-only instruction. Future studies can consider including a third group which
incorporates Macaro’s (2001) Maximal Position where own language is utilized without
pedagogical value and only used as a last resort. Adding this variable can increase more depth to
the results and provide more information on the different types of own language use and their

possible outcomes.

For dependent variables, the grammar achievement tests of the present study focused on
advanced level grammatical words. It would be interesting to explore the different effects of own
language use on beginner and intermediate level grammatical words as well. In addition, future

research can explore the effects of own language use on Japanese language vocabulary as well.

Aside from grammar achievement, grammar comprehension, and student attitudes, there
are many other different aspects that can also be explored, for example the effects of own
language use on students’ motivation. Literature has echoed that own language use can increase
students’ motivation in learning a target language (Cummins, etc.), but this was not included in

the scope of the present study.

Other aspects of own language use can be explored in the form of its effects on speaking
and writing comprehension. Research has discovered that own language use can improve
students’ speaking and writing proficiency for leaners of the Spanish and English language (Van
Weijen, Van den Bergh, Rijlaarsdam & Sanders, 2009; de la Fuente & Goldenberg, 2020).

However, as aforementioned, research of own language use in the scope of Japanese language
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education is still few and far between. Therefore, future studies can consider investigating this in

the context of the Japanese language as well.

175



CONCLUSION

Japanese language education has set roots in Malaysia for more than 60 years and since then has
resulted in various Japanese language programs, schools, and initiatives to further improve
Japan-Malaysia relations. Moving forward with the renewal of the Look East Policy on the 31%
of May 2019, plans on the establishment of the first branch campus of a Japanese university in
Malaysia have been confirmed. Irrespective of the rapid growth of Japanese language in the
country, Japanese language education in Malaysia remains relatively similar to when it started in
1957. At the time, the focus was mainly on beginner to intermediate levels and using native
Japanese speaker teaching models in the syllabus. Furthermore, as pointed out by Ota (1999), the
bulk of Japanese language teachers in Malaysia are primarily native Japanese teachers brought
in from abroad or volunteers from international associations. Although programs to develop local
non-native Japanese speakers such as Program Diploma Pascasiswazah Pendidikan Bahasa
Jepun (PDPP BJ) to become teachers in high schools have been set up in the country, it still
focuses on using target language-only instruction and methods. In a multilingual country like
Malaysia, if Japanese language education is to further develop, then there is a need to empower
local teachers to use their own language to create a tailored syllabus for Malaysians. However,
the taboo surrounding own language use is still prominent; this calls for a reevaluation of its use

and investigation on its effects on students’ language learning.
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Findings in recent research have indicated that own language use can support students’
language learning. Although the benefits of own language use have been established in the
context of English language education, studies in the context of Japanese language education are

still limited.

This dissertation was an effort to contribute to the body of literature by investigating the
effects of own language use on students’ grammar achievement, grammar comprehension and
attitudes. The findings of this study corresponding to the three main research questions addressed

are summarized as follows:

a. The results of this study indicate that when teaching advanced JLPT N1 grammatical
words related to time expressions, starting of range expressions and conditional
expressions, to an extent, own language use is more effective than target language-only

instruction in promoting grammar achievement and grammar comprehension.

b. The findings show a pattern that indicates that grammatical words with similar use and
meaning are better understood when their translations in Malay and English are unlike
their counterparts. This provides a new possible approach on how teachers can
determine which grammatical words are more effectively explained by analyzing their

translations into the own language.

c. There are significant positive changes in the attitudes of students who attended own

language-inclusive classrooms towards own language use compared to those who

attended target language-only classrooms.
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This study presents an introductory approach to utilizing own language in the advanced
Japanese language classroom. It contributes to existing literature not only by offering empirical
evidence of the positive effects of own language use, but also by proving that students’ attitudes
towards own language use can be improved by providing sufficient exposure to it and its benefits.
Furthermore, this study extends investigations of previous research by providing a possible
framework of determining which grammatical words in the advanced JLPT N1 level are better
suited to be taught using own language than target language only in the context of the Japanese

language.

The present study has succeeded in answering various questions in regard to own
language use in the Japanese language classroom. However, there are still many more tasks that
arise with the closing of this study. Implications on theory, research and practice have been
presented as well as suggestions for future research, which can further extend the discussions and
research of own language use in the classroom. To conclude, it is evident to say that the findings
from the present study would provide local non-native Japanese language teachers in Malaysia
with new information and direction to further expand the current syllabus and teaching methods

in order to work towards the localization of Japanese language education in the country.
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Appendix 4
(Diagnostic Test)
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Appendix 5

(Lesson Questionnaire)
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Appendix 6

(Pre- and Post-Attitude Survey)
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Survey of the Role of OL in a Japanese Language Classroom

Name: Group:

For each of the statements below, please circle a number to indicate how much you agree or

disagree with the statement presented.

Scale
Item
Strongly Strongly
Agree Neither Disagree .
Agree Disagree
1. In aJapanese classroom the teacher should 5 4 3 ) 1
know Bahasa Melayu or English
2. The teacher should use Bahasa Melayu or
. . 5 4 3 2 1
English during Japanese Class
3. Students should be allowed to use Bahasa 5 4 3 ) 1
Melayu or English during Japanese Class
4. Itis easier to understand Japanese grammar
when the teacher uses Bahasa Melayu or 5 4 3 2 1
English
5. Itis easier to understand when the teacher
uses English or Bahasa Melayu to give 5 4 3 2 1
instructions in Japanese class.
6. Itis easier to understand when the teacher
explains mistakes in Bahasa Melayu or 5 4 3 2 1
English
7. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or 5 4 3 ) 1
English to explain Japanese grammar.
8. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or
. . 5 4 3 2 1
English when explaining homework
9. Teachers should use Bahasa Melayu or
. L . 5 4 3 2 1
English when giving instructions.
10. Teachers should explain mistakes in Bahasa
. 5 4 3 2 1
Melayu or English.
11. Students should be allowed to talk in
Bahasa Melayu or English when talking in 5 4 3 2 1
pairs or groups.
12. Students should be allowed to translate a
Japanese word to Bahasa Melayu or English 5 4 3 2 1
to show that they understand.
13. Students should be allowed to explain what
they do or don’t understand in Bahasa 5 4 3 2 1
Melayu or English.
14. Using Bahasa Melayu or English in Japanese 5 4 3 5 1

class will increase my motivation to learn
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