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In this Issue

Articles

The main section of this issue contains three articles. First, Sachiko Yasuda
uses activity theory to examine three students’ writing processes noting
that even when the task is the same, students experience it differently
depending on their motivation and past experiences. Next, in Japanese,
Yamanishi Hiroyuki describes his application of Generalizability Theory
(G theory) to the evaluation of Japanese high school students’ English
compositions and gives several pedagogical implications on G theory’s
ability to help improve writing evaluation. Marcos Pefate & Geraldine
Boylan examine the effectiveness of interactional adjustments such as
repetitions, comprehension checks, and nonlinguistic aspects in helping
primary and secondary school students with their general understand-
ing of spoken texts delivered in English. Finally, Hayo Reinders reports
on why university students studying English as an L2 choose not to avail
themselves of the various forms of support available through a self-ac-
cess centre.

Perspectives
Yuko Goto Butler examines effective content-based language instruc-
tion in EFL contexts.

Reviews

In this issue we have five book reviews. In the first one, Marion Gaskill
reviews an edited volume produced by JALT’s own Pragmatics Special
Interest Group that examines pragmatic research and its application to
the field of language teaching. Next, Paul Lyddon reports on another
edited volume that brings together some of the best-known and most
respected CALL scholars to look at CALL and its use in the second lan-
guage classroom. Thirdly, Cynthia Quinn reviews a book on providing
effective feedback to writing students. And, finally, Rebekah Hamner
reports on two practical books, the first of which thoroughly covers giv-
ing feedback in language classes and the second of which investigates
planning and setting objectives to help with curriculum development in
language programs.
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From the Editors

As T write this, I don’t know why, but I am reminded of the lyrics,
“Time keeps on slippin’, slippin’, slippin’ into the future” (Miller, 19706).
Maybe it is because as I write, it is a typical July day in Japan—hot and
humid—with summer vacation just around the corner. But by the time
you read this, summer vacation will be but a memory as will the annual
international JALT conference; it will be/is November, where I hope
that we will be/are enjoying some milder weather. That last sentence
reminds me of the discussion of grammar and time travel (will be/is)
in Chapter 15 of the Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Galaxy (Adams, 1979). 1
dare not venture there, but you can by looking at <http://www.cs.wisc.
edu/” param/quotes/guide.html>.

Instead I will answer a question that I am sometimes asked whose
answer is related to time. That question is, why doesn’t the JALT Journal
do special issues centered around one theme? My answer is that with
only two issues a year and many interesting articles coming in every
month, we cannot afford to dedicate one issue to a special topic. If
we did so, some accepted articles might have to wait a year (or more)
before being published. Fortunately, even without special issues, we
sometimes publish issues that coincidentally have articles on similar
themes. For example, May 2003 saw a JALT Journal with several articles
on motivation and now, in this issue, there are several articles that deal
with the overlapping themes of writing, evaluation, and feedback. We
really hope you enjoy this issue.

As always, a special thanks goes out to all the editorial board mem-
bers, proofreaders, and other volunteers who help make the JALT Jour-
nal what it is. We are always looking for good articles set in the Japan
context that link theory and practice. Feel free to contact us with ideas
you have about potential articles, and maybe you can use this coming
winter break to write up and submit some of your research. We look
forward to hearing from you.

Adams, D. (1979). A hitchhiker’s guide to the galaxy. London: Pan.

Miller, S. (1976). Fly like an eagle. On Fly Like an Eagle [Record]. Hol-
lywood, CA: Capitol Records.



Articles

Different Activities in the Same Task: An Activity
Theory Approach to ESL Students’ Writing Process

Sachiko Yasuda
Waseda University

This study offers some insights into the writing process of ESL students in a
natural academic context. The theoretical framework used in this investigation
is activity theory, which emphasizes the sociocultural and historical nature of
the learning environment in determining the way students interpret the task
requirements and the way they behave. Two major data sources were utilized:
all the drafts students had written until they completed the final version, and ret-
rospective interviews on students’ perception of their revision behaviors. While
the analyses of drafts produced at different stages focus on how students go
about writing, their previous writing experiences compiled through interviews,
help explain why students act the way they do. The results showed that different
activities were underway even though all of the participants were engaged in
the same task. They also illustrated that students’ beliefs about academic writing,
which were shaped through their previous writing experiences, determined the
nature of their activities during the writing process.
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Background

In the past two decades, research on L2 writing has investigated the
processes underlying the production of L2 students’ written discourse.
This research has revealed several variables that help explain L2 writing
ability: (a) the L1 writing skills already developed in the student’s L1 con-
texts are transferred to L2 writing (Cumming, 1989; Jones & Tetroe, 1987,
Uzawa, 1996; Whalen & Menard, 1995), and thus L2 proficiency level and
L2 writing skills are not mutually interdependent (Bosher, 1998; Hall,
1990; Raimes, 1985, 1987; Zamel, 1983); (b) however, the capacity to use
effective writing strategies relies on a sufficient level of L2 proficiency
(Pennington & So, 1993), which implies that in order to write well in the
L2, a certain threshold or level of L2 proficiency must first be achieved
if L1 skills are to be transferred (Cummins, 1980); (¢) L2 proficiency, L1
writing ability, and metaknowledge of L2 writing that accompanies con-
tinuous writing activities all significantly influence students’ L2 writing
ability (Hirose & Sasaki, 2000; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996); and (d) students’
metacognitive growth affects their L2 writing performance: that is, per-
formance improves as students develop the ability to describe what they
know and what they do not know about writing, as well as to plan and
regulate how they go about learning (Devine, Railey, & Boshoff, 1993;
Kasper, 2004). These studies have provided a wealth of information on
how L2 students go about writing, and the influential variables have
been incorporated into L2 writing instruction.

However, the emergence of activity theory developed within the Vy-
gotskian school of sociocultural theory in the 1980s has raised questions
about whether the same instruction can always elicit a “single discourse
type” from students (Crookes, 1991), and whether what is often con-
ceived to be a fixed “task” is really quite variable not only across stu-
dents but within the same student at different times (Coughlan & Duff,
1994). In second language research, it is often deemed necessary, for the
purposes of the experiment, to assume that subjects are homogeneous
individuals engaged in the same activity (i.e. doing the same thing) in
compliance with the wishes of the researchers (Roebuck, 2000). How-
ever, investigation pursued within the framework of activity theory has
provided evidence that this is not the case. No two learners are the same,
and their different learning backgrounds influence how quickly and
how well they learn to write in the L2 (Hyland, 2003). Learners, in other
words, act as individual “agents” who are involved in shaping their activ-
ity based on their own intentions. Rather than treating an individual as
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a nonentity within a group who lacks agency, the present study utilizes
activity theory to understand the differences in the writing processes of
individual learners.

Activity Theory

Activity theory, along with other sociocultural approaches, traces
its origins to Vygotsky who asserted that learning can change indi-
vidual identity and that individual knowledge is sociohistorically medi-
ated (Vygotsky, 1978). A basic principle of activity theory is the claim
that purposeful human activity is based on motives; that is, socially and
historically defined beliefs about a particular activity setting (Wertsch,
1979). In other words, what appear to be the same actions can be linked
to different motives and thus constitute different activities (Lantolf,
2000). The properties of any given activity are hence determined by the
sociohistorical setting and by the goals and sociocultural history of the
learners (Leontiev, 1981). To put it simply, the initial motives of an activity
determine the character of that activity. Activity, then, necessarily differs
between, and even within, individuals.

In addition, it is important to make a distinction between “task” and
“activity” in order to gain a clearer understanding of activity theory since
these terms are often used interchangeably in second language acquisi-
tion research. A task is a kind of “behavioral blueprint” provided to sub-
jects in order to elicit linguistic data. An activity, in contrast, comprises
the behavior that actually takes place when an individual performs a
task (Coughlan & Duff, 1994, p. 175). Thus, even though students are all
engaged in the same task, their behaviors can be linked to different mo-
tives and can thereby constitute different activities. For instance, if two
students are asked to write an essay in a second language class, but one
student’s motive for being in the class is simply to fulfill a requirement,
whereas the other desires to learn the language as well as the rhetoric
peculiar to the L2 context, they are not engaged in the same activity. The
resulting essays may appear similar on the surface, but different learning
outcomes can be expected when learners have such divergent orienta-
tions to the task (Gillette, 1994, p.1906).

In a pedagogical context, students’ writing skills are usually assessed
by test scores and overt performance. As a result, they are identified as
successful and unsuccessful writers. However, from an activity theory
perspective, these scores might not explain motives underlying their
performance nor consider that student writers may all have divergent
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reasons and divergent goals for engaging in the task. Activity Theorists
suggest that teachers look at this underlying motivation as it is bound to
affect learners’ strategic approaches to the task and thus their learning
outcomes.

The Present Study

The aim of the present study was to examine the nature of L2 writing
activities engaged by three Japanese postgraduate students enrolled in
an Australian university. As noted above, writing teachers usually look at
students’ overt performance represented by their test scores and do not
analyze what happens in students’ minds in the process of completing
the end product. Under such circumstances, the teaching of L2 writ-
ing is likely to focus on the features of an L2 written text orthography,
sentence-level structure, and discourse-level structure—and the way L2
student texts deviate from the norm (Matsuda, 2003). This product-cen-
tered approach seems to ignore the fact that students act as they do for
several reasons. It was hoped that looking into students’ motives could
help explain the way they perceive task demands and consequently how
they engage in the task, and that the information gained could provide
immediate pedagogical implications for the teaching of L2 writing.

Research Questions

The present study explored three research questions:

1. How do students interpret and perceive an L2 academic writing
task?

2. How do students engage in an L2 academic writing task until its
completion?

3. Why do students interpret the task as they do, and perform the way
they do?

In order to answer the second question, focus was placed on how
students revise what they have already written in the L2. They were re-
quested to submit at least five drafts produced at different stages, and
these drafts were analyzed to learn how students go about writing.



Yasupa 143

Method
Participants

The present study employed a small but in-depth case study ap-
proach. In order to gather qualitatively rich data on the nature of an
individual writer’s activity, the study focused on only three Japanese ESL
students. All of them were enrolled in a postgraduate TESOL course in
the Faculty of Education at an Australian university in September 2002,
which was the first semester of the one-and-a-half-year course. At the
time of this study, the students were in the fifth week of the semester
and were working on descriptive/analytical essays assigned in their
class. To recruit participants, the researcher visited the class and asked
for volunteers to take part in the project. Responses were received from
eight students in total, and then the three were selected for the follow-
ing reasons: (a) the three students had the same English proficiency
level measured by the IELTS test (see Appendix A); (b) they were novice
writers with only limited academic writing experience in English; and
(o) they had the same professional background (all of them had been
school teachers), but brought different motivations and expectations to
postgraduate study in Australia.

The students, all females with an average age of 27, had studied Eng-
lish for six years at the secondary level and four years at the tertiary level,
mainly through controlled formal English education in Japan. However,
they had neither been formally taught how to write in English nor taught
what academic writing conventions are, aside from the intensive training
for the TELTS test, which was an entry requirement for the postgraduate
course at the Australian university. Although the three students had not
received formal instruction in English writing, they had had different
types of writing experiences such as short essay-writing, letter-writing,
and translation prior to entering the postgraduate course. Their overall
English proficiency level was established by using the IELTS test, which
assesses the four basic skill components of listening, reading, speaking,
and writing. On a scale of 1-9, the three students each had a score of 6.5
in the total band with writing being 6.0.

The first student was Kana, who had been in Australia for three months
at the time of this study. She completed her undergraduate course at
a Japanese university in 1998, and then taught English at a secondary
school in Japan for four years thereafter. She decided to pursue a master’s
degree in Australia with the aim of improving her English teaching skills.
Kana had a substantial amount of writing experience both in Japanese
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and English before coming to Australia, although this was not based on
formal instruction but resulted from an intensive writing course taken
outside her regular classes as well as self-initiated practice. For instance,
Kana stated that essay writing (sakubun) and letter writing in Japanese
and the short essay for the IELTS test had been helpful in improving her
overall writing skills.

The second student, Maki, had also resided in Australia for three
months at the time of this study. She graduated from a Japanese univer-
sity in 1995 and had then taught English at a secondary school for six
years. Her previous writing experience in English was limited to transla-
tion of Japanese business documents into English for an international
economics class she had taken, and she had not been exposed to aca-
demic writing tasks such as those common at an Australian university.
Her statements from the interviews clearly showed that she was keen
on translation and held the belief that skills in translation would lead
to the improvement of her overall English proficiency. Maki was on a
two-year sabbatical to go to an English-speaking country and brush up
her English skills.

The third student, Yuka, had been in Australia for six months at the
time of this study. She graduated from a Japanese university in 1996
and then taught Japanese as a foreign language to business trainees at
a private company. She had come to Australia to obtain a qualification
in teaching Japanese and get a teaching job in Australia. Yuka attended
a three-month intensive ESL course after arriving in Australia to improve
her general English proficiency as well as her IELTS score in order to
enter graduate school. She was then successfully accepted into a post-
graduate course at another institution, but she dropped out in the mid-
dle of the first semester. According to Yuka, what she learned in the ESL
writing classroom did not help her to complete the academic writing
tasks in the mainstream course where what was required in writing was
different from what she had been taught in the ESL writing class. She
was confused by the new set of academic writing conventions in the
mainstream discipline course, and consequently failed early on to meet
the course requirements. At the time of this study, Yuka had transferred
to the university where the present study was conducted.

Tasks

Unlike much L2 writing research conducted in experimental set-
tings, the present study sought to shed light on academic writing tasks
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undertaken in naturally occurring situations. The data obtained from
a natural academic environment will differ from data obtained from
artificial research settings, and can thus provide a more detailed reflec-
tion of students’ writing processes in real time. Hence, in the present
study, the written essay assignments for the subject in which the three
students were enrolled were utilized as materials for the investigation.
For this “curriculum design and evaluation” class no writing instruction
was included, and the students did not have any writing activities before
they engaged in the assignments. For investigation, two types of essays
(descriptive and analytical) were submitted to the researcher. The de-
scriptive essay required the students to simply write about personal ex-
periences, feelings, and opinions about English language education in
Japan. The analytical essay required the students to analyze and discuss
English language education in terms of its background and policies.

Data Collection Procedures

In order to gather naturally occurring data without interfering in the
writing process, a combination of two data collection procedures was
employed: retrospective interviews with the students and the collection
of students’ multiple drafts of the students’ essays including the final ver-
sion. For all the drafts the students had written until the completion of
the end product, they were asked to record on a floppy disk the changes
they had made in their essay and to save each draft under a new file
name every time they made a different draft. All drafts were collected
on a regular basis and were then carefully analyzed to identify how they
revised what they had already written.

Retrospective interviews were undertaken twice a week with each
student in order to identify how she interpreted the task, how she went
about writing, and why she acted the way they did in completing the
task. The interviews were conducted in Japanese, the native language
shared by the students and the researcher. Permitting the students to use
their native language in retrospection was expected to increase the qual-
ity of the data. All interviews were audiotaped, transcribed for analysis,
and then translated into English by the researcher. Two major questions
were asked in the interviews: (a) Why did you make that change in that
sentence/paragraph, and (b) What were you thinking about when you
made that change? (See Appendix B.)
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Data Analysis

In order to identify how different students do the same writing task,
the researcher analyzed their revision behavior during the writing proc-
esses, focusing primarily on two aspects: their revision operations and
their attention patterns underlying their actual revision operations. The
revision operations were classified into five categories on the basis of
the Faigley and Witte (1981) model: addition, deletion, substitution, con-
solidation, and movement. The students’ attention patterns, that is, the
aspects they were mainly concerned with during their revision opera-
tions, were analyzed on the basis of a modified form of Roca de Larios,
Murphy, and Manchon’s (1999) restructuring behavior model. Accord-
ing to this model, revision is undertaken in the entire writing process
at three different discourse levels: ideational, textual, and linguistic. The
modified revision behavior model applicable to the current study is de-

picted in Figure 1.
[ Message abandonment |
[ Message elaboration |

Manipulation of

coherence-cohesion
| Stylistic concerns |
Following task

requirements

Attempt to find more
suitable L2 equivalent

Attempt to form more
appropriate sentence
structure

Figure 1. Major types of revision behaviour in L2 composition (based
on Roca de Larios et al. [1999])



Yasupa 147

According to Roca de Larios et al. (1999), ideational-level revisions
consist of two different forms: (a) message abandonment: writers find
the first attempted formulation unnecessary and abandon it, and (b)
message elaboration: writers try to make their intended meaning more
specific and try to refine their viewpoint. These revisions at the idea-
tional level are usually undertaken within sentences or at clause levels.
Writers’ attempts to control the structure of written discourse beyond the
clause level are referred to as textual revisions. These are composed of
three aspects: (a) manipulation of coherence/cohesion: writers control
coherence/cohesion of the discourse by manipulating logical connec-
tors that link propositions or clauses/sentences; (b) stylistic concerns:
writers control the written discourse by deploying stylistic devices such
as avoiding repetition or using emphatic forms; and (¢) following task
requirements: writers need to adjust their text to meet the task demands
and the teacher’s expectations.

Whereas these ideational- and textual-level revisions help writers to
improve globally, writers are also concerned about such local aspects as
word choice and sentence structure. Accordingly, linguistic-level revi-
sions are undertaken to solve: (a) lexical problems: L2 writers sometimes
have difficulty in finding a suitable 1.2 equivalent for their intended mean-
ing in the L1, and (b) syntactic problems: L2 writers find it challenging to
produce grammatically/pragmatically appropriate sentences to express
their ideas in the L1.

Based on the combination of these three frameworks, the nature of
students’ activities during the L2 writing process was investigated and
categorized. The data from the students’ activities were then carefully
analyzed in conjunction with their interview protocols to discern the
relationship between overt performance and underlying belief. To help
ensure reliability of the data analysis, another experienced teacher who
was an English native speaker also analyzed each student’s revisions.
The two analyses were then compared, and only a few areas of disagree-
ment were found. These were discussed, and some amendments were
made to the categorization, so that over 90% agreement was reached.

Results

Students’ Revision Behaviors

Tables 1, 2, and 3 below indicate the types of revision operations un-
dertaken by the students and the purposes of those operations. These
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tables show that addition and substitution were the operations most fre-
quently employed by all the students, and that consolidation and move-
ment were rarely undertaken. However, closer examination of the tables
indicate that there are some differences with regard to the students’ con-
cerns during a particular revision act. Across the two tasks, Kana mostly
did addition and substitution, mainly for the purpose of elaborating on
the message and manipulating coherence/cohesion. Meanwhile, Maki’s
revision operations overwhelmingly concentrated on substitution with
the aim of improving the linguistic level, and on addition for message
elaboration and improvement of style. Yuka’s attention pattern was
similar to Kana’s, although it was remarkable that Yuka’s concerns were
oriented not only toward elaborating on the message but also toward
following the task requirements. Examples of students’ original and re-
vised essays appear in Appendix C.

Table 1. Kana’s revision operations
Essay 1 (total revisions: 106)

s g : :
= © o O A O = £ o] é
Addition 15 16 2 3 4
Deletion 7 1
Substitution 20 6 4 1 19
Consolidation 1 2 1
Movement 4
Essay 2 (total revisions: 108)
g & £ :
tf 5 2: tgz 2E
= O O R £ 2 8 E
Addition 20 17 4 1
Deletion 5 7 1
Substitution 15 4 6 20
Consolidation 1
Movement 7

Note : Message elaboration includes the category of message abandonment.
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Table 2. Maki’s revision operations
Essay 1 (total revisions: 92)

c Y 2 g
oS e g & qé 2 g
T g Iz
e < 5 - %= E
= o O & S = 8 = 8
Addition 12 6 14 8
Deletion 6
Substitution 2 2 42
Consolidation
Movement
Essay 2 (total revisions: 72)
c o 2 |5
z = = 2 Z g x 3 5 8
=5 S 8 Z 8 g g 5 5
Addition 8 12
Deletion
Substitution 4 48
Consolidation
Movement

Note : Message elaboration includes the category of message abandonment.

Table 3. Yuka’s revision operations
Essay 1 (total revisions: 87)

o : 2 |5

) g é = %) qé e =
SOl g S u E D z 2
S = = = 0 = = O
» O L U @ O = S5 0=
t2 22 22 g3 FE
=3 OO & 3 S s =

Addition 8 5 7

Deletion 1 4 1

Substitution 15 12 23

Consolidation

Movement 2
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Essay 2 (total revisions: 80)

1] =
g g g &
. = %) Q
¢ £ = L g %2 & &
§ 3 3 = 5 z g £ g
= © o O » O = & a5
Addition 9 3 9 9
Deletion 2 4
Substitution 13 5 5 8 11
Consolidation
Movement 2

Note : Message elaboration includes the category of message abandonment.

These differences become more remarkably apparent in Table 4,
which provides a whole picture of which discourse levels (ideational/
textual/linguistic) the students were mainly concerned about while they
revised their own texts. Kana’s drafts showed that more than 60% of the
total revisions were undertaken mainly for elaborating on the message
and improving coherence/cohesion. Maki paid a great deal of attention
to stylistic concerns and linguistic issues. Yuka’s revision concerns fo-
cused primarily on message elaboration and task requirements, which
accounted for nearly half of the total revisions.

The data shows that the three students’ writing processes constitute
different activities although they were engaged in the same task. Kana
was a writer who attended more to global issues such as idea elaboration,
coherence, and unity than to other aspects. Yuka’s primary concern was
to follow what she felt was required by a particular assignment prompt
and to fulfill the teacher’s expectations. In contrast to Kana and Yuka,
Maki devoted more attention to lexicon and syntax. To seek possible
reasons as to why these differences emerged among the three students,
the next section will discuss how the individual students conceived the
task and how they shaped their ideas about academic writing itself.
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Table 4. Main revision concerns at different discourse levels

Ideational Textual Linguistic
= s
) - . £ Tf;)t.al
vE o€ £2g 2 = o revisions
SRe) S 528 w £ T =38 £ 8
>l s 3 Tz Z 9 k=1 SER=Y < o0
RS e = 2 L9 5 =) =g
$E &5 55 B5 Bg EE EE
=% =39 Oo8 &8 £2¢ Y85 &£
Kana
Essay 1 7 36 26 9 5 18 5 106
66%)  (40%) (245%) (85%) (47% (170%)  (47%)
Essay 2 5 36 35 11 0 17 4 108
(46%) (333%) (324%) (102%) (0%  (157%) (B7%)
Maki
Essay 1 2 12 6 22 8 32 10 92
2%  (130%) (5% (239%) B7% (347%) (109%)
Essay 2 0 0 8 16 0 32 16 72
(0%) (0%) 111%)  (222%) (0%  (445%) (222%)
Yuka
Essay 1 1 23 11 10 19 16 7 87
(L15%) (265%) (127%) (115%) (219%) (184%) (81%)
Essay 2 2 22 10 9 17 14 6 80
@25%)  (@275%) (125%) (A13%) (213%) (175%)  (75%)

Students’ Perception of the Task

The students’ statements in the interviews highlighted the fact thatthey
interpreted academic writing in the 12 in very different ways, which in
turn shaped their dominant activity in the writing process. Consequently,
their main concerns during revision acts also varied. For instance, Kana,
who tended to pay attention to ideational and textual aspects, concep-
tualized revision as something central to the writing process and as the
thing most relevant to the improvement of the whole text’s quality. Her
interview protocol showed that her management of these global aspects
seemed to result from her strong reader awareness:
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As I revise my drafts, 'm always conscious of potential readers
of my essay. I always consider what kind of information would
be appropriate or necessary for the readers. I say mentally, “the
reader must know this, so I'll add it,” or “I'll insert this information
because this will make that clearer to the reader.” (Kana, retro-
spective interview)

Kana then continued to say that revision always helps her to expand
her points. While writing, she turns to her long-term memory for ideas.
However, every time she revises her texts, she notices that what she has
already written needs a greater elaboration of ideas in order to meet the
needs and expectations of potential readers. Thus, she realized that revi-
sion is an indispensable process for idea elaboration, and therefore that
writing is rewriting. Kana also stressed that in order to rewrite effectively,
itis crucial to leave a substantial amount of time between text generation
and revision.

Another notable feature of Kana’s revision behavior was that she
distinguished between revising and editing. Kana realized that revision
is crucial for improving the logic and organization of the text and that
editing plays a role in changing surface level aspects:

I cannot reread what I wrote for multiple purposes at the same
time, so I try to look at different aspects at different stages. I tend
to postpone grammatical and lexical concerns until the final
stage, because the content and the way I present my ideas are
more important in academic writing than the English itself. (Kana,
retrospective interview)

The above statements indicate that Kana is a writer who understands
the importance of taking into account audience expectations and who
seems to be able to pay attention to such global issues as content and
discourse organization. Interestingly, Kana stated that she learned the
concepts of “reader awareness” and “global concern” in L1 writing
(sakubun) intensive classes at a Japanese secondary school. Those
classes were provided outside regular classes to help individual students
prepare for essay writing in university entrance exams. Kana applied
some important writing concepts she learned in those L1 writing classes
to L2 writing. She also had a number of writing experiences in the L1,
mainly through short essay and letter writing, which were self-initi-
ated practices. She acknowledged that previous writing experience had
greatly helped her to improve her literacy skills:
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I learned in sakubun class how significant “reader awareness”
is when I write. To communicate with others, writing is a more
important tool for me than speaking, because writing allows me to
convey an appropriate message. Through my experience, I have
found the first draft is always undeveloped with insufficient infor-
mation, and thus I have come to realize that writing is rewriting.
(Kana, retrospective interview)

This protocol shows that her previous writing experiences shaped
the way Kana conceived writing and the way she behaved in the writing
process. For Kana, writing is an important means of getting her message
across to others, and also to keep them informed and entertained. It thus
seems that she acted according to these objectives, that is, she turned
her interest toward global aspects during revision acts.

Analysis of her interview protocols revealed that the second student,
Maki, interpreted academic writing differently from Kana. Whereas
Kana was a writer who utilized higher-order processing with the read-
ers’ needs in mind, Maki seemed to be a writer whose main concern
was on linguistic form. Accordingly, although Kana regarded revision as
something central to the writing process in terms of idea development,
Maki defined revision as a rereading activity for the purpose of checking
grammar and lexicon. According to Maki, her writing strategy is usu-
ally to write everything that comes to mind without considering the
appropriateness of grammar or word choices. Maki stated that she was
concerned primarily with progressing from one sentence to the next so
that the overall flow of her ideas made sense:

Usually I don’t plan before I write or while I am writing. I just write
down my ideas as I hit upon them. I want to address my ideas as
I want to communicate first without thinking about grammar and
word choices. If I pause to think about language use, I will lose the
stream of my thoughts. (Maki, retrospective interview)

This explains why Maki rarely paused while writing, believing that
she would have difficulties generating the next sentence if she stopped.
This strategy employed at the drafting stage appears to move her con-
cerns toward the appropriateness of surface features at the revising stage.
She stated that it is crucial for her to concentrate on lexical and syntactic
searches during revision acts with an emphasis on how important it is to
use sophisticated English in academic writing:
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When I revise my draft, I try to search for more academic and more
sophisticated expressions. I always consider, “if a native English
writer writes this, how does he/she say it?” I concentrate on these
cosmetic operations usually in the final stage of writing. (Maki,
retrospective interview)

According to her statement, Maki’s primary interest in surface-level
features stemmed from her prior experience of Japanese-to-English
translation. When she was enrolled in an international economics course
at a Japanese university, she translated business documents on a regular
basis, and since then she has been interested in translating Japanese
sentences into sophisticated English:

I enjoyed translation class when I was an undergraduate student.
Since then, I have always liked expressing something in a foreign
language. For me, the number one priority in academic writing is
the English itself rather than the content. International students
don’t have an intuitive ability to handle English and they have dis-
advantages in terms of fluency, accuracy, and quality compared
with native English speakers. So, I think I should work hard to
catch up with their English or get the better of them. (Maki, retro-
spective interview)

Maki’s protocol shows that her writing processes also seem to be in-
fluenced by her previous experiences, like those of Kana’s. Through her
prior experience with translation, Maki appears to have developed the
idea that a good writer is one who can create a good English sentence
with accuracy, fluency, and quality. Although the academic writing tasks
she was involved in for the present study did not include translation,
the focus on linguistic forms inherent in translation was evident in her
approach.

The revision behavior of Yuka, the third student, more closely resem-
bled that of Kana than that of Maki. Yuka attended primarily to textual
discourse with potential readers in mind in the same way as Kana did.
However, the nature of their reader awareness did not seem to be the
same, in that Yuka was afraid of deviating from the norms of academic
writing and tried to follow the assignment prompts carefully. Her inter-
view protocol clearly showed her concern about achieving the goal of a
specific assignment task:

When I revise my draft, I try to see if it follows a set topic and
direction in an appropriate manner. I have to write differently
according to the genre. For example, if the required task is a de-
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scriptive one, I have to explain it in a detailed manner. If the task
is an analytical one, I have to analyze and present my arguments
in a logical way. I realized that understanding these task require-
ments is really important in Western universities. I failed to pass
the course requirement before because my written assignments
deviated from the norm. Since then, my revision focus has been
to see if my text would meet the requirements of the assignment.
(Yuka, retrospective interview)

Yuka’s concerns about following task requirements seem to stem
from her perceived difficulties with academic writing conventions. As
noted in her statement above, the assignment questions were sometimes
difficult to understand, and thus she could not identify what she was
expected to do in the assigned task. In particular, the verbs of instruction
such as “analyze,” “describe,” and “evaluate” were unfamiliar to Yuka.
She understood that the different instructive verbs such as “analyze” and
“describe” required her to take a different approach, but she had no idea
about how to do it. Due to an insufficient understanding of academic
writing norms, Yuka failed to pass her first course requirements. This
may be why her concerns moved toward following task requirements
during revision acts.

It appears that for Yuka, as with Kana and Maki, her revision behav-
iors are also influenced by her past experiences. Yuka stated that she
had failed in her previous course because she did not fulfill the task
requirements. Since then, Yuka seems to have developed her awareness
of revision as an important tool for adjusting her texts to the teacher’s
expectations and set requirements. All in all, the three students seem to
have undertaken different writing processes for reasons which are based
on their past learning and writing experiences.

Concluding Discussion

The preceding analysis provides evidence in support of a key premise
of activity theory: while ostensibly the same task or blueprint may be
assigned to multiple doers, the activity it generates will be unique to
each individual. It also highlights the importance of students’ previ-
ous experience, that is, their learning history, in the formation of their
present attitudes and behaviors. The learning history of each of the three
participants prior to the actual task determined the way they interpreted
it and the way they thought during the writing process. As explained by
Gillette (1994), learners’ social environment determines their attitudes
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toward foreign language study, and they are likely to act and think in ac-
cordance with their particular beliefs and goals. Their life circumstances,
therefore, cannot be excluded from investigation of L2 success (Gillete,
1994, p. 198).

Although the result of this small-scale case study might not be ex-
trapolated to a larger population of L2 students, the finding character-
ized by “same task, different activities” in the writing processes raises
some immediate pedagogical implications. First, L2 writing teachers
need to consider what L2 students bring to their classroom in terms of
their learning histories, beliefs and goals. Teachers usually look at stu-
dents’ final product and tend not to see how their learning histories and
motives influence their writing processes. Students are then placed in
different classes according to their L2 proficiency and their writing skills
measured by the test scores. However, the results of this study imply that
L2 students at the same stage of development might have very different
motives and routes to their goals. Thus, it is highly advisable for teachers
to assess students’ performance in light of their learning histories, self-
knowledge, and expectations, even at the beginning of a course in order
to know why they act as they do.

Second, teachers would do well to identify students’ strengths and
weaknesses by analyzing the individual students’ learning history. The
present data shows that the students interpreted academic writing very
differently and hence they wrote differently according to their differ-
ent beliefs. Although the present study did not aim to identify which
beliefs are correct or incorrect in terms of L2 learning, it appears that
there is room for improvement in these students’ revision behaviors.
Kana, who showed global concerns during the writing process most
frequently among the three students, was evaluated as the most suc-
cessful writer by her teacher. The two essays (descriptive and analytical
ones) that Kana produced were both graded as HD, High Distinction,
which corresponds to over 80 points out of 100 (Appendix D). Maki
and Yuka reported that their essays were evaluated as D, Distinction,
which means 70-79 out of 100 points (Appendix D). These results seem
to indicate that Kana’s beliefs about reader awareness and her revising
strategies to achieve her set goals might have led to successful writing.
These beliefs about writing concepts had been acquired through her
previous L1 writing experience, and were transferred to her L2 writing.
Such behavior appears to be a manifestation of writing expertise that
cannot be acquired over a short period of time. Meanwhile, compared
to Kana, Maki and Yuka had received less formal instruction in these
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writing concepts in either L1 or L2 contexts, and this influenced the way
they looked at academic writing. Their scant writing experience, which
included no formal instruction, formed their particular beliefs about
how they should revise and what aspects they should pay attention to
in the writing process. Considering their insufficient knowledge base on
writing, metaknowledge instruction, namely, an attempt to train inexpe-
rienced writers to adopt specific strategies about how to write and how
to revise, might be helpful for Maki and Yuka in changing the way they
interpret a task and engage in a written assignment, and thereby help
them become better writers.

Teachers need to develop an awareness of students as individual
agents involved in shaping their activities based on their own particular
goals and previous learning histories. The individual’s beliefs and mo-
tives largely determine which actions will be maximized and selected
and how they will be undertaken in a particular setting. This indicates
that different learning outcomes might be accomplished even though
learners apparently engage in the same task under the same instruc-
tion in the same classroom. Hence, researchers must be careful not to
presume that an experimental group performed better than a control
group solely because of a particular set of instructions and a particular
task. There might be differences even among members within the same
group in terms of their task interpretation and their strategies for com-
pleting the task. Examining the processes whereby individual learners
undertake a task would be more informative than looking merely at a
subject group’s product because just because students undertake the
same task does not mean that they are engaged in the same activity.

Sachiko Yasuda is a Research Associate at the School of International
Liberal Studies of Waseda University. Her research interests include com-
position studies, L2 writing processes, and L1-L2 transfer issues.
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Appendix A

IELTS (International English Language Testing System) tests the com-
plete range of English language skills that is commonly encountered by
students when studying or training in the medium of English. IELTS is
accepted by most Australian, British, Canadian, and New Zealand aca-
demic institutions.

Candidates receive scores for each language subskill (Speaking,
Listening, Reading, and Writing) and an Overall Band Score on a
Band Scale from 1 to 9. Candidates are assessed on a scale from
NonUser (1) to Expert User (9). Band Scores are allocated a Band
Descriptor profiling the language competence of the candidate.
For example, Band 6 Descriptor - Competent User: Has gener-
ally effective command of the language despite some inaccura-
cies, inappropriate uses, and misunderstandings. Can use and
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understand fairly complex language, particularly in familiar
situations (International English Language Testing System [IELTS],
2004).

Appendix B

Selected Questions

A sample of selected questions asked in the Japanese interview
regarding the students’writing process (translated by the author from
Japanese into English)

(1) RIT B 1 E2Z RN, B - 22T 22X - XTI TFTL X)L TNHL
ONOBIENRSNET., 728, ZOBEZLEZOTIN. TOK, MEE
AFELID,

When your two different drafts were observed, it was found that you
made some lexical/semantic/paragraph level-revisions. Why did
you make those changes? What did you think when you made these
revisions?

2 TOTHA AL FTANRDSNTND DM (BEDOHF) BFEL THE
L7z,

Did you understand what you were expected to write or what your
teacher’s expectations were in this writing assignment?

Q) ZOTHA AL MIELT, HRLIBZEDKDITHEHEZRDIZDTI A,
BIRTEDTAT 4 27 « TORARXDWTHA TSN,

How did you begin preparations for this writing assignment? Please
tell me about your writing processes.

(4) FEHEBETHL > 2R3 T A,

What problems/concerns did you have in the process of completing
your final piece of essay?

6G) INETREETHTIVIIAT A PTITDNWTHEARZEMHOET
Mo BIBIZDTAT A 2 TRBICONVWTHATILZE N,
Have you been formally taught English academic writing? Please tell
me about your prior writing experience.
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Appendix C

Examples of students’ original and revised essays

Excerpt (1): Kana’s drafts: “Analysis of English language teaching in
Japan”

Draft 1
English education system in Japanese senior high school

In the Year 11, students engage in grammar and reading lessons. In the
Year 11, writing and reading lessons are imposed on them. In the Year
12, they prepare for university entrance examinations. Oral communica-
tion is supposed to be held once or twice a week, but it is sometimes
omitted because of its uselessness in university entrance examinations.

Draft 2.
English education system in Japanese senior high school

In the Year 11, students engage in grammar and reading lessons. In the
Year 11, writing and reading lessons are imposed on them. In the Year
12, they prepare for university entrance examinations. Grammar, read-
ing, writing lessons are taught by Japanese teachers of English,
while oral communication is conducted in team-teaching. In the
team-teaching classroom, students and teachers are engaged in
communicative activities.() Oral communication is supposed to be
held once or twice a week, but it is sometimes omitted because of its
uselessness in university entrance examinations.

(a) addition for message elaboration

Draft 3
English education system in Japanese senior high school

In the Year 11, students engage in grammar and reading lessons. In the
Year 11, writing and reading lessons are imposed on them. In the Year
12, they prepare for university entrance examinations. Grammar, read-
ing, writing lessons are taught by Japanese teachers of English, while
oral communication is conducted in team-teaching. In the team-teach-
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ing classroom, students and teachers are engaged in communicative
activities. Oral communication lesson in team-teaching emerged
as one of the most important issues in English language educa-
tion in Japan. (P) Oral communication is supposed to be held once or
twice a week, but it is sometimes omitted because of its uselessness in
university entrance examinations.

(b) addition for message elaboration

Draft 4
English education system in Japanese senior high school

In the Year 11, students engage in grammar and reading lessons. In the
Year 11, writing and reading lessons are imposed on them. In the Year
12, they prepare for university entrance examinations. Grammar, read-
ing, writing lessons are taught by Japanese teachers of English, while
oral communication is conducted in team-teaching. In the team-teach-
ing classroom, students and teachers are engaged in communicative
activities. Oral communication lesson in team-teaching emerged as one
of the most important goals(®) in English language education in Japan,
since the communicative competence has been increasing its
significance these days. D Nevertheless,(e) oral communication is
supposed to be held once or twice a week, and also ® it is sometimes
omitted because of its uselessness in university entrance examinations.

(©) substitution for linguistic improvement; (d) addition for improving
coherence; (e) addition for improving coherence; (f) substitution for
improving coherence

Draft 5
English education system in Japanese senior high school

In the Year 11, students engage in grammar and reading lessons. In the
Year 11, writing and reading lessons are imposed on them. In the Year 12,
they prepare for university entrance examinations. In addition to these
activities, oral communication classes are also undertaken.(8)
Grammar, reading, writing lessons are taught by Japanese teachers of
English, while oral communication is conducted in team-teaching. In
the team-teaching classroom, students and teachers are engaged in
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communicative activities. Oral communication lesson in team-teach-
ing emerged as one of the most important goals in English language
education in Japan, since the communicative competence has been
increasing its significance these days. Nevertheless, oral communication
is supposed to be held once or twice a week, and also it is sometimes
omitted because an oral test is not included in university entrance
examinations.() Thus, the three skills such as grammar, read-
ing, and writing are more emphasized than oral communication
skills in English education in Japanese schools.(D

(g) addition for improving coherence; (h) substitution for message
elaboration; (i) addition for message elaboration

Excerpt (2): Maki’s drafts: “Analysis of English language teaching in
Japan”

Draft 1

In my experience as an English teacher in Japan, I felt the big cultural
difference with a native speaker of English. Some of English teachers in
Japanese schools are supposed to teach with native speaking teachers,
and I was in charge of that. When we were teaching how to ask jobs in
the oral communication class, using the expression “what is your job?”,
my teaching partner corrected my expression, saying “we seldom use
this way but use the expression ‘what do you do? instead. It’s much
better.” I blushed at the time, because my English was corrected in front
of my students. Japanese do not tend to say something honestly while
English speaking people normally do.

Draft 2

In my experience as an English teacher in Japan, I had some oc-
casions where I felt cultural differences to my coworker who is
a native speaker of English.(a) I was in charge of team-teaching
with a native speaker at my school. (D) When we were teaching how
to ask jobs in the oral communication class, using the expression “what
is your job?”, my teaching partner corrected my expression, saying “we
seldom use this way but use the expression ‘what do you do?’ instead.
I's much better.” I blushed at the time, because my English was cor-
rected in front of my students. Japanese do not tend to say something
honestly while English speaking people normally do.
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() substitution for linguistic improvement; (b) substitution for linguistic
improvement

Draft 3

In my experience as an English teacher in Japan,  had some occasions
where T felt cultural differences to my coworker who is a native speaker
of English. I was in charge of team-teaching with a native speaker at my
school. In the oral communication class, when I used the expres-
sion “what is your job?”, my teaching partner corrected it (C),
saying “we don’t say that way but use the expression ‘what do you do?’
instead. It's much better.” I blushed at the time, because my English was
corrected in front of my students. Japanese do not tend to say something
honestly while English speaking people normally do.

() substitution for linguistic improvement

Draft 4

In my experience as an English teacher in Japan, I had some oc-
casions where I felt cultural differences to my coworker who is a na-
tive speaker of English. T was in charge of team-teaching with a native
speaker at my school. In the oral communication class, when I used the
expression “what is your job?”, my teaching partner corrected it, saying
“we don’t say that way but use the expression ‘what do you do?’ instead.
It’s much more natural and much better.” I was embarrassed that my
English was corrected in front of my students.(D I felt that this
event comes from cultural differences between Japanese and
Western people. (©) Japanese do not tend to say something honestly
while English speaking people normally do.

(d) substitution for linguistic improvement; (e) addition for message
elaboration

Excerpt (3): Yuka’s drafts: “Analysis of the curriculum of Japanese lan-
guage teaching”

Draft 1

The sewing company in Hiroshima has accepted sewing trainees
from Vietnam since 1996. The number of trainees who has come to Ja-
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pan sums up more than 300. The trainees stay in Hiroshima for their first
two weeks in order to take Japanese language class, and then they start
working at factories for next three years. Once they get to the factory,
everything is done in Japanese, and therefore, the trainees are expected
to acquire high Japanese language proficiency in a short term. In this
sense, the curriculum of the Japanese language class at the sewing com-
pany is different from that of other schools. In spite of its originality,
there has been little study on the curriculum of the language courses for
professional purposes. This paper will analyze the curriculum of Japa-
nese intensive course for Vietnamese trainees at the sewing company in
Hiroshima.

Draft 2

The sewing company in Hiroshima has accepted sewing trainees
from Vietnam since 1996. The number of trainees who has come to Ja-
pan sums up more than 300. The trainees stay in Hiroshima for their first
two weeks in order to take Japanese language class, and then they start
working at factories for next three years. Once they get to the factory,
everything is done in Japanese, and therefore, the trainees are expected
to acquire high Japanese language proficiency in a short term. In this
sense, the curriculum of the Japanese language class at the sewing
company is different from that of other schools. In spite of its original-
ity, there has been little study on evaluating(® the curriculum of the
language courses for professional purposes. Arima (1982) introduced
curriculum and teaching method in conversation class for train-
ees. Inaba (1986) also introduced language program for trainees
focusing on methodology (). This paper will analyze the curriculum
of Japanese intensive course for Vietnamese trainees at the sewing com-
pany in Hiroshima, in terms of language teaching and learning
learners’ needs and the context in the class (O

(a) addition for meeting task requirements; (b) addition for meeting task
requirements; (¢) addition for meeting task requirements

Draft 3

The sewing company in Hiroshima has accepted sewing trainees
from Vietnam since 1996. The number of trainees who has come to Ja-
pan sums up more than 300. The trainees stay in Hiroshima for their first
two weeks in order to take Japanese language class, and then they start
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working at factories for next three years. Once they get to the factory,
everything is done in Japanese, and therefore, the trainees are expected
to acquire high Japanese language proficiency in a short term. In this
sense, the curriculum of the Japanese language class at the sewing com-
pany is different from that of other schools. In spite of its originality,
there has been little study on evaluating the curriculum of the language
courses for professional purposes. Arima (1982) introduced curriculum
and teaching method in conversation class for trainees. Inaba (1986)
also introduced language program for trainees focusing on methodol-
ogy. These studies focused on relatively short-term program, and
there has been no study dealing with long-term trainee program.
(D This paper will analyze the curriculum of Japanese intensive course
for Vietnamese trainees at the sewing company in Hiroshima, in terms
of language teaching and learning, learners’ needs and the context in
the class. In addition, comments and suggestions for improving
aspects of the curriculum will be given ©),

(d) addition for improving coherence; (e) addition for meeting task re-
quirements

Draft 4

The sewing company in Hiroshima has accepted sewing trainees
from Vietnam since 1996. The number of trainees who has come to Ja-
pan sums up more than 300. The trainees stay in Hiroshima for their first
two weeks in order to take Japanese language class, and then they start
working at factories for next three years. Once they get to the factory,
everything is done in Japanese, and therefore, the trainees are expected
to acquire high Japanese language proficiency in a short term. In this
sense, the curriculum of the Japanese language class at the sewing com-
pany is different from that of other schools. In spite of its originality,
there has been little study on evaluating the curriculum of the language
courses for professional purposes. Arima (1982) introduced curriculum
and teaching method in conversation class for trainees. Inaba (1986) also
introduced language program for trainees focusing on methodology.
These studies focused on relatively short-term program, and there has
been no study dealing with the curriculum of ) long-term trainee
program. This paper will analyze the curriculum of Japanese intensive
course for Vietnamese trainees at the sewing company in Hiroshima, in
terms of language teaching and learning, learners’ needs and the con-
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text in the class. In addition, critical (8)comments and suggestions for
improving aspects of the curriculum will be provided (h

(H addition for meeting task requirements; (g) addition for meeting task
requirements; (h) substitution for linguistic improvement

Draft 5

- . rrHirosirimn : . .
ces-fromVietmam-siree4996 (U The number of foreigners who

come to Japan to learn innovative technology, so called trainees,
is increasing in the last several decades (). Fre—tramrees—sta—in
Hiroshimrrtortreirfrttroresterirorderto-tritefrparesetrrgerze

) ) )

shrereterm=(K) In general, their stay in Japan is temporary and they
engage in some specific work. Therefore, their needs of learning
Japanese are also specific in order to suit their different objec-
tives (D, frmtirssemrsemtirecmrrietrmrei-tretmmrresetrrerre—etrys—t

‘ ~ch (M) 1n spite
of this situation, there has been little study on trainee programs
in Japan (V. Arima (1982) introduced curriculum and teaching method
in conversation class for trainees. Inaba (1986) also introduced language
program for trainees focusing on methodology. These studies focused
on relatively short-term program, and there has been no study dealing
with the curriculum of long-term trainee program. This paper will ana-
lyze the curriculum of Japanese intensive course for Viethamese train-
ees at the sewing company in Hiroshima, in terms of course designers’
beliefs about (O) language teaching and learning, their assumptions
about (P) learners’ needs and the context in the class. In addition, criti-
cal comments and suggestions for improving aspects of the curriculum
will be provided.

(1) deletion for improving coherence; (j) substitution for message elabo-
ration; (k) deletion for improving coherence; (1) addition for message
elaboration; (m) deletion for improving coherence; (n) substitution for
improving coherence; (o) addition for meeting task requirements; (p)
addition for meeting task requirements
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Appendix D

Grading Scale Policy for Postgraduate Students
at an Australian University

The following grading scale applies:

Coursework Units

High Distinction (HD) 80+
Distinction (D) 70-79
Credit © 60-69
Pass P) 50-59

Fail MN) Less than 50
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Using Generalizability Theory in the Evaluation of L2
Writing

s iz
I R FER A

This paper aims to investigate the characteristics of the evaluation of L2 writing—
particularly free English compositions by Japanese high school students—using
Generalizability Theory (G theory). Although usually considered to be a difficult
topic to examine, the evaluation of free compositions can be thoroughly investi-
gated by using G theory. It enables researchers to provide sufficient information
regarding the main effects and the interactions of complicated factors within an
evaluation by examining its measurement errors.

I focused on two factors (more specifically, facets) in order to obtain the data
on the evaluation of free compositions. These facets were: (a) the raters—10 high
school teachers (expert raters) teaching English at a national high school and two
public high schools, and six university students (novice raters) studying English
language education at a national university; and (b) the rating scales, which were
Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, and Hughey’s (1981) ESL Composition Pro-
file, and a modified version of Kantenbetsu Hyoka of the National Institute for
Educational Policy Research (2002). Using these scales, the raters (expert and
novice raters) evaluated free compositions written by 20 high school students
studying at a national high school in the Chugoku region of Japan. The type of
G theory design used in this paper is termed a two-facet crossed design (all the
raters evaluate all the compositions using all the items of the rating scales).

JALT Journal, Vol. 27, No. 2, November, 2005

169



170 JALT JournAL

Studies using G theory are usually comprised of two substudies: a Generaliz-
ability Study (G study) and a Decision Study (D study). A G study investigates
the manner in which the facets and their interactions (termed as sources of vari-
ance) affected the evaluation results by estimating the magnitude of variance
components. A D study investigates the degree of reliability of the evaluation
by examining generalizability coefficients, which correspond to classical test
theory’s reliability coefficients, using simulations that vary the number of raters
or items of the rating scales. The G study in this paper dealt with seven sources
of variance—persons (p), raters (), rating scale items (7), and their interactions
(pxr,pxi,rxi,and p xrxi). The D study in this paper particularly focused on
varying the number of raters for simulations.

Several observations resulting from both the G study and the D study were
as follows: (a) there was a halo effect tendency in the evaluations by the ex-
pert raters because the estimated variance components of the interactions of
the sources of variance p x » and » x i were large; (b) the novice raters’ rating
experience was insufficient to perform reliable evaluations because the gener-
alizability coefficients of both of the rating scales were low, while the estimated
variance component of the interaction of the sources of variance p x » x 7, which
is regarded as unmeasured error, was large; and (¢) the ESL Composition Profile
was a more reliable rating scale than the Kantenbetsu Hyoka as shown by the D
study simulation results.

This paper presents several pedagogical implications based on the results with
reference to improvement in the evaluation of free compositions. In particular,
I have presented possible methods of diagnostically utilizing the results of G
theory to develop and modify the rating scales, and to train the raters.

AR TIE, EREDOH EE;M’FX(SH&E TH U T—RAL AT RE léfi;ma ZHWME ETTo
Too —MALPTREMEERGR I, (1) HEICHESLBHEREZOMEREDOREE (5B
) EHEETH2DO T—RALAREMERIE]  (GHIZE) &, (2) DBURD OHEEMN S
ROz —fRALTRENE R ¥ E © LICFHli O EGE 21T D 720 D THRGERTE] (DR 257
Do APIFETIE, 2084 DEBAENEF W HAFEE 2SS OEHER OB R104 B A
& BE T R A6 4D 2RO/ HTHIEHIE R (ESL Composition Profile & T8/ BIFFAM )
&> Talli L7z ke, —MbrlRetE s & W2 2 & Taf Lz, B B3EESGREIC
B9 240t FEE, AHMBEE W REBER &2 S ORZEMEMNGIHZEICE - T,
FEE O NS B O EEMEOBIRNDIRICE > T, ZTRENEHIcHRE Nk, ZL
T, D E & WS B S HENRRI RSN,

A e TIE 20034 D 5 BT LV AR A AT S N, M EE
25

= e PVWTIE BN II 2=y —2a il 2BRT 5720

= :,%%&D%%ﬁ@%f@ﬁf%é%@é%%?é CaBEiEE N
L EEROT, FOEOIBIRMTIE 191457427 #IZCDHETHRHED
RYEIZBWT, EBRNAEARECENICSC THEEBETHAOERZEELE
DWFEZFH LD OGEA, 1999) EW-o T HHEESC (free compositions)
EENEE, TNEHENET 2T, INEFTRDBEIARDEEZ
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55, LLRNS, 20X RERMRMEHSHICR Uk B HEEL D
flitd, BZIFCHERE D BFMICEEHOA D RN KENEEZEZ SN, HW
FHEMEHEL ZENRETHDEEA D, TOLED, HHEEXZEDLDIC
AT AUSEEEOEWIHEIC/R 2 DN ENWS MBI, MO TEERNE Y Y
THEZHBDODORETDITGERSNTNDIEEZARVDBHEETHS, 0D
W, EOFHMIREZHWEREIIZEOREQEEENG SN, TN+ T
2o TG AT, WA OREE B VMG 9 U0 ITE RN O WA 12 72 S
DM, LS EREHD L, EEERPRETOALRR, £EITFEN
TITOEMBRESCENT A M2 ETHREIEL ZHMET 258 ICIIEETH D
EEZHNS,

T ZTAMETIE, FEEHEDNEROFMREZ AW TEKAED B R3EE
ZEME L 24 REZA T 5 28T, LROMEICHT AT TS HD
L5, TOB, R THONTE 2 EEERECHBERE TOMMTLD
B, X OFEHBABRENTREIC /R 2 — LT REME RS (Generalizability Theory)
ERHWESHZTT> TW<, 512, HEMICEREDHBEEGHEZ1T -
TWSEHFEFROAB L, BEZHETH OO EZFMICAENRRFEAEITEK
LR OER S, LR ERE AN TRHFL TN HD LT B, &
LT, ZNHZHRELEBERNS, @SKAEDHBEEGHEICH T 2 HE R
W55l EERHEOHKNET D, !

H I Gl OBFFE

HANDERAENZE N HHEEX ORI BT 2 EHEEOMEE RO H -
TEWgEE LT, TR - B (2002) OBFFERILPE (2004) DOWIZEDYH % .

TRk - fBE (2002) OWFETIE, F—OHBEESITH LT, HIZREA
Fik BEMNDEBMICERZMIT 2 REHE) , 2R EHE REer
MDD RFEEICHEDOWTERZ T BH A1) |, SRR E RO
RICHE DWW THIICE R Z T 580515 O3FEEO RS G IE T 217
5T ET, BEAEDENWNS AU HFAEROGEMEDERENREF TN/,
THE - RIS, 14ADOFFEENICH D EREDHHFEAEX % ERE3EEOH A
ik GHERE) Lo THMLZ/ERZHANWT, TNETNOREAHIET LI
28 ~144 DFEFEDOETOMAGOLE DR AFMEELEREEAE Y T
FUORRICE > TR LA, TORER, 3FMHEOKAFEOFTTIE, 0
AR SH 5 CTRME 21T S ESL Composition Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth,
Hartfiel, & Hughey, 1981) Zffif L7235 &12& b @ WA E HEEERKES
BIENTELZEMNRS NI,

F7z, b (2004) OB TIE, A HTRIFEMIREE & U Tlacobs et al. (1981)
DESL  Composition Profile & ENLEE BERIFZERT (2002) ZZF1T L TERS
Nz TEABIFE HOREOEENHNSN, 108DBE L6 DRFEEIL
£ T, 208 DERENENTZA08H D H HIAESINFET S Nz, E DR R
&, EXHOREHFHERE (L5 - BREOHE TII2RNREHIE) Thb
IR GG & TEBNBREEHME]  GEH - £, 1985) 2 H U /=5l R
E NG RREMN RE & B W2 iR RN e S sz, BRI R EE R - F1AM
REMOMBEFRE (E7 Y > OEFHBERE) SaHERENOGEMERE (7
Oy 7O afci) NHWSN, #EERPEOFMFFHMOZREIREFT TN
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77o TORER, RPAEICKDFME D HEEIT X 2 MO 2 G Al R EN - 3F
i REM O —BENEHWI &, KPEAOFHMICB N TIZAISRNFMmRES T
BSRIEE ) REEDOABAMRE (FVRIEEM & D PHEFERIZ 4 1E) Mo REIC K
H5HDEDHETF RN ERENREIN-,

INSOMFEDS B, L - BFE (2002) OBFFE CIIER S HIE GHliRE)
DEVWNS AU DRAEMEEEREDOZRN, 21U (2004) OFFET
VLR REEN - 3 R OB R 5L S BRI RE N S H S N> 1= E &
KFEDFME DR, FNEN LRI OISR &0 BHF N REMNE
AHNTWVWS, ZN5DOHFFED X D ITEEMERECCHEBIRE Z AW =0,
FOMBEOHMNET S &> TWIUTEMRHETHDEE 2D, LML
BING, ZOLDBAHMNSIE, AFIROHNTH S, BEARMITED X DI
iZHRETEDIONEVNIIFERZEL LIRS TH D, TOBEMAIE, HEHE
TEX OF S RIZIE, TFEEE] EWO EROATIERL, R © b
HH] SV RERNEMITHKRAE > TV, FHMiOtkEZ SEMickHmad
L7=0IClE, TNOSOERI EDHEE RO DLEND L2 ThD, HHEH
RECOEBEMEGRE BT 2 FIEIIH T 2 NER EIMEEN 50, ST
2 MR TIEEN S OER 2 B, RN DFEMICREGTT 2 Z I3RS TH
%, DFEV, AETHHET 2EMOBEEWHIEEICIE, THUCE-> 4
FEEHWAZENERETHLHEEZA D,

—ARAE P RETE P 2 H 0 72 AT I

WHE (1994) 1Z, H#A) T 2 MEER TR, iR 2 b OFHEIC
PES MRS ZE, —RETRETEHERZHWS ZETHRIRTEDEL TS, 2

— AL PTREME RS &1, — ML PTREMEIFSE (Generalizability Study; EAF, GHf
7%) CIREWFIE (Decision Study; LAF, DBFZE) 5725, GHFZEENE, B
ARG 72 EDOBEICBWTECHHEREICEHL, TOHEREDRRA
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T, EEOBEMEERE (affE) ITHET 2 BRI rl etk fREk (generalizability
coefficient) ZFEH L, &OEEOFHMEHLCHEEZEDO AN THNI 07—
ARl REE R 2 S LN MDD I a L —2 a3 > 20, FiZ2%ET 720
DWFFETH % (Bachman, 1997; Brennan, 1992; #iFH, 1994; Shavelson & Webb, 1991;
(Li#g, 2002, 2004) » ZOEDITFHEDOEEZ SHITENTWS T LN, — k(b
HJREMEHE R DO FF O EH AT A FEERICHT A2 RERFHTH D EFA D,

— AL TREME R 2 HWAEMTE T, SHEAF O MICET 2B 01k, it
TIESLIRE TOAE—F > FHREOHEICE T 878 (Lynch & McNamara,
1998) 72 EMASNBD, ENTIEZIIfTOhNTETWAEWN, ZDLS 7R
T, WRBHEFON T TORMMIILE LT, 1L (2002) OWFEND %,
#RIE, FEROTETO TBAPIEERRE] (a2 —2a A0
CEAR - BB, REDBEY), HMOREN, S UEIIOWTOMHBEME, O
ABLR) OFHMIEDY, EDQXIITFTONTNEDONEGHIZEICE-> T, £z, £D
IONCHEINDZONEDIHTEICE > T, HERICHZ> THAE - BT L7z, 1
FROWIENL, FEAMG D R 72 B s B 22 BRI O FEAl 2 BRI T > TW < T, |
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IMTERNED B WEHI 217 5 720 OFFE HRCRHMEEE B2 RL, TN50K
BETWANSMEEZWG S EZ LN HT, W THHREROREMLEZT-
EbDEEA S,

TESXC DB DRFFRICBENTS, —RACATREVERE R Z M L 2iFEid TNET
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BT, XTI 2HBENEWEE SEWH B OFMEREOER &, BEH
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S SIS ZRE U HHREXOFEOMIEICH 280 5 &, BIEXTHH
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BIZ bRtk E R 2 W2 PRISE I TH 5 E 5 A, KR MICH
BN =Y T b 2 TH B OHEE P —RAL T REMER R D BN T
ELHEDIT o ZBRTIE, 1hd (2002) @ TEEOME 22, ITOFEEDR
BEZITO2REFHETHS] (p. 69 EWVWIEEREZZIT LD, HARLDOEALER
ZIro TS ZERBMO TEHETH DL EE A D,
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A7

T TAUE T, —BErlgeEEmEERA LT, SRENTWZHHEE
I T HFMERETT S, D, DD OT—FELT, EREDH
FZEE S OFEMR R & LTI B H L WO TH S, i (2004) OFEET
Hon-T—4Z2HNn5, 3 BAMICIE, IWEOT—4 DS 5RO HAYIZ
U280 2 — LA e B R 2 W CHEO T2 2 & T, U FD2EZREHT
D
1) HHEEEGHEICBT 2 44E, FEFEHE, FMEH & WS ABERO B3
EENS OZXANER O8RS DHEEMEZ R, FrICFEEH O+ D
BEWIZE MRS OZERICER LR 2T 2 & (GIIgD) .

2) DB OHEEMMN & — AL I REME R 2B L, FEEH DM D%E
WEFTHMEREDEWIFHLZY 2L —2a > 2752 &T, fdFEED
AN EESNAEEEOBERICHT 2MRE2T5 2 & (DD .

AR

AWFZE THRET 2 IR IS U, 1D ®IZESL Composition Profile T
& %, ESL Composition Profileld, Jacobs et al. (1981) 23BAFE L 7=/ HTHYEEAH
RET, content, organization, vocabulary, language use, mechanicsD5IHH 7
5725 (Jacobs etal, 1981, p. 30) o Z DOFMEREEL, FEVESCO AR R E
ELTIIRENRZDHDT, BRELCELIETEZ<OMATHEHASINTE TN S,
LT, 2000l RE, ENLEHEBERWIZER T (2002) 2 HITEk s 7z

MR ARG AORETH S, ZOFMEREE, WE (2004) THWSNZ
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bOT, [SHEHNOHH , 2322 —> a3 >0k . [EM#RE
SBlofeh) , NEYARRIAOREN) , TSHEICOVWTOME , EIZDN
TOHfE] OOCHEMN S50 FHERETH S (ILFE, 2004, p. 195) - + T
NS QIR EIZ N TS TR R E Tdh 20, AWFSE T o HraY EH L E
ZREt U2 BIELTO®ED Th %,

£, HWHIRHERE (eI AR &, TRk - ARE (2002) 2METE
T5ED1C, TOEEME RAFMEEM) Ao RE (FI5REEHERE
RREWFMRE) ICHENTEWI En6EEHE (RAH) Holnobiz
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LERAEEEHEIEONT D A2 RO 5 -DICEHTHLEEZLNS, 35
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PR THAINZ TEABIEHE ) 1ZHE DW= W1 HEE REE O STl 3R %
bt - T2 ZEBHURETH D, TOX D BRI REDOREDZDIT
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=R RFECH (CFIAEL4L SELEORERE24  Bik14, it
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D TFME

AHZETIE, @RAEICK > TENN 2O B e %, FEE2mE
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ERWTHEM L7z, EEROBFHRE T, 3B (A~C) SR (1~35) DA
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F7-, DL TIE, 8RS OHEEMMN S ML TREEREEHEL, 20
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ZTOHEHIT, AUZETHRET 2 &R EIL, TNENOEEE 5HEHE
RN LGEH) TIDOOHEEE ((EXXHEE) ZHET AT 1 > INizdo
ThoD, HAREBBS BT RIEAEERED I 2L —2a 27D
ZEFHRENTH S EIZEDLNNVWZDThH S, AFZETO - RALTHEMREK
DE X, Shavelson and Webb (1991) iligk (2002, 2004) TH WS N/ 24
S/ 0 AGHEHAOFERXTHH R (1) ITL>Tirok. BB, X (1) OF
DGIEI—MAETTREMEARECTH O, p, pi, prits E13FE1ER2OH OLEE TR
IWLTWS, /2, NFFEEEDANEEHSDOLTHBD, NilFFHMiEEEE H
5bHhLTW5b, BMRINTIE, FEFDp, pi, pri&\o BB R O8RS O
FEER (1) OFUEFICRAL TWS ZET, — Ll RetRENE I SN
5,

(1) p
pr Dpi pri
Nr Ni Nr Ni
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HES
GIFEDHR

GIZTEDFE R E L TE SN0 ) OHEEMIL, FHMEREZEITRL, #
WRFEE DL BERO FHREZTHEMEZHRFTNTH LT, FFEETHIHAE
ERZFAEDIEZITS 2 GHERE Z & R R o b #st ElZAppendix
C, DZHR) ., 72721, #1ERATRIN0BRS O EEIE, BEEE (&
B, KP4 oMTHERLZESELKT S EETERN, FIT, gz
EICT 572012, AR O HLS OHEEMOGFHIN T 2 KA ER D
B ODHEEMEDEN G 2 TR TRYD, HFEON vy IOHITRLEZ, BB,
BRITREIN THEEXFHEEXTEH ] OZEEH DSBS OHEE/IT, 5%
EICHY TS EE2 6N, SELBER (B, FFEH, MEER) TIEHIAT
F/RWHENTH S (M, 1994; #2FF, 2001; Shavelson & Webb, 1991) .

¥, EUTIIESL Composition Profile?® 43 #5k5 D HEENE & Z DEIG %R
L7z ZORIOZEFHER [FEE] O0BRS OHEEBOEEG (BEGL.10%,
KEA60.66%) NEEABHERF ORI ZHDDLZENS, HE - K¥EEE
HICFHEFICLDFMDIES DEFIFEFRICKREN > EMNRI N, £,
[EFEXFEEE 1 ORAMER DD OHEEMOEIS (BE12.58%, K4
6.27%) M5, BEOFMIIIB/AEEICEG A ZHEMIEBRARERIESDE
MHY, RELEOFMHIZBNVWTHETDORSDENDH >/ ENRINZ, T
LT, T(FFEHEXTEH] OXREERDOH#ERD OHEEMBOES (BES.76%, K
£A0.20%) NS, BEOFMGICIZFHMEEH O A HICETOENWNRD - -—
¥, KRZBEOFMICITFMEEH DI A ST DEWVWIRIZEAERN I ENRS
N7z,

K1 HRST OHEE E & — AL TTREMEFR % (ESL Composition Profile)

53 BOR o0 HE E il
BT A HE(m=10) KA =06)
Q) 1.01 (9.70%) 0.43 (4.34%)
FEFEGD) 6.36 (61.10%) 6.00 (60.66%)
HHG 0.02 (0.19%) 0.23 (2.33%)
e X FEEE (pr) 1.31 (12.58%) 0.62 (6.27%)
AFEXIHE (pi) 0.10 (0.96%) 0.51 (5.16%)
T X EH ) 0.60 (5.76%) 0.02 (0.20%)
AAE X FEEE X HH (pri) 1.01 (9.70%) 2.08 (21.93%)
—AL AT RETEAR AL 0.86 0.61

Note. 71y A5MNIHERD OHEERE, 77 IRIEEDRICLZEIE.
— AL REME AR R SR L E H O N TR .
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KIZ, F2WE TESDEHE ) O BRSOt EEEZDEIGZERLE, &
B, REEDOHMIZBNWT, ZHERNO [THEH| OQBRS O#EHEIZATH
STHDODEN/NEIN-7= (02 = -0.05) /=%, Brennan (1992) D% 7% i H
LTlZOEE L. 72720, D8RS OHEEEOE G OEICIZADMZ %
DEFEMAL, ¢ ZOR2OELBER [FFEHZ] DHERLS OHEEMDOEIS (
BE39.69%, KFHE3S3T%) NEEFHBERP THROREN I ENS, BE
c REFAEDICTHEHEICLDFMOIE S DZIEFREN S TZEREINZ, F
7z, THEEXFEEHE) ORXAERAODHRS OHEMEOE S (BE16.02%, K
2413.58%) M5, BE - KA EBITHEEEITHE L TE A2 EEMIC iR
REBRIZESDENDH > EMNREINFE, £LTC, FEEEXEE] OXEE
FADODERD OHEEME OENE (FE16.02%, KE¥EA0.57%) N5, BE DM
WIZEMEIE H O 2 F IR ERIENWR D o 12—, KEEOFMITITHE
EEE DA HDEWIIFEALERN ST ENREI N,

K2, ST HORT OHEE I & — AL nTREPERR B ( TR )

3 ERR A4 E i

ZREh A HE(n=10) KA =6)
D) 0.77 (9.01%) 0.45 (8.60%)
FEEG) 3.37 (39.69%) 1.85 (35.37%)
HHG) 0.77 (9.01%) 0.00 (-0.96%)
EIEXFEEE ) 1.36 (16.02%) 0.71 (13.58%)
HAEXTEE (pi) 0.05 (0.59%) 0.82 (15.68%)
HEF X IEHG) 1.36 (16.02%) 0.03 (0.57%)
EHEXFEEE X EHH (pri) 0.81 (9.54%) 1.42 (26.96%)
— Al ATREME R %K 0.83 0.61

Note. 71~y IINIG Bk S OHEEE, T1v IMTE D RICLZEIG.
— AL T REME R BT Y RLATE B O A TR,
THEIIEDOME (-0.05) ZBrennan (1992) M /% TOIZEIE.

DIFFEDRTR

Z 2T, GWIFE T 5 N7z 08Uk OHEE il 2 @ L T — b al etk iR %%
EREHL, FFEEREEEEOBBROI I a2l —a  EfFo T

AFEODIIFETIZET, CUIFE2fTo =B EER (HE8= 104, K%
H= 6%4) TlEON—RIGATREMNEREE, R1ERK2O FERITRLEZ, ZO/RE
M 5ESL Composition Profile, [#mAIFHE ] & BHICBEDLFMRFELD BIF
O, DFD —EBHROEWIHMEiZ{To TWe I EAVRE NS, —RILT
REMERR SR OB, HHA)T X SRR OEEMERE (afflh) ERERICITS 2
EMAIRETH B (LUFk, 2002) , FEMENEWEMRINT 51D ORMET K
(LT REME R EN0.80A L TH B, T D28, A THMZIT-> 72102 DHE
DFEHE (FRIIEEHR) 2R LSS, AR TOEED B HFEET+
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DI HENEZE B o TR I Nz LR TE S, WITAHIIE TORPEEDEEHE
6% DI EREEH T, HTEEENMEVTMTH o EMIRTE S, 1272
L, ZOXIBMIRT, B OEHEERIEKICEZ29MTHITI ZENTES
W, KOEABRAREZEDDIT, £1EXATREINIZDER D OHEE M 2 X

(1) IZHTIEDHBZET, —RILeJREERED I 2L —2a o7z, H
HIEEXLDFMIEEHDADIRMOKENSDTHDEEZSNDD, —H
WHy T4 2T RA 2 F2080A EO— AL aTREM R T2 L 01, FEAME
EEBICANT, BIAETIRE - BE (2002) 2MERHT2L512060TH-TH
HLMREEHEENSNVWEH T bHDED, FOIIRBEEICHI I
L—2a 3G TETHIES A5,

FITRIC, B1ERATRINEDEE D Oz X (1) 1248 TIEHT
WS Z&ET, —MILWTEEEBREOZILDT I a2l — a &fiolz, APED
HHD1D1E, kL& SI12, BHIEELOFM ZIT D &EEH OIS A
BT, GFHEE (CRIERTRRERE) NEDX IR DN ENS IR
EELZETH D, FDOED, FELZOTARBRDE N GHEICIEL -HE
THDH, FEHEICENTWRWRPEETH DN Z2HENCL T, EEHEDOAK
EILIR TN I ETYIal—YareaEidAalz, b, FTEONEEE
LEETIIal—2a3 27523, & 1) ONrOEOEZETFTED A
BOMICEATEHEZTNEELL, /2, AW TIEfFHR WO R EDIHE
HE 222 5D THIUINIOERD D ZEFLEDOMEICEZ T I N, 7

B1i2id, #F-6 R E & L TESL Composition Profilea W7z 355 O —f b n] HE
PREDIIal—2a U iERz2RLE, SEIOYI 21— 3 >TlE, #E
FEONEZEI~208%ELTZ, ZORRNSATITICSMLUZRETEDS B, H
B oI TIE74 ThIUT AL rTREMEREDN0.80E B A 5 DITH L, K2PEED
T TIF204 THO80EBAR NI EWREI Nz, T/, EERED T0.600
T4 ERDE, HEOFMTIIZA THIUL0.602BADDICH L, KFEAED
Pl TIROAMNER Z EAVRE Nz, £ LT, 14 TOFMIZHBIT 2 — bl EE
PARENS, BE O TIZ0402B 25— 5T, KP4 M TI20.3012iH 7=
TN Z EAURE Nz,

K2121d, FMEREE LT TESBEHE ) 2 A W=86 O —RIL el REME MR 5
D¥Ial—a iRERLZ, ZOMRMNSESL Composition Profile & [A]
HICHBOHMNRZELD BEEEORBVWIEMZ2T> TWE=Z EMWRSI Nz,
LU s, FHlicHEgL Tn< &, TBERIEHME ] O AESL Composition
Profilek © & # TEHEM (—BALRTREMERE) 2MEW I &A%, DFED0.80,
0.60 & WV o J=— AL FTRENE R 2 W 7= 11, BE - KRB EBIT THE S
filil OB PEII5% < DFFEZENLELET D T ARSI N,

g
GCHFFED#EER
Z 2T, BENAED OGHIFTRDORERNS, RICHEEEHEOELEERICEET 5

ARDERETS,

1HEELT, 2EEOHMAEZEONTIICBNTS, HE - KPEELEDHITE
FERE [FEEE] OEMBEONERS OHEMOE SN, 2LHER T THD
KREWIENREINZ, ZOZEE, TMERESTEHE L TEEDEITD
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INDEBEZSLNDIEMCSEBOREZAWZHEITIE, FEEH] OOH
R DEIGIINS <725 ZENFREINS,

2EEELT, WA - K¥AEEBIC THEEXEEH ] OREMH DN R
DHFEMOE GBI KE S, FICHBOFMTHEHE TH /2. ZOHEN
RKEWEWS Z &I, FIZIE, HHAEEITHL TEDFEEH T H & WLl 2
BATZEHEEZEMNWZ—FHT, TOEMEITH L TEDFMIEHE T KWL 2 5
ATHEENNWIZEVWS, GRATHEMITIESDENH > ZHZERL TY
%, £z, BEOFHET [FFEHE XEHE] ORLHIEH D53 BUR 5T O HeEE O F
BB REN STz, ZOEENRENEND Z &I, #IZIE, H5FEME
HTEDARFITH L THEWHMiZ 5 A FEFENN—HT, ZOHMEE
TEDAEITH L THREWEHT 2 5 A TZdEEE N Wz E WD, FHTEE O A
FHIZREDENH > ZHAZRL TS, NS OHEHANBEICHETH- 72
Z&iE, RMUTF—%&AWnzILfE (2004) OWFZET, MHBIREIC X 2 0T R
MEMRINZE DT, THEFAENREITHT BHEE &GO THE
DM ZERENT)  (p. 202) LTWAIZEWERTSESA 5. LL, GHIgE
DFERMM S, HEOZTOME OFEBIL, —BEd 2 AEMESH 2 FMhEE I
TLRLUELOEENTZHNS ELURIFZDOREITHE DN TIHMEZITS &
SFEDRD, WhWPANO—NREECIETWnlgEENH D EMINTE
%,
AMBEELT, READHMIZBNT, EREICHUT D [HEXFHEEHXHE
Hl OXAEROHHIRS OHEHEOEGNKEMN->7 (ESL Composition
Profile T21.93%, [AHIFEME) T26.96%) . ZOFEENKETNEND T &
1, KRPEOFEMIT, AFEOCHIE TOREBER (A, FEH, FHMHHE
H) TIRIFHARESLINRKEN ST EEBRT D, DED, RPFFRICFHEE
HELTBMUZRFER, BT THWS N2 FHEE B & 450 B B EESC
T TR D DT SNBMN S T NKREN S I EZEBKRL, TOMRR
ELTBALPTREM R B BE O L D HIENHDOTH L LM TE 5,

DIFFFEDEER

KT, BMEANE2) ODIROR RN S, FEEREEEMEICET 2ERET
Do
AWFZETIE, R 2BEHEOFMREONWTNICBWVWTD, BEOFTH
DHMRFEDOFHEE LD BEEME (—RILTREERE) OmWiliiziT-> T
W Z EARENZ, 2D &L (2004) OWIFRIZHBWT, FHEMERKE
MEAREIC L 2 0MIC L > TRENZFHEREFETH 20, AFE TIIDIIZE
DTIal—2alili-o>T, LVEERMITMADFEEE THIUITHIT (F
7213, HHEE) BEEOSVWIMEZITD ZENTEL20NZEZMRFTSH I EN
AR o T2 B AR, T T EENE O W B 2 — AR AL AT RE TR AR 080,80 A
ETH2ETHELIE, KHETHW - THANEM REZARHEICSML
FHENHWESEICEISLOFAEENLETH D 2 &, BHEEIIHT S
& HREFEMEO R WEHEZ TRk - 5 (2002) 12> T0.60LA EET 2725
L, 3ROFATEENLETH DI E, EVNSBEEITI ZENAETH S, =
DX DT, LFOHBEHRBISRIND X DI, sHlOEMME & EE!E:
B L TOZWRBEICH N DS EEZE 251D,
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BERRE

ZITIEM EDOBRIZEDNWT, AHF TOFES LiHMIREICHT 28E
HRB 23, — AL ATREMEIE R 2R A L 23 Ml Ot & W S BlLAN SR T
<HDET 5B,

1HEELT, HEICEL TIE, DIFFRORERN S RFEELDIEIZB W T
Bl (—MAEPTBETERRED ORI WIHEiZTT > TWAS I EAIREIN, FiZH D
FREGHMEDEWIHE (0.60LL L) 2175 2 &id, DR WAE 3%) T
MEETHD I ENRSINE, HIZL, BETH>THI~24TIE, HHEEX
T B EEEORBWIMEZITY ZERBRETH - - EERTE %, 51T,
GHFSE DFE RN & AFELTMEE W T A A ITHT Hm0 ONO—%)5H)
MRS NIz, GO [BGE ] 23 L BRI DN h-o 72
AR TE 2, O, FHOREE WS EAN 51X, FMATICHD
BE EFHEEE OHAGOECKIRETTS &%, TR IO E & FTiikG
ROBVWERFNLIIEI OB N - VNEETHDES A D, i, £
FTTHWE TBAEEEHE] XS5 72H L Wi REDSEER TOME OFHR
EEHFHTLIHEEICE, TOXIBNL—Z 2720172 THBL T ENE
FETHHEFAR, TOLDICTLFREEHEmEZAWZ I 2L —2a ViR
BREDFERESBTHZIEIIFATHA S,

2EEELT, REZAEICELTIE, DO EN S T2 IEEED & WET
fi (0.80LAL) #2175 ZELIIWHTH > EMWRS N, £z, HIIEERE
FEOE WG (0.60BA L) Z2fT57291cd, HEOMBEEE (64) OAKEI L
TEThHDIENRINZ, ZDOTEEGHIEDRRN S, RFEAITHHIEE
DFHEDHDIEND ZENEETHDHEHEZEND, DD, iHliDK
BEWIBENSIE, FIZAITKPEOBEFEMIIE TRPZEICH LU THHRIME
DFEEEXOIEEZITI 2 561E, TOBRICKPEDOFEEEITH U T—RILTTHE
HHHEZHWEZS I a2l —2a U HERBREDHERERT I ET, PERNICHEE
EFo TN ZENTELEEBEZENS, T LT, HHEEFMICENTNS
&, RZAES LIROHE EFEMKIC, FEERLICK2MEFER OB 217> T
WS ZEWERTHA D,

3B ELT, 2MBEO TG REICB L TIX, DIFZEORE RN 5 A5
O OFMRE LR CAEHMERE TH > ThH, BE - R¥EAEBITT
BLERIEHMI ] OFESL Composition Profilek D b HEREMENEN -2 2 &
MWREINTZ. TDTEMNS, FITHFRTELHNSNTNWAESL  Composition
Profilez UL T 572 51X, AWIFED [BAMFHME] THMT 2 2 &2, 3T
TEH ORI AR ER I B R 7R < AW HICHE T O RN E-> 72 EEZ 55, TD
O, iMEREOHREEVWOIBENSIE, —MLalgEEHmEH Wz I 2L —
Ta iERBEOERESRT S LT, IMIREOEMME EEEED¥RQE
WEBFIZANIZ S FTMEE ONEPLFMHEER EDOBR K ETT> T T &
MEMTHAS,

Finte

RIRIZ, AT RRICBET 2R5FE 2R N5, APIETI, 4D H HREE
ST DR EHT — AL FTREVE B GR & H W2 2 & T, ABFSE T DFF-AMi#E SR IT K4
2 BARB D DR ET 2175 T LM TE 2T TR, SR OMHE DL EHD
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FOOMBEEERRTDHIEDTER, HFOoNHEL, S ETAWMETD
EEHEFMEREICETIHDTHD 2D, TNEZTOEFMORFITHEH T
HTETIEIEETIVNERHDHDOD, 1DDFEH EZFIUTEE L ERIR
INEHICBVWTHERROD THoZES A D, 5%, AWIFRD L S aHEH
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W T 2 N E A WZILE (2004) ERICT—FEHAWNWSD I LT,
MHEDEZITS & EMEINBRMAZESED ZENngIckhs DIl

2. i (1994) OFEFRIFLLTFOED TH 5.
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Appendices
Appendix A: FEA
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{

Appendix B: B

fE/R3 : Describe something strange or frightening you have witnessed or
experienced in your life.

Appendix C: ESL Composition Profile DitibffizH & (205%55)

Min Max M SD
FHEEH HE K¥E BB K®E BE K¥®E BE K®4E
Content 750 11.83 1260 16.50 9.72 13,58 1.21 1.39
Organization 730 11.00 1360 1633 9.71 1320 1.32 1.40
Vocabulary 8.10 11.33 13.00 16.00 958 1341 1.13 1.15
Language use 7.70  10.33 1280 14.83 930 12.36 1.05 1.29
Mechanics 8.60 10.83 13.50 1517 10.12 13.62 1.04 1.09

Note. BE (n=10) , K¥4E (n=06) 12084 DEEITE A TZHEMBDFIIE.

Appendix D: THLERIFEM ORtibgitk (20205

Min Max M SD

A H BE KR¥E BB OKR$E BE O R®E BB OKR¥E
ST EI N O 1030 10.17 15.00 1733 1248 1358 114 185
A2 —2a >kt 960 950 1430 1700 1182 1332 115 192
IEME72 RBIDBES) 920 1167 1320 1500 1059 1313 097 115
HY R REDEES 880 1100 1320 1600 1050 1281 100 1.36
SBIZOVTOH 9.10 1117 13.00 1633 1044 1284 092 142
XALIZ DWW T D EER 822 1150 1282 1550 10.02 12.92 1.02 099

Note. BB (n=10) , K¥HE (n=0) D20%DEREICE R 7ZFEEMOFIE.



186 JALT Journar



The Effect of Interactional Adjustments on the
Overall Comprehension of Spoken Texts: A Case
Study
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One of the basic conditions required for pupils to learn a foreign language is that
their teachers must speak to them in the target language—and always at a level
which is understandable to them. The effectiveness of interactional adjustments
such as repetitions, comprehension checks, and nonlinguistic aspects used by a
teacher to help primary and secondary school pupils with their general under-
standing of spoken texts delivered in English is analysed in this article. Once the
effectiveness of such adjustments is confirmed, a comparison is made between
the teacher’s use of adjustments when teaching a group of 10-year-old primary
school pupils and when teaching a group of 17-year-old secondary school pu-
pils.
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he teaching of foreign languages to primary school children in
Europe has been introduced gradually over the last decade, as is

the case now in Japan. The decision to teach foreign languages in
Japanese primary schools is not trouble free, especially for teachers of
English who are now faced with the problem of having to start teaching
completely new age groups as well as adapting their teaching skills and
classroom activities to the cognitive constraints of this level. In second-
ary schools we still frequently find that foreign language teaching is
based on the formal aspects of language, for example, grammar. Such
marked formal constraints are unsuitable for teaching foreign languages
in primary schools, as for many pupils they do not encourage the de-
velopment of positive motivation towards the language being learned.
Consequently, primary school teachers have to adopt an approach which
is in accordance with the age and intellectual capacity of the average
primary school child.

After many years of debate, particularly between Krashen (1998) and
Swain (1993), there now appears to be a consensus of opinion regard-
ing the minimum number of indispensable elements which should be
present in the classroom in order to enhance the learning of a foreign
language. Firstly, the teacher must speak to his pupils in the target lan-
guage in such a way that they can understand him. Secondly, the learn-
ers must be under constant pressure to use the target language to the
full extent of their capacity. Finally, target language learning must always
include a metalinguistic function.

Of the above-mentioned conditions, the first one places special em-
phasis on the role of the teacher, particularly when he or she attempts to
achieve one of the main objectives in the foreign language syllabus for
primary and secondary school pupils, which is to help the pupils grasp
the overall meaning of an oral text.

Perhaps one of the most important challenges has been defining
what is meant by the concept of “overall comprehension” of an orally-
delivered text, since it has been found that many school teachers have
a rather limited view of the concept. Frequently, the testing of overall
comprehension is limited to answering—in a very general way—the
question, “What is the text you have just heard, about?” This attempt to
develop pupils’ general understanding is a direct consequence of the
traditional type of listening activities that have been used in schools. In
the vast majority of cases, tape cassettes have been the major source of
material for listening activities, thus have often resulted in students at
both primary and secondary school levels having difficulties in follow-
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ing the basic line of the text they are listening to. On the other hand,
pupils appear to have far greater success in understanding an oral text if
it is delivered directly by the teacher.

Up until the 1980s, the field of language teaching had taken the
acquisition of listening skills for granted (Morley, 1991), and they were
most certainly not given the attention they deserved as far as research
was concerned. This was a direct consequence of the teaching methods
generally used, which placed considerable emphasis on the teaching of
the formal aspects of language.

It was from the 1980s onwards that the development of listening
skills was finally given the attention it deserved. This was later reinforced
when the importance of listening skills in the acquisition of a foreign
language was recognised. Within the framework for exploring second
language acquisition proposed by Ellis (1994), out of the four different
areas which have undergone research (learner language, external factors,
internal factors, and individual differences), several studies relating to
listening skills can be found in at least two of the areas—external factors
and individual differences. In these studies, various individual learner
differences, their causes, and some of the many influential factors which
are external to the learner are discussed.

Learners acquire a foreign language in many different ways, which
justifies the study of individual learner differences. Many specialists have
concentrated on looking into the effects that factors such as memory,
age, motivation, background knowledge, and aptitude can have on the
acquisition of a foreign language. Much has focussed on individual learn-
ing strategies of oral comprehension. For example, Call (1985) studied
the relationship between listening skill and short-term memory, in par-
ticular for musical notes, digits, words, and sentences. The data obtained
indicated that only short-term memory for sentences was an important
component of listening comprehension, whereas words, digits, and
tonal memory had a weaker relationship with the listening scores. Like-
wise, Seright (1985) examined the relationship between age and second
language achievement. She compared older (aged 25 to 41) and younger
(aged 17 to 24) learners. Her study suggests that in adult learners the
rate of achievement in aural comprehension decreases with age. Van
Patten (1990) explored the question of whether or not learners could
consciously attend to both form and meaning when processing input
and discovered that early-stage learners have great difficulty in attend-
ing to both. That is, conscious attention to form in the input competes
with conscious attention to meaning and only when the input is easily
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understood can learners attend to form. In the same way, Taguchi’s study
(2001) offers insight into some of the second language learners’ strategic
mental processes during a listening comprehension test and points out
that more proficient listeners utilized a greater range of strategies.

Studies looking at external factors relating to the environment in
which learning takes place have also paid special attention to listening
skills. Here, input and interaction play a key role. Two lines of research
have addressed how a spoken text delivered by the teacher can be made
more understandable to the listener.

The first line of research has studied simplified input and has tried to
determine which grammatical, lexical, and phonological modifications
are necessary in order to produce a spoken text which is more compre-
hensible to the learner. Grammatical modifications include:

1) Reduction in the length of utterances, where a tendency
to use shorter utterances with pupils of a lower linguistic
level is seen (Kleifgen, 1985).

2) Simplification of syntax with pupils of a lower level, for
example, avoiding the use of subordinate clauses (Henzl,
1973).

3) The use of various types of questions is one of the most
frequently recurring characteristics in the language used
by teachers (Wagner-Gough & Hatch, 1975). It has been
shown that the easiest type of questions (What and
Where) appear before more difficult types (How and
When), which in turn appear before questions that begin
with Why.

4) A distinct tendency to opt for simple verb tenses (present,
future, etc.) instead of more complex forms (the passive
voice, conditionals, etc.) is seen as a further grammatical
modification used by teachers (Henzl, 1979).

5) A high number of grammatically correct phrases spoken
by teachers when addressing their pupils is usually consid-
ered one of the most significant aspects of their input
(Hakansson, 19806).
Lexical modifications are characterised by simple and frequently
used vocabulary (Saville-Troike, 1985). Finally, within this line of re-
search, phonological modifications, illustrated by a reduced speed of
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delivery (Enright, 1986) and slight exaggeration in accent and intonation
particularly when addressing children, are also found (Scarcella & Higa,
1981, 1982).

The second more recent line of research suggests that teachers can
make their input more comprehensible by using a series of interactional
adjustments. Moreover, it should be borne in mind that excessively
simplified linguistic input may not be the most appropriate when deal-
ing with mixed-ability classes since it could deprive those pupils who
have a more advanced level of language of adequate input and thus
possibly cause them to reject the language they are learning. To avoid
this, the standard of linguistic input should be maintained and as many
interactional adjustments as necessary should be used to help the lesser
able pupils with their foreign language comprehension. In this sense,
as Larsen-Freeman and Long (1991) point out, the use of interactional
adjustments is more effective and thus more important than simplified
input.

These interactional adjustments can be put into three groups: rep-
etitions, comprehension checks, and nonlinguistic aspects. The first of
these includes partial or total repetition of what has been said in the
previous speech units (Scarcella & Higa, 1981). Although repetitions are
characteristic of the way teachers communicate with child learners, they
are also used, although more elaborately, when addressing adult learn-
ers. In a study carried out by Cervantes and Gainer (1992), it was shown
that a group of Japanese university students who were learning English
as a foreign language achieved higher levels of comprehension when
repetitions were used.

According to Wong-Fillmore (1982), it is clear that when comprehen-
sion checks are used as an interactional adjustment, they are aimed at
encouraging pupil participation. The teacher’s intention is to attract the
attention of the learners and invite them to anticipate what he or she is
going to say next. As Hakansson (19806) suggests, this could explain why
teachers sometimes opt to leave sentences or phrases unfinished as an
alternative to asking questions. If the pupils have been following what
the teacher has been saying, they have the opportunity to complete the
unfinished phrases or sentences as can be seen in the example provided
by Hakansson (p. 92): “How old is Mats? Mats is ...”

Moreover, rhetorical questions, which are logically answered by
teachers themselves, are used as resources in narratives, thereby help-
ing the pupils to focus their attention on what is going to be said next
(Scarcella & Higa, 1982). Questions formed by using “OK?” or “All right?”
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are designed to check or confirm that the pupils understand what is be-
ing narrated (Pica and Long, 1986). Their understanding is frequently
confirmed by a mere nod of the head.

The last of the interactional adjustments deals with some nonlinguis-
tic aspects of foreign language teaching. Studies which have attempted
to determine and analyse the role of the foreign language teacher have
paid little attention to the use teachers make of nonlinguistic aspects.
One exception has been an analysis of the use teachers make of visual
resources (Tardif, 1994). The study of body language (facial features,
hand movements, mime, etc.) and its possible impact on pupils in the
foreign language classroom has been almost completely ignored.

Both Cook (1993) and Spada (1994) suggest that the presence of cer-
tain features in the teachers’ speech does not automatically mean that
they make their pupils’ comprehension of a spoken text any easier. These
authors suggest the need for further studies demonstrating that specific
interactional adjustments used by teachers might help students improve
their understanding of what is being said. Moreover, these studies could
provide guidance to classroom teachers (Dunkel, 1991). Several years
earlier, Ellis (1985) also pointed out the need to ascertain whether the
linguistic modifications and the interactional adjustments used by the
teacher indeed change according to the level of learner competence.

Most studies to date have taken place in an ESL context. As what is
applicable in an ESL context is not necessarily applicable in an EFL class-
room, and to help fill in some of the gaps in the research, the present
EFL study was carried out in a school in the city of Las Palmas in the
Canary Islands.

Method

For the experiment, two groups of 30 primary school pupils and two
groups of 35 secondary school pupils were formed. For each level, one
of the two groups was used as the experimental group whilst the other
was used as the control group (see Table 1).

The main aim of this study was to consider the use the same teacher
made of interactional adjustments (repetitions, comprehension checks,
and gestures) whilst telling one story in English to 10-year-old primary
school pupils and a different story to 17-year-old secondary school pu-
pils. Two interesting questions arose from this aim: To what extent is the
use of repetition, comprehension checks, and gestures important in aid-
ing the comprehension of both age groups and what are the differences
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Table 1. Experiment design

Level Groups Text
Primary Experimental (30) Control (30) A
Secondary Experimental (35) Control (35) B

in how they are used? The teacher who participated in the study, a native
speaker of Spanish, was chosen because of her good level of English
and because she had had teaching experience with both primary and
secondary school pupils.

Materials

Two texts (A and B) which were considered adequate in terms of
linguistic content and subject matter were chosen and adapted accord-
ing to the pupils’ general language level. Adjustment to suitable levels
was made bearing in mind that the listening activity was intended to
help develop the skill of overall comprehension of a spoken text. That
is, the pupils were not expected to understand every word spoken. The
text chosen for the primary school pupils was an adaptation of the tale
The Long Nose (see Appendix A) which only contained verbs in the sim-
ple present and which had five subordinate clauses with because. The
secondary school pupils listened to the text When My Friends Come
to Visit Us (see Appendix B) in which the simple present was the most
frequently-used verb tense although the following tenses also appeared:
present continuous, simple past, verb + -ing (like, spend, go on). There
were also four subordinate clauses with when, because, as, and so.

No visual representation of the stories was used, thereby avoiding in-
terference with the accurate measuring of the interactional adjustments
employed in each case. Thus, the problem pointed out by Rubin (1994,
p. 205) when she says that “the images may correlate fairly closely with
the conversation, at times even to the point of negating the need to listen
at alll” was avoided.

Procedures

Both texts were given to the teacher several days before they were
to be read to the pupils. In the days running up to the experiment, she
was asked to read the text several times so that she almost memorized it.
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The teacher was also asked to make copies of both texts using a font size
large enough to enable her to read them from her desk top without hav-
ing to hold them. As well as this, she was asked to mark the places in the
text where she would pause in the narration. Because of these requests,
there was a greater assurance that the teacher would only look at the text
during the predetermined pauses and so when she was talking to the
pupils, she would look at them and not at the text.

On the day of the experiment, whilst the teacher told the story to
the control group, she took advantage of the pauses to look at the text.
With the experimental group a similar process was followed, but this
time, the teacher could make use of as many repetitions, comprehension
checks, and gestures as she considered necessary in order to help the
pupils understand the stories that were being told. A tape recorder was
used and recordings of the stories were made so that all linguistic input
could be transcribed. All gestures used by the teacher were recorded on
avideo camera.

After listening to the story, all the students had to complete a test
(marked on a scale of 0 to 10), which measured their level of comprehen-
sion. With the primary school pupils, a test set in their mother tongue
(Spanish) was used whilst a test set in English was used for the second-
ary school pupils, although their level of accuracy in written English was
not able to be taken into account.

Results

The scores obtained by the experimental group of primary school
pupils were distributed towards the higher end of the scale, whilst those
of the control group were situated at the lower end (see Figure 1). The
mean of the experimental group doubled that of the control group. The
control group scored a mean of 2.90 with a standard deviation of 2.17,
whilst the experimental group obtained a mean of 6.20, with a standard
deviation of 2.37.

A similar outcome was found among the secondary school pupils.
Figure 2 shows the tendency towards an accumulation of scores at the
lower end of the scale for the control group whilst the inverse occurs in
the experimental group. The secondary school pupils, the mean of the
control group was 3.46, with a standard deviation of 2.63, whilst the mean
of the experimental group rose to 7.29, the standard deviation being 2.47.
Once again, the experimental group doubled the mean obtained by the
control group. Moreover, the standard deviations are very similar.
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Figure 1. Scores obtained by the primary school pupils
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Figure 2. Scores obtained by the secondary school pupils

Statistical analysis carried out on these results allowed us to cor-
roborate whether or not there were significant differences between the
results obtained in each age group according to the way the story was
narrated. But since two independent groups were being studied in each
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case, whether the groups compared had equal variances or not had to
be established. In order to do this, Levene’s test for equality of variances
was applied. When comparing the two primary school groups, the value
obtained for Levene’s test was 0.901, with a probability of 0.35, and with
the secondary school groups, the value was of 0.32, with a probability
of 0.58. In both cases, the probability is higher than 0.05, which implies
that equal variances are assumed.

With the results obtained from the tests, and by means of an inde-
pendent sample t test (SPSS for Windows), it was possible to establish
that there were significant differences between the scores obtained by
the two groups of primary school pupils at the 0.05 level. The same oc-
curred with the secondary-level scores (see Tables 2 and 3).

Table 2. Test scores, primary school pupils

Variable Cases Mean score Standard
deviation
Experimental 30 6.2000 2.3693
group
Control group 30 2.9000 2.1672
T value Degrees of freedom Probability
5.629 58 0.000

Table 3. Test scores, secondary school pupils

Variable Cases Mean score Standard
deviation
Experimental 35 7.2857 2.4653
group
Control group 35 3.4571 2.6245
T value Degrees of freedom Probability

6.290 68 0.000
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As can be seen in Tables 2 and 3, the probability is lower than 0.05,
which leads to the conclusion that there were significant differences
between the scores obtained by the experimental group and the control
group of each level.

In several studies, where the results obtained are similar to those pre-
sented above, the conclusion reached is that with the use of interactional
adjustments, the level of pupil comprehension is statistically higher.
However, it is essential to verify that the interactional adjustments made
with the experimental groups did not simplify the linguistic input.

As explained above, the primary-level text, The Long Nose, only
contained verbs in the simple present and five subordinate clauses with
because. With the experimental group, as well as the simple present,
the simple past was used on eight occasions, going to was used eleven
times, the present continuous was used twice and the present perfect,
once. Six subordinate clauses containing because, so, or when were also
used. The average length of utterance in both the control and experi-
mental groups was almost identical: 3.68 and 3.72 words respectively.
Also, the percentages of different words used in the two group situations
are similar (control group, 19.1%; experimental group, 20.6%).

In the secondary classroom, differences in use of verb tenses be-
tween the control and experimental groups were not found. However,
although the same types of subordinate clauses were used with both
groups, only four were used with the control group while 21 were used
with the experimental group. Both the control and experimental groups
had almost identical mean length of utterances, 6.17 and 6.09 respec-
tively. With regard to the percentage of different words used in both
experimental situations, the control group had a higher percentage than
the experimental group (53% and 41.5% respectively).

From this information, it can be established that the linguistic dif-
ficulty of the texts used with the experimental groups was not inferior
to the linguistic difficulty of the texts used with the control groups. Con-
sequently, the interactional adjustments used must be analysed in order
to explain why the students in the experimental groups achieved better
levels of comprehension.

Interactional Adjustments Used by the Teacher

Once it was proven that the interactional adjustments used by the
teacher aided the comprehension of both the primary and secondary
pupils, the differences in how the adjustments were used was studied.
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Using the data gathered from the transcripts, videotapes and field notes,
the use made by the teacher of interactional adjustments (repetitions,
comprehension checks, and supportive gestures) was analysed.

Repetitions

Repetition is one of the most frequent features in conversations
held between parents and young children when they are learning their
mother tongue. Likewise, repetition is an interactional adjustment used
regularly by teachers in order to help their pupils achieve a higher level
of comprehension. These repetitions are different from those used in the
drills found in the audiolinguistic teaching method. Rather, they fulfil the
function of reinforcing the meaning of what has been said previously.
They can be either total or partial repetitions of the same words already
spoken or they can be a repetition of the meaning using synonyms, for
example, “Teacher: You can answer either affirmatively or negatively.
You can answer either by yes or by no.” (Hamayan & Tucker, 1980, p.
463). This last type of repetition is usually referred to as paraphrasing.

On counting the number of repetitions used by the teacher in the
study, it became obvious in a later interview that she had not been totally
aware of the high number of repetitions she had used when telling the
story to the primary school pupils. These total or partial repetitions (103
examples) were repetitions of something she had already said in one
of the three units of speech that preceded the repetition. There were
also 23 instances of repetitions of something which had been said by
the pupils, which gives a total of 126. In other words, 30% of the speech
units (SU) uttered contained repetitions. Two examples of paraphrasing’
were also found. Both examples were used to define a word that the
teacher believed the pupils to be unfamiliar with. Such was the case with
the word sell, which was explained with the paraphrase “When you give
something and they give you money” (SU 228).

In the case of the primary school pupils, a distinction was made be-
tween the repetitions made by the teacher of something uttered by the
teacher herself and repetitions made by the teacher of something the
pupils had said. However, with the secondary school pupils, there were
no examples of this second type of repetition because the pupils said
nothing whilst the story was being narrated. Here, there were 21 instanc-
es in which the teacher partially or totally repeated something which she
herself had uttered. Moreover, it was also noted that the teacher repeated
the same structure in consecutive speech units, as in:
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SU 80: because my wife can speak some foreign languages
SU 81: She can speak German.
SU 82: She can speak French.

SU 83: She can speak English.

There are 17 cases where the teacher made use of this last type of
repetition. If the two types of repetition are added together, they total 38,
which is 21.8% of the total number of speech units uttered. She resorted
to paraphrasing on two occasions in order to explain the meanings of
two words the pupils were unfamiliar with. An example is found in SU
88-90: Teacher: Do you know what stamps are? [The pupils do not re-
spond.] These little things you put on the envelopes when you want to
send a letter to England or France.

Comprehension Checks

As mentioned in the introduction, the two adjustments used to check
pupil comprehension were questions and unfinished sentences. Using
questions as a means of keeping a conversation going or simply as a way
of holding the attention of the pupils is probably one of the resources
most frequently employed by teachers. Results show that the teacher
made good use of this strategy whilst in contact with the primary school
pupils. Sixty-two cases were detected and are divided as follows:

1) Questions to check whether or not the pupils were follow-
ing the story being told: 26 cases. Some examples of these
speech units are OK? (SU 48) and Yes? (SU 19).

2) Display questions or questions whose answers the teacher
already knew because they referred to something that had
already been mentioned: 19 cases. Some examples are
What is the name of the boy in this story? (SU 40), and
How old is Pedro? (SU 88).

3) Referential questions or questions whose precise answers
were not known by the teacher although she had a fairly
clear idea of how the pupils would answer: 14 cases.
Examples include Where do you live? (SU 25) and How
old are you? (SU 64). These personal questions were
asked in the middle of the story in order to ensure that the
pupils were paying attention and that consequently they
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would be prepared to understand the following piece of
information. This was also a way of indirectly connecting
the pupils’ personal experience with the events of the
story. So, for example, after asking some pupils where
they lived, the teacher went on to tell them where the
characters in the story lived.

4) Rhetorical questions or questions that the teacher did not
expect the pupils to answer. She provided the answers in
the next speech unit: 3 cases. Examples include Do you
understand “funny’? Ha, ha! (SU 10 and 11) and What
does Tom like? He only likes eating biscuits (SU 198 and
199).

Contrasting sharply with these results, it was found that with the
secondary pupils, the teacher’s use of this strategy was limited and she
only asked seven questions. In all cases, the questions were asked of the
group as a whole and the teacher was satisfied if the pupils responded
through gestures and facial expressions. The seven questions asked can
be divided into two different types:

1) Five were used as a means of testing the pupils’ compre-
hension of what they were listening to, for example, OK?
(SU 38) and All right? (SU 41).

2) Two were open-ended (referential), but their answers
were predictable.

In fact, the answers to these questions were so predictable that a ges-
ture from the pupils served satisfactorily (SU 113 and 114):

Teacher: How many people here play chess?
Pupils: [Several pupils raise their hands.]
Teacher: Do you like playing chess?

Pupils: [They nod their heads.]

Using unfinished sentences as a means of checking comprehension
was employed only with the primary school pupils. There were numer-
ous examples of unfinished sentences and in all cases, they clearly
fulfilled one of two functions: the pupils had to complete the sentence
either by repeating what had been said (10 cases) or they had to com-
plete it by predicting a possible conclusion (35 cases). Examples of the
first type are His name is... (SU 50) and Tom is ... (SU 138). Examples of
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the second type are They live in... (SU 140) and They have got two hens.
They have also got a... (SU 174 and 175).

Nonlinguistic Aspects: Supportive Gestures

The videos taken during the course of the storytelling were exam-
ined in detail and all instances of the teacher making significant gestures
were noted. In order to classify the gestures used by the teacher, earlier
classification lists (e.g., Kellerman, 1992) and dictionaries of gestures
were used as reference points.

The total sum of gestures used by the teacher whilst telling the story
to the primary school pupils was 149, which is the equivalent of 34.7%
in relation to the number of speech utterances used (see Table 4). How-
ever, the total number of gestures used with the secondary school pupils
was only 31, the proportion being 17.8%.

Table 4. Gestures used in the primary and secondary classroom

Types of gestures Primary Secondary
Personal identification 27 7
Place 7 3
Time - -
Affirmation/Negation 14 1
Amount 8 1
Appearance 22 2
Actions 39 10
Orders 3 -
Feelings 8 5
Greetings - -
Others 18 2
Total 146 31
Percentage 34.7% 17.8%
Discussion

The main objective of this study was to see the effectiveness that
interactional adjustments (repetitions, comprehension checks, and ges-
tures) had on helping primary and secondary school pupils with their
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general understanding of spoken texts delivered by a teacher in English.
From the scores obtained by the pupils on the tests, it was seen that
statistically significant differences were present. At both levels, the ex-
perimental-group means doubled those of the control groups. Thus, it
can be confirmed that the use of repetition, comprehension checks, and
gestures is helpful in aiding both primary and secondary pupils with
their comprehension of oral texts.

Once the need to continue using interactional adjustments with sec-
ondary school pupils was confirmed, whether or not pupil-age-related
differences existed in the use of these adjustments became the second
point of interest. Here, the differences in use at each level were ana-
lysed.

Fewer repetitions were used with secondary school pupils than with
the primary pupils (21.8% and 30%, respectively). It was also found that
those made with the primary school pupils were total or partial rep-
etitions of something that had been said in one of the three previous
speech units. However, with the older pupils, the majority of repetitions
used were essentially synonyms. Thus, it is clear that with the secondary
pupils not only did the number of repetitions used decrease, but also the
types of repetitions used were more sophisticated.

The teacher’s main aim was to make the pupils understand what she
was saying. However, on asking her to explain what her second objec-
tive was, it became evident that it varied according to whether she was
dealing with primary or secondary school pupils. With the primary
school pupils, her objective was simply that they just listen to her as
at that age they can be easily distracted. This points to the importance
that short-term memory plays in listening comprehension, as pointed
out by Call (1985). With the secondary school pupils, the objective was
that they recognise and learn new words and linguistic structures such
as, “.. my wife can speak some foreign languages. She can speak Ger-
man. She can speak French. She can speak English.” The recognition
and learning of new words and linguistic structures was not one of the
objectives in the case of the primary school pupils because, as Van Pat-
ten pointed in his study (1990), early-stage learners have difficulties in
attending simultaneously to both meaning and form. The necessity to
make the primary school pupils pay attention and help them to become
involved in the story also becomes obvious when it is observed that
out of the 126 repetitions made by the teacher, 23 of them are words or
phrases spoken by the pupils. This phenomenon did not arise with the
secondary school pupils.
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The rather high level of participation of the primary school pupils
arose because of the use of comprehension checks, which was the sec-
ond interactional adjustment considered. Here, the differences between
the groups are more marked. On telling the story to the primary pupils,
the teacher asked 67 questions, whilst with the secondary pupils, only
seven examples of questions were found. The questions asked during
the storytelling had two basic functions: 1) to check whether or not the
pupils were able to follow the story line, and 2) to make sure the pupils
were paying attention to the story:.

The problems children have with comprehension are frequently
rooted in their lack of attention. From our data, it became clear that when
the teacher asked the primary school pupils questions, her objective was
to maintain their attention. In a later interview, she pointed out that the
attention span of a younger child is generally far more limited than that
of an older one, thus making the use of questions more of a necessity
with younger age groups.

The third aspect of interactional adjustment considered was the
use of gestures. In comparison with the primary school pupils, the use
of gestures underwent a notable decrease with the secondary school
pupils. The percentage of speech units accompanied by gestures de-
creased from 34.7% (primary) to 17.8% (secondary). That is to say, this
interactional adjustment, which in the literature had previously not been
considered, was clearly one of the factors which helped facilitate better
oral comprehension.

Conclusion and Implications for Teaching

As perceived online by the teacher, the secondary school pupils
still needed to rely on the use of repetitions and gestures in order to be
able to reach a clearer understanding of the story that was told to them.
However, the use of questions as a form of immediate comprehension
testing and confirmation of attention hardly occurred; their degree of
dependency on these strategies appeared markedly lower than that of
the primary school pupils.

From a pedagogical point of view, this study yields several clear im-
plications:

1) From the results obtained and the conclusions reached,

it is obvious that the use of suitable interactional adjust-
ments by a teacher whilst helping his or her pupils reach a



204

2)

3

4)

5)

JALT Journar

deeper understanding of a spoken text is clearly beneficial
to the pupils. Primary school pupils need teachers who are
capable of telling them stories using the above-mentioned
interactional adjustments. In this way, the pupils should be
able to follow the story line of texts at a more sophisticated
linguistic level than the one they already possess.

Since spoken language is the most common means of
communication and the need to understand and to be
understood knows no boundaries, the strategies used to
reach a greater depth of comprehension should not be
limited. Consequently, secondary school pupils should be
given the help they need, particularly by the teacher mak-
ing use of repetitions of linguistic structures and gestures.
With these, their comprehension should improve. Moreo-
ver, pupils should also be given further opportunities to
understand the way in which linguistic structures are used
within oral discourse.

A considerable difference in level between input and
output should be maintained, thus providing the pupils
with an opportunity to enrich their language. Adjustments,
like those investigated here can contribute considerably to
enhancing input.

Despite the geographical distance and the considerable
sociocultural differences that inevitably exist between
primary and secondary schools in Japan and Spain, this
study on the effect of interactional adjustments on the
overall comprehension of spoken texts in a primary and
secondary school setting in the city of Las Palmas could
serve as an indicator as to how successful this strategy
could be if used in similar school settings in Japan.

If these types of activities were to be carried out at an
adequate level throughout the period of compulsory
education, the percentage of interactional adjustments
used would gradually decrease, pupils would become far
more competent at listening, and thus have the opportu-
nity of developing better listening skills, which would be
of use not only in their foreign language learning but also
in other walks of life.
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Notes

1. For the purposes of this experiment, paraphrasing has been taken to
mean complete reformulation of a phrase without repeating any words
used in the previous SU.
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Appendix

A. Excerpt from The Long Nose

Jack lives with his mother and his brother Tom in the country. Jack is
only eight years old, but Tom is twenty-five years old. The mother is very
old. They haven’t got any money but they have some food. They have
potatoes, oranges, apples, etc., at the farm. They have eggs because they
have two hens and milk because they have a cow.

Jack and his mother are very happy because they like eating pota-
toes, oranges, apples, and eggs. They also like drinking milk. But Tom is
not happy at all because he only likes eating biscuits and drinking Coke.
One day, Tom says to his mother and to his little brother, “I want to sell
the hens and the cow because I want to buy biscuits and Coke.” “No,”
says Jack. “That’s a very stupid idea. We like eating eggs and drinking
milk!”

B. Excerpt from When Friends Come to Visit Us

When friends come to visit us in the evening, they spend their time
telling us that they are in a hurry and looking at their watches. It isn’t
that our friends are all very busys; it is just that we haven’t got a televi-
sion. People think that we are very strange. “But what do you do in the
evenings?” they are always asking. The answer is simple. Both my wife
and I have hobbies. We certainly don’t spend our evenings staring at the
walls. My wife enjoys cooking and painting and often attends evening
classes in foreign languages. This is particularly useful as we always go
abroad for our holidays. I collect stamps and am always busy with my
collection.
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Nonparticipation in University Language Support

Hayo Reinders
University of Auckland

Research has shown that many students studying abroad face great difficulties
and run the risk of failing courses as a result of problems with the language (cf.
Ballard & Clanchy, 1997). At a university in New Zealand it was found that over
70% of all resident second language speakers had a level of English that did
not prepare them adequately for university study. In response, a free language
support programme was offered to help students improve their English and
develop their skills for independent learning. Students with identified language
needs were strongly encouraged to take part in the programme. However, both
the participation and completion rates were disappointing, especially among
Japanese students. Several previous studies have reported similar findings, but
little information is available on the reasons for this lack of participation (e.g.
Voller, Martyn, & Pickard, 1999; Mak & Turnbull, 1999). The current study is an
attempt to investigate why, in spite of strong encouragement, students chose to
(not) make use of the available support and what determined their completion
of the programme. It was found that while time constraints played an important
role, so did students’ perceptions of the programme and the type of support it
would offer. A number of practical recommendations for support staff working
on such programmes are given.

AT T, B POFEDL <N, FRFHZRBE D 0DIT, AREOREICER L.
EEDEHEICI 5 INTND Z EARSINTWA(f. Ballard, & Clanchy 1997), Za—3
—I 2RO —R¥TIE, FEEEE2EFBEL THETAERERD 7 0% LA, R¥ETOM
IZ TR TE B 2T OEE MDD > TR Z EAHBL 2, ZIUTKIRT 5B
T, FEOWFENE, ALNRFEE AT 0N EEBT 572010, BEOFEETR— T
077 MRS Nz, FEERBENRD SN TWSEAEITIE,. B<ZOoT 07 I LD
SZIMMESNTze LALEBAS, ZME, KTROEES52RTH, HfFIINRbo
T, ZHUE FICHAANDHEDRT, BHETH> k. < DEITHIFEN. TIUTEIZHS
RERELTWDA, ZOLIBRIESMOMBICBEIL T, HHRSIEE ITHRN, RIS
T BERZEENMHTELSYR-—bZ2RHLE (B50WIELARNoZ) DN L
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T, ANZOTOT T LOKTOBEREB S0, ZFETL20EDDRATHD, K
MR RKI OB TIZRLS . FEOTOT T LE NIRRT 5725 5 PR — FNE DT
g BEISRS, EEEAFZERELZIENHHLE. BEIC, 20X BT70T T4
HETEZ2H RN ZAYy TODD, EHNRIREERT,

Language Support

With the growth in the number of international students worldwide
the provision of language support has become an increasingly important
issue in tertiary education. Other than through classroom teaching, one
of the most common types of support is self-access facilities (Benson
& Voller, 1997). Self-access has been defined as “a number of resources
(in the form of materials, activities, and support), usually in one place,
that accommodates learners of different levels, styles, and with different
goals and interests. It aims at developing learner autonomy among its
users” (Cotterall & Reinders, 2001, p. 25). One of the main advantages of
self-access in a tertiary context is that it provides flexibility; students can
use the facilities at their leisure and work according to their needs. Self-
access is also seen as a way for students to develop skills for independent
learning. Two important issues in the area of self-access have been how
to encourage students to spend time on improving their language (espe-
cially if, as in most cases, this is done voluntarily and is not credited), and
how to provide appropriate support for their (self-)study. In recent years,
language advisory services have become an increasingly popular type
of service offered in self-access centres (and sometimes as a stand-alone
service or as part of language courses), especially aimed at addressing
the latter concern. Language advising or language counselling consists
of one or more meetings between an advisor and a student, usually one-
to-one. The student can ask questions, and the advisor gives feedback
and makes recommendations. Together, advisor and student can analyse
language needs and wants, make a study plan, and discuss any aspect of
the student’s learning. The potential beneficial effects of such sessions
on students’ motivation and awareness have been well documented (cf.
Mozzon-McPherson & Vismans, 2001). Since in self-access centres many
students come infrequently due to their course demands, language
advising can increase the otherwise limited opportunities for contact
between staff and students. One thing that many advisory sessions have
in common, though, is that participation tends to be voluntary and ad
hoc; structured programmes are less common.

The voluntary aspect of many language advisory sessions can be
problematic. Voller, Martyn, & Pickard (1999), for example, report that
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sessions often lack clear objectives and fail to provide learners with an
opportunity to acquire appropriate study techniques. One of the find-
ings from their study was that a change from a drop-in service to a more
structured programme resulted in students coming more often. When
students do not return it is often difficult to establish why and this has a
negative impact on the staff. Fu (1999) writes, “A person will come for
what the counsellor perceives is a substantial and interesting discussion
or learning dialogue, and then the counsellor never sees that person
again, therefore getting neither any feedback nor report on progress (or
lack of it)” (p. 107). This does not necessarily mean that the session has
been fruitless. As Fu points out “a seed may have been planted” (p. 107),
but this is difficult to tell.

Possibly as a result of the voluntary nature of this type of support,
several studies report rather low return rates. Voller, Martyn, & Pickard
(1999) report that of their 32 participants, 12 (i.e. 38%) attended only
one session, seven (22%) attended two sessions, and 13 (40%) more than
two. In a later programme, 30% of the students attended four or more
sessions. The authors suggest more research should be done to establish
whether “...the reasons for this are structural, caused for instance by a lack
of time in students’ schedules, to do with the process of consultation, or
a mixture of both” (p. 123). Mak & Turnbull (1999) report a dropout rate
of 15% (8 out of 51 participants) in an intensive advisory programme
which required participants to attend three sessions. The authors did not
investigate the reasons why students withdrew but speculate that several
“simply seemed too immature in their attitudes towards themselves as
learners to benefit from a programme of this nature” (p. 50). Unfortu-
nately, little formal research has been done to investigate why some
students decide not to continue their participation in such programmes.
Various studies (investigating not only advisory programmes but also
self-access in general) speculate that students’ limited time for language
study may play a role (Pemberton, Ho, Lam, & Toogood, 1999), as well
as students’ resistance to self-study as opposed to teacher-led instruc-
tion (Tsang, 1999), and students’ lack of previous experience with such
support (Hiemstra & Brockett, 1994).

Return figures obtained from an advisory support programme of-
fered at our university in 2002 (Reinders, in press b) compare somewhat
favourably with the aforementioned studies. Of the 54 participants, 8
completed only one session. The remaining 46 (85%) attended two or
more sessions and the average number of sessions was four, over an av-
erage of seven weeks. However, the advisors working on the programme
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reported many “no-shows,” students who had made an appointment but
did not come without informing them. No formal feedback was obtained
from students who only attended one session or who failed to show up
for appointments. However, advisors working on the programme spoke
to some of the participants and found that they had felt under a lot of
pressure to complete their regular course work and did not have time for
the support programme. Advisors also felt that students may have had
expectations of the programme that were not met. The present study
is an attempt to delve deeper into the causes for nonparticipation and
noncompletion in language support programmes such as this.

The Study

A recent survey conducted at the university where this study took
place revealed that approximately 40% of all students claim a language
other than English as their first language with most having a Chinese,
Korean, or Japanese background. Students and staff report numerous
language-related problems. One internal report (Elder, 2004) has shown
that approximately 70% of the second language students at our univer-
sity who are residents of New Zealand (and who, unlike international
students, are not required to provide evidence of their English abilities
for enrolment, such as IELTS or TOEFL scores) have a level of English
considered too low for them to be successful at university. It also showed
that students who are less proficient in English are up to three times
more likely to fail their courses than more proficient students. From our
own experience Japanese learners are comparatively overrepresented
both as those with lower language proficiency and as those who are
more likely to fail their courses (at least in the first year). The language
issue is clearly a crucial one for many of these students. In response to
this, a diagnostic English language-needs assessment was developed.
This is an assessment of reading, writing, and listening skills and is given
to most first-year students in order to identify those with potential lan-
guage problems and to direct them to appropriate language support.

There are various types of support available to students at the univer-
sity, most notably credit-bearing language courses for those who are in
need of an intensive type of training (those with diagnostic assessment
scores in the lowest two bands). For others (mainly those with diagnostic
assessment scores in the middle two bands as well as for further practice
to those enrolled in the language courses), a flexible option exists in the
form of a self-access centre. The Centre is open seven days per week and
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offers access to around 1,100 language learning materials, skills-based
workshops, and a language advisory service (whose website is available
atwww.elsac.auckland.ac.nz). The Centre also offers an electronic learn-
ing environment developed in-house. This computer programme gives
students access to (electronic) language learning resources and sup-
ports students in their self-directed learning (Reinders, in press a). The
Self-Access Centre was set up to assist the potentially very large numbers
of students in need of help (over 700 students are currently enrolled)
to develop the skills necessary to improve their English by themselves,
both for economical reasons (self-study is sometimes percieved to be
less expensive and not everyone can be helped through regular teach-
ing) as well as the pedagogical motivation to prepare students for the
(changing) future demands on their language ability. Many students re-
port great difficulties when moving on to postgraduate studies or when
applying for jobs; they are often not ready for the (language) demands
of the workplace. Part of the Centre’s mission is to prepare them for
those situations. To do so, the Centre has made it part of its mission
statement to foster learner autonomy by encouraging critical reflection,
by developing planning and evaluation strategies, and by increasingly
handing over control of the learning process to the students.

In 2002 and 2003, the Self-Access Centre successfully tendered for
government funding to develop and deliver an intensive advisory pro-
gramme over the summer breaks. As part of the programme, students
met regularly with an advisor over a period of three months. A similar
service had always been available in the Centre, but due to limited staff-
ing only one or two meetings could be held with individual students.
As part of this new programme, two dedicated advisors, both Japanese
teachers living in New Zealand, were available to provide assistance.
The programme aimed to develop both language skills and independent
learning skills and to gradually reduce the amount of support over time
in order to allow students to work on their own, while still providing
monitoring and feedback when necessary. In their first one-on-one ad-
visory session students were made aware of the aims and format of the
programme. It was made clear to students that both group workshops
and one-to-one advisory sessions were available, but that the essence
of the programme was their own independent learning using the elec-
tronic learning environment, that is, the bulk of the work was expected
to be done by the students themselves, with counselling and guidance
from the advisors. No credit was given for the programme although a
certificate of attendance was awarded upon completion of three or more
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sessions.

Although all students at the university were eligible to enrol in the
programme, primarily students who had sat the diagnostic assessment
and had clearly identified language needs were approached. A total
number of 1,100 students (the vast majority of them second language
speakers) were invited by e-mail to join the programme. Of those, only
a disappointing 105 participated. Even more disappointing was the fact
that only 62 completed two or more sessions with their advisors. Natu-
rally, we were interested in what caused these small numbers. The 1,100
students who had been contacted had taken a diagnostic assessment (as
described above) and had been sent a profile which clearly showed their
language proficiency was not up to the standard required for university
study. Why did they not join this free programme? And why did many
of those who did join not complete more sessions? Thus, the research
questions of this study were:

1. What are the reasons students decide to take up language
support or not?

2. What are the factors influencing continuation and comple-
tion of a self-study language support programme?

In order to answer the first question, students who had been invited
to join the programme, but did not do so were sent a questionnaire ask-
ing them about their perceptions of the role of English in their studies,
the types of support they felt they needed, and their reasons influencing
the decision to not take up support (see Appendix A). Answers to the
second question were obtained from the results of a different question-
naire, administered to those who did participate in the programme (see
Appendix B). These students were asked about their opinion of the
programme and the support they had received.!

Results

The questionnaire for students who did not participate in the pro-
gramme was made available in electronic format on the Self-Access Cen-
tre’s website and a request to complete it was sent to approximately 1000
students of whom 185 responded. This is not a very high percentage but
a reasonably large number of responses nonetheless. The questionnaire
presented the participants to rate a number of statements from 1 to 6
depending on whether they did not agree at all (1) or agreed completely
(6).
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Most of the respondents strongly agreed with the first statement
“Having good English ability is important to be a successful student”
(5.6 out of 6 on average). Most also agreed with the statement “I need
to improve my English” (rated 5). This is not surprising since all had
received below-average diagnostic assessment scores. At least it shows
they agreed there was room for improvement. The next question asked
participants to select which of the four main skills they thought was most
important for them. Writing was selected (42%) well ahead of listening
(19%), speaking (18%), and reading (17%).

The following question asked participants if they had heard of the
Self-Access Centre and its programme. Most of the respondents (88%)
indicated they had. Lack of knowledge of the available support was obvi-
ously not a factor determining overall participation in the programme.

The following section of the questionnaire told students they had
been sent the questionnaire because they had not participated in the
advisory programme and asked why they had chosen not to. Respond-
ents agreed to some extent with the statement “I did not have enough
time” (3.8 out of 6) and to a slightly lesser extent with the statement “I
will make use of it in the future” (3.2 out of 6). However, respondents
agreed more strongly with the statement, “I want to study with a teacher”
(4.8 out of 6). When asked to rate a range of possible services from the
Self-Access Centre, students indicated a preference for intensive sup-
port, similar to one-on-one teaching. Language learning activities scored
high (4.8 out of 6) and so did proofreading (4.9 out of 6). The latter is a
service that is not offered for financial reasons but also because it is felt
to contravene the Centre’s goal of fostering autonomy (the Centre does
offer workshops on how to proofread one’s own work and on giving
and receiving peer-feedback). Clearly, the students see this differently.

The final question asked respondents for ideas to provide the best
possible support in the Self-Access Centre. What follows below is a fairly
typical response:

..run it like language school during the summer holiday time, i.e.
a fixed group of student with the same teacher, so that we learn
with the friendship with each other including the teacher, and
having tests regularly so that we would know how we are going.

Students seemed to appreciate the structure and encouragement of
an organised course and the incentive that tests can offer. In addition,
several students, like the one quoted above, mentioned the benefits of
working with others. (Incidentally, the Centre does offer a large number
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of workshops [around 250 per year] and opportunities for small-group
study as well as a study-buddy programme that pairs students and sup-
ports them in their collaborative work. Obviously these activities are not
widely known.)

The second questionnaire was sent to 67 students who had par-
ticipated in the programme and for whom current contact details were
known. Thirty-five of them responded and these included both students
who had only attended one or two sessions and students who attended
several sessions. In other words, it included students who could be con-
sidered to have completed the programme as well as those who could be
considered to have not. The primary purpose of the questionnaire was
to obtain feedback about the programme and for this reason it included
a number of practical questions about the materials used, the frequency
of the sessions, and so forth, in the hope that the results would also give
insight into the reasons why some students did not continue the pro-
gramme. Participants were asked to answer the questions by choosing
from 1 (no, absolutely not) to 5 (yes, absolutely).

First, participants were very positive about the programme. When
asked if they found the programme useful, they rated it 4.5 out of 5 (with
only one student giving it a 3 out of 5). Students generally felt that the
programme had helped them learn how to study English by themselves
in the future (4.2) and had helped them focus on what they wanted to
improve (4.4). They also felt it had helped them to set manageable goals
(4.3), learn new strategies (4.2) and, importantly, had made them work
on their English more (4.1). Students were also generally positive about
their advisors, finding them supportive (4.5).

So if students generally appreciated the support, why did many
of them not complete the programme? The questionnaire contained
several open-ended questions, one of which was “What aspects of the
advisory sessions did you find most useful?” Several students listed the
opportunity to speak English, which interestingly was not the primary
goal of the sessions (from the advisors’ point of view):

I can speak more and practise understanding Kiwi speakers.

Others mentioned the feedback they could get on their writing which,
again, was not the main purpose of the advisory sessions:

...also check my writing, to help me improve essays before I hand
them.
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A second question asked participants what learning strategies they
had developed as a result of the programme. Most answers referred to
either the ability to locate appropriate resources or to cognitive strate-
gies:

Utilise different resource, aware useful resource are available
for use.

Read efficiently, by skipping, scanning, summarizing elc.

Although these are of course useful it was somewhat unexpected
that none of the participants referred to metacognitive strategies such
as planning one’s learning or assessing one’s work, even though these
formed an important and explicit part of the programme.

Another question asked for suggestions on how the programme could
be improved. The answers are revealing in that they give the impression
students view the sessions as a private language lesson. Some students
asked for “more tuition [instruction]” and one student suggested:

Tell students what they should do rather than what they would
like to do.

Several students asked for “a more structured programme.” Students
may have misunderstood the aim of the programme—to provide a sup-
ported self-study option—and the rationale behind it. Perhaps it was not
communicated clearly enough. It may also be that the students did not
see this type of programme as useful as one based on a clear curriculum
such as in a classroom situation.

One additional indication of students’ lack of commitment to the
programme was the number of cancelled advisory sessions and the
number of times students missed their appointments. Although no ac-
curate record was kept of this, the fact that this happened many times
was frustrating for the advisors and probably shows that the programme
failed to encourage students to make time for it.

Conclusions and Practical Recommendations

The results from the two questionnaires show that students’ perceptions
of the support programme are rather different from the advisors’. Students,
both those who did and those who did not participate in the programme,
seem to be asking for more structure and tuition rather than for the more
indeterminate type of support offered by the advisory sessions.
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In answering the first question of this study, “What are the reasons
why students decide to take up support or not?” it was found that lack
of knowledge of the programme was not an issue. Lack of time plays a
role but students also seem to be unsure how the programme would
help them or at least, express preference for a type of support that was
not offered (cf. Reinders & Cotterall, 2001). Likewise, when looking at
the factors influencing continuation and completion of the programme,
time also appeared to be an issue. Many students cancelled appoint-
ments or forgot about them and had to be reminded by their advisors.
When asked, they cited study pressures. However, the results from the
second questionnaire also show that students have a different view of
the role of the programme and the advisory sessions than that intended
by the advisors. Even though they felt positively about their advisors
and generally found the sessions helpful in developing their strategies
and their ability to work independently, they may have felt that the ses-
sions, with their emphasis on learning skills, were not practical enough
to warrant the time investment required. Several students wanted “more
tuition” as part of the programme and this seems to echo comments
made by respondents to the nonparticipation questionnaire. Fu (1999)
describes this well when she says,

The approach [language counselling] may [..] seem vague and
flexible to the users when we say, for example, that the counsel-
lors can “give recommendations on language learning strategies
for improving English” or “can help users design their personal-
ized Language Improvement Plan.” In other words, to these users
what really is a “strategy” or what does “design” really mean? It
may all seem rather confusing and appear to be just a lot of hard
work. (p. 108)

This may be particularly true for the (mainly) Asian students who
participated in this programme. Although one has to be cautious when
making broad statements about groups of people from different coun-
tries and with different cultural backgrounds, it is not unlikely (and anec-
dotal evidence from the Centre staff seems to confirm this) that many of
the students had not experienced the type of learning encouraged in the
Self-Access Centre before. The ever-present focus on their own learning
may have been alien to them, and possibly quite demanding. There is a
constant balancing act between an approach to learning and teaching
based on teachers’ pedagogical beliefs, and one that takes into account
students’ prior experiences and expectations.
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It is important to note that the lack of participation in support pro-
grammes at the University is low in general, not just on the programme
described here. The earlier cited internal study (Elder, 2004) found that
of all assessed students who had been advised to take up some form of
support less than 20% actually did so. Although the respondents to the
first questionnaire indicated a preference for teacher support and even
a service similar to “a language school,” they did not take up that type
of support in the form of the language courses that are available at the
University. It seems that students do not give language study high priority
in their university studies. It was suggested above that for those students
who did participate in the programme, the lack of structure and the focus
on learning skills may have been contrary to their expectations. However,
considering that they chose the advisory programme and not an intensive
language course, it is probably justified to ask what they were hoping to
achieve. Some students may well have hoped for a “quick fix.” Possibly
their expectations of what could be achieved in a few hours with an advi-
sor were unrealistic. This applies not only to the programme but also to
many students’ use of the Self-Access Centre in general; it is not uncom-
mon for students to ask Centre staff to help them with their language a
week before the exams start or an assignment is due.

However, it is unfair to put the blame on the students’ shoulders. It is
our job to help students and that includes making sure they understand
the role of language study and their own responsibility in ensuring their
success. What we have learned from this study, then, is that we need
to extend our efforts beyond attempting to develop and deliver a good
programme to also consider the following:

1. Raise awareness of the role of language in university study

As teachers and researchers we are aware of the importance of hav-
ing good language proficiency and the consequences of not having it.
We should try to communicate this to our students and perhaps use role
models (both positive and negative) to encourage them to make time
to improve their language skills. Students will need to make the ever-
important first step and unless we are able to motivate them to take that
step, we will not be able to help them.

2. Give students credit for their work

Many students feel overwhelmed, especially in the first year. The lan-
guage, the new culture, and the experience of being away from home all
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combine to put an enormous amount of pressure on them. Asking stu-
dents to spend extra time in a self-access centre or to take a programme
without any immediate recognition of their time investment may be ask-
ing too much. We are now experimenting with various departments who
have agreed to give their students a percentage of their course marks for
completing language self-study. In the Self-Access Centre we keep track
of the number of times they come and the amount of time they study.
This information is passed on to the departments and the students get
credit for their work. The time investment on the part of the departments
(as in the reduced amount of time available for teaching the content)
pays off in that students are able to work more efficiently and dropout
rates are lower. This way more progress can be made in the long run.

3. Highlight the importance of learning skills

Many students may have been unfamiliar with the goals of the sup-
port programme. As suggested above, a focus on skills for learning a
language, rather than on the content of the language may have seemed
inefficient and maybe even strange to some. If we believe in the im-
portance of developing our students as independent learners, then we
need to start by convincing them of the merits of this. Perhaps by shar-
ing the rationale behind our approach and by giving clear examples of
how this approach can benefit them, we will be able to motivate them
better. Perhaps there may even be a role for teachers in students’ home
countries, such as Japan. The figures reported in this article show many
students’ language proficiency causes them to be ill prepared for their
studies, and in need of ongoing language development. The ability to
identify language needs and to seek out opportunities for improvement
is crucial. However, this is not an ability that many students are born
with and that generally requires a considerable amount of training.
Once students embark on their studies, little time is left to develop these
skills. The fact that for Japanese students both performance on the as-
sessment and their participation in the support programme was low was
not investigated further as it was not one of the research questions of the
study. However, in the context of this article it is worth mentioning that
anecdotal feedback from the Centre staff shows Japanese students to be
particularly unprepared for independent study and to be in need of a
great deal of support. Here, there is a clear role for teachers involved in
predeparture language training.

Although the participation and completion figures of this programme
were disappointing, the reflection this prompted has helped us to iden-
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tify some important mismatches between what the programme intended
to do and how the students perceived the programme. This has encour-
aged us to reconsider how we promote our services and more generally
our role in supporting second language students in our institution. It
is hoped that the results from this study will also help raise awareness
among teachers preparing students for overseas study as to the level of
difficulty many of students face once they arrive. This study has shown
a clear need for students to not only expect to have to further improve
their English, but also to have the independent learning skills to do so.

Hayo Reinders (www.hayo.nl) is Visiting Professor at Meiji University,
Tokyo. He is also Director of the English Language Self-Access Centre at
the University of Auckland. Hayo is coeditor of PacCall Journal and co-
ordinates the Learner Autonomy Project Inventory for the AILA Scientific
Commission for Learner Autonomy.
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Appendix A

Nomnparticipants’ questionnaire

The questionnaire below was administered on a website where par-
ticipants answered the questions on screen. It included additional ques-
tions about participants’ age, study, and other background questions, as
well as a page with instructions.

1) Having good English ability is important to be a successful student.

6 5 4 3 2 1

2) I need to improve my English.

6 5 4 3 2 1

3) Which language skill do you need to improve the most?
Listening
Reading
Writing
Speaking
4) Have you heard of ELSAC?
Yes
No

5) Our records show that you were invited to join an English study
programme at ELSAC, but that you did not join the programme. Can
you tell us why?

a) I want to study English with a teacher.

6 5 4 3 2 1
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b) I am too busy to go to the ELSAC.

6 5 4 3 2 1

©) Ithink my English will gradually improve without going to
the ELSAC.

6 5 4 3 2 1

d) I have other ways to improve English.

6 5 4 3 2 1

e) Iam planning to go to the ELSAC but haven’t yet made the
first step.

6 5 4 3 2 1

6) What type of help would you want from ELSAC?

a) help with deciding what [I] need to work on to improve
[my] English

6 5 4 3 2 1

b) many language learning materials such as books and CD-
ROMs

6 5 4 3 2 1

¢) advice on the best way to learn a language

6 5 4 3 2 1
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d) someone to proofread my writing

6 5 4 3 2 1

e) workshops and language learning activities with a teacher

6 5 4 3 2 1

) a quiet place to study

6 5 4 3 2 1

g) advice on what materials to use

6 5 4 3 2 1

h) a chance to meet other students to study English together

6 5 4 3 2 1

7) Do you have any ideas for ELSAC to best help the students?
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The original questionnaire included additional background ques-

Appendix B

Participants’ questionnaire

tions and instructions.

Question

How useful did you find the advisory ses-
sions?

Do you think the advisory sessions helped
you learn how to study English by yourself
in the future?

Do you think the advisory sessions helped
you focus on what you want to improve in
your English?

Have the advisory sessions helped you to
set manageable goals for yourself?

Have the advisory sessions helped you to
assess your progress and achievement?

Have the advisory sessions helped you to
develop new learning strategies?

Do you feel that the advisory sessions
made you work on your English more?

10

Did you feel supported by your language
adviser?

11

How useful did you find the weekly study
plan?

12

How often did you look at your weekly
study plan in between meetings with the
your language advisor?

13) What aspects of the advisory sessions have you found the most

useful?

14) What learning strategies did you develop as a result of attending the

advisory sessions?

15) Do you have any suggestions that could help us improve the

advisory sessions?

JALT Journar




Perspectives

Content-Based Instruction in EFL Contexts:
Considerations for Effective Implementation

Yuko Goto Butler
University of Pennsylvania

Recently, there has been growing interest in content-based instruction (CBI) in
foreign language education, particularly in English as a foreign language (EFL)
education. However, there are a number of challenges for successful imple-
mentation of CBI in EFL contexts, and its implementation therefore needs to
be carried out with careful consideration and preparation. Based on a review
of previous studies as well as the author’s observation of various CBI classes in
EFL contexts in East Asia, this paper identifies factors that influence the effective-
ness of CBI including: (a) program setting and curriculum, (b) characteristics of
teachers, (¢) characteristics of learners, and (d) resource availability. The paper
concludes with a series of suggestions for the successful implementation of CBI
in EFL contexts, with particular emphasis on the implementation of CBI in East
Asia.
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The Growing Interest in Content-Based Instruction (CBI)
in EFL Contexts

A high school that emphasizes foreign language education in
China has introduced CBI into part of its curriculum. A Chinese
teacher of chemistry delivered his lecture in English to his 10™
grade students. He showed a PowerPoint slide in English and
gave each student a detailed handout written in both English
and Chinese. He f[irst explained chemistry concepts in English
and then repeated them in Chinese. The students responded al-
most exclusively in Chinese to the teacher’s bilingual questions.
Students who were sitting in the back of the classroom struggled
with the chemistry problems and only consulted the handout
written in Chinese rather than the English one.

At another high school in China, a U.S. teacher who had origi-
nally been hired as an English teacher was recently asked to
teach biology in addition to English. She was a replacement for
a local biology teacher who had been asked to teach biology in
the school’s newly introduced “bilingual program.” The students
and parents complained that the Chinese biology teacher had
insufficient proficiency in English to teach biology in English,
and the principal decided to ask a native English-speaker to
teach the class instead. The U.S. teacher was nervous: she was a
recent graduate from college with a psychology degree and had
no teaching experience, either in English or biology.

A Korean elementary school teacher told her 5th grade English
class, “Let’s make kimpa today!” Kimpa is rice rolled in dried
seaweed, and is a common food in Korea. All the boys and girls
wore aprons and were divided into small groups. Each group
was given cooking utensils (pots and pans), vegetables, seaweed,
salt and water. The teacher demonstrated how to make kimpa
while explaining the process in English. However, the process of
making kimpa is quite straightforward. There was lots of excite-
ment in making and eating kimpa in class, and many exchanges
were delivered in Korean among the children, but little attention
was paid to the teacher’s English input.

Recently there has been significant global interest in CBI (Stoller,
2004), particularly in English education in countries where English
has traditionally been taught as a foreign language (EFL), as well as in
English-as-a-second-language (ESL) contexts (Davies, 2003). There are
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numerous case studies that describe how CBI has been implemented
in various educational contexts. However, controlled empirical research
on CBI is still very limited. The scarcity of empirical studies on CBI is
particularly evident at the primary and secondary school levels in EFL
contexts, despite the growing popularity of CBI at these levels. As the
three episodes described above illustrate, in East Asia many of the im-
plementations of CBI have so far appeared to be based on trial and error,
and CBI is often implemented without careful consideration of either its
purpose or effectiveness in a given context.

This paper is based on a review of studies on CBI as well as observa-
tions of over 30 CBI classes at the elementary and secondary school lev-
els in East Asian EFL contexts (China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan).
Its purpose is to discuss a number of factors that influence the successful
implementation of CBI and to suggest conditions and considerations
that are necessary for the effective implementation of CBI, specifically
in East Asian EFL contexts.

There is one clarification worth noting: although the distinction
between ESL and EFL may not be clear cut in certain regions (e.g., in
parts of Europe), this distinction has important implications for English
teaching and learning (Strevens, 1992) in a number of regions, including
East Asia.

What is CBI?

CBI is defined as “the concurrent teaching of academic subject matter
and second language skills” (Brinton, Snow, & Wesche, 2003, p. 2). By pro-
viding students with authentic, meaningful academic contexts, it aims to
develop both the students’ language and their content knowledge. In ad-
dition, some authors include the development of academic learning skills
as one of the aims of CBI (Chamot & O’Malley, 1994). In CBI, language
is not merely the object of learning, but also the means for negotiating
meaning, organizing information, and acquiring content knowledge.

CBI has been supported by a number of theories in second language
acquisition. In CBI, students have the opportunity to be exposed to
meaningful and comprehensive input in context, which is considered
to be an important element for language acquisition (Krashen, 1985).
CBI also provides students with opportunities to negotiate meaning and
to exercise productive language skills through which they also can pay
attention to forms as well as meaning. Such “comprehensible output”
has also been suggested as being an important aspect of CBI (Swain,
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1985, 1993). Cognitively-demanding tasks in CBI help students develop
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP), which is a key to their
academic success (Cummins, 1992).

The cognitive skills and learning strategies that are incorporated
into CBI are also supported by a number of educational and cognitive
theories in principle. In CBI, teachers are asked to provide students with
meaningful and coherent information through various kinds of instruc-
tional strategies such as visual aids, conceptual maps, and analogies. By
doing so, CBI should help students connect new knowledge with their
existing knowledge and schemata, thus enhancing their learning (e.g.,
Anderson, 1990; Armbruster, 1996). CBI facilitates students’ higher-or-
der thinking skills and motivation by providing them with cognitively
challenging content materials and tasks. In sum, CBI aims to promote
integrated development of students’ language competence and content
knowledge, and it has been supported by a number of theories from
different academic disciplines.

Types of CBI

CBI has been implemented in various forms across educational set-
tings. As the table in the Appendix indicates, CBI is found in English
programs, bilingual programs, foreign language programs, heritage
language programs, and other programs across grade levels. Some pro-
grams emphasize the students’ language development more than con-
tent learning (language-driven approaches), while others put stronger
emphasis on helping students acquire content learning by providing
various types of linguistic and cognitive assistance (content-driven ap-
proaches) (Met, 1998). Davison and Williams (2001) mapped different
types of CBI approaches on a continuum between language-focused
and content-focused approaches. Such variability in the implementation
of CBI is one reason it may be difficult for teachers and policy makers to
understand the purposes and effectiveness of CBI.

Factors that Influence the Success of CBI

There is much evidence supporting the effectiveness of some of the
more successful CBI implementations (e.g., Kasper, 1997 and Pally, 2000
for college-level ESL implementations; Wesche, 2001 for Canadian im-
mersion programs). However, the effectiveness of CBI has not always
been confirmed (Willis, 1997, as cited in Willis, 1998). The integration of
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language and content remains an ongoing issue (Mohan, 1986). Echevar-
ria, Vogt, and Short (2004) argue that CBI does not work for everybody:.
The potentially negative effects of CBI implementations may include:
insufficient understanding of content knowledge (March, Hau, & Kong,
2000), insufficient improvement in L2 (Langman, 2003; Pica, 2002), in-
creased stress for both teachers and students (Ryding & Stowasser, 1997),
and the substantial investment of time and energy by both teachers and
students that CBI requires (Stryker, 1997). The effectiveness of CBI ap-
pears to be influenced by a number of factors including: (a) program
setting and curriculum, (b) characteristics of teachers, (¢) characteristics
of learners, and (d) resource availability. These factors will be addressed
in the following sections.

Program Setting and Curriculum

The settings in which CBI is found vary tremendously in terms of
their educational and social contexts, including the roles of the students’
first language (L1) and the target language (TL) within the given society,
as well as the institutional and community support for language educa-
tion. Accordingly, students’ and teachers’ needs, goals, and expectations
for CBI vary greatly. CBI curricula thus vary in the way in which they
balance the focus between language and content. Different emphases
in curricula in turn influence the types of syllabi, lessons, activities, and
materials that are employed in CBI, as well as how students’ and teach-
ers’ roles are defined in such instruction (Davison & Williams, 2001).

A number of studies indicate the effectiveness of CBI in immersion
programs. Canadian immersion students of L2 French outperformed
their nonimmersion peers in L1 (English) by Grade 6; they performed
equally well in content (math) at Grade 3, but outperformed their peers
at Grade 6 (Turnbull, Lapkin, & Hart, 2001; also see studies in Wesche,
2001). Unfortunately, however, we still have very limited controlled em-
pirical research that systematically compares the effectiveness of CBI
with other existing general language and literacy programs in different
settings. Certainly, neither program type nor a strong educational envi-
ronment guarantees positive results for CBI programs.

Characteristics of the Teachers

Currently, CBI is conducted by different types of teachers: some CBI
programs are taught by language teachers, others are led by content
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teachers, and many are conducted with the collaboration of both types
of teachers. Similarly, some teachers are native speakers of the target lan-
guage and others are nonnative speakers. While it has been stressed that
developing an appropriate and effective relationship between teachers
and students is important in second language acquisition (Morris &
Tarone, 2003), there are some indications that students in mainstream
classes in ESL contexts attribute a lower status to language teachers than
to content teachers (e.g., Creese, 2002). Although teamwork has often
been found to be a key condition for successful CBI implementation
(Gilzow & Branaman, 2000), the collaboration between language teach-
ers and content teachers is often reported to be very challenging. This is
partly due to the different goals that the two types of teachers set in CBI
programs (Leung, 2001).

Previous research on CBI programs has assumed that the following
teacher qualities influence the effectiveness of CBI programs: (a) teachers’
proficiency in English or the target language (this includes not only the
ability to explain content matters in English but also sufficient command
to manage the class in English), (b) teachers’ content knowledge, (¢)
teachers’ instructional strategies (which includes strategies specialized
for the content matter as well as general instructional strategies), and (d)
teachers’ attitudes including their expectations for student achievement.
However, the exact relationship between these qualities and students’
performance in CBI is still not well understood.

Characteristics of the Learners

Students also vary in terms of: (a) their proficiency in the target lan-
guage, (b) their background knowledge of the content being instructed,
(¢) the learning strategies and styles they have acquired, (d) their age
and level of cognitive development, and (e) their motivation and anxiety
levels. Klee and Tedick (1997), for example, reported that, in their col-
lege-level content-based foreign language immersion program, students
with proficiency lower than Intermediate-High ACTFL experienced “ex-
treme frustration” (p. 155) and performed poorly or even dropped out of
the program. However, as Stryker and Leaver (1997) argue, this does not
necessarily mean that CBI is inappropriate for beginning-level language
learners. Rather, it means that students are unlikely to perform well if their
language proficiency (academic language proficiency in particular), cog-
nitive schemata, developmental levels, and learning styles do not match
the curriculum and instruction given in the CBI program in question.
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Resource Availability

Resource availability also influences the success of a given CBI pro-
gram. The most important resources include: (a) collaboration among
teachers, administrative staff, parents, and community, (b) allocation of
time and money, and (¢) preparation of textbooks and other kinds of ma-
terial. Numerous reports from different CBI settings stress the importance
of institutional collaboration and both human and financial support for
the program (e.g., Gilzow & Branaman, 2000; Stryker & Leaver, 1997). The
adjunct model used at UCLA not only entails substantial collaboration
between content and language teachers but also includes other types
of collaboration including a network of tutorial and counseling services
available outside of the classroom (Snow & Brinton, 1988).

Itis not always easy to prepare authentic materials that are appropriate
for the students’ linguistic and cognitive needs as well as suited to their
interests. In foreign language education contexts, imported textbooks
may not match well with existing local curricula or national standards.
The content of certain “authentic” material may also be far too unfamiliar
to such students. In some programs, teachers have accordingly provided
students with background reading in their L1, and this has frequently
been found to be effective (e.g., Sternfeld, 1997).

Considerations Needed for Implementing CBI in EFL Contexts

So far, we have seen the various factors that influence the effective-
ness of CBI. In this section, I argue that the challenge of implementation
of CBI in EFL contexts requires careful consideration and tremendous
commitment by teachers, administrative staff, and others. I will make a
number of suggestions for those who are considering implementing CBI
in EFL contexts.

The Importance of Needs Analysis

Before implementing CBI, a series of needs analyses is indispensa-
ble. Program goals and student needs should be specified, and then
one needs to examine whether CBI would be the best approach to meet
these needs. One of the most important questions to be addressed has to
do with the balance between language and content in the curriculum.

In EFL programs, the goals and motivation for implementing CBI are
often very different from those of immersion programs and ESL pro-
grams (e.g., sheltered programs). In many immersion and ESL programs,
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the curriculum is mainly driven by the content, and it is therefore not
surprising to see teachers’ attention and discourse centered on content
rather than language (Short, 2002). ESL students are often expected
to merge into mainstream content classes as efficiently and quickly as
possible. However, in EFL contexts, the main motivation for employing
CBI is to provide students with optimal and meaningful input through
content so that they can develop an adequate use of the target language.
Therefore, the curriculum is largely driven by language criteria and de-
velopment. In fact, in East Asia the most popular CBI approaches cur-
rently employed are theme-based instruction and ESP, or what Davison
and Williams (2001) call “contexualized language teaching” (p. 58).

There are a number of issues that are often ignored in CBI in EFL con-
texts. First, based on my own observations and interviews with teachers
who employ CBI in EFL contexts, there appears to be a widespread as-
sumption that providing meaningful input through content is a sufficient
base for adequate language development. However, such an assumption
does not necessarily hold true. It is well documented that comprehen-
sible input alone is not sufficient for adequate language development
(e.g., Swain, 1985, 1993). Close examination of the interaction between
teachers and students in CBI classes has revealed that teachers’ feedback
is overwhelmingly on content rather than language, and that the learn-
ers have little opportunity to notice subtle mistakes in their language use
through interacting with the teacher (Pica, 2002; Pica & Washburn, 2002;
Swain, 1988). Stryker and Leaver (1997) reported that their college level
adult foreign language learners “wanted and needed” to explicitly deal
with grammar in their CBI programs (p. 299). As described in Ballman’s
(1997) “content-enriched instruction” for beginning-level foreign lan-
guage learners, vocabulary and grammar instruction as well as content
need to be systematically integrated. Davison and Williams (2001) state
that “a content curriculum, no matter how effective or interesting, does
not necessarily lead to comprehensive language development” (p. 65).
If the primary goal of instruction is language development rather than
content learning (which is mainly the case in EFL contexts), conscious
efforts to design and employ appropriate curricula, tasks, instructional
strategies, and assessment are necessary in order to facilitate students’
language learning.

Second, one should keep in mind that it is difficult to select both
content and language topics and order them in such a way that they
are meaningful and appropriate for students. Language functions and
forms vary according to the content. In language-focused CBI programs,
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I have often observed that content selection which is driven by the lan-
guage function and developmental sequence results in the selection of
fragmented and unrelated content topics. It is also not uncommon for
language teachers (or homeroom teachers in the case of elementary
schools) to choose topics that they themselves are most comfortable
with teaching or that their students may be exposed to in other subjects.
While there certainly is substantial merit in choosing topics that students
are interested in or familiar with, teachers also must pay close attention
to how systematically and consistently students can be exposed to lan-
guage functions and forms through various topics and content. Since the
systematic and repeated use of language will facilitate learners’ language
acquisition, the curriculum needs to be organized in “spiral” forms so
that students are exposed to the same linguistic components systemati-
cally and repeatedly. This requires close collaboration between curricu-
lum developers, language teachers, and content teachers.

Lastly, in EFL contexts, there appears to be insufficient discussion as
to why content matter has to be offered in the students’ foreign language
in the first place, especially if the content is new and unfamiliar to the
students. In ESL contexts, students and teachers have clear goals: for ex-
ample, to quickly acquire sufficient academic language proficiency and
learning strategies in order to catch up with native speakers in mainstream
classrooms. CBI can be an effective approach in helping students attain
such goals. However, many EFL students in East Asia do not appear to
have such pressing needs to acquire academic language proficiency and
learning strategies in a foreign language as their ESL counterparts do.

There is abundant evidence showing that providing content (or the
background of the content in question) in students’ L1 will facilitate their
content learning in their target language, and many ESL programs and
bilingual programs adopt this strategy. In East Asian EFL contexts where
students usually share the same L1, one can easily assume that most
content would be more efficiently acquired in the students’ L1 rather
than in their target language. Moreover, the majority of the students in
East Asia have to take entrance examinations in select core subjects in
their first language rather than in a foreign language in order to gain
access to higher education. In other words, students often cannot find
any particular reason to learn such subjects in English, and some may be
frustrated by their lack of ability to digest instruction and materials for
high-stakes subjects provided in English.

While Canadian immersion programs have shown that immersion
students had an advantage in the mastery of certain content (such as
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math) (e.g., Bournot-Trites & Reeder, 2001), such positive results appear
to depend on students’ high proficiency in the target language. In fact, a
later immersion program in Hong Kong showed a negative effect on the
students’ math scores (March, Hau, & Kong, 2000), and this may be due
in part to the students’ lower English proficiency as well as Hong Kong’s
social and educational context, which is very different from Canada’s. As
with the case of the Chinese high school chemistry students described
in the first episode of the introduction to this paper, EFL students may be
overwhelmed linguistically, cognitively, and emotionally by the amount
of information in a high-stakes subject. To make matters worse, they also
might not see why they need to learn subject matter in a foreign language
in the first place. We must be careful when examining the pros and cons
of introducing content in a foreign language that is either entirely new to
students or considered high stakes.

Sufficient Support for Teachers

Content teachers not only require a sufficient level of English profi-
ciency, but also need a fair amount of information on language develop-
ment and language use in the given content, as well as an awareness of
students’ proficiency levels and language learning strategies. Similarly,
language teachers who wish to employ CBI should have sufficient con-
tent knowledge and strategies to teach the content in question, as well as
knowledge about language use in the given content domain.

However, in many East Asian EFL contexts, such teacher qualifica-
tions are not guaranteed. As can be seen in the newly introduced bilin-
gual program described in the second episode of the introduction to
this paper, it is not unusual in East Asia to hire native English speaking
teachers solely on the basis of their (assumed) language proficiency,
even though such teachers may not have sufficient content knowledge.
Moreover, the strategies needed to teach a particular content subject may
differ depending on the cultural and school environment (e.g., pressure
from entrance examinations). This could present a potential challenge
for teachers who are not familiar with the local environment. Similarly,
the overwhelming majority of local content teachers (as well as local
English teachers in some cases) do not have sufficient proficiency in
English and other language-related knowledge, as mentioned above, to
handle teaching content in English. On top of all of this, content teachers
and language teachers have little time to negotiate between themselves
how to develop and implement CBI together.
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Therefore, in implementing CBI in EFL contexts, it is crucially impor-
tant to provide teachers with systematic support to help them develop
such knowledge and strategies and to secure ample time for collabo-
ration. There have been some informal efforts among teachers in East
Asia; for example, I observed some language teachers giving English
lessons to content teachers (such as teaching them a minimal amount
of classroom English), and I have also observed some language teachers
sitting through content classes in order to familiarize themselves with
such content. However, this is far from sufficient; it is necessary to pro-
vide both language and content teachers with systematic support so that
they can address their weaknesses, negotiate the goals of CBI, and make
effective collaboration possible.

Careful Monitoring of Student Learning and Awareness
of Potential Problems

Students may face different kinds of challenges in CBI programs de-
pending on their characteristics, as mentioned in the previous section.
In order to meet the diverse needs of students, it is necessary to carefully
monitor their learning and any problems they may face in this regard.
Although language and content can be hard to separate, assessments
for CBI need to identify whether insufficient performance in CBI tasks
is due mainly to lack of language proficiency or to lack of background
knowledge of the content. It is also necessary to control the nonlinguis-
tic aspects of CBI tasks throughout the program so that the students’
language development is monitored consistently and systematically.

In reality, however, this is much more difficult to do than one might
expect. Since EFL students typically have very limited exposure to the
target language in general, they might not have the necessary linguistic
proficiency to deal with content that is appropriate for their cognitive
levels, and they tend to depend on their L1 to understand the content.
In CBI classes, it is assumed that only the target language is used in the
class. And indeed, if the primary focus of the curriculum is on foreign
language development, students’ frequent use of L1 during tasks is a
serious concern.

Depending on the students’ needs, however, their L1 may be used
subject to certain conditions. In foreign language contexts, some pro-
grams allow students with lower proficiency to respond to the teachers’
questions in their L1. Another common strategy used in foreign language
CBI classes is to provide students with content background readings in
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their L1 in order to facilitate content learning in their foreign language
(Sternfeld, 1997). The use of students’ L1 may also help reduce stress and
anxiety among certain students.

While we may be able to effectively utilize the students’ L1 under
certain limited conditions, we should also bear in mind that the extent
to which students’ L1 should be permitted in CBI classes is debatable. As
shown in the episode above in which elementary school students were
given a “kimpa-making” task, allowing students excessive access to their
L1 during class can prevent them from receiving meaningful and com-
prehensive input in the target language. Teachers’ unplanned, excessive
use of the students’ L1, such as routinely translating instructions into the
students’ L1 (as we can see in the example of the Chinese chemistry
class cited in the introduction to this paper) can also lead students to
not pay enough attention to the target language and therefore deprive
them of receiving input in the target language. If the students have to
depend heavily on their L1 to digest the content, then it is reasonable
to conclude that introducing the particular content in question is inap-
propriate in terms of both their foreign language development and their
content learning.

Securing Sufficient Resources

The effectiveness of CBI is greatly influenced by various types of
resources as discussed above. In East Asian EFL contexts, it is not un-
common for schools to start introducing CBI without securing sufficient
funding, without school-wide and parental support, and without suf-
ficient time for negotiation and preparation of curriculum and teaching
material. As discussed above, the selection of linguistic and content top-
ics is not an easy task, and imported textbooks are often not suitable for
the students’ needs. In the Bridge Program in Hong Kong (Goldstein &
Liu, 1994), tremendous efforts were made to develop a spiral curriculum
across content domains; students were exposed to linguistic forms sys-
tematically and repeatedly in multiple subjects. Without such commit-
ment and support, CBI cannot be expected to produce positive results.

Conclusion

CBI in English does not entail simply offering content subjects in
English as opposed to the students’ L1. One cannot assume that lan-
guage acquisition takes place incidentally as long as meaningful content
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is provided. Instead, a number of factors determine the success of CBI.
CBI can be successfully implemented in EFL contexts, but careful consid-
eration and planning are necessary. The primary focus in EFL is usually
foreign language development; CBI curricula have to be developed in
light of that goal. Perhaps, in making the decision to employ CBI in EFL
contexts, we should keep in mind that “not all good content teaching is
necessarily good language teaching” (Swain, 1988, p. 68).
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Appendix. Educational contexts where CBI has been implemented

Context of language learning

Second language contexts

Foreign language
contexts

English programs

Primary & secondary level

ESL teachers may be able to introduce
content-area material (e.g. math, science)
in their classes in order to help English
learning (EL) students make a smoother
transition to mainstream classrooms. The
instruction may include technical vocabu-
lary teaching and various strategies to
comprehend textbooks. The way in which
CBIlis implemented by ESL teachers varies
from school to school and from program
to program. Theme-based instruction
is one type of CBI which is widely im-
plemented in many ESL programs. (In
theme-based instruction, more focus may
be placed on helping students develop
general academic language skills in their
L2, rather than mastering the subject mat-
ter per se). The Cognitive Academic Lan-
guage Learning Approach (CALLA) is an
instructional approach which integrates
language, content, and learning strategies
into a traditional ESL approach (Chamot &
O’ Malley, 1994) .

Recently, CBI  (and
theme-based instruction
in particular) has gained
more popularity in the
curriculum.

Postsecondary level

At the college level, ESL classes often
employ CBI in order to prepare students
for academic work. English for specific
purposes (ESP) and English for academic
purposes (EAP) can be considered as
types of CBI, and the latter includes
instruction on strategies on how to read
academic articles, write academic papers,
and so forth.? ESL programs also may em-
ploy sustained content language teaching
(SCLT)? in which a single content subject

A growing number of
college-level  courses
incorporate CBI in EFL
contexts. As in many
ESL contexts, theme-
based instruction and
courses teaching ESP are
popular. Subject matter
courses may be offered
exclusively in English in
certain contexts
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(e.g., “American History”) is chosen and
studied over time (e.g., Pally, 2000). CBI
has also been implemented in vocation-
oriented ESL programs. In the adjunct
model, content-area teachers and ESL
teachers are paired and teach the content
class and the adjacent ESL class separately
(e.g., the Summer Freshman Program at
UCLAY). (The SCLT and the adjunct model
also have been implemented at both the
secondary level as well as in EFL con-
texts.)

(e.g., business manage-

ment classes offered
in English for English
and/or business major
students). As in the ESL
context, the adjunct
model also has been
employed. Various pro-
fessional development
programs also have em-
ployed CBL

Bilingual programs

Primary & secondary level in ESL contexts

In bilingual programs for EL students,
content subjects are taught by bilingual
teachers in the students’ L1s and/or their
L2s (i.e., English). In the sheltered content
model, which is most commonly imple-
mented in immersion programs, EL stu-
dents are grouped together and learn con-
tent subjects separately from mainstream
students®. The sheltered content classes
are usually taught by trained bilingual
teachers and/or content-area teachers
in bilingual programs. The teachers use
various instructional strategies and may
modify material in order to make content
subject instruction comprehensible for
these students. The sheltered model has
been adapted in ESL programs as well.
The Sheltered Instruction Observation
Protocol (SIOP) model is a type of shel-
tered instructional approach developed
by researchers at the Center for Applied
Linguistics (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short,
2004). CBI also has been implemented in
two-way immersion programs where both
EL students and native English-speaking
students study together.

Due to a growing interest
in bilingual education
in many EFL contexts,
CBI has gained much
attention. However, its
implementation is still
relatively  limited and
the way in which CBI
has been implemented
varies from program to
program.

Immersion programs at
the primary and second-
ary level in Canada:
Content subjects are
taught in the students’
L2 (French) as well as
language instruction for
the L2 itself. The types
of immersion programs
in Canada vary. Some
content subjects may be
taught in the students’ L1
(English) from an earlier
grade or may be delayed
until a later stage.
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Heritage language programs Foreign language pro-
grams

CBI is employed in various types of herit- CBI has been used in
age language programs, such as weekend foreign language pro-
school programs for immigrant children grams from the primary
(e.g., “Korean History” in Korean for Ko- to the post-secondary
rean-American students whose primary level (e.g., the “Italian
language might be English). literature,” “Italian arts,”
and “Italian politics,”
classes that may be of-
fered in Italian by the
Italian language depart-
ment at a given college).
Foreign Language Across
Curriculum (FLAC) is in-
creasingly popular. CBI
may also be employed
in vocational and pro-
fessional training that
is conducted in the stu-
dents’ foreign language.

Other language programs besides English

Notes:

1.
2.

3.

In addition to CALLA, a few other approaches have been suggested.

There are some researchers who consider ESP distinct from CBI (e.g., Johns,
1997; Willis, 1998).

SCLT is employed within language teaching contexts and has the following
two characteristics: it has “a focus on the exploration of a single content
area, or carrier topic” and “a complementary focus on L2 learning and
teaching” (Murphy & Stoller, 2001, p. 3). Therefore, one can consider the
sheltered and adjunct models as containing elements of SCLT. Murphy and
Stoller (2001) indicate the need for articulating “a clearer definition of SCLT”
(p. 9.

See Brinton, Snow, and Wesche (2003) and Snow and Brinton (1988) for
details.

California has officially employed a sheltered model, Specifically Designed
Academic Instruction in English (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004)
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Pragmatics in Language Learning, Theory, & Practice. Donna Tatsuki
(Ed.). Tokyo: JALT Pragmatics SIG, 2005. ii + 172 pp.

Reviewed by
Marion Gaskill
Cardiff University

Pragmatics lies at the core of language teaching, as it broadly sig-
nifies “the study of communicative action in its sociocultural context”
(Kasper & Rose, 2001, p. 2); the task, then, falls on us, foreign language
practitioners, to unearth it collaboratively with our students. This could,
at times, require much-needed curricular intervention to bring to light
contextual features of language use which might otherwise remain
largely undetected by the learner; set textbooks and course syllabi can,
unfortunately, represent pragmatically uncultivated terrain. The self-
stated aim of Pragmatics in Language Learning, Theory, & Practice is
thus “to demonstrate the ways in which pragmatics is an integral part
of the development of communicative competence so that educators,
learners and researchers will understand its importance” (back cover).

The first of a new series, “Pragmatic Resources,” published by the
JALT Pragmatics Special Interest Group, this book comprises a selec-
tion of articles which provide an exemplary illustration of the potential
depth and breadth of pragmatic research and application to the field
of language teaching. Moreover, as its contributors are (or have been)
Japan based, it is a highly relevant pragmatic dig in “home” turf.

As its title suggests, the book addresses pragmatics from within
three main subject areas which provide the volume with the thematic
structure for its section divisions: language learning and development,
contributions to language theory, and pedagogical practices. The first of
these sections, however, consists of two somewhat incongruous articles:
one, a theoretical overview of pragmatics and language teaching, and
the other, a data-grounded analysis of “face work” from within a conver-
sation-analytic research paradigm. While each of them is of individual
merit, they nevertheless appear to cohere in just one, rather abstract
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sense—their common call for pragmatics to be placed at the heart of the
student’s language learning experience.

The second section, on the other hand, is more consistent in its dis-
semination of research findings, albeit with quite diverse pragmatic foci,
including prosody in native and nonnative Japanese speaker responses to
telephone requests, a comparative analysis of institutional and textbook
greetings, compliments in TV interviews, apologies in films commonly
used in EFL classrooms, and apologies and complaints of the Japanese
elderly elicited from picture response tests. In presenting a wide-ranging
body of research, however, this section effectively foregrounds an issue
of immense importance to the teaching of languages—just how authentic
and socioculturally sensitive is our classroom input?

The final section is composed of six short chapters containing ideas
and plans for pragmatic-based lessons, complete with rationales, which
are personalized through the tried-and-tested anecdotal voices of teaching
experience. Focussing on student-centred activities which actively engage
the learners in informal analysis of linguistically encoded contextual varia-
tion, for example, through consciousness-raising tasks and metapragmatic
discussion activities, the lessons outlined provide a rich resource for those
looking for ideas on how to integrate pragmatics within their language
teaching syllabi. Unfortunately, they are, at times, rather wordy, with in-
structions that are consequently less than easy to follow. Moreover, most of
them appear to require a great deal of preparation and prior knowledge of
pragmatics on the part of the teacher. In other words, they certainly do not
present a quick-and-easy reference point for the instructor in need of some
last-minute inspiration before class; at the same time, however, a more
recipe-like formulation of lesson content might run counter to a pragmatic,
namely, context-contingent approach to teaching.

In sum, I would strongly recommend Pragmatics in Language Learn-
ing, Theory, & Practice to language practitioners who are interested in
researching pragmatics either by familiarizing themselves with its theo-
retical foundations for the purpose of application to the classroom or by
actively conducting data-driven research in the field—the book certainly
whets the appetite, making apparent the wealth of opportunities for
research, and suggesting the direct and invaluable impact it can have on
the experiential learning of the students themselves.

Reference

Kasper, G., & Rose, K. (2001). Pragmatics in language teaching. In K. Rose, &
G. Kasper (Eds.) Pragmatics in Language Teaching (pp.1-9). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.



248 JALT JoURNAL

New Perspectives on CALL for Second Language Classrooms. Sandra
Fotos and Charles M. Browne (Eds.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, 2004. xi + 357 pp.

Reviewed by
Paul Lyddon
University of Arizona

As an affluent EFL environment, where authentic input, communica-
tive need, and, hence, learner motivation are often limited but financial
resources abound, Japan has for years been one of the most fertile test-
ing grounds for the development of new and innovative technologies for
second language (L2) learning. This five-part, fifteen-chapter volume, in
which Japan-based scholars Sandra Fotos and Charles Browne bring to-
gether some of the best-known and most respected CALL scholars from
all over the world, thus comes as a long-awaited and much anticipated
addition to the applied linguistics literature.

Part I (Introduction to CALL) comprises three chapters describing the
evolution of computer-assisted instruction and speculating on its future
course. The section begins with Fotos and Browne’s general overview
of CALL’s development and of the many options available for its imple-
mentation in the classroom. It ends with a piece by Peter Liddell and
Nina Garrett, detailing technology’s traditionally marginalized role in
L2 learning and outlining the common features of sustainable multime-
dia language centers. Inexplicably sandwiched in the middle is Mark
Warschauer’s truly prophetic vision of how technological change will
eventually revolutionize the teaching of English by altering the nature of
communication itself.

The six chapters in Part IT (Perspectives on Classroom CALL) then
each describe specific applications for classroom teachers wanting to
use computers in their instruction. The options treated in this section
include learner training, electronic writing tools, LAN-based L2 writing,
e-mail exchanges, web-enhanced language learning, and course-spe-
cific CD-ROM:.

The five chapters in the next two sections widen the volume’s scope
by taking a more broadly administrative view. Part III (Implementing
CALL in Institutional Settings) offers detailed suggestions for setting up a
lab, putting a program-level course into place, and coordinating interin-
stitutional collaboration. Part IV (Evaluating CALL) provides a sketch of
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a research-based program for evaluating software and proposes a practi-
cal framework for evaluating websites.

Finally, in Part V (Conclusion), Carol Chapelle and Volker Hegel-
heimer skillfully synthesize the entire volume, tying together its many
disparate strands as they highlight critical competencies for teachers in
the information age.

Fotos and Browne clearly seek to appeal to the widest possible audi-
ence, characterizing their collection not only as “a practical handbook
for language teachers, teacher trainers, and students” (p. ix) but as one
that “does not require prior knowledge of CALL, computers, or software”
(p. ). Indeed, most of the articles they have chosen are accessible even
to novice CALL users, who can refer to the comprehensive glossary of
common terminology at the back of the volume if necessary. A further
boost to the work’s general utility is its inclusion of a conveniently organ-
ized listing of online resources, which appears on the book’s companion
website  (http://www.erlbaum.com/callforL2classrooms/links.htm) as
well as in the appendix, and which nicely complements Dave Sperling’s
(1998) still-excellent Internet Guide with surprisingly little overlap.

Experienced CALL users, however, will probably find little, if any-
thing, that they might truly consider “new.” Although the book starts
out and finishes up strong, the middle three sections all flag noticeably,
with only an occasional stretch of interesting information here and
there. While some of the authors understandably intend not to make any
novel claims but instead provide evidentiary support for already exist-
ing theory, questionable research design and/or poor instrumentation
often undermines the efforts of the few whose accounts are not purely
anecdotal. Moreover, much of the volume is riddled with typographical
errors and other editing oversights. The book’s most serious shortcom-
ing, however, is its failure to meaningfully address at least three of the
most important emerging issues in the field: oral communication, learn-
er autonomy, and learner assessment. While this volume may provide a
preliminary overview of some basic considerations for those wanting to
experiment with CALL for the first time, the rest of us will unfortunately
need to keep looking for that fresh perspective we had hoped for.

Reference

Sperling, D. (1998). Dave Sperling’s Internet guide (2" Ed.). Upper Saddle River,
NJ: Prentice Hall Regents.
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Teacher Written Commentary in Second Language Writing
Classrooms. Lynn M. Goldstein. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of
Michigan Press, 2005. xiii + 162 pp.

Reviewed by
Cynthia Quinn
Konan University

Most writing teachers, regardless of years of experience, will agree
that responding to student essays is challenging. Lynn Goldstein’s recent
publication, Teacher Written Commentary in Second Language Wril-
ing Classrooms, seeks to deconstruct the practice of teacher feedback
in order to increase teachers’ understanding of what effective response
entails. A major aim of the book is to help teachers working within a
process writing tradition improve how they respond to student texts.
As the first comprehensive volume on written commentary, this book
is an essential resource for both new and experienced writing teachers:
It skillfully elucidates why teacher commentary is a vital aspect of the
writing process and offers plenty of guidance and concrete examples to
illustrate how it can be effectively accomplished.

As opposed to the widely held view that teacher commentary and
student revision progress through a linear process, Goldstein instead de-
scribes it as a complex and cyclical process that is influenced by numer-
ous interacting factors. In Chapter 1 the first of these factors is examined,
which is how context, that is institutional, programmatic and classroom
situations or issues, can impact the nature of teacher commentary. In
Chapter 2, Goldstein shows how communication between teachers and
students can be achieved (or not achieved) via essay commentary, and
then in Chapter 3 she narrows her focus to examine the specific charac-
teristics of effective written feedback. Chapter 4 then deals with reflec-
tive teaching and contains many suggestions for practicing teachers on
how to become more aware of their current feedback tendencies, while
it also offers recommendations for further research. The final chapter
introduces practical ways to explore teacher commentary through pre-
and in-service teacher training courses.

A major strength of the book is its practical orientation: Goldstein
makes a concerted effort to demystify the challenges of written response
and to offer teachers concrete measures for the classroom. There are
many instructive examples of student essays with their corresponding
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teacher commentary, as well as checklists, essay cover sheets, student
preference surveys, and text analysis exercises. In addition to a good
variety of instructional examples, Goldstein does not shy away from
difficult feedback issues, such as moving a student from a writer-based
stance to a reader-based orientation or addressing the appropriateness
and quality of argument support.

Throughout the book, Goldstein comes back to the importance of
communication in the revision process, and many of her examples of
successful revision are based on information gathered prior to actually
writing any feedback. Goldstein recommends that teachers regularly
gather information from students regarding their intentions, preferences,
and strategies in writing a given assignment. This approach to teacher
commentary is instructive to any teacher, as it reminds us not to inad-
vertently sidestep student intentions by relying too much on our own
assumptions about a text.

Both new teachers and seasoned professionals are likely to find use-
ful insights through Goldstein’s discussion. Admittedly, however, some
of the recommended classroom activities require students to possess a
fairly high level of written and/or linguistic proficiency to be properly
implemented. Conducting extensive text analyses, marking text anno-
tations, and/or expressing preferences regarding the kind of feedback
they want all require students to be able to express themselves in rather
sophisticated ways. Certainly, adjustments can be made to accommodate
lower-level learners, but this is not where the book is aimed. Addition-
ally, for writing teachers with large classes, some of the suggestions may
be difficult to implement as presented in the book, given the amount
of time required. Again, though, these can be adapted or pared down
to accommodate larger numbers of students while still preserving the
principles behind the approach.

As the only comprehensive account currently available on teacher
commentary for second language writers, Teacher Written Commen-
tary in Second Language Writing Classrooms is a necessary resource
for the L2 writing teacher. Goldstein fulfills her aim of isolating the key
issues teachers need to focus on in order to compose effective feedback
and presents several options that make giving feedback easier for teach-
ers and more productive for students.
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Giving Feedback in Language Classes. Marilyn Lewis. Singapore:
Southeast Asian Ministers of Education Organization (SEAMEO)
Regional Language Centre (RELC), 2002. 42 pp.

Reviewed by
Rebekah Hamner
Tottori University

Feedback is a standard part of any learning process, yet many teach-
ers struggle with giving feedback and students struggle with what to do
with the feedback teachers are giving or not giving them. Giving Feed-
back in Language Classes, in just 42 pages, provides a very handy over-
view of the who, what, when, where, why, and how of this process and
is likely to help most teachers find the path that they have been seeking
in this area. The author covers the main issues around each aspect of
feedback such as the need for and ways to give feedback, the types of
errors, the focus of feedback which “goes further than noting errors” (p.
8), feedback on successful language use, feedback through journals, and
a framework for feedback.

The layout is simple, yet not simplistic. Each chapter has many sug-
gestions on how to address a particular aspect of feedback and points
out potential difficulties one may encounter. Chapter 3 (Who Provides
the Feedback?) is divided into three parts: teacher feedback, peer feed-
back, and self-correction. The teacher feedback part takes us beyond
traditional marking to include taping comments, conferencing with
students, and using feedback sheets, and it also provides a great chart
on page 19 which shows a breakdown of how to write to all students
in one class, on one sheet of paper. The peer feedback part contains 10
suggestions for organizing feedback on written work.

With these two sections bursting with ideas, readers may feel unin-
spired by the last part, self-correction, which contains basically only one
idea. However, it is stated in the chapter’s last paragraph that, “Although
we have divided the options in this chapter into three..the reality is
that many of these ideas can be combined” (p. 23). This is true, and by
looking at the other ideas, the reader can imagine how they might be
adapted for self-correction.

Tasks in each chapter are generally engaging, varied, and relevant
to the teacher’s immediate situation. Therefore, individual teachers can
build the scaffolding needed to assess or develop his or her approach
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to feedback. One particularly useful idea is seen in Task 2.3 in Chapter
2 (The Focus of Feedback). It provides 12 feedback examples for a par-
ticular kind of feedback type—asking questions. One example given is
“Do you mean ___or___ 7" and the reader must think of another way to
ask a question as a form of feedback.

Throughout the book there is generally an uplifting positive feeling
of newly found or refound optimism. However the concluding chapter
states, “Unfortunately, providing feedback is not such a cut-and-dried
matter.” This is a very open conclusion, yet after this in the last task, the
reader is encouraged to respond to eight statements either with “agree”
or “disagree” as a basis for discussion (page 37). This seems to be a dis-
appointing contradiction that leads one to wonder whether or not the
task fits the stated belief.

Overall the booklet was very useful and is successful in “providing
teachers with practical ways of applying new ideas in their own teach-
ing” in “an accessible, nonacademic style” (p. i). Despite the minor
drawbacks and typos, this is a handy little book.

Planning Aims and Objectives in Language Programs. Jack
C. Richards. Singapore: Southeast Asian Ministers of Education
Organization (SEAMEO) Regional Language Centre (RELC), 2002. 38 pp.

Reviewed by
Rebekah Hamner
Tottori University

Planning Aims and Objectives in Language Programs, with five
chapters in a mere 38 pages, sets out to “examine the nature of aims and
objectives and [to] present useful guidelines for developing sound aims
and objectives in a language course” (p. i). This sounds simple, but in
fact it can be a slippery and, as we see throughout the book, controver-
sial topic.

The booklet starts by looking at the big picture in Chapter 1, Ideol-
ogy of the Curriculum, which gives a brief introduction to five curricular
perspectives: academic rationalism, social and economic efficiency,
learner-centeredness, social reconstructionism, and cultural pluralism.
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A quote from this chapter sums it up best:

The philosophy of the curriculum is the result of political
judgment... Since these judgments and values are often not stated
explicitly, identifying them, making them explicit and reflecting
on the unstated values and assumptions driving the curriculum is
an essential part of the process of curriculum planning. (p. 7)

Once you have worked out a certain understanding of your situ-
ation’s curricular perspectives, which in practical terms is usually a
combination of goals, the focus is narrowed to establishing aims and
objectives or to using Competency Based Language Teaching (CBLI),
nonlanguage outcomes, and process objectives. Nonlanguage outcomes
include confidence and cultural understanding, among others. Making
aims, objectives, and/or competencies implies planning a change that
you want to instigate and therein lies part of the controversy. Why do
you want to do this? What do your decisions say about your personal,
professional, and political values? Chapters 2 and 3 explore these is-
sues by giving definitions, many examples, and the current criticisms of
aims, objectives, and CBLT. For example, the pros and cons of one issue
are given as follows: Competencies should be “observable behaviors”
that students will one day need (p. 20). However, “there is no way of
knowing which [behaviors] are essential” (p. 23). The reader is invited to
engage with the information presented via tasks and reflection activities
that appear throughout the booklet. Engagement takes time and energy.
So, while the booklet is short, the process it takes us through is not. This
seems to be the kind of booklet one might refer to again and again for
quick doses of reflection. Ponder your own response to this task from
Chapter 4, “Can you give examples of learning strategies that you think
should be emphasized in a course or language program you are familiar
with?” (p. 28).

It is interesting to note that this booklet and the others in the series
were written without compensating the authors. The stated aim of the
editors is to keep these books affordable to a wide range of teachers in
Southeast Asia.

In everything teachers do, we project our values. By taking the time
to state them in our teaching process we will see more clearly where we
are coming from and where we want to go. Despite some minor errors,
this booklet can guide teachers in that process.
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