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Abstract
This study investigates (1) whether the pragmatic competence of Japanese learners
of English improves when studying abroad and (2) the relationship between the
learners’ pragmatic development and their motivational factors. In order to investigate the pragmatic comprehension of conventional/non-conventional implicatures,
a Pragmatic Comprehension Test (PCT) was given to approximately 150 Japanese
learners of English before and after a sixteen-week study-abroad programme. A
questionnaire exploring motivational factors, such as intrinsic/extrinsic motivation, L2 ideal/ought-to selves, Can-Do attitude, and willingness to communicate
was also circulated amongst the participants before the programme. Factor analysis was performed to determine which factors were related to learners’ motivation,
and six factors were selected. The results indicated that the participants developed
comprehension of conventional implicature but not non-conventional implicature.
A cluster analysis was conducted on the participants’ PCT scores, and the participants were divided into three groups. The highest scoring group showed a statistically significant result on one factor – confidence.
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1. Introduction
Taguchi and Roever (2017) stated that L2 pragmatics researchers had established
the generalisation that ‘not all learners acquire pragmatic competence in an equal
manner’ when studying abroad. It is important to consider why such variation
occurs ‘within the same participant group, in the same physical context, [or] over
the same time period’ (Taguchi & Roever, 2017, p. 209).
Thus far, many researchers on interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) have pointed out
the need to conduct further research in this area. Taguchi (2008, p. 61) insisted
that ‘the interrelationship among individual factors, contextual factors, and the
development of pragmatic abilities is a neglected area of research’. Alcón-Soler
(2015) emphasised the need to conduct research on learners’ perceptions and
emotions in a study-abroad context, which may also contribute to the research on
how pragmatics develops in study-abroad contexts. Takahashi (2015) highlighted
the need to conduct research on the effects of learners’ profiles on pragmalinguistic awareness and learning, in essentially implicit learning conditions such as in
study-abroad contexts.
Thus, this study explores whether any motivational factors correlate with pragmatic development in a study-abroad context and, if so, which ones.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Motivation and Pragmatic Development

The importance of motivation in the field of ILP was discussed by Kasper and
Schmidt (1996, pp. 161–162) as follows:
Of the various types of motivation identified in the general psychological
literature, some seem more relevant to ILP than others. It is possible that
intrinsic motivation (enjoyment of learning for its own sake) might be
more relevant for ILP than extrinsic motivation (learning motivated by
external reward).
Thus, the belief that motivational factors may affect pragmatic development has
been stated from the early stages in the history of ILP research.
Several studies have examined the relationships between individual differences
and pragmatic development, such as Niezgoda and Roever (2001). However,
only a few studies have focused on the relationships between motivation and ILP
acquisition (Tajeddin & Moghadam, 2012). For instance, Takahashi (2001, 2005,
2012, 2015), investigating EFL learners’ motivation concerning pragmatic awareness under pragmatic instruction, has reported that motivation is related to gains
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from pragmatic instruction. In particular, in her 2005 study, she used a modified version of the motivation questionnaire originally developed by Schmidt,
Boraie, and Kassabgy (1996), which aimed at investigating EFL learners’ intrinsic/extrinsic motivation, personal goals, anxiety, expectancy/control components,
attitudes, and motivational strengths. The results indicated that the awareness of
target pragmalinguistic features was associated with the learners’ motivation, in
particular, intrinsic motivation, but not with their proficiency.
Tagashira, Yamato, and Isoda (2011) applied the framework of the Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2002), which focuses on various types of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, to ILP research in order to explore the L2 learners’
motivation systematically and in more detail. They stated that the motivation
should be viewed as a developmental continuum as Deci and Ryan (1985) classified extrinsic motivation according to the level of internalisation (see Figure 1).
According to Deci and Ryan (1985, 2002), there are four levels of extrinsic motivation: external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and integrated regulation. External regulation is defined as ‘the least autonomous form of
extrinsic motivation and includes the classic instance of being motivated to obtain
rewards or avoid punishments’ (Deci & Ryan, 2002, p. 17). Introjected regulation
is defined as a more internalised, but not much deeper, regulation. They explain
that ‘[i]ntrojection-based behaviors are performed to avoid guilt and shame or to
attain ego enhancements and feelings of worth’ (2002, p. 17). Identified regulation is a more self-determined form of motivation, and it involves a behavioural
goal or regulation. Integrated regulation ‘provides the basis for the most autonomous form of extrinsically motivated behavior’ (2002, p. 18).
The questionnaire used by Tagashira, Yamato, and Isoda (2011) consisted of 18
items, which investigated intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, introjected
regulation, external regulation, and amotivation. The results showed that EFL
learners’ motivational profiles influence their pragmatic awareness and that more
self-regulated learners were more likely to be aware of pragmatic errors.

Figure 1: The self-determination continuum (based on Deci & Ryan, 2002, p. 16; Hiromori, 2006, p. 34).
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2.2 Other frameworks of motivation

Concerning motivation, other theories have been introduced or studied in
the field of second language acquisition (SLA) besides the Self-Determination
Theory. Yashima (2002) proposed ‘international posture’ in relation to SLA
research. She defined ‘international posture’ with reference to Japanese learners
of English as ‘interest in foreign or international affairs, willingness to go overseas
to stay or work, readiness to interact with inter-culture partners, and … openness
or a non-ethnocentric attitude toward different cultures’ (Yashima, 2002. p. 57).
Ushioda and Dörnyei (2009, p. 3) indicated that Yashima ‘expands the notion of
integrativeness to refer to a generalized international outlook’. Ushioda (2006),
however, pointed out that it is meaningful to conceptualise it as part of one’s
internal representation of oneself as a factual member of this global community. This is a ‘theoretical shift of focus to the internal domain of self and identity
that marks the most radical rethinking of the integrative concept’ (Ushioda &
Dörnyei, 2009, p. 3).
Then Dörnyei (2005) introduced the concept of ‘possible self ’. He conceptualised an L2 motivational theory, that is, ‘the L2 Motivational Self-System’. Dörnyei
(2009, p. 9) himself explained that ‘[t]he L2 Motivational Self-System represents a
major reformation of previous motivational thinking by its explicit utilisation of
psychological theories of the self, yet its roots are firmly set in previous research
in the L2 field’. Nishida (2013, p. 44) also explained it as follows:
The central feature of this new theory is the ‘ideal self ’, which refers to
what someone hopes and wishes to become, and the complementary
‘ought-to self ’, which refers to what someone feels obligated to become.
This concept of ‘possible self ’ is considered to be a powerful motivator to
learn L2, because L2 learners try to reduce the discrepancy between their
current selves and future possible selves.
Another theory is ‘Willingness to Communicate’ (WTC), proposed by
MacIntyre et al. (1998). MacIntyre et al. (2001, p. 369) defined WTC as ‘the intention to initiate communication, given a choice’. MacIntyre et al. (1998) adapted
the WTC framework, originally developed to investigate L1 motivation, to L2
communication and conceptualised WTC in an L2 in a theoretical model, which
showed that there was an interrelationship among behavioural intention, situated
antecedents, motivational propensities, affective-cognitive context, and social
and individual contexts.
According to Yashima (2002), Yashima, Zenuk‐Nishide, and Shimizu (2004),
and Nishida and Yashima (2009), ‘[p]erceived communication competence in
L2 is another major factor in L2 learning that is a strong predictor for willing-

pragmatic development and other factors in study abroad

149

ness to communicate in the FL [English as a Foreign Language] context in Japan’
(Nishida 2013, p. 47). MacIntyre et al. (1998, p. 551) defined ‘perceived communication competence in an L2’ as ‘the overall belief in being able to communicate
in the L2 in an adaptive and efficient manner’. Nishida (2013, p. 48) stated that
previous studies by Yashima (2002) and Yashima, Zenuk‐Nishide, and Shimizu
(2004) have indicated that ‘in situations in which learners have limited contact
with L2 speakers, such as foreign language contexts like Japan, perceived competence is the single most vital factor that affects L2WTC’. Since the participants
in the present study are Japanese university students with an average of seven
years of formal English education in Japan, and this study tries to investigate their
trait motivation before they leave for a study-abroad programme, their perceived
communication competence could be a major factor.
All the motivational theories mentioned above were integrated and compiled
into one questionnaire by Nishida (2013). Her research revealed the overall tendencies and individual differences of motivational factors of Japanese university
EFL learners and compared language learning motivation of students from two
different universities in Japan by analysing the data obtained from the questionnaire.
In the present study, the relationship between the motivation of L2 learners
and their pragmatic competence will be investigated through a lens composed of
various frameworks using Nishida’s questionnaire.

3. The objective of the present study
As one of the individual factors, this study focuses on the motivational factors to
explore why variation occurs in learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competence
in a study-abroad context. The following two research questions are addressed
in this study:
1. Does the pragmatic competence of Japanese learners of English improve in a
study-abroad context?
2. Are learners’ pragmatic development and their motivational factors correlated?

4. Methods
4.1 Materials
4.1.1 The Pragmatic Comprehension Test

This is a modified written version of the Pragmatic Listening Test, originally
developed by Taguchi (2012). For sample test items, see the Appendix. The Pragmatic Comprehension Test (PCT) is a multiple-choice test and each item has four
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answer options. This test consists of a total of 40 items: 16 conventional implicature items (8 indirect refusal items and 8 routine items), 16 non-conventional
implicature items, and 8 filler items (see Table 1). All filler items were excluded
from the analysis. Taguchi’s criteria of implicatures are as follows:
1. Conventional Implicatures:
a. Indirect Refusals: Refusal responses to invitations, requests, and suggestions
with a reason (e.g. saying ‘I’m busy’ when refusing someone’s request for help).
b. Routines: Fixed or semi-fixed expressions that commonly occur under certain situational conditions and functions (e.g. ‘It comes to $2’ in a service
encounter exchange and ‘That’s so sweet of you’ in thanking someone).
2. Nonconventional Implicatures:
Non-literal comments or opinions that do not involve conventional linguistic features or language-use patterns. (e.g. indicating a negative opinion for a restaurant
dinner by saying ‘The food was late’; Taguchi, 2012, p. 81)
According to the criteria mentioned above by Taguchi, this PCT attempted to
investigate the accuracy of learners’ comprehension of each type of implicature,
without assessing their listening skills.
There were two major driving forces for the modification of the Pragmatic Listening Test, originally developed by Taguchi (2012), into a written version. (1)
The purpose of this research was to focus not on the learners’ process of input
but on their competence to elicit the implied meanings of conversations. A pilot
study using the test was conducted with a small number of students from the
same university. Its results revealed that the students had difficulties in listening
to the conversations and gave up before reaching the process of inferring their
implied meanings. However, the students did not have such difficulties in reading
the conversations. As previously mentioned, since the participants’ average score
Table 1: The Compositions of the Pragmatic Comprehension Test
Pragmatic Comprehension Test items

Number of items

1. Conventional implicatures

16

(a) Indirect refusals

8

(b) Routines

8

2. Non-conventional implicatures

16

Total

32

Based on Taguchi (2012).
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of the Test of English for International Communication (TOEIC) was 466.82,
ranging between 210 and 845, they could be considered being at the elementary
level, namely, around A2 level in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) by the Council of Europe (2001). Therefore, the same
results were assumed to be drawn if Taguchi’s listening version of the test was
conducted for the participants of the present study. (2) An administrative issue
emerged: since this was designed as a quantitative study, it needed a large number
of participants. However, the institution to which the participants belonged did
not have adequate facilities to administer Taguchi’s listening test to a large number of subjects simultaneously.
4.1.2 A questionnaire for motivation

In order to measure the participants’ motivation, a six-point Likert scale developed by Nishida (2013) was used to investigate the following 14 motivational
factors: perceived autonomy/competence/relatedness, intrinsic motivation,
identified/introjected/external regulation, amotivation, L2 ideal/ought-to selves,
international posture, can-do attitude (listening/speaking and reading/writing),
and WTC (see Table 2).
Nishida’s questionnaire consists of 62 items, which were taken or adapted from
previous studies. Concerning Self-Determination Theory scales, the items were
taken and adapted from Hiromori (2006), which had been translated from Noels
et al. (2000). The L2 WTC (L2WTC) items were taken from Yashima (2002, 2004).
The L2 ideal/ought-to selves’ scales were taken from Ryan (2009), and can-do
(self-assessment) items were adapted from Nakahira, Maekawa, and Yashima
(2010); the questionnaire items were written in Japanese.
Table 2: The composition of the questionnaire for motivation
Variables

Number
of Items

A. Perceived autonomy

4

e.g. Students’ opinions are considered in English class.
B. Perceived competency

4

e.g. I think I can obtain good grades in English subjects.
C. Perceived relatedness

4

e.g. I think I can study English collaboratively with my
classmates.
D. Intrinsic motivation
e.g. It is enjoyable to increase my knowledge of English.

4
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E. Identified regulation

4

e.g. It is very important for me to learn English.
F. Introjected regulation

4

e.g. I will regret later if I do not study English.
G. External regulation

4

e.g. I want to obtain good grades in English.
H. Amotivation

4

e.g. I feel I am wasting of my time by studying English.
I. L2 Ideal selves

6

e.g. I often imagine myself as someone who is able to speak
in English.
J. International posture

4

e.g. I want to work in an international organisation, such as
the United Nations.
K. Can-do listening/speaking

4

e.g. I think I can give directions when I asked by a person
from a foreign country.
L. Can-do reading/writing

4

e.g. I think I can read and write a simple description of an
area.
M. L2WTC

5

e.g. I will communicate when an acquaintance is standing
before me in a queue.
N. L2 ought-to selves

7

e.g. If I do not study English, my parents will be
disappointed in me.
Total

62

Based on Nishida (2013).

4.1.3 Supplementary measures

In addition to the measures mentioned above, the following two supplementary
measures were used in this research: language contact profile and Test of English
for International Communication (TOEIC).
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(1) A modified version of the Language Contact Profile (Freed et al., 2004)

To indicate the participants’ background in detail and more clearly in terms of
their language use in the study-abroad context, a modified version of the Language Contact Profile questionnaire, originally developed by Freed et al. (2004),
was administered after the programme; the questionnaire was also used by
Taguchi (2012). An extra item was added to the questionnaire to reflect a feature
of the study-abroad programme of the present study, that is, a buddy system (this
is explained in the next section): ‘How much time did you spend communicating
in English with your buddies?’ All items were translated into Japanese.
(2) TOEIC

To examine the participants’ general English proficiency, besides their pragmatic
competence, the participants attempted the TOEIC before and after the programme.
4.2 Description of participants

The participants were 152 sophomores (98 males and 54 females) at a university
in Tokyo. Their average age was 19.4 years, and they had an average of seven years
of formal English education in Japan. Their average TOEIC score (before the programme) was 466.82. All the participants took a one-year preparation course that
preceded the study-abroad programme. The study-abroad programme in which
they had enrolled was a 16-week programme at a university in Australia.
These participants were divided into two groups: Group A studied in Australia
for a term beginning in February 2017 and group B studied for a term beginning
in August 2017. These two cohorts had the same study schedules; they took nine
weeks of intensive ESL courses and then seven weeks of regular university classes
(such as applied mathematics and international relations). The programme had
a buddy system in which each Japanese student was paired with an Australian
graduate or undergraduate student who mentored him or her, and they participated in various activities together. In addition to the buddy system, those Japanese students were required to participate in a language exchange programme
conducted between them and Australian Japanese major students. They had
opportunities to meet and chat with each other at least once a week.
4.3 Procedures

The data-collection procedures are summarised in Table 3. The PCT was paper
based and conducted both before and after the 16-week study-abroad programme.
The questionnaire for motivation was administered only before the programme.
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Both the test and the questionnaire items were randomised each time. All quantitative data were imported into IBM SPSS Statistics version 25 for descriptive and
statistical analyses.
Table 3: Data collection procedures
Schedules

Tasks

Before the study-abroad
programme

Pre-programme Pragmatic Comprehension
Test (40 minutes)
Questionnaire for motivation
TOEIC 1

After the study-abroad
programme

Post-programme Pragmatic Comprehension
Test (40 minutes)
Language Contact Profile questionnaire
TOEIC 2

Common to Groups A and B.

5. Results
5.1 Paired t-test for samples

The first research question was concerned with the development of pragmatic
competence and a paired t-test was conducted to address the question. The
results showed that the participants’ total PCT scores improved. More specifically,
they developed comprehension of conventional implicature but not of non-conventional implicature. Furthermore, in conventional implicatures, only routines
improved (see Table 4 and Figure 2).
Table 4: Paired t-test for samples (n = 152)
Pre
M (SD)

Post
M (SD)

t

df

p (twosided)

Effect
size d

8.13
(3.21)

9.32
(3.69)

3.70

151

.00**

.34

Conventional
implicature
Indirect refusals

4.63
(1.83)

4.69
(2.09)

0.33

151

.74

.03

Conventional
implicature
Routines

3.49
(1.96)

4.63
(2.00)

5.67

151

.00**

.58

Non-conventional TTL

6.45
(3.01)

7.00
(3.02)

1.86

151

.06

.18

TTL

14.57
(5.77)

16.34
(6.00)

3.34

151

.00**

.30

Conventional total (TTL)

**p < .01.
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Figure 2: Development in the Pragmatic Comprehension Test scores
5.2 Pre- and post-programme PCT scores of each cluster

A cluster analysis was performed on the participants’ pre- and post-programme
PCT scores by dividing them into three groups: Cluster 1 (n = 49), a high-
proficiency group on the PCTs; Cluster 2 (n = 71), a middle-proficiency group;
and Cluster 3 (n = 32), a low-proficiency group.
A paired t-test was conducted for each cluster, and the results show that only
the middle group significantly improved their total scores on the PCTs, while neither the highest nor the lowest groups showed any improvement. More specifi
cally, unlike Cluster 1, Cluster 2 improved scores on both the conventional and
non-conventional implicatures. In addition, the lowest group, Cluster 3, showed
no significant improvement in its scores for either conventional or non-conventional implicatures (see Tables 5, 6, and 7 and Figure 3 for the t-test results of
each cluster).
Table 5: Paired t-test for Cluster 1 (n = 49)
Pre
M (SD)

Post
M (SD)

df

p (twosided)

Effect
size d

Conventional total (TTL)

11.22
(2.19)

9.80
(4.00)

−2.69

48

.01**

.44

Conventional
implicature
Indirect refusals

5.92
(1.17)

4.84
(2.18)

−3.79

48

.00**

.62

Conventional
implicature
Routines

5.31
(1.49)

4.96
(2.13)

−1.09

48

.28

.19

Non-conventional TTL

9.67
(1.86)

7.45
(3.48)

−4.32

48

.00**

.80

TTL

20.90
(3.07)

17.45
(6.86)

−3.94

48

.00**

.65

**p < .01.

t
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Table 6: Paired t-test for Cluster 2 (n = 71)
Pre
M (SD)

Post
M (SD)

t

df

p (twosided)

Effect
size d

7.25
(2.52)

10.87
(2.15)

10.72

70

.000**

1.55

Conventional
implicature
Indirect refusals

4.44
(1.77)

5.52
(1.47)

4.66

70

.000**

.66

Conventional
implicature
Routines

2.82
(1.55)

5.35
(1.35)

11.13

70

.000**

1.74

Non-conventional TTL

5.17
(2.38)

7.79
(2.15)

8.48

70

.000**

1.15

TTL

12.41
(4.26)

18.86
(3.16)

12.90

70

.000**

1.71

Pre
M (SD)

Post
M (SD)

t

df

p (twosided)

Effect
size d

5.31
(1.80)

5.16
(2.69)

−0.26

31

.80

.07

Conventional
implicature
Indirect refusals

3.09
(1.40)

2.62
(1.74)

−1.29

31

.21

.30

Conventional
implicature
Routines

2.22
(1.39)

2.53
(1.57)

0.78

31

.44

.21

Non-conventional TTL

4.34
(1.60)

4.56
(2.69)

0.45

31

.66

.10

TTL

9.66
(2.79)

9.06
(2.92)

−0.97

31

.34

.21

Conventional total (TTL)

**p < .01.
Table 7: Paired t-test for Cluster 3 (n = 32)

Conventional total (TTL)

**p < .01.

To describe the characteristics of the three clusters, data from supplemental
measures were analysed. Table 8 indicates the means and standard deviations
for the language contact of each cluster by types of language contact. There was
no statistical difference among the three clusters, except the amount of ‘reading’
time (i.e. ‘How much time did you spend reading English newspapers, magazines,
or books outside of class?’). Participants in Cluster 1 spent more time reading
newspapers, magazines, or books (3.10 hours per week) than those in Cluster
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Figure 3: Pre- and post-programme scores of the Pragmatic Comprehension Tests of each cluster.F

2 (1.59 hours per week). Regarding TOEIC scores, all three clusters were statistically different: Cluster 1 (TOEIC 1 = 555.61; TOEIC 2 = 568.98); Cluster 2
(TOEIC 1 = 444.04; TOEIC 2 = 495.72); Cluster 3 (TOEIC 1 = 370.17; TOEIC 2 =
415.00). The results of a paired t-test conducted between TOEIC 1 and 2 revealed
that Clusters 2 and 3 improved their TOEIC scores but Cluster 1 did not.
Table 8: Means and standard deviations for the language contact of each cluster
Types of language contact

Cluster 1
(n = 49)
Mean (SD)

Cluster 2
(n = 71)
Mean (SD)

Cluster 3
(n = 32)
Mean (SD)

Post-hoc
(Tukey)

1. Communicating with instructors

3.56 (4.23)

2.52 (3.60)

2.88 (4.08)

ns

2. Communicating with roommates

7.20 (6.68)

5.65 (6.59)

6.06 (8.74)

ns

3-1. Communicating with buddies

2.23 (2.46)

1.63 (1.77)

1.83 (1.37)

ns

3-2. Communicating with service
staff

1.90 (2.53)

1.59 (2.95)

2.13 (4.22)

ns

4. Doing class-related things

7.17 (7.49)

5.38 (6.16)

7.89 (8.63)

ns

5. Doing non-class-related things

10.35 (10.27)

6.74 (8.26)

6.08 (5.53)

ns

6. Reading newspapers, magazines,
and books

3.10 (4.01)

1.59 (2.13)

2.41 (3.00)

1–2

7. Browsing Internet or using
e-mails

8.96 (10.16)

7.49 (9.13)

6.56 (6.08)

ns

8. Watching TV or DVDs

6.26 (5.11)

4.68 (6.77)

6.94 (8.14)

ns

9. Writing essays or homework
assignments

12.86 (8.01)

12.99 (7.55)

13.61 (9.05)

ns
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5.3 Factor Analysis

A factor analysis was performed for the data from the questionnaire for motivation using a major factor method with promax rotation. To determine the number of factors to be extracted in all items, the following three criteria were used:
the minimum eigenvalue was 1.0; the minimum loading of questionnaire items
on each factor was .40; and each factor had to account for at least 3% of the total
variance.
Hence, as indicated in Table 5, six factors were obtained, which accounted for
58.45% of the total variance in the participants’ motivation: self-determination,
confidence, L2 ideal selves, L2 ought-to selves, relatedness, and L2WTC. Table 9
presents the factor loadings for the questionnaire items for each factor, including
the Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability for each factor.
Table 9: Cronbach alpha, questionnaire items, and factor loadings of the items for each factor
Factor

α

1. Self-determination .92

Questionnaire Items

Loading

F1: I will regret it later if I do not study English.

.86

E2: It is very important for me to learn English.

.85

E1: I want to be able to use English in the future.

.82

E3: I choose to be the kind of person who can
speak more than one language.

.80

G1: I want to obtain good grades in English.

.70

E4: I think it is good for my personal development.

.68

F2: I think being able to make conversations in
English sounds stylish.

.63

I6: I think it is important to use English when I think .61
of my future.
D3: It is enjoyable to increase my knowledge of
English.

.60

G3: I want to obtain some English certification,
such as TOEIC scores.

.57

I1: The things I want to do in the future require me
to speak English.

.47

C1: I get along with my classmates in this English
class.

.47

G4: One has to be able to use English in our society. .47
D4: Because it is rewarding when I make new
discoveries by studying English.

.42
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2. Confidence

.93

L1: I think I can read and write simple English such
as greetings.

.94

K1: I think I can understand and initiate everyday
conversations.

.89

K2: I think I can interact with sales clerks when
shopping abroad.

.87

L2: I think I can read and write simple e-mail
messages.

.85

L3: I think I can read and write a simple description .71
of an area.

3. L2 ideal selves

.87

4. L2 ought-to selves .82

K3: I think I can give directions when asked by a
person from a foreign country.

.61

B4: I think I can obtain good grades in English
subjects.

.58

K4: I think I can describe what I want to say (e.g.
about trips or families).

.57

L4: I think I can read and understand simple books
and describe my impressions of the books I have
read.

.51

B3: I think I will succeed in this English class if I try
in this English class.

.45

I2: Whenever I think of my future career, I imagine
myself being able to use English.

.80

I4: If my dreams come true, I will use English
effectively in the future.

.76

J2: I want to live in a foreign country.

.65

I5: I can imagine speaking English with
international friends.

.61

J4: I am interested in participating in volunteer
activities, such as Youth International, in
developing countries.

.60

I3: I often imagine myself as someone who is able
to speak in English.

.57

J1: I want to work in an international organisation,
such as the United Nations.

.56

N7: If I fail to learn English, I will disappoint other
people.

.78

N4: I want to learn English in order to be accepted
by my peers/teachers/family/boss.

.72
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5. Relatedness

6. L2WTC

.83

.81

N2: If I do not study English, my parents will be
disappointed in me.

.63

F3: I would feel guilty if I did not study English.

.61

G2: I think studying English is like a regulation.

.58

N5: There will be a negative impact on my life if I
do not study English.

.55

N3: I have to learn English because the people I
respect think that I should learn English.

.47

C2: I think I can study English collaboratively with
my classmates.

.79

C3: There is an atmosphere of collaborative
learning with my classmates in this English class.

.78

D2: I enjoy English classes.

.67

C4: I think I can contribute to pair or group
activities in English classes.

.50

A3: Students’ opinions are considered in English
class.

.48

A2: My teacher asks students’ opinions about the
content and/or procedure of the class.

.47

B2: Teachers or friends in English classes
sometimes praise me.

.43

A1: I can choose among several homework
opportunities in English classes.

.40

M4: I will communicate when there is an
opportunity to talk freely in an English class.

.90

M3: I will communicate when there is a group
discussion in an English class.

.84

M5: I will communicate when there is an
opportunity to talk in front of people in an English
class.

.64

M2: I will communicate when an acquaintance is
standing before me in a queue.

.62

M1: I will communicate when there is an
opportunity to make a presentation in front of a
large group.

.48

Table 10 shows the means and standard deviations for the questionnaire items
loading on each of the identified six motivation factors. A multivariable analysis
of variance (MANOVA) was performed to identify statistical differences between
the three clusters. The result showed that only the ‘confidence’ factor of Cluster 1
is statistically different. No difference was found in any other factors.
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Table 10: Means and standard deviations for the motivational factors of each cluster
Cluster 1
(n = 49)
Mean (SD)

Cluster 2
(n = 71)
Mean (SD)

Cluster 3
(n = 32)
Mean (SD)

Post-hoc
(Tukey)

1. Self-determination

4.90 (.80)

4.78 (.68)

4.89 (.70)

ns

2. Confidence

3.79 (.88)

3.34 (.87)

3.24 (.96)

1–2, 1–3

3. L2 ideal selves

3.37 (1.09)

3.25 (1.07)

3.20 (.87)

ns

4. L2 ought-to selves

2.97 (.92)

3.36 (.89)

3.34 (.90)

ns

5. Relatedness

3.61 (.95)

3.62 (.67)

3.77 (.74)

ns

6. L2WTC

4.08 (.92)

3.89 (.67)

4.15 (.92)

ns

Figure 4: Factor scores of each cluster.
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Since no factor except ‘confidence’ revealed statistical differences, another analy
sis focused on the middle-proficiency group, which significantly improved its
total scores in the PCTs. The correlation analysis between the middle-proficiency
group’s gains in the PCTs and each motivational factor was performed, respectively. However, there was no correlation between gains and any motivational
factors.
In order to observe overall tendency, another correlational analysis between
the gain scores in the PCT and each motivational factor was performed, and it
revealed that the participants overall had a weak correlation (r = .20; *p < .05)
between the gain scores in the PCT and L2 ought-to selves (see Table 11).

Gain scores

1

Self-determination

.06

1

Confidence

−.13

.33**

1

L2 ideal selves

−.02

.42**

.62**

1

L2 ought-to selves

.20*

.32**

.14

.27**

1

Relatedness

.10

.52**

.44**

.40**

.38**

1

L2WTC

−.10

.37**

.48**

.43**

.11

.47**

L2WTC

Relatedness

L2 ought-to
selves

L2 ideal selves

Confidence

Gain scores

Selfdetermination

Table 11: Correlations between gains and motivational factors overall (n = 152)

1

**p < .01; *p < .05.

6. Discussion and Conclusion
Regarding Research Question 1 ‘Does the pragmatic competence of Japanese
learners of English improve in a study-abroad context?’, the learners did improve
their pragmatic competence on comprehension of implicatures in the 16-week
study-abroad programme. However, their improvement differed depending
on the types of implicatures: only conventional implicatures improved and not
non-conventional implicatures. Furthermore, in conventional implicatures, only
routines improved. These results are different from those of Taguchi (2012),
which indicated that comprehension of indirect refusals was the easiest and
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fastest skill to process, showing profound development over three months. This
may be because Taguchi’s (2012) research was conducted at an English-medium
university in Japan, which is not a genuine study ‘abroad’ context. In a foreign
country, routine formulae are seen everywhere – on and off campus – therefore,
the research participants may have had more opportunities to observe those
patterns. The results of the supplementary analysis could be interpreted to support this hypothesis. The amount of language contact of all types, except ‘doing
class-related things’, of participants in the present research is much larger than
that of those in the study by Taguchi. This could imply that the language contact
outside of class had contributed to increasing the participants’ opportunities to
experience or observe routine formulae, possibly improving their performance
in understanding routines.
A closer examination of the development of each cluster revealed certain
unique characteristics in each cluster. For Cluster 1, the standard deviations for
the post-programme PCT (Table 5) are significantly higher, implying that the
participants in Cluster 1, the highest cluster, had huge variations of improvements; moreover, the PCT scores of some of the participants increased substantially, while those of the others decreased considerably. Why did these variations
occur? The reason for their unstable improvements might be related to their language contact profile. The participants of Cluster 1 had a statistically more significant amount of time of ‘reading newspaper, magazines and books outside of
class’, than those of Cluster 2. Reading such materials outside of class did not contribute to their steady improvements in the PCT; rather, it might have obscured
their understanding of conversational implicatures. Cluster 2, the middle group,
significantly improved the routine scores in particular. Cluster 2 participants
had very low routine scores in the pre-programme PCT. They lacked knowledge
of routine formulae before studying abroad. However, their experiences in the
study-abroad context directly affected how their knowledge of routine formulae
expanded. Cluster 3, the lowest group, did not improve in any type of implicature.
However, their TOEIC scores improved. What differentiated Clusters 2 and 3? As
emphasised in Taguchi’s latest article (2018), mixed methods research is a methodological option for explaining these further.
Regarding Research Question 2 ‘Are learners’ pragmatic development and their
motivational factors correlated?’, among the six motivational factors, ‘confidence’
was the factor that differentiated Cluster 1, which had the highest performance
on the pre- and post-programme PCTs. Learners’ confidence in their perceived
competence before the study-abroad programme may be related to their better
understanding of conversational implicatures. Yashima (2002), in her research,
indicates that confidence in communication strongly and directly affected WTC
in the L2. Motivated individuals tend to perceive that their competence is higher,
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which leads to a promotion of their confidence in communication, and their perceived confidence strongly influences WTC in the L2 context. Although ‘confidence’ is the key factor of both studies, regarding the participants’ better understanding of conversational implicatures in the present study, L2WTC was not
correlated with it.
The middle cluster, which significantly improved its scores in the PCTs, had
no distinctive traits regarding factors. To explore what differentiated this cluster,
another type of motivation, such as the pragmatic-specific motivation addressed
by Tajeddin and Moghadam (2012), should be considered. They developed the
General Pragmatic Motivation Questionnaire (GPMQ) and Speech-Act-Specific
Motivation Questionnaire (SASMQ) to investigate pragmatic-specific motivation
of Iranian university students. These types of motivation might reveal the motivational characteristics of Cluster 2.
The overall analysis showed that the participants had a weak correlation
between their gain scores in the PCT and L2 ought-to selves. As both the quantitative research (2015) and qualitative research (2017) by Ueki and Takeuchi indicated that the L2 ought-to selves had a significant impact on L2 anxiety before the
study-abroad programme and motivated the learning behaviour after one year of
the programme, the same phenomenon might have occurred in the participants
in this study. Although the learners’ L2 ought-to selves were sources of their anxi
ety before or in the early stage of the study-abroad programme, their experiences
while studying abroad might have motivated their careful observations of communication in the target community, which eventually led to their better performance in the PCT. To explore this hypothesis, further research, observation of
the process of learners’ motivational changes, or trajectories in the study-abroad
context through qualitative methods, such as retrospective interviews, will be
necessary.
A limitation to this study is that only trait motivation was observed, that is,
the motivation which they inherently possessed before the programme. Taguchi and Roever claim the importance of process-oriented and context-dependent
approaches to motivation research on pragmatic development. They insist that
the framework that consists of three stages of motivation – preactional, actional,
and postactional – is particularly useful in a study-abroad context ‘to illustrate
how motivation toward learning sociocultural norms of interaction changes
over time, corresponding to learners’ experiences’ (2017, p. 153). Thus, further
research focusing on how motivation changes over time, before, during, and after
the study-abroad programme, through a pragmatics lens would be needed.
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Appendix: Sample items from Pragmatic Comprehension Test
(a modified written version of the Pragmatic Listening Test
originally developed by Taguchi, 2012)
Conventional implicature item (indirect refusal)
A:

Hey Steve, you’re still on the Internet. What are you doing?

B:

I’m checking out some colleges to see which ones I should apply to.

A:

How about this school called St. Joe’s College in Indiana? They sent
us a lot of information. It sounds like a neat school.

B:

They don’t have many majors.



1. Steve wants to apply for St. Joe’s College.



2. Steve knows about many majors.



3. Steve lived in Indiana before.



4. Steve is not interested in St. Joe’s College. (CORRECT)
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Conventional implicature item (routine)
A:

Hi, how can I help you?

B:

Ah, could I get a small regular coffee, with milk? And a slice of apple
pie.

A:

For here or to go?

B:

To go please.

A:

Here’s a large cup, we don’t have small because we ran out of the
small ones.

B:

OK, thank you.



1. The man ordered cake.



2. The man is taking the coffee out. (CORRECT)



3. The man is having coffee in the shop.



4. The man ordered a large cup.

Nonconventional implicature item
A:

Hey Mike, you’re home. Aren’t you supposed to be at work?

B:

Hey Nancy. I quit that job yesterday. I just didn’t wanna work in the
factory any longer.

A:

What? Really? Do your parents know about this?

B:

When they come back from their trip, they’ll be pretty shocked.



1. Mike’s parents think he’s still working. (CORRECT)



2. Mike’s parents know that he quit his job.



3. Mike’s parents just came back from their trip.



4. Mike’s parents work in a factory.

