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ABSTRACT

The present study focused on changes over time in university-level Japanese students’
sociocultural perceptions of social status during their year abroad in Canada, and the
impact of such altered perceptions on their p_grceptions at subsequent time points. The
sociocultural perception to be examined was perceived “social status” which Brown and
Levinson (1987) discussed as a contributory factor in the perception of social asymmetry,
power and authority. The study attempted to examine (1) whether (and to what extent)
Japanese students, before they came to study in Canada, had recognized English native
speakers’ understanding of social status and had learned how to offer advice
appropriately in English to individuals of various social statuses, (2) what proportion of
differential pragmatic development among Japanese students in Canada was accounted
for by their English proficiency and amount of exposure to English, and (3) whether (and
to what extent) living and studying in Canada facilitated Japanese students’ pragmatic
development, which was assessed by the degree of approximation to native speech act
behavior in various advice-giving situations repeated during the course of an academic
year. To this end, the study compared the development of Japanese exchange students’

pragmatic competence during their year abroad in Canada with peers in Japan who did

not undertake a year abroad.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Overview

The present study is described in this chapter and several important concepts used
throughout this dissertation are developed. This chapter begins with the statement of the
problem. Next, the purpose of the present study is discussed. Finally, several key

theoretical terms used in the study are defined.

1.1 Problem

Since 1993, the year when The Course of Study (The National Guideline for
Education in Japan) was revised and new textbooks supporting new national foreign
language guidelines were initiated for use in secondary schools, the goals of English
language teaching in Japan have been to enhance students’ pragmatic competence, that is,
the ability to interpret and use language appropriately in social contexts. Classes that
focused exclusively on developing students’ grammatical knowlédge were replaced by
communication-based classes to which a native speaker of English, an assistant language
teacher (ALT),' was assigned. The purpose was for students to learn English
communicative functions, including, for example, how to make requests in English in

particular social contexts. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan (1998) described the

! ALTs are native speakers of English appointed to schools in Japan as part of the Japan Exchange and
Teaching (JET) Program by the Council of Local Authorities for International Relations.



reasons for the introduction of such communication-based classes to secondary schools as
follows:

Today, there is a great amount of international exchange among people, things

and information in all sorts of fields. The importance of understanding each other

through direct communication is growing enormously. Therefore, ALTs are
expected to play a significant role in promoting communicative teaching and
iﬁtroducing foreign culture in the classroom, thereby helping to develop an

‘educational programme in Japan based upon international understanding. [on-line:

available at http://www.mofa.go.jp/j_info/visit/jet/experience.html]

These comments suggest that communication-based classes provide students with
the opportunity not only to interact directly with native speakers of English, but to learn
the target sociocultural rules necessary to acquire pragmatic competence. However, the
problem is that there are few empirical studies that have investigated whether (and to
what extent) students learn to use pragmatic knowledge efficiently, and whether the
pragmatic competence they acquire in school reaches the level to allow them to function
competently with members of a target speech community. Moreover, few studies have
investigated whether their pragmatic competence continues to develop or diminishes over
time after students graduate from secondary schools.

Indeed, several questions are posed here. What learning environment is necessary
to maintain the level of pragmatic competence that students acquire in school? Is living
and studying in an English-as-a-second-language (ESL) environment, that is, a target

speech community, more effective in maintaining or extending the level of pragmatic

competence than studying in an English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) environment like



http://www.mofa.go.jp/j_info/visit/jet/experience.html

Japan? Communication-based classes have been implemented in Japan for about six

years without consideration of these issues.

1.2 Preliminary Study of Japanese Students’ Pragmatic Competence
1.2.1 Site and Participants

In order to explore these issues, Japanese students who had learned English in
communication-based classes led by native speakers of English in secondary schools, and
who had the opportunity to stay in the target speech community were selected. They were
involved in an eight-month academic exchange program at the University of British
Columbia (UBC) in Canada (the UBC-Ritsumeikan Academic Exchange Program). In
this program about 100 university-level Japanese students come to study in the target
speech community, Canadé, every year, and live with their English-speaking roommates
at an on-campus facility called UBC-Rits House. Fifteen instructors of the exchange
program and 32 English-speaking roommates of Japanese students volunteered to

participate in the study.

1.2.2 Purpose

The purpose of the preliminary study conducted in April, 1997 was to gather
information on characteristics of Japanese students’ pragmatic uses of English in
interactions with members of the target speech community. As Richards, Platt and Platt
(1992) note, pragmatics include the study of how the interpretation and use of utterances

depends on knowledge of the real world, how speakers use and understand speech acts,

and how the structure of sentences is influenced by the relationship between the speaker




and the hearer. Therefore, a questionnaire was designed in an open-ended format to

collect information on these issues (see Appendix A).

1.2.3 Results

The results showed that many instructors thought that Japanese students
frequently used direct speech acts in giving advice and suggestions at the end of the
eight-month program--even though indirect speech would have been more appropriate in
specific speech settings. For example, one of the instructors commented that many
students used such direct speech acts as ““You must Verb Phrase (hereafter, VP)” and
“You should VP” in response to an instructor’s questions such as “Please tell me what I
could do in order to make this class more interesting to you all.” The remarks of the
instructors showed that they frequently considered such speech act behavior by the
Japanese students to be impolite.

Some academic exchange program instructors commented in the questionnaire
that Japanese students often did not know English polite expressions. Others stated that
they did not notice that Japanese polite expressions did not necessarily convey the same
degree of politeness when literally translated into English. Moreover, there was a
comment that the Japanese students’ eight-month residence in Canada was so short that
they could not learn how to use polite expressions in context in the same way as native
English speakers. Eventually, two variables were identified that seemed to explain why

some Japanese students cannot give advice in a native-like manner even after an eight-

month stay in the target speech community. They developed following a review of




comments from the instructors: that is, English proficiency and amount of exposure to

English.

1.2.4 Implications for the Present Study

The results of the preliminary study appeared to contradict a widely-accepted
notion in the field of first language (Japanese) acquisition--that Japanese communicative
style is indirect (e.g., Barnlund, 1975; Clancy, 1986; Doi, 1973, 1974). Clancy (1986)
noted that an indirect, somewhat depersonalized mode of expression is highly valued in
many contexts in Japanese society. Moreover, Clancy (1986) found that Japanese mothers
simplify the acquisition of this communicative style by following children’s inappropriate
direct utterances with more appropriate indirect phrases. Furthermore, sevefal researchers
(e.g., Nakane, 1967; Matsumoto, 1988, 1989) have pointed out that politeness strategies
are largely influenced by social status variables in Japan’s hierarchical society. For
example, rarely do Japanese university students use direct expressions like “You must
VP” or “You should VP” when offering advice to a higher-status individual such as a
professor.

Why then, do many Japanese students in the program frequently use direct speech
acts like “You should VP”, when it comes to offering advice in English? In other words,
why do they have difficulty offering advice in the forms necessary to signal the socially
expected degree of politeness? Is their difficulty related to English proficiency and
amount of exposure to English during their eight-month stay as suggested by several

instructors? The findings of this preliminary study warranted further investigation of



Japanese students’ politeness strategies. The relationship of their politeness strategies

with their English proficiency and amount of exposure to English should be explored.

1.3 Purpose of the Present Study

The present study was prompted by comments of several native speakers of
English who were instructors of an academic exchange program at UBC, and the largely
unexamined compérison of pragmatic competence acquired in and outside of Japan. The
present study proposed to operationalize several tasks on the basis of two theoretical
frameworks, namely, language socialization and interlanguage pragmatics.” Second-
language (L2) socialization refers to the process by which individuals, whether children
or adults, “acquire tacit knowledge of principles of social order and systems of belief”
(Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986b, p. 2) through exposure to and participation in L2-mediated
interactions. Interlanguage pragmatics refers to “nonnative speakers’ use of pragmatic
knowledge” (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996, p. 149). The basic concept underlying these two
frameworks is that the development of pragmatic competence is a process of social
development (Ninio & Snow, 1996). The present study focused on changes over time in
university-level Japanese students’ sociocultural perceptions and the impact of such
altered perceptions on their pragmatic uses of English when giving advice. The
sociocultural perception examined in the study was perceived “social status” which
Brown and Levinson (1987) discussed as a contributory factor in the perception of social

asymmetry, power and authority.

2 A review of the literature relevant to language socialization and interlanguage pragmatics is provided in
Chapter II.



The first and second tasks operationalized in the study dealt with research into
second-language (L2) socialization by learners in English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL)
and English-as-a-second-language (ESL) contexts, respectively. For the first task, the
study examined whether (and to what extent) Japanese students in an academic exchange
program, before they came to study in Canada, had learned target sociocultural rules of
offering advice through communication-based classes in school. The second task was to
examine whether (and to what extent) living and studying in the target speech community
facilitated Japanese students’ pragmatic development, which was assessed by the degree
of approximation to native speech act behavior in various advice-giving situations
repeated during the course of an academic year. In order to examine the impact of living
and studying in the target speech community, the pragmatic development of the Japanese
students in the target speech community and of those who continued to stay and study in
Japan was compared. The third task was to account for differential pragmatic
development among Japanese students in the target speech community as functions of
their English proficiency and amount of exposure to English.

Thus the present study attempted to learn how Japanese students’ instructional
and life experiences supported the development of pragmatic competence in use of
English, and to examine in particular the differences in competence that accrued from
experience in an English speaking culture. The study attempted to account for students’
acquisition of the competence to offer advice and to compare different levels of
competence that resulted from study in Japan and in Canada. In so doing, it was hoped

that the findings of the study would contribute to clarification of the L2 socialization

process from a developmental pragmatics perspective.




1.4 Definitions
Several key theoretical terms used throughout this dissertation are defined here.

Second-language (L2) socialization:
As mentioned earlier, L2 socialization refers to the process in which individuals,
whether children or adults, “acquire tacit knowledge of principles of social order
and systems of belief” (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986b, p. 2) through exposure to and
participation in L2-mediated interactions. It should be noted that the term L2
socialization is not always interchangeable with the term secondary or adult
socialization, because the concept of secondary or adult socialization includes
socialization through and to use an L1. However, secondary socialization and
adult socialization have been used interchangeably in the literature (see
Wentworth, 1980, for a detailed discussion).

Diachronic socialization:
By this it is meant that socialization is a long-term, developmental process of
acquisition of language and culture. Diachronic socialization research explores the
social past as well as the social present (see Heath, 1982, for a detailed discussion).
Specifically, a diachronic dimension in L2 socialization research is not restricted
to observations in the target speech community. Réther, it extends to an
examination of L2 learners’ native culture that may affect the L2 socialization

process in the target speech community (Matsumura & Takakuwa, 1999).




Synchronic socialization:

By this‘ it is meant that the organization of socializing contexts is sometimes

temporary but any temporal context is seen as constructing one aspect of

diachronic socialization (Matsumura & Takakuwa, 1999). In L2 socializing
contexts, L2 learners have as a goal solving specific problems of interaction at
hand by interpreting what social activity is going on and acting/reacting in
socially and culturally sensitive and appropriate ways through the use of L2.

Synchronic L2 socialization can be examined for how L2 learners are socialized

through socially and culturally organized activities into “expected ways of

thinking, feeling, and acting” (Becker et al., 1961; Wentworth, 1980, cited in

Ochs, 1986, p. 2).

It is important to note here that diachronic and synchronic socialization are not
mutually exclusive, nor is one the prerequisite for the other, because human beings, once
they are born, are diachronically socialized through countless, various synchronic
socialization events and also because the cultural norms and values that they have
acquired diachronically at a particular point in time will affect their future synchronic
socialization.

Social status:

One’s recognized positions and roles in society and/or in a particular social

situation (Brown & Levinson, 1987). When members of a society interact with

one another, their linguistic behaviors are influenced by their conceptions of their

own and others’ social status. The present study assumes that sociolinguistic
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knowledge of social status is related to the pragmatic competence to use direct
and indirect speech acts.

Pragmatic competence:
“[A] variety of abilities concerned with the use and interpretation of language in
contexts. It includes speakers’ ability to use language for different purposes--to
request, to instruct, to effect changes” (Bialystok, 1993, p. 43). The present study
examines pragmatic competence to give advice in English to higher-status, the
same status, and lower-status persons.

Pragmatic development:
This refers to the approximation over time to native speech act behavior in various
social contexts. The present study will examine the acquisition of rules of
politeness and culturally determined rules for offering advice in English to higher-

status, the same status, and lower-status persons.

1.5 Summary

This chapter has provided an outline of the present study and has introduced two
theoretical issues, that is, language socialization and interlanguage pragmatics. Following
the identification of the problem, the need and importance of conducting the study were
discussed. Next, the purpose of the study, and the definitions of the key theoretical terms
were presented. The next chapter is devoted to addressing the theoretical background of
the present study while reviewing the literature related to language socialization and

interlanguage pragmatics.
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CHAPTER 1I
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND TO THE PRESENT STUDY

(LITERATURE REVIEW)

2.0 Overview

The aim of this chapter is to locate the present study in the fields of language
socialization and interlanguage pragmatics and to discuss the significance of the study
within these fields. This chapter begins by identifying several methodological problems
in previous L2 socialization studies, followed by a review of the literature that examines
the relationship of English proficiency and amount of exposure to English with English
pragmatic uses and interpretations. Finally, the implications in constructing the

instruments in the present study are discussed.

2.1 Research on L2 Socialization

It has been over twenty years since Hymes (1971, 1972a, 1972b) and Campbell
and Wales (1970) proposed the view that language learning is a social and contextual
process. There have been a considerable number of theories developed to account for the
interplay of language and culture in both first language (L.1) (Ochs, 1988; Ochs &
Schieffelin, 1979; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986a) and second language (L2) acquisition (e.g.,
Halliday & Hasan, 1985; Schumann, 1978). Schieffelin and Ochs’ language socialization
model, among othérs, has been applied‘to various English-as-a-second-language (ESL)
contexts in recent years, relating the developmental nature of L2 acquisition to

sociocultural competence that L2 learners acquire over time in a target speech community
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(Atkinson & Ramanathan, 1995; Crago, 1992; Crago, Annahatak, & Ningiuruvik, 1993;
Harklau, 1994; Poole, 1992; Willett, 1995).

One central notion of language socialization theory is that children and other
novices in society learn to function competently with members of that society by
organizing and reorganizing sociocultural information that is conveyed through the form
and content of actions of others (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986a, 1986b). This theoretical
framework views the acquisition of linguistic competence and sociocultural competence
as interdependent. Schieffelin and Ochs (1986a) state that as children learn to become
competent members of their society they also learn to become competent speakers of
their language. Acquiring pragmatic competence, that is, the ability to use and interpret
language appropriately in contexts, is an essential part of the language socialization
process, because without pragmatic competence it is hard to participate in ordinary social
life within a variety of social contexts.

The study of L2 socialization from a developmental pragmatics perspective
requires different approaches from the one employed to study children undergoing
socialization through L1. This is primarily because L2 learners have formed their cultural
norms and values through L1 and have acquired linguistic and sociocultural competence
in their L1. Indeed, in addition to such L1 competence, they have also obtained some
degree of L2 linguistic and sociocultural knowledge through school education and media
exposure in their home countries (see Ely & Gleason, 1995 for a summary of this line of
inquiry). Unfortunately, however, because of methodological limitations discussed below,

few studies have investigated such L2 socialization processes in detail.
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A first methodological problem is that previous studies have looked solely at
synchronic socialization observed in the target speech community without incorporating a
diachronic perspective into its interpretation. Specifically, few studies have been designed
to examine the extent to which L2 learners have acquired pragmatic competence before
they enter the target speech community. Indeed, there is a néed to examine international
students’ educational and cultural backgrounds, because they are the important
components of an explanation for individual differences in L2 socialization in the target
speech community. For example, few studies have examined whether the development of
pragmatic competence in the target speech community varies according to the amount of
prior pragmatic knowledge that L2 learners have already obtained in their home countries.
A review of the literature suggests that the typical longitudinal designs that have been
employed in L2 socialization studies involve a researcher starting to observe L2 learners
some time after their arrival in a target speech community (e.g., Poole, 1992; Schecter &
Bayley, 1997; Willett, 1995). Under such circumstances, it is difficult to confirm what L2
sociocultural competence they may have acquired in their home countries before their
arrival. Moreover, given that what L2 learners think, feel, and act in the present may be
connected to their past experiences, observing L2 socialization in the target speech
community alone may not adequately describe why it happens. Thus socialization in the
target speech community should be accounted for and corroborated by a careful

examination of what they have acquired in their home countries.’

3 The feasibility of this modified longitudinal design may be questionable in some areas of L2 socialization
research (e.g., research on immigrant children’s L2 socialization), because researchers may not be able to
obtain information on who is coming and when.
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A second methodological problem with previous L2 socialization studies is the
adoption of a taken-for-granted view of culture as the basis for interpretation and
explanation of L2 learner’s cultures of origin and the target culture. Such comments of
research findings as “the video activity represents a typical White middle-class American
accommodation context” (Poole, 1992, p. 604) indicate the adoption of such a view.
Atkinson and Ramanathan (1995) and Poole (1992) described the adoption as “a
necessary convenience” (p. 557) and “a convenient point of comparison” (p. 599) in their
own research, respectively. In other disciplines, however, such views have been criticized,
because they promote émonolithic, static, and exoticized image of culture (e.g., Kubota,
1999; Raimes & Zamel, 1997; Spack, 1997; Susser, 1998; Zamel, 1997). L2 socialization
research cannot escape from this criticism either. Specifically, the adoption of a taken-
for-granted view of culture ignores the dynamic link between language and culture--that
the system of social and cultural structures changes over time and accordingly, what
language practices are socially and culturally appropriate or expected by members of the
social group also change over time. If researchers seek to find evidence of L2
socialization drawing on the cultural views articulated by research conducted in the
distant past, say, ten years ago, they may misinterpret in what direction L2 learners are
socialized.

A third methodological problem is that few L2 socialization studies have
employed an adequate number of subjects to examine ‘intracultural variance,’ that is, the
extent to which the subjects under study are typical and atypical of their first cultures, and
under the particular influence of their cultural backgrounds. As a result, findings linked to

the L2 socialization process are unable to be generalized to a population of individuals
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who share the same culture and language. The lack of an examination of intracultural
variance causes such problems as cultural stereotypes and unsubstantiated generalizations.
It should be noted that any L2 learners under study are not hecessarily representative of
the cultures that they are supposed to represent. It should also be noted that the cultural
norms and values in focus are not necessarily familiar to those who are born and raised in
that culture, nor are they shared to the same degree among the people of the culture.

A fourth problem is that few studies have been concerned with L2 socialization
that takes place in their home countries. Because of a lack of a comparison group that
consists of L2 learners who continue to stay in their home country, previous studies do
not answer the question as to how L2 socialization in a target speech community differs
from that in the home country. There have been no efforts to examine whether there is a
difference in the route and rate of pragmatic development between L2 learners in the
target speech community and in their home country.

Because of these methodological problems, previous studies have revealed little
about the characteristics of the L2 socialization_process in a target speech community and
an L2 learner’s country of origin. The present study, however, was designed to solve
these problems. Specifically, by employing two large groups (one in the target speech
community, Canada and the other in the subjects’ home country, Japan), the study
attempted to clarify the impact of L2 learning environment on pragmatic development,
that is, how the route and rate of pragmatic development differed between an ESL group
and an EFL group. Moreover, by starting data collection before the first group entered
Canada, the study attempted to obtain information on the extent to which participants in

the first group had already obtained L2 pragmatic knowledge in Japan. Furthermore, in
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order to account for individual differences in route and rate of pragmatic development in
the target speech community, the present study examined their increasing approximation
to native speech act behavior in various advice-giving situations, as functions of L2

proficiency and amount of exposure to L2 in the target speech community.

2.2 Proficiency Effects and Pragmatic Competence

A number of interlanguage pragmatics studies have examined the use of speech
act realization strategies by learners at different proficiency levels (Blum-Kulka &
Olshtain, 1986; Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper & Ross, 1996; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka,
1985; Robinson, 1992; Takahashi & Beebe, 1987; Takahashi & DuFon, 1989; Trosborg,
1987). However, most of these studies were cross-sectional and, therefore, did not reveal
developmental changes in pragmatic competence relating to L2 proficiency. Kasper and
Schmidt (1996) noted, “Unlike other areas of second language study, which are primarily
concerned with acquisitional patterns of interlanguage knowledge over time, the great
majority of studies in interlanguage pragmatics has not been developmental” (p. 150).
Nonetheless, findings of previous studies are informative in designing the present study.
The remainder of this section is dedicated to reviewing several studies that employed
Japanese learners of English.

Takahashi and Beebe (1987) examined in discourse completion tasks the refusal
strategies used by Japanese students learning English as a second language (ESL) and
English as a foreign language (EFL). They found that high-proficiency learners, that is,

ESL learners in their study, often used a typically Japanese formal tone when performing

refusals in English, whereas low-proficiency learners, that is, EFL learners, could not do
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so due to limited L2 proficiency. Takahashi and Beebe (1993) noted that more proficient
learners had enough control over L2 to express their intentions at the pragmatic level and
accordingly, they were more likely to transfer L1 sociocultural norms to L2 and made
pragmatic errors.

Results contradicting Takahashi and Beebe’s (1987, 1993) view were also
provided by a number of studies. Takahashi and DuFon (1989) investigated the request
strategies by Japanese learners of English in open-ended role play. They found that
beginning-level learners displayed preference for indirect speech acts by using Japanese
hinting strategies, whereas the advanced learners formulated their speech more efficiently
by making more direct and native-like requests. They pointed out that perceptions of
request strategies differed between the low- and high-proficiency subjects. Robinson
(1992) examined the refusal strategies used by Japanese learners of English in discourse
completion tasks, and found that the low- and high-proficiency subjects were both aware
of the differences in appropriate American and Japanese refusal behaviors. However, the
lower proficiency subjects were more influenced by their L1 refusal style, whereas the
higher proﬁcienC}; learners’ strategies were more similar to native speakers’. Moreover,
Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper and Ross (1996) examined the apo-l.ogy strategies used by
Japanese learners of English at two proficiency levels, intermediate and advanced, in
discourse completion tasks. They found that the intermediate-level learners were more
likely to use L1 apology strategies than the advanced learners. In contrast to Takahashi
and Beebe’s (1987, 1993) view, the results of these studies indicate that with increasing

L2 proficiency, the subjects’ pragmatic uses of L2 approximated to native speakers’.
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Furthermore, Takahashi (1996) examined the relationship of Japanese EFL
learners’ request strategies and their L2 proficiency by means of a judgment test of
speech act behavior. The results of her study showed that both low- and high-proficiency
learners relied equally on their L1 request conventions or strategies in L2 request
performance. The author concluded, unlike other researchers, that the false projection of
L1 form-function mappings onto L2 contexts did not seem to be a function of the
learners’ L2 proficiency.

Inspection of the results of these studies suggests that proficiency effects on L2
pragmatic competence vary depending on speech act type (e.g., request, apology, refusal)
and processing modes (e. g., perception versus produption). The present study investigated

proficiency effects on the subjects’ perception of advice.

2.3 Exposure to L2 and Pragmatic Competence

As stated in the previous section, the developmental change in pragmatic
competence has been rarely addressed in previous studies of interlanguage pragmatics.
Although there is a study that examined the subjects’ developing pragmatic competence
as a function of the length of stay in the target speech community (Olshtain & Blum-
Kulka, 1985), no studies of interlanguage pragmatics have investigated the development
of pragmatic competence as a function of exposure to L2. Perhaps, exposure to L2 might
be a better indicator of the L2 learners’ pragmatic development than length of stay in the
target speech community.

The primary purpose of the Olshtain and Blum-Kulka’s (1985) study was to

investigate the acculturation of learners to the target speech community by examining the
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degree of approximation of their speech act behavior. Olshtain and Blum-Kulka
maintained that “speech act behavior serves as a useful indicator of acculturation related
to length of stay in the target community” (p. 304). Specifically, they examined the
perception of politeness in requests and apologies by nonnative speakers of Hebrew.
They developed a judgment test consisting of eight items: four request situations and four
apology situations. Focus was given to the receptive rather than productive aspect of
pragmatic competence. They found that the response patterns of L2 learners to the
judgment test changed over time as a function of the learners’ length of stay in the target
speech community. They concluded that irrespective of the level of linguistic competence,
learners may reach native-like speech-act acceptability patterns as a function of the length
of stay in the target speech community.

Olshtain and Blum-Kulka’s (1985) study appears to have revealed developmental
patterns in learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competence. However, the findings of this
study should be interpreted with caution due to methodological limitations. The problem
is that Olshtain and Blum-Kulka assigned the subjects to several groups depending on
their lengths of time in the target speech community and compared the groups with
respect to this pragmatic development. Because focus was given to the developmental
change in pragmatic competence, the study should have used a longitudinal design in
which data are collected from the same subjects on the same instruments on several
occasions.

Moreover, Olshtain and Blum-Kulka’s definition of the variable, length of stay in
the target speech community, itself, is unclear. It was assumed in the study that the longer

L2 learners have stayed in a target speech community, the more exposure to L2 they
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receive. However, their assumption is not always a reflection of reality. The Japanese
students in the exchange program at UBC, for example, vary in their exposure to English
in Canada. They have a chance to communicate inJ apanese with their friends, read
Japanese books and newspapers, watch Japanese community TV, and so on, even when
they stay in Canada. One former student in the program commented, “We communicate
with each other in Japanese once we step out of the classroom” (personal communication,
1997). On the other hand, several students in the exchange program actively participated
in social events, communicated in English even with their Japanese peers, and preferred
to read English over Japanese materials, during the entire period of the program. It is
highly likely that a similar situation applied to the subjects in Olshtain and Blum-Kulka’s
(1985) study. Thus, in addition to L2 proficiency, the present study included not length of
stay in the target speech community but exposure to L2 to account for learners’

developing pragmatic competence.

2.4 Implications in Constructing Instruments

This section focuses on two studies, Takahashi (1996) and Rose (1994), in which
the low validity of instruments used makes the research findings questionable. McMillan
and Schumacher (1993) stated, “Validity is a situation-specific concept: validity is
assessed depending on the purpose, population, and environmental characteristics in
which measurement takes place” (p. 223). This is an important point to explore in L2
studies.

Takahashi (1996) examined the transferability of Japanese indirect request

strategies when Japanese learners of English make English requests in corresponding L2
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contexts. Takahashi constructed a questionnaire consisting of two sections. The first
section was comprised of four situations described in English, in which the degree of
imposition differed (two high and two low imposition situations). The first section aimed
to examine subjects’ perception of the contextual appropriateness of five Japanese request
expressions for each situation. In the second section, the same situations used in the first
section were presented with five pairs of Japanese and English request expressions. The
second section aimed to examine the equivalence of perception between Japanese request
strategies and the corresponding English equivalents in terms of contextual
appropriateness. For example, the subjects were asked to rate on a 7-point scale the extent
to which the English request expression “I would like you to VP” is equivalent to the
Japanese request expression “V-te itadaki-tai-n-desu-kedo” under the condition in which
the subjects put themselves in a situation in which they requested their Japanese professor
to do something on their Japanese university campus.

However, the validity of the instruments used in this study is low for several
reasons. First of all, the equivaleﬂce of Japanese-English pairs is questionable. By
Takahashi’s definition, the Japanese request forms “V-te itadaki-tai-n-desu-kedo” and “V-
te hoshii-n-desu-kedo”, for example, are equivalent to “I would like you to VP and “I
want you to VP”, respectively. However, if the subjects read “V-te hoshii-n-desu-kedo” in
rising and soft intonation, “I would like you to VP”” is more equivalent than “I want you
to VP.” In addition, the phrase “desu” in “V-te hoshii-n-desu-kedo” is polite enough to
translate the whole expression into “I would like you to VP.” Thus presenting the

Japanese-English equivalence judgment test only as written forms is problematic because
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the subject’s judgment depends largely on the intonation and tone of the reader’s voice
(see Wierzbicka, 1991).

The second problem is related to selection of the subjects. The subjects were 142
university-level Japanese students in Tokyo whose mean length of residence in English-
speaking countries was 1.2 months. The chances are high that they did not know
expressions such as “Would it be possible (for you/me) to VP?” and rated it as totally
inappropriate. Moreover, it is unusual for the students in Japanese universities to make
English requests to their Japanese professor on their Japanese university campus. Thus
Takahashi’s (1996) findings are suspect because of the low validity of the instruments
used.

Rose (1994) examined the validity of a discourse completion test and a multiple-
choice questionnaire when collecting speech act data in non-Western contexts. Subjects
were Japanese university-level students as an experimental group and American
university students as a reference group. The two instruments were prepared in both
English and Japanese. Each group worked on the two instruments in their first language.
Based on a review of the literature relevant to Japanese interactions, Rose hypothesized
that Japanese subjects were less direct in making requests than Americans on both
instruments. Contrary to expectations, he found that Japanese subjects were more direct
in the discourse completion test (DCT) but less direct in multiple-choice questionnaires
than Americans. He suspected that the DCT may be inappropriate for collecting data on
Japanese subjects.

Rose used translation in coding data collected in Japanese, but he, like Takahashi

(1996), ignored the fact that translation from Japanese to English may differ depending
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on the intonation and tone of a reader’s voice. For example, he translated “Na oshiete.
Onegai” into “Hey, teach me, please!”, but with a gentle tone of voice that Japanese
request expression could be translated into “Um, could you teach me, please.”

The second problem that makes the ﬁndings questionable is his assumption that
both instruments provided information about subjects’ production of requests in face-to-
face interactions. However, the distinction must be made between the two instruments in
terms of the types of elicited responses: that is, DCTs are classified as constrained
production instruments, whereas multiple-choice questionnaires provide information
about subjects’ perception of alternative speech act realizations or about the pragmatic
meaning subjects assign to offered stimulus material (Kasper & Dahl, 1991). Given this
classification of instruments, Rose collected data on two different types of processing
modes in the realization of requests. Thus it is not surprising that he did not obtain the
same results from the two instruments, including, for example, that the Japanese subjects
produced direct speech acts more frequently than indirect requests. Rose’s study, like
Takahashi’s (1996), has methodological problems, but the findings ;Jvanant further

investigation.

2.5 Summary

This chapter reviewed a number of methodological problems in L2 socialization
and interlanguage pragmatics studies. It was argued that unique characteristics of L2
socialization emerge from the fact that L2 learners, at least to some éxtent, have formed

their cultural norms and values through L1 and have already acquired linguistic and

sociocultural competence in their L1, and therefore, that the study of L2 socialization
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requires different approaches from the one employed to study children undergoing
socialization through an L1. It also argued that examining diachronic socialization and
intracultural variance is critical, especially when L2 learners are the focus of the study.
Specifically, a study has to be designed to examine 1) the extent to which L2 learners
have acquired the target sociocultural competence before they enter the target speech
community with a special focus on L2 leamers’ educational and cultural backgrounds,
and 2) the extent to which the L2 learners under study are typical and atypical of the
culture, and under the particular influence of their cultural background. These are
important components of an explanation for the L2 socialization process not only in the
target speech community but also in the L2 learners’ country of origin.

Next, it was suggested that the present study would make a unique contribution to
interlanguage pragmatics because it focused on the developmental aspects of L2 learners’
pragmatic competence. The rationale for the inclusion of the two variables, English
proficiency and amount of exposure to English was addressed. Finally, the implications of
constructing valid instruments to measure L2 learners’ pragmatic competence were

discussed. The next chapter addresses several hypotheses tested in the present study.
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CHAPTER 111

HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

3.0 Overview

In this chapter hypotheses to be tested and research questions addressed in the
present study are listed accompanied by a schematic representation of underlying
theoretical models. As discussed in earlier chapters, the study attempted to account for
change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social status when giving advice in
English, as functions of their English proficiency and amount of exposure to English.
Moreover, the study aimed to compare the different levels of pragmatic development that
resulted from study in Japan and Canada. Because different analytic strategies were used,
these two tasks are discussed in separate chapters of this dissertation. The former is
investigated in Study 1 in Chapter VII where focus was given to Japanese students who
came to study in the target speech community, whereas the latter is examined in Study 2
in Chapter VIII where two groups--the Japanese students in the target speech community
and those who continued to stay and study in Japan--were compared. Thus hypotheses

and research questions are summarized separately for each study.

3.1 Hypotheses Tested in Study 1

First, a theoretical model underlying hypotheses to be tested in Study 1 is
presented. Figure 3.1 below represents the hypothesized relationships among three
constructs--perception of social status when giving advice in English, English proficiency,

and exposure to English (these three constructs are denoted as POSS, PROF, and EXPO
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in the figures and tables used throughout the rest of this dissertation). It should be noted
that the relationships in Figure 3.1 were developed based on the results of the preliminary
research discussed in Chapter I and the findings of previous studies reviewed in Chapter

IL.

Figure 3.1 Theoretical model of the relationships among perception
of social status (POSS), English proficiency (PROF), and exposure to
English (EXPO).

The critical feature of Figure 3.1 is that PROF is hypothesized to have direct
effects on POSS, whereas EXPO is hypothesized to have direct effects on POSS and
indirect effects on POSS through its impact on PROF. In other words, PROF functions as
an intervening variable in this hypothesized model. The number of intervening variables
plays a critical role in estimating direct and indirect effects in a longitudinal design.
Gollob and Reichardt (1991) suggest that when the design is longitudinal, testing a model
that includes an indirect effect with & intervening variables requires a model that has at
least k + 2 time points. As shown in Figure 3.1, PROF is the only intervening variable in
Study 1 and therefore, it is necessary to design a minimum of three-wave longitudinal

design in which data on all three variables are collected on three occasions from the same

sample. As discussed in detail in the next chapter, Study 1 was designed to conduct a
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four-wave longitudinal test of the model in Figure 3.1. Hypotheses tested in Study 1 were

stated as follows:

Hypotheses I
The change over time in J apanese students’ perception of social status when
giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their English
proficiency.

Hypothesis 2:
The change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social status when
giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their amount of
exposure to English.

Hypothesis 3:
The change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social status when
giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their amount of

exposure to English mediated by the increase of English proficiency.

3.2 Hypotheses Tested and Research Questions Addressed in Study 2
Because Study 2 focused on multi-group analyses concerning change over time in
Japanese students’ perception of social status, the underlying theoretical model can be

depicted as in Figure 3.2.
It should be noted that focus is given to factor correlations rather than cause-effect

relationships between the same latent variables across time so that factors are linked to

each other by double-headed arrows. On the basis of this theoretical model,
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Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4

Figure 3.2 Theoretical model of change in perception of social status (POSS)
based on a four-wave longitudinal design.

Study 2 attempted to compare the two gfoups—-J apanese students studying in the target
speech community and those studying in Japan. To this end, one hypothesis and two
research questions were stated as follows:
Hypothesis 4:
The Japanese students studying in the target speech community come to show
increasingly and significantly higher levels of pragmatic competence to offer
advice in English than those studying in Japan.
Research question I:
Do the students studying in the target speech community come to show the same
preferences for advice type as native speakers of English, depending on the status
relationship of the conversational participants?

Research question 2:

Do the students studying in Japan come to show the same preferences for advice

type as native speakers of English, depending on the status relationship of the

conversational participants?
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3.3 Summary

This chapter first described three hypotheses tested in Study 1. As illustrated in
Figuré 3.1, Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 stated the cause-effect relationships among three
constructs, that is, perception of social status (POSS), English proficiency (PROF), and
exposure to English (EXPO). Next, one hypothesis and two research questions were
presented for Study 2 in which focus was given to multi-group analyses concerning
change over time in perception of social status. As shown in Figure 3.2, the change was
assessed on the basis of factor correlations across time. The next chapter discusses in

detail the methodology in these two studies.
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CHAPTER 1V

METHOD

4.0 Overview

This chapter begins with a description of research sites, followed by a description
of the recruitment of the subjects. A specification of the instruments used for Study 1 and
Study 2 is discussed accompanied by illustrations of the relationships between three
theoretical constructs (i.e., perception of social status, English proficiency, and exposure
to English) and their respective measures. Finally, statistical techniques employed for

Study 1 and Study 2 are presented together with a brief explanation of technical terms.

4.1 Research Sites

Studies 1 and 2 were conducted at Ritsumeikan University in Kyoto, Japan and
the University of British Columbia (UBC) in Canada. Ritsumeikan University is a
prestigious private university in western Japan. It launched an academic exchange
program with UBC in 1991, the purpose of which is to provide Ritsumeikan students with
an integrated language and content program in an English immersion environment
(;_)ersonal communication with a head teacher of the program, 1995). About 100
Ritsumeikan students participate in an eight-month program each year, and about 80
percent of them live in suites with about 160 UBC students in an on-campus facility
called UBC-Rits House, whereas about 20 percent of them live in several on-campus

dormitories. The Canadian portion of the studies was conducted at UBC-Rits House.
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The Japanese portion of Study 2 was conducted at Ritsumeikan University. An
instructor teaching two English classes (one for the second-year students and the other for
the third-year students) and an instructor teaching a class on International Relations to
third-year students volunteered to administer questionnaires in their classes. Each class

comprised about 50 to 60 students.

4.2 Subjects

The subjects in Study 1 consisted of 101 Ritsumeikan students who came to
Canada to study for eight months in the UBC-Rits academic exchange program.* They
were second- or third-year students enrolled in various departments at Ritsumeikan
University. Their levels of English proficiency as measured by the Test of English as a
Foreign Language (TOEFL) ranged from 480 to 600 when they were preparing in Japan
for studying abroad. Some had lived and studied abroad, and others had never stepped
outside of Japan. About 30 percent of the UBC-Rits students came to Canada at the
beginning of August and took several ESL courses at UBC until the program started in
September, whereas the others came to UBC at the end of August.

In addition to UBC-Rits students, Study 2 employed 132 Ritsumeikan students
who did not come to Canada and who continued to study in Japan.’ They were also
second- or third-year students enrolled in various departments. They were required to take
two or three English classes per term, the contents of which were literature, linguistics, or

conversation. Like UBC-Rits students, some Kyoto-Rits students had the experience of

4 They are called “UBC-Rits students” throughout the rest of the dissertation.

* They are called “Kyoto-Rits students” throughout the rest of the dissertation.
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traveling, living, and studying abroad, and others had never been to a foreign country. It
is important to note that students in both groups were those who had learned English
through communication-based classes for three years in Japanese upper secondary

schools.’

4.3 Data Collection Procedure

For purposes of Study 1, data were collected from UBC-Rits students both in
Japan and Canada every three months starting July, 1998. In July when they were
preparing in Japan for studying abroad, the researcher visited Ritsumeikan University to
collect data. The researcher visited the Academic Writing Course that all exchange
program participants were required to take from the mid April to the end of July, and
asked them to work on two questionnaires described in the next section.” Because the
questionnaires were constructed on the basis of Wolf’s (1988) suggestion--that for
educational research, a full questionnaire should require certainly less than 30 minutes to
complete, and preferably, less than 15 to 20 minutes, it actually took the UBC-Rits
students less than 15 minutes to complete even at the first administration. After they came
to UBC in August, the researcher visited all sections of the course titled LANE 206,
offered in the academic exchange program, and asked them to work on the same two
questionnaires. This in-class data collection at UBC was conducted in October 1998, and

January and April, 1999. Because two students returned to Japan in the middle of the

® As discussed in Chapter I, communication-based classes have been actually implemented in Japanese
secondary schools since 1993.

7 It is important to note here that at the time of data collection, the researcher explained that all the
participants in the present study had the right to refuse to participate at any time. It was assured that none of
the participants would be put at a disadvantage whether they participated in the present study or not.
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academic year and data from two students were incomplete (i.e., they left most questions
unanswered), complete data across all four time points were available for a total of 97
UBC-Rits students.

As for data from Kyoto-Rits students, the researcher asked two instructors to
administer the questionnaires in their classes, when the researcher visited Ritsumeikan
University in July. Data collection from Kyoto-Rits students was conducted four times at
approximately the time of data collection from UBC-Rits students. At the first data
collection, a total of 132 Kyoto-Rits students Volunteefed to join this research project.
Because several students decided to withdraw from the classes in which the
questionnaires were administered, complete data across four time points were available
for a total of 102 Kyoto-Rits students. As a result, 97 UBC-Rits students and 102 Kyoto-
Rits students were compared in Study 2. A summary of the data collection procedure

from these two groups is shown in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1 Summary of Data Collection Procedure

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4

(July) (Oct.) (Jan.) (Apr.)
UBC-Rits Japan Canada Canada Canada
Student
o7 | (QPLQUCE, | (QUCE,MCQ)| (QUCE,MCQ)| (QUCE,MCQ)

MC
Q <«— Participating in the exchange program at UBC —|

Kyoto-Rits Japan Japan Japan Japan
Students
Ne10o (QPI, MCQ) MCQ) MCQ) (MCQ)

Note. The instruments used for data collection at each time point are enclosed in
parentheses. QPI, QUCE, and MCQ denote a questionnaire on personal information, a
questionnaire on current uses of English, and a multiple-choice questionnaire,
respectively, which are discussed in the next section.

4.4 Instruments
4.4.1 A Questionnaire on Personal Information

The questionnaire on demographic information was administered to the UBC-Rits
students and Kyoto-Rits students in July at Ritsumeikan University in Japan. It was
constructed to obtain background information about the two participant groups.
Specifically, it was composed of items concerning the students’ educational backgrounds,
parents’ first languages, experiences of living in foreign countries, and the like. The

information from this questionnaire was important to standardize the information
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obtained on student backgrounds and experiences across the two groups. A full copy of

this questionnaire is in Appendix B.

4.4.2 A Questionnaire on Current Uses of English

A questionnaire on uses of English (see Appendix C) was administered four times,
in July and October 1998, and January and April 1999, to UBC-Rits students (see Table
4.1). For purposes of Study 1, the questionnaife was constructed to obtain information on
amount of exposure to English and English proficiency, by which change in UBC-Rits

students’ perception of social status when giving advice in English was accounted for.

4.4.2.1 Items Measuring Amount of Exposure to English

The questionnaire on uses of English was constructed to obtain information on the
contexts and characteristics of UBC-Rits students’ uses of English in daily life, both
inside and outside the classroom. It was administered in classes to sample four weeks of
English use; students were asked to report uses of English during the week just preceding
administration of the questionnaire. The questipnnaire was a one-page record organized
into several categories, including productive and receptive uses of English. It was
designed to obtain information on the day-average amount of exposure (in hours and
minutes) to English via TV, movies, books, classes, and the day-average exposure (in
hours and minutes) of interactions with roommates in English outside of classrooms.

The amount of exposure to English was assessed using two measures: that is,

exposure through productive uses of English indicated by the sum of hours and minutes

reported in items (a) to (c) and (n) to (q), and exposure through receptive uses of English
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indicated by the sum of hours and minutes reported in items (d) to (m). A schematic
representation of the relationship between the theoretical construct and its two measures

is shown in Figure 4.1.

Amount of Amount of
exposure through - exposure through
productive uses of receptive uses of
English English

Figure 4.1 A theoretical construct, EXPO (exposure to
English) and its two measures (amount of exposure through
productive and receptive uses of English).

4.4.2.2 An Item Measuring English Proficiency

The questionnaire on uses of English also included an item regarding the UBC-
Rits students’ English proficiency. Study 1 focused on their proficiency as measured by
the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). It should be noted, however, that
there was no implication that the TOEFL was the best test to measure English proficiency.
Indeed, the TOEFL has both strengths and weaknesses.

One major weak point is reliability. Although Gronlund (1985) states that
standardized tests such as the TOEFL have been thoroughly tested and their reliability
and validity have been carefully investigated and demonstrated for the intended uses of -

the test, the test score reliability reported by the test publisher does not always apply to a
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particular group sampled from the population. In other words, because reliability is
sample-specific (Pedhazur, 1997), it is necessary to calculate the reliability for the
sampled group. Unfortunately, only students’ section scores were obtainable in Study 1
so that investigation of the reliability of item scores was impossible. Another difficulty is
related to a validity problem. There are many debates as to whether the TOEFL really
measures English proficiency (e.g., Duran, Canale, Penfield, Stansfield, & Liskin-
Gasparro, 1985; Stansfield, 1986). However, this issue is beyond the scope of the present
study.

The major reason for including TOEFL in Study 1 was that “scores from the
TOEFL are used by many colleges and universities in North America as a complement to
other types of information such as grades, academic achievement tests, and letters of
recommendation, for deciding which non-native English-speaking students to accept into
academic programs” (Bachman, 1991, p. 58). In fact, the decision concerning whether or
not the UBC-Rits students were able to participate in the exchange program was made on
the basis of their TOEFL scores. The second reason was that the content of the TOEFL is
developed to measure language proficiency, as pointed out by Bachman (1991).
Moreover, the test itself has been designated by its makers as a measure of English
proficiency (Educational Testing Service, 1996). The TOEFL is the largest mass
assessment of proficiency in the world today (about 1,000,000 administrations in 1997)
and has been the basis of considerable research employing it as a standard measure of
proficiency in English as a second language. The third reason was that the UBC-Rits
students were required as part of the in-class activities to take the TOEFL three times

during the exchange program. Institutional TOEFL administrations occurred, and scores
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reported, just before students were asked to summarize their use of English during the
Wgek. For these reasons, Study 1 used TOEFL as a test to measure the variance of the
UBC-Rits students’ English proficiency, not their English proficiency per se. Their
proficiency was assessed using scores in three sections of the TOEFL. A schematic
representation of the relationship between the theoretical construct and its three measures

is shown in Figure 4.2.

PROF
A 4
Scores in Scores in Scores in
Section 1 Section 2 Section 3

Figure 4.2 A theoretical construct, PROF (English
proficiency) and its three measures (scores in sections 1,
2, and 3).

4.4.3 A Multiple-Choice Questionnaire to Assess Perception of Social Status
Since both Study 1 and Study 2 aimed to observe UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits

students’ change over time in their preferences for a particular speech act type, the

multiple-choice questionnaire described below was administered repeatedly to both

groups. Data were collected both in Japan and Canada at three-month intervals starting in

July (see Table 4.1 above).
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4.4.3.1 Constructing a Multiple-Choice Questionnaire

The multiple-choice questionnaire consisted of 12 scenarios and four response
choices for each scenario. Triandis, Chen and Chan (1998) state, “The scenario approach
has an advantage because it samples situatiéns that are close to those that occur in
everyday university student life” (p. 277). In the multiple-choice questionnaire
administered to UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits students, all scenarios were written in both
English and Japanese to avoid misunderstanding of scenarios caused by their varying
levels of English reading comprehension, but all choices were offered only in English
because pairs of English-Japanese equivalents may affect participants’ decision-making
process as described in Chapter II and may cause a validity problem for the instrument to
the extent that participants would make their decisions on the basis of the Japanese
translations when in fact what was required was a decision based exclusively on the
English alternatives.

Each scenario represented one of three social status variables: higher status (a
supervisor), status equal (a classmate), and lower status (a first-year university student).
Subjects were asked to play a role as addressers to these three types of people. The reason
that a first-year university student falls into the lower status category is that as part of an
existing Japanese hierarchical system, second- and third-year students are considered to
be “senpai” that is, be in a higher status than first-year students, and according to this
hierarchy, first-year students normally use polite expressions when talking to “senpai.”
Conversely, it is rare that second- and third-year students use polite expressions when

talking to first-year students. Initially at least, choices may be expected to reflect more of
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the Japanese understanding of appropriate uses than choices made later in the.year. The
imaginary supervisor, classmate and first-year student are described as follows:
Supervisor:

P.D. is your supervisor. You have been taking P.D.’s seminar for three months.

You and P.D., together with other students, have gone out for dinner several times

after the seminar. You have visited P.D.’s office several times to talk about the

topic you would present in the seminar.
Classmate:

C.J. is your classmate. You and C.J. often go out for lunch together after the class.

You have borrowed C.J.’s notebook several times before. You regard C.J. as a

good friend.
First-year university student:

X.L. is a first-year student. You and X.L. belong to the same club. You and X.L.

often go out for dinner together after the club activity. You regard X.L. as a good

friend.

It should be noted that in this questionnaire respondents were asked to imagine
that all scenarios happened in Canada and all imaginary characters were native speakers
of English. These instructions made their responses represent their understanding of the
sociocultural rules in the target speech community that link the use of language with the
perception of social status. Moreover, as in Hinkel (1997), all references to personal

names and gender markers were avoided in all scenarios and response choices so as not to

obscure the social status variable.
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" There were 12 scenarios on the multiple-choice questionnaire. Four scenarios
were provided for each social status value. The brief descriptions of four scenarios with
the supervisor (higher status) are shown below:

1. Restaurant: The supervisor is about to make a bad menu choice.
2. Iliness: The supervisor works in the office late at night and looks pale.
3. Bookstore: The supervisor is considering buying an expensive book without
knowing that another bookstore sells it at a 20 percent discount.
4. Repairing: The supervisor is considering a trip to Banff from Vancouver in a
car which breaks down frequently.
The brief descriptions of four scenarios with the classmate (equal status as students) are
shown below:
1. Class: C.J. considers skipping today’s afternoon class.
2. Computer lab: C.J. works on the assignment late at night and is visibly tired.
3. Broken vending machine: C.J. couldn’t get a pop nor get the money back from a
broken vending machine.
4. Tipping: C.J. has forgotten to leave a tip when leaving a restaurant.
The brief descriptions of four scenarios with the first-year university student (lower
status) are shown below:
1. Academic course: X.L. considers taking a difficult academic course.
2. Library: X.L. studies in the library late at night and looks pale.

3. Cafeteria: X.L. didn’t get the exact amount of change at the cashier of the

cafeteria.

4. Repair Shop: X.L. is thinking of taking a car to a notorious repair shop.
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The four response choices in each scenario represented one of four speech act
realizations in advice-giving situations: that is, direct advice, hedged advice, indirect
comment, and not giving advice. In keeping with earlier research (Hinkel, 1997; Rose,
1994), all response choices in the multiple-choice questionnaire were constructed on the
basis of responses to the discourse completion tests administered as part of the pilot study
in which participants were 91 Japanese students participating in the exchange program in
the year preceding this research project. The direct advice items selected from the pool of
choices included the use of ‘should’ without hedging. Hedged advice options were
constructed to include lexical hedging (maybe, I think) that Japanese learners of English
putatively use frequently in conversation. Indirect comments with no advice were also
included as one of the four response options in each scenario, and they were selected suéh
that the speaker’s intentions were not made explicit (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Levinson,
1983). As in Hinkel’s (1997) study, the fourth selection was an explicit choice for opting
out that remained constant for all scenarios. Examples of direct and hedged advice,
indirect comments, and opting out are shown in 1 to 4, respectively.

1. You should go home. You look like you don’t feel well.

2. Maybe it’s better to go home. You look like you don’t feel well.

3. You look like you don’t feel well.

4. Nothing

Each scenario presented as choices direct and hedged advice, and indirect
comment in random order. The opting-out option was always placed in the fourth choice.
It should be noted that in order to reduce the memory carry-over effect caused by using

the same material four times at three-month intervals to the same subjects, the 12




43

scenarios and four choices in the questionnaire were randomly re-ordered in each

administration. A full copy of the multiple-choice questionnaire is in Appendix D.

4.4.3.2 Evaluating the Stability of Native Speakers’ Preferred Choices in the
Multiple-Choice Questionnaire

As discussed in Chapter I, Japanese students’ pragmatic development was
assessed by the approximation of their preferences for advice type to native speakers’. It
was thus necessary to determine which response choice in each scenario was preferable to
the other choices in native speakers’ eyes, and to evaluate the stability in native speakers’
preferred choices. Since there were no right or wrong answers in the multiple-choice
questionnaire designed to examine preference, native speakers’ responses were expected
to vary, to some extent, in each scenario, but to be consistent at different points in time.
The degree of stability in their preferred choices was estimated by the test-retest method.

The questionnaire from which Japanese translations were deleted (see Appendix
E) was distributed to over 100 native speakers who were the UBC-Rits students’
roommates or floor mates living at on-campus residences at UBC. At the first
administration, a total of 82 native speakers responded to the questionnaire completely.
Because critical factors in evaluating the magnitude of a stability estimate must include
the elapsed time between testings (Crocker & Algina, 1986), the second data collection

was conducted approximately five months after the first one.® The randomly re-ordered

¥ Crocker and Algina (1986) state that there is no single answer to how much time should elapse between
testings, and that the time period should be long enough to allow effects of memory or practice to fade but
not so long as to allow maturational or historical changes to occur in the examinees’ true scores.
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multiple-choice questionnaire was distributed again to the 82 respondents who had
volunteered to participate in the first data collection. Complete data across the two time
points were available for a total of 71 native speakers. Table 4.2 shows their preferred

choices in each scenario at the first and second data collections.

Table 4.2 Native Speakers’ Preferences for Advice Type in Frequencies

Higher Status Status Equal Lower Status
Scenario # 1 4 7 10 2 5 8 11 3 6 9 12
Direct (1) 6 11 11 10 11 46 34 5 10 14 35 31
2) 2 10 8 9 13 48 37 2 8 10 30 27

Hedged (1) 37 21 39 33 19 12 12 36 14 19 12 19
2) 42 25 40 31 20 11 10 38 13 24 15 21

Indirect (1) 20 31 20 22 37 10 17 10 41 37 23 16
(2) 21 33 16 24 33 8 20 8 43 35 20 14

Not Giving(1) 8 8 1 6 4 3 8 20 6 1 1 5
2 6 3 5 7 5 4 4 23 7 2 6 9

Note. N =71 in each scenario. The first and second rows in each advice type show the
frequencies in the first and second data collections, respectively.

The results in Table 4.2 indicated that at both administrations, there were no
scenarios in which two response choices were chosen by an equal number of native
speakers, and that the order of the most to least preferred choices in each scenario did not
change across the two time points. The results also indicated that the native speakers’
preferred solutions to the scenarios were within a range that included adjacent forms of

advice (e.g., “hedged advice” and “indirect advice” for scenario 1) along the continuum

of directness from “direct advice” to “not giving advice.” In some cases, the native
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speaker’s solution was a choice of non-adjacent patterns (e.g., “hedged advice” and “not
giving advice” for scenario 11).

Table 4.3 exhibits the degree of stability in native speakers’ preferred choices
across the two time points estimated by the test-retest method. The results in Table 4.3
indicated that the test-retest coefficients ranged from the high .70s to low .90s, suggesting
that their preferred choices were quite stable across the two time points. Taken altogether,
the results in Tables 4.2 and 4.3 suggest that their preferred choices were stable enough to
function as the baseline against which to assess UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits students’

perception of social status when offering advice in English.

Table 4.3 The Coefficients of Stability in Native Speakers’
Preferred Choices in the Multiple-Choice Questionnaire

Coefficients
Scenarios
Higher Status
1 797
4 .780
7 917
10 .845
Status Equal
2 905
5 .894
8 914
11 .933
Lower Status
3 908
6 .844
9 71
12 .858

Note. N =71 in each scenario.
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Scoring the UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits students’ choice in each scenario was
straightforward on the basis of tﬁe native speakers’ preferred choice shown in Table 4.2.
Specifically, when the response from a Japanese student was the one that the native
speakers thought of as most appropriate, the student received four points. Because four
scenarios were included in each status relationship, scores from a Japanese student varied
from 4 to 16 for each status relationship unless he/she left some questions unanswered.
Thus Japanese students’ perception of social status was assessed using three measures,
that is, scores in scenarios for higher status, status equal, and lower status. A schematic
representation of the relationship between the theoretical construct and its three measures

is shown in Figure 4.3.

el B

Sum of scores Sum of scores Sum of scores
in scenarios for in scenarios for in scenarios for
P.D. (higher C.J. (status X.L. (lower
status) equal) status)

Figure 4.3 A theoretical construct, POSS (perception of social
status) and its three measures (sum of scores in scenarios for higher,
equal and lower statuses).
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4.5 Data Analysis Techniques
4.5.1 The Rationale for the Use of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with Latent
Variables

The hypotheses and research questions shown in Chapter III require a statistical
method that has the ability to analyze longitudinal data. Several methods can be used to
analyze longitudinal data; for example, multiple regression analysis, repeated-measures
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), path analysis, and structural equation modeling
(SEM) with latent variables. There are both advantages and disadvantages to these
statistical techniques when applying them to longitudinal data in Studies 1 and 2. First,
multiple regression analysis could be performed by treating perception of social status,
English proficiency, and amount of exposure to English at Time 1 as independent
variables, and perception of social status at Time 2 as a dependent variable. The overall
R? would represent the proportion of variance in perception of social status at Time 2
predicted by the three variables at Time 1. As some have pointed out (e.g., Pedhazur,
1997), however, the estimation of R and the standardized regression coefficient (£) in the
context of multiple regression is sensitive to measurement errors. Specifically, Pedhazur
(1997) points out that measurement errors in the dependent variable lead to a downward
bias in the estimation of the £'s and R?. Those in the independent variables lead to a
downward bias in the estimation of the f’s, and to either upward or downward bias in the
estimation of the regression coefficient (B). Thus it is no exaggeration on the part of

Fleiss and Shrout (1997) when they state that “effects of measurement errors can become

devastating” (p. 1190).
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Second, repeated-measures ANCOVA could be used with scores at Time 1 as a
covariate and scores at Times 2, 3, and 4 as dependent variables. This statistical technique
seems useful, especially when the subjects are not drawn at random as in Studies 1 and 2.
It should be noted, however, that this technique is valid only when all stringent
assumptions are met (see Cohen & Cohen, 1983; Pedhazur, 1997 for a review). It should
also be noted that ANCOVA can reduce, but not entirely eliminate, selection threats to
the internal validity of quasi-experimental studies. Glass and Hopkins (1996) state, “In
reality, ANCOVA is never able to make the results of a quasi-experiment as definitive as
those of randomized experiments” (p. 593).

A third method, path analysis based on multiple regression analysis, also has
several disadvantages. Figure 4.4 represents an illustrative application of path analysis to
the hypothesized relationships among the three constructs shown in Figure 3.1 based on a
four-wave longitudinal design.

Path analysis is based on a set of restrictive assumptions (see Pedhazur, 1997 for a
detailed discussion). Both Studies 1 and 2 violated at least two assumptions--that
variables are measured without errors, and that residuals are not correlated. The first
assumption is rarely met in practice. Consequently, the presence of measurement errors
may be very damaging to results of path analysis as well as multiple regression analysis.
The second assumption is unreasonable in a longitudinal study in which subjects are
measured at several points in time on the same variables. One example of the violation of
this assumption is the memory carry-over effects caused by the repeated administration of

the same instrument.
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Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4
POSS » POSS » POSS » POSS
4 4
X K x
D D D
PROF » PROF » PROF » PROF
x x X
D D D
EXPO > EXPO > EXPO » EXPO
x x X
D D D

Figure 4.4 Example of a path model of POSS (perception of social status), PROF
(English proficiency), and EXPO (exposure to English) on a four-wave
longitudinal design.

Note. D’s denote random disturbance (see the next section for detail).

In sum, it is difficult or impossible for these statistical techniques to evaluate
adequately the hypotheses and research questions shown in Chapter III. Thus Studies 1
and 2 employ the last option, structural equation modeling (SEM) with latent variables,

which is “a comprehensive, flexible approach to modeling relations among variables”

(Hoyle & Smith, 1994).
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4.5.2 Advantages of the Use of SEM with Latent Variables in Analyzing
Longitudinal Data

The flexibility of SEM with latent variables has been widely acknowledged only
during the past decade (see Bentler, 1986, for a review). First, it enables researchers to
translate questions regarding theoretical constructs into precise and testable hypotheses
and to compare alternative models of cause-effect relationships (Connell, 1987). Second,
SEM has the advantage of calculating all of the parameters in the model simultaneously
and providing a test of overall fit of the model to the data (Farrell, 1994). Third, it allows
measurement errors based on the notion that the measures often contain both random and
nonrandom errors (Bollen, 1989).° Fourth, it enables researchers to examine the
consistency of a model over time across different groups of subjects, and the equality of
estimates of particular parameters over time in the different groups (Byrne, 1998; Farrell,
1994; Hoyle & Smith, 1994). As discussed in detail in subsequent chapters, the present
study took such advantages of SEM with latent variables, not only when evaluating the
hypotheses and research questions (Chapters VII and VIII), but also when assessing the
validity and reliability of the instruments used (Chapter VI). Figure 4.5 on the next page
illustrates in SEM terms the hypothesized relationships among perception of social status,
English proficiency, and amount of exposure to English based on a four-wave
longitudinal design.

Notice that Figure~4.5 is a synthesized model of Figures 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3.

Several characteristics of the model in Figure 4.5 need to be addressed here. First of all,

latent (unobserved) variables, that is, theoretical constructs or factors are enclosed in

® Bollen (1989) compared the results with and without measurement error, thus allowing an assessment of
the differences that the error makes.




1< udisop [euipn}ISuUo] 9ABM-INOJ B UO PasSeq [OPOU 3[qeLeA udie] 319|dwod v ¢4 a4n3ly

vnw mmmv c_N m_av 35 i mN Ly
. | | ' b ' |
vmxﬁ mN\A o_\A w_\ﬁ mxﬁ L xR Ly

a a a
» »/Cu) odxa /(1) 0dxa (9) 0dXd
N/ \\\ %/ \\\ X .
(U) 30¥d ) () 404d ) «— () 1044 () doud
-\A _NxA ON\A v_\A m_\A N_\A c\A m\A v\A o.w\ mk vvx } w

A A VAV (R R R LT CT T _

dy dy dy

ol R14( Lig g ol 6( 17 ¢ U | 14 £y iy Iy

pawiy £y Z oy ] aur]




52

circles (ovals), whereas observed variables, that is, measures of the latent variables
denoted as x;’s (i = 1-8) and y;’s (1 = 1-24) are enclosed in squares (rectangles). Second,
the latent and observed variables in the model can be categorized into exogenous
(independent) and endogenous (dependent) variables. As represented by x’s and y’s, the
variables at Time 1 are exogenous ones, whereas those at Times 2, 3, and 4 are
endogenous ones in the model. The latent exogenous and endogenous variables are
represented by & (ksi) (j = 1-3) and 7; (eta) (j = 1-9), respectively. Third, the latent
endogenous variables are only partially accounted for by the model. The unexplained
component is represented by D (the random disturbance) in the model. Fourth, associated
with each observed variable is an error term denoted as e; (i = 1-8 for x’s; 1 = 1-24 for
y’s).  Let us turn next to structural parameters in the model. Bollen (1989) explains
structural parameters as follows:

The structural parameters are invariant constants that provide the “causal” relation

between variables. The structural parameters may describe the causal link between

unobserved variables, between observed variables, or between unobserved and

observed variables. (p. 11)

A first structural parameter addressed here is the [ (beta) coefficient that links the
latent endogenous variables. A second parameter is the y (gamma) regression coefficient
that links the latent exogenous and endogenous wriabies. Third, the unidirectional arrows
leading from the latent variable to each of the observed variables indicate that these score
values are influenced by the latent variable. These coefficients are represented by 4;

(lambda) (i = 1-8, j=1-3 for x’s; 1 = 1-24, j=1-9 for y’s). Finally, curved two-way arrows

represent covariances or correlations between pairs of variables.
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Let us move now on to two parts of the SEM model, namely the measurement
model and structural (equation) model. Jéreskog and S6rbom (1996) define them as
follows:

The measurement model specifies how latent variables or hypothesized

constructs depend upon or are indicated by the‘observed variables. It describes the

measurement properties (reliabilities and validities) of the observed variables. (p.

1, bold type in original.)

The structural equation model specifies the causal relationships among the

latent variables, describes the causal effects, and assigns the explained and

unexplained variance. (p. 1, bold type in original.)

Notice that Figures 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 shown earlier in this chapter are examples of
the measurement model, whereas Figures 3.1 and 3.2 in Chapter III are examples of the
structural model. Thus Figure 4.5 can be said to be a general structural equation model, or
structural equation model with latent variables (Hoyle & Smith, 1994)."° Studies 1 and 2
use this statistical technique in analyzing the data collected.

There are several characteristics of the model shown in Figure 4.5 that merit
attention. First, three latent variables were represénted by their respective observed
measures at each time point. In other words, each observed variable was linked to a single
latent variable within each of the four time points. Hoyle and Smith (1994) noted that a
desirable measurement model is one in which each latent variable or facet of a construct
is uniquely and adequately represented by three or more indicators. Bentler and Chou

(1987) stated that in general, a minimum of three indicators per latent variable is

1% For an exploration of SEM terms, see Bollen (1989), Byrne (1998), Hayduk (1987), and J6reskog and
Sérbom (1996).
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recommended unless another latent variable may serve as an indicator of the latent
variable. As can be seen in Figure 4.5, the model met this condition. Second, the model
included correlations among all the latent variables denoted as D’s (disturbance terms)
and serial correlations among measurement errors. As discussed above, repeated
measurement using the same instrument often results in correlated measurement errors
(e.g., Judd & Milburn, 1980; Kessler & Greenberg, 1981). Memory carry-over effects
were one possible systematic measurement error because students’ memories of
responses in the first administration of the multiple-choice questionnaire could influence
their responses in a subsequent administration. With this hypothesized model in hand, a
confirmatory factor analysis (technically, a special case of SEM with latent variables) was

performed in Studies 1 and 2.

4.6 Summary

This chapter has provided a detailed description of research sites in Japan and
Canada, two groups of subjects (UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups), and data collection
procedure, followed by a description of the instruments used in Studies 1 and 2. Next, the
advantages of SEM with latent variables in analyzing longitudinal data were illustrated
by comparing this approach with several other statistical methods including multiple
regression analysis, repeated-measures ANCOVA, and path analysis. Finally, the overall
model on which Studies 1 and 2 placed their analytic bases was presented together with a
brief explanation of technical terms used in subsequent chapters. The next chapter shows

the results of descriptive statistics for the data collected from the subjects in the studies.




55

CHAPTER V

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

5.0 Overview
The aim of this chapter is to report the results of descriptive statistics for the data
collected from the two groups (UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups). Means, standard

deviations, skewness and kurtosis of the raw data are summarized separately for each

group.

5.1 Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Data from UBC-Rits Group
Table 5.1 shows the descriptive statistics for the raw data collected through the
multiple-choice questionnaire (MCQ), the TOEFL, and the questionnaire on uses of

English (QCUE) at four points in time.

Table 5.1 Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Data from‘ UBC-Rits Group

Variables Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
MCQ

PD1 12.13 1.91 -.501 -.825
PD2 12.82 1.64 -.894 .243
PD3 12.99 1.82 -1.048 .083
PD4 13.12 1.54 -1.227 .702
ch 10.78 2.08 .023 -.124
CJ2 11.43 1.78 -.056 =710
CJl3 12.98 1.71 -.074 -.129
CJ4 13.26 1.57 -.107 -.346

(To be continued on the next page)
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(Continued)
XL1 11.04 1.82 -.045 -.434
XL2 11.74 1.55 -.121 -.150
XL3 12.75 1.55 -172 158
X14 13.00 1.49 -.265 .010
TOEFL
L1 51.42 3.37 S18 258
L2 51.44 3.59 294 .240
L3 52.47 3.35 -.073 .082
L4 53.46 3.67 348 -.306
Gl 52.23 3.12 436 .029
G2 51.34 3.49 346 1.028
G3 51.81 3.10 -.112 573
G4 52.79 3.88 .706 428
R1 51.65 2.83 1.025 2.468
R2 50.55 3.18 .165 1.177
R3 51.16 3.16 171 715
R4 52.04 3.25 492 1.083
CUE
PROL1 37.00 40.30 1.377 2.655 ,
PRO2 246.34 126.76 458 -.480
PRO3 273.05 130.67 529 -218
PRO4 299.14 133.78 526 -.288
RECI 82.68 71.35 812 -.143
REC2 200.92 106.03 760 936
REC3 285.58 123.05 .056 -.344
REC4 275.08 113.23 .068 .092

Note. N =97. PD, CJ, XL in the MCQ denote the observed variables represented by the
sum of scores in scenarios for higher status, status equal, and lower status, respectively. L,
G, and R in the TOEFL denote the observed variables represented by the scores in
sections 1, 2, and 3, respectively. PRO and REC denote the observed variables
represented by the amount of exposure (in minutes) through productive and receptive
uses of English, respectively. The number attached to each observed variable indicates
the data collection point (1 = Time 1; 2 = Time 2; 3 = Time 3; and 4 = Time 4).
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5.2 Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Data from Kyoto-Rits Group
As discussed in the previous chapter, only the multiple-choice questionnaire
(MCQ) was administered to Kyoto-Rits group. Hence Table 5.2 illustrates the descriptive

statistics for the raw data obtained by means of the MCQ only.

Table 5.2 Summary of Descriptive Statistics for the Raw Data from Kyoto-Rits Group

Variables Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
MCQ
PD1 12.66 1.63 -512 .039
" PD2 12.66 1.82 -476 -171
PD3 12.63 1.85 -.284 -.525
PD4 12.66 2.15 =314 -.408
o) 11.53 1.57 -.066 .147
Cl2 11.52 1.73 -.144 -451
CJ3 11.56 1.85 .119 -.133
Cl4 11.56 2.16 -.167 -.329
XL1 11.48 1.55 -172 .158
XL2 11.44 1.67 -115 -.036
XL3 11.57 1.91 =274 -.003
XL4 11.61 2.12 -.184 -.179
Note. N=102

5.3 Summary

The results of descriptive statistics for the raw data collected througfl three
instruments were summarized separately for UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups. Means
reported in this chapter are used in Study 2 discussed in Chapter VIII. In the next chapter

the validity and reliability of the scores obtained through the three instruments are

assessed using SEM with latent variables.
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CHAPTER VI

VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

6.0 Overview

This chapter is concerned with the validity and reliability of scores in the three
instruments introduced in Chapter IV. The rationale for the use of structural equations
approach to validity and reliability is discussed accompanied by a brief review of
traditional techniques. Finally, estimates of validity and reliability of the measures in the

overall model as shown in Figure 4.5 are illustrated in summary tables.

6.1 Validity
6.1.1 A Brief Review of Classical Validity Techniques

Validity is concerned with whether a variable measures what it is supposed to
measure. Content validity, criterion validity, construct validity, and convergent-
discriminant validity are four traditional validity types, and they are all popular in the
research validation process in behavioral sciences (Bollen, 1989). Content validity
concerns whether the items adequately represent a performance domain or construct of
specific interest. Crocker and Algina (1986) state that contenf validation continues until a
theoretical definition of a construct is agreed upon by many researchers, and selected
indicators fully cover the domain of the construct. Because the questionnaires used in
Studies 1 and 2 were constructed based on the findings of and implications from a
conéiderable body of literature and several preliminary studies, content validity was

ensured theoretically to a certain extent. Put another way, it is unlikely that the

questionnaires consisted of items which were totally irrelevant to the theoretical
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constructs under investigation. It should be noted, however, that because the
questionnaires had never been administered in their present forms prior to this research
project, re-administration is a must to evaluate content validity thoroughly.

As for criterion validity, construct validity, and convergent-discriminant validity,
psychologists have explored the weakness of these classical validity techniques in recent
years, suggesting that they rely on correlations rather than structural coefficients to test
validity (Bollen, 1989). Criterion validity requires the correlation of the criterion and the
observed measure, whereas construct validity and convergent-discriminant validity need
the correlation of measures of the same and different constructs. The problem is that these
correlations may have little to do with the validity of a measure. That is, the three
techniques use only observed measures rather than incorporating latent variables into the
analysis. This assumes implicitly that each measure depends only on one latent variable
and that the correlation of two observed variables accurately mirrors an association
involving latent variables (see Bollen, 1989, for a detailed discussion concerning this
issue).

Considering these disadvantages of classical validity techniques, the present study
employed alternative approaches proposed by Bollen (1989). They are “several measures
of validity that correspond to structural equations while also being related to the
traditional measures” (Bollen, 1989, p. 206). Specifically, the alternatives used were
unstandardized validity coefficient and standardized validity coefficient, wherein “the

validity of a measure (x;) of a latent variable (&) is the magnitﬁde of the direct structural

relation between & and x;” (Bollen, 1989, p. 197).
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6.1.2 Unstandardized Validity Coefficients (4;)

The first gauge of the extent of the direct structural relationship between & and x;
is the unstandardized coefficient linking x; and &, which is denoted as 4; (see section
4.5.2 in Chapter IV for a review of SEM terms). Because three observed measures in the
multiple-choice questionnaire (x, - x,) described in Figure 4.5 in Chapter IV are
connected to a latent variable labeled POSS (&) (perception of social status) only, 4; is
analogous to a regression coefficient from the simple regression of x; on &;. The same
story holds for the relationship between scores in three sections of the TOEFL (x, - x)
and a latent variable labeled PROF (&,) (English proficiency) and the relationship
between amount of expésure through productive and receptive uses of English (x; - x;)
and a latent variable labeled EXPO (&) (exposure to English). Thus the formula for the

measurement model at Time 1 can be shown as follows:

where &, is a measurement error for x; (i.e., ¢; in Figure 4.5) with E(6;) =0, COV (&, 6 )
=0,1=1-8,;=1-3.

It is important to note that unstandardized A; coefficient does not function as a
validity coefficient if observed variables depending on the same latent variable are
measured on very different scales, say, one variable‘in kilograms and the other in pounds
to measure weight. The reason for that is described as follows:

To proceed with estimating a model, the latent variable must be assigned a scale.

A frequent means of doing this is to set one of the 4; coefficients leading from the
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same latent variable to one. This sets the latent variable’é scale to that of the

observed variable, with its A equal to one. The other 4;’s leading from the same

latent variable are interpretable relative to the unit of the observed variable with a

A of one (Bollen, 1989, p. 198).

Because observed variables leading from the same latent variable were measured
on the same scale in the model shown in Figure 4.5, the unstandardized A coefficient can
function as a validity measure. Table 6.1 exhibits estimates of the unstandardized validity

coefficients in the measurement model at each time point.

Table 6.1 Estimates of Unstandardized Validity Coefficients for the Measurement Model
at Each Time Point

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4
Latent variables
POSS
A 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ay 1.54 1.22 1.16 1.03
Ay 1.30 .99 1.00 1.11
PROF
Ai 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
As, .87 1.08 .94 1.06
Aes 1.28 .99 .97 .92
EXPO
Ao 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Ags 1.64 .68 .61 75

Note. For purposes of statistical identification the first validity coefficient of each latent
variable is set to one. N = 97.

Notice that at Time 1 the value of A, (exposure through receptive uses of English) -
was distinctively higher that that of 4,, (exposure through productive uses of English). In

contrast, at Times 2, 3, and 4, the values of 4,;’s were distinctively higher than those of
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the other Ag,’s. These results suggest that A, is more valid and responsive to &, at Time 1,
and so is A,; at Times 2, 3, and 4. It is worthy of noting that although the values of Ag,’s at

Times 2, 3, and 4, and the 4, at Time 1 were lower than the value of the other measure at
the same time point, they were all statistically significant parameters in the model.
Specifically, in the output file of LISREL 8 and later versions, each estimated parameter
is presented along with its related standard error and 7-value. Byrne (1998) explains
statistical significance of parameter estimates as follows:
The test statistic here is the ¢-statistic which represents the parameter estimate
divided by its standard error; as such, it operates as a z-statistic in testing that the

estimate is statistically different from zero. (p. 104)

Table 6.2 The t-value for Each Estimated Parameter in the Model

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4

Latent variables
POSS '

Ay 6.04 7.61 7.21 7.04

Ay 6.00 7.07 6.99 8.04
PROF

As 4.92 7.88 8.87 8.68

Ae 6.02 7.92 8.97 9.00
EXPO

Ags 2.71 5.10 4.17 433

Note. The t-values of 4,,, A,,, and A, are not provided because these parameters are fixed
for purposes of statistical identification.

Table 6.2 exhibits the t-value for each estimated parameter (4;) in the model.
Results of the test statistics reported in Table 6.2 reveal that all parameters in the model
are >+ 1.96 based on a level of .05, thereby suggesting that the hypothesis (that the

estimate = 0.00) can be rejected. Thus interpretation of estimates of 4; and its z-values
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indicates that the two measures of the latent variable EXPO (exposure to English) exhibit
different degrees of validity but they are both important to the model. This holds for the
measures of POSS (perception of social statué) and PROF (English proficiency), although
inspection of Table 6.1 reveals that each measure is responsive to its respective latent

variable to the relatively same degree across four time points.

6.1.2 Standardized Validity Coefficient (1°))

The second technique to assess validity is the standardized validity coefficient,
which is “4; times the ratio of the standard deviations for the latent variable, &, and.the
observed variable, x; that depends on it” (Bollen, 1989, p. 199). It gives the expected

number of standard deviation units x; changes for a one standard deviation change in &,

The formula for A% is,

ﬂ'sij = '1ij [¢1; / VAR (x))] "
where ¢, is the variance of & (that is, the covariance of & with itself) and VAR (x)) is the
variance of x;.

The standardized validity coefficient is preferable to the unstandardized validity
coefficient in at least two cases. One is that focus is given to the relative validity of
observed variables scaled in different ways; aﬁd the other is that one observed variable
depends on two or more latent variables and the relative influence of the latent variables

needs to be compared. Although the measurementA model shown in Figure 4.5 does not fit

into either case, the standardized validity coefficient is worthy of report. This is because
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unlike the unstandardized validity coefficient, A°; has an upper limit on its varying range
with values closer to one indicating higher validity and therefore, it is easier to interpret
than 4. Thus the standardized 2’; coefficients in the model at each time point are

presented in Table 6.3 below.

Table 6.3 Estimates of Standardized Validity Coefficients for the Measurement Model

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4
Latent variables
POSS
2 .61 .70 .67 73
Y o .85 .79 .81 74
Ay .83 74 .78 .84
PROF
Ay .62 .73 .80 .81
A5, .58 .81 .81 81
Y .94 .82 .82 .83
EXPO
Y/ .58 71 71 .59
s .70 72 .52 .62
Note. N =97.

Examinations of the 2°; values reported in Table 6.3 reveal moderately strong
measures of all three latent variables, with the strongest indicator being the measure of
A, (= .94) at Time 1 and the weakest indicator being the measures of A%, and A°;; (= .58)

at Time 1.
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6.2 Reliability
6.2.1 A Brief Review of Classical Reliability Techniques

Reliability is the consistency of measurement. Much of the applied linguistics
literature on reliability originates in classical measurement theory from psychology. The
test-retest method, alternative forms, split-halves, and Cronbach’s alpha are the four most
popular techniques to estimate the reliability of measures. Unfortunately, however, none
of these four techniques are appropriate to assess reliability of the measures shown in
Figure 4.5, because several underlying assumptions are potentially violated. Specifically,
it was hypothesized in the multiple-choice questionnaire that the true scores obtained
from UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits students may change over time, which violates the
assumption of the test-retest method that the true scores at two points in time are equal.
Moreover, because of the fairly short format of the questionnaires with 12 items in the
multiple-choice questionnaire, and with 20 items in the questionnaire on current uses of
English, memory carry-over effects are likely to exist. Such effects counter what is
assumed with the test-retest method, that is, uncorrelated measurement errors [COV(e,,
e,;) =0, where ¢, and e, + 1 refer to the measurement errors at time f and # + 1,
respectively].

The second technique to estimate reliability, alternate forms, is not operating at all
because the same measures were used across four time points in data collection. The fhird
technique, split-halves, has been criticized with respect to the arbitrariness in the way that
the halves are allocated. Crocker and Algina (1986) point out that there are many ways to
divide a set of items in half, and each split could lead to a different reliability estimate.

The fourth measure, Cronbach’s alpha, is the most popular reliability coefficient in the

applied linguistics literature because it requires the least restrictive assumptions than the
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other measures. Bollen (1989) points out, however, that Cronbach’s alpha underestimates
the reliability of congeneric measures as in the hypothesized model in Figure 4.5. A set of
measures is said to be “congeneric” if each measure in the set purports to assess the same
construct, except for measurement errors (Jéreskog, 1971b). For example, as indicated in
Figure 4.5, x,, x,, and x, all served as measures of the latent variable POSS (perception of
social status); they therefore represented a congeneric set of indicator variables. Taking
these drawbacks of classical test theory into consideration, an alternative technique
proposed by Bollen (1989) is employed to evaluate reliability of the measures (x; - xg, y; -

¥,4) shown in Figure 4.5.

~ 6.2.2 Squared Multiple Correlations (R*,)

The alternative reliability indicator employed is the squared multiple correlation
for x,, (R* ), wherein the reliability of x; is defined as “the magnitude of the direct
relations that all variables (except J’s) have on x,” (Bollen, 1989, p. 221). This indicator
allows correlated errors of measurement and observed variables depending on more than
one latent variable. It can range from 0.00 to 1.00, thereby making its interpretation fairly
easy. Indeed, values closer fo one indicate higher re.liability. Table 6.4 illustrates the
reliability estimates of the measures at each time point in Figure 4.5.

Inspection of the R? values reported in Table 6.4 suggests that overall, the two
latent variables POSS and PROF were represented by moderately strong measures,

whereas the latent variable EXPO was represented by relatively weak measures with the

weakest indicator being R?,, (= .27) at Time 3. Interpretation of the R’;; value indicates
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Table 6.4 Estimates of the Squared Multiple Correlations for the Measurement Model

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4
Latent variables
POSS
R, 37 .49 .44 .54
R, .73 .63 .65 .54
R, .70 .54 .60 .70
PROF v
R, .38 .53 .64 .65
R, .34 .66 .66 .65
R, .89 .67 .67 .69
EXPO
R, 33 .50 .50 .35
R, .49 .53 .27 .39
Note. N =97.

that for this observed variable (exposure through receptive uses of English) at Time 3,
only 27% of its variance was explained by the latent factor EXPO, and all else was error.
The question raised here is how to deal with the variable which has low reliability.
Should it be deleted from the hypothesized model? Loehlin (1998) points out that simply
dropping a variable would produce a shift in the meaning of the latent variable which
makes it unsuitable for testing the original theory. Thus the prudent stance is taken here:
that is, the paths between the latent variable EXPO and its measures may be worth

reassessing in future studies but should not be changed in the study.

6.3 Summary
In this chapter, the validity and reliability of the measures in the overall model
shown in Figure 4.5 were estimated by a structural equations approach proposed by

Bollen (1989). This approach is more general than the traditional validity and reliability

test in that it works even when an observed variable has multiple latent causes or when
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the error term for the observed variable correlates with other error terms. The estimated
validity of the measures indicated the moderately strong relationship between the three
latent variables and their respective measures. The estimated reliability, on the other hand,
suggests that the reliability of the measures of POSS (perception of social status) and
PROF (English proficiency) were moderately high, whereas the reliability of the
measures of EXPO (exposure to English) was relatively low to moderate at best. One way
of dealing with an observed variable which has very low validity and reliability is simply
to drop it. However, taking such a step means the cease to operate in a confirmatory mode
of analysis. Thus, with the original measurement model in hand, Study 1 in the next

chapter uses confirmatory factor analysis to test Hypotheses 1 to 3 stated in Chapter III.
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CHAPTER VII
STUDY 1: MODELING THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG
PERCEPTION OF SOCIAL STATUS, ENGLISH PROFICIENCY, AND

EXPOSURE TO ENGLISH

7.0 Overview

This chapter focuses on Study 1 in which Hypotheses 1 to 3 shown in Chapter III
were tested by analyzing the cause-effect relationships among the three latent variables,
perception of social status (POSS), English proficiency (PROF), and exposure to English
(EXPO) depicted in Figure 4.5. The analytic strategy used for this study consisted of
three separate stages: (a) evaluation of the measurement model that specifies the pattern
of relationships between the three latent variables and their respective observed variables,
(b) assessment of the consistency of the measurement model across time, and (c)
comparison of structural models that differed in the pattern of cause-effect relationships
among the three latent variables. LISREL 8.30 (Jéreskog & Sérbom, 1999) was used to
perform a confirmatory factor analysis (a special case of SEM with latent variables) at
each stage of analysis. Findings and limitations of this study and implications for future

L2 socialization research are postponed until Chapter IX.

7.1 Restatement of Hypotheses
To clarify how to test Hypotheses 1 to 3 within the context of a confirmatory

factor analysis, they are restated in SEM terms here. Hypothesis 1, “The change over time
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in Japanese students’ perception of social status when giving advice in English is a
consequence of the increase of their English proficiency” could be phrased as follows:

POSS af Time t+1 and PROF at Time ¢ (¢ = 1-3) would show significant

interrelationship. That is, %,, B, and £;; would be significant.

Hypothesis 2, “The change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social
status when giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their amount of
exposure to English” could be phrased as follows:

POSS at Time ¢+ and EXPO at Time ¢ (¢ = 1-3) would show significant

interrelationship. That is, %, B, and £, would be significant.

Hypothesis 3, “The change over time in Japanese students’ peréeption of social
status when giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their amount of
exposure to English mediated by the increase of English proficiency” could be phrased as
follows:

POSS at Time ¢+2 and EXPO at Time ¢ via PROF at Time ¢+ (¢ = 1-2) would

show significant interrelationship. That is, ,,%; mediated by 7, and £,sfs;

mediated by 7, would be significant.

These three restated hypotheses are all relevant to the structural part of the overall
model that represents relationships among the three latent variables (POSS, PROF, and

EXPO). It should be kept in mind, however, that analyses of the structural models can be

meaningful when the measurement model that adequately fits the data is established.
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7.2 Analyses
7.2.1 Evaluation of the Measurement Model

The sequence of analyses in SEM with latent variables begins with evaluation of
the measurement part of the overall model that specifies the pattern of relationships
between the latent variables and the observed variables (Hoyle & Smith, 1994). Because
Study 1 was conducted based on a four-wave longitudinal design as depicted in Figure
4.5, of primary interest in the evaluation of the measurement ﬁodel was assessing
whether measures were sufficiently invariant across time to permit hypothesis testing in
the structural part of the overall model (Pentz & Chou, 1994). The measurement
invariance question could be phrased, Does the meaning of variable x remain the same
over the course of the investigation? or, in SEM terms, Does the same measurement
model hold for variable x at each measurement occasion? (Hoyle & Smith, 1994; Pentz &
Chou, 1994). The following hypotheses (Farrell, 1994) were used to answer the
measurement invariance question: (a) The factor loadings are identical across each time
point; (b) the factor loadings and measurement error variances are identical across each
time point; and (c) the factor loadings and the measurement error variances and
covariances are identical across each time point. It should be noted that these hypotheses
are placed in a sequence such that increasing levels of consistency across time are
imposed. Failure to support a hypothesis at any point in the sequence is a failure to
support that hypothesis and all hypotheses subsequent to it (Hoyle & Smith, 1994).
Farrell (1994) summarizes the logic of invariance testing as follows:

This sequence of constraints can be imposed until the resulting model has a

significantly poorer fit than the model that precedes it. At that point, the less
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constrained model is retained and no further constraints are imposed. This process

can be used to arrive at the most parsimonious model possible. (p. 481)

7.2.1.1 Selecting the Measurement Model

In testing the above hypotheses concerning the measurement invariance,
sequential chi-square difference tests (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) were used. In the first
step, comparisons were made between the saturated overall model in which all parameters
relating the constructs to one another were estimated (i.e., no constraints were imposed)
and the saturated model in which equality was imposed on the factor loadings across four

time points (€.g., Ao = Ao = 4,104 = A,157)- Table 7.1 shows the results of the comparison

between these two models.

Table 7.1 Summary of Tests for Invariance of Factor Loadings

Competing Models 7 df Ay Adf RMSEA CFI
1 No invariance imposed* 711.61 401  --- - .090 .87
(.079; .10)
2 Model with factor loadings of 721.27 416  9.66 15 .087 .87
POSS, PROF, and EXPO (.077; .098)

held invariant

Note. * The solution did not converge. N = 97.

It should be noted that degrees of freedom for 3 (chi-square) are

[+ +g+D)2-1
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where p + ¢ is the number of observed variables analyzed and ¢ is the total number of
independent parameters estimated (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996). Two goodness-of-fit
indices shown in Table 7.1, the RMSEA and the CFI, denote the Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation and the Comparative Fit Index, respectively. Because Steiger (1990)
and MacCallum et al. (1996) have urged the use of confidence intervals to assess the
precision of the RMSEA value, a 90% confidence interval around each RMSEA value
was reported in a parenthesis.

Inspection of the results shown in Table 7.1 indicates that the difference between
the two models was not significant--3* (15, N = 97) = 9.66, p > .80, resulting in not
rejecting the null hypothesis (Model 2 - Model 1 = 0). This finding suggests that the
factor loadings, as a set, were not significantly different across the four time points. From
the perspective of statistical parsimony, Model 2 with the factor loadings held invariant
across time was selected for further analyses.

In the second step of the sequence of analyses, a more restrictive invariance
hypothesis was tested. Specifically, the model including the invariant factor loadings (i.e.,
Model 2 selected in the first step) was compared with a model in which particular
measurement error variances as well as the factor loadings were constrained to be
identical across the four time points. Table 7.2 below exhibits the results of the
hierarchical imposition of the invariance of the error variances. An examination of the
results of sequential chi-square tests shown in Table 7.2 indicates that adding the equality
imposition to measurement error variances made the model fit significantly worse. No
additional constraints across time were therefore imposed and all further analyses were

conducted on Model 2 in which the factor loadings were constrained to be identical




across the four time points and the measurement error variances were estimated
individually at each time point. The LISREL input file related to the selected model is

shown in Appendix F.

Table 7.2 Summary of Tests for Invariance of Measurement Errors
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Competing Models 7  df A/ Adf RMSEA CFI
Model 2 with factor loadings of 721.27 416  --- --- .087 .87
POSS, PROF, and EXPO (.077; .098)
held invariant

Model 2 with:

e Measurement error variances 815.83 440 94.56** 24 .094 .84
of POSS, PROF, and EXPO (.084; .10)
invariant*

e Measurement error variances  773.26 434  51.99%* 18 .090 .86
of POSS and PROF invariant (.080; .10)

o Measurement error variances  794.18 431 72.91*%* 15 .094 84
of PROF and EXPO invariant* (.083;.10)

e Measurement error variances  786.08 431 64.81** 15 .093 .84
of POSS and EXPO invariant* (.082; .10)

e Measurement error variances 745.39 425  24.12** 9 088 .87
of POSS invariant (.078; .099)

e Measurement error variances 750.71 425 2944** 9 089 .87
of PROF invariant (.079; .10)

e Measurement error variances 769.05 422  47.78** 6 .093 .84
of EXPO invariant (.082: .10)

Note. * The solution did not converge. **p < .01. N=97.
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7.2.1.2 Assessing the Fit of the Selected Measurement Model
Let us turn now to the goodness-of-fit statistics for Model 2, namely the saturated

model including the invariant factor loadingstacross time. Farrell (1994) stated that the fit
of the saturated model is extremely important in that all possible latent variable models
are nested within it. Model A is said to be nested within Model B, when one or more
parameters that are freely estimated in Model B are fixed at zero or constrained to have
the same value in Model A (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Table 7.3 shows a summary of
selected goodness-of-fit indices for Model 2. It is important to note here that the selection
of goodness-of-fit indices were arbitrary with no intention that the indices used here were
better than others. The rationale for the use of multiple indices is that one should avoid

the decision depending on a specific index (Tanaka, 1993).

Table 7.3 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Model 2

7 df p-value RMSEA SRMR PGFI CFI
721.27 416  <.000 .087 076 54 .87
(.077; .098)

Note. N =97. The SRMR and the PGFI denote the standardized Root Mean Square
Residual and the Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index, respectively.

Given the known sensitivity of chi-square statistic to sample size (e.g., Cohen,
1990, 1994, Kirk, 1996), use of that index provides little guidance in determining the
extent to which the model does not fit. Thus it is more beneficial to rely on fit as
represented by the other indices shown in Table 7.3. Let us begin with Root Mean Square

Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Model 2 showed the RMSEA value of .087, with the

90% confidence interval ranging from .077 to .098. According to Steiger’s (1989)
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guidelines for interpreting RMSEA‘Values, those below .10 and .05 are considered to be .
“good” and “very good”, respectively. Moreover, Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggest
that a model with a RMSEA greater than .10 not be employed. By either of these
standards, it is safe to say that the fit of Model 2 to the data collected was not very good
but marginally acceptable.

The conclusion drawn from inspection of the RMSEA value was consistent with
the results of the other goodness-of-fit statistics shown in Table 7.3. Specifically, the
standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) represents the average value across all
standardized residuals and ranges from 0.0 to 1.00; in a well-fitting model this value will
be small, say, .05 or less (Byme, 1998). The standardized RMR value of .076 for Model 2
can be interpreted as meaning that the fit was marginal. The next index, the Parsimony
Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) takes into account the number of estimated parameters of
the hypothesized model in the assessment of overall model fit (James, Mulaik, & Brett,
1982; Mulaik et al., 1989). Mulaik et al. (1989) suggest that nonsignificant chi-square
statistics and goodness-of-fit indices in the range of .90, accompanied by parsimonious-fit
indices in the range of .50, are not unexpected. By this standard, the PGFI value of .54
indicates the parsimoniously acceptable fit of Model 2 to the data. The last index shown
in Table 7.3, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is a revised version of Bentler and
Bonnett’s (1980) Normed Fit Index (NFI) such that sample size is taken into account in
assessing the model fit. This index provides a measure of complete covariation of a

hypothesized model with the independence model,"" a value > .90 indicating an

! The independence model is one of complete independence of all variables in the model (i.e., in which all
correlations among variables are zero) and is the most restricted (Byrne, 1998).
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acceptable fit to the data (Bentler, 1992). The CFI value of .87 reveals once again that the
model fit was not wonderful but marginal.

Review of these criteria suggests that overall, the model fit was marginally
acceptable, but some modification in specification may enable Model 2 to represent the
data better. Inspection of modification indices provided by LISREL indicates that
allowing a path between measurement errors of x, and x, (see Figure 4.5) would reduce
the chi-square value by 22.34. As emphasized in the LISREL manual (Jéreskog &
Sérbom, 1996), however, one should not just free paths blindly. Jéreskog (1993) pointed
out that the specification of correlated error terms for purposes of achieving a better
fitting model is not an acceptable practice; as with other parameters, such specification
must be supported by a strong substantive rationale, empirical rationale, or both.
Adhering to this caveat, further analyses were conducted on Model 2 without the

correlated errors between x, and x; being included.

7.2.2 Comparison of Structural Models

Once the fit of the selected measurement model has been confirmed to be
acceptable, focus is given next to the structural part of the model that is directly relevant
to hypothesis testing. Five structural models were compared on the basis of the sequence
of analyses proposed by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). Five models examined in this
study included the saturated model (M,) in which all parameters relating the latent
variables to one another were freely estimated. M, can be located at one end of the

continuum concerning imposed restrictions. That is, M, can be defined as the least

constrained structural model. Obversely, a null model (M,) in which all parameters
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relating the latent variables to one another were fixed at zero can be located at the other
end of the continuum. That is, M, can be defined as the most constrained structural model.
The researcher’s theoretical model of interest (M,), that is, the model including the
hypothesized structural parameters shown in Figure 4.5, can be located in the middle of
the continuum. A constrained model (M,) can be defined as one in which a parameter
estimated in M, is constrained, whereas a unconstrained model (M,) can be defined as one
in which a parameter constrained in M, is estimated. Given these definitions, the five
models can be placed from most to least constrained in such a sequence as M,, M, M,, M,
and M.. It should be noted that the difference among the five models can be found only in
the pattern of the structural paths, not in the measurement parts of the model; otherwise,
any comparison of structural models would become invalid.

Sequential chi-square difference tests were used to compare the fit of each model
to the data and to determine which structural model should be selected for further
analyses. Each test can be framed as testing a null hypothesis of no significant difference
between two nested structural models (e.g., M, - M, = 0). The sequence of tests was
determined on the basis of the decision-tree framework proposed by Anderson and
Gerbing (1988). First of all, comparison was made between M, and M, because it
provided an assessment of fit for the theoretical model of interest to the estimated
construct covariances. The results of a chi-square difference test indicated that the
comparison was not significant--* (9, N = 97) = 2.41, resulting in not rejecting the null
hypothesis (M, - M, = 0).

Given the nonsignificant difference between M, and M,, M, and M, were

compared next. M, differed from M, such that the effects of EXPO on PROF (i.e., y3, Bss,
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and f,) were not included. This M, - M, comparison was relevant to testing the
significance of the indirect effects of EXPO on POSS via PROF. If the paths linking
EXPO and PROF were significantly different from zero, then the indirect effeéts may
exist. The results of a chi-square difference test indicate that M, fit the data significantly
better than M, ¥ (3, N = 97) = 76.74, p < .01, resulting in rejecting the null hypothesis
(M, - M, = 0). This finding suggests that the paths linking EXPO and POSS were
meaningful and indirect effects of EXPO on POSS may be significant.

Because the M, - M, comparison was significant, the M, - M, comparison was
assessed next. M, differed from M, in that the effects of PROF on EXPO (i.e., %,, S, and
[s) were freely estimated in M. By the M, - M, comparison it was posited that higher
English proficient students sought out more opportunities to be exposed to English. The
results of a chi-square difference test indicates that M, and M, were not significantly
different, 3* (3, N =97) = 4.84, p > .10. This finding suggests that relaxing the next most
likely constraint from a theoretical perspective in M, did not significantly add to its
explanation of the construct covariances. Moreover, as far as the preference for a more
parsimonious model was concerned, M, was the model to be accepted. Thus further
analyses were cqnducted on the originally hypothesized theoretical model (M,) as shown

in Figure 4.5.

7.3 Results
Figure 7.1 illustrates on the next page standardized path coefficients representing

the cross-time relationships among the latent variables in the selected structural model.

Paths associated with significant coefficients at .05 level were represented by solid lines.
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To decrease the complexity of Figure 4.5, parameters associated with the measurement
model and the within-time correlations among the residuals were not included in Figure
7.1. Inspection of path coefficients shown in Figure 7.1 reveals several characteristics of
change over time in the three latent variables, POSS, PROF and EXPO.

POSS at Time 1 did not have much impact on POSS at Time 2, as represented by
the dashed line with the value of the path coefficient being -.05. As for POSS at Time 2,
EXPO showed significant direct impact on it, as illustrated by the solid line linking |
EXPO at Time 1 and POSS at Time 2 (= .36). This pattern, however, was not consistent
at subsequent time points, as shown by the dashed line linking EXPO at Time 2 and
POSS at Time 3 (= -.09) and the one linking EXPO at Time 3 and POSS at Time 4
(= .06). The impact of PROF on POSS, on the other hand, was very weak and
nonsignificant, as shown in the dashed lines linking PROF at Time 1 and POSS at Time 2
(= .09), PROF at Time 2 and POSS at Time 3 (=.01), and PROF at Time 3 and POSS at
Time 4 (= .04). An examination of these results suggests that support was not found for
the relationship between EXPO and POSS, or between PROF and POSS. Thus
Hypotheses 1 and 2 were both rejected.

Further examination of Figure 7.1 reveals that except for the relationship between
POSS at Time 1 and POSS at Time 2, the autocorrelation effects (i.e., relationships
between the same variables over time) were the strongest and most consistent effects in
POSS. Two path coefficients linking POSS and subsequent levels of POSS were both
significant, showing the high degree of stability (i.e., one of .75 and the other of .76). It

was therefore suggested that change in POSS occurred sometime between Time 1 and

Time 2, and such altered POSS was upheld for the periods from Time 2 to Time 4.
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As for PROF, autocorrelation effects as seen in POSS were very weak, and none
of the path coefficients linking PROF and the subsequent level of PROF were significant,
as illustrated by the dashed lines (i.e., the one of -.06, the second of -.04, and the third of -
.05). In contrast, the effects of EXPO on PROF were all significant, showing the
moderately strong impact on PROF across the four time points (i.e., all paths linking
PROF and EXPO were .48 or above). Moreover, the paths ranged from .48 to .57,
indicating the moderate degree of stability over time. Given that the relationship between
PROF and EXPO were modera‘gely strong, and that the effects of PROF on POSS were
very weak and nonsignificant, support was not found for the indirect effects of EXPO on
POSS via PROF. In fact, the indirect effect of EXPO at Time 1 on POSS at Time 3 via
PROF at Time 2 was .01, and the other indirect effect of EXPO at Time 2 on POSS at
Time 4 via PROF at Time 3 was .02. Thus Hypothesis 3 was rejected.

Figure 7.1 also reports the standardized residuals for each endogenous variable.
Farrell (1994) explains how to interpret standardized residuals as follows:

Squaring these provides an estimate of the proportion of variance in each -

endogenous variable not predicted by the model. Alternatively, subtracting the

squared values from 1.00 indicates the proportion of variance predicted by the

model. (p. 484)

These coefficients shown in Figure 7.1 reveal that the model accounted for 15%

to 62% of the variance in POSS, 26% to 31% of the variance in PROF, and 31% to 73%

of the variance in EXPO.
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7.4 Summary

This chapter has focused on Study 1 that was designed to test Hypotheses 1, 2,
and 3 discussed in Chapter III. A confirmatory factor analysis was performed at three
separate stages of data analysis, namely evaluation of the measurement model, evaluation
of the measurement model across time, and comparison of the structural models.
Inspection of the results indicated that change in [IBC-Rits students’ perception of social
status occurred at the early stage of studying abroad, although it was not a function of
English proficiency or amount of exposure to English. All three hypotheses were
therefore rejected. The results shown in this chapter are elaborated upon from L2

socialization perspectives in Chapter IX, in conjunction with results shown in Study 2

which is discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER VIII

STUDY 2: TESTING FOR INVARIANT LATENT MEAN STRUCTURES

8.0 Overview

This chapter focuses on Study 2 that was designed to assess Hypothesis 4 and
Research questions 1 and 2 discussed in Chapter III. Study 2 aimed to investigate the
impact of L2 learning environment on pragmatic development, that is, how the route and
rate of pragmatic development differs between an ESL group and an EFL group. To this
end, UBC-Rits group in an ESL environment and Kyoto-Rits group in an EFL
environment were compared using a multigroup structured latent means model within the

framework of LISREL 8.30.

8.1 Basic Concepts Underlying Tests of Latent Means

In the multigroup comparisons using statistical techniques such as ANOVA, focus
is given to the extent to which the differences among the means of the observed variables
representing the groups are statistically significant. As can be seen in Figure 4.5, however,
looking solely at the observed variable means may be problematic because they are
functions of the other parameters in the model. An advantage of using the structured
latent means model is that the focus is on the means of latent variables rather than
observed variables. More speciﬁcally, the means of latent variables derive not only from
the means of observed variables but also from the structured coefficients in the model.

Byrne (1998) states, “The intent is to test for the equivalence of means related to each

underlying construct or factor” (p. 304). Indeed, applications of the structured latent
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means model involve testing the model fit simultaneously across two or more groups.
The application to be discussed in this chapter is to test for group differences in the
means of the latent variable POSS (i.e., perception of social status when giving advice in

English).

8.2 Evaluating the Baseline Model

The first step in multigroup comparisons is to assess the goodness-of-fit of the
hypothesized model separately for each group. This is because any discussion of latent
mean differences is problematic if the measures and the structure of the construct under
study are not equivalent across groups (Alwin & Jackson, 1981; Byme, 1988). Figure 8.1
on the next page represents the hypothesized model. It should be noted that it included
serial correlations among measurement errors not only at adjacent time points (e.g., e, -

e,,) but also at non-adjacent time points (e.g., e,, - €5, €

x1 ~

e,10). This is because repeated

measurement of the same variable often results in correlated measurement errors (Judd &

Milburn, 1980; Kessler & Greenberg, 1981).




98

"(smyess [e100s Jo uondaoiad) SSOJ Ul awi) 1940 3FUBYD JO [opoW Suljaseq ['§ 24n31]

poui]

£ ouit] zoui] [ aui]




87

Table 8.1 exhibits the results of the fit statistics for the hypothesized model shown

in Figure 8.1.

Table 8.1 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Hypothesized Model

Group 7 df p-value RMSEA SRMR GFI CFI
UBC-Rits 46.82 29 .019 .080 .042 .92 .98

Group (.033; .12)

Kyoto-Rits 28.83 29 474 .000 .014 .95 1.00
Group (0.0; .075)

Note. N = 97 for UBC-Rits group, and 102 for Kyoto-Rits group. The RMSEA, SRMR,
GFI, and CFI denote the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, the standardized
Root Mean Square Residual, the Goodness-of-Fit Index, and the Comparative Fit Index,
respectively. A 90% confidence interval around each RMSEA value is reported in a
parenthesis.

As with examples in the previous chapter, selection of goodness-of-fit indices was
arbitrary with no intention that the indices used here were better than others. Inspection of
the values of the SRMR, GFI, and CFI shown in Table 8.1 suggests that the hypothesized
model fit the data fairly well for both Kyoto-Rits and UBC-Rits groups. On the other
hand, an examination of the confidence interval of the RMSEA value for UBC-Rits group
indicates the possibility of the misspecification of the model. A review of modification
indices provided by LISREL 8.30 suggests that the incorporation of two measurement
error covariances (i.e., the one between x, and x,, and the other between x, and x,) into the
model could result in substantive drops in the chi-square value. However, there were no
substantive theoretical and empirical rationales for adding those covariances to the model.

Thus the initially hypothesized model shown in Figure 8.1 was selected as the baseline

model that the two groups shared.
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8.3 The Logic of the Structured Latent Means Model

Once the baseline model has been selected, the next step is to transform it into a
model that represents latent mean structures. Figure 8.2 on the next page illustrates the
latent mean structures model used in the present study. Several features of the model and
technical terms used in Figure 8.2 may be worthy of a brief explanation here. First, the 7s
(taus) and xs (kappas) represent the regression coefficients of the observed variables onto
the constant and the regression coefficients of the latent variables onto the constant,
respectively. Byrne (1998) stated that factor intercepts (ks) for one group is fixed to zero
and therefore, this group operates as a reference group against which latent means for the
other group are compared. In other words, factor intercepts are interpretable only in a
relative sense.

Second, CONSTANT enclosed in rectangles can be defined as a dummy variable
that “provides the mechanism for parameterizing the necessary intercepts in the model
and, thus, plays a key function in the estimation of latent mean values; its variance
remains constrained to zero” (Byre, 1998, p. 308).

A third point to be noted here is that the multigroup comparison with respect to
the means of latent variables is first performed on a model in which all As are constrained
equally across groups, all intercepts for the observed variables (i.e., 7s) are constrained
equally across groups, variance associated with the CONSTANT remains fixed to 1.00,
and all factor intercepts (ks) are freely estimated in one group and constrained equally to

zero in the other group.'

12 For further understandings of the logic of this statistical technique, see Byme (1998).
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In the structured latent means model used in this study, the Kyoto-Rits group was
defined as the reference group by fixing its Kappa matrix to zero. Thus the primary focus -
was on estimating the Kappa values for UBC-Rits group that represented latent mean

differences between the two groups.

8.4 Evaluating the Structured Latent Means Model
Table 8.2 reports the results of the goodness-of-fit statistics for the structured

latent means model shown in Figure 8.2.

Table 8.2 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Structured Means Model

¥ df p-value RMSEA SRMR GFI CFI
141.18 76 .000 .094 .033 95 .97
(.069; .12)
Note. N = 199.

A review of information reported in Table 8.2 reveals that the model fit was
marginally acceptable. Although the SRMR, GFI, and CFI values indicated the fairly
good fit of the model to the observed data, the 90% confidence interval around the
RMSEA value exceeded .10, that is, the upper bound of the acceptable fit. This finding
suggests that the equality constraints imposed on both all factor loadings and the variable
intercepts across the two groups may be excessively stringent. As with the invariance
testing strategy used in Study 1, the initially hypothesized model was compared next with
the less constrained model in which the factor loadings of CJ’s were estimated freely at

each group. The rationale for relaxing those loadings was that the degree of change over
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time in the observed means of CJ’s differed substantially between the two groups (see
Table 5.1 and 5.2 in Chapter V). This phenomenon might be indicative of increasing
differentiation as part of developmental change in perception of social status only among
UBC-Rits students. If so, imposing equality across the two groups on those loadings
would be unrealistic. Table 8.3 exhibits the results of the goodness-of-fit statistics for the

less constrained model.

Table 8.3 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Less Constrained
Structured Means Model

7 df p-value RMSEA SRMR GF1 CF1
130.37 72 .000 .091 .029 .95 .98
(.065;.12)
Note. N =199.

The results of a chi-square difference test between the less constrained model and
the initially hypothesized theoretical model indicated that the former fit the data
significantly better--3* (4, N=199) = 10.81, p < .05, although the RMSEA value shown in
Table 8.2 indicated slight improvement of the fit.

Given the possibility of the misfit suggested by the upper bound of the RMSEA
value, the model examined next was the one in which the factor loadings XL.’s as well as
CJ’s were freely estimated at each group and the factor loadings of PD’s were fixed to
one. Table 8.4 displays the results of the goodness-of-fit statistics for this model.

The results of a chi-square difference test between the model in Table 8.3 and the

model in Table 8.4 indicated that the latter fit the data significantly better--* (4, N = 199)
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= 14.46, p < .01. Moreover, the RMSEA value dropped substantially, although the upper

bound of the confidence interval (= .11) was still beyond the range of the acceptable fit.

Table 8.4 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Structured Means Model
Involving the Variant Factor Loadings of CJ’s and XL'’s

7 df p-value RMSEA SRMR GFI CFI
11591 68 .000 .085 015 .95 .98
(.040; .11)
Note. N =199.

To seek the most parsimonious model, the model in Table 8.4 was compared next
to the model in which equality between groups was imposed on the factor loadings of
CJ’s and XL’s at Time 1 but not on those at Time 2, Time 3 or Time 4. Table 8.5 shows

the results of the goodness-of-fit statistics.

Table 8.5 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Structured Means Model
Involving the Invariant Factor Loadings of CJ’s and XL's at Time 1

7 df p-value RMSEA SRMR GFI CFI
116.44 70 .000 .082 016 .95 98
(.055;.11)
Note. N =199,

The results of the chi-square difference test between the models in Tables 8.4 and
8.5 indicated that there was no significant difference between the two models--3* (2,

N=199) = .53, p >.70. Moreover, the RMSEA value in Table 8.5 indicated the better fit

of the model to the observed data than that in Table 8.4. Theoretically, measurement
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invariance at Time 1 is appropriate because the observed variables at baseline (i.e., Time
1) were expected to be equally valid indicators of the latent variables for each group and
because intervention (i.e., UBC-Rits students’ studying abroad during the period from
Time 2 to Time 4) were expected to change the means and variance-covariance structures
of the latent variables.

In pursuit of the most parsimonious model, the model in Table 8.5 was compared
next to the model in which equality between the two groups were imposed on the factor
loadings of CJ’s and XL’s at Time 1 and Time 2. This invariance testing posited that the
intervention effect may not appear until Time 3. Table 8.6 shows the results of the

goodness-of-fit statistics.

Table 8.6 Summary of Selected Goodness-of-fit Indices for the Structured Means Model
Involving the Invariant Factor Loadings of CJ'’s and XL’s at Time I and Time 2

7 df p-value RMSEA SRMR GFI CFI
12421 72 .000 .086 .033 95 .98
(.060; .11)
Note. N =199.

The results of the chi-square difference test revealed the significant difference
between the models in Tables 8.5 and 8.6--3* (2, N = 199) = 7.77, p < .05. Furthermore,
the values of RMSEA and SRMR shown in Table 8.6 also indicated that the less
constrained model (the model in Table 8.5) was fitting better than the constrained model
(the model in Table 8.6), suggesting that equality imposition at both Time 1 and Time 2

were too stringent. No further constraints were therefore imposed on the model and
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further analyses were conducted on the model that involved the invariant factor loadings
of CJ and XL at Time 1 only.

In sum, interpretation of the results of a series of chi-square difference tests
suggests that the factor loadings of CJ’s and XL’s were significantly different between
UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups at Times 2, 3, and 4. As mentioned above, this
conclusion can be supported because the former group had lived in an ESL environment
since Time 2. Methodologically, the conclusion was not an unexpected phenomenon
because in longitudinal research involving subjects and theoretical constructs that are
expected to change over time, total measurement invariance may be an unrealistic goal
and partial invariance may be an acceptable goal (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthen, 1989;
Pentz & Chou, 1994). It was thus reasonable to conduct further analyses of latent means
on the model in which the factor loadings of CJ and XL at Time 1 were constrained to be
equal across the two group and those of CJ’s and XL’s at Times 2, 3, and 4 were

estimated freely at each group.

8.5 Assessing the Latent Means
To answer the question of whether the latent variable means were significantly
different for UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups, estimates of Kappa parameters for the

former group is reported in Table 8.7. The LISREL input file related to this analysis is

shown in Appendix G.
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Table 8.7 Summary of Estimates of the Kappa Values
in the Final Structured Latent Means Model

Time Kappa t-value
1 -46 2.24%
2 27 1.39
3 1.24 5.70%*
4 1.55 6.41*
Note. * p <.05.

As explained earlier in this chapter, the values reported in Table 8.7 represent
latent mean differences between the UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups. The Kyoto-Rits
group was designated as the reference group and therefore, the Kappa parameters for the
group were fixed to zero. Iﬁspection of the Kappa values shown in Table 8.7 reveals that
the latent means were statistically different between the two groups at Times 1, 3 and 4,
as indicated by ¢-values reported together with Kappa values. Given the negative value of
the Kappa parameter at Time 1, it can be said that at Time 1, UBC-Rits students had
significantly lower levels of pragmatic competence with respect to perception of social
status when giving advice in English, than did Kyoto-Rits students. It was also revealed
that at Time 2, there was little difference in the level of pragmatic competence between
the two groups, and that as time further went by, UBC-Rits students came to show
significantly higher levels of pragmatic competence than Kyoto-Rits students. Given
these findings, Hypothesis 3 stated in Chapter III was not rejected.

To answer research questions addressed in Chapter II1, let us review Table 8.8 in

which parameter estimates for UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups are summarized. It
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should be noted that the values at Time 1 were identical between the two groups because

equality was imposed on those parameters in the selected model.

Table 8.8 Parameter Estimates for UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits Groups

UBC-Rits Group Kyoto-Rits Group
POSS POSS
TIL T2 T3 T4 TIL T2 T3 T4
Parameters

A 1.00 0 0 0 1.00 0 0 0
A, .97 0 0 0 .97 0 0 0
A .94 0 0 0 .94 0 0 0
A 0 1.00 0 0 0 1.00 0 0
As .0 1.49 0 0 0 .83 0 0
s 0 1.26 0 0 0 .90 0 0
y. 0 0 1.00 0 0 0 1.00 0
Ag 0 0 1.85 0 0 0 .94 0
A 0 0 1.58 0 0 0 1.03 0
Ao 0 0 0 1.00 0 0 0 1.00
A 0 0 0 1.76 0 0 0 99
A 0 0 0 1.7 0 0 0 1.00

—
[

Note. Unstandardized solution; all zero values represents fixed parameters. T1, T2, T3,
and T4 represent Times 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively. 4,, 4,, 4,, and 4,, are associated with
indicators of PD (x,, x,, x;, and x,,), 4,, 45, A4, and A,, are associated with indicators of CJ
(x5, X5, X5, and x,,), and 4, A, Ay, and 4,, are associated with indicators of XL (x;; x4, Xo,
and x,,). N=199.

Inspection of Table 8.8 reveals that the factor loadings of the measures at Times 2,
3, and 4 differed between the two groups. Given that the loadings of CJ’s at Times 2, 3,
and 4 differed substantially between the two groups (i.e., 1.49 vs. .83 at Time 2; 1.85

vs. .94 at Time 3; and 1.76 vs. .99 at Time 4), and given the above-mentioned finding on

the basis of the Kappa values--that UBC-Rits students came to show incréasingly and

significantly higher levels of pragmatic competence than Kyoto-Rits students, it can be
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said that especially in the scenarios relevant to CJ, UBC-Rits students came to show the
same preferences for advice type as native speakers of English. This finding was
consistent with change in the observed means of CJ’s as shown in Table 5.1 in Chapter V.
The similar story holds true for UBC-Rits students’ perception of XL, although the
difference in the factor loadings of XL’s between the two groups was not as big as that in
CJ’s. These findings do not imply, however, that UBC-Rits students were less competent
in the scenarios relevant to PD than Kyoto-Rits students. On the contrary, as represented
by high observed means shown in Table 5.1 in Chapter V (i.e., PD1 = 12.13), UBC-Rits
students’ perception of PD were already similar to English nativ¢ speakers’ at Time 1.
This is true for Kyoto-Rits students as displayed by high observed means shown in Table
5.2 (i.e., PD1 = 12.66). Unfortunately, these findings on the basis of the observed means
cannot be confirmed with respect to the factor loadings of PD’s because as shown in
Table 8.8, the parameters depending on PD’s were fixed to one for statistical

identification in the present model.

8.6 Summary

Study 2 discussed in this chapter attempted to compare the different levels of
pragmatic competence that resulted from study in an EFL and an ESL environments. The
results based on the structured latent means model revealed that there was an impact of
living and studying in the target speech community on pragmatic competence to give
advice to equal-status (CJ) and lower-status (XL) persons. The results also revealed that

when the subjects were in Japan, students had pragmatic competence to give advice to

higher-status (PD) persons, although this finding was confirmed only at the observed




means level. The results shown in Study 2 are interpreted from L2 socialization

perspectives in the next chapter, in connection with those shown in Study 1.

98
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CHAPTER IX

CONCLUSION

9.0 Overview

This chapter summarizes this dissertation. The results from Study 1 and Study 2
are elaborated upon within a L2 socializatioﬁ perspective accompanied by an appraisal of
the approach to language instruction in Japan discussed in Chapter I. Limitations of the
studies are discussed and implications for further research into L2 socialization conclude

the chapter.

9.1 Summary
9.1.1 Purpose

The present study focused on changes over time in university-level Japanese
students’ sociocultural perceptions of social status during their year abroad in Canada,
and the impact of such changes at subsequent time points. The sociocultural perception
examined was perceived “social status” which Brown and Levinson (1987) suggested
was a contributory factor in the perception of social asymmetry, power and authority. The
study attempted to examine (1) whether (and to what extent) Japanese students, before
they came to study in Canada, had recognized English native speakers’ understanding of
social status and had learned how to offer advice appropriately in English to individuals
of various social statuses, (2) what proportion of differential pragmatic development

among Japanese students in Canada was accounted for by their English proficiency and

amount of exposure to English, and (3) whether (and to what extent) living and studying
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in Canada facilitated Japanese students’ pragmatic development, which was assessed by
the degree of approximation to native speech act behavior in various advice-giving
situations repeafed over the course of an academic year. To this end, the study compared
the development of Japanese exchange students’ pragmatic competence during their year

abroad in Canada with peers in Japan who did not undertake a year abroad.

9.1.2 Theoretical Background

Over the last decade Schieffelin and Ochs’ (1986) language socialization model,
developed to study children’s first language (L 1) acquisition within their own culture, has
been applied to various English-as-a-second-language (ESL) contexts within a largely
qualitative research tradition, centered on case studies. The model relates second
language (L2) acquisition to the sociocultural competence that L2 learners acquire over
time. For various methodological reasons, however, previous studies have revealed little
about the characteristics of the L2 socialization process. Indeed, the primary
methodological problem is that few studies have been designed to examine the extent to
which L2 learners have acquired pragmatic competence before they enter the target
speech community. A second problem is that previous L2 socialization studies have
adopted a taken-for-granted view of culture as the basis for interpretation and explanation
of a L2 learner’s culture of origin and the target culture. A third problem is that few
studies have employed an adequate number of subjects to examine ‘intracultural
variance.” A fourth problem is that few studies have explored L2 socialization that takes

place in L2 learners’ home countries. The present study was designed to begin to address

these problems.
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9.1.3 Methodology
9.1.3.1 Subjects

The subjects consisted of two groups enrolled in the same Japanese university:
one group of 97 students who came to the University of British Columbia to study for
eight months in an English immersion environment (called UBC-Rits students) and the

other of 102 students who continued to study in Japan (called Kyoto-Rits students).

9.1.3.2 Data Collection

The researcher tracked the groups from the period prior to the departure of one
group for Canada through its return to Japan. In-class questionnaires, designed to focus
on learners’ preferences for resolving problems requiring giving advice to individuals of
various social statuses (i.e., higher status, status equal, and lower status), were
administered four times (July, October, January, and April) during the academic year.
The same data collection procedures were used in both Japan and Canada. The
questionnaire on uses of English that was designed to obtain information about the

amount of exposure to English and English proficiency was administered to UBC-Rits

students four times during the academic year.
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9.1.4 Analyses
Hypotheses and research questions were:

Hypotheses 1:
The change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social status when
giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their English
proficiency.

Hypothesis 2:
The change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social status when
giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their amount of
exposure to English.

Hypothesis 3:
The change over time in Japanese students’ perception of social status when
giving advice in English is a consequence of the increase of their amount of
exposure to English mediated by the increase of English proficiency.

Hypothesis 4:
The Japanese students studying in the target speech community come to show
increasingly and significantly higher levels of pragmatic competence to offer
advice in English than those studying in Japan.

Research question 1:
Do the students studying in the target speech community come to show the same

preferences for advice type as native speakers of English, depending on the status

relationship of the conversational participants?
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Research question 2:
Do the students studying in Japan come to show the same preferences for advice
type as native speakers of English, depending on the status relationship of the
conversational participants?
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) with latent variables based on a four-wave
longitudinal design was used to test Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, whereas a Multi-group
Structured Latent Means Model was used to assess Hypotheses 4 and Research Questions

1 and 2.

9.1.5 Results
9.1.5.1 Results of Study 1

Study 1 sought to examine the relationships among UBC-Rits students’
perception of social status when giving advice in English, English proficiency, and
amount of exposure to English. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 posited that change in their
perception would be functions of the other two factors. All three hypotheses were rejected,
and it was revealed that change in their perception of social status occurred at the early
stage of studying abroad, sometime between Time 1 (when they were in Japan) and Time
2 (when they spent two months in Canada) and such altered perception continued to

affect their perception until the end of their stay in the target speech community.

9.1.5.2 Results of Study 2

Study 2 examined the impact of living and studying in the target speech

community on pragmatic development, while assessing Hypothesis 4 and Research
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Questions 1 and 2. For the purpose of the study, UBC-Rits group in an ESL environment
and Kyoto-Rits group in an EFL environment were compared. The difference in means of
a latent variable (perception of social status) indicated that when both groups were in
Japan, UBC-Rits students had significantly lower levels of pragmatic competence to offer
advice appropriately in English to individuals of various social status, than did Kyoto-
Rits students. As time went by, however, UBC-Rits students came to show increasingly
and significantly higher levels of pragmatic competence. Thus Hypothesis 4 was not
rejected. Moreover, as represented by the results of the measurement invariance testing,
the drastic change observed among UBC-Rits students’ perception of social status
occurred sometime between Time 1 and Time 2, that is, the early stage of their studying
abroad. This finding is consistent with what was observed in Study 1.

As for Research Questions 1 and 2, UBC-Rits group came to show similar
preferences as native English speakers when giving advice to lower-status and status-
equal persons. This was not true for the Kyoto-Rits group. As far as advice-giving to
higher-status persons is concerned, both UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups showed similar

preferences as native speakers during the entire observation period.

9.2 Interpreting the Results from L2 Socialization Perspectives

The results of Study 1 and Study 2 were consistent in that L2 socialization as
evidenced by change in UBC-Rits students’ perception of social status (i.e., their
increasing understanding of how English native speakers perceive social status) occurred
by the time they had spent two months in Canada. Indeed, two major questions are posed

here. What caused that change? Why did their perception of social status change so soon
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after their arrival in the target speech community? Inspection of the results shown in
Figure 7.1 and Table 8.8 provides some clues to explain these findings.

The studies examined whether (and to what extent) Japanese students in an
academic exchange program, before they came to study in Canada, had learned the target
sociocultural rules of offering advice through communication-based classes in school.
They had learned English in the communication-based classes that were designed to
enhance their pragmatic competence. Perhaps, they had acquired, to a certain extent, how
to offer advice appropriately in English to higher, equal, or lower status persons and had
understood how English native speakers perceivé social status. If their understanding had
reached the level to allow them to function efficiently in the target speech community, a
strong interrelationship would have been observed between their perception of social
status observed in Japan and in Canada (see Figure 7.1). The reality was, however, that
the significant interrelationship was observed between the amount of exposure to English
observed in Japan in July and their perception of social status observed in Canada in
October. Interpretation of this finding sﬁggests that the students who sought out more
opportunities to be exposed to English even when they were in Japan had acquired a
higher level of the competence to give advice appropriately to individuals of various
social statuses. Put another way, the competence acquired through communication-based
classes in Japan alone was not sufficient for the students to function competently in
Canada and perhaps, other extra exposure than that received in the classes was necessary

to become competent at the early stage of their study abroad. That is, L2 socialization

occurred among the students who were eager to be exposed to English even when they
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were in Japan. Thus the change during the early stage of their studies abroad was
accounted for partly by the effect of their perceptions of social status.

The study attempted to account for differential pragmatic development among
Japanese students in a target speech community as functions of their English proficiency
as well as the amount of exposure to English. It should be kept in mind, however, that
because only 15% of the variance in perception of social status at Time 2 was accounted
for by the hypothesized model shown in Figure 7.1, it is highly likely that there were
some other direct or indirect factors that caused the change. This finding gives rise to
some speculation. Given that the students who tried to be exposed to English even in
Japan were likely to be highly motivated to learn English, then motivation might have
been a better indicator of the change.

It should also be noted that although the students received more exposure to
English in Canada than in Japan as shown in Table 5.1, the amount of exposure was
significantly associated only with their levels of English proficiency but not with their
perception of social status at all while they were in Canéda (see Figure 7.1). Given these
nonsignificant interrelationships between amount of exposure to English and the
students’ perception of social status in Canada, it was not supported that the more
exposure to English they received, the higher the level of their understanding of English
native speakers’ perception of social status. What factor, then contributed to the UBC-
Rits students’ increasingly and significantly higher levels of understanding of social
status as represented by latent mean difference between UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits groups

shown in Table 8.7? A key to answer this question is related to the following question: In

what respect, other than learning environments, did these two groups differ? One
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possibility is that UBC-Rits students might have been more motivated to learn English
than the Kyoto-Rits students. Once again, motivation is likely associated with the
pragmatic development of UBC-Rits students, although this remains speculation in the
present study.

This study also examined whether (and to what extent) living and studying in the
target speech community facilitated Japanese students’ pragmatic development, which
was assessed by the degree of approximation to native speech act behavior in various
advice-giving situations repeated during the course of an academic year. Inspection of
their preferences for advice type in each status relationship shown in Table 8.8 revealed
that UBC-Rits group came to show the same preferences as native speakers of English
when giving advice to lower-status and equal-status persons. An examination of the
observed means suggested that across all four time points both UBC-Rits and Kyoto-Rits
groups had similar preferences for advice type as native speakers when offering advice to
higher-status persons. These findings relevant to their preferences for advice type in each
status relationship contradict what was found in a preliminary study--that the students in
the exchange program did not give advice in English to higher-status individuals in a
socially appropriate manner. What was revealed in the present study was that the L2
socialization that took place in the target speech community was evidenced by change in
their understanding of English native speakers’ perception of status-equal and lower-
status persons, and L2 socialization that had taken place in their home country was
represented by the acquisition of the pragmatic competence to offer advice to higher-

status persons. The question is, how did they acquire the competence concerning higher-

status persons in Japan? There are several possibilities. First, similar perceptions of
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higher social statﬁs are shared between English and Japanese native speakers. It might be
the case that they had acquired the pragmatic competence naturally in the L1 socialization
process and had applied it to L2 socializing contexts in the target speech community.
Second, they may have acquired the competence through their communication-based
classes, although English natives and Japanese natives have different perceptions of
higher social status. Given that Japanese people tend to use polite expressions when
talking to individuals of higher status, the first possibility is more likely than the second.
From a methodological point of view, the findings in Study 1 and Study 2 verified
the importance of the modified longitudinal research design in which data collection
begins before the subjects enter the target speech community. If the subjects had been
observed in the target speech community only, that is, if focus had been given exclusively
to synchronic L2 socialization in the target speech community, the changes that occurred
at the early stage of their studying abroad wouid not have been observed, so that different
conclusions would have been drawn. In other words, the importance of incorporating a
diachronic perspective into L2 socialization research was confirmed in the present studies.
As aresult of employing a relatively large number of subjects, the studies were
able to illuminate the variance of the three latent variables, namely perception of social
status, English proficiency and amount of exposure to English and the interrelationships
among them. The results of the studies indicated the risk of making unsubstantiated
generalization of the findings from a small sample to a population. Furthermore, the
studies demonstrated the importance of employing a reference group in L2 learners’

countries of origin in order to clarify the L2 socialization process.
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The methodology used in the present studies was established to begin to
overcome weaknesses of frequently used qualitative approaches to L2 socialization. It
should be noted, however, that there is no intention of dismissing the findings of all
qualitative sfudies. However, it is clear that qualitative research approaches are not
sufficient to elaborate upon or to generalize about the dynamic quality of the L2
socialization process. Observing the same socialization events from both a qualitative and

a quantitative standpoint must remain an innovative venture in L2 socialization research.

9.3 Limitations

There are several limitations to Study 1 and Study 2. First, given the complexity
of the model as shown in Figure 4.5, the number of subjects was too small. Although
SEM with latent variables is useful in analyzing longitudinal data as discussed in Chapter
IV, large samples are strongly recommended to reduce the bias in estimating parameters.
With data from over 200 subjects, parameter estimates in the complex model as shown in
Figure 4.5 would become more reliable. Second, since the subjects were sampled in a
non-random manner from the pool of students at only one Japanese university, research
findings should not be generalized to other populations. Third, although a latent variable,
English proficiency, was assessed using three sections of one kind of test, namely the
TOEFL, it would be better to use three different tests, each of which measures a different
aspect of English proficiency. Fourth, although the present study ended up with
observations in Canada, it might be interesting to know what happened after UBC-Rits

students returned to Japan. Keep tracking of subjects after their return to Japan would

make it possible to interpret the L2 socialization process more diachronically.
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Thus, future L2 socialization research should be designed with these limitations in
mind, especially when it is quantitative in nature. Furthermore, it would be ideal to
conduct research in which both quantitative and qualitative approaches are employed to
investigate the same research question. Such an approach would produce findings that
could be cross-validated and corroborated. It is hoped that the present study has
contributed to demonstrating specifically how important it is to incorporate a quantitative

approach into L2 socialization research and how findings from a quantitative approach

can advance our understanding of the complexities of L2 socialization.
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Appendix A
QUESTIONNAIRE ON JAPANESE STUDENTS’ SPEECH ACT BEHAVIOR

Through communication in English with native speakers of Japanese (e.g., your
roommates or students), you might have recognized that some expressions, grammars
and/or sentence structures that they frequently use sound awkward to you. Please list
them below.

Thank you for your cooperation!




1. Code:

Appendix B
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON YOUR BACKGROUND

Sex: Male / Female

Department you are currently enrolled in:

Grade (Please circle one.): First-year / Second-year / Third-year / Forth-year

. Your parents’ first language is Japanese. (Please circle one.): Yes / No
If not, please specify:

6. Do you have any experience staying or studying abroad. (Please circle one.): Yes / No
If yes, please write the name of the country, the length of stay, and the purpose.

Country Length of Stay Purpose
(example) _ Australia year(s) month(s) 3 week(s). sightseeing
(1) year(s) month(s) week(s).

(2) year(s) month(s) week(s).
3) year(s) month(s) week(s).
4 year(s) month(s) week(s).
(5) vear(s) month(s) week(s).

Thank you for your cooperation!
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Appendix C
QUESTIONNAIRE ON CURRENT USES OF ENGLISH

1. Code:

2. How often do you do the following activities?:

(a) Communicating in English with your friends.
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(b) Communicating in English with your instructors.

hour(s) minute(s) per day.
(¢) Communicating in English with (Please specify.)
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(d) Reading English newspaper such as “Japan Times.”
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(e) Reading English magazine such as “Newsweek.”
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(f) Reading English textbooks.

hour(s) minute(s) per day.
(g) Reading in English. (Please specify.)
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(h) Watching TV programs in English
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

| (i) Watching movies in English.

hour(s) minute(s) per day.
(j) Watching in English. (Please specify.)
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(k) Listening to radio programs in English.
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(1) Listening to English songs in CD.
hour(s) minute(s) per day.




(m) Listening to in English. (Please specify.)
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(n) Writing term papers in English.
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(o) Writing diary in English.

hour(s) minute(s) per day.
(p) Writing in English. (Please specify.)
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(q) Writing e-mails in English.
__ hour(s) minute(s) per day.

(r) Others . (Please specify.)
hour(s) minute(s) per day.

3. What is your most recent TOEFL score?
Total:
Section I: Section II: Section III:

Thank you for your cooperation!
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Appendix D

A MULTIPLE - CHOICE QUESTIONNAIRE
(Japanese version)

Code: .
(Please do not put your name on the questionnaire!)

Instructions: IR~_X— N5 1 2{HDFREPBREINTWET, TRENOGEICITA DD
BRENREZONTWET, SN Lo bEEIEEEIRAL 1 DBATY VL DT
TLEED, MbEbLRVOIEY T & B X IR D.Nothing (2w /L2 DIF T &V,
L, BT R TAFFIEEREL, BRSO T N TREORA T A T A=A —
ELRELTLEE, ZRFNOBEICEE T2 AMITKRO 3 ADFD 1 ANTT,

Supervisor: P.D. is your supervisor. You have been taking P.D.’s seminar for three
months. You and P.D., together with other students, have gone out for dinner several
times after the seminar. You have visited P.D.’s office several times to talk about the
topic you would present in the seminar.

(PDIEH RO IDEETT, PD.OEIEZITHOTI » ATV E9, Hialidfh
DAL, B4 LRERMENYRIZTHIEZENHVET, SREIEIBLINER
TRET DT VIOV TEELTHDITEEDT T 4 RAfENINZZ EBH Y &
RN

Classmate: C.J. is your classmate. You and C.J. often go out for lunch together after the
class. You have borrowed C.J.’s notebook several times before. You regard C.J. as a
good friend.

(CLIEHRT=DI TAA—FTY, bigfcl CLIFRER IS T U FERBITHR
FET. HRIUZCLO / — b 2LRHTENMEV 22 EBHVET, HRIIICIDILE
HOVWWEEE L BoTWET, )

First-year university student: X.L. is a first-year student. You and X.L. belong to the
same club. You and X.L. often go out for dinner together after the club activity. You
regard X.L. as a good friend.
XLEKXZFLIFETHRILDI FTORETT, HRTLEXLIZY T TERHRL S —HE
WA BERANICHMNTET, HRICEXLOZEEFOVNNELLB>TVET, )
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L.]
Situations

1. You and the instructor P.D. are in a restaurant. The instructor says something about
ordering a hamburger. You ordered a hamburger in this restaurant before and, in your
opinion, it was really greasy. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this
situation?

(Bl b ¥ IDEAEPDIIVA T CWET, BEFINUANA=T—2EXTD LN
TWET, LZAN, DEIHRIEBIDUVART U TAUN—T—2EX LR, 0 E<
Mol ENoeDEREZTWET, ZORETREMNE D L THE, HRIEROROE
DRBEEFENETH, )

A. You shouldn’t order the hamburger. I had it here before, and it was really
greasy.

B. Maybe it’s not a good idea to order a hamburger. I had one here before, and it
was really greasy.

C. Ihad it here before, and it was really greasy.

D. Nothing

2. Your classmate C.J. considers skipping today’s afternoon class. You happened to
know that one absence loses five points from one’s final marks in the class. What do you
think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(HRIZDI TAA— D CIBEADFRDI TRAEYRALI EZEZXZTVWET, £DI T
ADREE 1EYRD L EEOEBEND 5 RGN0 D T &2 HRITMOPOBRITMY &
Lize ZOHETZ TAA— D CLIZAMNE D &ThE, HRIROROEDRBEHEN
FI0 ) '

A. T’ve heard one absence loses five points from the final marks.

B. You should come to class. I’ve heard one absence loses five points from your
final marks.

C. I think it’s better to come to class. I’ve heard one absence loses five points from
your final marks.

D. Nothing

3. X.L. is considering taking a course. You have heard that the course is really difficult.
What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(I 77 DRED XLBHDBELMA I LEBEZXTVET, EIAHHB, £D7 T ANBER
KHELWI FATHD L EHRIITHEIZLE Lie, ZOHETERED XLIZMNE D &
T, $RERLROEDORBEHENE TR, )

A. Tdon't think it’s a good idea to take this course. I’ve heard it’s really difficult.
B. I’ve heard it’s really difficult.

C. You shouldn’t take this course. I’ve heard it’s really difficult.

D. Nothing
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L.]

4. You see the supervisor P.D. working in the office late at night and looking pale. What
do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(Bl DEIDELEPDBAT 4 ATHEIAFEZ L TWDIDEHNTE L, i
DEAITLLS BV EHA, TOHFRTEEIMNE D LTE, HRIERDROLEDERE
EREVET D ) '

A. I’m going home soon. It’s very late.

B. You shouldn’t work so hard. It’s very late.
C. Maybe it’s better to go home. It’s very late.
D. Nothing

5. You see your classmate C.J. put a one-dollar coin into the slot of a broken vending
machine. C.J. couldn’t get a pop or the money back from the machine. What do you
think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(BT FAA— D CIPEBRFEICL Fraf ez Al b a—FBHT
TP BELR-oTEERHA, ZORETYZ FAA— FD CLIZMNE S &THIE, el
RORDEDRBZFHENETH, )

A. Maybe it’s better to complain about it. The office is downstairs.
B. You should complain about it. The office is downstairs.

C. The office is downstairs.

D. Nothing

6. X.L. is thinking of taking a car to a repair shop downtown. However, you know it’s
notorious for a sloppy job. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this
situation?

(27 TOBREOXLBF T B CHHENERIBICASOELZFS>TNWI S LE
ZATCWET, &AM, TOBHETIFTEL BRMEFERTERNVWI L THARILZDR
ZiEE o THWET, ZOHRETHRIED XLIAIE D LTUX, HRERLKRDOEDKRE
EHEVETD, )

A. You shouldn’t take your car to that shop. It has a really bad reputation.

B. Maybe it’s better to take your car to another shop. It has a really bad reputation.
C. T usually don't take my car to that shop. It has a really bad reputation.

D. Nothing
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L.]

7. You see the supervisor P.D. is considering buying an expensive book without knowing
that another bookstore sells it at a 20 percent discount. What do you think would be
appropriate to say in this situation?

(H727=DEIDELEPDREVALZERS L LTWETY, L5500, BERFHNOART
FUA%Z 20—ty AT TRL-TND I LEEHDRVERTFTYT, T OBFE THRAET
MED ETIE, HRIZRORDEDRBEEZENET A, )

A. You should buy the book at another store. This store is over-priced.

B. This store is over-priced.

C. Maybe, it’s not a good idea to buy the book here. This store is over-priced.
D. Nothing

8. You see your classmate C.J. working on the assignment late at night and is visibly
tired. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(BH7p7eD 7 T AA =D CIBEEITHBEICBMYBATHNDDEZENTE L, CLIE
BICRXTENLTWET, ZOHETY T AA— O CIIMNE D EThiE, HRicab
KD EDRBZHENETH, )

A. Maybe it’s better to go home. It’s very late.
B. I'm going home soon. It’s very late.

C. You shouldn’t work so hard. It’s very late.
D. Nothing

9. You have heard from X.L. that X.L. didn’t get the exact amount of change at the
cashier of the cafeteria. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(VT DBRED XL A7 =T VT DVITIEEHERBOV b b ANl L dHi
L XL bHEE Lz, ZOHE CHRED XLIZMNE D & X, HRkebROE
DRBEENETH, )

A. Maybe it’s better to complain about it. That person is still there.
B. You should complain about it. That person is still there.

C. That person is still there.

D. Nothing
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L.]

10. You have just heard from the supervisor P.D. that the supervisor is considering a trip
to Banff from Vancouver in a car which breaks down frequently. What do you think
would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(Bl DB IDELEPDRBN I —_—Po R TETORTEZFBELTNSZ L&A
VE Lz, RAETHEECEET2BHOETITS LEoTWEY, I OBE TRAE T
E0LThE BRI ORDEDRBEHENETD, )

A. 1 think it may be risky for you to take such a long trip in this car.
B. Taking such a long trip in this car may be risky.

C. You shouldn’t take this car for such a long trip. It may be risky.
D. Nothing

11. You have noticed that your classmate C.J. has forgotten to leave a tip when leaving.
What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(BRIANII FAA—= D CINF v TEBLDET >NV ENTVA T 2HTITI S
ELTVWARZLIIRIDEE LR, ZORMETY T AA— FD CLIZMINE S LT, H72
TERORDEDRBEEZFENET A, )

A. A tip is important. You shouldn’t forget to leave one.
B. A tip is important.

C. Maybe it’s better to leave a tip. It’s important.

D. Nothing

12. You see X.L. studying in the library late at night and looking pale. What do you
think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

(757 DHED XLBKEIZHMMLTWIDERMNTE L, XLOBEAITEIHY
FHA, ZOBETHED XLIMNED L3N, HRIERLROEDERAEZENET
% )

A. You shouldn’t work so hard. It’s very late.
B. Maybe it’s better to go home. It’s very late.
C. I’m going home soon. It’s very late.

D. Nothing

Thank you for your cooperation!
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Appendix E

A MULTIPLE - CHOICE QUESTIONNAIRE
(English version)

Code:
(Please do not put your name on the questionnaire!)

Instructions: Several situations are described in the items below. Following the
description of a situation, you will find a multiple choice selection of three possible
statements, A, B, and C. Choose the statement that you think would be most appropriate
to say in the situation. If you think it would be most appropriate to say nothing, choose
option D. Please circle one of the four options in each situation.

' When you are responding to the questions, please keep in mind that all situations
happen in Canada and all three imaginary characters are native-speakers of English. The
three imaginary people are:

Supervisor: P.D. is your supervisor. You have been taking P.D.’s seminar for three
months. You and P.D., together with other students, have gone out for dinner several
times after the seminar. You have visited P.D.’s office several times to talk about the
topic you would present in the seminar.

Classmate: C.J. is your classmate. You and C.J. often go out for lunch together after the
class. You have borrowed C.J.’s notebook several times before. You regard C.J. as a
good friend.

First-year university student: X.L. is a first-year student. You and X.L. belong to the
same club. You and X.L. often go out for dinner together after the club activity. You
regard X.L. as a good friend.
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L.]

Situations

1. You and the instructor P.D. are in a restaurant. The instructor says something about
ordering a hamburger. You ordered a hamburger in this restaurant before and, in your
opinion, it was really greasy. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this
situation?

A. You shouldn’t order the hamburger. I had it here before, and it was really
greasy.
Maybe it’s not a good idea to order a hamburger. I had one here before, and it

B.
was really greasy.

C. T had it here before, and it was really greasy.

D. Nothing

2. Your classmate C.J. considers skipping today’s afternoon class. You happened to
know that one absence loses five points from one’s final marks in the class. What do you
think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. TI’ve heard one absence loses five points from the final marks.
B. You should come to class. I’ve heard one absence loses five points from your

final marks.
C. Ithink it’s better to come to class. I’ve heard one absence loses five points from

your final marks.
D. Nothing

3. X.L. is considering taking a course. You have heard that the course is really difficult.
What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. I don't think it’s a good idea to take this course. I’ve heard it’s really difficult.
B. I've heard it’s really difficult.

C. You shouldn’t take this course. I’ve heard it’s really difficult.

D. Nothing

4. You see the supervisor P.D. working in the office late at night and looking pale. What
do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. I’'m going home soon. It’s very late.

B. You shouldn’t work so hard. It’s very late.
C. Maybe it’s better to go home. It’s very late.
D. Nothing
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L.]

5. You see your classmate C.J. put a one-dollar coin into the slot of a broken vending
machine. C.J. couldn’t get a pop or the money back from the machine. What do you
think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. Maybe it’s better to complain about it. The office is downstairs.
B. You should complain about it. The office is downstairs.

C. The office is downstairs.

D. Nothing

6. X.L. is thinking of taking a car to a repair shop downtown. However, you know it’s
notorious for a sloppy job. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this
situation?

A. You shouldn’t take your car to that shop. It has a really bad reputation.

B. Maybe it’s better to take your car to another shop. It has a really bad reputation.
C. T usually don't take my car to that shop. It has a really bad reputation.

D. Nothing

7. You see the supervisor P.D. is considering buying an expensive book without knowing
that another bookstore sells it at a 20 percent discount. What do you think would be
appropriate to say in this situation?

A. You should buy the book at another store. This store is over-priced.

B. This store is over-priced.

C. Maybe, it’s not a good idea to buy the book here. This store is over-priced.
D. Nothing

8. You see your classmate C.J. working on the assignment late at night and is visibly
tired. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. Maybe it’s better to go home. It’s very late.
B. I’'m going home soon. It’s very late.

C. You shouldn’t work so hard. It’s very late.
D. Nothing

9. You have heard from X.L. that X.L. didn’t get the exact amount of change at the
cashier of the cafeteria. What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. Maybe it’s better to complain about it. That person is still there.
B. You should complain about it. That person is still there.

C. That person is still there.

D. Nothing
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[Supervisor: P.D.; Classmate: C.J.; First-year university student: X.L..]

10. You have just heard from the supervisor P.D. that the supervisor is considering a trip
to Banff from Vancouver in a car which breaks down frequently. What do you think
would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. Ithink it may be risky for you to take such a long trip in this car.
B. Taking such a long trip in this car may be risky.

C. You shouldn’t take this car for such a long trip. It may be risky.
D. Nothing

11. You have noticed that your classmate C.J. has forgotten to leave a tip when leaving.
What do you think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. A tip is important. You shouldn’t forget to leave one.
B. A tip is important.

C. Maybe it’s better to leave a tip. It’s important.

D. Nothing

12. You see X.L. studying in the library late at night and looking pale. What do you
think would be appropriate to say in this situation?

A. You shouldn’t work so hard. It’s very late.
B. Maybe it’s better to go home. It’s very late.
C. I’'m going home soon. It’s very late.

D. Nothing

Thank you for your cooperation!
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Appendix F
LISREL Input File 1

! Model 2

DA NI=32 NO=97 MA=CM

LA

PD1 CJ1 XL1PD2 CJ2 XL2 PD3 CJ3 XL3 PD4 CJ4 X1.4
L1IGIRIL2G2R21L3G3R3L4 G4 R4

PRO1 REC1 PRO2 REC2 PRO3 REC3 PRO4 REC4
RA=C:./RESEARCH/DISSERTATION.DAT FO

(24F2.0, 8F3.0)

SE
4561617182728789192021293010111222232431321231314152526/
MO NY=24 NX=8 NE=9 NK=3 LX=FU,FI LY=FU,FI GA=FU,FI BE=FU,FI PH=SY,FI
PS=SY FI TD=SY,FI TE=SY,FI

LE

POSS2 PROF2 EXPO2 POSS3 PROF3 EXPO3 POSS4 PROF4 EXPO4

LK

POSS1 PROF1 EXPO1

VAILY11LY42LY 73

VAILY94LY 125LY 156

VA1LY177LY208LY 239

FRLY21LY31LYS52LY62LY83
FRLY104LY114LY135LY145LY 166
FRLY187LY197LY2181LY228LY249

FRPS11PS22PS33

FRPS44PS55PS66

FRPS77PS88PS99
FRPS21PS32PS31PS54PS65PS64PS87PS98PS97
FRTE11TE22TE33TE44TESSTE66TE77TES&S
FRTE99TE1010TE1111TE1212TE1313TE1414TE1515TE 16 16
FRTE1717TE 18 18 TE 19 19 TE 20 20 TE 21 21 TE 22 22 TE 23 23 TE 24 24
FRTE91TE179TE102TE1810TE113TE 1911
FRTE124TE135TE146 TE2012TE21 13 TE22 14
FRTE157TE2315TE 168 TE 24 16

VAILX11LX42LX73

FRLX21LX31LX52LX62LX83

FRPH11PH22PH33

FRPH21PH32PH31
FRTD11TD22TD33TD44TDS55TD66TD77TD 88
FRTH11TH22TH33TH44THS5TH66TH77THS8S8

(To be continued)
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(Continued)

EQLX21LY21LY104LY 187
EQLX31LY31LY114LY 197
EQLXS52LYS52LY135LY 218
EQLX62LY62LY145LY 228
EQLX83LY83LY166LY 249
FRGA11GA22GA33GA12GA13GA23
FRBE41BES5S2BE63BE42BE43BES53
FRBE74BESSBE9G6BE75BE76BE&6
PD

OU AD=OFF RS EF MI SC
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Appendix G
LISREL Input File 2

! Testing for Invariance of Latent Means across Groups

! Group 1--Rits in Canada

DA NG=2 NI=12 NO=97 MA=CM

LA

PD1 CJ1 XL1 PD2 CJ2 XL2 PD3 CJ3 XL3 PD4 CJ4 XL4

KM

1.00

0.44 1.00

0.520.72 1.00

0.57 0.61 0.60 1.00

0.62 0.62 0.56 0.54 1.00

0.59 0.55 0.54 0.53 0.57 1.00

0.530.57 0.63 0.83 0.43 0.49 1.00

0.64 0.61 0.54 0.49 0.73 0.53 0.47 1.00

0.65 0.53 0.50 0.51 0.53 0.80 0.48 0.67 1.00

0.550.58 0.59 0.79 0.53 0.57 0.89 0.55 0.56 1.00

0.61 0.53 0.41 0.45 0.62 0.49 0.43 0.90 0.65 0.50 1.00

0.67 0.58 0.56 0.52 0.53 0.75 0.48 0.68 0.93 0.55 0.67 1.00

ME

12.1310.78 11.04 12.82 11.43 11.74 12.99 12.98 12.75 13.12 13.26 13.00
SD

1.912.081.821.641.78 1.551.82 1.71 1.55 1.54 1.57 1.49

SE

1234567891011 12/

MO NX=12 NK=4 LX=FU,FI PH=SY,FR TD=SY TX=FR KA=FR

LK

POSS1 POSS2 POSS3 POSS4
FRLX21LX31LXS52LX62LX83LX93LX1141LX 124
FRTD41TDS2TD63TD71TD82TD93TD101TD112TD 123
FRTD74TD85TD96TD104TD115TD 126

FRTD107TD 118TD 129
STALX21LX31LX52LX62LX83LX93LX1141LX 124
ST.02PH11PH22PH33PH44
STOIPH21PH31PH41PH32PH42PHA43
ST8TD11TD22TD33TD44TDSSTD66TD77TD88TD99TD 1010 TD
1111 TD 1212
ST4TD41TD52TD63TD71TD82TDY93TD101TD112TD 123
ST4TD74TD85TD96TD104TD115TD 126
ST4TD107TD118TD 129

(To be continued)
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(Continued)

VAILX11LX42LX73LX 104
PD
OU NS AD=0OFF

Group 2--Rits in Japan

DA NO=102 MA=CM

LA

PD1 CJ1 XL1 PD2 CJ2 XL2 PD3 CJ3 XL3 PD4 CJ4 XL4

KM

1.00

0.87 1.00

0.86 0.84 1.00

0.90 0.850.87 1.00

0.73 0.73 0.76 0.75 1.00

0.86 0.81 0.83 0.80 0.67 1.00

0.81 0.850.88 0.78 0.77 0.82 1.00

0.83 0.78 0.79 0.76 0.59 0.82 0.85 1.00

0.88 0.86 0.84 0.86 0.76 0.84 0.88 0.86 1.00

0.78 0.81 0.83 0.72 0.70 0.81 0.87 0.83 0.86 1.00

0.82 0.78 0.84 0.81 0.54 0.80 0.83 0.76 0.82 0.83 1.00

0.83 0.84 0.80 0.82 0.73 0.70 0.88 0.81 0.83 0.83 0.83 1.00

ME

12.66 11.53 11.48 12.66 11.52 11.44 12.63 11.56 11.57 12.66 11.56 11.61
SD

1.631.571.551.821.731.67 1.851.851.912.152.16 2.12

SE '
1234567891011 12/

MO LX=IN PH=SY,FR TD=SY TX=IN KA=FI

LK

POLITE1 POLITE2 POLITE3 POLITE4
FRTD41TDS5S2TD63TD71TD82TD93TD101TD112TD 123
FRTD74TD85TD96TD104TD115TD 126
FRTD107TD118TD 129

ST.02PH11PH22PH33PH44
ST.O1PH21PH31PH41PH32PH42PH43
ST8TD11TD22TD33TD44TD55TD66TD77TD88TD99TD 1010TD
1111 TD 1212
ST4TD41TD52TD63TD71TD82TDO93TD101TD112TD 123
STATD74TD85TD96TD104TD115TD 126
ST4TD107TD118TD 129

VAILX11LX42LX73LX 104

(To be continued) .
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(Continued)

FRLXS2LX62LX83LX93LX114LX 124

PD
OU RS EF MR SS SC AD=0OFF




