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Summary

This paper investigates the effects of language use during peer
interaction on reading comprehension and reading attitudes in the English
classroom. It has been long debated whether students’ first language (L1)
should be allowed or excluded in the second language (L2) classroom.
The current trend of English education in Japan has been oriented toward
an “English-only” approach. That is, teachers and students are strongly
encouraged to use English for instruction and production regardless of
the proficiency level, the content of a lesson, or the purpose of a class. At
the same time, the trend is toward eliminating students’ L1 (Japanese),
which is considered as an obstacle for L2 learning. Yet research to date in
the field of second language acquisition (SLA) has not proven the clear
superiority of exclusive L2 use for teaching or learning. In fact, various
researchers have pointed out the benefits of partial L1 use during the L2
lesson as a means of providing students with pedagogical and affective
support. For instance, the L1 can be effectively used by students for
regulating cognitive processes, enhancing vocabulary learning, raising
the quality of L2 output, enabling higher-level text comprehension,
and promoting collaboration. When it is used by the teacher, the L1 is
beneficial for increasing efficiency and accuracy of instruction as well as
for building rapport and maintaining discipline.

Considering such practical benefits of L1 support in the L2
classroom, it seems rather inflexible to insist on eliminating the use

of the L1 in favor of only providing instructions via the L2. Instead, it
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would be more logical to seek effective ways to partially use the L1 as
a support for promoting L2 learning, in light of empirical research as
well as SLA theories. The current study, which has been designed with
that purpose in mind, pursues two goals in particular. The first goal is
to examine the effect of students’ “language use in either the L1 or L2”
(henceforth referred to simply as “language use”) during peer interaction
on L2 learning and reading. The second goal is to theoretically and
empirically present effective ways of language use in the L2 classroom,
drawing on theoretical support that includes Cummins’ (2001) concept

LR N3

of “common underlying proficiency,” “multi-competence” proposed by
V. Cook (2008), and the changing roles of English from a sociolinguistic
perspective. Furthermore, in order to specify the circumstances of the L1
and L2 use, this paper’s literature review examines the levels and settings
of reading as well as the influential factors for L2 reading. The researcher
hopes that the suggested models of language use will pave the way for
a new teaching approach that can optimize the L1 use to promote L2
learning.

The current study conducted an experiment focusing on Japanese
university students, who consisted of two cohorts: upper-intermediate and
novice levels. Each cohort was divided into two groups: one group that
engaged in pair work in the L1 (Japanese) and the other that conducted
the pair work in the L2 (English). The procedure of the experiment
was as follows. First, the participants read a short reading passage
(a newspaper editorial) individually without consulting a dictionary.
Second, after the reading text was removed, a buffer task was conducted,
through which the participants provided information regarding their
English learning experiences, their evaluation of text difficulty, and their
background knowledge about the topic of the text. Third, the participants

engaged in pair work to discuss seven focus questions intended to have
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them recall essential information about the text. As described above, for

each level, half of the participants did L1 pair work and the other half

did L2 pair work. Fourth, the participants took a text-removed summary

completion test individually. Fifth, the participants answered the post-

research questionnaire. Finally, one week after the class, the participants
took a delayed summary completion test without consulting the reading

text or a dictionary. The data obtained was analyzed statistically via a

two-way mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA), t-test, and Pearson’s chi-

square. Some of the data was also analyzed descriptively. The purpose of
this data analysis is to answer the following five research questions that
the current study has presented:

1. Does the “language use either in the L1 or L2” (henceforth referred to
simply as “language use”) during the pair work influence the results
of the summary completion test and the delayed summary completion
test; and does this influence vary depending on the English proficiency
levels?

2. Does the language use during the pair work influence the pair-work
production; and does this influence vary depending on the English
proficiency levels?

3. Does the language use during the pair work influence the numerical
and survey evaluation of the pair work; and does this influence vary
depending on the English proficiency levels?

4. Does the language use during the pair work influence pair-work
language preference and the survey evaluation; and does this influence
vary depending on the English proficiency levels?

5. Do the different circumstances of the reading lesson influence the

participants’ language preference, L1 or L2?

The results of the current study are summarized as follows according
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to each research question (RQ). RQ (1) explored the influence of pair-
work language use on L2 reading comprehension. The study has found
that for both proficiency levels (upper-intermediate and novice), there
was no significant difference between the L1 and L2 pair-work groups
in terms of participants’ performance on the summary completion test or
delayed summary completion test at statistically significant level. RQ (2)
examined the results of pair work (i.e., scores of focus questions), which
showed that the L1 pair-work groups significantly surpassed the L2 pair-
work groups at both the upper-intermediate and novice levels. In addition,
the elicited audio-recorded pair work (four pairs in each L1 and L2 pair-
work group at each level: total 16 pairs’ recording) indicated that L1
pairs in general had more active peer interaction (e.g., equal contribution
between the participants, more turn-takings). This clearly suggests that
the L1 pair work was beneficial for promoting peer interaction and
enhancing the quality of pair-work production. RQ (3) explored the
evaluation of the pair work by the L1 and L2 pair-work groups at each
level. Both L1 and L2 groups at the upper-intermediate level valued the
pair work positively and there was no significant difference between
the groups. The novice level, on the other hand, showed a significant
difference between the two groups. That is, the L1 group valued the pair
work significantly more than the L2 group. These results indicate that
the L1 pair work was beneficial for the novice participants, and that this
benefit is clearly recognized by the participants. With regard to RQ (4),
the preference of pair-work language (L1 preference, L2 preference, or no
preference) was significantly different between the L1 and L2 groups at
the upper-intermediate level. That is, the preference by the L2 pair-work
group split evenly among the three categories, whereas the vast majority
of the L1 pair-work group showed an L1 preference. The novice level, on

the other hand, did not indicate any significant difference between the L1
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and L2 pair-work groups. The majority of them showed an L1 preference.
Finally RQ (5) examined the participants’ language preference in eight
different circumstances during the reading lesson. The results showed that
the L1 is preferred when the participants want to precisely understand
the content of given information, such as when the teacher is explaining
grammar rules or structures; providing answers of reading comprehension
questions, or making classroom announcements. The L2 is preferred, on
the other hand, when certain patterns of interaction can be expected, such
as when the teacher is providing the answers to reading comprehension
questions or asking questions. These results indicate that participants’
language preference significantly varies according to the circumstances
of the lesson.

As for the first goal of the current study, which is to examine the
effects of peer-interaction language use on L2 reading and reading
attitudes, the researcher has confirmed the following five points as
conclusions. First, it is possible to use either the L1 or L2 flexibly during
pair work for reading comprehension after carefully considering learners’
proficiency level and the purpose of the lesson. Second, L1 use is beneficial
to pair-work production, both quantitatively and qualitatively, regardless
of proficiency levels. Third, the novice learners tend to appreciate L1 pair
work much more than L2 pair work. Fourth, the upper-intermediate level
seems capable of conducting L2 pair work if necessary, while the novice
level seems to have difficulty in taking part in L2 pair work effectively
unless sufficient support is provided. Finally, as the fifth conclusion,
appropriate language use appears to change according to the circumstances
of the lesson.

With regard to the other goal of this paper, which is to theoretically
and empirically present effective ways of partially using the L1 to

promote L2 learning, the researcher has suggested three models
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associated with (a) a twofold focus of L2 learning/teaching, (b) the
process of the L2 lesson, and (c) the learners’ proficiency level and
conditions of the lesson.

Although further research is needed to more clearly identify types
of effective language use in the L2 classroom, this paper has been able to

meet the two main research goals described above.
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Abstract

This paper investigates the effects of language use during peer
interaction in the form of pair work on reading comprehension and
reading attitudes in the English classroom. Given the various benefits of
students’ first language (L1) use for the second language (L2) learning
and teaching, classroom learning is likely to be enhanced through
effective language use, i.e., either in L1 or L2. The current study has
conducted an experiment in which Japanese university students (at both
the upper-intermediate and novice levels) read a short English passage
and engage in pair work either in Japanese (L1) or in English (L2) to
discuss the text-related focus questions. The influence of pair-work
language use on L2 reading comprehension was gauged using a summary
completion test and a delayed summary completion test. The post-
research questionnaire examined participants’ reading attitudes, such as
the evaluation of pair work, the language preference for pair work, and
the language preference for different circumstances in the reading lesson.

The results suggest the following five points. First, there was no
significant difference between the L1 and L2 pair work in terms of
participants’ L2 reading comprehension at either the upper-intermediate
or novice level. Second, the L1 pair work was beneficial by enhancing
the quantity and quality of pair work at both levels. Third, the pair work
was valued most by the L1 pair-work group at the novice level. Fourth,
the upper-intermediate level L2 pair-work group showed a significantly

different pattern of pair-work language preference from the other groups.
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Fifth, and finally, language preference varied according to the different
circumstances of the reading lesson.

According to the study results and literature review, this paper has
also presented three models of effective language use in either the L1 or
L2 in association with: (a) a twofold focus of L2 learning and teaching;
(b) the process of the L2 lesson; and (c) learners’ proficiency level and
conditions of the lesson.

Keywords: L1 use, L2 reading comprehension, pair work



xXVvii

Acknowledgements

I would like to express the deepest gratitude to my advisor,
Professor Hiroko Tajika, who gave me the opportunity to study in the
graduate program at Tsuda University. Without her guidance and untiring
assistance, this dissertation would not have been possible. I am also
extremely grateful to Professor Mariko Yoshida, Professor Yoshinori
Inagaki, Professor Saeko Noda, and Professor Natsumi Okuwaki for
the generous support they provided for me as dissertation committee
members.

Let me take this opportunity to express my appreciation to all of
the other teachers whose careers and scholarship inspired and guided me
as I pursued research in the field of English education. I also would like
to warmly thank all of the students whom I have encountered over the
course of my own teaching career and my fellow classmates and friends
at Tsuda University for all of the encouragement and knowledge I have
gained from them.

Finally, I would like to thank my parents, Masao and Yumiko
Matsumoto, for providing the moral support and practical assistance that
allowed me to complete this dissertation, and my husband, Michael, and
daughters, Emma and Mia, for their patient support over the past five
years.

This dissertation is dedicated to the memory of my late brother,

Takuro, who lived his life with great dignity and kindness.






Xix

Table of Contents
R D 0 Y NN i
Summary ------------------------------------------------------------------------ lll
F S = PP ix
Abstract ........................................................................ XV

Acknowledgements......................................................... XVil
Table Of CONtENtS cecveseceesccccscsccecscsccscsccscscsccscscsccscscsscscsnsss XiX

List Of TableS cececececececcccectcecaceccscscscscoccoccscscscscecnccncncncne YXIII

List of Figures ............................................................... XXIV
List Oprpendices ......................................................... xxXvi
Chapter I INtroduction sececeececescecscecscesecescscscscssssesescscacacss 1

A. Statement of the Problem  /
B. Purpose of the Study 7

1. Focus 7

2.Goal 9

Chapter II Literature Review ccccececcescesccscescescsscsccscescescenes 11
A. Language Use in the L2 Classroom 12

1. Background of L1 use for language instruction and learning 12
a. Methodological perspectives: To use or not touse /2
b. Empirical research on L1 use in the English classrooms 16

2. Theoretical support for L1 use 18
a. Common underlying proficiency I8
b. Multi-competence 20

c. Sociolinguistic perspectives: Changing roles of English 22



XX

3. Pedagogical support for L1 use 25
a. Advantages of L1 use by students 25
i. Regulating cognitive process 26
ii. Enhancing vocabulary learning 27
iii. Increasing quality of L2 output 30
iv. Enabling higher-level text comprehension 37
v. Promoting collaboration 33
b. Advantages of L1 use by the teacher 35
i. Efficiency 35
ii. Accuracy 35
iii. Building rapport and maintaining discipline 36
B. Effects of Language Use on L2 Reading 38
1. Mechanism of reading: Two reading models 39
2. Distinctive features of L2 reading 42
3. Circumstances of L1 and L2 use for L2 reading 44
a. Levels of reading: Quality of textbase and degree of background
knowledge use 45
b. Settings of reading: Contextual clue and cognitive load 47
c. Influential factors for L2 reading: L2 language ability and L1 reading
ability 50
C. Effects of Language Use on Peer Interaction 52
1. Effects of peer interaction on L2 learning 52
2. Effects of peer interaction on L2 reading 54
D. Hypotheses on the Effects of Language Use during Peer Interaction
on L2 Reading 56
1. Summary of literature review 56
2. Summary of previous research (Matsumoto, 2013) 57
3. Hypotheses 59
E. Research Questions 60



Table of Contents  xxi

Chaptel‘lll The Study R R 63
A. Methods 65

1.

Participants 65

2. Data collection instruments 67

a. Text-removed summary completion test (ST) and delayed summary com-
pletion test (DST) (Appendices E & F) 68

b. Buffer task (BT) (Appendix G) 69

c. Pair work (PW) focus questions (Appendix H) 70

d. Post-research questionnaire (PRSQ) (AppendixJ) 7!

3. Experimental procedures 74

4. Data analysis tools 76

5. Pilot study 77
B. Results 77

1

. Research Question (1):

Influence of language use on reading comprehension 77

. Research Question (2):

Influence of language use on the outcomes of pair work 80

. Research Question (3):

Influence of language use on pair-work evaluation 8

. Research Question (4):

Influence of language use on language preference for pair work 88

. Research Question (5):

Language preference in different circumstances during a reading

lesson 96

Chapter IV DIiSCUSSION +eccececcccscscscecescccscssssssesescscscsssssse 101

A. Responses to Research Questions 101

1.

Research Question (1):

Influence of language use on reading comprehension 101



XXii

2. Research Question (2) :
Influence of language use on the outcomes of pair work 703
3. Research Question (3):
Influence of language use on pair-work evaluation — 1/4
4. Research Question (4):
Influence of language use on language preference for pair work 777
5. Research Question (5):
Language preference in different circumstances during a reading lesson
120
6. Summary 120
B. Pedagogical Implications 122
1. Language use and a twofold focus of L2 learning and teaching 123
2. Language use in the process of L2 lesson 129
3. Language use adapted for proficiency levels and circumstances of the
lesson 131
C. Limitations 135
D. Future Research 136

Chapter V ConcluSion ccecececcecececcscscecesccescscssscecescscscscss 139

References seeeeeeescescesceccsccssessescescsscesscsscsscscesscsssscsscsscesce 143

Appendices .................................................................. 151



Table

AW N

10.

Xxiii

List of Tables

. Research Design of the Current Study 64
. The Participants 66
. Six Steps of Experimental Procedure 74

. Descriptive Statistics and Two-way Mixed ANOVA Summary Tables

on ST and DST 79

. Descriptive Statistics and Two-way Mixed ANOVA Summary Tables

on ST and DST 80

. Descriptive Statistics and t-test Summary Tables on PW 8/

. Descriptive Statistics and t-test Summary Tables on Numerical PW

Evaluation 83

. Descriptive Statistics and Chi-square Test Summary Table for

PRSQ(3) &89
. Descriptive Statistics and Chi-square Test Summary Table for
PRSQ (5) 97

Descriptive Statistics and t-test Summary Tables on Turn-taking
during PW 105



XXiV

Figure
1.
2.
3.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

List of Figures

L1 and TL (L2) use in each teaching method and approach 15
Dual iceberg representation of bilingual proficiency 19
Four levels of mental representations of a text in line with the quality

of textbase and the degree of prior knowledge use 45

. Four settings of a task with consideration to the range of contextual

support and the degree of cognitive involvement 48

. Influential factors of L2 reading comprehension 5/
. Results of pair-work evaluation for upper-intermediate level 84
. Results of pair-work evaluation for novice level 84

. Positive pair-work survey evaluation by the L1 and L2 pair-work

groups for upper-intermediate and novice levels 86

. Negative pair-work survey evaluation by the L1 and L2 pair-work

groups for upper-intermediate and novice levels 87

Percentage of pair-work language preference in L1 and L2 pair-
work groups within the upper-intermediate level 90

Percentage of pair-work language preference in L1 and L2 pair-
work groups within the novice level 9/

Reasons of L1 preference chosen by the upper-intermediate level
L1 pair-work group 9/

Reasons of L1 preference chosen by the upper-intermediate level
L2 pair-work group 92

Reasons of L2 preference chosen by the upper-intermediate level
L2 pair-work group 93

Reasons of no preference chosen by the upper-intermediate level L2



List of Figures xxv

pair-work group 94
16. Reasons of L1 preference chosen by the novice level L1 pair-work
group 94
17. Reasons of L1 preference chosen by the novice level L2 pair-work
group 95
18. Continuum from analytical activities to experimental activities
125
19. Sample L1 and L2 use during a reading lesson /30
20. Amount of L1 and L2 use during the L2 reading lesson in association
with students’ proficiency levels, circumstances of the lesson, reading

levels, and settings of reading tasks 733



XXVi

List of Appendices

Appendix

A. Previous Research 151

B. Informed Consent /53

C. Taylor’s Research on Reading Summary 754
D. Reading Text 156

E. Summary Completion Test /59

F. Delayed Summary Completion Test 762

G. Buffer Task 165

H. Pair Work Focus Questions 166

I. Answer Key for the Pair Work Focus Questions (FQs) 174
J. Post-research Questionnaire 175

K. Pilot Study 177



