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Articles

Assessing Speaking: Issues in School-Based
Assessment and the Introduction of Speaking Tests
into the Japanese Senior High School Entrance
Examination'

Tomoyasu Akiyama
University of Melbourne

This paper? discusses ways of bridging a gap between teaching and assessment
practice, focusing on the assessment of speaking skills in Japanese junior high
school contexts. Through discussion of the assessment of speaking skills and
based on a questionnaire survey, this paper identifies issues pertaining to the
assessment methods of speaking skills employed by junior high school teachers.
Based on the results of the survey, and on the concept of a task bank proposed
by Brindley (2001), trial speaking tests were developed and piloted with 219
junior high school students. Results were analysed using Rasch techniques, and
indicated that, although items across four speaking tasks fit Rasch measurement,
differences of task difficulty between combinations of tasks might have an
impact on student performance. The paper argues for the need to build up the
task bank with relatively consistent tasks and discusses issues of the introduction
of a formal speaking test in the senior high school entrance examination.

ARWFSE IS B G AP A & usefulness (Bachman & Palmer, 1996) # XD EZAE L HAD
W IEE R OBCENE, B K 230, ARBEOEEORINE (5596 1T
REROBR LU, TOBERNSERARICAE—F 2T T A MEEAT B EI3HERHT
ICIEEMEDNH D ENWD T EMHB LTz, TP EOIGERNE (1994) DT 27— kD
FiR & D AEAIOFE I REN R 9 B MR, KO, @RARICAE—F 27T A%
BAT2BHENER Uz, £2mEE (219%4) TESNEALE—F 2 ITAIOT—
%Iy aFETHNMLUEBRICIED, AE—F 2T T X MEERARICEAT 25
#1213 Brindley (2001) DR L 7= ‘task bank’ DEEENNETH D E%&m Lz, IEIC
RIENZ, I, ARMEZBE®ROH 2EEICT DI EDLIITTRIELIWAE
RELE.
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ecisions regarding admission to Japanese senior high schools
D are usually made based on both school-based assessments

implemented by junior high school teachers and test scores of
the senior high school’s particular entrance examination. In general, the
weight given to test scores in proportion to school-based assessment
ranges between 50/50 and 60/40. English is one of the core subjects for
both assessments.

The Course of Study Guidelines (hereafter, the guidelines) for teaching
English to junior high school students published by the Japanese Ministry
of Education, Culture, Science and Technology (hereinafter the Ministry
of Education) (1999) state that speaking is one of the most important skills
junior high school students need to develop.

In the last two decades, the Ministry of Education has employed
many Assistant Language Teachers (ALTS), native speakers of English, to
assist junior high school students and Japanese English Teachers (JETs)
in the improvement of their communicative skills. Despite the emphasis
on the development of speaking skills evident in the guidelines and in
the introduction of ALTSs, few senior high school entrance examinations
have included a means to assess speaking skills. Thus, there is a large
discrepancy between the aims of the guidelines and the skills tested in
senior high school entrance examinations.

This paper has three purposes. First, it discusses three assessment
contexts (a) the 2001 English test in Tokyo senior high school entrance
examination, (b) the inclusion of speaking tests in the senior high
school entrance examination, and (¢) the assessment of speaking skills
in junior high schools in relation to the notion of “usefulness” (Bachman
& Palmer, 1996). Second, it identifies the issues relevant to school-based
assessment by junior high school English teachers in Tokyo based on a
questionnaire survey while also reporting the results of a Rasch analysis
of empirical data derived from test trials undertaken by junior high
school students. Finally, in discussing the results of the questionnaire
survey and the Rasch analysis, this paper argues for the need to build a
“task bank,” as suggested by Brindley (2001), to support the introduction
of speaking tests in senior high school entrance examinations.

Evaluations of usefulness of three assessment contexts
Context A: The 2001 Tokyo Metropolitan Senior High School
Entrance Examination

The notion of “usefulness” established by Bachman and Palmer
(19906) provides a comprehensive and practical framework to investigate
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test qualities. Usefulness consists of six aspects: reliability, construct
validity, authenticity, interactiveness, impact and practicality. One of
the principles underlying usefulness is that an evaluation of test quality
needs to be made in a specific setting for an applied purpose. In using
the notion of usefulness, I evaluated the 2001 English test in a Tokyo
senior high school entrance examination (hereinafter “the English test”),
the main purpose of which is to select students who wish to enter public
senior high schools in Tokyo.

Reliability refers to consistency of test scores. Inconsistent test scores
should not be used to make important decisions. Bachman and Palmer
(1996) note that test scores tend to be reliable when the construct is
defined relatively narrowly and test formats are uniform. As the English
test primarily focuses on reading skills and grammatical knowledge and
approximately 70 to 80 % of the test is allocated to a multiple-choice
format (see Figure 1), the test scores of the English test are likely to be
reliable. As the senior high school entrance examination is a high-stakes
test, reliability in the entrance examination needs to be set as high as
possible, yet not at the expense of construct validity.

Writing Listening
(Section 5) (Section 1)
12% 20%

Indirect
Reading speaking
(Sections 3 (Section 2)
and 4) 12%
56%

Figure 1: The proportion of skills tested in the Tokyo senior high
school entrance examination in 2001

Construct validity refers to meaningfulness and appropriateness of
the interpretations of test scores for an applied purpose in an applied
setting. Given that the English test assesses a junior high school student’s
English language ability for the purpose of deciding entry to senior high
schools, an entrance examination that does not include the assessment
of speaking skills could be said not to have sufficient construct validity.
In other words, it can be considered to be what Messick (1996, p. 252)
calls “construct under-representation” of the focal construct.
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The English test could also be said to lack some authenticity, given
that authenticity is defined as the degree of correspondence between the
characteristics of test tasks and those of target language use (Bachman
& Palmer, 1996). An authentic test ensures that ‘nothing important’ is
omitted from the content of teaching (Messick, 1996, p. 243). This means
that issues of authenticity are related to the content of the curriculum
because the content of the curriculum draws upon the guidelines set
by the Ministry of Education. As the aims of the English curriculum are
to develop not only reading skills and knowledge of grammar but also
to develop speaking and writing skills, an English test that omits the
assessment of speaking skills could be said to lack authenticity.

Interactiveness is defined as the degree of interaction between
test-takers and tasks. For example, if test tasks engage test-takers in
using a range of strategies and knowledge of language, the tasks can
be considered to be highly interactive. In terms of the 2001 English test,
the “indirect speaking tests” in section 2 (see Appendix A) are low on
interactiveness because students are only required to select that English
sentence which captures a given scenario most appropriately.

Impact takes into consideration how test use has an impact on
stakeholders such as test takers, teachers, and institutions. Bachman
and Palmer (1996, p. 30) provide “micro” and “macro” aspects to be
investigated in terms of the impact of tests. At the micro “washback
effect” level (Alderson & Wall, 1993), the focus is on individuals such as
students and their teachers, whereas at the macro level, the impact of
a test on society and educational systems needs to be investigated. At
the micro level, the results of a survey questionnaire suggest how the
inclusion of speaking tests in the senior entrance examination would
have an impact on junior high school teachers.

The final component of usefulness is practicality. Practicality
takes into account the availability of time, space, equipment, and
administrators, embracing all processes including test development,
test administration, and scoring procedure. In terms of practicality, the
current English examination test is highly practical.

Bachman and Palmer (1996) suggest that components of usefulness
should make a relative evaluation, therefore each component was
evaluated as high (3), moderate (2) and low (1). To sum up, the
English test apparently has two high marks: reliability and practicality,
and has four low marks: construct validity, impact, authenticity and
interactiveness (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Usefulness of the senior high school entrance
examination English

At least two options for assessing speaking skills can be considered
under the current educational circumstances in the junior high school
context: (1) the inclusion of speaking tests in the entrance examination
and (2) assessment of speaking skills in junior high schools. Using
the notion of usefulness, I evaluate the two assessment contexts with
regards to the 2001 English test.

Context B: The introduction of speaking tests in senior high school
entrance examinations

The second assessment context is the proposed introduction of a
speaking test in the entrance examination for senior high schools (Figure
3). Although reliability has not yet been investigated, it is expected
to achieve less reliability than the present English test. The reason
for this is that speaking tests inherently have many variables which
reduce reliability, such as rater behaviour and interlocutor variation
(McNamara, 1996). However, the question is whether it is possible to
maintain a minimal level of reliability in a high stakes test context. If
the scores delivered by raters are not reliable, the inclusion of speaking
tests is open to question. In terms of authenticity, the inclusion of the
speaking tests could be regarded as authentic because the test would
reflect the content of the curriculum. As the inclusion of speaking tests
could engage students in completing tasks interactively, such tests could
be more interactive than the current test. Introducing speaking tests in
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the senior high school entrance examination would have great impact
on teachers and students, as several other studies (Shohamy, Donitsa-
Schmidt, & Ferman, 1996; Cheng, 1997) have attested. On the other hand,
as speaking tests require many resources such as administrators and
raters, the inclusion of the speaking tests can be low on practicality.

R
3
P cv
1
0
™¢ A

Figure 3: Usefulness of speaking tests included in the entrance
examination

Context C: Assessment of speaking skills in junior high schools

The final assessment context is that of junior high school teachers
assessing their students’ speaking skills (Figure 4). In such a situation,
speaking tests need not be administered in the entrance examination. As
studies by Brindley (1989) and Rea-Dickins and Gardner (2000) showed,
the reliability of teacher-implemented assessment tends to be low. As
school-based assessment represents 40 % to 50 % of admission decisions,
an important question is whether assessment implemented by teachers
could enable senior high school teachers to make comparisons among
students from various schools. On the other hand, the construct validity
could potentially be high as Moss (1994) and Hamp-Lyons (1996) claim.
Hamp-Lyons (1996) argues that portfolio assessment is much more
valid than a traditional test, pointing out that portfolios allow teachers
to take a closer look at their students’ work over time and monitor their
progress whereas the tests only cover a snapshot of student ability.
However, as McNamara (2001) notes, little research into speaking
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versions of portfolio assessment has been reported. Authenticity
and interactiveness could be potentially high because school-based
assessment could provide ample opportunity to conduct speaking tests.
However, these judgements need to be made with caution because
they depend upon teachers, teaching styles and assessment criteria. If
teachers assess only reading skills and the knowledge of grammar, and
so transfer to their evaluation of speaking ability an overemphasis on
accuracy, assessments implemented by junior high school teachers may
prove less authentic and interactive. Therefore, it would be necessary
to investigate exactly how junior high school teachers assess speaking
skills. The impact of tests in schools would be lower in comparison with
that of tests of speaking in entrance examinations. Practicality would
also be low in the school situation because the revised curriculum has
decreased English classes hours from 4 to 3 hours per week.

R
3
P cv
™ & )
IN

Figure 4: Usefulness of speaking skills assessed in junior high schools

As can be seen in Figures 2, 3 and 4, each assessment context has
advantages and disadvantages. For example, the English test in the
entrance examination has great advantages of reliability and practicality,
but there are disadvantages in terms of construct validity, authenticity,
and interactiveness and impact. The assessment of speaking tests in
schools has the potential to become highly authentic and interactive.
However, given the high stakes there may be reluctance to accept
locally administered results as equally valid. On the other hand, the
inclusion of speaking tests in senior high school entrance examinations



124 JALT JoURNAL

has the potential of engaging students in interactive speaking tasks and
thus impacting on the teacher and students, although reliability and
practicality might be problematic.

Through discussion of these three assessment contexts, key questions
arise as to which aspects of usefulness should be prioritised and which
assessment context could maximize the usefulness of speaking tests.
As I propose to show, one way of addressing them is to strengthen the
linkage between teaching and assessment practice based on the aims of
the guidelines.

Research Questions

Based on the previous discussions of usefulness in the three
assessment contexts, five questions are addressed in this paper. The
first two questions follow analyses of a questionnaire survey of junior
high school teachers in Tokyo. Questions 3, 4 and 5 arise from Rasch
analysis.

1. How do public junior high school teachers in Tokyo assess
their students’ speaking skills?

2. What impact would the introduction of speaking tests in
senior high school entrance examinations in Tokyo have
on teachers/teaching?

3. To what extent do tasks (speech, role-play, description
and interview) differ in terms of perceived difficulty?

4. To what extent do items fit the Rasch model?

5. To what extent do students’ performances as measured by
the four tasks fit the Rasch model?

The first question focuses on current assessment methods of
speaking skills. If such assessment is not sufficient to enable senior high
school authorities to make admission decisions, it is important to seek
an alternative to school-based assessment in order to assess speaking
skills. What then (question 2) would be the impact on teachers/teaching
if speaking tests were introduced in entrance examinations? The third
question investigates difficulty of speaking tasks. Given that differential
difficulty of tasks might have an influence on students’ performances, it
would be important to investigate task difficulty statistically. The fourth
question examines speaking task items, investigating to what extent
the items assess the focal construct. The last question investigates to
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what extent scores derived from tests can be used to make important
decisions. If significant numbers of students are not assessed
appropriately, test scores cannot be interpretable. This suggests that
tasks need to be revised.

Data Collection Methods
Data collection 1: A questionnaire survey >

A questionnaire survey was designed to address research questions
1 and 2. For research question 1, the teachers were presented with a
range of assessment options and were asked to choose the two tasks
most often used to assess students’ speaking ability (see Appendix B).
In order to answer question 2, junior high school teachers were required
to make dichotomous responses and speculate on what impact the
inclusion of speaking tests would have on teachers. Distributed to 600
junior high school English teachers in Tokyo, the questionnaire was
completed by 199 (a response rate of 33 %).

Data collection 2: Test trials

Based on results from the questionnaire survey, four of the five most
popular tasks with the exception of information gap tasks * (speech,
role-play, description, and oral interview) were used for a test trial (see
Appendix C). All test instructions were given orally in Japanese, and
Japanese written cards were provided for the role-play, thus clarifying
what students were required to do. Each task had a duration of 5
minutes, including explanations of the test procedures.

The first task was a speech task. After 30 seconds of planning time,
each student was to speak on one topic from a choice of five; for
example, a) things students want to do in their high school, b) students’
best friends, ¢) students’ favourite school events, d) students’ club
activities, and e) things students did during the winter vacation. The
duration of the speech task was 90 seconds, excluding test instructions.
After finishing their speeches, the students were each asked two
questions based on the content of the speech by the interlocutors (the
English teacher and the researcher).

The second task was a role-play. This task required students to buy
presents at a shop in Sydney for their family and friends. Students were
required to read a task card in Japanese, and were given only 50 Australian
dollars. They were also required to ask a cashier (an interlocutor) where
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a good restaurant was, after paying for the presents. The main reason this
shopping situation was chosen was that a shopping dialogue was included
in their texts, so students already had some background knowledge.

The third task was a description task. After 30 seconds of planning
time, students were given 90 seconds to describe an illustrated scene
in front of a station at 11:30 a.m., people were waiting, smoking,
walking with a dog, and buying tickets. A couple was eating lunch in
the restaurant near the station. A boy was also waiting for someone. A
second illustration showed the young man getting angry and quarrelling
with his (girl) friend. The clock at the station showed 1:00 p.m., indicating
that he had been waiting for her for a long time. After describing this
picture (90 seconds), students were asked a set of three questions about
the scenes.

The last task was an oral interview, consisting of a set of four ques-
tions, the first asking the student’s name. The next three questions were
based on the results of the survey conducted by the study group of To-
kyo metropolitan junior high schools (Tokyo-to Chugako Eigo Kyoiku
Kenkyukai, 2000). The survey was conducted by distributing question-
naires to approximately 3,000 junior high school students in Tokyo to
find out what topics students in Tokyo were interested in talking about
in English. Favourite topics included 1) students’ club activities, 2) their
daily life 3) their plans during the holidays, and 4) their favourite types
of music, singers, sports and athletes.

Research participants

Table 1 summarizes information about the participants, tasks, and
raters for the test trial. Because of school events and time constraints,
different numbers of students undertook each of the tasks due to school
events and time constraints. This occurred because more than the
anticipated number of students completed the speech and interview
tasks. Due to technical problems with tape recorders, performances of
some students were not recorded: 11 were not recorded in each of two
speech and role-play tasks, and 3 performances were not recorded in
each of two description and interview tasks.

Test-takers

The test-takers were 219 Japanese second year (age 14) and third year (age
15) junior high school students at 12 schools in Tokyo. All students at each
school undertook two of the four tasks, totalling 438 student performances.
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Table 1: The research participants: test-takers, tasks and raters

School ID (Year) (n) Speech Role-play  Description Interview — Rater (ID)

2 (3 (20) v v 1,25
32 (7) v v 1,34
4(2") (20) v v 1,2,4
5 (3 (20) v v 1,4,5
6 (27 (20) v v 1,4,5
7 (3% (20) v v 1,2,4
8 (2" (22) v v 1,35
9 (39 (20) v v 1,2,3
10 (274 (20) v v 1,2,4
11 (39 (17) v v 1,2,5
123 (19) v v 1,45
13 (2") (14) v v 1,2,5
Total (219) 115 98 106 119
Interlocutors

Thirteen interlocutors (12 Japanese teachers of English at the
participants’ school and the researcher) administered different tasks
to the students. In general, in order to minimize differences between
interlocutor effects, the English teachers had undertaken interlocutor
training with the researcher and the role-play task, which required
more interactions with students was conducted by only the researcher.
However, owing to time constraints and for practical reasons, the
researcher also took part in other tasks.

Raters and scoring criteria

Five independent Japanese English senior high school teachers, with
more than 10 years’ teaching experience, rated students’ performances
from the tape recordings. Each task was rated by two of the four raters
and Rater 1 (the researcher), who was an anchor rater. This was done
to make a meaningful connection with facets of the speaking test for
further study. Scoring criteria consisted of 5 items (fluency, vocabulary,
grammar, intelligibility and overall task fulfilment). The items were rated
on a 0 to 5 point scale according to different levels of performance
described for each item.



128 JALT Journar

Results
Questionnaire survey

Research question 1 ascertained what percentage of English teachers
assessed students’ speaking ability using direct speaking tests. Those
who did amounted to 57.3 % (114 English teachers). However, further
analysis shows that direct speaking tests were not the only methods of
assessing students’ speaking ability. The combination of other methods,
such as class observation (OB) (frequency of students’ utterances and
evidence of a positive attitude towards speaking) and pencil-and-paper
tests (PE) (testing accents and choosing appropriate words or phrases
within conversations) were frequently used (see Figure 5).

Of the 57.3% (114) of teachers who conducted direct speaking tests,
42.7% (85) combined direct speaking tests with other methods, including
observation and pencil-and-paper tests, while 14.6% of English teachers
assessed speaking ability using only direct speaking tests (SP). On the
other hand, 42.7% of teachers did not use direct speaking tests, 17.1%
of the teachers (34) used only class observation, 3.5% (7 teachers)
used only pencil-and-paper tests and 15.6% (31 teachers) combined
observations with these two methods of assessment. Eleven teachers
(5.5%) did not include assessments of speaking ability at all and 2 (1.0
%) teachers used other methods. Although this question showed that
approximately 60% of English teachers sometimes employed direct
speaking tests as an assessment method, only 15% used direct speaking
tests as their only assessment. The most frequent assessment method
was “only observation” and observation combined with other methods
(72.4% in total). Results revealed that the majority of English teachers
assessed students’ speaking skills based on classroom observation with
a combination of other methods.

Research question 2 investigated what impact the introduction of
speaking tests would have on Japanese English teachers, which is closely
related to the washback effect. Figure 6 indicates that more than 75 %
of the teachers reported that speaking tests would have an impact on
them, while 20 % expected little impact or no impact on their teaching.
All comments have been translated into English by the researcher (see
Appendix D). Responses to this question showed that the introduction
of speaking tests in entrance examinations would have a positive impact
on teachers and their teaching activities, in that the majority of teachers
would change their teaching styles towards improvement of students’
communicative skills. Furthermore, most teachers who gave negative
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Only Speaking 14.6%

SP/OB/PE 22.19

Direct speaking
57.3%

SP/Observation

17.6%

Other 1.0%

No evaluation

15.6%

Non-direct speaking
42.7%

17.1%

Figure 5: Teacher’s assessment methods of speaking skills (n=199)

responses to this question indicated that it was not necessary to put
greater emphasis on speaking skills because teachers were already
placing emphasis on the development of speaking. While speaking
tests have not been yet implemented in the senior high school entrance
examination, the inclusion of these tests seemed to potentially engage
junior high school teachers who favoured more communicative teaching
and direct speaking tests. Thus the inclusion of speaking tests could
be one of the ways to bridge the gap between aims of the guidelines
and the content of teaching, and between the content of teaching and
assessment practice.

Rasch analysis of the student test scores

Application software for Rasch measurement, known as Quest
(Adams and Khoo, 1996), was used to address research questions 3, 4
and 5. One advantage of using Rasch measurement software, including
Quest, is that item difficulty and person ability, based on responses to
specific tasks, are estimated in terms of relative probabilities, so that
items, tasks, and students’ ability can be compared on the same scale of
probabilities. Quest also provides fit indexes, indicating to what extent
responses to items on tasks display a consistent pattern (McNamara,
1996). Fit indexes signal whether the necessary patterning is largely
present or relatively absent. In the latter case, the item is said to display a
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Neutral
No
000, 9 05%
No
Response
2.7%

Yes
76.8 %

Figure 6: Responses to research Q2 (n=199)

misfit. We can also seek this kind of consistency of response in students’
performances and then identify instances of misfitin relation to students,
too. Table 2 shows the names of the four tasks used in the test trial, the
item difficulty (the third column), task difficulty (the fifth column), and
fit indexes (sixth and seventh columns).

Difficulty of items and tasks

Research question 3 investigates the difficulty of tasks (items) on
each task. An item with a positive value indicates that the item is more
difficult than the mean (logit), and a negative logit shows that the item
is easier than the mean. In the third column in Table 2, item 4 (Speech
/ Intelligibility) is the largest value (1.91 logit), indicating that this item
is the most difficult among all items, followed by item 14 (Description
/ Grammar: 1.7). On the other hand, the easiest item of the interview
task is identified as item 20 (Interview /Task Fulfilment: -1.52), followed
by item 16 (Interview / Fluency: -1.34). As indicated in the fifth column,
the description task is the most difficult and the interview task the
easiest. The difference between the most difficult and the easiest tasks is
approximately 1.5 logit. This result will be discussed later.
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Table 2: Rasch measurement report

No Item name Difficulty Error Task difficulty IMS  Infit?
1 Speech /Fluency -0.24 0.13 1.17 13
2 S/Vocabulary 0.06 0.13 1.01 0.2
3 S/ Grammar 0.1 0.14 1.09 0.7
4 S/ Intelligibility 1.91 0.16 1.04 0.4
S S/ Task fulfilment -0.12 0.13 0.342 0.78 -1.9
6  Role-play /F -0.35 0.18 092  -05
7 R/V -0.11 0.19 1.08 0.6
8 R/G 0.19 0.18 1.09 0.6
9 R/I 0.59 0.21 0.88 -0.8
10 R/TF -0.84 0.17 -0.104 1.14 0.9
11 Description / F -0.30 0.15 0.93 -0.5
12 D/V 0.78 0.17 0.80 -1.5
13 D/G 0.99 0.17 112 0.9
14 D/I 1.70 0.19 0.99 0.0
15 D/TF 0.05 0.16 0.644 1.38 25
16 Interview /F -1.34 0.17 0.89 -0.8
17 1/V -1.01 0.15 1.11 0.9
18 1I/G -0.94 0.17 0.87 -1.1
19 1I/1 0.38 0.19 0.82 -1.4
20 I/TF -1.52 0.15 -0.886 0.99 0.0
Mean 0.00 0.16 1.00 0.0
S.D. 091 0.02 0.15 1.1

F= Fluency, V= Vocabulary, G= Grammar, I= Intelligibility, TF= Task Fulfillment

Fit indexes across four tasks

Research question 4 examines the quality of items, and the extent to
which data patterns derived from the Rasch model differ from those of
the actual data. Unexpected items that the Rasch model identifies are
called either “misfit” or “overfit” items. Both infit mean square (IMS) and
infit ¢ in the sixth and seventh columns interpret the same information in
different ways. The acceptable range for infit mean square (IMS), accord-
ing to McNamara (1996, p. 181), is “the mean * twice standard deviations
of the IMS”, and the infit # statistics -2 to 2. Thus, the acceptable range
of IMS here is from 0.70 to 1.30. As can be seen in Table 2, only item 15
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(IMS: 1.38; Infit t; 2.5) is identified as ‘misfit’, indicating a larger than the
acceptable range of IMS in the sixth and seventh columns. This suggests
that the actual data patterns from item 15 vary unacceptably in compari-
son with data patterns predicted by the Rasch model. Table 2 also shows
that no overfit items (less than 0.7 on IMS or less than -2 on ¢ statistic)
were identified. This suggests that data patterns across items have some
meaningful variations. In summary, the items on four tasks appeared to
produce relatively similar response patterns, suggesting that the items
across tasks are functioning to measure the similar construct.

Person fit indexes

The last question focuses on students’ scores across the four tasks.
Quest can also provide misfit persons, just as the misfit item which was
identified in the previous analysis. This is particularly important, since
this question leads to issues of accountability for students. For example,
if the particular task combination includes misfit students, some students
who undertake a task combination might be treated unfairly. McNamara
(1990) states that the numbers of misfit persons should be within 2% of
the total candidates. Tests with more than 2% of misfit students need
to be amended. Table 3 presents the numbers of misfit students and
their percentages of the total, including infit mean square statistics and
standard deviation. As can be seen in Table 3, 5.4% of the students were
identified as misfit students. This indicates that the percentage of misfit
students exceeds the acceptable percentages of misfit students. It is
important to investigate why this happened.

Table 3: The number of misfit students (n=219)

Infit Mean square ~ S.D.  The acceptable range Number of misfit
(IMS) Mean + 2 S.D. Students (%)
0.99 0.58 -0.17 t0 2.16 12 (5.4 %)

Table 4 shows that the combinations of tasks, which include misfit
students the most frequently, were speech and interview followed by
the combination of description and interview. Other task combinations
produced fewer misfit students. One possible explanation for this is
that differences of task difficulty in combinations might have the effect
of increasing the number of misfit students. Figure 7 shows that when



AKIYAMA 133

a difference of task combination in terms of difficulty becomes larger,
the difference affected student performance. However, given the small
number of students examined, and the fact that rater behaviour is not
considered here, this interpretation must be treated with caution.

Table 4: Relationships between differences of task difficulty
combinations and percentage of misfit students

Task combinations S/R S/D S/1 R/D R/1 D/1
(n) (0=34)  (n=42) (n=39) (n=40) (n=40) (n=40)
Difference of task 0.45 0.98 1.23 0.75 0.99 1.53
difficulty on each (logit)

task combination

Numbers of misfit 2 1 4 0 2 3
students
(%) GB5% (3% (10.2%) (0%) GB%  (75%)

S=Speech, R= Role-play, D = Description, I = Interview

1.8 12
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‘-Difﬁculty differences —e— % of misfit studnts ‘

Figure 7: Relationship between difficulty difference of task
combinations and % of misfit students (n=15)

It is clear that more comprehensive analyses, including rater
behaviour analysis and differential item functioning (DIF) analysis,
would be needed. In terms of DIF analysis, six specific schools (2, 5,9,10,
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12 and 13) had misfit students, while the others (3, 4,6, 7, 8 and 11) did
not. This suggests, as Brindley (2000) states, that not only differences of
task difficulty, but also other factors irrelevant to students’ performance,
such as rater characteristics and interlocutor’s behaviour, might have an
undue impact on students’ scores. These factors might pose threats to
validity.

Discussion

Results of the questionnaire survey revealed that the majority of
teachers assessed students’ speaking skills mainly by observation, and
by combining observation with other methods, such as direct speaking
tests and pencil-paper tests. The results also showed that the teachers’
assessment methods varied. Thus, it would be difficult to compare
students’ speaking ability across schools, even within the same school
where there were more than two teachers, without someone to moderate
the teacher-evaluators’ efforts.

The introduction of speaking tests would have a positive impact,
stated approximately 80% of teachers, and most of these maintained
accordingly that they would change to a more communicative style of
teaching. From a junior high school teacher’s point of view, speaking
skills need to be tested because English classes are designed to develop
students’ oral communicative ability based on the guidelines. As some
teachers commented, “The high school entrance examinations should
reflect the proportion of time we spend teaching conversation in English
classes at junior high school level.” The discrepancy between the lack
of speaking tests at the entrance examination and the emphasis on
the development of speaking ability in class might lower teachers’ and
students’ motivation to speak English in class. Rea-Dickins and Rixon
(1997) point out issues that reside in a disparity between the aims of
teaching, which puts an emphasis on the skills of listening and speaking,
and assessment practices implemented by teachers.

There is often a major discrepancy between assessment and the
underlying construct and content of YL [young learners] language
learning programs. Much EFL primary practice emphases the
oracy skills of listening and speaking... Tests of this narrow
content coverage and format, will give the ‘wrong’ message to
both teacher and children about the nature of language learning.
(p. 158)
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Through the previous discussions, it can be argued that the inclusion
of the speaking tests would have the potential to assist in bridging
the gap between skills taught in classes and skills tested in entrance
examinations, and the disparity between the aims of the guidelines and
the skills tested in the senior high school entrance examination. In fact,
the introduction of speaking tests in the entrance examination would
link the aims of the Ministry of Education to the teaching and assessment
practice.

Results from test trials undertaken by junior high school students
showed that all items except one fit the Rasch model, indicating that
items on each task were effective in assessing the target construct.
However, the results also showed that the four tasks frequently used
by English teachers were different in terms of difficulty. This means that
students who do not undertake all possible tasks might not be assessed
appropriately. For example, scores from students who undertake two
tasks, such as the most difficult and the easiest tasks, could be different
from scores of those who undertake two task of similar difficulty. Given
the variability inherent in performance tests, including rater behaviour
and interlocutors, the difficulty of tasks needs to be relatively equal in
order to reduce variability. The concept of “task bank” presented by
Brindley (2001), could have important implications for school-based
assessments and the assessment of speaking skills in the senior high
school entrance examination:

The first is to develop, in collaboration with practitioners, a
bank of fully-piloted exemplar assessment tasks with known
measurement properties that teachers can use either for specific
assessment in their own classrooms or as models for writing their
own tasks. This task bank will be continuously updated as new
tasks are developed and piloted, using Rasch-calibrated tasks as
‘anchors’. In this way tasks can be mapped on to different levels of
achievement. (p. 401)

Implications for this study are that speaking tasks used in a classroom
need to be trialled, and also investigated using the Rasch technique,
given that school-based assessment represents approximately half of
the selection criteria for students who wish to enter senior high school.
In junior high school contexts, a role-play task bank, such as a shopping
situation, inviting friends to a party, or giving directions to a stranger
could be developed. Thus, the task bank is one way of facilitating
systematic assessment of students’ speaking skills. Collaboration
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between researchers and English teachers would make a significant
contribution to the task bank.

Another important implication for this study is a question raised by
Shohamy (1995, p. 204): “How many performances are needed in order
to arrive at valid conclusions?” In achieving more valid evaluations of
students, given the time constraints in the senior high school entrance
examination, school-based assessment has advantages over the
inclusion of speaking tests in entrance examinations. More frequent
short ‘direct’ speaking tests and systematic classroom observations need
to be conducted by English teachers. As results of the questionnaire
survey indicated, the classroom assessment of speaking skills in schools
would have little impact on teachers or students. On the other hand,
the inclusion of formal speaking tests would significantly affect junior
high school teachers. Therefore, it is important to investigate ways of
maximizing the advantages of both school-based assessment and the
senior high school entrance examination.

Conclusion

This paper has identified issues of school-based assessment
implemented by junior high school teachers, showing that assessment
methods of speaking skills varied among junior high school teachers
and that only a small number of teachers used only direct speaking tests,
despite the emphasis on developing speaking skills in the guidelines.
Therefore, the application of results derived from varied assessment
methods in a high-stakes context is open to question. However, the
above statements do not imply that school-based assessments are not
necessary. Rather, school-based assessment has the potential of high
construct validity and authenticity.

Through discussions of the three assessment contexts, and the
results of the questionnaire survey, this paper has argued for the need
to introduce speaking tests in senior high school entrance examinations
in order to compensate for the inherent weakness of school-based
assessment. The results also showed that tasks frequently used by junior
high school teachers varied in terms of task difficulty and that differences
of task difficulty had an impact on students’ performances. Therefore,
in order to not only administer speaking tests in senior high school
entrance examinations, but also to enable school-based assessment to
be comparable across schools, it would be necessary to investigate tasks
with Rasch techniques, based on empirical data, and to build up a ‘task
bank’ with a relatively consistent quality of tasks.
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Notes

1. A condensed summary of this research appeared in the June 2003
issue of the Testing and Evaluation Special Interest Group Newslet-
ter Shiken, 7 (2): 2-8.

2. An earlier version of this paper was presented at the JALT
conference at Kyoto Sangyo University in May 2002.

3. Questions 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 were omitted due to space limitations.

4. Information gap tasks were omitted because at that time the
researcher and junior high school teachers thought these tasks were
not appropriate in testing contexts.
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Appendix A
An example of Section 2 in the 2001 Tokyo Senior High School

Entrance Examination

You want to know the English name of an animal that you saw on TV
yesterday. You draw a picture of the animal in your notebook and show
it to your English teacher, Ms. Smith.

At that time, what do you say to her?
1. Ms. Smith, why do you want to know the name of this
animal in English?
2. Ms. Smith, why did you draw this animal in this notebook?

3. Ms. Smith, why do you want to know about this animal?

4. Ms. Smith, what do you call this animal in English?

Appendix B

A Questionnaire Survey to Junior High School English Teachers in
Tokyo
The purpose of this questionnaire is to investigate speaking tasks,
which you conduct in assessing your students’ speaking ability in the
classroom. Please answer the questions below: Your cooperation will
be highly appreciated.

Question 1.What kinds of tasks are used to facilitate oral communica-
tive activities in your classes? Choose the two tasks—the most used and
the second most used—from the list of tasks below.

Task numbers: the most often used task ( ) —=( )

Choice of tasks

(1) Oral interview  (2) Information gap  (3) Show and tell (4) Skit
(5) Role-play (6) Speech (7) Description

(8) Others
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Question 2. How do you evaluate your students’ speaking ability?
(Please choose the primary method)

Your answer Number () If your answer is 2, please go to question 8
(1) speaking tests (2) speaking ability is not evaluated at all
(3) classroom observation (4) paper and pencil tests

(5) the system entrance examinations

(6) Other

Question 8. Do you think speaking tests need to be introduced as a
part of high school entrance examinations? (Please give brief explana-
tions for your answer.) (Yes / No)

(Your explanations)

Question 9.  If speaking tests are introduced into entrance examina-
tions, would the test affect you or your teaching? (Please give brief
explanations for your answer.) Your answer is (Yes / No)

(Your explanations )

Appendix C
Percentage of tasks used in English classes (N=199)

no response information
1% gap
21%

oral -
interview description
34% 6%
role-play
23%

9%
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Appendix D

Junior High School Teachers’ Responses to the Research Question 2

Tests would influence teachers and their activities because

1. Twould be forced to put more emphasis on speaking
activities in class (53 teachers).

2. I'would have to increase the number of short speaking
tests, which would be similar to the speaking tests because
students and their parents require teachers to do so (25).

3. Tests would partially influence my teaching styles (23).

4. Students’ and teachers’ motivation would be directed
towards more speaking skills (5).

Tests would not influence teachers or teaching activities because

1. T have already put emphasis on the development of
speaking, so that it is not necessary to put greater
emphasis than we already have present in the syllabus
(28).

2. Tdon’tfeel it is necessary to organize classes for the test. If
students participate in my class, why should I prepare for
them? (4).

3. This is a students’ issue, so that our teaching styles are not
influenced by tests (2).

4. Introducing speaking tests would contaminate real
conversations, which we are trying to achieve (2).
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Students’ Perceived Problems
in an EAP Writing Course

Chitose Asaoka
Dokkyo University
Yoshiko Usui
Tama University

This longitudinal qualitative study investigated the kinds of problems identified
by students while they completed their writing assignments as well as the
ways in which they handled the problems in the writing component of an EAP
program at a Japanese university. It also attempted to analyze the sources of
the problems in order to find optimal ways to initiate the students into the new
discourse community and give guidance along their writing process.
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Introduction

The first year in a university is the beginning of a new life for most
students. Not only are they fresh in college, but they are also expected
to join an academic community. As most of us are aware, joining a
new community is by no means easy. It requires the learning of the
conventions of the new community and adjustment on our part. In order
to facilitate students’ needs, an EAP (English for Academic Purposes)
program is provided at some universities. It is designed so as to initiate
the students into the conventions of the English academic world. What

JALT Journal, Vol. 25, No. 2, November, 2003
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does participation in an EAP writing program entail for Japanese
students in an EFL setting?

First of all, a typical first year Japanese student has studied at least
six years of English, yearning for the best results in entrance examina-
tions. This means that most of their English writing training has been
at sentence level or at best paragraph level. Even in their L1, the writ-
ing training in Japanese at school is usually limited to personal writing
such as diaries (Matsuda, 2001) or book reports mostly on novels (Sa-
saki, 2001; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2002), and shoronbun (a short essay)
at cram schools in preparation for their college entrance examinations
(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2002). A good EAP program generally analyzes
the requirements of the academic discourse community outside the pro-
gram and introduces them to the students as class activities (McCagg,
Chenoweth, Era, Hays, & Stein, 1991; Raimes, 1985). As a result, the stu-
dents are often expected to produce academic essays or research papers
using academic discourse and not personal writings or paragraph/sen-
tence-level writings alone. Academic writing requires highly cognitively
demanding tasks such as evaluation and interpretation of texts and syn-
thesis of various ideas. The definition of a good piece of writing is based
on the “social practice” of the given community context (Hyland, 2003,
p- 25). Thus, writers face much pressure to respond to what they believe
will be valued and rewarded within the context they are writing (Ivanic,
1994). That is, “academic contexts have a powerful influence on how
students define and approach writing tasks” (Riazi, 1997, p. 100).

As Bereiter and Scardamalia stated, students are naturally expected
to go beyond “knowledge-telling’ forms of writing to ‘knowledge-
transforming’ (cited in Leki & Carson, 1994, p. 96). Ultimately, “writing
is a tool for assessing and promoting student understanding and
independent thinking on specific matter” (Shih, 1986, p. 641). Moreover,
students should write in the “voice, register, tone, and diction” (Elbow,
1991, p.149) appropriate to academic discourse (Horowitz, 1986; Silva,
1990), while, at the same time, if writing in EFL, they must orient
themselves to the English ways of constructing voice, which is different
from those of Japanese (Matsuda, 2001). Consequently, they sometimes
feel “restrained from expressing [their] authentic voice (Kubota, 2001,
p. 106). Thus, it can be easily predicted how writing in an academic
discourse can be difficult for novice writers (Gosden, 1996).

In addition, the academic community expects students to “write to
learn” (Shih, 1986, p. 641). Here, writing is seen as a process of discovering
and making meaning: a process of problem solving (Zamel, 1983). Thus,
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many EAP writing courses have adopted a process approach to writing,
in which the emphasis is no longer placed on the product alone (e.g.,
Arndt, 1993; Pennington, Brock & Yue, 1996). In brief, an EAP program
requires EFL students not only to acquire academic conventions but also
to produce new types of assignments or new learning styles in a second
language. Students are most likely to experience writing in a completely
different way from what they were used to in high school.

Overall, “unskilled writers” have been characterized as those who
are more concerned with surface-level errors and less flexible in using
metacognitive skills such as planning and revising (Uzawa, 1996). On the
other hand, “skilled writers” have been found to explore and discover
ideas (Zamel, 1983) while at the same time they are capable of using
metacognitive skills effectively (Raimes, 1985). Developing these skills
would reduce writers’ cognitive burden and maximize their writing
performance (Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). Thus, it is vital for teachers
to provide the means by which learners can solve the problem as they
go along—such as writing strategies (cognitive and metacognitive)
appropriate for each stage of the writing process.

This, however, cannot be achieved without the teachers’ accurate
understanding of their students. That is, this issue cannot be discussed
without considering what writing experiences and knowledge students
bring into the classroom, not to mention what stages of the writing
process or aspects of writing students find problematic and why certain
points are encountered as problems. At the same time, it is essential that
students become aware of their own problems. As Reid (1993) states the
use of reflective journals gives learners opportunities to reflect on their
own decision-making and problem solving processes while learning.
By examining their own problems, they begin to monitor their writing,
and to take responsibility for finding their own solutions. This kind
of continuous effort eventually leads them to become autonomous
learners, which is the ideal long-term goal of any language learner
(Oxford, 1990).

This study looked at what students perceive as problems while they
fulfill requirements in the writing component of an EAP program at a
Japanese university. In addition, it attempted to analyze what the sources
of the problems are and how the problems are handled in order to find
appropriate ways to familiarize the students with the new discourse and
guide them through their writing process smoothly.
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Method
The Site

The study took place at a four-year college in Japan that requires all
first-year students regardless of their majors to go through an intensive
English program for academic purposes. In this program, students
develop their writing and thinking abilities in English for university
level work as they go through a content-based and process-oriented
curriculum (McCagg et al, 1991; Moriya, 1999b; see Appendix A
for an overview of the curriculum). An average student takes eight
seventy-minute English classes and some tutorial sessions, along with
a minimum of two three-credit general education courses outside the
program during each nine-week trimester. This study followed the same
students over the course of the entire 1999-2000 academic year.

FParticipants

Ten students were selected from among the first-year students in
the researchers’ classes! on the basis of their willingness to participate
fully in the study: seven female students (Mari, Mami, Remi, Kyoko,
Maho, Hiro, and Saya) and three male students (Sho, Yota, and Shige). A
pseudonym has been assigned to each participant by the researchers in
order to protect their privacy. All students were enrolled in this program
for the first time in the spring term of the 1999-2000 academic year.
Their average TOEFL score in April 1999 was 506. None of them had
had any experience living or studying in an English-speaking country
at the beginning of this study. However, four of the participants (Hiro,
Sho, Mami and Mari) joined a six-week intensive English program in
North America in the summer of 1999. The training in L1 writing was
diverse, with all of them given some experience in writing a research
paper. However, the majority had never received any formal training. In
contrast, their training in English writing was limited to personal writing
except for Saya and Remi, who had written a few research papers in
English in high school (see Appendix B and C for details).

Data Collection

In this qualitative research study, multiple data collection methods,
a combination of three different sources for assessing learners’ writ-
ing problems, was used: journals, oral interviews and a questionnaire
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(Glesne & Peshkin, 1992; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). The participants
were asked to keep a journal and reflect upon their composing process-
es. This provided them with opportunities for investigating their writing
styles and analyzing their strengths and weaknesses in writing. To begin
with, they were called in for an orientation, at which both oral and writ-
ten instructions were given. Since this was not part of a required class
assignment but rather based on voluntary participation, students were
not specifically instructed on the frequency or quantity of the journal
entries. They were instead encouraged to write as often and as much as
they could or wanted to write. As a result, a wide range of patterns was
observed from those who wrote after almost every class to those who
wrote once right before submitting their journals.

The participants were asked to submit their diaries five times
over a year, each time followed by a 15 to 20 minute individual oral
interview with the researchers. The purpose of the oral interviews was
to provide the participants with opportunities to amend and make
further comments on their various written works to avoid inaccurate
interpretation and false assumptions on the researchers’ part. All the
journal entries were copied for the record. In addition, the interviews
were audio-taped as well as documented in note form. The language
choice for both the journals and the interviews was based on the
participants’ preference: English or Japanese or both. The questionnaire
was used to gather background information from the students such as
their L1 and L2 writing experience prior to the start of the program.

Results

The researchers looked at the data for recurring patterns, then
classified and labeled them into categories as the students reported
different problems. Each researcher looked at the data and contrasted
the results for analysis. The kinds of problems the participants seemed to
have had trouble with while going through the processes of completing
an essay assignment could be roughly divided into three areas: surface-
level problems, macro-level problems, and external factors (see Table
1). Surface-level concerns included discrete points such as grammatical
accuracy or choice of appropriate/suitable expressions. On the other
hand, among the macro-level concerns were topic, focus, use of
sources, coherence, or conclusion, issues related with the process
and the organization of an essay. Finally, external factors were those
constraints bound by the requirements of the assignment: the deadline,
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word count requirements, and the availability of appropriate sources.
Other factors such as their perception of teachers’ expectations, lack
of positive reinforcement, and their attitudes toward L1 use were also
categorized as external factors.

Table 1: Kinds of Problems

Surface-level Macro-level External Factors

Grammar Planning Time (deadline)

Mechanics Topic Word count requirements

Expressions Focus/ Support Availability of appropriate sources
Use of sources Teacher’s expectation
Coherence Positive reinforcement
Conclusion Use of L1

The reported problems were originally identified either by the
students themselves or pointed out by a third person such as a teacher
or peer. The self-detected problems were those identified while trying
to accomplish an assigned task or triggered by a class lecture. On the
other hand, some problems were identified as a result of teacher or peer
feedback.

Analysis and Discussion

In the following sections, each of the three areas of problems,
surface- and macro-level problems, and external demands is discussed
in detail. Students’ voices presented hereafter are directly quoted from
their journals and interviews including Japanese entries, which were
translated into English by the researchers.

Surface-Level Problems

Surface-level problems include grammatical accuracy, mechanics
such as the format for writing a reference list, and expressions including
word choice, L1 transfer, and features of academic discourse.
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Grammatical Accuracy

Very few participants reported grammatical accuracy as a problem.
Mari, for instance, showed uncertainty in her use of tense in the spring
term but macro-level issues completely took over during the succeeding
terms. Yota too wrote about grammar in one case in the fall term;
however, he did not seem to be much concerned with it.

Yota: The first essay was returned.... It seems that there were quite
a few grammatical mistakes. [Oct. 25, 1999, translation]

Following this entry, he explained the reasons for such feedback and
said;

Yota: Well, I only finished writing my essay the day before the
deadline, so I had time to neither proofread it myself nor ask a
friend or a teacher to proofread it for me. [Oct. 25, 1999, transla-
tion]

In the interview following the submission of the journal, he explained
that he had spent too much time on deciding a thesis statement and
supporting details and that he had no time for proofreading. He added
that he was well aware of its importance. To complete the assignment
and submit it to his teacher in time was more significant for Yota. This
is not surprising when the program focuses on organization of ideas in
writing, as opposed to discrete language features such as grammar.

Mechanics: Reference List or Work-Cited Page

Two students, Hiro and Maho, claimed difficulty in making a
reference list. For example, Hiro said she first did not know how to make
a work-cited page properly.

Hiro: This was my first time to make work cited. I didn’t know how
to do it. [Oct. 16, 1999]

Then what she did was to turn to her textbook. She commented in
the interview that she found the right page in her textbook and found it
very helpful. Maho, on the other hand, had left her textbook at school
and did not have it available at the time she did her assignment at
home. She then called her classmate and got the necessary information.
However, she got her essay back covered with corrections on the work-
cited page.
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Maho: When I read the last essay of last term I found several gram-
matical mistakes, and mistakes on works cited. I didn’t refer to
LBH?, so I still do not know how to write it. When I wrote it, I
didn’t have LBH (it was in my locker at school, and I was at home).
[Jan. 5, 2000]

In this manner, writing a reference list properly could be one surface-
level problem EAP students may encounter, although students do often
have course textbooks or reference books (e.g., Fowler & Aaron, 1998)
to turn to for detailed information.

Expressions

Another surface issue repeatedly reported as a problem concerned
expressions. Problems related to expressions can be subdivided into
roughly three domains: redundancy, effect of L1 (Japanese), and
objectivity often expected in academic writing. First of all, redundant
expressions seem to trouble some students. For example, Mari wrote
in her journal that her weakness in writing was lack of vocabulary and
thus she had to repeat the same expressions too many times, which led
to redundancy.

Mari: I'm disappointed at lack of my vocabulary. For conjunctions,
I can only think of and, but, or, as, however, and for intensifiers, I
can only think of only and just. [June 13, 1999, translation]

Another student, Maho, also faced a problem of redundancy at
sentence level. Interestingly, Maho tried to link what she did in English
and what she would do in writing in Japanese and found it redundant
in both cases.

Maho: In the essay I mentioned the same things many times; “too
many people around the world believe the clearness of race, be-
cause...” but it is also “kudoi”? in Japanese. [Nov. 14, 1999]

She noticed the problem, but she could not avoid it because of her
lack of vocabulary.

Another concern students showed in relation to expressions was the
effect of L1 (Japanese) on their English expressions. For instance:

Shige: I was told not to use but at the beginning of a sentence. I can’t
help but think that unless I'm making an important statement, s20w-
ever sounds too formal. Is it because I am translating from “shikashi-
nagara”? Though sounds too casual. [Oct. 3, 1999, translation]
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In this case, Shige was concerned about the effects of translating
directly from Japanese to English. Shige wanted to use the Japanese con-
junctive postpositional particle ga, which in his mind translated into the
English conjunction but. However, he was instructed to use however,
which in his mind only translated into a rather formal Japanese conjunc-
tion shikashinagara. Here, Shige is in conflict between the Japanese
and the English ways of expressing voice (Kubota, 2001; Matsuda, 2001;
Ivani€, 1994).

Academic writing requires the writers to “create a distance between
the writer and the text to give the appearance of objectivity” (Johns,
1997). This use of objective language was a third domain that students
seemed to find troublesome. Both Yota and Mari, for example, had
trouble avoiding subjective expressions such as “L.”

Yota: I have used a subjective expression such as “I don’t mean...”
I was instructed to make a more general statement. [May 11, 1999,
translation]

Mari: I tried as best as I could to avoid using “I” or “you” but there
are cases where I can’t help using these terms. What should I do?
[Sep. 29, 1999, translation]

Mari had previously received similar feedback from the same teacher;
therefore, she paid careful attention not to use too many subjective ex-
pressions when she rewrote her draft. In this case, she asked her teacher
about this point during a tutorial in order to solve the problem (in the
interview on Nov. 20, 1999). “Subject-positioning” is so important that
failure to do so may result in writers’ block when writers feel “uncom-
fortable with the self which they are projecting as they write” (Ivanic,
1994, p. 6).

In a process approach writing program, surface-level instructions
are typically postponed until much later in the process. Thus, it is quite
natural that the participants in this study did not write much about
such problems. However, the reported problems in the area of expres-
sion—redundancy, effects of L1, and objectivity should not be marginal-
ized as unimportant problems because they are not simple mechanical
problems of writing but rather fundamental problems caused by the dif-
ferences in the nature of expressing one’s voice in L1 and L2 (Matsuda,
2001; Kubota, 2001; Gosden, 1996; Ivanic, 1994).
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Macro-level Problems

Many of the participants reported that they encountered problems
in the earlier stages of the composing process. The first hurdle was
planning for a task, especially making sense of directions and feedback.
Next, students often failed to choose an appropriate topic, which led
to another problem: that of coming up with a strong thesis statement.
A third problem was the inability to hold a decisive opinion about
the topic of one’s choice, which reflected on the difficulties of their
making a thesis, taking a position, and choosing the expected three
supporting points®. Another persistent problem concerned the use of
sources, including finding enough effective evidence and integrating
the supporting evidence found with one’s opinions. Furthermore, use
of appropriate metadiscourse was a challenge for them. Finally, writing
a conclusion also emerged as a problematic area.

In a process-oriented writing course, students need to plan for tasks
throughout the composing process. Planning takes place recurrently;
therefore, students encounter problems recursively. For example, they
may identify problems while reading a prompt before writing a draft
or while reading and analyzing teachers’ feedback before revising a
draft. Like Ferris’ students (1995), our students seemed to have faced
various problems in understanding directions or teachers’ comments.
The examples below illustrate how students interpret directions and
teachers’ comments.

Planning: Interpreting Directions and Teachers’ Feedback

Understanding directions promptly and accurately in a second
language as well as in an area that is new is a constant struggle for the
students (Sasaki, 2001; Currie, 1998; Riazi, 1997).

Mari: I just couldn’t figure out what to write even after I read the
directions. [Sept. 12, 1999, translation]

Mami: However, there was a problem. I had to use key concepts
from ALL three RD° [reading and discussion] classes, but in my
outline I didn’t think about the third reading. I had misinterpreted
the directions. [Oct. 8,1999]

Mari could not begin her summer assignment because she could not
geta clear sense of what the assignment was asking her to do. Mami, too,
failed to complete the assignment properly, for she had also misunder-
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stood the directions. Furthermore, in the spring term, it was commonly
observed that students struggled with teachers’ written feedback.

Mami: I didn’t understand well what my teacher meant in his com-
ments. [May, 31, 1999, translation]

Mari: When I submitted my essay during the previous class, the
teacher told me, “This looks OK. Please work more and bring it to
tutorial.” However, I didn’t quite understand what I could improve.
So, I'ended up not making any changes, and told the teacher about
it. [June 4, 1999, translation]

Both Mami and Mari had intended to revise their essays; however, they
failed to do so because of their difficulty in understanding the teachers’
comments. In writing courses, where students’ second language, in this
case English, is the sole language of instruction, giving clear directions
is an area that teachers should pay attention to.

Choosing a Topic

One of the major problems students encountered at the beginning
stages of the writing process was choosing an appropriate topic. This
seemed to be mainly due to the lack of sufficient knowledge of the
topic of their choice. Students tended to choose their topics based on
their interests and willingness to learn more about the topics. That is,
some students saw this as a learning opportunity in a new intellectual
realm (Riazi, 1997). Moreover, in many instances, the students were only
vaguely familiar with the topics and felt ambivalent or lacked strong
opinions about the topics. Consequently, students faced problems when
writing the thesis statements.

Kyoko: The tropical forests are disappearing for different reasons.
The diversity of the tropical forests cannot be ignored. I was afraid
that my teacher would tell me that my topic is too broad. However,
I decided that I would discuss this issue as a whole instead of
narrowing it down to a specific region. That is because I found it
interesting that tropical forests exist across the globe. Since I didn’t
have much knowledge about the topic before I started to write the
essay, I had a hard time determining the thesis statement and the
aspects. [Feb. 25, 2000, translation]

Mari: I decided to write about “hospices” because I'm interested in
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them. However, once I started to map for ideas, I got stuck. That’s
because I had to work with a thesis statement and supporting
points so that I came up with very little knowledge on the topic. I
should have read more deeply before I decided on the thesis. [Jan.
14, 2000, translation]

Both Kyoko and Mari chose their topics based solely on their interest
and their willingness to learn more about the topic. However, in both
cases, they seemed to have had too little knowledge of the topic to
construct a strong thesis statement. Without successfully choosing an
appropriate topic, it is extremely difficult to have a clear focus in the
paper or write a strong thesis statement.

What did the students do when they realized they had chosen an
inappropriate topic for one reason or another? The following are two
contrasting examples, one which resulted in a relative failure and the
other in success.

Remi: I chose “C-code”” as a topic, and it wasn’t successful.
Evidence was hard to gather. When we go to the library, we only
can see opinion for C-code. Then I wrote a draft without enough
evidence and since I couldn’t gather enough evidence, I wrote
irresponsibly... I started to gather evidence from professors. I
went to talk about C-code with several professors. But it wasn’t
successful, either... Unfortunately I didn’t have enough time to
change my topic so, I wrote an essay with the topic C-code and
the position of against it.... So I really regret that I chose the topic
of C-code. That was too difficult and delicate. [June 24, 1999]

Sho: The topic I chose was not appropriate. Yesterday, I changed
my topic into Nepal with Japan. This was more appropriate. [Sept.
20, 1999]

Sho: Previous topic is too unfamiliar to me. I changed my topic
again into cosmopolitan. [Sept. 25, 1999]

Both Remi and Sho struggled with the choice of topics, but there
was a clear difference in the way the problem was handled. When Remi
initially encountered the problem of not being able to gather enough
evidence to support her point, she tried to find other ways to collect
evidence instead of changing the topic. In the meantime, she ran out of
time, and reluctantly, she had to stick with the topic. On the other hand,
Sho took a different approach. When he first realized that the topic of
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his choice was not appropriate, he quickly moved on to different topics
until he found the right one. In a span of approximately two weeks, he
changed the topic twice, but successfully. In fact, he was persistent with
this strategy, and went through the same process when he decided on a
topic for the next two assignments that followed.

Constructing One’s Opinion

The academic discourse community expects writers to pre-reveal the
topic and argument in the introduction (Johns, 1997). In such a context,
writing a strong thesis statement is an important stage of the writing
process. The Japanese education system does not typically emphasize
training students to have their own opinions or to state their opinions
to others. For many students who have just come through such an
education system, deciding what exactly they want to say in their essays
appears to be an immense hurdle, leading to other essential problems
such as making a thesis.

Remi: Now I'm writing the second draft, because my first draft’s
thesis was bad, teacher suggest to change it. Then I have to rewrite
entire essay. To change the thesis is a big change. Making thesis
of research paper is difficult. Thesis depends on the result of
research, but thesis should be my opinion. [Nov. 4, 1999]

¢

As Remi says, “.thesis should be my opinion,” writing the thesis
statement is not easy for many students because it requires them to take
strong positions.

Saya:® It was a tough job. My teacher said my thesis was too general,
and my essay was too long... I needed to make my thesis statement
more specific. I was told to use phrases like “it is necessary” or
“should” and make my statement stronger.

Mari: Every time I reread my essay I notice the inadequacy of my
essay (e.g., the points [ want to make are not clear). [May 31, 1999,
translation]

Yota: It seems that my position was not clear. To think about it,
it seems that my position has been weak since my first essay®.
I'm not exactly sure why, but perhaps because I'm not good at
expressing my opinion. I can report on things well, but writing
an essay, especially an argumentative one is just beyond my
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capabilities. [Oct. 25, 1999, translation]

It is clear here that the argumentative writing style, which requires a
rather strong statement of one’s opinions, is especially challenging for
the students. Furthermore, in coming up with three supporting points
(i.e., one point for each of the three body paragraphs) as instructed in
their writing classes is yet another hurdle to overcome.

Shige: Each chapter has three big themes that are perfect to make
three body paragraphs, but it’s difficult to tie the three together
into a thesis statement. [Sep. 26, 1999, translation]

Mari: While writing the body, I realized that the three [supporting]
points I chose are in fact very similar points. I could manage to
finish the first two points but I kind of gave up on the third point;
therefore, I find it very difficult to put them together in writing a
conclusion. [June 3, 1999, translation]

Both Shige and Mari struggled to integrate the three aspects together.
In other words, they had chosen the three points not because they
needed the three to support their thesis statement but to fulfill the
three-aspect or the three-body-paragraph requirement. This type of
requirement also seemed to constrain the students from freely writing
what they wanted to express in their essays.

Choosing and Integrating Sources

The next hurdle seemed to be rooted in the difficulty students had
finding effective supporting details or examples and integrating them
with their opinions.

Shige: I ended up turning in an essay that was simply a compila-
tion of excerpts from different sources. My opinion was hardly
reflected. [Nov. 14, 1999, translation]

Kyoko: Perhaps I should have consulted with the teacher more
about how I could write a solid essay. Perhaps I should have
written the essay without any citations first. When I try to use
citations from the beginning, 'm influenced by the citations. [Feb.
25, 2000, translation]

Mari: The points that my teacher suggested to explain or add more



Asaoka & Usur 157

details to support are the ones that I myself wondered what they
meant, so I need to reread my essay carefully. [Feb. 17, 2000, trans-
lation]

Both Shige and Kyoko claim that their opinions were lost amidst
the citations. Shige ended up with a patchwork of different experts’
opinions, and Kyoko’s opinion was transformed to suit the supporting
evidence she had found. Mari’s entry shows how she used citations
without fully understanding the original authors’ claims. In all three
cases, it is apparent that the sources exerted control over the essays
instead of students having control over the sources. Like Currie’s
EAP students (1998), our students also worried that what they wrote
may have been just “little more than a string of quotation marks and
parentheses” (p. 13).

Coherence

In academic writing, “[w]riters should provide ‘maps’ or ‘signposts’
for the readers throughout the texts, telling the readers where they have
been in the text and where they are going” (Johns, 1997, p. 59). That is,
writers are expected to clearly mark transition to show the relationship
among the topics and arguments.

Hiro: My teacher claimed that I change the topic too quickly. I need
transition. And, the relations between my bodies and race (topic)
are not clear. I had to make them clear... I didn’t think about the
connection between bodies and the topic. So T appreciated him to
mention that. [Nov. 10, 1999]

Mami: I received the teacher’s feedback. The problem seems to be
the connection between paragraphs. I was told that I made rough
transitions. [May 20, 1999, translation]

As represented in Hiro and Mami’s voices, our students also
showed certain difficulties in using transitional markers effectively and
appropriately.

Conclusion

Another area students expressed difficulty with was the conclusion.
What seemed to be most problematic in writing the conclusion was in
deciding what should and should not be included in the conclusion.
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Students were instructed to summarize the content of the body
paragraphs and to avoid adding new information in the conclusion.

Mami: 'm worried about one thing. The teacher had said in the
lecture that the “final statement” in the conclusion should talk
about the future. Because it is about the future and I don’t discuss
it in my three aspects, now I'm wondering whether what I wrote
as the final statement is “new information”. [Feb. 22, 2000]

Shige: My comments in the conclusion resemble those of Mr.
Kinjo¥. I wanted to refer to the disapproval of the diagnosis
of fertilized eggs at Kagoshima University, which was on the
news the other day, but the teacher said that I should avoid new
information in the conclusion, so I couldn’t write a satisfactory
conclusion. [Feb. 24, 2000, translation]

Neither Mami nor Shige were sure what could be included in a
conclusion. If they were asked to give a definition of a conclusion or
explain the structure of a good conclusion, they would successfully
do so. Their difficulty lay, however, in evaluating what is considered
“new” information and what can be accepted as part of an effective
conclusion.

As the examples of students’ journal entries in this section show, our
students seemed to encounter problems at the macro level not just at
the beginning stage but recursively throughout their writing processes.
This should come as no surprise since this EAP program takes a process-
oriented approach which emphasizes planning and revising throughout
the process.

External Factors

There are many external factors contributing to the problems
encountered by the students. Meeting the demands of assignments is
essential in academic life. The participants in this study very frequently
reported that they had faced problems in meeting external demands:
requirements of assignments including word count, sources, and time.
Other outside factors such as their perception of teachers’ expectations,
lack of positive reinforcement, and their beliefs in terms of the roles of
L1 use seemed to contribute to their problems as well.
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As Leki (1995) asserts, students often need to manage competing
demands, mainly due to time constraints. Although some students
successfully employed various strategies to manage their responsibilities
within the given time, this was still one of the greatest concerns that
many of the participants expressed in their journals or interviews. This is
often reflected in unfinished assignments, rushed work, or accumulated
frustration at not being able to pursue quality research. Some students
like Yota may not be able to finish their assignments or have enough
time for proofreading because of the deadlines.

Yota: I started to write an outline but, since I didn’t have time,
without completing it, I started to write a draft. [Sept. 2, 1999,
interview]

In addition, some may have to give up looking for, reading, and
analyzing sources, as Shige did, before they are satisfied with the results
of the research.

Shige: The topic for the new essay is race. Various ideas such as is-
sues in Yugoslavia or issues in Japanese society came to my mind,
but they all look difficult to deal with within a limited amount of
time. [Oct. 29, 1999, translation]

In this way, time is a factor related to various aspects of their writing
processes and to both the surface and macro problems they encounter.

Word Count Requirements

Meeting a specific requirement in terms of word count was another
factor which seemed to create a dilemma for the participants. For some,
it was a problem because they fell short of the minimum requirement;
conversely, for others like Maho and Saya, it was because they had
exceeded the limit.

Maho:" What made me in trouble the most is the number of words,
my main teacher stated maximum word; 800 words. However, at
first my essay contained more than 1200 words. Then I tried to cut
some words, sentences and parts that are not so necessary. But
still it has 990 words at final draft. It can’t be helped.

Saya:'? It was a tough job. My teacher said my thesis was too
general, and my essay was too long. We assigned 500 words but I
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wrote over 1,000 words... I tried to cover the suggestions, however
my essay became longer and longer.

In both cases, the students did not know how to handle the problem.
In fact, “resisting teachers’ demands” (Leki, 1995, p. 250), consciously
ignoring a part of the given criteria or not doing an assignment at all was
the only way some coped with the problem as represented in Maho’s
and Saya’s journal entries.

Sources: Quality and Quantity

Meeting the quality and quantity of sources required was a challenge
to many of the participants. The students were required to look for
sources published in English. This requirement made the task more
cognitively demanding, for they had to do much reading in their
second language. In addition, they had to cope with the scarcity of
English resources at their English proficiency level. This was particularly
challenging when over 500 students were working on a similar content
topic at the same given time.

Shige: There are not many sources in English available on Darwin
or eugenics in the school library. It is difficult to find appropriate
sources. [Nov. 6, 1999, translation]

Sho: I decided to write something about gene. This topic area is
developing day by day, so I like and chose this topic. I used OPAC,
and read several books about this area. They were not helpful
because they were too academic, and there were many unknown
technical terms. [Jan. 11, 2000]

As these examples show, the participants often found the availability
of English sources as well as the levels and contents of these books
particularly problematic.

Teachers’ Expectations

While the participants tried to understand the requirements and
meet the demands, they were also concerned about what teachers
might think of their products. Even when they were not satisfied with
teachers’ suggestions or did not understand the purpose of the teachers’
demands, some tried to “accommodate teachers’ demands” (Leki, 1995,
p. 250) as best they could. For example:
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Mari: My teacher suggested to me to change the word “foreigner”
to “person who comes from another country.” Every time I found
the word I changed it into the phrase suggested by the teacher
but I felt it was too wordy. 'm not satisfied but what a teacher says
must be correct so I followed the teacher’s advice and changed all
of them. [Sept. 29, 1999, translation]

As Mari commented, replacing every instance of “foreigner” with the
long paraphrase resulted in wordiness. Mari’s problem here, though, is
that she blindly adhered to the teacher’s suggestion without thinking
that using the exact same expression again and again probably was not
the teacher’s intention. Like Mari’s case, some of our students used a
strategy of “staying out of trouble” (Currie, 1998, p. 7) and of adjusting
their opinions and behaviors to please their teachers (Ivani€, 1994) in
order to survive within a new academic system.

Positive Reinforcement

Not only are students conscious about teachers’ comments and
evaluation but they are also conscious about the amount of positive
reinforcement by the teachers. Some students appear to need
encouragement in order to move on.

Mari: I asked my teacher whether my recent draft had become
better than my first draft. I was told that it had improved greatly
and was asked whether I had gone through special training. I'm
very pleased with his comments. [June 11, 1999, translation]

Kyoko: Unless somebody gives me positive feedback, I have
no confidence at all. T asked one of my section mates to look
over my draft before I started to write a final one. [Feb. 25, 2000,
translation]

These examples clearly illustrate that either teachers’ or peers’
encouragement could help students overcome their undue concern
over a problem.

Use of L1

The students in this study seem to be bound by the belief that they
should think and write as completely as possible in English when
producing work in English. This is not surprising when the program
adopts a near English-only policy: all classes in the program are taught
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in English, use of a monolingual English-English dictionary* is highly
encouraged, and students are expected to use English during class time
(Moriya, 19992).

Mari: I've decided to take notes in Japanese because it’s tough to
look up words [in the dictionary] and think about organization at
the same time. It’s ideal to take notes in English, but I don’t have
enough vocabulary or time. [Jan. 21, 2000, translation]

Mami: It's an ideal not to rely on (Japanese-English) dictionaries,
but it’s difficult not to. [May 20, 1999, translation]

However, we cannot dismiss the fact that this belief is inhibiting the
students’ performance or improvement, especially when research has
indicated there are positive results when students use their first language
in certain writing situations (e.g., Friedlander, 1990; Wang and Wen,
2002; Woodall, 2002). The following example also shows how the use of
the first language has assisted the learner.

Yota: I read “The Joy Luck Club” but I didn’t understand it at all.
Is my English ability getting lower? Maybe I cannot write an essay
assignment. [Aug. 29, 1999, translation]

In the interview, when asked whether he had sought any sort of help,
Yota explained that he read the English version of the book several times
and then read the Japanese translation which he found very helpful. He also
referred to a review of the novel on the internet, which was too academic
and thus not so helpful. As for these external factors, our students in this
study tried various solutions. Some found ways to cope with problems such
as using survival strategies, while others had to give up without successfully
meeting the demands of the academic conventions.

Implications and Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to explore Japanese students’
perceptions of the processes and problems they encounter when
producing academic writing in English. In this particular study, all 10
participants seemed to encounter various problems throughout their
composing processes. Although the seriousness of the impact of the
problems varied, problems existed at almost every stage of the process.
What stood out was that in a process approach writing program, students
were more conscious about macro-level issues concerning writing than
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surface-level issues. The surface-level problems such as grammatical
accuracy, writing a reference list, or choosing a suitable expression had
relatively little effect on the overall writing process, perhaps because
they are things that can be dealt with at the proofreading stage as Yota
recognized in his journal entry. This is not surprising when there is not
much room for instruction in grammar or punctuation in the writing
classes at this university; in other words, priority is given to issues
surrounding organization (Usui & Asaoka, 1998). However, it seems
that students express concerns over organization because they truly
found it challenging, not simply because they sensed that it was the
most important area. This view is supported by Shi and Fujioka’s study
(1998) concerning College of Liberal Arts® professors’ perception of
students’ writing at this university, which revealed that non-language
teachers too found organization was the most problematic area of their
students writing. The implication here is that organization is regarded
as important and that it is also a challenging area in which students’
repeated practice is demanded since “declarative knowledge” does not
readily transfer to “procedural knowledge” (O’'Malley & Chamot, 1990,
p. 24). Macro problems could even prevent the students from moving
along with the writing process, causing a writer’s block.

This study also revealed that students were stumbling at the
planning stage, long before they reached the organization stage. The
failure to choose the right topic served as a block to constructing an
opinion, resulting in an unorganized essay that readers found difficult
to understand. This was further complicated when the students had to
integrate experts’ opinions and data to support their views. Students
may need more intervention by teachers at an early stage of their writing
when they are choosing their topics and constructing their opinions.

In addition, this study revealed that at the root of their problems
was not necessarily in their inability to understand the essence of good
writing. Remi knew that a thesis should include her opinion but found
it difficult to actually write one, and Shige is aware that he needed to
have three supporting body paragraphs but found it difficult to tie them
together into a thesis statement. In other words, their metaknowledge
about L2 writing did not necessarily contribute to their L2 writing
performance (Sasaki & Hirose, 1996; Hirose & Sasaki, 2000).

Furthermore, while students go through the process presented in an
EAP writing class, they are exposed to various demands of academic
discourse. They are expected to formulate the cognitive framework of
an academic discourse with the expectation of transferring it to writing
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tasks in other disciplines. This expectation seems to lead to writer’s
block. This is not surprising when students face the demand to take on
two new intellectual tasks simultaneously: writing critically and writing
in an academic discourse (Elbow, 1991).

Mari: I understand that the first sentence of each paragraph has
to indicate the most important idea of that paragraph but I did
not follow this rule at all. All T could do was just write and write
and write. I couldn’t put it in one sentence since I myself didn’t
understand what the most important idea was in that paragraph.
[Sept. 12, 1999, translation]

This case seems to be similar to novice researchers in Gosden’s
study (1996, p. 121) where they struggled with the “dual constraints,”
writing about their scientific results and using appropriate L2 mechanics
in academic writing. As Gosden pointed out, these “dual constraints”
may lead to “frustrating difficulties” particularly when writers are
inexperienced both in the content areas and in L2 academic writing
skills. However, “[tlhe constraints of the form are meant to benefit, not
hamper, the students’ writing” (Spack, 1988, p. 40). Itis a very challenging
task for teachers to alleviate intellectual demands as well as bridge the
gap between “declarative knowledge” and “procedural knowledge.”

Perhaps the most difficult challenge confronting the participants in
the study was the extent of the teachers’ power. The findings of this
study suggest the importance for language teachers to be conscious of
the extent of the power their comments and directions may have on the
students. Some students may try to meet teachers’ expectations even
when they are not happy with what they write or how they write. Since
writing is a process of discovering and negotiating meaning (Zamel,
1983), students need to plan throughout their composing process and
at every stage opportunities should be given to negotiate meaning with
a teacher who is their first reader as well as an evaluator. Perhaps at an
initial stage of the writing program, the importance of thinking critically
about teachers’ comments and opinions should be emphasized,
especially in a cultural context where students are not used to the idea
of challenging their instructors (Anderson, 1993, p.102).

Language teachers should be supportive and open towards students’
ideas, plans and concerns through individual meetings or reflective
journals especially when students are at an early stage of the writing
process. Also one of the external factors, time, seems to be adding to this
complication. It is true that students will never have enough time, but it
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is important to remind ourselves as teachers that each student works at
a different pace. A process approach class often requires students to go
through the process at the same time, as does this program. It would be
useful to allow students’ more flexibility in their writing schedule. What
is more, students’ undue concern over a problem might simply be solved
with teachers’ or peers’ encouragement. Quality writing may be best en-
couraged if a balance between criticism and praise is sought (Cardelle
& Corno, 1981). Teachers also need to encourage their students to be
flexible and to alter their plans as the occasion may demand. Besides,
moving towards a more genre-based approach (Swales & Feak, 1994) as
suggested by Shi & Fujioka (1998) can offer students an excellent oppor-
tunity to learn how to read to write. This strategy of analyzing a text and
adapting it to their own writing can help students accommodate to the
variety of discourse found in different disciplines (Spack, 1988; Johns,
1997). Exposure to various genres should be deemed important and
their diversity should be brought to students’ awareness as they analyze
the text because “there is no one definable discourse, even within one
discipline” (Raimes, 1991, p. 245).

In this way, language teachers can coach students through the path
to becoming independent learners, “with the competence to analyze,
to question, to criticize, to evaluate,” as expected of college students,
at least in some institutions (Ballard & Clanchy, 1993). As some learner-
centered theorists and practitioners believe, “literacies are acquired
through individual motivation and meaning-making or through
processing and revising texts” (Johns, 1997, p. 13). With our help, the
students can go a long way towards becoming autonomous academic
writers who are aware of their writing processes and critical of what they
read and write.
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Notes

1. The participants were in the researchers’ classes for one trimester
only. Each term, students had a different teacher for every
component of the program.

2. LBH is one of the reference textbooks used in class. The Little,
Brown Handbook. (Fowler, HR. & Aaron, J.E.,1998, Longman).

3. Kudoiis a Japanese counterpart of ‘redundant’.
4. Shikashinagara is a formal expression for ‘but’ in Japanese.

5. The three aspects here refer to the three paragraphs in a typical
five-paragraph essay, consisting of an introductory paragraph, three
supporting paragraphs, and a concluding paragraph. Although the
in-house textbook states that, “the body may consist of any number
of paragraphs,” the examples given in it all consisted of three
paragraphs (p. 18 and p. 20). Besides, some teachers in the program
tended to instruct their students to write at least three supporting
details. The Student Guide to Writing in the ELP. (English Language
Program, 1999, International Christian University).

6. RD stands for Reading and Discussion, which is one of the reading
components of the program.

7. C-code stands for Christianity code, which requires the faculty to be
Christians.

8. Saya did not write the dates for her journal entries. This entry was
taken from page 6 of her journal in the fall term.

9. At this point, he had finished working on his third essay.
10. Mr. Kinjo is a Japanese writer.

11. Maho did not write the date for this journal entry. This was taken
from page 6 of her journal in the winter term.

12. Saya did not write the dates for her journal entries. This entry was
taken from page 6 of her journal in the fall term.

13. The student handbook states that Japanese will be used
occasionally when the goals of the program are more effectively
accomplished through the use of Japanese. However, it dictates that
in other circumstances, all classes should be conducted in English.
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14. All students purchase the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Diction-
ary upon matriculation. Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary.
(edited by S. Wehmeier, 1995, Oxford).

15. CLA stands for College of Liberal Arts, CLA professors referring to
professors who teach outside the EAP program.
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Appendix A
1999-2000 Content-Based Writing Assignments

Topic (weeks) Assignments

Spring: Educational Values (76 Paragraph (Descriptive)

weeks) i q

« The Difference Between High Essay (Comparison and Contrast)
School and College Program B - (300 words)

o Critical Thinking, Reading, and
Writing .

e Reading and Writing About Essay (Analysis) d
Arguments Program B - (500 words)

Literature (73 weeks)

In-Class Essay Test

Summer Reading

Book Report (with quotations)

Fall: Culture, Perception, & Com-
munication (74 weeks)

Argumentative Essay

Program B - (500 words with
quotations)

Issues of Race (75 weeks)

Argumentative Essay (Analysis,
comparison/contrast, cause and ef-
fect, division and classification, etc.)
Program B - (600 words, 2 given
sources, 1 found)

In-Class “Analysis” Essay Test

Winter: Winter Project (72 weeks)

Bioethics (73 weeks)

Research-based Essay
Program B - (800 words - 4 sources)

In-Class Short Answer Test

Visions (74 weeks)

Essay
Program B (600 ~ words)

Note.'This chart is taken from ELP staff handbook 1999-2000. (Ed. by Moriya,

Y., 1999, p. 33).
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Appendix B
Questionnaire on the Participants’ L1 and L2 Writing Experiences

Directions: Please tell us about your writing experience before coming
to this school. If YES, please choose the frequency from

1=hardly, 2, 3=sometimes, 4, S=always.

For questions 13 and 14, if the answer is yes, please tell us approximately
how many class hours per week you had a writing class.

1. Have you written a letter in English?

N

Have you written a journal in English?

Have you written a diary in English?

Have you written an essay in English?

Have you written a book report in English?
Have you written a research paper in English?
Have you written a letter in Japanese?

Have you written a journal in Japanese?

D N S A

Have you written a diary in Japanese?

10. Have you written an essay in Japanese?

11. Have you written a book report in Japanese?
12. Have you written a research paper in Japanese?

13. Did you take Japanese writing classes in junior high
school?

14. Did you take Japanese writing classes in high school?
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What Enhances Language Learners’ Motivation?
- High school English learners’ motivation from the
perspective of Self-Determination Theory -
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This study aims to validate the applicability of Self-Determination Theory (SDT,
hereafter), one of the well-developed motivation theories in psychology, to the
study of EFL learner motivation. In addition, with the examination of motivating
factors, or psychological needs as precursors of motivation, implications for
educational practice will be considered with reference to how to motivate
learners.

The application of SDT was motivated by the gap between what the
motivation research has been studying and what EFL practitioners want to
know. The focus of much language learning motivation research so far has been
placed either on the motivational constructs themselves or on the relationships
between language learning motivation and linguistic or non-linguistic outcomes,
whereas language educators have been expecting the motivation research to
provide strategies to motivate their students, i.e., “motivating factors” that they
can foster to motivate language learners. Research needs to address this concern,
and SDT has the potential to bridge the gap.

SDT is a theory of human motivation concerned with the development and
functioning of personality within social contexts. In this theory, what are called
basic psychological needs are regarded as the motivating factors for human
development and functioning. They are innate, universal, and essential for
health and well-being, which means that basic psychological needs are a natural
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aspect of human beings that apply to all people, regardless of gender, group, or
culture. Deci and Ryan (1985) postulate three psychological needs (the needs for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness) as motivating factors which influence
human motivation. It is hypothesized that if these psychological needs are met,
intrinsic motivation will be enhanced, while, on the other hand, if they are not
met, intrinsic motivation will be undermined.

The study reported here consists of several parts. First, the validities of
two scales developed in a pilot study were examined. A psychological needs
scale was designed to assess the constructs of autonomy, competence, and
relatedness, while a language learning motivation scale was designed to assess
the constructs of five types of motivation (i.e., intrinsic motivation, identified
regulation, introjected regulation, external regulation, and amotivation). These
two scales were administered to 275 first-year high school students. Using
exploratory factor analysis, the construct structures were verified. Overall, results
showed that the construct validities of these two scales were supported and
good reliability coefficients were obtained. Based on the results of exploratory
factor analysis, confirmatory tests of the factor structures were carried out, using
confirmatory factor analysis. Results generally provided confirming evidence for
the factorial structures of these two scales.

Second, a covariance structure analysis, alternatively known as Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to explain the degrees of causal effect from
the three psychological needs to several types of motivation. The SEM solution
showed the following results: (a) learners’ perceptions of their own self-
competence had a strong influence on their motivation, (b) in order to enhance
intrinsic motivation, the need for relatedness should be fulfilled, and (¢) a desire
for an autonomous climate in the classroom might affect motivation indirectly
through learners’ perceptions of being “competent.”

Some educational implications were obtained. Among them, what seemed
most important was that targeting each learner’s perceptions of competence
and the development of each type of motivation could be a good strategy for
effectively enhancing his/her self-determined forms of motivation (i.e., intrinsic
motivation) in school settings.

Since the act or phenomenon of motivating language learners needs
synthesis in cognition and affect, studies like this current study are informative.
They clarify “what” enhances language learners’ motivation and “how”
language learners’ motivation is enhanced. Such a study offers a useful
viewpoint when considering the English educational activities in a classroom
because, if motivating factors are made known, it will become a precious
source of information for educators. As a result, practitioners are better able to
make judgments about motivating strategies in everyday classroom activities.
Furthermore, it will also be helpful in providing counseling-advice to various
types of language learners.
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3 & DBIRIEDHRANM 2 SNHBENDH D &, Q)BETORFFEICHL T, H
AR T T 28RIE. AREMEDRAZ N U THIBEMICEIE DB & 5 A 2 1lEE
M5 I EARENT,

FEECHEDTDENS1T8, HHWIEBIRIT. BAN - HENSREEEFRDOBDTH
2. FEIIBITLHE DT EROMHHIL, HEDOBEEEHNITHNT, BEENAEBROLED
EMNTBENTT2 S KN EHA T NDHEERHERITT/Z2 DD L-BDND,

N N X TOIEREEF BT DI D I, T OREBBE S D B RO
BERR EDHBINIRICE NS TENTE L, LML, EEROAFIGE Z
(o 2 LCE D REE AT BT LN, COESATES T2 (1L
TEDHNEON] ZWHSNITEIETH S, LIEN>TARZETIE, FLUTHE
RLBEOW T THRIEL TS NFENEIK DT D/T 51 L—HOREH
Self-Determination Theory) —Z#EH L. HKiEAH ICHBIT2EEFEOEFE DT ZED
LERTONWTHRGT 5,

INETOBE DI

HEFBABTICRSTHERH —RICBNT, PEFOE DK DT NE /-
TEERIIONTIE, INETELKOMEFICI>THRBINTE 2. #lAI.
McCombs (1998) 132K T2EMED FITFEHORGREZE 5D LTHLKE
BEERZLTNDEBRRTHBY, HFFEEE O SR T HEs (1994) Zi%
U, iEAFE TidDérnyei (1999) $°Cohen and Dérnyei (2002) IZ&> T, BigDF D
EEEMNMEVIRUIEH SN TWS,

ZOXIBEENS, INETI XTI EAMMENSEEDVTICEET 9N %
FFbNTEEN, T TOWFER RNEROAEICBIT DI EAFIEE#ICH5
WENSNTENENWZIE, BT LHESTIdan o7z (LFk BEH, B4, i,
2002) » EFZIIZDIRED—D7, B DTN B THIE 0 G & BEHH DB
KREOHNTBITS M ITREERTEHDEEZ S,

INETOFED IS, BEEUT MEEDT) EWS RS oRLR - FiBAZEH
fELTZ/z (Chen, 1999; Dérnyei, 1990; Schmidt, Boraie, & Kassabgy, 1996) . & Z TI3E
MR 2 S kD, FEED MNEREZ RN “HH” ) 2HS5MIT D ENS AN
BINTEz, UL, CODITHADOH, SR EICBIT2INERE (GE) #HEES
25K, BEFIIFEHENEARME THEBEZATNELDES, TNEEDIIINEA
RIS TN E VI BHENH B, DFD, HEHICESTL, E5THEREEE
NRNCERE DT SNDDN, HDNIFEEEZEE D TLERITIZEDLI2HD
MMBDHDD, END ZEEHSINTT DI ENFEERELFERDTH D,

AR TIEZDOLOREEHD D —DDRAE LT, IT4E. B D ITHIZEO B M
Pl & UTIERZED T2 HCREHER O EFEAFNDOBERICOWTHRETT
b, ZOXOBHFHZEEATSZ L1, BEICBIT2%EFHOFE RGO REZ [k
U7zBi DI 2 rTREE L. BICEEHE R RRICE O 2 iRICT 25D EE X
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%, LIz7->T NP TRETHOCHREHMmMICRL2EE DI DLW TN, £ D%,
DG ESVEREFE S OBEIZDWTER T 5,

HERE BRI K 2B DO

19704EARLARE, EE L THALEADOBFE IR TldDeci and Ryan (1985) 72 &1
Ko T THCREH ] (Self-Determination Theory; A F TIZSDTET %) EnvHH
DOMEEINTE . TIUIADREEZOIEENTH LT, EODITFNFERICEIE DT
SNBZ07 O AEALZEERTHD, ZZTIEROLIBETINEEINT

W5,
BHCREME BEREMS

U ANK F—#8 RIFER]
i3 SEaE
i S HEE R BEO
SARMENED T

B1: HOPE B K5kt & L TOBE DT
(Ryan & Deci, 2002: 16% —{E1F)

SDTIC KB NFERIEHE DV (intrinsic motivation) EIE AN AL H>TWS
HDTHOD, HORESNZFEDTOT O TELUTHES L SN T WD, Tz,
INFETEZLOMEITBNT, AFNEHRED IFIZE2<AREN NS D, DEDNFE
MBI DT EITIRT2HDEUTH A SN TE 7 (Deci, 1975; Harter, 1981) . Z3UZ
%L, SDT TIIAFEHNTENE DT SN TWAFTEI TH-TH. WAL (identification)
E#iE (internalization) OAFEZEL THEREMNIZI DG EHHHEL. HERED
EEWIHEDWTENE3 DI HELZ (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2002) .

&S HOREDIEE DR WAFERENFE D IS AIFHEE (external regulation) TdH
0. ZOEMETIEHEN7L E DAL LT [TEIDRESINTWS, ZOY1TD
DU, THL 2 ESRNWEFTATZENSMIET S THICIS NN =DIZ iR s
2] JERBENFTEN D, ROANBIHE (introjected regulation) 13 H Cfifi 2
FFo 2Rl HELCEELAZSDTH D, fTENIANENC I > THEIN TN S,

Ll MBOANIZT ZWE BTN TRENDERT /20 & IEEIH<E
THIMIRREELUTLE DT S5NS, [TBIOWNTA{L &S DA, HEREDNR
DB S [F — R FHEE (identified regulation) Td 5, ZOEME T, 1182 (@
AICEELRHDELTZAEL. ZOMMEZEFROz ETITEiZiRR L TH0 (DX,
PIIESD L IEENINMARREE LT EDTSNTNDS, ZOY 1 TOEE DI
W TERRIC R0 720N SRS 5] THANED LznhG] BENETSENS, 35
12, NFEHNZHINFERNT D EE DT SN TWRV IR BRI TN (amotivation) DIREE
E3Nb,



HIROMORI 177

SDTTIEZDOEIREED T DEY A T ITMAT, DT ORTER, DD
INSOEED T % & % K (motivating factors) EWVWDBDZEFEL TS,
ZNSIFABO AR EZRIEND, 300 LLEAIER ] (psychological
needs) THO. FrGOIEENIBNWTHHENZVADREN TH D W ENS HE
PEDBR, BENEDERETHOZNENIHRETED SR, fiiFE DARIBIRNLD
K THO TN E NS BRI DB R EVWI3DDERN G EN S, SDTTIEZINS
DENLE RN E U TN ED TSN, Fi5-ONERNED I DR
INBHMITEHST, DEDOEMEDTITHEEZHZ 5 EHEL TN S,

FITAMIETIE, L EIGRAR 7 S8, A - AReltt - BREEWS O
IBCR E B D T OBIRICHE S ZH T, HREEEICBI2HE DTN E AR
DEOIBEED VT ERNE A& E % R I DN DOWTHETT %,

H o Bl & S E R A E

BoSHEEEICBILINETOEE D ITWIFEIX. Gardner L DFEFE 512 X
5 —HOWFENZ D KEE HDTE7 (Gardner, 1985; Gardner & Lambert, 1972;
Gardner & Maclntyre, 1993) . & Z TORFFENERITH DK R ZRIL. Gardner
and Lambert (1972) IZIRE SN2 DT O =05 (HREMIEMIE (integrative
orientation) ] & MEEAEAME (instrumental orientation) ] ) TdH 5. LA L. 904
VIR DOANERESEIT BT 2B D L Tl HE OB ORAIL 2R 78 & DB E
B COWIFE R R A FEMANC D AN TN S ETBKIEMNE £ 572 (Crookes &
Schmidt, 1991; Oxford & Shearin, 1994) . =D& D7xH, FHCHMEREEH BT S H
BENFEFHED T OB DBERREENCDNTIE. EDDIFIHREOBLINED
537z, #1213, Ehrman (1996) TIZNFEMEFE DT NHEN IR S B H O H
BET, AE—F TR TA T T DRGEE LD IEOMBEZFF DI EoVRE Nz, £
7z, Tachibana, Matsukawa, and Zhong (1996) {ZHAS A\ JE5E2EE FH O HEEEITH T 2R
DY, RFEREED T RO B WBIEEZIRAD ET2RIEZRD DI EEHSMTL

LWL, ZNSOHFRIEREED T2 H < ETHRNFENINFEN EWN D 2TERT I
ZATHBY, THFRE=EWIREE ] =R (HHNIFELBWNIKREE) | &0
MAZEBEROIBIAHELTEZ, E2AD, EROBEHHICHEZIRL D&, 22
13 TERK S KZCEWHT D720 [0 TSmO AEEICBRWAREREE -
ONVNS ] 72l SFIFRFMED T2 EDEEENERETDHIEICE DL I
KDOENE DT ORATIE, ZNSITTRT FRRHEED T 1T EINSHDT
Hol=M, FEFEOEEICEIL =8OR EiED LS5 B2 ZNE T EIZ
NFEREE D T OEDOERICOWTHEMANTRDO TN L ENDH D EEZ D,

AL THWDSDTIZNFE A FE D2 8 TId7e<, KIZASLNZ L DT, Bk
EOFD, B OROFBREZHSHHICEINTSZE) OEGWIXDEHED T
ML, DO YA TEEGEREZRTHDELTHEL TS, ZOXD7
Pkl Az U, BT 2/ bl . gD ER (22T OERER) &R
ARG D &3, FEEEZBEEMICEIS B D AN EE D DHEFE
JEEIRHET D T IEWICEEEEE XD, SOOI T EFHEENTAZ
S, ERE W TR U TR ORI BRBEINAZBHEET D TH A, Lizhio
T, SDTEER T2 ZEIFEFITHEIRTH, TNETEIIRR ST s S5 EGE
EEHICBILEE D TICONWTHETT2 ZEEREICT2HDEE XD,
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Gk
PRI

EICRE B (SDT) OEHHAMN S, BERICB I HEAFREICBWT, Bk
HHEME - BIRIED B BBINED L DITHEEEL TNWA DD, DEDIGFEFEHITHBITS
D ITICH L TEDL DB E L EZTNDONEHSNIL, HADEERE L
A\ DOSDTO i H ] REMEZMET 4 %,

HARHIZIZ. 3DD LR EEBED T DR YA TICETAREZERL. L
FREOBRR D S B D IFA DB DWW THETT 5,

B
AFETIE, LLFD2DDORENHWS N,
T FENIC B S DPEIER RN

WEBEHBEODHICBWTIEINE T, SDTICHE D WTIHBFEHITBIT 2 LY
BORORERFENMTIRbNZZ 13780, LIEN-T, REOIERICHZ>TIE,
SDTZ % N BRI 75 E DWFFE 0 BRI IS L2 e 798 (Ryan & Deci, 20007
L) EBEZELLUTTHAEEZITW, 38K (A - Arelk - B oznezhnico
WTHATEET D, AEt12IEEN S35 RIEZER L=,

B FERICBII 2B DITRIE

FHEDIFICEIL T, FERICSDTICE D WTIT72b /= 51 T7F5E (Noels, Pelletier,
Clement, & Vallerand, 20007%&) #5E L L, HATOIEEAELSHZEELT, 5D
DML RE (NFEEIRE DV, F— SRS, B ANRIGREE, S EFR%E, MEEhk)
IZDOWTEIEHT D, SEH5EEOR ER FiigAd 2 mU TERLZ.

8. DEMBCRRE, BiEDITREDEEIZEDIC. 2R, HHWITIFEALE
LTIEFEEEAL ) 125 I, BEININEDETIIFEOET GH) 1 £ TOD
5{F7E TR &Rz,

B tr 5 Ll A

ARWFFE DB FAEF T BN O N S IIEE T 28 14E£E275% (BT
12844, LF14740) THO., PlHEEIIR LM TH S, 2B, FHEIZ20024E7H
MBESAITMT TR b NIz,

BT &

BEREE OFE B HENTERANICE M SNz, TOR, thRMREEL S E
ICEDNA T AZZE LT, MERERIZETT —FELTUREND &, 29K
TORAMTIET—YIBERL AW I EMFE N,

Vi it

AT BTz o> T, Rl HER T OB HIRRIIR T4/ E1TIESPSS Base10.0J743,
REFHIR TS e T Y > 71213 Amos 4.0 NZ3URN S T2,
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MR EHELE
DEERYER AR E D IR

REIZBIIAR., BLODHEBRH LR, WSONOHEBIZBWTIER
EHREL TS EEONEHNES N, UL, HE I EDO EEMEISR/NT2.3,
BARTITEMERD 2 RUZHEE, HDWERAZE - KR ERUZERIZA
5NN T27280, DBEDHITIEEI2EH TN TERMH Lz,

KT, RIEZIZRG B a5 2 RBZNE 700 (k. 7O~y 7 A\l 1T Uz,
HA2FMREICLDEEEDE S, N —ATHNDOFERO LT I/ ENS, LI,
FIAE SN 3R TFETIVEEIR LIz, T D, RSN TN U TRO Y
HEERFLET 27280, BRI XDBEENIRF O aiT o7z, SREEE DN, i
fRZE. BRERRF O ORER O —2175) | 725 NTHRAEIIR T 0T OFER (KF
RIAHEE) 12 DWW TENTRT,

K1 DERBCRREICB S 2 BRRNH 1708 ONF —1751)
ERREEFI 7 orbT (7 FIHIBE) DF5R

LR Bt R AR REE gl
B1EF (a=75)
BE1 (BPOBERRBEERENTIND) 0.55 0.07 -0.01 0.31 2.3(0.9)
BE2 (EARMENSLEVDEREEZS) 0.63 0.07 0.04 0.44 2.3(1.0)
B3 (MDA ZERDOND) 0.81 -0.11 -0.01 0.64 2.4(0.9)
B#4 (BRBEASZ5NTNS) 0.50 0.03 -0.14 0.21 2.6 (0.9)
FE2AF (a=.76)
BR1 (RERRDZLERICHITTIND) -0.07 0.68 0.09 0.46 3.3(0.9)
BAfR2 (IREPIIAYDREL I ESPNTIS) 0.07 059 0.06 0.37 3.4(1.1)
B3 (—HEICVDREEZFLDRELLRELD) 0.09 052 -0.04 0.29 3.0(1.0)
B4 (VS RADKRERETHHRVLELED) -0.02 0.78 -0.10 0.62 3.7(0.9)
#3EF (a-.74)
AhEl (FFERTERVERS) REIER -0.07  0.01 0.81 0.61 2.6 (1.0)
HHE2 (KENTESH LIRLAEN) RIZIER -0.09 -0.01 0.71 0.45 2.6 (1.0)
HHES (AR L VEENSINS LED) 0.33 0.03 0.46 0.46 2.3 (0.9)

HFRE4EE F1RF (B#EMHE) 1.00
$HE2RF (AfRE) 0.09  1.00
$E3RF (FAe) 0.54  -0.01  1.00

ZORER BTN DT —F OB LTI, B EEIERIIGF] = 0.94, AGFI =
0.91, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.06 TH VD, ETINIT—FZ+THBHL TWD I EN

RN, 2AMICRT B GEIKRT) SAREME GE3RT) ORI RN
FLIREIRNZ DM S (r = 0.54) » ZAUIHEEITBITDEERRSZFKN, 2
FOHBROBAEBSEBRLTNWD I EZEWLKT D, DD, O ETHEINE
TEMSDESRICEIMITIGA LD ELTND EEENRATE &, AFEOA KIS
FLUREMN DD ZEERETEHHDTH D, — N, MEEDBIRIEISEEMESH fE
PEEIZIFEEAEMBEN o7z, LT HABBRNIES i TnEn5E Lo
T ENMNHEEFE BT 2 BEEO ECA R ORANIEEMITIE DN S
TRWAJREME D RS N,
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B DI RIED 57 i R

I DOUIREIZOWTS, LREFKROFIRTONZT o7z, PRALENSHFS
NIZ15HEHE IR TERRIE TR L7225, fE SN2/ 7' TIVAER
RNz ZOETIVITHLT, *ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁl?ﬁ*ﬁ%‘:ﬁoto FREHE DY, 1Y
fmze. TRIREIE T OFER X5 —ATF) | 725 ONTRREEIR T 0T OFE R (K
TFREIAERE) ICDWTERATRT,

£2: DI RIZICB T 2R T 08 ONF—2 1751
EBGERI 7 orhr (B RIHIBE) ORiR

i 3 q  RE— L & 45
HMIEE S RRH FE—HR EEHE BRUAN HEN (EEEE)
F1EF (a=.84)
ST (DT B ELBmoTNBND) 0.90 -0.02 0.07 0.05 -0.20 0.95 2.7(1.1)
SN2 (BRIZREYEDD) 0.82 -0.01 -0.09 -0.01 0.02 0.74 2.7(1.2)
S93 (22 LBV EFBRICKE SN B0 5) 0.43 0.06 -0.25 -0.05 0.26_0.40 2.1 (1.1)
F2EF (a=.82)
MR (EEREENDD) -0.01 0.88 -0.01 0.00 0.03 0.76 3.1(1.1)
PR2 (RERERETEE05) 0.13 0.85 0.11 0.00 -0.08 0.78 3.1(1.1)
MR3 (REERBRTZOR>BRLEDD) -0.14 0.60 -0.03 0.00 0.16 0.37 2.2(1.0)
$E3AF (a=.81)
A—#1 (B9 OREICE > TRIDONS) -0.01 -0.05 0.77 -0.11 -0.01 0.62 3.5(1.1)
F—#2 (17 EEULEE S L5 LAY EVDS) -0.12 0.04 0.73 0.16 0.09 0.57 3.7(1.1)
F—173 (feDEEIBETRION D) 0.01 0.11 0.69 -0.09 0.01 0.61 3.5(1.1)
F4RF (a=.79)
|E (EEOMEMBLTEHDH SN -0.12 0.03 0.01 0.86 0.09 0.66 2.7 (1.1)
MmENE2 (M EEKICL TS EED) 0.05 -0.08 0.03 0.71 -0.05 0.55 2.3(1.1)
H|IMES (ZASAEBTVR DD SHEL) 0.19 0.05 -0.08 0.61 0.00 0.55 2.5(1.0)
ESEF (a=.47)
RUANT (BELAEVERETLND) 0.24 -0.02 0.25 0.02 0.55 0.56 2.8(1.0)
BRYAN2 (BELEVELRICESND) 0.08 -0.05 0.02 0.05 0.54 0.39 2.5(1.1)
BYANS (bOERICTE S EBEbELEVNNS) -0.15 0.11 -0.16 0.01 0.35 0.08 2.4(1.3)

FEFRE4ERE 551 BF (4489) 1.00
#2AF (A¥H) -0.33 1.00
$EIAF (A—*) -0.41 0.62 1.00
$EA4ETF (\EHE) 0.62 -0.40 -0.43 1.00
E5RF (EYAN) 0.53 -0.11 0.13 0.36 1.00

FOFER BT DT —I\DHEEIBE LTI, A ETEE JGFI = 0.94, AGFI =
0. 92 CFI=0.97, RMSEA = 0.04 TH D, EFIIT—F 2+l TS Z &N
BNz, BERMICET, F—HFH%E GE3RTP) I 53HE DM
TﬂRr@%ﬂ%ﬁ%<L@“)to L7z T, RO HEFITE ST, HFEZE
FENWHIBHDIZIEDDITEEZHDELTZRE SN, TOMMiEE +/03R0 BT
FIZROAATWDHENRH D EZEZ 5N,
£/, WFHMHBICDWT, Deci and Ryan (1985) TIIEIHE DT O &S ic
STV I ARGEERE LTS, ZHULEDR LICBIT BB T D HEER (B 213,
NFERY BN DV & M —RAJFREE) TIXTRWIED B NS 54, EFHA DAL &
THHEERM (BAE, NIHIBEIEE D 1T & B CTIXEAMAHBE, H2WITHRWADHIRY
ERTEVIRETH D, I > TESNZR T, FlAIXNFEOERED
O (GE2RTF) 13N SHEERINTIT W E IR (GESIRT) L3RV IEDFIRIZERL
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(r=0.62) . AHRICOZIE T 2L (4R T) SITZADHBEZRLZ (r=-040) . T
DHORF MBI DONT S, ERFERROFE RGO N, L2 >T AT TR
SDTIZBITAEHED T IZH IR E DR EITEEDWT, WIEREIE DT, [F—HFH
. WOANAFAEE, SAH0GRE, EE S WD IRIERAZERL THEENS T &
WD THERR S N7z,

726, FREMEREICBEL T 2FRICREELTHM T2 DI 072 EZ2475% 2
EINTELD FESRFITBELTIEEL BWEDNRS N (@ = 47) « JHUSLHEE
REELTHRATHITRNNESGHENENEEZ A SN S, 2070, HBETIZTDON
T3, HHEBOHBEREERE Lz, TN Z2EKITRT,

X35 (O AN OHHBRIB

CIEELE] BRUANT EBUAh2 ERYANK3
BUANT: ERLAVERET NS 1.00
BUAN2: g LW E LR ICEZ 5 AG* 1.00
BYAN3: thDERICTEREBDEEVDD .07 21 1.00

#p<.01

ZTORER, MHDEEIZTELEBOEZNNE] EWSHERNWESIEE KD
TWBIZENRB SNz, Lo T BRI DWTIIIHH DR 722 Rt 73 i
THLHEHW LIz, RO TR Fbanl &Lz,

BEF FBICBITS D PE R R & By D1 DFIRE TV

BRI, DEMBCRDEE D D& Y1 T RIFTEEIIOWTIRET 5720,
W HERTET U DT 7bi7z, 013 Amos 4.0Z2 WV, | LikZE RO #EE
iRELz, ZZTIRBIEA 2B E U TOMZITVL., . A TRV SAZH]
FRU. BT THINIZ. IIEET IV Deci and Ryan (1985) . Vallerand (1997)
IREITHDE, BED T ORI A1 T L TIDDLEHECR N ZNE L KT
L, S5HICHEMEEAREMEIHRETTE2HDELTHEE SNz, O OREERICDONT
13 KRICRES N TH 5,

ZOETIVO BRI 75508 S R FEIGFL = 0.90, AGFI = 0.88, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA
=0.04THY, EFINET—FDOHEMEITINWT EDMRINI=,

AR T, BTN bMD T EE3DOEBEANSIRRDS, 1EABITERELEDZRA
MEHE D TITHF L TR B EZ 5 ZTNEENIZETH D (HREMENSNFHAE)
BEOV, F— AR, S a0FR%E, mEEAORRREIL. FNE8 40, 34, -.23,
-.34) , White (1959) 13, BRE2EWEDICEZ 20 BIELIZDTES E WD HEN
NENEHE DT OFE TH 2 EFEL TS, FEITH U TR B € 0 3T
INEZ5NEFEZFITFE T ONTOFREKRE FEEI TN, KBERBR LG E IRE
flHNGZ2 515 EFEITDONWTOFRBENHN I, BARERDODTLED, LN
ST FHICBNTIDEFLWREEE SN NFENEED T Z2EmD 5720121, &
HEMEDBCRZ /- E WD TEMIEFICEESEEZ 5N,

KICIEEHEBH LT, NHEMEIHEDITOL BRI 0EWE R E 2L - Rk
27201213, BRI OBRR 22T NERH D ENDH I ETH D (BRI SPNFEH)
DT, F—HIHABENORREBREKIL, TN .24, 33) . ZORERITHEICS
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Ba12: DBEIAK R E B D OFERET IV (BHELARIC K5 il )

FRHEFEREEEZL LT RBICEDHDTH D, 28785, E0DITESERIC
BIFBIREBFEENOHDIFEZEEIIHERNC2IND ZENEL, MFEEDEE D
DICDOWTIEHEORMEREND Z L3N EDICEHbN S, LL, FERILFE
BN DI KD R REAN RN E BONSFEAEICE ST, e X EEE T
ELTHEEHLTWAEATH, MOXWEENEENREZ SR VEEZEKC TN
725, G5 TEDHR>THALD] D k-oELES, HEHWONSHLINEW ERU
5T®H»9, Deci and Ryan (2002) 13 FEMICEED T SNATEITH > TH, #
BEIMF I I o TEDITEIMMEE SN, #EREL T ZDOITHOMIEZHS DOHITH
LS E TN EIERLTWS, LENST, AFFEORE RN 5D, HEEE Ol
EESICHEA. NES® KONFEICEHRE DT TW<ADIch, hEFE ORRMIET
INFETULRIFEHIRZERNTHSLESZ 5.

SEBIFEEMEICELUTEN, SROFAE TIIEE DI LTHRENS F &
TR /SAIMNHER SN0 Tz, LU, ZORERITEREMNEE DA /S ADEFEIEIZ LD
THIFE SN TRENEVWEE IS5, Tab5, BftEEARRIEIZIAEWICE
B RN EEE I HoTNDDMHBENHRS (r=0.52) . Z DDA REMENH
MO EREZLTLE ST EWVSHREETH B, LIz ->T, BEEICBEL TS,
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EHEBK O ICHEE SR ED, HREEN LU THBNICEEE 52TV 50
MDD D EEA LS. DED, BHRICBOTHERNAZAM L2525 LAFEHED
HRERE D, TORREL TS OBK DI NHES LEZSN2,

HHENRER

FIIEDFERING, BETOREFEZ MDD ETEODITENEEEDNDH
AMBIZDWT, 2208 EMBIIRRS, 1DEIL, AFFEDOHE RN S HFDOEEMEN
WO THERSNEREEDORRIZBETZ2HDTH S, FHFEH NI DFBEITRD
IZONT, FEEDNRINTDEEZR LD RRZRRT 2 E0WD T IR RE 7
HDERD, TDX DK, HEF LRI MR 70— RN\ V& 52 50Tl
2K, FEBORKMNE ZITERTEONEHSMNTL, BBRANDERNL T4 —
RNy 2252257 EINEEIZSEBDHND, FlZIE EOXDICHEESZ2TERLT
N5 ENONZDNT, ERICHFTHANETINERLTRHIERENE X
5N, ZDE DRI FEE ORREfRE N 2= 5 ETIEFRICTETH O,
RELT FEEOFERCHE DT 2505 EER IR /20 E Bbhs,

2EBEELT FEEN SOOI DY TOFRRICETHHENE T 5N
%, SDTORHAMN S ATz, BEZIIFEHENHCREDRENENERED T (O
F0. NFENEED) ZRFOLDICTIET DT TRL, fll 2 DFEREF N TRl
HSZRAEMEE T FRMICFE I 2NN I DU 2 Ed T <5 EHWA
FreD, FIZIR TEFEOHENCE T, WEBZMIRL 72<7/2W0, HDWIIIEEDHN
TRERE (DOFD, EEEEE) 2B TS LW ZEIFIERICTEOINAHEET
H5. LML, EZBREIARE THRRZLIC, EFEAE LTI DT 2 AD (R
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The English Language Classroom Anxiety Scale: Test
Construction, Reliability, and Validity

HEER (CAESLAL)
A

BB (Yang Ying-Ling)
Mg B A%

Foreign language anxiety is becoming an important area of research in our
profession. Debilitating language anxiety can have profound consequences on
the language learning process. The purpose of the present study is to construct
a scale to measure the anxiety that Japanese students experience in English
language classrooms.

First, a pilot test was developed from open-ended questionnaires
administered to 148 university students describing specific situations that had
made them anxious in English language classrooms, and from five extant scales
of foreign language anxiety developed in the U.S. and Canada (Ely, 1986; Gardner,
1985; Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994; Young, 1990).
A total of 317 anxiety-producing situations were initially identified from the
students’ reports and 90 items from the extant scales. Elimination of duplicate
situations reduced the set of items to the following 12 dimensions: listening,
speaking, reading, writing, being asked questions, mistakes, information
processing, classroom activities, other classmates, teachers, language skills, and
course work. Thirty-eight pilot test items, representing the 12 dimensions, were
constructed and administered to 213 university students in first year and second
year English classes. Each item was followed by a six-point Likert response
scale. Results of factor analysis revealed that English language classroom
anxiety was composed of three factors: anxiety about (a) low proficiency in
English (e.g., I am anxious about whether I will be able to keep up with the

JALT Journal, Vol. 25, No. 2, November, 2003
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classes), (b) evaluation from classmates (e.g., I am anxious that other students
might think I am poor at English), and (¢) speaking activities (e.g., I feel nervous
when I speak English in class). The test-retest reliability for an interval of eight
weeks was .85 for the general scale, and .85, .77, and .71 for the three subscales
respectively. The internal consistency, using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, was
.92 for the general scale, and .89, .84, and .82 for the subscales respectively. The
present scale was determined to be highly reliable. The validity of the scale was
assessed by its correlations with Leary’s (1983) Interaction Anxiousness Scale
and with Shioya’s (1995) scale of cognitive appraisals of English learning skills
and costs. It was posited that those who have high English language classroom
anxiety tend to feel anxious in social situations and to consider English language
learning troublesome. The general scale and the three subscales were all
significantly and positively correlated with both Leary’s and Shioya’s scales,
verifying the validity of the present scale. Limitations of the present study and
implications for future research were discussed.

AHZEIE. HANFEDOTGEEAE B 2 AL OILERIFE Dih & U T, JEREBEEAZ R
EEERL, ZOEHEEEZAEERF LD TH D, £ PHATITBNT, BFEOHNE
AL REDHE (29 0HH) EHANIGEFEHEOHMLE (&3 1 7THH) 6. AH
BITHWS 3 SOEMIHHZEE Lz, 2 1 3HORAEITHL 6 fHETEHEEZRD, RT50
WrafT o 7ok, JRREEEARIS, IR T A%, MO4EN S ORHEIT S 5 A%,
BLUOFEEHTEN T DAL SRR I NT NS Z EAVRES Nz, REDEEEL. 7V ¥
FREEFHRATEIC R D HACEW T EAVRS Nz, £z, DhAARR ] BRO GRS
F2AF)L - DX bORAL EDOHEREDOHBBIRN S, REOZLMHIMHRE S N,

|' BB LM TN DI T DR B TI AL B TLENET, | 145
= DEFEMMUDOLAEITEDNIZNNLETT, | [EFHEEHNWTWTHE
BNIZNHEND D L HEV T, |

INSEOIAY M BICHER T EHEDOBETHSNZDDTH LN JHEFED
7R 5HEL D IO N AR E FENSRASINERBNH DL ETH A, F
AP EEDOFECEHBEYTHTHAIEND T ES, LLOH MM EIKY
WK TS EZATH D, IMEREFT T NI D 5 AL P BRI ERE AL

(foreign language anxiety) &I (Horwitz, Horwitz, & Cope, 1986) . #MEFED

FEPLEFHICKITTEEICOWTOELMINTED, HFFT AU %I Th
NTE/z, INSOMIETIL SMEREDOEREDOIREE U THERE Y 7 ADRAE
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Maclntyre and Gardner (1991), Aida (1994)72 EAVEREARL S DRICE BRADH
Bz HLTHY, FROERNEEITONTHHER TN TS (Gardner, Lalonde,
Moorcroft, & Evers, 1987, Young, 1986) . £7z, AL &KL TNSFEIFEFERED
BTN D EV ST b E SN TS (Maclntyre & Gardner, 1989,
1994) . BUETIL, SHEEEFE ICBD O ALK S NHRETH L ENDIHAFR
FIEEEARE S 725> T W5 (JEH, 2000) .

RENEBEYT D EBRREL T ARDANORINEB Z 1% 2 2 ENEIT
53T % (Eysenck, 1979) « AL ZE UG A, £ DRI/ UEIZEE S



Konpo & YANG 189

DIEMDNEZLTO T EERSEE DT E5ND, TDDORELEHE L TNWDEEH
1, AR SRR B IS RANS B 0% < 22T T EICKD., EORTICH
KICHEFTEIENTERLBOTLED. HEEHOHBIC K VEEN T
BHWEEEDL, AO2EENICEET2ED10/20, ZNNARLEEEGD DT &
SOMEFRTEZETETHRHICLTLEIDTH S, FHEREDFE LS E R RAE
FEETLIHOTHD, ALENFEHEIRTZTHERIFEL THDENDTENTE
X9,

HANFEDINERE AT A2 HNT, RZOMEITILRIZE X NS
O EFSNTWBR TR, #hil (1984) RUTH (1987) 133E2H ITBIT 5 E
EREROBRENCETOHIEERELTNDIN, RLICELTOEMTFEALETT
STV, Williams (1993) 12 HANFEADRFERLZ O FEOEEN: 2R L T
DM, EIE T —ZICBELTIIS B Ot 2R DEL TS, AFFEE. HANS:
HDIFEFE O DAL DI LD FEE LT, BB m T b Lz 3%
EREARLREEERL, TOREHEMEEZ SRR T2 EEHMNET S, ik
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Perspectives

Inconsistencies in Writing within the Japanese
Junior High School EFL Education System

Stephen Gates
Hokuriku Junior College

This study explores writing and the Japanese junior high school English educa-
tion system in the East Yamanashi school district. Through the examination of
writing within significant components of this particular system, wide discrepan-
cies are found between the Ministry of Education writing objectives and writing
as it practically exists in exams, textbooks, and classrooms. Results suggest that
the Ministry should more explicitly describe objectives and better monitor the
system. At the practical level, the study underscores the need for instructors to
supplement opportunities for students’ own writing while calling for a closer
examination of writing activities among all elements of the system.
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ince the Ministry of Education, Culture, and Science (now the

Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology

and hereinafter the Ministry of Education or the Ministry) set forth
a new, communicative-based set of guidelines for Japanese junior high
school English education in 1993, the term “communicative approach”
had often been bandied about by English teachers at meetings in the
school district where I worked. As a junior high school ALT at the time,
I welcomed the Ministry’s emphasis on communicative English, but I
began to wonder just what was meant by “a communicative approach.”
I also began thinking about my students’ experiences with communica-
tive methodology, not only in classroom instruction, but in all parts of
the educational system, including textbooks and exams. In particular,
because of my own interests in EFL writing and because of my practi-
cal experiences with writing in the junior high school curriculum, I was
especially curious about the writing activities that my students encoun-
tered. My focus was on building up a comprehensive picture of my stu-
dents’ experiences with writing and communicative methodology that
would take into account all-important aspects of the junior high school
English system.

While my research interests in communicative methodology in-
volved writing within all the important elements of the educational
system at the junior high school level, prior research has focused on
other aspects of language learning. Research has generally concentrated
only on individual elements of the system (instruction, textbooks, or
exams) at the high school level, usually without strongly emphasizing
any of the four language skills. For example, focusing on instruction,
a general overview of Japanese high school English was undertaken
(Gorsuch, 1998; Hirayanagi, 1998). Hirayanagi (1998) noted the strong
prevalence of grammatical rules in high school English instruction,
including explanations of grammar, rewriting and translation exer-
cises. Similarly, Gorsuch (1998) commented on the disparity between
the predominant yakudoku teaching methods, with their emphasis on
grammatical structure and translation of English texts into Japanese, and
the communicative stance embraced by the Ministry of Education high
school English guidelines. High school English textbooks were another
aspect of the system examined for communicative relevance (Gorsuch
1999; Miura, 2000). Gorsuch (1999) found that the six most widely-used
Ministry-approved textbooks in Japan failed to promote communicative
language activities. Exams and high school English education have also
been investigated. This research, though, has tended to concentrate not
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on communicative methodology and exams, but rather on comparisons
between university entrance exams and the high school system, with
particular emphasis on reading. Differences in reading levels between
high school reading materials and college/university entrance exams
were found (Brown & Yamashita, 1995; Kimura & Visgatis, 1996; Mulvey,
1999; Mulvey, 2001) with Brown and Yamashita (1995) and Kimura and
Visgatis, (1996) specifying the need for change at the university level
while, more recently, Mulvey (1999, 2001) linked reading level discrep-
ancies to pedagogical influences.

Research at the textbook and instructional levels, then, seems to
indicate that communicative methodology has had very little influence
on Japanese high school English education. But because this research
has taken such a different perspective on Japanese English education
and language skills from my own as one with here-and-now goals for
junior high, it does not really address my specific research needs based
on communicative methodology, writing, and the junior high school
system.

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to examine writing and communicative
methodology within the junior high school English system as it pertains
to my junior high school students in East Yamanashi. To accomplish this
it was necessary to first look at how the Ministry, as the system’s primary
authority, views a communicative approach to writing. In addition, it
was important to examine the kinds of writing undertaken in practice
and determine how well they implement the Ministry’s communicative
objectives on writing. Accordingly, I addressed two research questions:

1. How does the Ministry of Education, through its
objectives, describe a communicative approach to writing?

2. How well are these objectives adopted by the current

system?

Answers to these questions provide valuable insights because the
formal guidelines laid down by the Ministry make it extremely important
that writing be uniformly defined and enacted throughout the system. In
fact, if interpretational discrepancies appear in what writing represents
or its place within English education, not only will different parts of
the system be working at cross-purposes, but fundamental objectives
are unlikely to be met. Moreover, as inconsistent views of writing are
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conveyed to the instructor, the teacher is left to mediate between these
differing viewpoints. This study, then, hopes to uncover any inconsisten-
cies in approaches to writing to both highlight the pressures brought to
bear on the teachers by the system at the practical level and to provide
insights into the junior high school system as a whole. Of course these
insights, based on only one specific educational setting (East Yamanashi)
and one skill (writing), cannot address other parts of the school system
or speak to communicative methodology as it relates to other language
skills. However, it is hoped that they will provide a glimpse into English
education while encouraging further study.

The Study

In response to the two research questions, the study looks into both
the communicative approach as embodied by Ministry of Education jun-
ior high school writing objectives and the practical elements of writing
such as found in an entrance exam, the syllabus, and classroom instruc-
tion.

Ministry writing objectives for each grade provided a basis upon
which to compare and evaluate specific writing activities. Objectives
from the first to third year were used to analyze each corresponding
textbook and workbook, while third-year objectives also formed the ba-
sis for examining the Yamanashi Prefecture public senior high entrance
exam. The 1993-98 Ministry objectives were utilized because the text-
books, workbooks and most recent entrance exam used had all been
created under these particular guidelines.

After using Ministry objectives to establish a description of writing, I
examined original sources from this particular school system. Insights on
writing in the entrance exam were provided by an analysis of the Yamanashi
Public High School entrance exam, the system’s most influential exam. As
the primary instruments upon which the syllabus is based, the students’
textbooks and workbooks were also examined. Finally a teacher survey
exploring writing and classroom practices within the East Yamanashi
district was conducted to gain a general view of writing within the junior
high school English classrooms of East Yamanashi.

Ministry Objectives for Writing

Ministry English objectives for writing, seen below in the course
of study for lower secondary school foreign languages, consist of (a)
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overall English objectives, (b) writing objectives, and (c¢) content objec-
tives. Writing objectives and content objectives are broken down by year.
These objectives spell out Ministry writing guidelines, thereby supplying
a definitive description of writing upon which the practical elements of
the system can be evaluated. To assist in this evaluation it was first neces-
sary to compile a description of Ministry writing objectives for each year:
a functional description that could be readily compared to the types of
writing practically advanced in other parts of the system. Because of
this, only Ministry objectives which offered specific descriptions of writ-
ing were used, especially objectives supplying descriptive insights on
the following:

1. What “writing” should consist of. (Does the objective
provide specific details about what constitutes appropriate
writing?)

2. The level in the language system at which students should
be writing. (Does the objective refer to writing at the word,
phrase, sentence, or text level?)

3. The place of writing in relation to the other three language
skills. (Does the objective mention writing in relationship
to speaking, reading, or listening?)

Course of Study for Lower Secondary School Foreign Languages (in
English)

Overall objectives. “ To develop students’ basic abilities to under-
stand a foreign language and express themselves in it, to foster a positive
attitude toward communicating in it, and to deepen interest in language
and culture, cultivating basic international understanding.” (Ministry of
Education, 1993, p. 227)

Six important concepts are listed as overall objectives. Four of these
six concepts are rather vague: “a positive attitude,” “interest in language,”
interest in “culture,” and “basic international understanding.” Although
these may be worthwhile notions, their abstract nondescript nature fails
to contribute to an explicit description of writing. Because the two re-
maining concepts basically specify receptive and productive skills (“to
understand a foreign language” and to “express themselves in [a foreign
language]”), only the concept about expressing themselves seems per-
tinent to writing. While “basic abilities” and their development contain
no indication of what writing should be, the phrase “express themselves
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in [English]” suggests writing as self-expression. Therefore, from the
overall language objectives, only the concept of students expressing
themselves through English contributes to a description of Ministry-ap-
proved writing.

Writing objectives. First Year, “To enable students to write about sim-
ple and familiar topics in plain English, to familiarize them with writing
English, and to arouse interest in writing.”(Ministry of Education, 1993,
p- 228). Second Year, “To enable students to express their ideas etc. [sic]
in simple written English sentences or passages, to accustom them to
writing English, and to cultivate willingness to write English.” (p. 230)
Third Year, “To enable students to express their ideas etc. [sic] in simple
written English passages, to develop proficiency in writing English, and
to foster a positive attitude toward writing.” (p. 231)

The objectives for writing, although listed by grade, consist of many
of the same points for each year. For example concepts such as “inter-
est,” “willingness,” and “positive attitude” are mentioned from first to
third year. But, as simply restatements of the vague overall English objec-
tive “to foster a positive attitude towards [English],” these objectives offer
no specific insights into writing.

Other writing objectives for both first year (“to familiarize them with
writing”) and second year (“to accustom them to writing”) seem to em-
phasize engagement with writing. As such, they supply more of a mes-
sage on use—the need to engage in writing—than a descriptive addition
to writing.

For the first year, then, there remains only one writing objective.
However, because this objective deals with the types of topics to be writ-
ten about (simple and familiar topics), it cannot help to specify writing.
Even the notion of “plain English,” while suggesting an emphasis on
simple English, does not provide much detail. As a result, none of the
three writing objectives helps to clarify the nature of first-year writing.

As in the first year, only one second-year writing objective is left: “to
enable students to express their ideas etc. [sic] in simple written English
sentences or passages.” This last objective, though, provides insights into
both appropriate writing, writing that allows students to express thoughts,
and the level at which it should be undertaken (sentences or passages).

After eliminating the “positive attitude” objective, two third-year writ-
ing objectives remain. The first one, “to develop proficiency in writing
English,” is open to numerous interpretations and, like the notion of
familiarity before it, does not address important questions about writing.
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The second objective, however (“to enable students to express theirideas
etc. [sic] in simple written English passages”) maintains, like the second
year writing objective, a learner-centered focus. It differs, though, from
the second-year objective by changing “English sentences and passages”
to “English passages.” This exclusion of “sentences” marks a noticeably
broader, text-level approach to writing.

Content objectives for writing. First Year, “(1) To copy words and
sentences correctly. (2) To listen to words or sentences and write them
down correctly. (3) To write intended messages in simple sentences.”
(Ministry of Education, 1993, p. 229) Second Year, “(1) To organize in-
tended messages and write them without missing important points.” (p.
231) Third Year, “(1) To write the outline and/or the main points of what
has been listened to and read.” (p. 232)

The first-year content objectives, reflecting the students’ new role as
second language learners, embrace a wide description of writing. This
ranges from simply printing out written or spoken words or sentences to
explaining themselves in easy sentences.

In the content objective for the second year the use of the phrase
“intended messages” again seems to stress the writer’s intentions. The
terms “without missing important points” and “organizing,” though,
are unclear. While the inclusion of “organizing” seems to stress the im-
portance of ordering the writing in some coherent way;, it is difficult to
determine what “important points” might include.

The third-year content objective specifies summarization through
the writing of outlines and main points of spoken or written texts. This
promotes a more text-based approach, which coincides with the wider
focus on students’ own writing in passages as specified by the third-year
writing objective.

Syllabus design and treatment of the contents. “In conducting lan-
guage-use activities in listening, speaking, reading and writing, priority
may be given to activities in one or more skills according to students’
learning stages, but no particular emphasis should be placed on activi-
ties in any one or more skills over the three-year period. Further, at the
starting stage, special priority should be given to aural and oral activities
in the light of the importance of teaching pronunciation.” (Ministry of
Education, 1993, p. 241)

Here the objectives spell out how each of the four language skills
should be approached in relation to one another. While stating that
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aural and oral activities should take precedence at the introductory stage
and that at certain stages one skill may be more prominently featured,
over the three years the guidelines unequivocally assert that a balance
between the skills should be maintained.

Ministry Objectives for Writing: Summary by Year

From this examination of objectives, then, comes a clearer percep-
tion of Ministry views on writing. The broad perspective, furnished by
the overall language objectives, regards students expressing themselves
as an important concept. This concept is further embodied in other,
more specific writing objectives that follow.

First-year objectives. Here only the content objectives help to specify
writing. The first two objectives assume a very basic stance on writing
(copying and writing down) at the level of “words and sentences” while
the third emphasizes the writer’s intentions and writing in sentences.
The guidelines also de-emphasize writing in favor of oral skills at this
“introductory” stage.

Second-year objectives. The second year description of writing
contains only two pertinent objectives, one writing and one content.
The writing objective places emphasis on students writing their own
thoughts, which coincides with the writing of “intended messages”
specified in the content objectives. Both see writing as the expression of
the students’ own thoughts or intentions, focusing writing on the learner
as the writer. Also the specification of “organizing” in the second year
content objectives seems to emphasize the importance of ordering the
writing coherently. The level at which writing should take place is indi-
cated in the writing objective, which states, “in simple written English
sentences and passages.”

Third-year objectives. Two different objectives influence the third-
year description of writing; once again there is one writing and one con-
tent objective. The writing objective highlights the expression of ideas
through “primary English passages” while the content objective features
the writing of outlines and important points of texts written or spoken
by others. What emerges, then, is an emphasis on writing as self-expres-
sion and writing for summarization purposes, both of which take place
mainly at a textual level. As far as writing and other skills are concerned,
writing, both in the second and third year should be featured equally
with the other three skills.
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It seems that the Ministry objectives have embraced, to a large extent,
a quite general description of writing. This is the case even though more
specific information about writing would help the Ministry facilitate the
implementation of its writing objectives throughout the system.

The Entrance Exam

The Yamanashi Public High School Entrance Exam is the primary
means by which junior high school students advance to high school
aside from about 5-10% of students intending to enter private educational
institutions. The particular exam reviewed here was the March 1998 high
school entrance exam, which was the last major evaluation falling under
the 1993-98 guidelines. This exam is examined in relation to third-year
Ministry writing objectives.

Even with Ministry guidelines in place, this test is ultimately
influenced by practical considerations. The need to obtain quantifiable,
easily interpretable results that can efficiently assist with student
placement to different high schools is essential. This, coupled with
the widespread use of standardized testing in Japan to determine both
educational and employment opportunities, supports the adoption of a
formal, norm-referenced assessment.

In the exam itself, receptive skills receive almost all the evaluative
attention comprising approximately 90% of the marks (reading 65% and
listening 25%). Writing is the lone productive skill and is allotted the re-
maining 10%. Consequently, the equitable distribution of the four skills
emphasized in Ministry guidelines is not reflected in the exam.

The test’s standardized structure also puts strict limitations on writing
and acceptable written answers. This is similar to the case of receptive
skills, which are assessed primarily through multiple-choice questions.
The entire writing portion follows; it consists of three items in which
students must supply appropriate English phrases to fill in the text.

Jane: Yuki, you look very happy today.

Yuki: Yes, I'm going to visit Montreal, Canada next year.
Jane: Really? (1) ( ) ( ) ( ) French?
Yuki: French? No, I can’t. Why?

Jane: Because a lot of people in Montreal speak French.

2 in Canada.
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Yuki: Ididn’t know that. I don’t think (3)

Jane: Don’t worry. I'll teach you French if you want.
Yuki: Oh, thank you Jane. I'll do my best.

(Yamanashi Prefectural Public High School Entrance Exam, 1998)

Item one requires students to fill in three blank spaces to make a
question (Can you speak French?) using the text for hints. While item
two does not set out actual spaces, it restricts acceptable responses by
specifying answers be from four to six words (Two languages are spo-
ken in Canada /People speak both English and French in Canada) and
through the provision of a Japanese translation of the correct answer.
The last item also supplies a Japanese translation as well as stating that
six words are needed to successfully complete the sentence (I don’t
think French is as easy as English.)

The corresponding third-year Ministry writing objectives, as pointed
out earlier, have a very different emphasis—one where self-expression
and summarizing are encouraged. First of all, in the exam the self-ex-
pression feature of the Ministry guidelines is completely ignored. The
test’s restrictive nature, in its total control over what is written, limits ac-
ceptable answers to suit its standardized format. As a result, there is no
room for any self-expression. Not only is self-expression disregarded but
summarization is also overlooked. Lastly, implicit in both the summari-
zation concept and the focus on writing “passages,” is a more holistic
approach to texts and writing. This holistic approach is missing in this
exam, and although the Ministry has declared that the scope of writing
should extend beyond the sentence level, the only writing that is as-
sessed here works from the sentence level or below.

The reality, then, is that by adopting a very limited, minimalist view
of writing, the test designers have adhered to none of the third-year
Ministry objectives. The concentration on simply the word order of parts
of sentences, in what basically amounts to a cloze and two translation
exercises, illustrates a narrow, circumscribed attitude towards writing:
writing that can be packaged easily into standardized test items.

Textbooks and Workbooks

Textbooks

The first-, second-, and third-year English textbooks examined here
are from the New Horizon English Course series (Asamura & Shimomura,
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1997a, 1997b, 1997¢) and were used in the East Yamanashi district from
April 1997 until March 2002. The textbooks were examined to determine
how the four language skills are represented as well as how each writing
exercise compares with Ministry objectives.

The language skills. The overall layout of the textbooks and how the
skills are presented in each unit give an indication of the importance of
each skill within the textbooks. Each book is arranged into distinct units
interspersed with lengthy extra reading sections, from the two “Let’s
Read” exercises in the first-year book to four and five instances furnished
by the “Let’s Read” and literature sections in the second and third-year
books, respectively. This disproportionate importance placed on read-
ing mirrors the view of the language skills reflected in the exam.

The representation of each skill within each unit provides another
perspective on language skills and the textbook. In both the second
and third-year books each separate unit is divided into four parts. The
first part is “Starting Out,” which uses different topics to introduce “the
basics of English” (Asamura & Shimomura, 1997d, p. 1). Next are the
“Listen and Speak” and “Read and Think” segments, which deal with
one theme. Lastly, the “Let’s Try (and Write)” section at the end con-
sists of different exercises including recorded rhythm exercises, writing
exercises, and/or reading exercises (Asamura & Shimomura, 1997d,
introduction). In the first year reader, although the division into “Listen
and Speak” and “Read and Think” is not specifically mentioned and the
insertion of “Let’s Try (and Write)” does not come until the sixth of the
eleven units, each unit basically corresponds to these divisions. How the
units attend to the skills then can be identified simply through the labels
attached to the parts of each unit: “Listen and Speak,” “Read and Think”
and “Let’s Try (and Write).” But, while each language skill on the surface
seems well represented, writing exercises are often not included in the
“Let’s Try (and Write)” section, which leads to the complete exclusion
of writing in many units. The result is that within the textbooks, writing
is given the least consideration of the four language skills, representing
only about 5 to 10% of the language exercises. The sought-after balance
among the four language skills has not been achieved in either the units
or the structure of the textbooks as a whole.

Writing Exercises. A closer examination of the particular writing
exercises that do occur reveals the views of writing within each text-
book. A comparison of these views with corresponding Ministry writing
objectives for each grade should establish how well they match. In each
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textbook a pencil icon indicates a writing exercise.

The first-year junior high school textbook contains seven writing
activities. These writing exercises were evaluated according to the broad
interpretation of writing (correctly copying/writing down words and
sentences either read or listened to) encompassed by the first two con-
tent goals and the last objective with its emphasis on “writing intended
messages in simple sentences.”

The first two writing examples (Asamura & Shimomura, 1997a, pp. 9-
10) involve listening and writing down the letters heard using uppercase
letters, (BBC, USA, etc.) and an exercise involving tracing the letters of
certain words. The third writing instance (p. 31) is a fill-in-the-blanks,
self-introduction exercise where the students must follow the pattern
and fill in their own information (“I'm __,” “I'm from__,” “I speak __.")
The fourth writing exercise (p. 54) is also fill-in-the-blanks, one with the
necessary information being supplied by a taped introduction. While
all four of the above-mentioned exercises attend to objectives (tracing,
copying, writing spoken English), their shared focus on writing at ei-
ther the letter or single word level substantially limits the exercises and
ignores the last objective’s emphasis on writing intended messages in
sentences. The fifth example (p. 62) shows a picture of a bedroom with
various items to one side (such as a radio and books). The students must
imagine that this is their room and then, following some examples, write
about certain items (eg. The books are on my bed/The radio is by my
desk.) As this could be considered “writing intended messages in simple
sentences” through “copying” examples, it seems to meet objectives. The
last two writing activities in the textbook ask the students to write about
their daily routine following a written text (p. 70) and to write about the
previous Sunday while offering some helpful phrases (p. 96). Again both
of these exercises seem to allow the learners to express their intentions
at the sentence level while giving them phrases to copy. But, while all
seven writing activities meet some basic objectives, only three actually
take into account the last content objective with its stress on the writer’s
intentions, or include writing above the simple word level.

The second-year textbook provides five writing tasks as indicated
by the pencil icon. From the second year, Ministry writing objectives
emphasize the principle of self-expression in “sentences and passages.”
Combined with this concept is the second-year content objective that
stresses organizing the writing while working at the sentence level or
above.

A “Let’s Try (and Write)” item (Asamura & Shimomura, 1997b, p. 8)
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and a diary exercise (p. 9) are the first two examples of writing. The
first writing activity asks students to write about something they did last
week, and sets up the subsequent diary exercise. By allowing students
to recount their own experiences in writing, both activities follow the
requisite self-expression goal set forth in the second-year writing objec-
tives. The provision, in both cases, of an example and an opportunity
to organize sentences themselves correlates to the content objective.
The exercises also involve writing from at least the sentence level, with
the second activity stressing a textual approach. Therefore, both writing
tasks fit the stated objectives. The third exercise (p. 32) is a basic fill-in-
the-blanks exercise: “When sending an e-mail what should go in the
boxes?” As a cloze exercise asking for set information at the word level,
it corresponds to none of the Ministry guidelines. The fourth writing
activity (p. 46) involves writing a letter to a friend. This exercise meets
all second-year objectives by allowing the writers to express their own
ideas at a passage level while supplying information on points that could
be included. In the fifth and last writing instance (p. 84), the students are
asked to replace the underlined word or words with their own infor-
mation to make a self-introduction. Again, the fill-in-the-blanks struc-
ture, operating at the word level, does not enable students to put their
thoughts into sentences, nor does it help students to organize what they
intend to express. Notwithstanding the fact that a few of the more basic
writing activities may be seen as a review of some first-year objectives,
only three of the five activities encourage self-expression at the sentence
level or above and give the students a chance to organize their intentions
in writing.

Self-expression, summarization and writing at a textual level are the
notions upon which the six third-level instances will be analyzed. The
first writing activity (Asamura & Shimomura, 1997¢, p. 4) is a simple
cloze exercise that works at the word level and does not involve either
expression of thought or summarization. The second task (p.8) requires
the students to write about a future dream by following a given text.
While it allows for some self-expression beyond the sentence level, the
summarizing objective is not addressed. The third writing exercise (p.
16), which consists of changing sentence fragments into full sentences,
does not meet any third-year writing objectives. Similarly the next writ-
ing activity (p. 24), a cloze exercise to complete a newspaper article,
deals only with single words and does not allow for self-expression or
summarization. The fifth exercise (p. 32) requests a description of the
student’s neighborhood by following a sample text. Although there is
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a chance here for self-expression, a summary is not called for. The last
writing practice (pp. 68-69) is a post-reading writing exercise that seeks
the students’ opinion about whether or not English should be taught in
junior high schools. The students read both sides of the argument and,
using expressions and ideas included in the discussion, construct their
own opinions. This text-based activity, then, encourages self-expres-
sion and permits a summary of main points that the students consider
important. Overall though, only half of the six writing examples allow
for some self-expression beyond the sentence level while only the last
exercise requires any summarization.

It therefore appears that writing is very infrequently included in
textbooks that provide the foundation for a full year of language study.
Furthermore, the few writing instances that are offered often fail to com-
ply with Ministry guidelines. This occurs even though the Ministry has
endorsed each textbook. The result is that only a few writing activities in
each book could meet a rather lenient interpretation of Ministry writing
specifications. A picture emerges of Ministry-approved textbooks that
not only fall short of meeting Ministry writing objectives, but also pro-
vide little opportunity to engage in writing at all.

Workbooks

The workbooks, Let’s Try (Ishihara, 1997a, 1997b, 1997¢), based on
each textbook, are made by a panel of Yamanashi teachers especially for
Yamanashi junior high schools. Each workbook contains mostly writing
exercises, including activities such as filling in the blanks, arranging the
English words in the correct order, finishing off partial sentences, and
changing sentences to match Japanese translations.

While some of the workbook exercises could meet Ministry ob-
jectives such as the broad criteria established by the first two content
objectives for first-year writing, what could be seen as the most impor-
tant objective, self-expression, is not well represented. In fact, of each
workbook’s 80 pages, only five pages in the first and second year and
three in the third year are labeled as “self-expression corner.” The actual
number of exercises that ask for even a bit of self-information for writing
are the same for all grades—fifteen instances. Here is an example of a
“self-expression” activity.

WORD BOX DiEHZBEICLTE>THLI. HONEDIFE
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WKk 72 EEIT, FHRNVL TWEZEICDVTE> TAKD,
[Say what someone was doing when you came home yesterday.]
(#) [e.g] When I came home yesterday my sister was watching
TV.

JF) When1~, FAI3~ L7z & &, (Ishihara, 1997b, p. 17)

Of the more than 500 exercises that make up each workbook, only 15
work on self-expression. Clearly, self-expression is under-represented as
itis encouraged in less than three percent of the questions. Also, none of
the workbooks have exercises that go beyond the single sentence level
and, in the third-year book, there are no exercises involving summariza-
tion. Therefore, while writing is the primary focus of the workbook,
Ministry objectives on writing have again not been put into practice.

Survey

The survey, undertaken in the Spring of 1999, consisted of a trial ques-
tionnaire, the actual questionnaire, and a cover letter sent with both. The
trial questionnaire and cover letter were given to eight Japanese English
teachers from another school district. Accompanying it were two follow-
up questions posed to elicit impressions about the cover letter and ques-
tionnaire. No major problems were reported after the trial questionnaire
administration. The cover letter, identical for both the trial questionnaire
and the survey, extended appreciation for participation, provided infor-
mation about the study;, its uses and the researchers involved, instructed
respondents on what to do and assured participants of anonymity. The
survey was in Japanese with an accompanying English version.

The questionnaire itself (see Appendix) is a self-report survey
fashioned to get both a general impression of the type of writing done in
the classrooms and the amount of time spent on each of the four skills.
The first question directly attends to writing as compared with other skills.
(Over a school year, what is the percentage of time spent by the students
partaking in each skill during class?) Question two concerns itself with
the type of writing that is done in the classroom setting, including self-
expression through students’ own writing and the third-year objective of
summarization. (What kind of writing do the students do in class?) The
nine categories in question 2 were developed in consultation with one
other teacher and are based upon our experience with writing as it is
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taught in junior high in this context. The questionnaires’ responses were
then compared to Ministry objectives.

The questionnaires were administered to all the Japanese English
teachers (n= 23) in the nine different junior high schools of the East
Yamanashi school district. Twenty-one questionnaires were returned.
Results from the questionnaire can be seen in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1. Time Spent on Language Skills in the Classroom

Language skill Percentage M SD

Writing 25.00 8.06

Reading 31.00 12.73

Listening 26.00 9.30

Speaking 18.00 6.60
n=20

One questionnaire had different percentages listed for question one in
the English and Japanese versions. As a result, the response for question
one on that questionnaire was discarded (n = 20 for question one only).
All other percentages were taken from the Japanese questionnaire (only
the Japanese questionnaire was returned in many cases). These results
seem to indicate that according to teacher impressions, writing occupies
an average 25% of classroom time. Thus it may be given more emphasis
in the classroom than in the entrance exam or in the textbooks. Results
also show the emphasis placed on reading at the practical level.

Table 2 relates to the kind of writing found in the classroom. The
highest percentages of time spent on writing were exercises based on
grammatical phrases (B), spelling (C), and memo taking (E). In fact,
only B and C were used by every teacher. Although these three activities
account for an average of 60.37% of class time, none of them are empha-
sized in the Ministry guidelines.

The activities that most closely match the Ministry guidelines are
writing exercises that allow self-expression (F) and writing exercises
for summarizing (G). Their combined average was only 15%. This does
not seem to reflect the importance attached to students’ own writing
and self-expression in the Ministry guidelines. In addition, writing for
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Table 2. Percent of Time Spent on Various Writing Activities

Time M Min Max SD
Score Score
A. Fill-in-the-blank exercises 10.24 0 25 6.07
(cloze exercises)
B. Writing exercises to support 2333 5 50 10.51
key grammatical phrases
C. Spelling exercises 19.90 5 40 8.13
D. Dictation exercises 5.10 0 20 4.80
E. Memo-taking 17.14 0 40 10.87
F. Writing exercises that allow 11.19 0 30 7.70
self-expression
G. Writing exercises for 3.81 0 15 4.86
writing main points or
summarizing
H. Copying the textbook 9.05 0 30 9.34
L. Other exercises 95 0 10 2.94

n = 21. Note. Due to rounding, totals do not equal 100 percent.

summarizing purposes (G) received the lowest mean score (3.81) of any
of the eight writing exercises included in the questionnaire. The fact
that summarization was specified only in third-year guidelines may, to a
certain extent, account for its fairly low mean.

All activities had a wide range of percentages, running from 0 to
10 for “other exercises” to 5 to 50 for “writing exercises to support
key grammatical phrases.” These wide ranges may be a reflection of
the varied perceptions of what constitutes writing within the teaching
community surveyed. Results from the questionnaire suggest that Min-
istry writing guidelines are not well reflected in the students’ classroom
experiences.

Discussion
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An obvious disparity exists between Ministry writing objectives and
writing as it is represented in published materials and practically expe-
rienced. It would seem that the Ministry of Education has been largely
ineffective in constructing and communicating a clear concept of writing
as well as lax in its regulation of textbook elements of the system. On the
other hand, it also seems that textbook, workbook, and test designers
have not made a concerted effort to more carefully consider and account
for the communicative stance taken by the Ministry of Education. An un-
fortunate repercussion is that teachers inadvertently become the arbiters
between the varying perceptions of writing. If teachers simply defer to
the practical elements of the system for appropriate writing exercises,
not only will writing be under-represented but a minimalist definition of
writing will inform classroom practices.

A comprehensive, long-term solution to address writing inconsisten-
cies should originate from the Ministry of Education with clearer writing
specifications and more effective monitoring of practical areas such as
the textbooks. It is hoped that highlighting the differences between Min-
istry writing objectives and writing in the practical arena can encourage
more dialogue on writing and eventually help to usher in more effective
guidelines.

As for the short term, it seems essential that teachers provide extra
occasions for writing and try to incorporate communicative approaches
into everyday practice in order to increase opportunities for students
to express themselves through writing. The findings should encourage
the more careful examination of writing activities by professionals at all
levels of the system, from the Ministry committees to material and exam
developers to the instructors themselves.

While the research focus of this study was limited to writing in one
specific educational setting, other skills should be studied to provide a
broader picture of the education system. Future research should examine
the most recent Ministry guidelines (March 2003) that, while continuing
to stress self-expression, still seem somewhat vague. It should also ex-
amine the current system as a whole based on corresponding Ministry
objectives. Additional insights could be obtained by shifting the scope
of research from simply describing writing within the system to looking
into practical concerns and perceptions of professionals in all segments
of the junior high school English education system. At the instructional
level, ideas on how to increase writing’s profile within the classroom
while increasing opportunities for self-expression through students’ own
writing would be of particular interest. Any approach proposed, though,
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would have to take into account Ministry objectives while dealing with
practical constraints imposed by assessment and syllabus requirements
that often run counter to Ministry guidelines.
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Appendix

Questionnaire

Please read the whole question and all the responses before writing a
percentage.

NOTE: Please make sure percentages equal 100 %

1. Over a school year, what is the percentage of time spent by the
students partaking in each skill during class?

-Listening %
-Reading %
-Writing %
-Speaking %

TOTAL 100 %
2. What kind of writing do the students do in class?

-Fill in the blanks [cloze exercises...].
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%

-Writing exercises to support the grammatical key
phrases [in the workbook, worksheets,
quizzes....]. %

-Spelling [spelling tests, word bingo, writing
the same word many times in the notebook....
%

-Dictation. %

-Memo-taking [from the blackboard]. %

-Own writing exercises that allow self-expression
[English journal, diary, writing where ideas,
experiences, daily life can be expressed,...].

%

-Own writing exercises for summarizing/writing
the main points of a passage listened to or read.
%

-Copying the textbook. %

-Others [explain]

%

TOTAL 100 %
NOTE: Please make sure percentages equal 100%

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CO-OPERATION
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Stylistics. Peter Verdonk. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002. xiii +
124 pp.

Reviewed by
Haruko Sera
Kobe University of Commerce

As one of the texts in the Oxford Introductions to Language Study
Series, this book faithfully follows its editorial purpose and design. It is
“a general and gradual introduction” (p. ix) to stylistics and also serves
as a “preliminary to the more specific and specialized enquiry” (p. X)
required for those students who are interested in stylistics.

Stylistics is divided into four parts: Survey, Readings, References, and
Glossary. The Survey section is a brief overview of the main features of
stylistics: its scope, principles, basic concerns, and key concepts. Read-
ings contains extracts from specialist literature, providing the necessary
transition to more detailed study. In the References section, there is a se-
lection of works for further reading. This is not just a list of bibliographi-
cal data, but is accompanied by comments indicating how the titles deal
with issues discussed in the Survey. The Glossary explains the terms that
appear in bold in the text, and also serves as an index.

Although Stylistics is compact in size, each chapter contains sample
texts to illustrate the key concepts. Chapter 1 lays the groundwork by
discussing the concept of style in language. After defining stylistics as
“the analysis of distinctive expression in language and the description of
its purpose and effect” (p. 4), Verdonk introduces some of the features
of style such as ellipsis, intertextuality, and foregrounding. Using illustra-
tions from non-literary texts, such as a newspaper headline and blurb,
this chapter also deals with style as motivated choice, style in context,
and style and persuasive effect.

Chapter 2, “Style in Literature,” explains text types and their relation
to style and function. Verdonk suggests that a literary text prompts a
different response from a non-literary one: a more individual and creative
response. In Chapter 3, “Text and Discourse,” Verdonk considers the
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nature of text in general, thus illustrating the differences between literary
and non-literary texts. He concludes that literature is distinctive “because
its texts are closed off from normal external contextual connection” (p.
27)and that “we need to infer possible contextual implications, including
perspective or point of view” (p. 27), to which he turns in Chapter 4. In
this chapter, Verdonk demonstrates the visual and mental connotations
of perspective by using the example of a painting. Writers of narrative
fiction exploit this potential of perspective in a similar way. Chapter 4
mainly explores perspective in narrative fiction, introducing stylistic
markers of perspective such as deixis, given and new information, and
modality.

Chapter 5, “The Language of Literary Representation,” discusses
perspective in third-person narration. Verdonk demonstrates how
perspectives are created through various modes of speech and
thought presentation. Chapter 6 touches on other textual features
in literary language and considers how a stylistic approach relates
to literary criticism. Stylistics can provide supporting evidence for
literary interpretation, the larger-scale significance of literary works, by
illustrating how this significance can be related to specific features of
language. The final chapter introduces a new focus: social reading. As
the response of individuals to literary texts is influenced by sociocultural
values, the author takes up the question of how far stylistic analysis
might be applied to a social reading process of literary text.

As is indicated in the preface, Verdonk had to be selective in his
choice of topics. However, most of the key concepts in stylistics are
rightly included. On the other hand, the book would have been more
complete if Verdonk had mentioned new trends in stylistics such as
corpus stylistics and studies related to psychology.

Stylistics is essential reading for students taking stylistics or literary-
linguistic courses. The book successfully demonstrates that stylistics can
provide added insight to a text, by showing how an interpretation can be
related to specific features of language, thus being particularly relevant
to those who teach language and literature.
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Discourse Politeness in Japanese Conversation. Mayumi Usami.
Tokyo: Hitsuji Shobo, 2002. pp. vii + 343.

Reviewed By
Justin Charlebois
Nagoya Bunri University

The publication of Brown and Levinson’s Politeness: Some univer-
sals in language usage (1987) has stimulated a continuous debate re-
garding the existence of a universal theory of politeness. Their theory
prompted criticism by scholars, particularly those working with Asian
languages. The main criticism concerns the proclamation of a universal
theory based on data gathered from only three languages. Furthermore,
the authors analyzed data collected at the sentence level, thus ignoring
the larger context that constitutes communication.

Usami (2002) introduces the concept of Discourse Politeness (DP).
She defines it as, “The dynamic whole of functions of any element in
both linguistic forms and discourse-level phenomena that play a part
in pragmatic politeness of a discourse” (p. xv). The aim of her study
was not solely to analyze Japanese, but to use the data to facilitate the
development of a universal theory of politeness.

What distinguishes this book from other studies of politeness is the
method the author chose to gather the data. Previously, questionnaires
were a popular means for data collection. Usami used a discourse
approach that entailed tape-recording dyadic conversations. Briefing
the participants beforehand with ideas about potential topics, she
also encouraged them to go beyond her suggestions. Moreover, as a
method of triangulating the data, she asked the participants to complete
questionnaires to explore their awareness of factors such as age, gender,
and educational background.

Some of Usami’s findings did support those of Brown and Levinson
and traditional rules of honorific usage. However, she also found that
the usage of non-polite forms by an interlocutor with more power does
not support earlier findings. In addition, she found that an interlocutor
with less power does not necessarily use more honorifics. The results of
Usami’s study make an important contribution to the field of politeness.
Clearly her data show the need for further studies that address politeness
using a discourse approach.

This book is not targeted at individuals seeking an introduction
to the field of politeness. Individuals familiar with the literature on



222 JALT Journar

politeness are well aware of its complexity. Therefore, in order to grasp
the important implications of Usami’s study, it is necessary to have read
the background material. The format, however, is well laid out and the
author goes to great lengths to explain the detailed statistical analysis.
Furthermore, the extensive references provide ample opportunity for
those seeking additional reading on the subject matter. This book will be
especially useful for anyone in the field of intercultural communication
or the teaching of Japanese as a second or foreign language.
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An Introduction to Applied Linguistics. Norbert Schmitt, Editor.
London: Arnold, 2002. viii + 344 pp.

Reviewed by
Roger Nunn
Kochi University

This impressive volume introduces key areas of applied linguistics
to readers who need further background before attempting more
specialized books or journals. However, with contributions from 31
specialists, it will also be useful as a reference book for EFL practitioners.
The sixteen chapters are divided into three broad sections: a) Description
of Language and Language Use, b) Essential Areas of Enquiry in Applied
Linguistics, and ¢) Language Skills and Assessment.

Section one includes traditional and more recent fields of enquiry. In
particular, I found the chapter on vocabulary one of the highlights of the
book. For those who believe in the importance of context, this chapter is
surprisingly persuasive in the section on direct, often decontextualized,
vocabulary teaching/learning and provides a treasure chest of ideas for
the classroom. Discourse analysis, pragmatics and corpus linguistics
each warrants an independent chapter, providing a useful focus on how
language is really used. Not the least of the merits of this first section is
the balance it achieves between theoretical and practical knowledge,
redirecting our attention to the importance of language itself.

The organization of the second section, “Essential Areas of
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Enquiry in Applied Linguistics” appears less satisfactory. The issue
is not the four chapters themselves: “Second Language Acquisition”,
“Psycholinguistics”, “Sociolinguistics” and “Focus on the Language
Learner: Motivation, Styles and Strategies.” All are well written, easy to
read and useful. However, the classification seems somewhat arbitrary.
I do not understand, for example, why “Sociolinguistics” is not in the
same category as “Discourse Analysis” or “Pragmatics.” After all, is not
each area covered in this volume an essential area of enquiry?

The final section covers language skills and assessment with chapters
titled “Listening,” “Speaking and Pronunciation,” “Reading,” “Writing”
and “Assessment.” The chapter on writing, rather surprisingly in such
a carefully edited volume, starts with some broad generalizations
about the early years of applied linguistics with almost no supporting
references, suggesting that writing has traditionally been used only to the
extent that it assisted the learning of speech. It would be useful to have
more precision here. However, I strongly recommend the introduction
to assessment, which provides an excellent discussion on the distinction
between testing and assessment, clear definitions of difficult concepts
such as proficiency, and a useful focus on the purposes of assessment.

There are several organizational features that make this book easy
to use. One is the cross-referencing between chapters, encouraging the
reader who might easily get lost in such a broad discipline to search for,
and sometimes find, unity in diversity. Each chapter has a concise and
useful list of suggestions for further reading, while a more complete
bibliography for every chapter is provided at the end of the book. Other
excellent features are the sections in each chapter outlining pedagogical
implications and the “hands-on” activities with solutions, making self
study a viable option for the highly motivated reader.

The book also raises a difficult question. How do we define applied
linguistics? Chapter one bravely starts with a definition, “ ‘Applied
Linguistics’ is using what we know about (a) language, (b) how it is
learned, and (c) how it is used, in order to achieve some purpose or solve
some problem in the real world” (p. 1). Schmitt and Celce-Murcia discuss
the diversity of the field listing eighteen areas, while admitting that, “due
to length constraints, the book must inevitably focus on limited facets of
applied linguistics” (p. 2), a constraint we would all be willing to accept,
if the publishers’ blurb did not claim completeness. Notable omissions
include curriculum, syllabus design, and methodology, which receive
only passing and indirect reference. A chapter on such well-documented
areas would further help us apply the techniques and concepts outlined
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in the rest of the volume to the planning and investigation of our own
courses and classroom processes.

Language teaching professionals have to transform knowledge
into action, making choices from a bewildering range of possibilities.
This volume should help us make more informed choices. Last but by
no means least, with its colorful, artistically designed cover, it looks
attractive on the shelf, making us want to pick it up, which cannot be
said about most volumes on applied linguistics.

Teaching English as an International Language. Sandra Lee McKay.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002. 150 pp.

Reviewed by
David McMurray
The International University of Kagoshima

McKay provides the field of English as an International Language
(EIL) research with a well-reasoned thesis about reasons people around
the world want to learn English, and suggests ways to teach it. Her pith-
ily written book handily meets OUP’s quota of 150 pages for bookshelf
reference texts in its current series of language teacher handbooks.
McKay divides her argument into five sections before zeroing in on the
concluding chapter Rethinking Goals and Approaches, which is also
the subtitle for the publication.

Drawing upon 170 research articles listed in the bibliography, first
McKay defines EIL and reasons for its spread. Readers not fully versed in
the field’s lexis are kept up to speed with a handy glossary of 30 terms
central to the discussion: from acrolect (a variety of English that has
no significant differences from Standard) and basilect (one that has) to
Standard English (the variety used in printed media that can be spoken
in any accent) and world Englishes (nativized).

The second section draws heavily upon models of language hierar-
chy and ways to group countries according to the variety of English in
use. Various definitions for the term bilingual users of English are pre-
sented, before McKay grapples with the complexities of defining a na-
tive speaker and the inherent problems of using NS models in research.
Section three explores the debate over the use of standards for EIL.

The role of culture is wrapped up within 20 pages in section four,
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reflecting McKay’s premise that we must question whether the teaching
of culture is even necessary to the teaching of EIL, which by her definition
has become de-nationalized and no longer belongs to Inner Circle
countries from whence it came. She argues that in the context of EIL, a
primary curricular aim is to use English to explain one’s own culture to
others. McKay recommends for example, that a textbook published and
used in Japan with Japanese students and teachers should have students
describe “the Moon-Viewing Festival and traditional arts like Haiku” (p.
90). These arguments lead to pronouncements on how one’s culture
influences the way EIL is taught.

Noting the current widespread support for Communicative Language
Teaching methods, she challenges their applicability. This fifth section is
avaluable addition to the growing body of work by critics of CLT and the
Presentation, Practice, and Produce method. Based on three major areas
of contention: (a) language use variety in multilingual contexts, (b) the
demotion of native speaker models, and (¢) language variation based on
linguistic factors, she encourages teachers to break through the current
ways they think about forming goals and approaching the teaching of
EIL.

The reader might be disappointed to find that after announcing three
specific goals and a plea for cultural sensitivity in approach, McKay
seems to have reached a truncated conclusion. McKay’s final argument
is that the time has come for decisions regarding teaching goals and
approaches to be given to local educators, noting that teaching objec-
tives should emphasize that pragmatic rules will differ cross-culturally
and that speakers should “mutually [sic] seek ways to accommodate to
diversity” (p. 128). However, where are the designs for an appropriate
EIL book, and the practical procedures the classroom educator needs?
Were they left out to keep within the 150-page limit set by the editor?
Are new textbooks and teachers’ guides forthcoming? Having been per-
suaded that educators need no longer look to experts in Inner Circle
countries for target models in pedagogy and that local educators must
design pedagogies appropriate to their cultures of learning, one infers
that the task of textbook writing and procedure development is now a
local responsibility. McKay’s thesis suggests that the best way forward
is for writers to use source culture content in books to allow learners to
communicate their own culture when using EIL with individuals from
other cultures. Furthermore, these texts should be taught in a way that
respects the local culture of learning, so that local educators can assume
their rightful place as valid users of English and teachers of EIL.
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