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This study empirically examined the perceptions of extensive reading (ER) among Japanese
English-as-a-foreign-language (EFL) teacher trainees. Thirty-four Japanese undergraduate
and graduate students taking EFL teacher training courses at seven universities participated
in a questionnaire survey on perceived ER definitions, effects, and practical challenges. Par-
ticipants” questionnaire responses were analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. Re-
sults revealed that 1) some participants” ER definitions differed among themselves as well
as from those proposed in previous research; 2) while most of the participants agreed with
ER effectiveness in developing reading and writing proficiencies, a majority of them did not
consider ER as beneficial to developing listening and speaking proficiencies; and 3) the par-
ticipants had some concerns on future ER practice including how to implement ER. These
findings suggest that the participants may become teachers while holding some misconcep-
tions of ER and its practice, and indicate the necessity of future research on ER challenges at
the stage of teacher training.
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ore than a century ago, Harold
Palmer coined the term “extensive

the foreign language learning classroom.
While IR aims to promote the reading of

reading” in his seminal book, The Scientific
Study and Teaching of Languages, published
in 1917 (Kelly, 1969). Since then, there has
been considerable research and practice of
extensive reading (henceforth, ER) in first,
second, and foreign language classrooms
around the world. This idea that the more
we read, the more we reap, can be defined
as “an approach to language teaching in
which learners read a lot of easy material
in the new language” (Bamford & Day,
2004, p.1). ER has received attention par-
tially as a result of criticism of the con-
verse approach, Intensive Reading (IR), in

relatively short and difficult texts through
translation into the readers’ first languag-
es, ER, in contrast, provides learners with
opportunities to be exposed to a great
amount of text, based on the idea that
learners can “learn to read by reading”
(Day & Bamford, 1998, p.124).

The effects of ER have been reported in
language teaching and learning. Previous
research has suggested the effectiveness
of ER for the progress of reading fluency
(e.g. Iwahori, 2008), writing proficiency
(e.g. Hafiz & Tudor, 1989), grammatical
knowledge (e.g. He, 2014), vocabulary
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acquisition (e.g. Liu & Zhang, 2018), atti-
tudes and motivation (e.g. Nishino, 2007),
and even listening and speaking proficien-
cies (e.g. Cho & Krashen, 1994; Inagaki &
Inagaki, 2011). Despite these potential ER
effects on language learning, however,
some researchers (e.g. Huang, 2015; Ma-
calister, 2010) have lamented the situation
where fewer teachers and schools have in-
troduced ER into their reading curricula,
suggesting the need for a careful examina-
tion of the issues that may hinder its im-
plementation.

This paper surveyed Japanese English as
a foreign language (EFL) teacher trainees’
perceptions of ER from three perspectives:
1) definitions, 2) effectiveness, and 3) issues
concerning practice. While some research-
ers (e.g. Chang & Renandya, 2017; Huang,
2015) surveyed in-service EFL teachers’
perceptions of ER, there are, to the best of
the present author’s knowledge, no stud-
ies which explored pre-service teachers’
perceptions of ER challenges. Surveying
their perceptions could also reveal ER re-
search limitations and challenges that may
be hindering its implementation.

Literature Review

ER Definitions and Their Challenges

The definition of ER mentioned above
(Bamford & Day, 2004) describes two basic
characteristics of ER: the amount of read-
ing and the level of materials. However,
the definitions recognized by researchers
and practitioners have varied (Boutor-
wick, Macalister, & Elgort, 2019), although
researchers (e.g. Day, 2015; Day & Bam-
ford, 2002; Waring & McLean, 2015) have
tried to clarify what ER is and share com-
mon understandings of the definition. For
instance, concerning what “easy” material
means (Bamford & Day, 2004, p. 1), Day
and Bamford (1998) suggested that ER
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material levels should be within the learn-
er’s comfort zone, represented as “i minus
1”7 (p. 16). In contrast, Krashen (1985), who
also pointed out the importance of a large
amount of input in language acquisition,
advocated “i +1” as an idea related to the
input hypothesis, which considers com-
prehensible input that is slightly beyond
the learner’s linguistic level, i.e., “i+1,” as
the optimal input for language learning.

In another example, there is the expecta-
tion of pleasure in ER. Day and Bamford
(2002) proposed ten principles pertain-
ing to language teaching through ER (see
Table 1). Among them, it is suggested that
“the purpose of reading is usually relat-
ed to pleasure, information and general
understanding” (p. 138). The element of
“pleasure” seems important in that Krash-
en (2004) also called ER “pleasure read-
ing.” In addition, other ER definitions in-
clude pleasure as a critical component of
ER. Susser and Robb (1990), among others,
gave an oft-cited definition of ER, in which
they described the importance of pleasure:
“with the intention of obtaining pleasure
from the text” (p. 165). In contrast, howev-
er, Waring and McLean (2015), who clas-
sified ER definitions into core and periph-
eral elements, concluded that the element
of “pleasure” is optional, meaning that ER
does not necessarily need to be pleasur-
able.
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Table 1. The “top ten principles” of ER (Day & Bamford, 2002, pp. 137-140)

Ol LN =

o 0 N

The reading material is easy.

A variety of reading material on a wide range of topics must be available.

Learners choose what they want to read.
Learners read as much as possible.

The purpose of reading is usually related to pleasure, information, and general understand-

ing.
Reading is its own reward.

Reading speed is usually faster rather than slower.

Reading is individual and silent.
Teachers orient and guide their students.

10. The teacher is a role model of a reader.

These inconsistencies and ambiguities in
ER definitions might impair ER effective-
ness, bring about inconsistencies in ER re-
search findings, or lead to some misunder-
standings or misconceptions of research
results. Therefore, it may be necessary to
examine where these discrepancies come
from in more detail.

ER Effectiveness and its Challenges

ER has been promoted as effective in lan-
guage learning over many years from the
perspectives of those who want to encour-
age ER practice. For example, two recent
meta-analyses (Jeon & Day, 2016; Nakani-
shi, 2015) concluded that ER is effective
in language learning overall. However, it
is doubtful whether we can consider ER
as a panacea (Green, 2005). In particular,
whether ER is effective in developing lis-
tening and speaking proficiencies, as has
been claimed by some researchers, should
be carefully examined.

While it may be worth expressing caution
over the ambiguity of the definitions of
“listening” or “speaking,” there are some
studies reporting the potential effective-
ness of ER in terms of listening and speak-
ing skills. In particular, Cho and Krashen
(1994) reported the growth of oral profi-
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ciencies in a case study with four Korean
and Spanish participants who learned
English as a second language (ESL). Af-
ter reading the Sweet Valley series exten-
sively, the participants answered that they
“felt that reading helped their oral/aural
language proficiencies” (p. 667) in the in-
terview. Regarding listening proficiency,
in a case study of Japanese EFL learners,
Inagaki and Inagaki (2011) suggested that
the participants” listening proficiency im-
proved by virtue of an ER program. How-
ever, it is worth noting that neither of
these studies were based on interventions
involving the relevant abilities, such as the
use of audio materials or reading while
listening. In the case of Cho and Krashen
(1994), moreover, it cannot be denied that
the ESL setting enabled the participants
to be exposed to oral input outside the
classroom, although the authors insisted,
without clear evidence, that “they had
limited interactions with native speakers
of English” (Cho & Krashen, 1994, p. 666).
In addition, it is quite doubtful whether
performance improvement perceived by
learners can be interpreted as the actual
growth of their proficiencies.

In addition to the limitations of such em-
pirical studies on implementing ER, the
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reported effectiveness of ER in terms of
developing listening and speaking abili-
ties is contradictory to language learners’
negative perceptions of the effectiveness.
Fujii (2018), for example, reported that
the majority of his Japanese high school
students considered ER as ineffective in
improving their listening and speaking
abilities. Therefore, this discrepancy be-
tween the results of the empirical studies
implementing ER (e.g. Inagaki & Inagaki,
2011) and studies on learner perceptions
(e.g. Fujii, 2018) should be examined fur-
ther because there are few studies which
have reported such perceptions except Fu-
jii’s (2018).

ER Practice Challenges

To date, a number of studies have re-
ferred to practical issues of employing ER
in the classroom. However, most of them
are problems specific to a certain context
of the studies, meaning that it remains to
be examined whether such problems are
shared by other ER practitioners among
different contexts.

The time limitation inside and outside the
classroom has, for example, been consid-
ered an ER challenge. O’Sullivan (2012),
on one hand, pointed out that Japanese
students are too busy to read extensively
out of the classroom, prioritizing “their
time such as club-activity, part-time jobs
and many classes” (p. 23), although they
may not read books even if they have free
time (e.g. Milliner, 2017). On the other
hand, it may not always be easy to secure
the wide exposure to printed materials
within a class because teachers may have
to concentrate on exam-oriented instruc-
tion (Chen, 2018).

In addition to the dearth of school and stu-
dent time for ER, cost and reading materi-
als are also regarded as problematic. Robb
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(2018, p. 1) labeled ER as “expensive read-
ing,” as teachers or schools are required
to purchase a variety of books, based on
one of Day and Bamford’s (2002, p. 137)
principles: “A variety of reading material
on a wide range of topics must be avail-
able.” As for the reading materials them-
selves, some researchers pointed out that
the materials, mainly graded readers, may
be “childish” (Byun, 2010) and therefore
demotivating. In addition, Mikami (2017)
reported some of the learners’ negative
perceptions of reading materials, includ-
ing the difficulty in finding a book whose
level is within their linguistic proficiency.
Considering the situation where learners’
and teachers’ perceptions of graded read-
ers are not always reflected in the develop-
ment of the materials by publishers (Clar-
idge, 2012; Holster, Lake, & Pellowe, 2017),
it is also worth examining what teacher
trainees, who will become teachers in the
near future, think about reading materials.

Previous research has also referred to
other ER challenges such as difficulties
of assessing ER outcomes (e.g. Carney,
2016) and “student academic dishonesty”
(Tagane, Naganuma, & Dougherty, 2018,
p- 9). As for the difficulty of assessment,
on one hand, ER practitioners might not
be convinced of the best way of assess-
ing ER, which has led to “silence” on the
discussion about ER assessment (Beglar,
2013, p. 7). Another challenge, “student
academic dishonesty” (Tagane, Naganu-
ma, & Dougherty, 2018), refers to cases
where, for example, students watch relat-
ed movies or websites translated into their
L1s instead of reading the books, or where
they copy friends” book reports in order
to complete their own instead of writing
them themselves. These underhanded be-
haviors may lead teachers to have a dis-
trust of the importance of ER, which may,
in the end, prevent them from introducing
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such programs voluntarily into their read-
ing curricula.

However, there are few studies on per-
ceived ER challenges except those by
Chang and Renandya (2017) and Huang
(2015), both of which surveyed Taiwanese
teachers’ perceptions of ER issues. To the
best of the present author’s knowledge, no
studies have investigated Japanese teacher
trainees’ perceptions. As an attempt to ad-
dress this research gap, it is necessary to
explore what teacher trainees considered
as problematic in terms of ER practice,
which is the very aim of this study.

There are two reasons for surveying
teacher trainees’ perceptions of ER. First,
although little has been said as to whether
pre-service teachers have any issues and
concerns about ER, teacher trainees’” per-
ceptions of ER might reveal some practical
issues or important challenges concerning
ER definitions and potential effectiveness
that are unique to this population, leading
to some implications for the present teach-
er training courses. Second, Borg (2003)
suggested that what in-service teachers
will think and do can be affected by their
previous experience as students or teacher
trainees before becoming teachers. There-
fore, research on teacher trainees’” percep-
tions of ER may reveal some challenges to
implementing ER. With the above as the
background, this study addressed the fol-
lowing three research questions:

1. How do teacher trainees define ER?
Do their definitions vary among them-
selves?

2. To what extent and how do they per-
ceive ER to be effective in developing
learners’ language ability (reading,
writing, listening, speaking, grammar,
and vocabulary) and motivation?
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3. What do they consider as ER challenges
to implementing ER in Japanese school
contexts? Do they have any concerns
about ER?

Method

Participants

The participants in this study were one
undergraduate and 33 graduate students
(males = 16; females = 18), all of whom
were taking teacher training courses at
seven universities in Japan to earn EFL
teaching licenses upon graduation at the
time of study participation. Twenty-one
of them had experienced ER as students,
while ten had not (three did not respond
on this item). Meanwhile, one participant
had previous experiences of ER practice
as a juku cram school instructor. Howev-
er, this does not mean that the participant
had practiced ER in a similar way to class-
room teachers.

It is true that the participants in this study
had various backgrounds in terms of be-
ing undergraduate or graduate students,
gender, university, experience of ER prac-
tice, and stage of training. This may raise
questions about the homogeneity of the
group and therefore the comparability of
their answers. Furthermore, due to the
small number of participants, which was
one of the limitations of this study, they
could not be divided into sub-groups for
analysis. However, all of the participants
in this exploratory study were at that time
taking teacher training courses following
the core curriculum of the Japanese Minis-
try of Education, Culture, Sports, Science,
and Technology (MEXT), which is imple-
mented similarly in any teacher train-
ing programs at universities in Japan. In
other words, the participants from differ-
ent universities should have been follow-
ing very similar training courses to earn
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EFL teaching licenses upon graduation.
As for the stages of training, in addition,
all of the participants had finished taking
classes concerning English teaching meth-
ods by the time of study participation. In
this study, therefore, the participants were
seen as a homogeneous sample for the
analysis.

Material

A questionnaire (see Appendix) was de-
signed by the author, based partly on
Day and Bamford’s (2002) principles for
ER teaching, for the purpose of surveying
teacher trainees’ perceptions of ER. Both a
paper version and an electronic version of
the survey were developed.

The questionnaire, administered in Japa-
nese, comprised five sections: three with
Likert scale questions and two with open-
ended questions. To address the first re-
search question (ER definition), an open-
ended question (Section 1) required the
participants to provide their definition
of ER in their own words. Furthermore,
eleven Likert scale questions (Section 2)
were adapted from Day and Bamford’s
(2002) ten principles, which are consid-
ered as descriptions of ER characteristics
(see Table 1). The participants rated their
degree of agreement with each principle
on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1”
(strongly disagree) to “5” (strongly agree).

As for the second research question (ER
effectiveness), the participants were asked
to answer seven Likert scale questions
(Section 3) concerning the effects of ER
on developing reading, writing, listening,
and speaking proficiencies, grammar and
vocabulary, as well as motivation, all of
which have been considered as ER bene-
tits. For each item, participants rated their
degree of agreement with each statement
on the same 5-point Likert scale as that for
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Section 2.

Regarding the third research question
(ER practical challenges), six Likert scale
questions (Section 4) and an open-ended
question (Section 5) were included in the
questionnaire. The questions in Section 4
concern potential challenges of ER prac-
tice associated with student time, school
time, cost, reading material, assessment,
and “student academic dishonesty”
(Tagane, Naganuma, & Dougherty, 2018).
The participants reported the degree to
which they considered each to be an issue
in ER practice on the same 5-point Likert
scale as that for Sections 2 and 3. Section
5 required them to describe as many ER
challenges as possible in their own words.

Procedure

The author first asked some acquaintances
in person to introduce subjects who would
be eligible to participate in this study. Once
potential participants were identified, the
author informed the participants about
the aims and procedures of this study in
detail, along with the anonymous and vol-
untary nature of their study participation.
All participants then consented to partici-
pate in this study on a voluntary basis. Af-
ter that, they completed the questionnaire
and submitted their responses to the au-
thor as an e-mail attachment or by hand.
It took about 15 to 20 minutes for each of
them to complete the questionnaire.

Analysis

All questionnaire responses were comput-
er coded. SPSS ver. 25 was used for calcu-
lating descriptive statistics on participant
responses to the multiple-choice items.
The author coded participants” responses
to the open-ended questions and classified
them into categories according to the con-
tent. The data presented in the subsequent
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sections were translated from Japanese
into English by the author.

Results

Research Question 1: How do teacher
trainees define ER? Do their definitions
vary among themselves?

For Section 1, the participants” open-end-
ed descriptions of ER definitions were
classified into nine categories: (1) large
amounts of reading (27 responses), (2)
higher/lower reading level (15 responses),
(3) general comprehension as a reading
goal (8 responses), (4) no dictionary use (8
responses), (5) pleasure as a reading goal
(5 responses), (6) faster reading speed (3
responses), (7) reading with a time limit
(2 responses), (8) reading the same texts
repeatedly (2 responses), and (9) compari-
son of ER with other reading methods (“I
have an image of ER as located between
intensive reading and rapid reading?”; 1
response).

Interestingly, some of the ER definitions
exhibited contrasting views on the level of
reading material, and on reading speed.
Regarding the levels of reading materials,
for example, some participants described
ER as an activity which makes learners
“read as many stories written in a little
easier English than their own level as pos-
sible,” while others defined the concept
as, “To read books whose levels are higher
than [the learner’s] own level (Krashen’s
‘i + 1) without dictionaries.” There was
also a difference in the perception of read-
ing speed. One respondent answered, “To
read a lot and fast. ... To read fast.” How-
ever, this response contrasted with an-
other definition: “To read a large number
of English texts. Regardless of the reading
speed.”

In addition to the definition gaps among
the respondents, other descriptions were,

21

2019 Volume 7

ISSN: 2187-5065

to the best of the author’s knowledge, not
referred to in previous descriptions of ER.
One such definition worth noting is the
need for a time limit, despite the fact that
timed reading practice has not been con-
sidered as a necessary component of ER
programs. Furthermore, another partici-
pant emphasized the importance of rep-
etitions in ER, which again has not been
referred to previously.

Next, Table 2 shows the results of Section
2, which focused on the ER characteristics
Day and Bamford (2002) advocated as ten
ER principles. The mean ratings of above
4.0 with relatively smaller standard de-
viations reflecting a few variations in the
level of agreement for six out of the eleven
statements suggest that a majority of the
participants agreed with six of Day and
Bamford’s (2002) principles. These were
the ones concerning the need for a vari-
ety of topics of reading materials (Item
2), readers’ freedom to choose materials
(Item 3), a large amount of reading (Item
4), teacher's role as a reader (Item 10), the
purposes of ER, i.e., pleasure (Item 5), and
general understanding of information
(Item 6). However, the mean ratings for
Principles 7 and 8 concerning the need for
post-reading quizzes and reading speed
were the lowest M =29 and M = 3.2),
while their standard deviations were large
enough to indicate the presence of varia-
tions in the level of agreement with them
across participants. These results suggest
that a certain number of the participants
did not agree with all of Day and Bam-
ford’s (2002) principles often cited by ER
researchers as an ER definition.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Section 2 concerning ER Characteristics (N = 34)

[tem Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) min. max.
2 (availability of various materials) 4.6 0.5 4 5
4 (a large amount of reading) 4.4 0.6 3 5
6 (general comprehension) 4.4 0.71 2 5
10 (teacher guide and orientation) 4.4 0.82 2 5
3 (student choice of material) 4.2 0.97 2 5
5 (purpose: pleasure of reading)' 4 0.97 2 5
1 (easy reading material) 3.8 1.04 2 5
9 (teacher silence while reading) 3.3 1.16 1 5
11 (teacher reading with students) 3.3 1.23 1 5
8 (rapid and fluent reading)’ 3.2 1.23 1 5
7 (no need for after-reading Qs) 29 1.17 1 5

Note. ! One participant’s response was missing.

Research Question 2: To what extent  about perceived benefits of ER. Overall,
and how do they perceive ER to be the higher means and smaller standard

effective in developing learners’ lan- deviations suggest that many participants
guage ability (reading, writing, listen- considered ER as effective in develop-
ing, speaking, grammar, and vocabu- ing reading proficiency and vocabulary,
lary) and motivation? meaning that the participants’ perceptions

of such effects were congruent with previ-
Table 3 displays descriptive statistics for ~ ous research findings (e.g. Iwahori, 2008;
Section 3, which asked participants to rate Liu & Zhang, 2018).
their level of agreement with statements

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Section 3 concerning ER Potential Effectiveness (N
=34)

Item Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) min. max.
1 (reading proficiency) 4.5 0.51 4 5
6 (vocabulary) 4.3 0.76 2 5
5 (grammar)’ 3.9 0.91 2 5
7 (motivation) 3.6 0.78 2 5
2 (writing proficiency) 3.5 0.93 2 5
4 (speaking proficiency) 29 0.81 1 4
3 (listening proficiency) 2.7 1.14 1 5

Note. ! One participant’s response was missing.
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In contrast, for listening and speaking pro-
ficiencies, the corresponding items had the
lowest means (M = 2.7 for Item 4 and M =
2.9 for Item 5). Table 4 further shows the
participants’ responses to Items 3 and 4 in
more detail. Those who answered nega-
tively to Item 3 (ER effect on developing
listening proficiency) outnumbered those
who responded positively. Also, there
were ten participants who did not regard
ER as effective in speaking proficiency
development, while nine participants re-
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sponded positively. These results were
contradictory to the standpoints of some
studies that reported ER effectiveness in
developing listening and speaking profi-
ciencies (e.g. Cho & Krashen, 1994; Inagaki
& Inagaki, 2011). However, it should also
be noted that more than a few participants
answered “I don’t know” on the develop-
ment of listening (n = 9) and speaking (n
=15) proficiencies.

Table 4. Number of Responses to Items 3 and 4 (Effects on Listening and Speaking

Proficiency Development) (N = 34)

Item Not effective  Little effective Effective Very effective Don’t

know
3 (listening proficiency) 5 11 7 2 9
4 (speaking proficiency) 1 9 9 0 15

Research Question 3: What do they con-
sider as ER challenges? Do they have
any concerns about ER?

Table 5 presents the results of descriptive
statistics for items in Section 4. The items
in this section asked participants to rate
how much they felt areas such as lack of
time, cost, materials, assessment, and stu-
dent disobedience are practical challenges.
Overall, participants viewed lack of school
time (Item 2) as the most problematic (M =
3.5), with moderate variability among the
responses (SD =1.13), indicating that there
were a certain number of participants who
did not consider the time constraint in the
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classroom as problematic. Unexpectedly,
none of the means were above 4.0, which
corresponds to “Somewhat Agree” with
the items being challenges to ER. On the
contrary, three out of the six items had
means below 3.0, and, considering the
smaller standard deviations, a number of
participants did not regard materials (SD
=.77) as practical challenges in an ER pro-
gram. Nevertheless, other items had rela-
tively larger standard deviations, meaning
that the number of those who saw them as
problematic was not small.
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Section 4 concerning ER Practical Issues (N =34)

Item Mean (M) Standard Deviation (SD) min. max.
2 (lack of school time) 3.5 1.13 1 5
6 (student disobedience) 3.1 1.09 2 5
5 (ER assessment) 3 1.16 1 5
1 (lack of student time) 2.9 1.09 1 5
3 (cost) 2.5 1.11 1 5
4 (materials) 2.2 0.77 1 4

Next, Section 5 asked the participants to
write what they considered as ER chal-
lenges in their own words. Their answers
were classified into seven categories ac-
cording to the content: (1) difficulty in mo-
tivating students (14 responses), (2) taking
too much time (11 responses), (3) choosing
reading materials (8 responses), (4) cost (3
responses), (5) lack of students” reading
habit regardless of languages (4 respons-
es), (6) how to teach ER (3 responses), and
(7) difficulty of assessing ER outcomes (3
responses).

Among others, the perceived difficulty of
ER instruction was shared by three par-
ticipants: “Instruction is difficult [in an ER
program]” or “Although the good aspects
of ER became obvious, I have a concern
about whether I can actually introduce
it into the classroom.” It is worth noting
their viewpoints on teaching ER classes
being a challenge, because there has been
little reference to this kind of challenge in
previous research.

Discussion and Conclusion

The primary goal of this study was to
empirically explore Japanese EFL teacher
trainees” perceptions of ER definitions, ef-
fectiveness, and issues concerning practice
in the classroom.

The results concerning the first research
question on ER definitions suggest that
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some of the participants” definitions of ER
were different from one another as well
as those proposed previously. Specifical-
ly, discrepancies were observed in study
participants’ perceptions of the levels of
ER reading materials between “i minus
1,” which ER researchers have advocated
(e.g. Day & Bamford, 1998), and “i +1,”
the concept based on Krashen’s (1985) in-
put hypothesis. In addition, some partici-
pants appeared to regard reading speed
as irrelevant to ER. Furthermore, a num-
ber of participants did not support one of
Day and Bamford’s (2002) principles that
ER teachers should not use post-reading
comprehension quizzes. However, it is
worth noting that, contrary to this prin-
ciple, quite a few ER researchers consider
post-reading comprehension quizzes to be
useful (e.g. Robb, 2015; Stoeckel, Reagan,
& Hann, 2012).

The findings related to the second re-
search question (potential benefits of ER
for language learning) indicated that few-
er participants believed in the ER benefits
to oral/aural proficiencies, running coun-
ter to the previous research reporting its
effectiveness (e.g. Cho & Krashen, 1994;
Inagaki & Inagaki, 2011). Instead, their
perceptions tally with Fujii’s (2018) survey
reporting Japanese high school students’
perceptions of ER.

Finally, the findings related to the third
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question on issues concerning ER practice
illuminated the participants” awareness of
ER challenges. Specifically, many partici-
pants considered motivating students to
be a challenge. In addition, some partici-
pants had concerns about practicing ER
in the future, which has not often been re-
ferred to in previous studies.

As for the perceptions of ER definitions,
an interesting finding was the discrepan-
cy between “i + 1”7 and “i minus 1.” This
disagreement can be critical because, as
Bahmani and Farvardin (2017) and Chi-
ang (2016) pointed out respectively, the
difference in ER material levels may affect
EFL learners’ motivation and attitudes, al-
though there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences in the degrees of reading
comprehension in either study. In particu-
lar, “i + 1”7 materials may increase L2 read-
ing anxiety, while “i minus 1” ones may
decrease it (Bahmani & Farvardin, 2017).
Also, Chiang (2016) found that EFL learn-
ers who read “i minus 1” materials in an
ER program developed positive attitudes
toward L2 reading. If the levels of read-
ing materials may make a difference, the
perception difference between “i + 1”7 and
“i minus 1”7 would matter as well. Never-
theless, as Beglar and Hunt (2014) pointed
out, few studies have offered informa-
tion on levels of ER materials and read-
ers’ proficiency. In other words, we may
not be able to identify the participants’
“i”s or levels of reading materials used in
such studies which might or might not be
beyond the participants” linguistic levels.
Therefore, the differences in the percep-
tions of ER material levels can be an im-
portant finding in that further research
on the difference between “i + 1”7 and “i
minus 1”7 should be encouraged, contrib-
uting to the future discussion of the de-
gree to which variation in ER definitions
should be accepted.
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In addition, the findings in Sections 4 and 5
can be considered as important character-
istics of the participants” own perceptions
of issues concerning ER practice. One pos-
sible reason for the results could be the fact
that only one of the participants had pre-
vious experience of teaching ER, though
as a juku cram school instructor and not as
a schoolteacher in the classroom. This lack
of ER experience may have made it diffi-
cult for the participants to imagine such
practical challenges (Section 4) and to vi-
sualize actual instruction (Section 5) in a
classroom. Another plausible reason for
the perceived issues regarding ER prac-
tice might be the inadequate contribution
of teacher training courses in terms of ER
instruction.

Ten participants said that their teacher
training courses had affected their per-
ceptions of ER, because the courses had
encouraged them to develop an accurate
understanding of what ER is, while 19 an-
swered that they were not useful for their
perceptions of ER (five participants’ re-
sponses were missing). The latter partici-
pants (n =19) further said that they gave
this answer as they had not had opportu-
nities to learn about ER in their courses,
meaning that the teacher training courses
did not teach them ER. While ER propo-
nents, who want their students to appreci-
ate the importance of ER, could take the
opportunity of teaching it in their courses,
these courses may still not be sufficient to
alleviate student-teachers’ concerns about
ER. At the same time, the inadequacy of
teacher training courses from the perspec-
tive of ER instruction has received little at-
tention in previous research. Interestingly,
some of the participants who referred to
the usefulness of teacher training courses
pointed out that before taking the courses
they had misconceptions about ER, and
that they were able to realize their per-
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ceptions of ER were wrong after finishing
the courses. Therefore, the findings in this
study can be an avenue to discussing fur-
ther the raisons d’étre of teacher training
courses as places where teacher trainees
have the chance to learn about ER before
starting teaching in the future. Before that,
we may need to understand to what ex-
tent teacher training courses have offered
opportunities for teacher trainees to learn
about ER, and how many students will be-
come teachers without knowledge of, or
with some misconceptions about, ER.

While this study has offered some useful
insights into the challenges of ER, it is not
without limitations. One is the small sam-
ple size that makes it difficult to general-
ize the results to other teacher trainees in
Japan. Second, it is not certain whether the
study participants would become teachers
upon graduation because those who earn
teaching licenses do not necessarily enter
into the teaching profession in the future.
Third, it is debatable whether or not the
inconsistent perceptions of ER definition
and effectiveness as well as the awareness
of practical challenges would really give
rise to inconsistency in the quality of ER
practice across teachers or even hinder the
introduction of ER in the classroom. De-
spite these limitations, this exploratory
study can be a starting point for further
discussion on perceptions of ER practice.

In conclusion, the current study has iden-
tified that 1) there were some inconsisten-
cies among teacher trainees’ definitions
and perceptions of effectiveness of ER,
and that 2) they had some ideas and con-
cerns about issues concerning ER practice
which have not been highlighted in pre-
vious research. The findings have also
suggested that the participants held these
perceptions even before having the op-
portunity to practice ER in the classroom.
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Further empirical work is required on the
theoretical and practical challenges of ER
at the stage of teacher training in different
contexts. Such studies should also address

how teacher training practice could be uti-
lized.
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Appendix. Questionnaire on perceptions of ER definitions, effectiveness, and practi-
cal challenges (administered in Japanese)

Section1: [Z£Hi] LI1ZE IV HLDOMITHONTR DL FENZHI LT 72 &V, [Describe
what extensive reading is in as much detail as possible in your own words.]

Section 2: %5t LW OIHFINCEAT LU TORBZFHA, THITHTDHHRT-DEZ L LTERD
YTEELETZIEA T ZEV, [Read the following items about an extensive reading activity
and choose the best number for each item.]

1: &< % 9 720 [Istrongly disagree.] 2. % 9 72\ [I disagree.] 3. 2725720 [Idon't
know.] 4. % 9 5 [Tagree.] 5. & TH % 9 9 [Istrongly agree.]

[1] T£5t) THEHT2HAWITBEOSIEN LV LEHELR LD THH X7, [The level of read-
ing materials used in an extensive reading activity should be easier than a learner’s current linguis-
tic level.]

[2] T£5t [extensive reading]| CTHEHT 23t AMITEk %2 72 b DN EZIEH > TN HRE

7. [There should be a large variety of reading materials in an extensive reading activity.]

[3] [%7 [extensive reading]] THEMT 2 HAMIEL, HE TIIa AEAINHFE L OE2RS
~NX 72, [Itis students, not teachers, who should choose reading materials used in an extensive
reading activity.]

[4] %7t [extensive reading]] T, AEILTEL20EV =< S AL X E 7, [In an extensive
reading activity, students should read as much as possible.]

[5] [Z£7¢ [extensive reading]] D HBYITHE LTeZ & THh 5, [The purpose of an extensive reading
activity is to enjoy reading.]

[6] £t [extensive reading]] TITATOIMIEMIZERFE T 722 < THREKMICEMFE TZ TV
AT XV, [In an extensive reading activity, you don’t need to understand all the sentences accu-
rately but in general.]

[7] T£5t [extensive reading]] IZZILEENHIITH D720, NWHABEIE LRI~ & Tldie
VY, [An extensive reading activity is for its own reward, so there should not be post-reading com-
prehension questions.]

[8] %5 [extensive reading]] Ti, HEZAHWFifEA B — R CTHidr~& 72, [In an extensive
reading activity, a learner should read at a relatively rapid speed.]

[9] [Z£55% [extensive reading]] IXHARIZREETH Y | FeAEIFLBEZ RO X7, [Because exten-
sive reading is an individual activity, teachers should keep silent during the activity.]

[10] %7t [extensive reading]| CTHEIZAEEITIEHO EESCARZ +o B S5 &
72, [Teachers should ensure their students fully understand the main purposes and procedures of
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an extensive reading activity.]

[11] [Z7t [extensive reading] | DOFEHIL, #HE /AL IS EL T XX 72, [In an extensive
reading activity, teachers should read together with their students.]

Section 3: (%3t (ZBT 2 U TORB LTS, ZRICHTLHRIZOBEZL L TROETITE
LHF a3/ TLTZE W, [Read the following items about extensive reading and choose the best
number for each item.]

1: &< % 9 720 [Istrongly disagree.] 2. % 5 Eio7e\ [ disagree.] 3. 92225720 [T don't
know.] 4. £ 95 [Tagree] 5. & TH % 95 [Istrongly agree.]

[1] %7t [extensive reading]] (FAEEDEFEFHIZHBWNT, UV —F 4 7RSO BITR N H
%, [Extensive reading benefits a learner by developing his/her reading proficiency.]

[2] %7t [extensive reading]] (FAEEDEFEFEHIZBNT, T4 7 4 7RSO BITR N H
%, [Extensive reading benefits a learner by developing his/her writing proficiency.]

[3] %7t [extensive reading]] (FAEEDEFEFHICHBWNT, VA=V TR OM RIZERNH
%, [Extensive reading benefits a learner by developing his/her listening proficiency.]

[4] %7t [extensive reading]] (FAEEDEFEFHIZHBWNT, A —F 7RSO BITR N H
%, [Extensive reading benefits a learner by developing his/her speaking proficiency.]

[5] %7t [extensive reading]] (FAEMEDEFEFHIZHB W T, FHEIOM LIZHENH
%, [Extensive reading benefits a learner by developing his/her vocabulary knowledge.]

[6] [Z7t [extensive reading]] [FAEMEDHRFEAE TN T, EMGOM LICZRN B
%, [Extensive reading benefits a learner by developing his/her grammar knowledge.]

[7] T3t [extensive reading]] (FAEEDEFEFHIZHBWT, HFEm (FFX—T a3 ) O kI
R %, [Extensive reading benefits a learner’s motivation.]

Section 4: [£Fi) (BT DU TORBZHA, THISHTLHRTZOFZLLE L THRLETUTE
LT &E AT IZEW, [Read the following items about extensive reading and choose the best
number for each item.]

1: &< % 9 b7 [Istrongly disagree.] 2. £ 5 o720 [Idisagree.] 3. 7225720 [Idon't
know.] 4. % 9 /95 [lagree.] 5. & TH%Z 9 9 [Istrongly agree.]

(1] AEFEITERINEE) GFVES) - 7431 ) TICLWOT, %3¢ [extensive reading]) 1Xf5E

WZHY A<\, [Because students are busy with extracurricular activities [such as club activi-
ties and part-time jobs], it is difficult for teachers to introduce ER in their curricula.]

[2] FHRIZ I 1T DR ZERFM - WEAEIIIRY 85 5 DT, %5 [extensive reading] | 1XFFEIZ
B Az < vy, [Because of the lack of school time, it is difficult for teachers to introduce ER in
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their curricula.]

Bl EHDBEND T, [£5E [extensive reading]] ITHFREIZHLY AfLIZ <\, [Because of costs, it is
difficult for teachers to introduce ER in their curricula.]

[4] 7 L— RV —#—X [graded readers]] XD %7t [extensive reading]] DOEIESIT (
EFAR—Tar) BERTFTIELH DK, [Graded readers will demotivate a student to engage in
extensive reading].

[5] [%7 [extensive reading]) ZHX W fLTrAEHEDOFEMAEHE LT, [£ii[extensive reading] |
FFFEIZHL Y ANIZ <V, [Because it is difficult to assess students engaging in extensive reading,
it is difficult for teachers to introduce ER in their curricula.]

[6] 7t [extensive reading]] (ZHBW T, AED ERMRHEHFE ZEHT L2 &8 TER
VY, [In an extensive reading activity, students” independent reading activities cannot be trusted.]

Section 5: H727-1%, [£7i [extensive reading]] DS AT 5 & Lc b U7 & En
F£9°7 [Describe ER challenges in as much detail as possible in your own words.]
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