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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the effective instructional activities as 
well as the effective study strategies for students to use related to their academic 
performance in less commonly taught language, in the case of learning Japanese. 
The sample was college students who studied Japanese from 2017 to 2018 at the 
beginning level. Factor analysis was used to group items into meaningful factors. 
Independent t tests were used to investigate correlations with Test Scores. The test 
scores were gathered from the classroom tests (listening and written). Instructions 
showed that Cooperative and Challenging Instructions revealed statistically 
positive relation with Test Scores. Communicative Instruction did not show a 
statistically positive relation with Test Scores. Learning strategies revealed 
statistically positive relation with Cognitive Strategy, Memory Practice, Study Skills, 
and Resource Management. Romaji (romanization of the Japanese written 
language) Use showed negative correlation. The pedagogical implications were 
presented.  Further investigation was suggested using both quantitative and 
qualitative approaches to together to investigate more in depth.  
 
Keywords: Instructional activities, study strategies, Japanese language, less commonly 
taught language, independent t tests, academic performance 

 
INTRODUCTION 

The instructional activities [1] and learning strategies [2] are important factors for students’ 
academic success, especially for less commonly taught languages (LCTL) for English speakers 
where students are required to learn new writing systems and different grammar from their 
first language, particularly Japanese, which is categorized as one of the most difficult languages 
to learn by the Foreign Language Institute [3]. It’s essential to utilize the instructional activities 
to lead them to their academic success. In addition, it is the instructors’ responsibility to advise 
learners to use effective study strategies so that they can maximize their efforts. The purpose 
of this study is to investigate effective instructional activities as well as advising the students to 
use effective study strategies related to their academic performance in learning LCTL, 
specifically Japanese. This study investigates the two following research questions in regard to 
correlations with the students’ academic performance in the instructional activities and 
learning strategies in learning Japanese:1) How are the instructions related to the students’ 
academic performance?  2) How do the different learning strategies correlate with their 
academic performance?  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
According to [4], communicative language teaching (CLT) is defined as follows:(1) Classroom 
goals are focused on communicative competence; (2) Language techniques are designed to 
engage learners in pragmatic, authentic, functional use of language for meaningful purposes; 
(3) Fluency may have to take on more importance than accuracy in order to keep learners 
meaningfully engaged in language use; (4) Students ultimately have to use the language 
productively and receptively. Many studies [5,6] show effectiveness of students’ performance 
of communicative approach in learning a foreign language. The study by [5] showed the 
communicative approach is better than the traditional method in teaching English at the higher 
secondary level in Pakistan. The study showed improvement of students’ communicative ability 
as well as their motivation for learning using the experimental study with high school students. 
However, several studies [7-12] showed that the communicative approach might not be 
effective due to a cultural conflict such as Asian (e.g., China, Vietnam, Korea) and Middle Eastern 
culture.  Chang [7] conducted the study to compare the Grammar Translation Method and the 
Communicative Approach in teaching English for college students in Taiwan using the 
experimental study. The results showed that students performed better in the Grammar 
Translation Method than the Communicative Approach. The Communicative Approach is more 
concerned with fluency. Due to a cultural conflict, it may take a gradual step to shift the 
traditional approach to the communicative approach that focuses on interactive activities, 
therefore the mix of these approaches is suggested [7, 13].   
 
Before the Communicative Approach, the Traditional approach was used often where the most 
important concerns are reading and writing skills, then speaking and listening skills are 
considered secondary. It is teacher-centered, and the main objective is to learn grammar rules 
and vocabulary unlike the Cooperative Approach where group and pair work are utilized in 
class activities. Cooperative learning refers to a classroom technique that fosters learner 
interdependence as a route to cognitive and social development [14]. The researchers [15] 
investigated the effectiveness of Cooperative Learning in English language classrooms using the 
experimental study for undergraduates in Yemen. The findings showed a remarkable 
development in the students’ speaking skills and attitudes after the introduction of cooperative 
learning techniques.  
 
Another approach investigated in this study is the Challenging approach focusing on three 
areas: 1) i plus 1 with comprehensive input; 2) target only teaching or not; 3) students’ 
curiosity.  Krashen’s input hypothesis [16] claims that “we acquire by understanding language 
that contains structure beyond our current level of competence (i + 1) with the help of context 
or extra-linguistic information. The American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Language 
(May 2010) made a statement that target language (TL) use is necessary but not sufficient for 
increasing one’s proficiency without providing comprehensive input using a variety of 
strategies (Ohio Department of Education, 2014). Communicating successfully in the TL 
depends not only on the nature of the task and the message that must be communicated, but 
also on the teacher’s effective use of communication strategies. However, the study by Xie [17] 
revealed that the TL only might not be effective for low proficiency of the TL with Chinese 
college student learning English. The study by [17] showed the participants’ target language 
(TL) use in various communicative contexts in and outside the classroom is ineffective even 
with a high ratio of teacher talk with TL. The author concluded that one of the reasons was low 
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proficiency in TL besides study environment, limited resources and personality implying that 
target only in the classroom might not be effective for all levels of the target language.    
 
The third variable investigated in the Challenging Approach is curiosity. According to 
Cambridge dictionary, curiosity means “an eager wish to know or learn about something”. 
Curiosity is defined as “a basic instinct, an innate mechanism that enables intelligent species to 
learn about and master new things in their environments, promoting survival, use of tools, and 
ultimately technological advances” [18]. Several studies [19, 20] have shown that curiosity 
is just as important as intelligence in determining how well students do in school  
[21].  Ayşegül and Tulgar [19] investigated the effects of curiosity on the second language 
learning process of foreign learners in Turkish. The results of the content analysis revealed that 
curiosity contributed to the language knowledge and language development of the participants 
in linguistic, social-cultural, and pragmatic knowledge.  
 
The last approach investigated in instructional activities is the Innovative Approach which 
includes computer-based tools (e.g., YouTube).  Belyaeva, et al. [22] investigated the most 
effective innovative tools in learning foreign languages and performed a comparison. As the 
result of the study, they claimed that the most effective methods are discussion, Information 
and Communications Technology (ICT) such as Internet, and round table after they interviewed 
teachers.  The use of ICT in the educational process allows the efficiency of the educational 
process itself to be improved significantly and leads to new approaches and organizational 
forms of educational work.  
 
 Learning strategy instruction would be most valuable for students who are not successful 
learners, yet these are the students who may be least motivated to try new strategies [23]. 
Therefore, it is essential for educators to spend time developing student's study skills, 
especially learning difficult foreign language (FL) like Japanese for English speakers.  Learning 
strategies can be recognized into cognitive, memory-related, compensatory, meta-cognitive, 
affective, and social [24]. The cognitive strategy is a mental process and when learning, it helps 
the selection of relevant information and rejection of irrelevant information. It relates to 
recognizing, comprehending, organizing materials, summarizing, repeating, translating, using 
formulas and patterns, problem-solving and interacting in the target language. In this study, the 
factors of learning strategies are concerned with cognitive strategies, social strategies 
(hereafter, group study since social strategies are used for cooperative and collaborative 
learning for instructors), and target language use. Romaji (alphabetical spellings of Japanese) 
Use was included since it is a controversial issue to investigate the effective time for Japanese 
language learners to shift from Romaji Use (Roman characters) to target only (in this case, 
Japanese) for Japanese language learners.   
 
First, Pintrich [25] specified aspects of cognitive strategies in foreign language learning as 
follows: 

• Cognitive strategies involve the psychological mechanism of attention focusing, the 
necessary and sufficient condition for encoding into memory. Therefore, basic cognitive 
strategies include rehearsal (such as saying material aloud when reading, copying 
material into a notebook, or underlining), elaboration (paraphrasing, summarizing, 
note-taking), and organizational strategies (e.g., selecting the main idea from a text). 

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/eager
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/wish
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/know
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/us/dictionary/english/learn
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• Metacognitive strategies deal with the control and regulation of cognition.  Therefore, 
basic strategies include planning (e.g., setting goals for studying), monitoring (e.g., self-
testing to ensure comprehension), and self-regulation (e.g., re-reading or reviewing).  

• Resource management strategies include time management, space management, and 
strategies that call on the support of others.   

 
Rasekh and Ranjbary [26] investigated the effect of metacognitive strategy training for 
vocabulary learning for Iranian participants learning English as foreign language in Tehran 
using the experimental study. The result showed that explicit metacognitive strategy training 
has a significant positive effect on the vocabulary learning of EFL students.  
 
Yu [27] investigated the process of self-regulated learning and the effects of an intervention 
program on self-regulated learning designed for second language (L2) learners. The study had 
120 participants who were sophomores majoring in English education at a university in an 
Asian country. Results of a path analysis reflected Zimmerman’s [28] process model of self-
regulation and suggested that there are causal influences of self-regulated learning variables 
across three phases (forethought, performance, and reflection phase) in the context of L2 
learning.  Furthermore, self-efficacy, time and study environment management skills, and 
students' learning time affected their L2 proficiencies directly.  She claimed that student self-
regulation influences their L2 proficiency. 
 
Preparation and planning are important metacognitive skills that can improve student learning 
[29]. By engaging in preparation and planning in relation to a learning goal, students are 
thinking about what they need or want to accomplish and how they intend to go about 
accomplishing it (ibid).  Liu [30] investigated the relationship between test preparation and 
test performance on the TOEFL exam in China.  The result showed that English learning 
strategies and test-specific strategies represented two distinct factors of test preparation 
suggesting the specific preparation is essential.   
 
Group study is one of learning strategies [24] and educators often discuss advantages as well 
as disadvantages.  In this study, group study means self-formed out-of-class study group 
outside the classroom. According to the Educational Corner, forming study groups is an 
effective strategy for enhancing learning because students can improve their notes, support 
each other, and cover more material [31]. Study groups are particularly effective for completing 
projects, developing presentations, and preparing for exams (ibid.) However, the following 
disadvantages are listed: 1) everybody needs to be serious, otherwise the group becomes a 
social gathering; 2) students in the group need to prepare with the common goal for their study; 
3) some students tend to become dependent.    
 
Out-of-class study groups are self-formed and informal study groups that meet outside of class 
to study course material for quizzes and exams. These groups are not typically directed by the 
instructor. In a study of undergraduates, students who participated in out-of-class study groups 
for science classes were more likely to take additional science classes than students who 
studied individually [32]. It has been proposed that this type of out-of-class group study has the 
potential to increase academic performance of students as well as to improve students’ 
confidence, interpersonal communication skills, and diversity awareness [33]. 
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Japanese language learners need to learn three different types of writing, which are hiragana 
(phonetic symbols), katakana (phonetic symbols for loan words) and kanji (logographic 
Chinese characters). Learning Japanese is categorized as the most difficult foreign language for 
English speakers [3]. At the college level, beginners need to learn hiragana and katakana in the 
beginning level which is very challenging for learners. It’s because the Japanese writing system 
is quite different from English.   Thus, beginners tend to use Romaji more than hiragana and 
katakana. At a certain stage of learning, learners need to make a shift from Romaji to the 
Japanese writing system. When Japanese language learners make this shift has been a 
controversial issue for Japanese instructors.    
 
In Japanese language education, the use of romaji script has been critically viewed by various 
researchers [34-37]. Tamaoka [38] compared how native Chinese and English speakers 
learning Japanese for college students to process a text. No difference was found between 
Chinese and English speakers' comprehension of the text. Native English speakers showed no 
difference in understanding the text regardless of whether it was presented in kana/kanji or in 
romaji.  His studies [38] showed that English speakers understand Japanese written words 
better with the use of romaji than written words with non-romaji. However, the types of written 
forms (kana, kanji and romaji) does not affect English speakers in their comprehension of 
words and content in the text.  
 

METHODOLOGY 
The sample used college students (N = 205) who studied Japanese from 2017 to 2018 at the 
beginning level (10 weeks to 20 weeks). Their first language is English. The questionnaire was 
adopted from the study carried out by Schmidt and Watanabe [39] in learning five different 
foreign languages (Mandarin, Tagalog, French, Japanese and Spanish). Since questionnaire 
items were studied on students learning a second language (e.g., English as a second language) 
or foreign languages, some items were modified to match Japanese language and culture 
context. The total items consist of forty-four.  
 
Several statistical techniques were used to analyze the data. Descriptive statistics were used to 
compare each scale.  Factor analyses were conducted to determine how the items should be 
grouped into meaningful factors by using the extraction method (principal component 
analyses) and rotation method (Varimax with Kaiser Normalization). An eigenvalue of 1.00 or 
more was used as a criterion for factors that best fit the data. The Cronbach alpha coefficients 
were obtained to measure the correlations between items and to examine internal consistency. 
Independent t tests were used to test whether or not significant correlations with the students’ 
test scores related to five instructional factors and seven learning strategies factors.  
 
The data was collected through the survey with the total of 44 items (16 items for instructional 
activities and 28 items for learning strategies) on a six Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = 
disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 = agree, 6 = strongly agree). The 
questionnaire consists of two areas :1) Instructional Activities (Communicative Approach, 
Traditional Approach, Cooperative Learning, Challenging Approach, and Innovative Approach 
;2) Learning Strategies (Cognitive Strategies, Active learning, Memory Practice (vocabulary and 
grammar), Study Skills (review, preparation, and organization), Resource Management (time 
and space management), Group Study, Study Aids and Romaji Use. The items that did not load 
on any factors were eliminated.   
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The average of test scores was collected as students’ self-assessed form in the following format: 
1)100 ~ 90; 2) 89~ 80; 3) 79~ 70; 4) 69~60; 5) below 59. The test consists of vocabulary 
(recognition and meaning) and writing (grammar; sentence structure, and knowledge & usage 
of conjugations). The reading skill was not included since this is the beginning level and 
students focus on learning Japanese writing system (hiragana, katakana, and simple kanji). 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
The analysis of instructional factors revealed 16 items loaded onto 5 factors. They were labeled 
as follows (See items of each factor below): 1) Communicative (focusing on communicative 
functions; 2) Traditional Approach (focusing on reading, writing and grammar); 3) Cooperative 
Approach (group and pair work); 4) Challenging Approach (desire to challenge, curiosity and 
TL/Japanese only): 5) Innovative Approach (Web tools and games). Table 1 shows the means 
and standard deviations for five instructional factors (N = 205). Table 2 shows internal 
consistency reliability and several items. In addition, three single items related to TL/Japanese 
use of instructors were investigated since it is often a controversial issue, and they did not load 
on any factors. See below for more details.   
 

Table 1. Descriptive Analysis of Five Instructional Factors (N = 205). 
Instructional Factors  Mean SD 
Communicative  5.31 .76  
Traditional Approach  4.72  1.07 
Cooperative Approach  4.59 .89 
Challenging Approach   4.85  .97 
Innovative Approach 5.05 1.00 

                                       
As Table 1 shows, Communicative has the highest mean. Surprisingly, Cooperative Approach 
shows the lowest mean, even though the correlation with Test Scores shows significantly 
positive as in Table 3.   
 
Table 2. Internal Consistency Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) of Five Instructional Factors. 

Factors  Alpha # of items 
Communicative   .60 3 
Traditional Approach .60  2 
Cooperative Approach .79  4 
Challenging Approach .70  3 
Innovative Approach .73 2 

 
In order to investigate the correlations of 5 instructional factors with test scores, an 
independent t test was conducted. Table 3 shows the correlations between 5 instructional 
factors and test scores.   
 

Table 3. Correlations with Test Scores (N= 205). 
Instructional 
factors 

Communicative
  

Traditional 
  

Cooperative 
  

Challenging Innovative 

Correlation 
coefficient 

r = .05                  r = .03           r = .15*              r = .18*   r = .01 

*Correlation is significant at the level of .05 (2-tailes)  
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In Table 3, Cooperative Approach and Challenging Approach revealed statistically and 
positively significant correlations with Test Scores. This result suggests that group work/pair 
work is encouraged to be used for class activities. Learners earn academic benefits when 
provided with challenging activities to evoke their curiosity and activities with the proficiency 
level of i + one with comprehensible input. Unexpectedly, Communicative Approach did not 
show significant correlation with Test Scores, even though it shows the highest mean indicating 
that learners prefer the communicative approach due to its oral and listening activities. 
However, the reason(s) why the result did not show a statistically positive correlation with Test 
Scores cannot be drawn in this study. Further investigation is needed since now Communicative 
Approach is strongly encouraged in foreign language education, therefore it’s worth further 
research. In addition, according to the result of this study, learners prefer communicative 
activities versus the Traditional Approach, which focuses on reading, writing and grammar. 
Another surprising result is that the Innovative Approach did not show a statistically significant 
correlation with Test Scores despite the previous studies [22], which showed positive influence 
on students’ performance. The Traditional Approach showed no significant relationship with 
Test Scores in this study. Below shows the components of items in each factor of instructional 
approaches.   
 

Factor 1: Communicative Approach 
Items Loading 
Q1. Activities in this class should be designed to help the students improve their abilities         
to communicate in Japanese. 

.51 

Q2. Communication activities are a waste of time in this class because I only need to learn 
what is necessary to pass the Japanese examination (reversed cord).  

.31 

Q3. Listening and speaking should be emphasized in Japanese class.   .50 

 
Factor 2: Traditional Approach 

Items Loading 
Q1. Japanese class is most useful when the emphasis is to put on grammar. .83  
Q2. Reading and writing should be emphasized in Japanese class.    .83  

 
Factor 3: Cooperative Approach 

Items Loading 

Q1. I like Japanese learning activities in which students work together in pairs or small groups .82 

Q2.  I prefer a Japanese class in which there are lots of activities that allow me to participate 
actively. 

.69 

Q3. I prefer to work by myself in Japanese class, not with other students (reversed question)       .80 

Q4.  Group activities and pair work in Japanese class are a waste of time (reversed question)                 .79 

                                 
Factor 4: Challenging Approach 

Items Loading 

Q1. In a Japanese class, I prefer activities and materials that really challenge me so that I can 
learn more. 

.80 

Q2.  In a Japanese class, I prefer activities and materials that arouse my curiosity even if they 
are difficult to learn.   

.73 

Q3.  During Japanese class, I would like to have only Japanese spoken.      .58 
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Q4: I prefer to sit and listen, and don’t like being forced to speak in Japanese class (reversed 
order).  

.60 

Q5: I prefer more romaji in teacher’s writing along with Japanese writings and also more 
romaji in the textbook (reversed order).                                      

.60 

    
Activities and materials that bring more curiosity show significant correlation with students’ 
Test Scores.  Further, only Japanese (target language) and Less Romaji support enhanced 
students’ learning.   
 

Factor 5: Innovative Approach 
Items Loading 

Q1.  I enjoy educational game types of activities such as bingo, etc.    .89 

Q2. I enjoy watching educational YouTube videos in class to learn new                                                              
words/grammars/expressions and culture.      

.89  

       
As the result of five instructional factors in relation to Test Scores, the Challenging Approach 
and the Cooperative Approach are essential to learners’ Japanese performance.   
 
Single Items 
Often, in foreign language learning, it becomes controversial whether the instructions need to 
be taught in the target language or not. Therefore, the following three single items related to 
this issue were investigated. They did not load on any of factors, so this study investigated 
separately. They were: Q1 Only Japanese; Q2 More Romaji; Q3 English Sometimes.  Below are 
the questions for each item. Q1: Only Japanese showed significantly and positively correlated 
with Test Scores even though the mean shows the lowest among these three items compared 
to the mean of English Sometimes in Table 4. Q2: More Romaji revealed significantly and 
negatively correlated with Test Scores. This suggests that students prefer instructors to use 
English sometimes, however, the result of this study implies that it’s better for instructors to 
use Japanese only and no romaji for students’ Japanese performance.    
 

Items r p 

Q1. During Japanese class, I would like to have only Japanese spoken.      r  = -.26** p < .001 

Q2. I prefer that the teacher uses more romaji in his/her writing along with 
Japanese writings and also more romaji in the textbook:   

r = .14* p < .05 

Q3. In my Japanese class, the teacher should explain things in English sometimes 
in order to help us learn.    

 r = .05   p = .44 

Correlation is significant: *p <.05; **p < 0.01   
                                             

Table 4. Individual Items (Only Japanese, More Romaji and English Sometime). 
Items Mean SD 

Only Japanese  3.01  1.18 

More Romaji 3.38 1.55 

English Sometime   5.10  .79  

 
Table 5 shows the means and standard deviations for 8 factors of Learning Strategies (N = 205). 
The highest mean is Study Aids, next is Cognitive Strategy. This indicates that learners prefer 
using YouTube and Web-based tools. The lowest mean is Romaji Use.   Unexpectedly, the mean 
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of Romaji Use is relatively low compared to other factors of Learning Strategies in spite of the 
beginning level who do not have prior learning of Japanese.  
 

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Learning Strategies (N = 205). 
Factors Mean SD 

Cognitive 4.79  1.05 

Active Learning 4.78 1.03      

Memory Practice 4.63  1.07 

Study Skills 4.36 1.12 

Resource Management 4.08   .07 

Group Study                   4.33 1.41 

Study Aids 4.96 1.13 

Romaji Use 3.17 1.72 

                  
Learning Strategies factors revealed 28 items loaded onto 8 factors. They were labeled: 1) 
Cognitive Strategies; 2) Active learning; 3) Memory Practice (vocabulary and grammar); 4) 
Study Skills (review, preparation, and organization); 5) Resource Management (time and space 
management); 6) Group Study; 7) Study Aids; 8) Romaji Use (alphabetical writing of Japanese).  
Please see below for items of each factor. The items that did not load on any factors were 
eliminated. Table 6 shows internal consistent reliability and the number of items of Learning 
Strategies.  
 
Table 6. Internal Consistency Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) of Seven Learning Strategies. 
Factors Alpha # of items 

Cognitive Strategy .77 4 

Active Learning  .70  3 

Memory Practice  .83 3 

Study Skills .83 5 

Resource Management .70 2 

Group Study  .84 3 

Study Aids  .71  3 

Romaji Use .90 2 

 
Table 7 and 8 show the correlations between Learning Strategies and Test Scores. 
 

Table 7. Correlations between Learning Strategies and Test Scores (N = 205). 
Learning Strategies Cognitive Active Learning Memory Practice Study Skills 

Coefficient Correlation    r = .18*              r = .22**     r = .31**                                 r = .19**       
Correlation is significant: *p <.05; **p < 0.01   
 

Table 8. Correlations between Learning Strategies and Test Scores (N = 205). 
Learning Strategies Resource Management Group Study             Study Aids Romaji Use 

Test Scores        r = .22**  r = .02  r = .03  r = - .18* 

Correlation is significant: *p <.05; **p < 0.01   
 
Memory Practice revealed the highest correlation with Test Scores suggesting that instructor’s 
encouraged learners to practice vocabulary and grammar to memorize them until they 
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understand. In addition, it is essential to be active in learning for their academic performance 
by asking questions to the instructors to clarify their questions and monitor their progress (r = 
.22**). Resource Management (time and space management) revealed a statistically positive 
relationship with Test Scores (see Table 8), even though the mean (M = 4.08; SD = .07) is 
relatively low compared to other factors. Students might consider these important factors for 
their academic success, therefore it’s the instructor’s responsibility to explain the importance 
of setting their time and space of their study. Study Skills are also essential in learning a foreign 
language for English speakers. Therefore, instructors suggest organizing, reviewing and being 
prepared for their studies by providing supplemental materials and tutors for class.  Especially, 
tutoring sessions are a key for their success as this item shows statistically positive with Test 
Scores (r = .20*, p < .05). See below.  Instructors can require tutoring sessions participation. 
Cognitive Strategy shows a statistically positive correlation with Test Scores. Instructors can 
explain to students how to use Cognitive Strategies in class such as to relate new vocabulary 
with familiar words, to guess the meaning of new vocabulary via for patterns, etc. Unexpectedly, 
the Group Study did not show a statistically positive relationship with Test Scores. Romaji Use 
revealed a negative relation with Test Scores to discourage the use of romaji in their study.    
 
Below are the 8 factors of Learning Strategies with loading for each item.   
  

Factor 1: Cognitive (r = .18*) 
Items Loading 

Q1: I try to relate new vocabulary words to other words I know.        .68         

Q2: I try to guess the meaning of new vocabulary words from context.    .70 

Q3: I look for patterns in Japanese language on my own.  .73  

Q4: When studying, I think through a topic and decide what I need to learn about it.            .68     

 
Factor 2: Active learning (r = .22**) 

Items Loading 

Q1: I ask the instructor to clarify concepts I don’t understand well.  .60  

Q2: When studying for a test, I try to determine which concepts I don’t understand.    .63 

Q3: I always evaluate my progress in learning Japanese language. .78 

                               
Factor 3: Memory practice (r = .31**) (Practice grammar, sentence structures and 

vocabulary). 
Items Loading 

Q1: I study grammar until I fully understand it.  .89 

Q2: I practice sentence structures until I fully understand it. .86   

Q3: I repeat new vocabulary words to memorize them. .78  

 
Factor 4: Study skills (r = .19**) (Preparation, review & organization) 

Items Loading 

Q1: After a test, I always review difficult material to be sure I understand it all. .67 

Q2: In preparing for tests, I usually review the material a few days ahead of time.      .74  

Q3: I usually study material periodically rather than in one long time.                .60 

Q4: When I study, I carefully organize what I have learned in this class.                                   .74  

Q5: When studying, I reread all the course material.   .73 
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Factor 5: Resource management  (r = .22**) (Time management and space 
management) 

Items Loading 

Q1: I have a regular place set aside for studying. .85  

Q2: I always arrange time to prepare before Japanese language class.          .85 

 
Factor 6: Group study (r = .02) 

Items Loading 

Q1: I try to work with other students from this class on assignments.                                         .89 

Q2: When studying, I often discuss the course material with my classmates.                               .91 

Q3: When I cannot understand the material, I ask another student in this class for help. .80 

 
Factor 7: Study aids (r = .03) 

Items Loading 

Q1: Using YouTube and Web is very useful in learning Japanese.      .81 

Q2: l often uses the web-based learning tools. .81 

Q3: Flash cards are very useful to learn new materials such as vocabulary and verbs.                   .76 

 
Factor 8: Romaji Use (r = -.18*) 

Items Loading 

Q1: I write romaji on the Japanese writings in the textbook since it is easier for me to 
understand. 

.96 

Q2: I always use romaji when I practice reading. .96 

                            
The following single item that did not load on any factors was investigated since many 
instructors often consider a Tutoring Session essential for students’ academic performance 
especially before the tests. Correlation with test scores in Tutoring Sessions (M = 3.97; SD = 
1.58) revealed statistically significant (r = .20*, p < .05). This result confirmed the instructor’s 
assumption.  
 

CONCLUSION 
The result of this study revealed that the Cooperative and Challenging Approach have a 
significantly positive relationship for students’ academic performance. Unexpectedly, the 
Communicative Approach did not show a statistically positive result, despite the current trend 
of emphasis on communicative activities in foreign language education. It might be due to many 
variables (e.g., teacher’s technique, cultural difference, and application of approach) to be 
considered to investigate its academic effectiveness of Communicative Approach. This 
conclusion is out of scope from the result of this study and further investigations are needed. 
As for Learning Strategies, there are several strategies that instructors can advise learners: 1) 
Cognitive; 2) Active Learning; 3) Study Skills; 4) Resource Management. This study focused on 
Japanese learning; however, the results of this study can be applied to other less commonly 
taught languages that require learning new writing systems and different grammar from a 
learners’ first language.  
 
Since there were not many items in the survey, future research could address to explore more 
in depth using quantitative and qualitative approaches together.  
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