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In this Issue

Articles

Conversation Analysis (CA) has continued to gain traction within
Applied Linguistics as a micro-analytic approach to understanding human
interaction. This issue opens with a contribution in this area from Tim Greer,
Vivian Bussinguer S. Andrade, Jeff Butterfield, and Agnes Mischinger.
The study examines the interactional practice of repetition as recipiency in
the L2 context. In our second article, Kyoko Miyazato explores the politics
of team teaching (TT). From a naturalistic case study she draws conclusions
which contribute to our understanding of the relationship between Assistant
English Teachers (AETs) and Japanese Teachers of English (JTEs). Our third
article, by Keith Ford, uses semi-structured interviews to examine the use
of L1 in the L2 classroom. Our final English language article, by Takaaki
Kumazawa, reports a study using generalizability theory (G theory) and a
decision study (D study) to analyze a criterion-referenced vocabulary test.
Methodology which proceeds beyond the limitations of classical test theory
in its ability to analyze sources of error is illustrated in practice. In our
Japanese language contribution, Yuko Nakahama examines the influence of
task complexity, learners’ L1 background and proficiency levels on the intro-
duction and maintenance of referential topics in L2 Japanese oral narratives.

Reviews

In the first of our five book reviews, Tim Greer reports on a book offering
a critical overview of bilingual people and code switching. In the second, Ian
MacLean reports on a book which addresses academic and instructional
issues regarding idioms. Our third review, by Scott Gardner, considers a
volume on English language learning materials and how developers have
responded to calls for more student-oriented materials. Next, Patrick Foss
reports on a book which offers a positive take on English-based loanwords in
the Japanese lexicon and their place in English language education. Finally,
Andre A. Parsons reports on a volume examining aspects of professional
talk encountered by teachers at different points in their careers.
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From the Editor

This issue of JALT Journal sees Bill Perry joining us as the new Reviews
Editor. As [ mentioned in the previous issue, Yuriko Kite has retired from
the position and we thank her for the contribution to the journal. I also
welcome Yuriko to the Editorial Advisory Board.

As always, I would like to thank the members of the Editorial Advisory
Board as well as our additional readers, and of course the proofreaders, for
continued support. JALT Journal represents the sum of all your effort.

Errata

We would like to apologize for an error in our previous issue (Novem-
ber, 2008). In Mark Rebuck's review of the book Shogakusei ni eigo wo
oshierutowa? Ajia to nihon no kyouiku genba kara [What is the Meaning of
Teaching English to Elementary School Children?] by Kawahara Toshiaki,
the Japanese word "Kakusa" was printed incorrectly as "Kakusai."



Articles

Receipt Through Repetition

Tim Greer

Vivian Bussinguer S. Andrade
Jeff Butterfield

Agnes Mischinger

Kobe University

One of the ways that people show they are listening is by repeating part of what
the prior speaker just said. This practice allows listeners to establish recipiency in
a way that is specific, providing the speaker with moment-by-moment feedback on
the recipient’s understanding as well as giving a “go-ahead” signal. This paper uses
Conversation Analysis (CA) to explore the interactional practice of repetition as re-
cipiency. The data are taken from video recordings of L2 users of English in paired
and small group discussions. The analysis provides suggestions for how this practice
can help encourage language learning in conversation settings.
HENGIEDO—HEREDIR T ZEBHFOEZT > TNAIEEZENTNDENDIEER
T HED—DTHS, HEDOHFEZMOIRTILICROMEFIZENVHFOSOIILEZMHEL
THD, ZNEEEL TS, IHITHITENIZLENITEEA X ET A — RNy L TNDTE
IZRBDTHD. ZOEIINTL THEFIIMHFDOFITEEZEA (recipiency) AT EITRDDUT
THh 5. KFFRIEREE T (Conversational - Analysis) &M AiEE U THA L, #DIRLICEKS
%275 (veceipt through repetition) D& &SN T %, TEFEFSHE NI I —TIEBZEIT> TN
DBREOREEEET A BB LIz bDE T —F U THA L, R TOMDERLAGELFLMHE
FHEOITBIFZE EHZ L, S B e R - RN HsMENz,

Keywords: recipiency, repetition, conversation analysis, interaction, novice
talk, L2 pragmatics
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in their second language. Intuitively we know when they are suc-

ceeding and when they are having trouble, or when they seem to
be doing something in a way that is different from the way that a ‘native
speaker’ might do it. However, it is often difficult to spell out just what such
things are.

With its participant-centered focus on naturally occurring interaction,
Conversation Analysis (CA) is one methodological approach that is cur-
rently receiving increasing interest among applied linguists as a means
of documenting how novice speakers accomplish various social actions
in their second language (most notably, Firth and Wagner, 1997; Gardner
& Wagner, 2004; Markee & Kasper, 2004; Richards and Seedhouse, 2005;
Schegloff, Koshik, Jacoby, & Olsher, 2002; Seedhouse, 2005; Wagner and
Firth, 2007). Just as natural sciences like astronomy or geology are built on
empirical descriptions of natural phenomena, so too does CA aim to provide
a detailed descriptive account of an ordinary observable occurrence: inter-
action. CA generally gathers its evidence from how speakers act and react
to the turn-by-turn sequential development of mundane and institutional
conversations (Schegloff, 1996a). Using video and audio recordings, CA
researchers develop a case by gathering collections of similar interactional
phenomena and describing them from the micro-socio-perspective of the
participants themselves.

In the current study we examine video-recorded interactional data
between Japanese learners of English during speaking tests. We initially
noticed that the participants often repeated words, either within their own
turn or as a re-doing of some element of the prior speaker’s turn. By paying
careful attention to the sequential contexts in which these repetitions were
employed, we found that, despite their limited ability, the novice learners
used next-turn repetition in much the same ways as relative experts, such
as English native speakers:! to initiate repair,’ to agree, and to claim com-
prehension of the topic at hand. The last of these is the focus of the current
paper: receipt through repetition.

Q s language teachers, we are constantly observing students speaking

CA Research into Receipt Markers and Repetition

We will begin by reviewing previous socio-interactional research into
receipt and repetition. By receipt we are referring to those minimal turns
at talk which demonstrate that a person is listening. Such ‘reactive tokens’
do not stop the primary speaker from talking, and do not in themselves
claim the floor (Clancy, Thompson, Suzuki & Tao. 1996, p. 356). Tokens that
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most regularly accomplish this sort of action in English include yeah, mm,
uhuh and I see, and in Japanese un, hai, and ohn. They have been identified
in the literature under a variety of terms, including accompaniment signals
(Kendon, 1967), backchannels (Yngve, 1970), and aizuchi (Maynard, 1989).
While much of the existing research, including CA studies (Jefferson, 1985,
1993; Gardner 1997, 2001), focuses on L1 interaction, some preliminary
research has been conducted on receipt tokens among second language
learners. Gardner (1998), for example, looked at how learners vocalize their
understanding by using the acknowledgement token ‘mm.

While such tokens are by far the most common way to do receipt, they are
not the only means speakers have of demonstrating understanding. In fact
there are a number of related—but slightly different—practices that inter-
actants use to do receipt (Schegloff, 1982). Utterances like wow or good for
example, offer some assessment of the prior turn (Goodwin, 1986); or the
change-of-state token ‘oh’ makes a claim that the recipient has undergone
an epistemological transition—from ‘not-knowing’ to ‘now-knowing’ (Her-
itage, 1984; Schegloff, 2007). The fact that these forms of receipt change
the way the primary-speaker produces the remainder of the ongoing talk is
evidence to suggest that not all receipt tokens accomplish listenership in the
same way. While fascinating, these recipiency practices will remain largely
beyond the scope of the present study.

The receipt practice in which we are interested here involves repeating
some element of the primary-speaker’s turn. Schegloff (1996b) notes that
such receipts are produced with downward intonation, and are often fol-
lowed by agreement, acknowledgement, or confirmation tokens, such as in
excerpt 1.

Excerpt 1: Kanagawa (Receipt-through-repetition)

01 C: where where are you,
02 D: mm.

03 C: from.

04 (0.8)

05 D: ahm:m(0.6)>kanagawa.<

06 C: = >kanagawa.< ohl[n
07 D: [ah=

08 C: =mmm
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In line 6 of this excerpt, C provides receipt of D’s prior turn by repeating the
key element with falling intonation, and following it immediately with an
acknowledgement token in Japanese. D then treats the repeat as response-
worthy (Schegloff, 1996b) by doing confirmation in line 7. Accomplishing
listenership can happen this way in most languages, but Clancy et al. (1996)
found that repetitions were used as reactive tokens almost twice as often in
Japanese as in English, making it probable that Japanese learners of English,
like those in the present study, will tend to over-rely on this interactional
practice.

The practice of other-repetition as receipt has been studied from a CA
approach by Svennevig (2004), who found that the recipient could use next-
turn repetition to make public a variety of inner cognitive states, including
claims to hearing and understanding, or to express an emotional stance in
regard to the prior speaker’s turn. It is this focus on outwardly observable,
real-time claims to otherwise inaccessible ‘in-the-head’ states that makes
CA invaluable for investigating language learning as a socioculturally accom-
plished process (Wagner and Firth, 2007). Svennevig’s data was collected
from institutional talk between expert and novice speakers of Norwegian,
and will inform the current study, which focuses only on novice speakers of
English.

However, just as not all receipts are done through repetition, neither do
all repetitions accomplish receipt. Next-turn other-repetitions are regularly
used with upward intonation to seek confirmation or initiate repair, such as
in the turns marked with an arrow in the following extracts.

Excerpt 2. Initiating a confirmation check

01 B: >ah but< (0.5) this spring (0.5)
02 I went- I go to: (.) um Hong Kong
03 (0.3)

04 C:= Hong Kong?

05 (0.2)

06 A: [oh ]

07 B: [yes] with my friends.

Excerpt 3. Next-turn repair initiation through repetition
01 A: um:: a:nd umm (0.7) in Otaru,

02 they er there are many (0.4) slope.
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03 (0.4)

04 D:= slope?

05 (0.8)

06 D: what slope?

07 (0.7)

08 A: >s::aka. saka.<
slope slope

Notice that when some element of the prior turn is repeated with rising
intonation, as in these examples, the next-speaker hears it as some sort of
sequence-initiating action and responds to it, whereas next-turn repetition
like that in excerpt 1 closes an action sequence. In CA terms, the former is the
first pair part of an adjacency pair (e.g., Question/Answer), while the latter
is a sequence-closing third, since it acknowledges the second pair part of a
just-prior adjacency pair (see Schegloff, 2007). In short, repetition delivered
with upward intonation is doing the opposite of receipt: the listener is mak-
ing a claim that the prior information is unknown, unrecognized, untrue, or
in some other way problematic.

Repetition can also be used to accomplish agreement (Pomerantz, 1984):

Excerpt 4. Repetition as agreement

01 A: why didju apply to, Hokudai.

02 (1.3)

03 B: ah:: (0.5) I love (0.2) this, (0.5) la:rge-i,=
04 A: =ah:[:

05 C: [campus.

06 A:— oh (.) ah very la(h)rge(h).

07 B: .hh heh [aha ((nodding)

08 D: [Cu[n.°]= ((nodding))

09 A: [un.] ((nodding))

10 C: °yes:i:.®

Here, in line 3 speaker B produces an assessment (‘large’), which receives
immediate acknowledgement from A in next-turn and then, in line 6, an up-
graded repetition of the assessment (‘very large’) and multiple agreement
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tokens and nods from the other recipients during the interaction that fol-
lows.

Another location where next-turn repetition was regularly found in our
data was during confirmation in word search sequences, as shown in ex-
cerpt 5.

Excerpt 5. Repetition as confirmation

01 A: ah:: (.) I will going to m. (0.7)
02 I will go::, (0.7) Doitsu?

03 (0.4)

04 D: m:

05 C: German?

06 A:= Ger [man.

07 D:—= [German.

08 B: why?

In these sorts of action sequences, a speaker designs the turn in such a way
as to demonstrate that he or she is having trouble accessing some element of
the turn-in-progress, in this case, the word “Germany.” Evidence available to
the recipients includes: delay-markers (such as ‘ah::” and ‘m.), turn-internal
pauses, same-turn repetition, and stretched vowel sounds (‘go::").> All of
these allow the speaker to delay completion of the turn while still maintain-
ing the floor. When another participant offers a candidate repair, as C does
in line 6, the word-searcher often confirms the candidate token by repeating
it with falling intonation.* This practice works in a similar way to what Sche-
gloff (1996a; 1996b) has called “confirming allusions.” Teachers likewise
rely on repetition in the third turn of Initiation-Response-Feedback (IRF)
sequences to display acceptance of a student answer to a teacher-initiated
knowledge check question (Hellermann, 2003).

So what is clear is that repetition by another speaker in next-turn can
accomplish a variety of socio-pragmatic functions. However for the remain-
der of this paper we are going to focus only on situations when repeating
elements of the primary-speaker’s prior turn demonstrates listenership,
such as that shown in excerpt 1. Given that up until now most studies have
focused on repetition in L1 talk, the present study aims to look at some ways
second language users claim receipt by redoing part of the prior turn.
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Background and Data Set

The data have been gathered from three series of oral proficiency tests
video-recorded among Japanese learners of English. The participants were
1st- and 2nd-year university students from a variety of faculties who were
undertaking weekly classes in oral English proficiency. The data sets are
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. The Data Set
Data Group Task Recordings | Speaking task
code size length
4ninST 4 6 10 Discuss a topic from
minutes class, randomly selected

just prior to the test.

Fnds 2 5 8 Discuss an episode of
minutes the sitcom “Friends,”
which was shown in
class.
TB 2 4 8 Discuss a topic from
minutes class, randomly selected

just prior to the test.

The video files were saved in MPEG format and, after repeated viewings,
were transcribed according to the conventions devised by Jefferson (as
documented in Schegloff, 2007 and summarized in Appendix 1). Through
extensive consultation and careful observation, we gathered and analyzed
a collection of 76 instances of interaction in which repetition accomplished
acknowledgement/receipt. While this is a sizeable data set, the CA approach
does not attempt to establish generalizability on the basis of frequency, but
rather aims to undertake a deep descriptive account of the focal interac-
tional practice. Paraphrasing Sacks (1984b:411), ten Have (1999) notes:

1. The ultimate ‘results’ of CA are a set of formulated ‘rules’ or ‘princi-
ples, which participants are demonstrably oriented to in the natural
interactions.

2. The way to arrive at such results is to analyse singular instances,
formulate rules, and ‘test’ these with comparable other instances (p.
135-136).
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Our purpose in this paper is to qualitatively explicate how the candidate
phenomenon is achieved temporally and sequentially, and to consider what
implications this might have for L2 pedagogy. Several key instances in which
these learners achieved receipt through repetition are outlined below.

Findings

Receipt through repetition is an interactional practice that is part of a
broader discourse pattern in which one speaker (A) is established as the
teller and the other (B) as the recipient. The practice is regularly used in
conjunction with other forms of minimal receipt token, including minimal
“aizuchi-like” responses such as un, mm, ohn, or what Jefferson (1985, p. 4)
has termed “passive recipiency.” Speaker B uses repetition to signal to A that
he/she understands a given element of the prior turn, and is actively follow-
ing the general flow of the talk. In essence the practice is a way of displaying
listenership that is more specific than just “uhuh” or “mm.” The sequence of
turns we will analyze can be summarized as follows:

Turn1l. A: produces an informing or telling, sometimes in a way
that invites uptake

Turn 2.  B:= provides receipt by repeating some element of the
turn-in-progress

Turn3. A: (may minimally acknowledge receipt such as by
nodding, then) continues turn in progress, or adds a
new turn increment

Some further examples of the interactional practice can be seen in the
following excerpts:

Excerpt 6: 4ninST 9a Spring

01 B: a=

02 C: =put eh:: New Zealand is (0.6) south ss:
03 area because so it was ah spring.

04 B:= °spring.°

05 C: so (1.0) ah a little >cloudy<.

06 B: oh::.

07 C: m.
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Excerpt 7: 4ninST 6a Six minutes

01 T: talk about travel,
02 (0.5)

03 T: fo::r six [minutes.
04 [ ((beep))
05 C:= °six minutes.®

06 T: read[y?

07 [ ((beep))

Excerpt 8: 4ninST 5a Hokkaido®

01 A: mm.

02 B: and I buy, (0.4) Hokkaido.
03 A:= °ah Hokkaido.®

04 B: s:ome [ (0.6 )] farmer.
05 A: [ ((nods))]

In each of these excerpts we can see that one speaker is mainly talking and
the other is mainly listening. The recipients cast themselves in the role of
listener when they repeat some element of the just-prior turn segment,
indicated in the transcripts by an arrow. Note that in each of these cases,
the repetition is delivered with falling intonation, differentiating it from the
repair-initiator we saw in excerpt 3, which was produced with rising intona-
tion, leading the participants to treat it quite differently in the ongoing talk.
Although by no means the rule, we found that the receipt-through-repeti-
tion turn was often done with lower volume, as depicted in the transcripts
enclosed in °degree marks?, further indicating that the recipients see them-
selves as the non-primary speaker during the repeated portion of the talk.

In excerpt 7, the turn prior to the repetition is incomplete, and the primary
speaker goes on to continue speaking afterwards. This is further evidence
to show that the interactants understand the repeater to be in the role of
recipient, as the primary speaker goes on to complete the turn, often with
minimal or no recognition of the recipient repetition.

At other times the receipt-through-repetition comes at a point where
the primary speaker’s turn has reached a point of possible completion. In
these cases, the recipient often accompanies his or her next-turn repetition
with one or more other acknowledgement tokens such as ah, oh, or yeah.
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As can be seen from the following examples, in these situations the primary
speaker sometimes keeps talking by adding a further TCU (excerpt 9), but
at other times receipt-through-repetition can also lead to a change in the
primary speaker (excerpts 10 and 11). One associated feature of these ac-
tion sequences is that the receipt-through-repetition is actually a third-turn
action, where the first-turn is a question, the second-turn a response and the
receipt completes the sequence, as shown in excerpt 9.

Excerpt 9: 4ninST 3a Kobe

01 D: how-how about you?
02 C: oh. (0.4).hhh er: (0.4) >ghh<
03 my home city is, (.) Kobe.
04 D:= Kobe, ah:.=
05 A: =wo:rgh.
06 T?: [°sugoi®]
wow
07 C: [ e:r. ] (0.6) Kobe, (0.8) >eh?< (0.6)
08 in Kobe. in mountains, [ (0.6) ]
09 [ ((hand gesture))]
10 C: exist.
11 D: [ >un. I know.<]
12 C [(a:t/and/e:to)] (.) my high school
13 i:s (.) e::i:x

Excerpt 10: 4ninST 4a Trombone

01 A: ah. I play trombone.

02 B:= [trombone e:h.

03 D: [oh:::

04 A: .hehehah

05 D: in my junior school junior high

06 school (.) I play (.) flute.

Excerpt 11: 4ninST 9a Singapore
01 (2.0)
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02 A: >ah< I have been to: Singapore.
03 (0.3)

04 C:— OH: Singapore.

05 (0.2)

06 C: how was 1it?

07 (0.5)

08 A: eh?

09 (0.2)

10 C: how was 1it?

As can be seen from the analysis so far, the repeated turn-segment is usu-
ally short, and often consists of only one word. Moreover, participants do not
repeat just any word. Svennevig (2004) typified the repeated turn segments
as “discrete, detailed pieces of exact information” (p. 502). Almost invari-
ably, the tokens have not appeared in the conversation up until that point
and appear towards the end of the primary-speaker’s turn. The part that
gets repeated regularly consists of one or two short elements—particularly
proper nouns. In fact, in roughly one third of the instances we analyzed the
repeated element was a place name, such as Osaka or Singapore. In another
third of the cases (36%), the repeated element was a word or phrase that
was somehow being negotiated in the interaction. This would suggest that
receipt-through-repetition plays an important role in displaying the recipi-
ent’s understanding of a specific term, especially one that is expected to play
some role in the development of the topic in progress.

Note that in almost all of the examples so far the recipient repeats the key
element smoothly in next-turn without any hesitation or gap. Research into
this practice indicates that this is regularly the case with expert speakers
(Schegloff, 1996a, 1996b; Svennevig, 2004). However, in the data we looked
at the listener often left a slight gap before repeating the key element, as in
line 3 of excerpt 11. This delay may be attributed to the fact that the partici-
pants were novice speakers of English, and therefore required more time to
formulate their responses (see Wong, 2000). However it may equally be a
factor of the group dynamics. We noticed this tended to happen more when
the students were talking in groups. In multi-party talk the issue of speaker
selection becomes more complicated and such inter-turn silences may ap-
pear while participants consider which of the three listeners will voice the
receipt. Naturally, this is not such an issue in paired conversations.
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The excerpts we have examined so far have all included some sort of “new”
and therefore “newsworthy” element that gets acknowledged through rep-
etition. Related to this we found that receipt-through-repetition was regu-
larly used when the participants were negotiating meaning, such as when
they needed to circumlocute or apply a novel meaning to some word.

Consider the following excerpt, in which the participants have been dis-
cussing whether or not they believe life exists on other planets. Speaker A is
listing the sort of countries where he thinks UFO sightings are likely to occur.

Excerpt 12: TB8 USA

02 A: a::h I don’t sink so. because. (.)
03 the. a::h (1.0) UFO is, (0.3) the
04 location a::h which, UFO is founded.
05 B: ohn.

06 A: ah are so limited.

07 B: of[hn.]

08 A: [ flor example, (0.8) USA:?=

09 B:= =USA.=

10 A: =o0::r, (0.5) England, [or]=

11 B: [un]

12 A: =France, =

13 B: =un=

14 A: =or, so- | on. ]

15 B: [ ((nods))]

16 A: and so on.

17 B: ((nods) )

In this example the receipt-through-repetition comes in line 9. In line 2
speaker A produces a disagreement followed by an account in lines 3 to 6
(UFOs are only found in certain “limited” places). Speaker B aligns to this
turn as a recipient, producing minimal receipt tokens (lines 5 and 7) after
A’s intonationally complete term increments. Speaker A then furthers his
account by initiating a list of examples, beginning with USA (line 8). Elonga-
tion of the final vowel sound and upward intonation indicate that this is the
first of a list-in-progress.
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It is at this point that B repeats the word US4, to enact receipt and indi-
cate to A that he is following. This receipt-through-repetition facilitates the
flow of the conversation, signaling to A that B has comprehended the first
element of the list and prompting A to continue with his turn. There is no
gap between the repeated token and speaker A’s next turn, and the subse-
quent turn increments are produced in rapid succession, as evidenced by
the latching and overlap in lines 8-14. As A’s list grows longer, the strength
of speaker B’s receipt tokens decreases from a repetition of the word USA
(line 9) to minimal receipts in Japanese un (lines 11 and 13) and mere nods
(lines 15 and 17).

A similar case can be found several turns later in the same conversation in
which A reprises his argument that UFOs are only found in ‘limited’ places.
Again, B is acting as the recipient.

Excerpt 13: TB8 Limited

28 A: [and], the mmm, location. which,

29 UFO is found? is:: limited.

30 B:= limit[ed yah].

31 A: [ and ] (0.3) I think. [.hhh]
32 B: [soh.]
33 A: .hh heh heha

34 B: mmm.

What exactly A means by ‘limited’ is unclear, at least to us as analysts. In
excerpt 12 he seems to be saying that he does not believe aliens have visited
Earth because reported UFO sightings generally only happen in ‘a narrow
subset’ of countries (i.e., Western nations). On the other hand, he could also
be using ‘limited’ to mean ‘restricted’ referring to the notion that UFO sight-
ings are often reported near classified military bases. The point is that A’s
usage of the word ‘limited’ is potentially problematic, and there is evidence
in lines 28-29 to suggest that he himself sees it this way. This turn is remark-
ably similar to lines 3-6 in excerpt 10, and so A’s “second doing,” along with
the upwards intonation on ‘found’ and the elongation of ‘is’ in line 29 both
indicate he is initiating forward-oriented repair (Carroll, 2004) in the form
of a word search that ends in the same word ‘limited.’ This seems to indicate
that although A himself is not satisfied with the word he has chosen, it is the
most appropriate lexical item available to him at that moment.
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Be that as it may, B’s turn in line 30 is anything but hesitant. Speaker B ac-
companies his receipt-through-repetition with an acknowledgement token
(“yah”), demonstrating to A that he claims to understand what A means and
allowing him to continue speaking. And indeed this is what A does, over-
lapping his ongoing turn in line 31 with B’s turn. It would seem that the
first half of B’s receipt-through-repetition is sufficient for A to recognize the
go-ahead signal. The repetition of the key element ‘limited’ displays that B
understands the term and signals to A that no further explanation is needed.

Whether it is part of a list or a potentially problematic term, it seems
that the turn prior to a receipt-through-repetition is sometimes designed
to invite uptake from the listener. Let’s examine another instance where the
repeated element of the turn is offered as an example. In this conversation,
A has just told B that he is sometimes attracted to older women.

Excerpt 14: Fnds2 Kuroki Hitomi

07 A: a:::r (1.4) for example? (1.2) °a::h°
08 (1.5) I 1like, (0.8) >Kuroki Hitomi.<

09 B:= oh. Kuroki Hi[tomi. ah]-on.

10 A: [ a: :th]

11 (0.3)

12 A: e::r Japanese actress.

13 (0.4)

14 B: a(h)h-a(h)h [(h)°oke’] hha [ho.

15 A: [ e : 1] [s:he iz.u?
16 (0.9) fo(r)ty?

Here the repeated element is the name of a middle-aged actress who is
known for her beauty. The way the initial turn in the sequence is produced
has a number of features in common with the earlier excerpts, including
turn-internal pauses, elongations, and fillers prior to the eventual utter-
ance of a key turn-final element. In this case it may indicate a word search,
as did ‘limited’ in excerpt 12, or it could be designedly reticent, given that
the youthful speaker is admitting he admires an older woman. What is im-
portant is that A is introducing a new topic to the conversation, one that B
should be expected to either (1) recognize, or (2) clarify, such as by asking,
“Who'’s that?” Without this sort of feedback, A would have to proceed with
the topic in a different way, perhaps with a try-marker (Sacks & Schegloff,
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1979) or by initiating a confirmation check.

As it happens, B does recognize the reference and expresses this in line 9
with receipt-through-repetition in combination with a turn-initial change-
of-state token, oh. Heritage (1984) found that such markers demonstrate a
change of epistemological states. That is, by saying ‘oh’ B is claiming that he
has achieved a new knowledge state: he did not know that A likes Kuroki Hi-
tomi, but now he does. He follows this with repetition as receipt, specifying
the key element of the news and completing his turn with a further acknowl-
edgement token in Japanese (‘ah-on’), which may also project agreement
(See Ikeda 2007 for discussion of Japanese change-of-state tokens).

As was also the case in excerpts 12 and 13, speaker A’'s next turn comes
quickly, overlapping speaker B’s receipt in line 10. Self-selection at this point
is a turn-competitive bid by A, and again B aligns as recipient by waiting in
line 11 and listening while A produces a turn increment in line 12.¢

Repeat, Receipt, and Repair

So far we have noted that doing receipt-through-repetition specifies some
element of the prior turn that the listener claims to understand, and that
the teller has designed to be somehow ‘worth understanding’ due to its pro-
jected import for the topic-in-progress. The next case demonstrates some
of the difficulty experienced in determining whether or not an instance of
repetition is intended as receipt—an issue for the participants in real time
as much as it is for us as analysts (see Schegloff, 1996b).

Here the same participants from excerpt 14 are discussing whether age
makes a difference in a relationship, and A, claiming an extended turn as the
primary speaker, begins an account of why he thinks a younger man can love
an older woman. While our analysis is only concerned with the first part
of this account, the upshot of A’s full utterance is that “relationships don’t
necessarily work out even when the couple is the same age.”

Excerpt 15: Fnds2 Wo- wimmen

08 B: 0: (gh) : [h?

09 A: [eh: for example e::::h.(2.0) a MA:n?
10 B: olhn].

11 A:=> [an]::d.o:: a wo- wimmen?

12 B:= mm. >[woman. woman.<

13 A [e:h there is ((nods))
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14 there are two. >eh< and? (.)
15 a:h they are? same. age.

16 (0.5)

17 A: [C )]

18 B: [o:h.]oh.oh okeh.

As in several of the earlier excerpts, just prior to the point at which the
listener provides the receipt-through-repetition, the primary speaker is
conducting forward-oriented repair. Typical of such word-searches, the first
turn in the sequence (line 9) displays uncertainty with a pause, fillers, and
elongations, as well as rising intonation. Speaker B reacts to A’s rising into-
nation with a minimal response in line 10 and A continues his turn in over-
lap (line 11), producing a vowel-marked token” (‘and.o’) with considerable
elongation at an incomplete point in the turn, which projects a yet-to-appear
trouble source. Speaker A finally produces the token he was searching for
by the end of line 11, first in what is audibly on the way to the singular ‘a
woman’ and then in the plural ‘women. Since it completes the second part
of a standardized relational pair (Sacks, 1972) and is grammatically type-
related to ‘a man’ in line 9, A’s first token was actually correct, but for some
reason he performs a cut-off before the token is complete, rapidly enacting
backwards-oriented self-repair by replacing it with ‘women, such that the
token sounds something like ‘wo-wimmen.” Note that while A has ‘repaired’
his utterance, it wasn’t really ‘broken’ in the first place, and further repair
becomes relevant as a possible next action.

However in fact what B does next at the start of line 12 is a minimal re-
sponse token ‘mm, which may have been triggered by the rising intonation
at the end of line 11, as it was in lines 9 and 10. Speaker B then follows
this with a swift double utterance of the correct form of the trouble source,
woman. It is difficult to know whether B intended this as correction or as
receipt of A’s aborted first try, but by examining the third turn (line 13) we
can say that A initially treats it as receipt by carrying on with the sentence,
just as the speakers did in the earlier excerpts we examined. Only at the end
of his turn does A address the possibility that B was correcting him, by giv-
ing a nod, which could be interpreted as either an acknowledgement of the
other-repair, or perhaps ‘receipt-of-receipt.” At any rate, this seems to be one
of the kinds of post-overlapped responses that Jefferson (1993, p. 3) refers
to as “attention on the way to something else,” as it gives only the barest of
acknowledgements before continuing on with the remainder of the turn.



Greer, Bussinguer, Butterfield, & Mischinger 21

Svennevig (2004) notes that such receipts after ‘broken starts’ may help
the primary-speaker to produce the turn-in-progress by displaying the
listener’s current interpretation of what is being said, which ultimately ac-
complishes communication. By formulating the repeated turn as a receipt
rather than a direct repair initiator, the recipient accomplishes ‘embedded
correction’ (Jefferson, 1987) of the kind that is regularly used by teachers
and expert speakers. Svennevig claims that such receipts make relevant
the “linguistic asymmetry of the parties, and constitute a practice whereby
native speakers display their construal of [an imprecise] utterance” (2004,
p. 504). Our study has confirmed that the same sort of practice can occur
between ‘nonnatives, suggesting that the difference is more about relative
linguistic expertise than about ‘nativeness’ per se.

Our final excerpt is an extended sequence of talk in which several instanc-
es of repetition appear. A close examination will reveal the ways that this
interactional practice not only establishes recipiency but also enables the
recipient to take a more active role in co-completing the telling. Taken from
the same data set as the previous excerpt, B is attempting to express his
opinion concerning age difference in relationships. At this point in the talk, B
has stated that relationships with a significant age gap will be unsuccessful,
and he is giving examples of some famously mismatched Japanese couples
to illustrate his position.

Excerpt 16: Fnds2 Break break

18 B: may- (1.4) uh also un: .ss (0.9)

19 because uh (0.3) ah for example

20 A: yeah

21 B: eh: .hh (1.4) Ishida Junichi? tsk

22 A: ah yeah

23 B: Hasegawa Yue=

24 A: =yeah

25 (0.7)

26 B:= um <bre:ak.hh> ((hand gesture “separating”))
27 Ao >break break<

28 (0.5)

29 B: eh: (0.4) Ohsumi Kenya Koyanagi Rumiko,

30 A: ah yeah
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31 (0.4)
32 A: break
33 B: 2 break

34 ((laughs))

35 (0.7)

36 B: uh:: (0.5)

37 A: Kuroda Arthur [Adachi Yumi break]
38 B: [Adachi Yumi break]
39 (0.5)

40 B: so: (0.2)

41 A: ahl[h:

42 B: [uhm in Japan (0.3) .ss (0.2) uh
43 (1.4) eh (0.8) age.i problem.u

44 A: ahl[::::

45 B: [is big

46 A: yes

This sequence is similar to excerpt 12 (USA) in that they both involve lis-
tener repetition in the co-construction of a three-part list. In conversation,
recipient feedback through repetition seems to be an integral element of
expressing lists, which are regularly constructed over multiple turns even
by expert speakers of English (Jefferson, 1990).

Speaker B puts forward the names of the first couple (lines 21 and 23),
and Speaker A provides a minimal receipt token (‘yeah’) for each. Speaker
B then produces the word break (line 26) in a somewhat hesitant manner.
Beginning with the noticeable gap in line 25, there is ample evidence to sug-
gest that B appears uncertain about whether the word break is an accept-
able English term to describe the breaking up of a couple: the turn-initial
filler, the measured and deliberate way in which he produces the term itself,
the mid-word vowel elongation, the turn-final breathing-out, and the co-
occurring hand gesture all imply that B is designing the turn as potentially
problematic. Even so, A provides immediate acceptance of the term by rap-
idly repeating it twice in line 27.

[tisimportant to note that the English word break does exist as aloanword
in Japanese and can be used to describe a break-up. These participants have
undoubtedly brought this L1 lexical knowledge with them to the conversa-
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tion. Together they suggest three examples of couples who have broken up,
each following a basic proto-grammatical pattern that could be schematized
as [Name1l Name?2 break], but appears to be understood by the interactants
themselves as [Namel and Name2 broke up].

Although somewhat slower® than those in other excerpts we have exam-
ined, B completes the sequence by continuing the list in the third turn (line
29) self-selecting to name another couple as the next example. In line 30,
A gives a minimal go-ahead response and briefly waits for B to continue in
line 31. However, when B does not complete the turn in a timely manner, A
self-selects to produce the word break according to the same form that B
used in lines 21-26, and this time it is B who repeats the key element in line
33. However, repetition in this case would not be an accurate description:
given his slower speaking pace it is more likely that B is simply complet-
ing the turn he began in line 29 and A was able to project the appropriate
turn ending and produce it before B. Therefore we do not consider lines 32
and 33 as a case of receipt-through-repetition, but instead a co-completion
(Lerner, 2002).

At this point the participants switch roles: A, who was mainly the listener,
becomes the primary speaker, while B, who has been giving the examples,
becomes the recipient. In line 37, Speaker A then proposes a third pair of
names to add to the list, allowing B to chorally co-complete the turn (Lerner,
2002) as they name the second partner and produce the word break once
again, but in unison.

This excerpt reveals how even speakers with limited knowledge of the L2
can engage in conversation without letting their linguistic limitations get
in the way. They are capable of co-constructing a conversational sequence
even when they themselves have questioned whether their word usage is
appropriate. Once the speaker has received confirmation that the listener
has accepted the term-in-use, he or she can continue his turn, and even co-
complete it with the listener.

Discussion and Conclusion

By this point, some readers are no doubt beginning to wonder why we
need to go into so much detail about what seems like such an insignificant
thing. In response to such a claim, we would point out that anatomists have
documented the tiniest aspects of the human body, naming the parts and
describing their functions. As language professionals, we believe that we
should be equally interested in the focus of our work, which in this case is
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unscripted conversation. The CA approach challenges us to look at mundane
talk as a series of socio-pragmatic actions, and to develop an empirical de-
scription of the practices of which it consists.

This paper has documented one important interactional strategy avail-
able to novice speakers of English. A primary-speaker introduces a new
element to the conversation during a telling or an informing. Since it is the
initial appearance of this element, recipient recognition becomes relevant
as a next-turn action. Sometimes the primary-speaker designs the newswor-
thy element as potentially problematic but important for the ongoing talk,
yet the listener repeats the token in a faster,; less problematic manner, often
combined with some embodied display of agreement or acknowledgement
such as a nod. This receipt-through-repetition provides a brief uptake that
signals the primary speaker to continue with the turn-in-progress. In this
respect the second turn is similar to other receipt tokens in that it does not
imply that the recipient is going to take an extended turn.

Yet this form of receipt does more than just that. It displays a recipient
claim to specific comprehension of some key element in the prior turn, al-
lowing the primary-speaker to continue, and to go on using the repeated
element in subsequent talk, having established intersubjectivity in this
temporal and sequential context. Therefore, receipt-through-repetition is
an important interactional resource L2 learners can use when negotiating
meaning.

While these conversations were all taken from peer-matched oral profi-
ciency tests, there is little in the data to indicate that the practice of repeating
a prior-turn segment to enact receipt is limited only to test-talk. Indeed, its
use in several of the situations we have looked at would seem to indicate that
the students are orienting to the negotiation of meaning. The data in excerpt
5 for example, eventually leads to the negotiation of the word “Germany,”
and we have noted the students’ use of embedded correction in wo-wimmen
(excerpt 15). By acknowledging a specific token, receipt-through-repetition
claims understanding of it at that point, and therefore frees the primary-
speaker to progress the topic further. It therefore plays an important role
in encouraging second language learners to experiment with language and
encourage communication.

One of the authors’ initial observations as we discussed the data was that
these repeats somehow “sounded Japanese” to us, as if the participants were
carrying over Japanese recipiency practices into their L2. Certainly the work
by Clancy et al. (1996) suggests that the practice is far more frequent in Japa-
nese than in English. However, the same study also measures the number of
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receipts-through-repetition among expert speakers of English so it is obvi-
ously also a practice that can be used by so-called ‘natives. Therefore the
beginning learners we studied are in fact able to make use of a native-like
interactional practice. Our original impression may have less to do with the
fact that the participants are Japanese, and more to do with the fact that they
are novice speakers of English, and are therefore participating in conversa-
tion that requires specific receipt tokens more regularly.

Although the general CA aesthetic emphasizes similarities rather than
differences, Wong (2000) notes that novice speakers of English do not use
same-turn repetitions to accomplish the resumption of some prior thread of
talk after a parenthetical sequence in the way that expert speakers do. She
suggests that this skill is something that might be beyond their linguistic pro-
ficiency. The kind of repetition that we have looked at in this paper may be the
flip side to this argument. Although expert speakers can also use repetition to
demonstrate recipiency, they do not seem to do so with the same frequency
as the novice participants in the data we examined. Again, this might be partly
because there are fewer occasions when an expert speaker does not know a
word, so they do not have to produce it in a way that receives repetition.

Given that the initial turn in the sequence often contains some sort of
‘designedly unsure’ or ‘response worthy’ item, it is perhaps somewhat natu-
ral that novice speakers will need to produce more of these sorts of turns,
both due to their limited L2 repertoire and the fact that they are designing
the turn for an audience who may not understand. Recipients, in turn, will
respond to this with repetition in accordance with the practice we have out-
lined. While the current study has focused on novice-novice data, Svennevig
(2004) has suggested that other-repetition is also often used in novice-ex-
pert pairs, such as when instructors repeat a word used by a learner in order
to encourage him or her to continue talking.

In fact, in a recent issue of the JALT Journal, Sato (2007) has suggested
that novice learners of English use this receipt practice more when speaking
with experts. Although the current study has not aimed to measure frequen-
cies, its fine-grained analysis may help to reveal some of the reasons behind
this phenomenon, and we would suggest that this is more likely to occur
because the speakers see a perceived need to make specific their turn-by-
turn intersubjective understanding.

While too many of these sorts of repetitions might make the talk seem
unnatural, it did not seem to hinder the novice speakers in our data set. If
anything, it seemed to help keep the conversation flowing. This suggests
that next-turn other-repetition, particularly of problematic words, may help
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learners to facilitate communication by providing the speaker with explicit
feedback on their moment-to-moment understanding. Teachers and text-
book writers would do well to make sure that examples of this practice ap-
pear in second language learning resources. Research into shadowing (e.g.,
Murphey, 2001) has found that the practice of repeating and revoicing turn-
final items may in fact help recipients to better comprehend the speaker’s
speech. Although the participants in this study were not specifically taught
shadowing in the classes that led up to these oral proficiency tests, it is pos-
sible that some of the students independently developed and made use of a
variety of this communication technique.

It is hoped the current analysis will help language teachers appreciate
that students possess existing interactional competencies which can enable
them to participate in classroom activities and regulate primary-speaker ut-
terances by the way they respond to them. Close attention to the sequential
unfolding of this L2 talk has outlined one way that novice speakers display
momentary turn-by-turn understandings. Receipt tokens, such as repetition
of prior turn segments, provide important cues for the primary speaker,
and are therefore consequential for the way that the remainder of a turn-
in-progress is designed. Language use and language acquisition are both
socially accomplished, and so the best place to look for evidence of learn-
ing is in micro-social actions, such as receipt. When all is said and done, in
order to make judgments about internally achieved notions like ‘learning’
or ‘cognition, teachers, testers, and analysts have only what the participants
themselves have to go on—external, real-time claims to understanding in
conversation. The interactional practice of receipt-through-repetition is one
resource for making such judgments.
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Appendix A

Transcription conventions

SIMULTANEOUS UTTERANCES
huh [ oh ] I see Leftsquare brackets mark the start of overlapping talk
[what] Right square brackets mark the end of an overlap

CONTIGUOUS UTTERANCES
= Equal signs indicate that:
a) Turn continues at the next identical symbol on the nextline, or

b) Talkis latched; that is, there is no interval between the end of
prior turn and the start of next turn

INTERVALS WITHIN AND BETWEEN UTTERANCES

(0.4) Numerals in parentheses mark silence, in tenths
of a second

(.) A period in parentheses indicates a micropause
(less than 0.1 sec)

CHARACTERISTICS OF SPEECH DELIVERY

hhh hee hah indicate laughter or breathiness

g(h)et ou(h)t used in parentheses when the laughter occurs within
aword

.hh indicates audible inhalation

hh indicates audible exhalation

mine Underlining indicates marked stress

found? is A question mark indicates rising intonation

yes. A period indicates falling intonation

so, A comma indicates low-rising intonation,
suggesting continuation

HUH Capitals indicate increased loudness

°thanks?® Degree signs indicate decreased volume

>limited< Inward-facing indents embed talk which is faster than



Greer, Bussinguer, Butterfield, & Mischinger 31

the surrounding speech

<break> Outward-facing indents embed talk that is slower than
the surrounding speech

go:::d One or more colons indicate lengthening of the
preceding sound. Each additional colon represents a
lengthening of one beat

wo- wimmen A single hyphen indicates an abrupt cut-off, with level
pitch

COMMENTARY IN THE TRANSCRIPT
((hand clap)) Double parentheses indicate transcriber’s comments,

including description of non-verbal behaviour
the (park) Single parentheses indicate an uncertain transcription

OTHER TRANSCRIPTION SYMBOLS

- An arrow in the transcript margin draws attention to a
particular phenomenon the analyst wishes to discuss

Appendix B
A Glossary of CA Terms Used in this Paper

Intersubjectivity | The process by which interactants establish shared
meanings and understandings in conversation.

Receipt tokens A short utterance that indicates a listener is follow-
ing some prior element of a primary speaker’s talk.
Typical English examples might include “uhuh,”
“hmm” or “yeah.”
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Repair

Any of a number of interactional practices speakers
use to deal with trouble in talk. Backward-oriented
repair seeks to rectify some mistake or problem
that has already appeared in the talk, e.g,,
“now (1.1) I don’t study (0.4) dent-
about (0.4) dentistry,”

while forward-oriented repair, such as a word
search sequence, addresses trouble that has yet to
be made explicit in the turn, e.g.,
“I live i:n, (0.7) um (2.3) eas- um?
(0.5) eastern part of Sapporo.”

Repair can be initiated and/or completed either by
current-speaker (self-repair) and/or next-speaker
(other-repair). For further details, see Schegloff,
Jefferson and Sacks (1977).

Self-selection

A turn-taking practice in which the speaker elects
to speak next (or to continue speaking), as opposed
to other-selection, which often happens through
questions or other sequence initiating actions. See
Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson (1974).

Trouble source

Any part of a turn that the participants orient to
as “in need of repair” This may be, for instance,

a grammatical error, a mistaken referent (such
as calling someone by the wrong name), a less-
than-true statement, or indeed anything that the
speakers treat as repairable. For example, in the
following sequence, the trouble source is “much”:

A: much snow. in Kitami.

[ (0.6) ]
D: [ ((moves head toward A))]
A: much snow.

(0.8)
D: no less snow.

Turn-
competitive bid

When two or more speakers attempt to start speak-
ing at the same time.
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Turn increment | Part of a turn-at-talk, especially one that is yet to be

completed.

Endnotes

1.

The current study does not focus on native speakers of English, but
transcripts from other researchers (Clancy et al., 1996; Gardner, 2001;
Schegloff, 1996a, 1996b) lead us to believe that English experts also use
repetition to accomplish these actions.

Italicized terms are explained in further detail in the glossary (Appen-
dix B).

In this case the speaker is also able to specify the target of the search in
L1. For further discussion of word searches in bilingual interaction, see
Greer (2007).

Note that in this case the candidate repair is not actually correct, but the
fact that the participants treat it as correct at this point in the talk is all
that matters in terms of the understanding they are trying to arrive at.
In fact, just after this excerpt, the students negotiate the word further,
and eventually C offers “Germany” as an alternate.

Here the speaker is talking about his desire to one day buy a farm.
Therefore his utterance here should be understood as something like, “I
will buy some farmland in Hokkaido.” The fact that the turn is ungram-
matical and includes some inaccurately used vocabulary only serves to
point out that listener B is acknowledging only one element of the turn-
in-progress, the word ‘Hokkaido.

It is interesting to note that A’s turn here is a try-marker, which would
normally indicate that he believes B does not recognize the referent he
has used, despite the fact that B has made a bold claim to such recogni-
tion in his prior turn. The fact that this conversation is happening as
part of an oral English proficiency test may partly account for A’s action
here, either as a bid to include the English-speaking tester (who is co-
present but not actively participating in the conversation), or as part of
a normative practice in EFL classes by which non-English referents and
cultural artifacts are elucidated when first used. There is evidence in the
transcript, however, to suggest that B finds A’s clarification superfluous.
After a noticeable gap in line 13, B responds with laughter, a further
on-record receipt token (‘okay’) and the multiple saying of the Japanese
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receipt token ‘ah. Stivers (2004) notes that such multiple sayings occur
in sequential environments in which the primary speaker has provided
too much information. Their occurrence at this point in the talk demon-
strates that, for B at least, the receipt-through-repetition should have
been a sufficient signal to A that he understood the referent in question.
See Carroll (2004) for further discussion on how Japanese learners of
English use vowel-marking in forward repair.

This difference in pace could be due to the participant himself. This
student generally speaks relatively slowly throughout the complete
conversation.
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This study investigates team teaching (TT) relationships between AETs (Assistant
English Teachers) and JTEs (Japanese Teachers of English) focusing on power-shar-
ing in Japanese high schools. From September 2003 to March 2004, a naturalistic
case study was conducted with two TT pairs during bimonthly visits through class
observation and individual interviews. Supplementary data were also collected by
interviewing students. Research results revealed that the AETs were given full auton-
omy because of their language power, which caused the JTEs to become peripheral
participants. This resulted in the JTEs’ dissatisfaction with their TT performance.
Furthermore, the JTEs’ identity influenced by language power inequality was deeply
involved in their peripheral participation, which was supported by the belief in the
native speaker fallacy, the idea that NSs are automatically the best teachers of the
language (Phillipson, 1992), at the educational, societal, and individual levels.
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in 1987, team teaching (TT) involving a Japanese teacher of English

(JTE) and an assistant English teacher (AET) has been a distinctive
feature of public school education in Japan. Yet team teaching has been
dogged by controversy mainly because of team teachers’ relationships (Mc-
Connell, 2000; Mahoney, 2004; Tajino & Walker, 1998). Naturally, giving up
autonomy, one of the basic needs that bring about intrinsically motivated
teacher behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1985), must be enormously difficult for
teachers who are used to their status as the sole authority in the classroom.
Moreover, team teachers in Japan differ from each other in multiple ways—
in terms of professional status (teacher-in-charge versus assistant), linguis-
tic proficiency (nonnative versus native speaker) and cultural background
(cultural native versus cultural nonnative). These differences are likely to
involve power issues. The main purpose of this study, therefore, is to explore
TT relationships between JTEs and AETs focusing on nonnative speaker
(NNS)-native speaker (NS) power/role-sharing in the classroom.

S ince the inception of the JET (Japan Exchange and Teaching) Program

Literature Review

What is the JET Program?

According to a handbook for JET participants called The JET Programme
2003-2004, issued by the Council of Local Authorities for International Rela-
tions (CLAIR, 2003), this is one of the world’s largest international exchange
programs. The program description is as follows:

The JET Programme enables local authorities (prefectures,
designated cities and other municipalities) to employ foreign
youth for the purpose of foreign language education as well as
promoting international exchange at the community level. By
teaching foreign languages at schools nationwide and assist-
ing with international exchange activities organized by local
authorities, participants engage in international exchange on
a variety of levels with local residents. In this way, the Pro-
gramme is expected to increase cross-cultural understanding
as well as contribute to internationalisation efforts in Japan.

(p-2)

The JET Program has been gradually expanding every year since its
inception in 1987. The number of NS participants in 1987 was 848 from
four countries, but by 2003 it had reached 6,226 from 40 countries (CLAIR,
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2003). As of 1999, there were more than 20,000 alumni of this program
(McConnell, 2000).

Jobs for participants in the JET Program are divided into three categories:
Coordinators of International Relations (CIRs), who are engaged in interna-
tional activities in prefectural or municipal offices; Sports Exchange Advi-
sors (SEAs), who are placed with local authorities engaged in sports-related
activities; and Assistant Language Teachers (ALTs), who team-teach foreign
language classes such as English, French, German, Chinese, and Korean in
public elementary, junior, and secondary schools (CLAIR, 2003). However,
McConnell (2000) has pointed out that more than 90% of all JET Program
participants are AETs, and, therefore, that their primary duty is to teach EFL
with JTEs in public school settings.

Historical Background of the JET Program

Compared to the previous language programs such as MEF (Mombusho
English Fellow) and BETS (British English Teacher Scheme), which were
organized solely by the then Ministry of Education in order to improve EFL
education in Japan, the JET Program was originally founded for political
reasons. McConnell (2000, p. 1) explained that the JET Program, a $500
million “top-down” project, was a “gift” presented at the “Ron-Yasu” (U.S.
President Ronald Reagan and Japanese Prime Minister Yasuhiro Naka-
sone’s) summit in 1986 during Japan’s economic boom. In the mid-1980s,
Japan needed to deal with the economic conflicts it was having with its busi-
ness partners, especially U.S.-Japan trade friction. Lincicome (1993, p. 127)
stated that Japan’s Kokusaika was “an action against the criticism of Japan’s
economic self-centeredness and cultural insularity” Thus, internationaliza-
tion emerged as a political means of enhancing an understanding of Japan
and softening economic criticism against it. Seen in this light, the Japanese
government established the JET Program as a means of realizing Kokusaika
and has, from its inception, hired foreign youth—mostly from Japan’s main
trading partner, the United States—as JET participants with the expectation
that they would enjoy working in Japan and then take those positive experi-
ences with them on completing their assignments. The experiences of these
individuals are therefore supposed to have a positive effect on Japan-U.S.
economic relationships overall (McConnell, 2000).

As an adjunct to Japan’s internationalization, emphasizing the necessity
of communicative competence in EFL education was regarded as an impor-
tant task (Wada, 1994). To implement this task, EFL educational policy has
shifted from form-focused instruction based mainly on translating English
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texts (yakudoku) to Communicative Language Teaching, or CLT (Gorsuch,
1999). For example, in the late 1980s, the Ministry of Education established
oral communication (OC) courses in secondary education to develop stu-
dents’ listening and speaking skills. The JET Program was established to
promote such changes—English NSs were brought in en masse to assist JTEs
by providing authentic NS models and opportunities for communication
(Samimy & Kobayashi, 2004).

Team Teaching Between AETs and JTEs
Brumby and Wada (1990) defined TT under the JET Program as follows:

Team teaching is a concerted endeavour made jointly by the
Japanese teacher of English (JTE) and the assistant English
teacher (AET) in an English language classroom in which the
students, the JTE and the AET are engaged in communica-
tive activities. (Brumby & Wada 1990, Introduction, no page
number)

Brumby and Wada specified various benefits of TT for students: provid-
ing authentic interaction with AETs for learning how to communicate in
English; offering a model of interaction with an NS through in-class English
conversation between JTEs and AETs, and promoting cross-cultural aware-
ness through the differing viewpoints of the two teachers.

Presumably, TT is beneficial for teachers as well, especially JTEs. That is,
another purpose of TT in the JET Program was to create on-the-job training
opportunities in order to improve JTEs’ English communicative abilities by
having them share classes with an NS on a regular basis (Gorsuch, 2002;
McConnell, 2000; Wada, 1996; Wada & Cominos, 1994). This was ultimately
expected to raise JTEs’ awareness of English as a communicative medium
and promote CLT in the classroom. Gorsuch reported that AETs have encour-
aged professional and personal growth in JTEs by exposing them to new and
different teaching styles and increasing their communicative English ability.

Present Problems Regarding TT Relationships

TT in the JET Program, however, faces tremendous difficulties and conflict.
Tajino and Walker (1998) explained that many of the problems are centered
on the relationship between the JTE and the AET. McConnell (2000) also
pointed out various power imbalances between the two parties—for ex-
ample, JTEs’ deficiency in English conversational ability, Japanese students’
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and society’s admiration of NSs, AETs’ difficulty in understanding classroom
culture, and AETs’ exclusion from major decision-making in teaching EFL in
Japanese schools.

In implementing the JET program, its designers initially assumed that
problems arising from responsibility-sharing would be solved by profes-
sional status differences—between the JTE as a qualified and experienced
teacher-in-charge, versus the AET as an uncertified assistant, typically with
little formal training and teaching experience. However, this planned status
difference has caused confusion in the classroom. According to Resource
Materials & Teaching Handbook 2000 (CLAIR, 2000), a major TT-related
publication for AETs, for example, the importance of AETs’ roles as language
consultants and cultural informants is emphasized. However, some AETs
were originally used by JTEs as so-called “living tape recorders,” based on
the assumption that the AETs were only assistants (Kumabe, 1996). Conse-
quently, the AETs’ role as an assistant has been questioned and criticized.
The criticism indicates that AETs should take a more active role if CLT is to
be realized in Japanese EFL education.

In recent years, however, JTEs have tended to take a more passive role,
acting as “interpreters” (Iwamoto, 1999; Mahoney, 2004; Tajino & Walker,
1998), which has made team-taught classes more AET-centered. Some JTEs
defer to AETSs, who are after all NSs of the target language, by surrendering
initiative and leadership, owing to feelings of inferiority vis-a-vis their Eng-
lish abilities (Murai, 2004; Tajino & Walker, 1998). Students’ perceptions of
the AET as the main teacher have also encouraged JTEs to take a less con-
spicuous role as assistants to the AETs (Iwamoto, 1999).

Another problem with respect to TT involves its legitimacy in Japanese
EFL education. Japanese students’ primary goal is still to pass entrance ex-
aminations wherein English grammar and reading are heavily emphasized
(Gorsuch, 1999; McConnell, 2000; Samimy & Kobayashi, 2004; Voci-Reed,
1994). Although TT in the JET Program was established to improve Japanese
EFL learners’ communicative competence, which was regarded as impor-
tant for Japan’s internationalization, Wada (1996, p. 8) mentioned that TT
classes have been displaced from the mainstream goals of English education
in Japan under the pressure of grammar-emphasized entrance examina-
tions. In other words, under this pressure, most English classes are con-
ducted in Japanese by JTEs in order to transmit such information effectively.
As a result, AETs are not allocated to teach other English classes but only
OC courses (Gorsuch, 2002: Mahoney, 2004). Reflecting the lack of consist-
ency of EFL education policy and its implementation, the Ministry of Educa-
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tion, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) finally announced in
March 2003 that a listening test would be included, beginning in 2006, in
the English section of the University Center Examination (Center Nyuushi),
the preliminary entrance examination used mainly for public universities.
However, only a few private universities have a listening component in their
examinations. Thus, the discrepancy between the government’s directive,
aimed at promoting internationalization through CLT, and local priorities
with respect to entrance examination preparation has contributed to a loss
of legitimacy for TT (Samimy & Kobayashi, 2004).

Reported Difficulties of AETs: Lack of Political Power and Local Language/Cultural Skills

Researchers have pointed out that AETs lack political power as short-term
assistants in Japanese schools (McConnell, 2000; Mahoney, 2004; Voci-Reed,
1994). For instance, AETs’ appointments are limited in terms of age (they
must be less than 35 years old) and length of employment (a maximum of
five years).! In addition, AETs are not allowed to evaluate or give final grades
to students because of their official status as assistants. Thus, AETs have lit-
tle influence on and involvement in decision making concerning the overall
direction of English teaching (McConnell, 2000) and this leads to feelings of
frustration and disappointment (Voci-Reed, 1994).

Understanding the local culture of Japanese high schools and the Japanese
language seem to present additional difficulties. For instance, researchers
have reported high levels of anxiety among Japanese EFL learners in NSs’
English-only classes due to the learners’ lack of exposure to spoken English
(Ellis, 1993), as well as such learners’ psychological distance from NSs due
to cultural and linguistic differences (Miyazato, 2003). Conversely, McCon-
nell (2000) described AETS’ frustration toward one particular aspect of Jap-
anese classroom culture—the lack of responsiveness or shyness of Japanese
students. In addition, the dominant Japanese teaching style, which, despite
the CLT reforms mandated by the Ministry of Education (see above), still
focuses on form rather than meaning and therefore interferes with the im-
plementation of CLT, may prove frustrating to AETs (Browne & Evans, 1994;
Ellis, 1996). Thus, both AETS’ cultural values and teaching methods may be
ineffective because of local cultural realities (Holliday, 1994; Liu, 1999).

Reported Difficulties of JTEs: English Language Deficiency and Native Speaker Fallacy?

Some JTEs defer to AETs, who are after all NSs of the target language,
because they feel they have inferior English abilities (Kamhi-Stein, 1999;
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McConnell, 2000; Tajino & Walker, 1998). According to the newspaper re-
port (“Sensei ga chikara busokuja,” 2005) concerning a survey conducted by
MEXT, only 8.3% of JTEs in junior high schools and only 16.3% of JTEs in
senior high school have a TOEIC score of 730 (equivalent to TOEFL score
550) or more.? It also reported that only 3.9% of JTEs in public junior high
schools and 1.1% of JTEs in public senior high schools conducted English
classes mostly in English. These results reveal the reality of JTEs’ English
language deficiency and their corresponding lack of confidence in conduct-
ing classes in English.

In addition, Japanese people’s sociocultural image of English and its NSs
appears to be deeply involved in JTEs’ deference to AETs. The authenticity
of NSs’ English and an elite or “exotic” image of NS teachers have been noted
by Japanese EFL learners (Miyazato, 2003; Sugino, 2002). This attitude is
reported to be reinforced by learners’ parents, who themselves have doubts
about JTEs’ English skills (Takada, 2000).

Likewise, various researchers have reported that Japanese people still
generally support the supremacy of NS English (Butler, 2005; Kubota, 1998;
Samimy & Kobayashi, 2004). The Japanese have historically adopted English
and its cultures as a symbol of Westernization, and admire Anglo speakers of
English due to their prestigious image (Kubota, 1998; Suzuki, 1999; Tsuda,
1997). Kubota has further argued that Japanese perceptions of the NNS of
English as inferior to the Anglo speaker of English make the Japanese wish
to identify themselves with white Westerners by learning English.

Power/Responsibility Sharing Between JTEs and AETs

AETs’ lower status as assistants was intentionally created in order to
equalize the power balance between NSs and NNSs in TT settings (Fujikake,
1996). In addition to the tendency for TT to lead to resistance on the part
of JTEs because of their loss of full autonomy in the classroom (McConnell,
2000), JTEs were more hesitant to team teach with AETs at the outset of
the JET Program due to JTEs’ perceived English communicative deficiency
(Ogawa, 1998). That is, it was speculated that AETs would be enormously
powerful owing to their language superiority, which would surpass any oth-
er advantages that JTEs might have. In fact, AETs’ employment conditions
(an age limit of 35 and a 5-year employment limit) could ensure that AETs
remain politically powerless. In fact, most AETs are recent college graduates
in their early 20s (CLAIR, 1992) with little or no formal training or experi-
ence in teaching EFL or even teaching itself (Tajino & Tajino, 2000); prior
living experience in Japan was limited to a 3-year maximum. In other words,
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bringing in young untrained native speakers as assistants was considered
less threatening to JTEs, and as such was thought to create more balanced
power-sharing in the classroom. Wada (1994) actually revealed that AETs
with an equal role to JTEs acted as innovators, which could be perceived
by JTEs as creating confusion and friction. Thus, deliberately putting AETs
in a lower-status position in the classroom may have been necessary for
persuading JTEs, who often have an inferiority complex in regard to their
English language abilities, to accept TT.

In sum, power imbalances between JTEs and AETs appear to be caused by
the different capabilities of the two parties: AETs with language superiority
(language power) and JTEs with political power in the local society and a
better understanding of the language learning situation and the learners
(political/cultural power). Therefore, examining how the differing power
structure in TT pairs influences their role-sharing is a key to understanding
TT relationships between AETs and JTEs.

Method

Participants

The participants in this study were two teaching pairs (two paired JTEs
and AETs) who were involved in TT in the JET Program at different public
senior high schools in the North Kanto district. Team 1 worked for a boys’
high school in a small city about 100 km north of Tokyo (School 1). The ob-
served class was a required Oral Communication I (OC I) course containing
40 first-year students. JTE 1, a Japanese male in his mid-40s, had studied
in the U.S. during his senior year at university. Based on my observations,
JTE 1’s English oral/aural skills were high. He had passed the highest level
of the STEP [Eiken] Test, and his TOEFL score from 20 years previously had
been over 600. AET 1, a white American male in his mid-30s, had 4 years
of English-teaching experience at the high-school level in the U.S. and was
in his 2nd year as an AET. His main stated reasons for applying to the JET
Program were his interest in different cultures and the relatively high salary.

Team 2 worked for a relatively new co-educational high school (School
2). The class was a required OC I course consisting of 40 first-year students.
JTE 2, a Japanese female in her mid-30s, self-evaluated her communicative
English level as “not so good.” However, based on my 6-month observation,
[ found her general English abilities to be higher than she thinks and believe
she should be considered as above-average. AET 2, a white American female
in her mid-20s, had just started her career and life in Japan. She had taught
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high school for 1 year before coming to Japan and was also interested in
teaching ESL and getting a TESOL degree in the future.

Qualitative Case Study

Since this study tries to capture the complex reality of TT relationships,
a qualitative case study approach was adopted. [ followed the two TT pairs
in the JET Program for 6 months, collecting data mainly via individual in-
terviews and classroom observations. Case studies have been advocated in
educational research (e.g., Johnson, 1992; Stake, 1998; van Lier, 2005; Yin,
2003) as a powerful means of “understand[ing] the complexity and dy-
namic nature of the particular entity, and to discover systematic connections
among experiences, behaviors, and relevant features of the context” (John-
son, 1992, p. 84). Through studying particular phenomena, case studies
emphasize the importance of particularizability, the opposite of generaliz-
ability, which is necessary for investigating a single, particular phenomenon
on its own terms, in order to avoid simplification of complex social realities
(Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999; van Lier, 2005). At the same time, case
studies provide “comparative information to a wide variety of other cases”
(Stake, 1998, p. 198) and assist “readers in the construction of knowledge”
(van Lier, 2005, p. 95) regarding the educational phenomenon of interest.
A primary purpose of the current research is to stimulate investigation of
additional cases in order to understand the dynamics of TT relationships,
thereby contributing to the development and improvement of TT relation-
ships in general.

Data Collection Procedures

A naturalistic study using interviews and observations was conducted
from September 2003 to March 2004. To begin with, classes team-taught by
the pairs were observed during twice-monthly visits. The total number of
hours of class observation was 15 hours and observation data were written
up in field notes. Individual interviews with the JTEs and AETs were car-
ried out separately. The interviews included general questions about school
life as well as specific ones regarding the events that had taken place in the
observed classes. The interviews with AETs were conducted in English and
those with JTEs were done in Japanese and then translated into English by
the author. The AETs, who had a lighter schedule than the JTEs, were usually
able to devote about 40 minutes to 1 hour per interview, while the JTEs,
owing to other obligations, could spare only about 20-30 minutes. The total
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interview time for the AETs was about 9 hours, and for the JTEs was about
5% hours. The interviews were tape-recorded with the written consent of
the interviewees and transcribed for data analysis.

Additional information was collected through interviews with 16 stu-
dents at the research sites. These interviews were conducted to examine
learners’ perspectives on TT. The interviews were conducted in Japanese
and translated into English by the author.

Results

Results from the main data—the researcher’s observations and interviews
with team teachers and the students—are here summarized in two subsec-
tions: AETs’ characteristics and JTEs’ characteristics. At the end, satisfaction
and role-sharing in TT, a relevant influential factor on TT relationships, is
also reported.

AETs’ Characteristics

The results seem to support the NS-NNS assumption for AETs: AETs were
linguistic experts in the target language but cultural novices in the local
culture. That is, the AETs’ linguistic and sociocultural power as NSs were
perceived, but limited exposure and experience made them lacking in the
local language/culture skills and they lacked political power owing to their
status as assistants.

Linguistically Powerful in the Target Language

The four teachers interviewed all clearly acknowledged the AETS’ linguis-
tic superiority. In particular, AETs" “authentic” English pronunciation was
noted by the JTEs. JTE 1 said,

Students probably want to acquire good pronunciation. That’s
why I take a more passive role in OC courses and let students
hear NSs’ English as much as possible. Some JTEs are confident
in their speaking abilities, but JTEs are not NSs of English.... |
never thought that [ would teach OC classes alone. If [ had to
teach them, I would use a tape recorder, which would definitely
make classes boring. Things I can do by myself as an NNS in OC
classes are quite limited. (Interview, 10/15/03)
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AET 1 supported JTE 1’s idea:

Our goal is to speak as much English as possible, and because |
am a native speaker, obviously, my English is better and I think
maybe it is more clear for students and JTEs . ... Well, it's my
native language, so | am best suited for it. (Interview, 9/17/03)

Likewise, many students emphasized the importance of learning English
from NSs. A student in School 1 illustrated the joy of hearing NSs’ authentic
English:

We don’t have many occasions to encounter foreigners in our
daily lives. OC classes are one of the few opportunities for us
to be able to hear NSs’ real English. When AETs speak English
and I understand them, I become so happy. Why? Because the
fact that only English is available motivates us to communicate
with them. If Japanese is available, we just depend on that too
much. (Interview, 3/3/04)

From a teaching perspective, JTE 2 pointed out the AETS" special abili-
ties—quick recognition and correction of learners’ mistakes, lenient attitude
toward learners’ mistakes, exposure to the target language for students—all
of which she thinks come from NSs’ high level of grammaticality. However,
the AETs in this study were not always linguistically accurate. During my
class observations, AET 2 wrote “excercise” for “exercise.” Although spelling
mistakes can be considered trivial, it is notable that AETs, as NSs of English,
also made spelling mistakes. In fact, Kan (2002) mentioned that quite a
few JTEs reported complaints concerning AETs’ misspelling as well as their
inability to write grammatically correct sentences. He speculated that the
government demand for increasing the numbers of AETs has lowered their
quality.

Socio-Culturally Powerful in the Target Language

Not only NSs’ language superiority, but also their high social image at-
tracted Japanese students’ attention. Students voiced their admiration to-
ward AETs. One student in School 2 described his special feeling when he
received stickers as a prize from AET 2:

AETS’ praise is special for us. If we got the same stickers from
a JTE, we would feel weird. The fact that foreigners acknowl-
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edge our English makes us happy, because it really shows that
we are good at English. Besides, American stickers are cool!
(Interview, 2/9/04)

AETs themselves acknowledged students’ admiration and attention due
to their exotic nature as NSs. Because of this over-admiration, in fact, AET 2
worried about JTEs’ envy:

[ think that the students tend to like the ALTs, you know, be-
cause they are someone different and . . . you know, fun and
young.* My supervisor told me when I first got here, “Oh, you
will be the students’ favorite teacher” and all of that. I felt bad
for the other JTEs. Well, what do they think? How does that
make them feel? Would they resent me because of that?  mean,
[ haven’t experienced any of that here luckily, but I think some
of the other ALTs might experience that. (Interview, 1/15/04)

She further mentioned that Japanese students have “a friendly and ap-
proachable” image of AETs because of their special position as foreign as-
sistant teachers.

For his part, AET 1 acknowledged the advantages of being a white NS of
English. He first mentioned the power of English:

English is not going away. In fact it’s just going to spread. |
mean, it’s an unfortunate reality that Japanese is not going to
become a world language . . . . Those things were in place a
couple hundred years ago, I think, for English to do that. Japan
obviously is the strongest economy in the world. It’s right up
there anyway. They want to retain that position. In order to do
so, it's English. (Interview, 3/3/04)

He then continued:

Being born a white, male American, it’s like hitting the lottery,
in a global sense. I could have been born in poverty in India, just
those three things: American, male, and Caucasian. That is the
easiest path, or at least one of the easiest. Look at my life here in
Japan—I am being paid better than [ was as a full-time teacher
in America. I am being paid 10,000 dollars more and I am only
an assistant . . .. So if you want to be a foreigner in Japan, it is
probably best to be a western foreigner. (Interview, 3/3/04)
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According to Kan (2002), AETs’ monthly salary of 300,000 yen is even
higher than that of JTEs of the same age, which is about 180,000 yen.> Thus,
AET 1 referred to their high salaries as evidence of AETS’ special treatment.
In return for his high salary, AET 1 explained that he had 18 hours of teach-
ing, but few other obligations. In contrast to JTEs, who have a heavy work-
load, AETs get paid well and have a relatively light workload in spite of their
assistant status.

Thus, AETs’ powerful socio-cultural image attracted the attention of not
only Japanese learners but also administrators, which seemed to result in
their special treatment of AETs. Furthermore, it is assumed that in order to
satisfy the students’ strong desire to communicate with NSs the JTEs took
assisting roles in spite of the fact that AETS’ official status is only that of an
assistant.

Politically Powerless in the Local Culture: AETs as Assistants

AETS’ linguistic and socio-cultural power was not reflected in their po-
litical treatment in the educational settings. In other words, despite the fact
that AETs were treated as special guests, the results of this study revealed
that they still remained politically weak in the education system, since they
have the status of “foreign assistants.”

In the classroom, AETs were regarded mostly as guests by the students,
rather than authoritative teachers who could have a strong effect on stu-
dents’ school work and lives. For example, [ observed an incident in which a
male student in School 2 cut the TT class and was thereafter scolded by JTE
2.]TE 2 explained,

The boy cut the class and walked around outside, because I
assume AET 2 doesn’t scold students. AETs are only guests for
students, because they never give them grades. Students just
regard AETs as someone that speaks “live” English. In contrast,
JTEs give them grades and get involved in student discipline in
their daily lives, so students see us as some kind of authority.
(Interview, 10/27/03)

AET 2 also admitted that students did not behave well without JTEs’ pres-
ence. AET 1 likewise explained that the lack of AETS’ political power results
in their leaving student discipline to JTEs.

In fact, the AET’s politically weak position was graphically demonstrated
during one of my interviews with AET 1. Two JTEs in the school, who were
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strangers to me, came in the room right after knocking quickly and said in
fluent English, “This room is reserved for other purposes from now. Can
you evacuate now (meaning ‘leave immediately’)?” Their fluent but direct
request sounded like an order to me and I left the room quickly with AET 1.
When I asked the AET later how he felt about the incident:

Some people would say that’s rude. I don’t see any point in
playing on cultural difference. | mean, for me to get upset about
it...Ithink don't fight it. Unless they're doing something that
I consider immoral or dangerous, I have no intention of telling
them they shouldn’t do things that way ... I would expect the
same in the reverse situation. I need to listen to them. (Inter-
view, 3/18/04)

He continued:

I am not going to complain, especially in my situation here . .
.. Here I am an assistant. That’s another thing. That’s another
reason why [ am not frustrated with any of the teaching meth-
ods or why I don’t complain, because [ am an assistant.

Although this incident may have been caused by the JTEs’ lack of under-
standing of English politeness conventions, AET 1 accepted his position as
an assistant, or someone of lower status.

Linguistic and Cultural Barriers

In addition to the fact that the position of “assistants” makes AETs power-
less (Voci-Reed, 1994), the results of this study reveal that the AETs are al-
ready powerless in Japanese schools due to linguistic and cultural barriers,
regardless of their political status.

The language barrier caused by not being conversant in Japanese affected
the AETS’ teaching significantly, causing frequent confusion in class. For
example, although the AETs put great effort into making themselves un-
derstood in English by using easy words, expressions, and gestures in the
classroom, even simple instructions for activities and games were often not
understood well by students. Thus, when AET 1 told the class during one of
my observations “After you answer, choose the next person,” the students
didn’t understand. On another occasion, AET 1 asked “Who is the little girl?”
in order to find a volunteer to read the part of the little girl in a textbook con-
versation, but his question confused students, who tried to find the name of
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the girl, which was not known.

Although AETs in this study believed that Japanese language skills could
help close the cultural and linguistic gap between their students and them-
selves, AET 1 asserted that mastering the Japanese language requires enor-
mous effort because of its complexity:

I never really intended, to be honest with you, to learn Japa-
nese all that intricately . ... Because itis hard.... It was a silly
idea, but I was thinking that learning Japanese would be like
learning Spanish . ... I mean it is kind of shameful for me to
admit this but I really don’t study Japanese all that hard .... |
realize that [ am leaving and I realize that I can’t master it and
[all I want to do is] to really just have fun with it. (Interview,
12/17/03)

As a consequence, AET 1 recognized the importance of JTEs’ role in trans-
mitting information to students precisely and effectively:

I really need a JTE, especially in a writing class, where it is re-
ally helpful for a detailed explanation. But even in oral commu-
nication, it kind of helps, you know. Maybe I am talking too fast
or maybe I am using vocabulary that they don’t understand .
.. and [ mean a lot of people say, that it’s best to have just a
pure English instruction. I kind of disagree because if you are
trying to explain something, just the one push in Japanese by
the teacher can lead to so much more understanding on their
part. (Interview, 10/15/03)

As for the cultural barrier, both AETs in this study encountered different
values from the local society concerning classroom and societal cultures. For
example, they revealed their inability to understand their students’ silence
and passive attitude toward learning. AET 2 said,

It seems like, especially with Japanese students, because they
are so shy and I can basically count on them not volunteering
even though I ask for a volunteer.  would like to try just in case
a student will raise their hand, but I expect to have to call on
the students because I know they are not going to volunteer...
. I mean, in America, you know, any student is going to get shy
or embarrassed by standing in front of their peers, but here it
seems a little more extreme. (Interview, 10/6/03)



50 JALT Journal, 31.1 « May, 2009

AET 1 also described difficulties in dealing with silent students:

I don't like to sit there in dead silence and wait for an answer
that is not going to come . . .. Yeah, [students should try to
answer] either through a gesture or an expression or a sound.
But yeah, that student there, he wasn’t moving . . . I knew he
was awake. (Interview, 10/15/03)

AET 1 described his changing feelings in this regard:

But I've gotten used to it. I've gotten to a point where, in the
past, answers like, “I don't know” or “No” were unacceptable
answers. So, | would press and, [sometimes] just to the chagrin
of the student who was being focused on. You see him writh-
ing like, “Leave me alone,” so usually I'll back off. (Interview,
2/18/04)

He further explained,

But, sometimes I feel bad, though, I don’t know, maybe if you
don’t let them answer and move on, well, maybe they were
going to answer and somehow they feel like they failed. And
even now when that happens sometimes, I'll try to come back
to that student later with an easier question. I just get a sense
of crushing defeat from that student or something. I'd just like
to let them say something, let them think about something to
have some small success. (Interview, 10/15/03)

Thus, the AETs still had difficulties dealing with Japanese classroom cul-
ture although they knew that Japanese group norms and face issues contrib-
uted to the students’ passive learning attitude. In sum, the AETs were not
only politically but also culturally powerless in relation to the local culture.

JTEs’ Characteristics

The results also seem to support the NS-NNS assumption for JTEs: JTEs
were linguistic novices in the target language but cultural and occupational
experts in the local culture. The JTEs in this study revealed lack of confi-
dence in their English abilities and their belief in the native speaker fallacy.
However, the JTEs’ important roles as linguistic, cultural, and psychological
mediators to fill the gaps between Japanese students and AETs were ac-
knowledged by the teachers and students.
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Culturally Powerful in the Local Culture:
JTEs as Language/Cultural/Psychological Mediators

JTEs’ role as language and cultural mediators was pointed out by the
team teachers and students in this study. AET 1 and AET 2 readily admitted
that JTEs’ language support was indispensable for both the students and
the AETs themselves to avoid confusion. AET 2 referred, in particular, to the
importance of making complicated directions or difficult explanations more
clear. AET 1 also emphasized JTEs’ translating role for in-depth understand-
ing and precise explanation. The JTEs themselves acknowledged their role
as language and cultural mediators. JTE 2 stated that her role was to prepare
a comfortable learning environment by being a gap filler between AETs and
Japanese students. JTE 1 also described his role as a language mediator who
is empathetic to students struggling with foreign language learning:

For instance, an easy question becomes difficult for Japanese
students because of NSs” authentic pronunciation and intona-
tion. They are not familiar with them. Also, they can be care-
less and miss NSs’ utterances when their concentration breaks
down. Their English level is still not so high, so even if they
don’t understand, they don’t know how to say that in English.
Learning a foreign language is stressful. (Interview, 3/3/04)

The JTEs’ mediating roles were appreciated by students as well. One stu-
dent in School 1 said,

We learned that looking away from AETs is an impolite behav-
ior from JTE 1, so I avoid doing so even when I don’t know how
to answer. It's important to know this, so AETs won’t misun-
derstand us. (Interview, 3/3/04)

Another student in School 2 asserted that JTEs provided psychological
relief:

I can speak with AET 2 without worrying because we have JTE
2. She fills cultural gaps between us and gives us psychological
relief. You know, JTEs help us when troubles arise. For example,
AETs sometimes misunderstand Japanese students’ silence.
We may be silent because we are extremely nervous or embar-
rassed. It’s hard for AETs to understand that. JTEs understand
Japanese students’ feelings better. (Interview, 2/9/04)
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In fact, the JTEs’ better grasp of Japanese students’ lives and feelings were
observed during my class observations. For example, JTE 1 paid special at-
tention to students’ “face issues” in class. When AET 1 casually asked one
student how he liked an activity which involved translating English cartoons
into Japanese, the student answered, “So-so.” Presumably, AET 1 thought
that the student was able to translate the cartoons and asked him to ex-
plain it in Japanese for the class, but the student couldn’t say anything. The
class was uncomfortably silent for a moment. Then JTE1 helped the student
translate the cartoon without embarrassing him, by inferring from his facial
expression that he actually hadn’t understood the cartoon.

In addition, understanding Japanese humor seemed to help create a bond
with students. JTE 1 showed his sense of humor with his Japanese students.
One day he brought a toy ear to surprise the students. He covered his ear
with the toy ear and said “What did you say?” in English. The students burst
into laughter.

In particular, JTEs’ better grasp of students’ vocabulary was acknowl-
edged as one of the major advantages of JTEs. JTE 1 said,

JTEs know what words are taught by now, so we can eas-
ily rephrase difficult words when students don’t understand.
Moreover, it is a trivial thing, but we know that classes after
PE. for example, should be conducted at a slower pace be-
cause students are usually tired after exercising. (Interview,
9/17/03)

Thus, the JTEs’ knowledge of the students’ lives as well as the local lan-
guage and culture seemed to create their image as psychological mediators
and trust from the students.

Linguistically Powerless in the Target Language

In spite of the numerous advantages, the JTEs in this study pointed out
AETS’ language superiority. JTE 2 revealed her lack of confidence in her Eng-
lish language abilities. Even JTE 1, a fluent English speaker, confessed that he
had been scared of TT when he started his teaching career. He said he had a
fear of revealing his inability in understanding AETs in front of students and
the AETs themselves, but TT became less of a psychological burden after he
gained confidence in his communicative English skills. Even now, he makes
efforts to maintain his English skills by talking with AETs, as well as reading
about 50 English paperbacks and watching about 70 English movies a year.
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JTE 1 further revealed the realities of some JTEs’ poor English abilities as
follows:

As a matter of fact, there are still many JTEs who don’t want
to speak to AETs due to their poor communicative abilities.
Actually, I watched a JTE’s open class the other day, but to be
honest, it was miserable. [ know it’s impolite to say this, but
the JTE’s English was terrible. (Interview, 3/3/04)

Moreover, JTE 1 referred to the current emphasis on CLT, which has put
the pressure on JTEs to avoid the use of Japanese in class. He explained,

I have a growing sense of crisis about my status as an NNS in
CLT-emphasized policy. Nowadays, English has been intro-
duced in elementary schools. If students acquire speaking and
listening abilities in the earlier stages, we will need to teach
some kind of content in English. To do that, more NSs will be
hired and JTEs who cannot do that may lose their jobs. At this
moment, there are still many students who cannot understand
English without Japanese explanation, so JTEs are necessary.
But in the future, people will recognize the necessity of NSs’
authentic English and may criticize JTEs’ poor English com-
municative abilities. Maybe JTEs with near-native abilities will
survive, but more training should be given to present JTEs.
Otherwise, JTEs will have no choice but to specialize in teach-
ing reading and grammar only. (Interview, 3/3/04)

In sum, it is expected that JTEs’ English language deficiency in general
results in a lack of confidence, which has led to a situation wherein JTEs
were not the total power dominators in spite of their designated political
power as teachers, not assistants.

JTEs’ “Native Speaker Fallacy”

The JTEs’ lack of confidence in English language abilities seems to result
in their belief in the native speaker fallacy. For example, JTE 2 confessed
her recognition of NSs, especially British and Americans, as ideal teachers
of English:

I know it is a prejudice, but if I were to have formal English
education myself, to be honest, [ would prefer NSs as my teach-
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ers. For example, if [ were to learn English myself and pay for a
language school such as AEON or NOVA, I would choose Ameri-
can or British teachers...because they speak correct English ..
.. Of course I know Indian English and Singaporean English are
both World Englishes. I have stayed with a Singaporean family
in the home-stay program in Canada and it was good training
for me to try my English. But if [ learn English from them, I
cannot help questioning their accent and grammaticality. (In-
terview, 3/22/04)

JTE 2 explained that students’ admiration of NSs led her to take an assist-
antrole in TT settings:

Our students really look forward to classes with AETs. There are
few occasions for them to have them. We only have them once a
week, so [ hesitate to become the main teacher. I don’t want to
disturb AETS’ classes, so I take the assisting role. I also take the
role of student disciplinarian so that AETs can concentrate on
teaching and students have a good image of them. Hopefully, this
helps to create a fun class atmosphere. (Interview, 11/10/03)

Actually, in the classes taught by both Team 1 and Team 2, the AETs were
the main teachers, standing in the center of the classroom, while the JTEs
including JTE 1, who has high English communicative skills, took the roles of
assisting, translating, disciplining students, and engaging in off-stage chores
such as writing on the blackboard and distributing handouts, while standing
to the side. JTE 1 expressed a similar opinion:

Although AET 1 is an assistant and [ am supposed to stand
in the center as the main teacher, I think it's more natural to
position him as the main teacher because we are teaching an
English conversation course. Our students also prefer it that
way. (Interview, 10/15/03)

Later, JTE 1 clarified his view of English and the NSs as follows:

It is a fact that English is an international language and we
Japanese, speakers of a minor language, are learning the inter-
national language . ... Besides, if NSs were not the lead teach-
ers in TT, inviting them from overseas would be meaningless,
anyway. (Interview, 3/10/04)
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Thus, the JTEs’ belief in the native speaker fallacy influenced their deci-
sions in responsibility/role-sharing in TT settings. To be specific, their be-
lief in the native speaker fallacy seems to be shared with the students and
possibly the local people in the society, which might have legitimatized the
JTEs’ peripheral participation in TT and protected their professional pride
as English teachers.

Satisfaction and Role-Sharing in TT

The pairs were asked to give an evaluation of their own performance
based on a 100-point scale. The impressionistic question did not have the
purpose of rating TT performances statistically. Such measures cannot be
used as valid statistics for various reasons, including individual and cultural
differences in interpretation of evaluation scales.® However, investigating
specific reasons for their self-evaluations may reveal their honest feelings
about their TT relationships.

AET 1 evaluated Team 1’s TT performance as earning 90 points out of
100, saying he had subtracted 10 points for lack of preparation or possible
future improvement; AET 2 gave a higher score of 95 points to her team’s
performance. Presumably, these relatively high scores were because the
AET had full autonomy and was the main teacher in class. AET 1 justified the
reason for taking the leadership in their TT classes:

JTE 1is an ichinensei (1st year) homeroom teacher and through-
out the week he teaches 16 classes. So they see me once a week.
They see him once aday....  mean, of their English instruction,
[ am a very small part of it. (Interview, 1/17/04)

In fact, JTE 1 admitted that he defers to AET 1, because he can enjoy full
autonomy in other courses where he teaches alone. He further revealed his
true feelings about TT by giving 75 points to Team 1’s performance:

To be honest, I don’t feel like spending time and effort to
prepare for only one or two TT classes. OC classes are not
as important as classes of grammar and reading. University
entrance examinations still emphasize grammar and reading,
so OC courses are not main subjects in our school. (Interview,
2/18/04)

JTE 2, who gave 60 points to Team 2’s performance, regretted her passive
involvement in TT:
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Our students seemed to enjoy our classes because they had
many activities and games, which was meaningful and good
for the 1st-year students in terms of experiencing an NS’s
class. But I don’t know how much they improved their English.
I should have at least gotten involved actively in setting goals
and objectives of the course and planning teaching procedures.

Thus, in contrast to the AETs, the JTEs gave lower scores to their TT and
did not show full satisfaction in their teaching. Presumably, the JTEs’ pas-
sive involvement in TT may have led to their lower satisfaction in their TT
performance.

Discussion

The results of this study show that while JTEs were linguistic novices, they
were cultural experts, and while AETs were linguistic experts, they were cul-
tural novices in this EFL setting. To be more specific, the AETs in this study
faced different cultural values as cultural minorities in the classroom due to
their lack of cultural power. AET 1 showed low motivation to learn Japanese
and AET 2 was a total novice in terms of teaching and living in Japan.

Regarding language power, however, even JTE 1, who had high English
communicative abilities, deferred to AET 1, which created a power balance:
JTE 1 as the cultural expert and AET 1 as a linguistic expert. However, the
power structure did not result in equal role-sharing but led to JTE 1’s more
passive involvement. This is perhaps why JTE 1 expressed dissatisfaction in
their TT performance. Thus, AET 1, as a target language expert lacking po-
litical, linguistic, and cultural power in the local culture, became the major
teacher in the OC class, which may imply that target-language power could
be more significant than any other power in terms of power sharing in the
TT setting.

In Team 2, both teachers lacked one of two forms of power—either lan-
guage or cultural power. JTE 2 clearly revealed her lack of confidence in her
communicative English abilities. In other words, while JTE 2 was a linguistic
novice, AET 2 was a cultural and occupational novice. However, JTE 2 in-
variably yielded the floor to AET 2, a 1st-year AET and a total novice in the
Japanese school, due to her lack of confidence in her English abilities and
her belief in the native speaker fallacy, which may have led to her relative
dissatisfaction in their TT performance.

The JTEs’ largely peripheral participation was thus deeply influenced by
language-power inequality, which seems to be supported by the belief in the
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native speaker fallacy at the educational, societal, and individual levels. In
fact, as Butler (2005) pointed out, it can be said that the belief in the native
speaker fallacy is built into the JET Program itself, based on the following
two facts: (1) nearly 96% of AETs are from “core English-speaking countries”
(CLAIR, 2003); and (2) they are, by and large, recent university graduates
with little or no teaching experience (Tajino & Tajino, 2000). Thus, it is clear
that the Japanese government regards NSs from major English-speaking
countries, who are, in most cases, not even teachers at all, as qualified and
suitable to be assistant English teachers based on their perceived inherent
superiority as NSs. Thus, with the initiative of the central government, an
influential element in the society, the belief in the native speaker fallacy has
become deeply embedded in the EFL profession in Japan.

Concluding Remarks

This study revealed that the particular TT relationships observed turned
out to be deeply involved with social complexities of power relations be-
tween NSs and NNSs that seem to prominently concern English language
proficiency. First of all, it is strongly recommended that JTEs be provided
opportunities to establish self-confidence in their language abilities. Surely,
the JET Program has contributed to raising JTEs’ English communicative
abilities through on-the-job training by working with an NS regularly in and
outside the classroom. According to JET Programme: Looking Towards the
Future After 15 Years (CLAIR, 2002), more than 95% of JTEs in the study
acknowledged AETS’ positive effect on their English abilities. In addition,
the central and local governments have recently offered JTEs seminars to
improve their teaching and communicative English abilities. However, in
order to be confident and comfortable enough to work with NSs, extensive
training in the daily use of English is necessary. Studying abroad is also an
important option, because it can provide JTEs the additional advantage of
cross-cultural experience as well as the experience of being in a linguistic
and cultural minority. According to a MEXT action plan entitled “Eigo-ga
tsukaeru nihonjin no ikusei notameno koudou keikaku” [“Regarding the Es-
tablishment of an Action Plan to Cultivate Japanese With English Abilities”]
(MEXT, 2003), the National Center for Teacher Development, a government
body under MEXT, provided overseas training opportunities for 15 JTEs
for 12 months each and 85 JTEs for 6 months each in 2003. In total, then,
only 100 JTEs a year have been given the opportunity for intensive over-
seas training, an enormously small number compared to the nearly 6,000
AETs who have been hired annually through the JET Program. It can also be
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speculated that the lack of extensive cross-cultural or overseas experience
of JTEs might contribute to cross-cultural misunderstandings between JTEs
and AETs.

Another important issue is to lessen or at least call into question the
power of the native speaker fallacy in the minds of both AETs and JTEs. First,
JTEs as well as AETs should recognize the significance of NNS teachers in
EFL settings, who play the crucial role of filling cultural and linguistic gaps
between students and NSs based on close familiarity with the learners and
experience with teaching and learning skills. Although not investigated in
this study, learning/teaching about World Englishes may also lessen stu-
dents’ and teachers’ over-admiration of NSs. Through awareness of varieties
of English in the world, students may be able to establish appropriate goals
and learner identity. In addition, we can consider creating an environment
based on Kubota’s (1999) critical multiculturalism in Japanese educational
settings with various types of EFL teachers. For example, through hiring
NNS AETs from different parts of the world and exposing Japanese learners
to a variety of Englishes and cultures, learners would be enabled to explore
cultural differences without uncritically linking the target language to some
exotic culture and get a better sense of and appreciation for World Englishes.

In conclusion, we should carefully consider power issues of English
language teaching and learning. Through the insightful divergences such
consideration may yield, it is hoped that the Japanese people’s belief in the
native speaker fallacy will be subject to change.
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Endnotes

1. The maximum length of employment for AETs used to be 3 years, but
has been extended to 5 years under the condition that they are well
qualified in regard to their contribution, experience, and motivation.

2. Phillipson (1992) criticized the uncritical belief in the NSs’ superiority
and called this belief the native speaker fallacy—the idea that NSs of
English are per se the best teachers of the language.

3. A TOEIC score 730, or TOEFL score 550, is supposed to be the mini-
mum English proficiency needed for international students to enter a
university in English-speaking countries. According to a MEXT action
plan “Eigo-ga tsukaeru nihonjin no ikusei notameno koudou keikaku”
[“Regarding the Establishment of an Action Plan to Cultivate Japanese
with English Abilities”] (MEXT, 2003), the government expects JTEs in
secondary schools to have the score or above.

4. Assistant language teachers (ALTs) include not only AETs but also as-
sistant teachers of other foreign languages such as French and Chinese.
However, in common parlance, “ALT” is used interchangeably with “AET.”

5. The difference in annual salary between young JTEs and AETs should be
marginal when JTEs’ bonuses are included.

6. For example, Japanese tend to emphasize self-criticism rather than self-
enhancement to fit into the group norm (Kitayama, et al,, 1997), and,
therefore, they may give lower points in evaluating their TT satisfaction
than Americans. It is also expected that JTEs in this study feel reluctant
to give a high score on their own performance out of modesty or polite-
ness in front of me, a Japanese university EFL teacher.



Principles and Practices of L1/L2 Use in
the Japanese University EFL Classroom
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This article considers the issue of classroom language policy in the context of an EFL
environment. Specifically, it focuses on the context of university settings in Japan. Us-
ing a semi-structured format, I interviewed 10 university teachers about their prin-
ciples and practices concerning both teachers’ and students’ L1 use. Policies ranged
from those requiring strict L2 only classrooms to those allowing students to use the
L1 whenever they needed. The policies of most teachers were not constrained by
any institutional requirements or particularly influenced by critical pedagogy or
any language learning theory. Rather, they tended to be determined by pragmatism,
individual beliefs, and personality.
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Keywords: L1 use, teacher beliefs, classroom practice

in both ESL and EFL contexts. Founded on critical social and educa-
tional theory (e.g., Freire, 1972a; Habermas, 1972), critical pedagogy
is an approach to language education which places sociopolitical consid-
erations high on the classroom agenda. It incorporates a set of principles

T he last few decades have seen a growing interest in critical pedagogy
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and practices that aim “not only to change the nature of schooling, but also
the wider society” (Pennycook, 1990, p. 24). However, while taking a radi-
cal critical stance implies emancipatory and transformative action (Freire,
1972a, 1972b; Giroux, 1988), a more practical approach—particularly in
an EFL context like Japan—is reflected in calling curriculum and classroom
practices into question. In following this tendency, and with particular
reference to my own teaching context of tertiary education in Japan, this
article addresses the commonly accepted practice of teachers imposing an
“English-only” directive on the EFL classroom.

Throughout 10 years of university teaching experience in Japan, I have
tended to favor a strict English-only classroom policy, in terms of both teacher
and student language use. However, this is something I am beginning to ques-
tion, from both critical and practical perspectives. Various critical proponents,
in presenting their views on linguistic imperialism (Phillipson, 1992), the
notion of voice (Pennycook, 1994) and participatory pedagogy and education
(Auerbach, 2000), have encouraged a positive reevaluation of L1 use. This has
led me to consider to what extent in the EFL context of Japanese universities
teachers are making a conscious decision to make use of the L1.

There is also a more pragmatic consideration in making a degree of L1
use a logical alternative to English only: the increasingly low-level English
comprehension skills of many 1st-year Japanese university students. In
response to rapidly declining numbers of university-age Japanese following
decades of falling birth rates, many universities may find themselves adopt-
ing a more open policy to student intake by lowering entrance standards.
This is reflected in the English ability of incoming students, which at times
can create something of a classroom dilemma as many have real difficulty in
understanding the most basic native-speaker speech.

In addition to critical and practical considerations, there is a body of re-
search suggesting that L1 use can assist L2 learning at various proficiency
levels, such as providing a sense of security to learners and reducing affec-
tive barriers (see Auerbach, 1993). Moreover, in terms of theoretical sup-
port, Vygotskian sociocultural theory (see Lantolf, 2000), with its concepts
of scaffolding, semiotic mediation, and the Zone of Proximal Development,
provides an analytical framework supporting student L1 classroom use.

However, despite the support of influential theory and research findings
favoring L1 use, much of the anecdotal EFL-teaching literature suggests
that English only, as a guiding principle of communicative methodologies,
remains a dominant practice among native-speaker teachers. I therefore
wished to get a clearer picture of L1/L2 classroom language policies of
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native-speaker EFL teachers at Japanese universities, as well as ascertain
whether their principles and practices reflect a critical or more practical
perspective on language pedagogy.

The L1/L2 Only Debate: A Review

Since the publication of Phillipson’s (1992) Linguistic Imperialism there
has been a radical change in views regarding the issue of the use of L1 in the
L2 classroom. Phillipson’s work has been particularly influential in critiqu-
ing various tenets of the dominant ELT paradigm, such as English being best
taught monolingually and by native speakers. This “monolingual fallacy,’
Phillipson argues (pp. 185-193), is rooted in the maintenance of colonial
power and in misguided and negative beliefs about bilingualism. In terms of
classroom practices, the imposition of an English-only approach can there-
fore be considered as authoritarian and reflecting a supposition of linguistic
and cultural superiority. On the other hand, students’ freedom to use their
L1 represents a liberation and democratization of the L2 classroom.

In an ESL context, proponents of critical pedagogy have argued that learn-
ers’ freedom to use their L1 in the second-language classroom is nothing less
than an expression of “linguistic human rights” (e.g., Skutnabb-Kangas, 1999).
In such a context, English-only policy is seen as being representative of an
ideology maintaining social injustice and existing unequal power relations
(e.g., Auerbach, 1993; Corson, 1999). Indeed, Auerbach critiques the tradi-
tion of emphasizing communicative competence as a primary language goal,
suggesting that the resulting practice of “survival English in an English-only
classroom” (p. 13) restricts ESL students’ participation in society and avoids
classroom communication about the real concerns affecting their lives.

In an EFL context, Cook (2001) points out how a dominant English-only
agenda has led to the use of such pejorative language as avoid, ban, and con-
fess to consistently describe any L1 use. As a result, for many EFL teachers
L1 use is rarely openly discussed, Prodromou (2002, p. 6) observing how
it has become something of a “skeleton in the cupboard,” a guilty secret.
Indeed, some teachers may feel that openly resorting to L1 use represents a
contradiction to their traditional direct-method training.

There are, however, strong pedagogical arguments for using L1 in the
FL classroom. For example, as Weschler (1997) observes, given the actual
time needed to develop any real degree of fluency, limited class time could
be better spent on using the L1 as a means of teaching L2 communication
skills and strategies. The efficiency argument is further supported by Cook
(2001), who suggests L1 use by teachers is more appropriate for task clari-
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fication and can lead to more effective learning. Furthermore, in terms of
authenticity, Clanfield and Foord (2003) support the appropriate use of L1
in a range of activities, from conversation starters to practicing code switch-
ing skills, suggesting that this “reflects the natural interplay of L1 and L2
which is inherent in second language acquisition” (cited online).

Despite strong social, political, and indeed practical arguments for L1
use, caution is needed in simply applying principles of ESL critical pedagogy
to EFL classroom contexts. For example, the motivation of an ESL learner
who needs English to function in society on a day-to-day basis is likely to
be very different to the motivation of an EFL student who is obliged to take
an English credit regardless of interest or study major; as is the case at most
Japanese universities. Also, it is often pointed out (e.g., Polio, 1994) that in
SL settings learners have various opportunities outside of the classroom to
develop language proficiency, but in typical FL environments the amount of
input is highly limited, with classroom time being learners’ only opportunity
to actually use their L2 for developing speaking fluency. This is a particular
concern in the context of Japanese university English education, where most
students have already spent 6 years at high school studying English with
the purpose of passing written examinations but have little to no ability to
actually use the language in any communicative sense.

One way to approach the L1/L2 only debate from a learner-centered per-
spective is to find out what students themselves want in terms of L1 and L2
use. For example, in surveying 300 EFL students with Greek as L1, Prodro-
mou (2002) found that while many agreed that the teacher should know
and use the L1, paradoxically most “feel they should be hearing and using
English” (p. 7), including for procedural uses. Despite encouraging teachers
to take a sympathetic view of learners’ language and culture, Prodromou
concludes from his findings that teachers should not “waste any opportu-
nity to provide students with natural, comprehensible input. Procedural
language in the classroom is too good an opportunity for natural English to
waste on the mother tongue” (p. 7).

Various university instructors in Japan have also offered results from
closed-format student questionnaires to validate the use of Japanese (e.g.,
Burden, 2000; Critchley, 1999; Cullen & Morris, 2001). Critchley surveyed
160 university students and found that 91% expressed “a preference for
some degree of bilingual support in English classes” (p. 13), concluding that
“the English-only paradigm may not be entirely appropriate for Japanese
contexts” (p. 3). However, such comments and findings often serve to reignite
the L1/L2 only debate. For example, in responding to Cullen and Morris,
while McAulay (2002, p. 20) calls for foreign instructors to be “displaying
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bilingual competence in the classroom, on campus and in the community at
large,” Ryan (2002, p. 20) cautions against use of the L1, emphasizing that
we “maximize the opportunities for students to engage meaningfully in the
L2”

But whatever stance is taken regarding this issue, encouraging the use of
English in class can be done in a sensitive and rational way. It need not be
dictated in an authoritarian manner as in the following anecdotal scenario
from Weschler (1997, cited online): “Class. We are here to learn English. As of
today, you are not to use any Japanese in this room. This is an ‘English-only’
class.” Such enforcement of an English-only policy may even extend to such
extremes as fining students for talking in the L1 and demanding they use only
monolingual dictionaries. Critical pedagogues would argue that these meas-
ures reflect an agenda of establishing unquestioned control over learners, and
directly conflict with their freedom of choice and individual learning prefer-
ences. While taking such a dictatorial attitude to classroom language use may
be governed by institutional requirements, or by genuine pedagogical princi-
ple, it may also result from a teacher’s lack of proficiency in the students’ L1.

This leads us to consider the key issue of the L1 (i.e.,, Japanese) knowledge/
ability of native-speaker English teachers. Clearly, in a multilingual classroom
setting the instructor cannot be expected to know the various languages of
the students, and any use of a student’s L1 by the teacher may be seen as ex-
clusionary. However,; in a monolingual setting like Japan the L1 can be used
effectively. Indeed, the main forum for publications by practicing teachers in
Japan, The Language Teacher, has published various articles addressing the
issue of teachers needing a working knowledge of Japanese, including: the
call for native-speaker teachers of English to make the effort to learn the L1
to empathize with learners (Barker, 2003); the need for preparing practical
and instructional L1 phrase lists (Cole, 1998); the development of sufficient
L1 knowledge to make contrastive study part of the language classroom
(Yamamoto-Wilson, 1997); and the highlighting of communicative ability in
Japanese as being increasingly required for jobs (Glick, 2002).

Given these strong arguments for teachers developing L1 ability for class-
room use, it is important to consider a rational and principled approach. With-
out establishing a set of clear guidelines as to how and when L1 is used it may
be difficult for a teacher to monitor not only their students’ use but also their
own. This has resulted in calls for: the deliberate and systematic use of L1
(Cook, 2001); having “the pedagogical framework” in place to support L1 use
(Prodromou, 2002, p. 6); finding a balance that suits one’s teaching philoso-
phy (Bawcom, 2002); teachers to be “explicit with regard to activity, purpose,
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mode and group configuration” (Polio, 1994, p. 153); and the selective use of
L1 “based on critical analysis of their own contexts” (Auerbach, 1994, p. 158).

Despite there being a growing tendency toward recognizing not whether
to use L1 but when to use it, the L1/L2 only issue remains hotly debated. For
some, freedom to use the L1 is an ideological issue based on assumptions
about existing power relations, while for others a strong commitment to L2
use is based on pragmatism and sound SLA theory that underlines the impor-
tance of negotiation for meaning and maximizing L2 input. With this debate
in mind, I interviewed 10 teachers concerning their policy toward L1/L2 use.

Method

Participants

The participants in this research were 10 native-speaker EFL teachers, all
qualified at least to Master’s or Diploma level in TESOL/TEFL or Applied Lin-
guistics. Working at various universities throughout the Tokyo region of Japan,
they teach a range of skills and content classes, to both English majors and
nonmajors. Their average classes are of about 20-30 students, giving them a
clear rationale for using a lot of pair and group work, an important considera-
tion given that I was interested in both teachers’ and students’ language use.
Half of the teachers were female and half male, aged between 30 and 60, and
all had spent between 8 and 17 years teaching either at Japanese universities
and/or high schools. At the time this research was conducted, they were all
colleagues of mine. Five were British, two Australian, two American, and one
Irish. Seven of the teachers were part time, working at a number of univer-
sities. The other three were full time, either with limited-term contracts or
tenured positions. To a certain extent the participants represented a purposive
sample (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2000, pp. 102-104) in that through my
knowledge of these instructors I felt they probably represented a range of lev-
els of Japanese language ability and of views and practices regarding L1 use.

Research Questions

The particular research questions that [ set out to address were:

1. What stance do native-speaker EFL university teachers in Japan take
on the issue of L1 use in the L2 classroom, and how do they rational-
ize it?

2. Do they set specific guidelines for themselves regarding L1/L2 use?

3. Is their policy negotiated in any way or constrained by institutional
demands?
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4. Do any of them have a critical perspective to support or question their
policy?

Data Collection

AsThad specificresearch questions that I wished to address and that I planned
to use as the basis of the discussion section of this paper, I opted for a semi-
structured rather than open-ended style of interview. This allowed participants
to control topic and introduce various related issues regarding L.1/L2 use while
still addressing a set of prepared questions that would form the main structure
of the interview. Mills (2001, p. 285) describes this kind of interview as one that
“combines features of a pre-planned determined framework with scope for the
interviewees to talk at length, go off at a slight tangent, pursue a theme.”

With two colleagues, I piloted a set of interview questions, changing a
number of them, and as a result selecting 14 questions (see Appendix) which
acted as a structured framework for further interviews. Though I found that
to a certain extent interviewees tended to naturally touch upon questions at
various stages in the interview, I did find myself getting them to restate or
clarify at the planned point in the interview. I made this a deliberate policy
during all other interviews, primarily as a way of facilitating the process of
analysis, cross-referencing, and comparison of participants’ responses.

Interview Procedure

The interviews took place either at my own home or at locations conven-
ient to the interviewee. Prior to the interview we spent an hour or so chat-
ting over lunch, provided or paid for by the researcher as a means of thank-
ing the participants. Knowing all of the interviewees quite well as teaching
colleagues was, I felt, an important contributing factor in creating a relaxed
atmosphere for a face-to-face interview.

Before beginning each interview, I stated that I was concerned primarily
with classes they taught that had a major oral component, rather than pure
composition or reading skills classes. I asked permission to record them us-
ing a small unobtrusive portable tape recorder, explaining that only I would
be listening to the tapes and that they would be erased once the piece of
research was completed. [ also clarified the research purpose, for while  had
indicated to them prior to the interview that the topic was related to princi-
ples and practices of teaching, I had not indicated that the specific topic was
L1/L2 use. The main reason for this was that I wanted to ensure a degree of
spontaneity and natural flow in talking about their views and experiences.
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[ was very fortunate that all of the participants seemed to be comfort-
able in talking about the topic and that they were able to do so with little
prompting, encouragement to expand, hesitation, or awkwardness. The fact
that they were all keen professionals, and enjoyed their work and talking
about it, was undoubtedly helpful. Most interviews lasted 30-40 minutes,
with the range being from 25-51 minutes.

Data Analysis

As I listened to each recorded interview, | made summary notes, as well
as paraphrasing and transcribing particularly significant comments. This
amounted to 41 B5 pages, 3-5 pages for each interview. As I planned to use the
research questions as a basis for discussion categories, and in order to assist
cross-referencing of topics, I then made marginal notes for each interview us-
ing the following lettering system: policy and rationale for teachers’ language
use (PR-T); policy and rationale for students’ language use (PR-S). I also coded
comments that suggested a critical perspective (CP); negotiation of policy
(NP); and institutionalized policy (IP). Following this analysis I was able to
cross-reference and bring together common strands of the 10 interviews for
the purpose of presenting results and discussion. In the following discussion,
I have used a simple anonymous coding method of P1-P10 to distinguish com-
ments made by the 10 participants (following Cox & Assis-Peterson, 1999).

Results and Discussion
Rationale for Teachers’ Use of English Only

In terms of teachers’ language use, the majority of participants supported
an English-only approach. One strong pedagogical argument for this was
that if learners know that the teacher will use the L1, then they stop concen-
trating so much on processing information in L2, knowing they will get an
explanation or instruction clarified in Japanese. Also, as one teacher put it,
if students understand that their teacher’s Japanese is good, they will use it
as a “crutch” (P7) and address the teacher in L1. Knowing they can be more
easily understood in Japanese can therefore limit their own opportunities
for L2 practice and for developing the ability to negotiate meaning in the L2.
One teacher observed that “Once you start speaking in Japanese at all then
they don’t work so hard, they don’t listen as hard, they start thinking more
in Japanese” (P5). Furthermore, for those teachers who try to encourage
student L2-only use, it was considered that any teacher use of Japanese can
act like a knock-on effect: “I would imagine if the teacher is using Japanese,
it is giving the go ahead for the students to use Japanese” (P6).
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Another rationale for taking a strong line in using only English focused on
the issue of teachers recognizing their responsibility to provide students with
plenty of rich comprehensible input. A teacher who described himself as “a
100 per cent English-only proponent” (P1) emphasized the need for maximiz-
ing students’ time spent hearing the L2 as they had so little opportunity to
do so otherwise in a typical FL setting (“To be exposed to as much English as
possible in a limited time”). He stressed the importance of developing an ef-
fective teacher talk style, as opposed to opting to use Japanese for explanation
or instructions. It was also pointed out that some teachers may consciously or
unconsciously be using classes as an opportunity to practice their own Japa-
nese rather than trying, and possibly struggling, to be understood in English.

One teacher, who was part of a coordinated program with an institutional-
ized English-only policy, underlined the importance of in-house training and
orientation of teachers, as well as students. He suggested this is especially
important regarding process language, instruction, and task directions,
when the teacher should give “simple instructions, then model” (P2). Fur-
thermore, to facilitate students’ L2 understanding they can be easily and
effectively trained in various listening strategies and in comprehending
instructional, formulaic expressions. This was supported by other teachers
who highlighted essential techniques and strategies employed to effectively
manage their L2-only policy, such as the careful use of teacher talk, mod-
eling, reiteration, conscious recycling of key phrases and vocabulary, effec-
tive use of handouts and board, as well as the need for patience as opposed
to using the L1 when students do not understand something the first time.

Rationale for Teachers’ Use of L1

While the majority stated that they tried to use English as much as pos-
sible, various teachers highlighted the occasional conscious use of L1 for
humor and effect, with the purpose of creating a positive, friendly classroom
atmosphere conducive to learning. For example, this involved using phrases
like “Eigo dake please” (“English only please”) and “Wakatta” (“Do you un-
derstand?”), as one teacher remarked, simply “to get a laugh” (P1). Another
teacher observed, “I use Japanese riddled with mistakes and students just
laugh” (P9), the point being not only to create a relaxed and friendly atmos-
phere but also to communicate the idea that students should not be worried
about making mistakes when using the L2.

The occasional use of Japanese by those considering themselves essen-
tially English-only users was also rationalized as an expression of empathy
(“I'm trying to learn a bit of your language also” (P3), as a convenient and
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simple way of clarifying any confusion regarding instructions or tasks, and
as a “time-saving device” (P3), for example using it for short directions as
in “Issho ni yomimasho” (“Let’s read together”), despite these being—as
one strict English-only proponent pointed out—formulaic and easily learnt
phrases given practice and patience.

There was, however, one teacher among the interviewees who stood out
as taking a particularly proactive stance toward L1 use. He pointed out the
initial important goal of students feeling as relaxed as possible in the class-
room and of avoiding any possible tension or confusion as a result of not
understanding native-speaker English. He considered that teacher use of the
L1 was one way of showing support for students dealing with required Eng-
lish courses that they would otherwise find a real struggle: “If you need to
speak Japanese to a student to help them get through then that is fine” (P9).
The use of “get through” here may reflect how students are seeing English
classes primarily as a chore and an obligation rather than as any useful op-
portunity to develop a skill for their future. Indeed, given that most 1st-year
university English classes in Japan are not optional, there is credence in the
view that we should assist students in “getting through” these obligatory
credits with the minimum amount of stress and discomfort.

Rationale for Students’ Use of English Only

The question of if and when students should use the L1 in class appeared
to be a more divisive issue than teachers’ use. A few teachers expressed a
near zero tolerance to L1 use among students, one suggesting that “If your
target is a certain language then you should try to get the students to use
that language as much as possible. I don’t see how there can be any other
position really” (P6). She also emphasized that students already have a lot of
English from 6 years of English instruction at junior and senior high school,
albeit usually highly exam-oriented, and that the university teacher’s role is
to make them active communicators in the L2 and maximize the opportuni-
ties to use what they have: “It’s there. It's locked away. It just needs the right
opportunity, the right conditions to bring it out” (P6).

One teacher emphasized the need to make an L2-only policy for students’
language use absolutely clear from the beginning (“First day I announce this is
an English-only class,” P10) and to stress that English is a language to be used
for the process of “real” communication and not simply as a product for pass-
ing exams. In trying to establish an L2-only classroom culture, she extends her
policy to all the time that she is actually present in the room. Rather than this
leading to silence among students when the class is formally over, they be-
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come comfortable with their peers in using English for a “real” communicative
purpose: “As I leave [ hear them saying to each other Are you going for coffee?
or Let’s get something to eat” On commenting on teachers who allow students
to use Japanese for the process of naturalistic classroom exchanges, she takes
the opinion that “It’s telling them that English is not for real communication.”

To effectively manage a strong English-only policy regarding students’ use
of L2, teachers employed a range of techniques and strategies of instruc-
tion and classroom management. This involved the teaching of appropriate
formulaic phrases and communication strategies that students could use,
such as language for requesting and giving clarification, and for conversa-
tion expansion. It also involved giving an explicit rationale for an L2-only
approach, outlining how L2 maintenance contributed to grading, and the
orientation of students in terms of attitude and expectations. Class manage-
ment involved such strategies as constant pairing up of different students,
changing topic often, setting task time limits, and cutting short tasks that
proved too challenging for maintaining L2 use. Maintenance of a strong L2-
only policy among students also required constant monitoring and verbal
reminders or “cajoling and coaxing” (P9), as one participant put it.

Clearly, those who adopt a more learner-centered orientation with high
levels of student/student interaction will require considerable management
skills and monitoring if they wish to impose and maintain English-only
communication among students. Other teachers may restrict interaction
to a highly teacher-fronted mode of initiation/response/feedback as a way
of controlling and getting students to talk only in the L2, even though the
quantity and quality of the communication may be very limited with large
classes.

Rationale for Students’ Use of L1

There were a few teachers who, while adopting a strong English-only pol-
icy for their own language use, were more flexible regarding their students.
Examples of when they actively encouraged students’ use of Japanese were
for the purpose of clarifying among themselves a teacher’s instructions and
for peer assessment tasks. One teacher, though strongly committed to using
only English herself in class, stated “I am much more flexible and permissive
about students using L1 among themselves” (P4). She also observed that
her attitude toward enforcing L2-only use had changed considerably over
the years: “I have softened. At the beginning | was much more of the opinion
that it should be English. Speak only English in class. When it didn’t work |
tried to force it, and that made me uncomfortable.”
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Her views in particular raise the issue of the nature of classroom con-
tent and goals as contributing factors to language use policy. If the type of
content is simple personalized day-to-day topics (such as family, food, shop-
ping), L2-only use may not be too demanding. However, if the class content
is more sophisticated, requiring critical thinking skills and greater language
complexity, then enforcing L2-only use will for many students be counter-
productive. Indeed, making this shift from students talking about simplistic,
and perhaps, trivial topics and experiences to discussing opinions, values,
and ideas related to more challenging issues and content may well be a ma-
jor influence on language use policy. Not surprisingly, this teacher’s view
regarding students’ use of L1 reflected a high degree of flexibility and goal-
orientation. Referring to a content course that she taught, she emphasized
that “I wouldn’timpose English only on them...Iwould prefer them to speak
Japanese” (P4). She supported her approach by emphasizing the importance
of plenty of rich L2 input, having respect for students’ self-regulation, and
the influence of Vygotskian sociocultural theory.

Another teacher implicitly referred to principles of critical pedagogy in
supporting students’ use of the L1. While a few teachers were unashamedly
authoritarian in their use of language (e.g., “I say what I want,” P6), and oth-
ers expressed awareness of their position of power (e.g., “I'm not an English
imperialist,” P3), this teacher appeared to be particularly sensitive when
interviewed to using any language that reflected power and control over
students or the exercising of teacher authority (e.g., “I nearly used the word
‘control’ there, didn’t [?” P9). His guiding principles were stated as non-im-
position, communication, and the freedom to speak: “I am not going to stop
anyone from communicating in class.” Students’ freedom to communicate
in the L1 extended to group project work and preparation of presentations
(“I don’t really mind how they get there”). He described L2-only policy as
“another imposition of [ am the boss, [ am the one with your grade” and
commented on such extreme measures as fining students for using the L1 as
being restrictive, controlling, and a reflection of how “the power situation is
made very clear, who is in charge and who isn’t”

While the above teacher’s approach appears to have a clear critical per-
spective in terms of valuing learners’ freedoms and rights to use the L1, it
is still essentially a top-down policy determined by the teacher. This leads
on appropriately to another critical consideration: that of negotiating class-
room language policy.
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Negotiation of Policy

One possibility for getting students’ views on L1 use is at the beginning
of a course to give open questionnaires which may then form the basis for
discussion and negotiation of policy. Auerbach (2000) has suggested using
awareness-raising model dialogues which can present both sides of the ar-
gument and encourage students to discuss their own views on the issue. I
was interested to see whether the teachers in this study used negotiation
not only as a democratic principle reflecting a critical perspective, but also
as a strategy for getting student commitment to L2 communication.

Surprisingly, not one of the 10 interviewees had really used a process
of negotiation of language use policy or of specific occasions when L1 and
L2 use would be appropriate. In fact, in response to the relevant interview
question about negotiation (see Appendix), most teachers offered only very
limited comments (e.g., “no, not really” or “no, not explicitly”) followed by
no further reflection on the issue. However, four of the teachers did offer
other views. One teacher recognized that while “negotiation shows respect,
gives them investment,” his policy was “nonnegotiable” (P8), and he sug-
gested that it would not be a particularly useful process. Another expressed
a similar reserve about the efficacy of negotiating policy. In his case, while
students attending the university’s coordinated English program are asked
to discuss why a strong English-only policy is important, the policy is very
much a “set agenda,” and he considered that once an English-only policy for
teachers and students had been established and rationalized as a feature of
the program, negotiation of one of its underlying tenets would only prove
counterproductive: “What if they come up with, ‘Well, we don’t have to use
English.? What are you going to do?” (P2).

While negotiation of policy was something they had not tried, two teach-
ers seemed to be more open to considering the possibility. One stated after
some hesitation and reflection that he liked the idea and that “I should listen
to their opinions” (P1). Another observed “I have been a bit undemocratic
in that respect” but suggested that students would probably say that they
wanted to speak as much Japanese as possible. She concluded, however, on
a more conciliatory note, that “Maybe they would surprise me; maybe it's
something I'll try” (P6).

Despite not negotiating their L1/L2 policy, the majority of teachers ex-
pressed a strong belief in their approach and that for many of them negotia-
tion could well undermine a policy that they are used to, feel is appropriate,
and feel comfortable with. Indeed, in response to the interview question
about consistency of policy (see Appendix), most said that they had not real-
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ly changed it much over the years, and that it was probably more dependent
on their own personality and experiences, as reflected by such comments
as: “I'm not like that” (P5), “I'm not very good at being hard line” (P4), and
“It’s not my style” (P8). As one teacher concluded on this issue, “I've arrived
at this point of my principles through intuition and pragmatic reasons” (P3).

Institutional Policy

Most teachers at universities in Japan are not generally constrained by
institutional requirements in determining their policy regarding classroom
language use. This indeed was the case with nearly all the teachers inter-
viewed. Some observed that in all their time in Japan they had never seen or
been given any guidelines regarding this issue (“It is pretty much up to the
teacher ... I have never seen anything explicit,” P3). There were two excep-
tions to this that reflect opposing positions. In the case of one university
a change in policy was giving explicit support for teachers to actively use
Japanese when formerly it had emphasized staying in English. However, this
was only done through a relatively loose directive in a teachers’ handbook.
This may reflect an increasing trend in the future as the lowering of English
standards results in some departments advising English teachers that they
can or should use Japanese if students are of such a low level that they can-
not understand even the most basic speech in English.

Though most teachers appear to be at liberty to determine their own
policies, in a few exceptional cases there may be an institutionally determined
policy which demands that teachers and students follow a particular approach
to the language used in the classroom, regardless of individual personalities
or preferences. Indeed, one of the teachers interviewed was part of a program
with a strong institutionalized English-only policy. In-house teacher work-
shops emphasized the importance of establishing a culture among teachers
and students through training and sharing ways to assist in managing classes
in a way that values and raises expectations of an L2-only policy. Student ori-
entation included rationalizing the approach to students, such as explaining
why an English-only class is beneficial and why Japanese is not to be used.

This example of a strong orientation toward L2-only teacher and student
language use has been highly successful in producing and maintaining high
levels of motivation and achievement at a university where students are all
language majors and have therefore made a very conscious and deliberate
choice to be studying English. It is an institution where all the necessary
facilities and support are provided to assist their study, including a state-of-
the-art self-access centre. In addition, while teachers are expected to commit
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to the institution’s classroom language policy, they are also encouraged to be
involved in research and teacher development. This situation, of course, is in
sharp contrast to the situation of most of the teachers in this study, who are
taking decisions independently and unilaterally about their teaching prac-
tices, without constraints, or indeed support, from a coordinated program.

Conclusion

In reviewing the literature for this study, particularly relating to Japan
and other EFL contexts, I found that it was mainly limited to reviewing
arguments for and against L1 use and to student questionnaires about
preferences. There also seemed to be a general view that English only, as
a principle of communicative methodologies, has been the dominant ap-
proach in FL settings, though this seems to be based on presumptions about
pedagogic traditions rather than on findings from rigorous research. [ found
no evidence of qualitative, interview-based research concerning teachers’
actual policies on this issue at Japanese universities, and so there was a clear
rationale for undertaking such a study.

The results showed that 9 of the 10 interviewees tended to follow an English-
only approach concerning their own language use. There was a greater degree
of flexibility in terms of student language use, with only three teachers claim-
ing a near zero tolerance of L1 use among students. Those teachers who used
Japanese occasionally in class clarified the purpose as primarily humor, creating
a relaxed atmosphere, giving instructions and task directions. However, none
appeared to have established a particularly systematic approach with explicit
guidelines regarding the occasions of their own or students’ L1 use.

One teacher’s L1 use was guided by taking a critical approach to language
pedagogy, and another was committed to a strong L2-only institutional
policy. Most teachers, however, emphasized the need for a flexible and
pragmatic approach, especially concerning student L1 use, depending on
student level, motivation, and nature of class content. Above all, teachers
underlined the need to feel comfortable with the approaches that they take,
with their L1/L2 policies tending to be more the result of personal beliefs
and experiences, practical considerations, personality and intuition, as op-
posed to adherence to any ingrained teaching dogma, training, ideology, or
principles of language learning theory.

This study has explored the classroom language policies and the princi-
ples and practices of L1/L2 use by only 10 EFL practitioners, and it is limited
to the context of Japanese universities. It has provided just one method of
undertaking qualitative research in this area. Future qualitative research
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might employ longitudinal individual case studies and classroom ethnog-
raphy over the period of an academic year, involving the triangulation of
various data sources, such as classroom observation, teacher and student
journals, as well as interviews. Specific areas of research might focus on how
L1 use can be systematized, how a strong L2-only policy and L2 classroom
culture is established and maintained, or how classroom language policy af-
fects and is affected by teachers’ personalities and identities.

Acknowledgement

[ would like to give thanks to the two anonymous reviewers whose advice
helped me revise this article for publication, and also to Ayako Suzuki for
providing the Japanese translation of the abstract.

References

Auerbach, E. R. (1993). Reexamining English only in the ESL classroom. TESOL
Quarterly, 27,9-32.

Auerbach, E. R. (1994). The author responds... TESOL Quarterly, 28, 157-161.

Auerbach, E. R. (2000). Creating participatory learning communities: Paradoxes and
possibilities. In J. K. Hall & W. G. Eggington (Eds.), The sociopolitics of English
language teaching (pp. 143-164). Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Barker, D. (2003). Why English teachers in Japan need to learn Japanese. The
Language Teacher, 27(2),7,9-11.

Bawcom, L. (2002). Over-using L1 in the classroom? Modern English Teacher, 11
(1). Retrieved September 24, 2007, from http:// www.eltforum.com/articles/
free/129.pdf

Burden, P. (2000). The use of the students’ mother tongue in monolingual English
“Conversation” classes at Japanese universities. The Language Teacher, 24(6), 5-11.

Clanfield, L. & Foord, D. (2003). Using L1 in the classroom. Humanising Language
Teaching, 5(1). Retrieved September 20, 2007, from http://www.hltmag.co.uk/
jan03/mart2.htm.

Cohen, L., Manion, L. & Morrison, K. (2000). Research methods in education. London:
Routledge/Falmer.

Cole, S. (1998). The use of L1 in communicative English classrooms. The Language
Teacher, 22(12), 11-13.

Cook, V. (2001). Using the first language in the classroom. Canadian Modern Language
Review, 57,402-423.



Ford 79

Corson, D. (1999). English only and social justice. TESOL Journal, 8(3), 18-22.

Cox, M.I. P, & Assis-Peterson, A. A de. (1999). Critical pedagogy in ELT: Images of
Brazilian teachers of English. TESOL Quarterly, 33, 433-452.

Critchley, M. P. (1999). Bilingual supportin English classes in Japan: A survey of student
opinions of L1 use by foreign teachers. The Language Teacher, 23(9), 10-13, 3.

Cullen, B. & Morris, J. (2001). A case for using Japanese in college English classes. On
CUE, 9(3), 4-9.

Freire, P. (1972a). Pedagogy of the oppressed. Harmondsworth: Penguin.
Freire, P. (1972b). Cultural action for freedom. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Giroux, H. A. (1988). Schooling and the struggle for public life: Critical pedagogy in the
modern age. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Glick, C. (2002). Considerations for securing an English teaching position at a
Japanese university (Part 2). The Language Teacher, 26(9), 19-22.

Habermas, J. (1972). Knowledge and human interests. London: Heinemann.

Lantolf, J. (Ed.) (2000). Sociocultural theory and second language learning. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

McAulay, A. (2002). The paradox of enforced monolingualism for incipient bilinguals.
On CUE, 10(1), 19-20.

Mills, J. (2001). Self-construction through conversation and narrative in interviews.
Educational Review, 53, 285-301.

Pennycook, A. (1990). Towards a critical applied linguistics for the 1990s. Issues in
Applied Linguistics, 1, 8-28.

Pennycook. A. (1994). The cultural politics of English as an international language.
London: Longman.

Phillipson, R. (1992). Linguistic imperialism. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Polio, C. (1994). Comments on Elsa Auerbach’s “Reexamining English only in the ESL
classroom.” TESOL Quarterly, 28, 154-157.

Prodromou, L. (2002). The role of the mother tongue in the classroom. IATEFL Issues
(April-May), 6-8.

Ryan, S. (2002). Maximising L2 communication: The case for caution in the use of L1
in the classroom. On CUE, 10(1), 20-21.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (1999). Linguistic human rights - Are you naive, or what? TESOL
Journal, 8(3), 6-12.



80

JALT Journal, 31.1 « May, 2009

Weschler, R. (1997). Uses of Japanese (L1) in the English classroom: Introducing
the functional-translation method. The Internet TESL Journal, 3(11). Retrieved
September 20, 2007, from http://iteslj.org/Articles/Weschler-UsingL1.html

Yamamoto-Wilson, J. R. (1997). Can a knowledge of Japanese help our EFL teaching?
The Language Teacher, 21(1), 6-9.

Appendix

Interview Questions

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

To what extent do you feel you try to follow an English-only policy in
the classroom?

Do you make your language policy explicit to students from the first
few classes?

Do you ever consult or negotiate with students about classroom lan-
guage policy?

Can you give examples of when you use the L1 yourself in class?
How would you describe your Japanese proficiency?

To what extent do you demand and monitor L2 use in pair and group
work?

Do you include staying in English as part of grading, and if so do stu-
dents know this?

What are some of the techniques you use for keeping your students
talking in English?

How do you feel when students don’t use English and how do you
respond?

Do you feel you are generally successful at carrying out your policy?
What are some of the constraints you find yourself under in carrying
out your policy?

Is there a general policy at any of the universities where you teach
regarding how and when English should be used in the classroom?
And if so, do you take that policy into account?

Do you feel your policy and attitudes have been consistent over the
years or have they changed in some way?

Do you think your policy is primarily the result of theory, principle,
intuition, experience, pragmatism, or something else?
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Classical test theory (CTT) has been widely used to estimate the reliability of meas-
urements. Generalizability theory (G theory), an extension of CTT, is a powerful
statistical procedure, particularly useful for performance testing, because it enables
estimating the percentages of persons variance and multiple sources of error vari-
ance. This study focuses on a generalizability study (G study) conducted to investi-
gate such variance components for a paper-pencil multiple-choice vocabulary test
used as a diagnostic pretest. Further, a decision study (D study) was conducted to
compute the generalizability coefficient (G coefficient) for absolute decisions. The
results of the G and D studies indicated that 46% of the total variance was due to the
items effect; further, the G coefficient for absolute decisions was low.
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Classical Test Theory

Classical test theory (CTT) is based on the theoretical foundation that an
observed test score is conceptually composed of true score variance and er-
ror variance.' In other words, the test score variance includes the examinees’
true abilities for a target construct, which the test is designed to measure,
and measurement error, which creates noise in the testing. The underlying
concept of the reliability theory states that if the test succeeds in spreading
the examinees’ test scores relatively along a continuum or exhibits a large
degree of variance, the reliability coefficient is likely to be high. Therefore,
the test can be said to estimate their true ability with relative accuracy. That
is, the observed test scores vary because the examinees behave differently
on the target construct being measured, not because of random noise in the
test (Strube, 2000).

Based on the theoretical foundation, actual mathematical formulas were
developed to estimate reliability coefficients. The core of the reliability for-
mula is derived by dividing the true score variance by the observed score
variance.? The most widely reported reliability coefficient is the Cronbach
alpha internal consistency reliability formula.® If the reliability of a meas-
urement is found to be .80, it indicates that 80% of the observed test score
variance represents the examinees’ true abilities and 20% is the result of
random error creating inconsistency in estimating the examinees’ true
scores. Such error may be caused by examinee carelessness, testwiseness.
or other factors that can result in inconsistency (Brown, 1996). Reliability
is also indicative of consistency. For example, sometimes we can draw the
inference from a reliability estimate that approximately 80% of the time,
the examinees’ test scores will vary in the same ways even if they repeatedly
take the same test.

In CTT, a standard error of measurement (SEM) value for the entire test
can also be calculated to show a range within which examinees would prob-
ably score if they repeatedly took the same test. Based on the reliability
coefficient and standard deviation derived from the test scores, the SEM is
easy to estimate* and interpret. For instance, if the SEM was found to be
2.00 and a particular examinee’s score was 50.00, the SEM indicates that the
examinee’s test scores would fall between 48.00 and 52.00 about 68% of the
time, if the same test were taken repeatedly.

In short, reliability breaks down a set of observed test scores into true
score and error variances. However, CTT can only deal with error variance
as a single entity and therefore cannot deal with multifaceted sources of er-
ror variance. This CTT notion is rather simplistic and not maximally useful
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because it is impossible to define the sources of error. In an actual testing
situation, numerous facets—such as the number of tasks, passages, and
raters—may cause measurement errors. Further, examinees may respond
to such facets in complex ways. Therefore, when numerous facets are in-
herent in a testing situation, the sources of measurement error should be
investigated cautiously.

Generalizability Theory

This section introduces the background of G theory and discusses its ad-
vantages over CTT. G theory, introduced by Cronbach, Rajaratnam, and Gleser
(1963), was extended by Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, and Rajaratnam (1972)
and has been discussed in numerous books on psychological measurement
(Brennan, 1983, 2001; Fyans, 1983; Shavelson & Webb, 1991; Strube, 2000;
Suen, 1990; Thompson, 2003). This theory was developed as an extension
of CTT to investigate the sources of variance in the facets of measurement
and to generalize the universe score or true score in CTT obtained from one
observation to numerous observations (Brown & Hudson, 2002).

One of the powerful features of G theory lies in the first phase of the in-
vestigation called a G study. The multifaceted nature of testing can be broken
down into each of the relevant facets of variance, enabling the study of the
degree to which the facet variances contribute to the total variance of the
test scores. The facets to be examined will depend on the testing situation
involved. In performance testing, typical facets include examinees’ abilities,
rater severities, item difficulties, and occasion difficulties. The variance
components for each facet in a particular testing situation can be estimated
using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedure.

Another advantage of G theory over CTT is that it provides a more ad-
equate estimate of reliability for criterion-referenced tests (CRTs). In CTT,
the variability of the test scores is often highly related to the reliability of
the test. Since the purpose of norm-referenced tests (NRTSs) is to spread
examinees’ test scores out along a continuum, such variance is appropriate
for determining the reliability for NRTs. In contrast, with CRTs, the variance
may be suppressed due to three main factors: (a) small sample size, (b)
homogeneity of students’ proficiency levels, and (c) negatively skewed dis-
tributions of test scores at the end of a course. In CRTs, the sample size is
relatively small because a limited number of students take classroom-level
tests. In a language program where placement tests are administered to cre-
ate homogeneous classes, that homogeneity is likely to suppress the vari-
ance in test scores. Ideally, criterion-referenced items have to be developed
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based on class content, such that if all the students learn all the content,
they should all score 100% on the test. This can create a negatively skewed
distribution that is perfectly logical and as a result suppress the variance.
In sum, the CRT’s purpose remains to estimate students’ achievement in a
specific domain. Thus, CTT reliability does not fit the purpose of estimating
criterion-referenced measurement consistency; therefore, G theory should
be applied to estimate dependability for CRTs. CRT dependability is analo-
gous to NRT reliability in CTT (Brennan, 1980).

Another advantage of G theory over CTT is found in the second phase of
the investigation, called a decision study (D study). In CTT, the Spearman-
Brown prophecy formula® can be employed to estimate reliability with
different numbers of items. However, this formula cannot deal with multi-
faceted sources of error in a measurement. To estimate the dependability of
CRTs in different parallel tests, the index has to be determined based on the
multiple sources of error estimated in a G study. The result of a D study is ex-
tremely useful in deciding how to revise or redesign a CRT. For instance, let
us assume that sections and items are the facets in a given testing situation.
The D study allows for calculating the degree of dependability for different
hypothetical scenarios, that is, based on different hypothetical numbers of
sections and/or items. This constitutes the most practical application of G
theory.

A G study should be carefully designed and conducted to investigate the
variance components for facets in a given test. Depending upon the testing
situation and the measurement design adopted, the study can be designed
as crossed or nested and balanced or unbalanced. If all the levels of one facet
are the same in the levels of another facet, the two facets are considered
crossed. For example, if the five different categories (say Content, Organiza-
tion, Grammar, Mechanics, and Vocabulary) are scored by three raters, the
categories facet is said to be crossed with the raters facet. Alternatively, if all
the levels of one facet are different within the levels of another facet, the first
facet is said to be nested within the second one. For example, if 10 items in
each of three subtests are all different (i.e., items 1-10 are in subtest A, items
11-20 in subtest B, and items 21-30 in subtest C), the items are said to be
nested within the subtests.

If all levels of all facets have the same number of observations per facet
the design is considered balanced. For example, if all three subtests have
10 items each, it is a balanced design. Conversely, if the levels of even one
facet have unequal numbers of observations, the design is considered unbal-
anced. For instance, in a performance test, if three subtests have different
numbers of items (say 8, 12, and 18), it is an unbalanced design.
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Based on variance components that can be extracted using an ANOVA pro-
cedure in a G study, a G coefficient can be estimated. A G coefficient in G theory
is analogous to a reliability coefficient in CTT. Therefore, a G coefficient for
norm-referenced (i.e., relative) decisions for a G study design of p X i can be
estimated by dividing the persons variance component by persons variance
component plus persons-by-items interaction variance component (divided
by the number of items).® True score variance in CTT is analogous to the
variance component for persons in G theory, while error variance in CTT is
analogous to the variance component for the persons-by-items interaction in
G theory. Therefore, G theory is an extension of CTT, but G theory has the addi-
tional benefit of making possible the estimation of separate variance compo-
nents for all possible facets in a testing situation. Under identical conditions,
the magnitude of a Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient and G coefficient for
relative decisions should be nearly equivalent.

However, G theory can also be used to help in making criterion-referenced
(i.e., absolute) decisions based on the extent to which students have mas-
tered a certain domain. In this case, the equation is slightly different from
the equation for relative decisions: here, the persons variance component
is divided by the persons variance component and items variance compo-
nent (divided by the number of items) plus persons-by-items interaction
variance component (divided by the number of items).” The difference
between the equations for relative and absolute decisions lies in how er-
ror variance is defined. For relative decisions, in the present case, the error
variance is defined as the persons-by-items variance component (divided
by the number of items). However, in the equation for absolute decisions,
error variance includes both the persons-by-items interaction component
(divided by the number of items) and the items variance component (di-
vided by the number of items). With NRTSs, administrators aim to estimate
an examinee’s true ability relative to a norm using the test; therefore, the
focus is on persons and the interaction of persons with items, and items
variance itself is excluded from the equation. However, in CRTs, teachers aim
to estimate students’ mastery over the item content or domain; therefore,
the items variance is included in the equation.

A D study is used to answer a “what-if” question in that it is used to es-
timate the expected G coefficients if the numbers of items or raters are set
at various levels. In other words, a D study generalizes the expected G coef-
ficients under different hypothetical scenarios based on the extracted vari-
ance components in the G study. The D study can be conducted by changing
the number of items for either relative or absolute decisions. In CTT, after
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estimating a reliability coefficient, the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula
can be employed to estimate the expected reliability coefficient by increas-
ing and decreasing the number of items in the equation. Although a D study
is analogous to the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula, the former can only
estimate reliability for changes in one facet (usually items). In contrast, a D
study can estimate the expected G coefficients along one, two, or more facets
(e.g., items, raters, subtests, and occasions) by setting different numbers of
facets at the same time (Suen, 1990).

In the field of educational measurement, numerous articles have been
published that apply G theory, particularly for performance testing (Bren-
nan, 2000; Brennan, Gao, & Colton, 1995; Cronbach, Linn, Brennan, &
Haertel, 1997). With regard to language testing, only a few books refer to
G theory (Bachman, 1990, 1997, 2004; Brown & Hudson, 2002). Brown
(1982) first applied G theory to ESP testing. Brown (1993) and Kunnan
(1992) investigated CRTs’ dependability and employed criterion-referenced
item analyses. Lynch and McNamara (1998) applied G theory and the multi-
faceted Rasch model to develop ESP speaking tests. They contrasted the two
analytical techniques. Employing a large data set from TOEFL, Brown and
Ross (1996) and Brown (1999) investigated variance components for the
test takers’ number, items, subsections, and nationalities. They discovered
that the interaction effect caused the most error variance.

In Japanese contexts, few studies have applied G theory (e.g.,, Yamanishi,
2004). Apart from Griffee’s study (1995), which demonstrates the design
and evaluation of CRTs using criterion-referenced item analyses, no other
study has analyzed teacher-made, criterion-referenced language tests.

Research Questions

In this study, a vocabulary test was developed for a particular class and
criterion-referenced item analyses were conducted. What makes the study
different is that the test’s dependability was estimated by conducting a G
study followed by a D study to investigate the optimal number of items and
sections needed to achieve a certain magnitude of the G coefficient. In the
process, the following two research questions were raised:

1. To what extent is the vocabulary test dependable in terms of the G
coefficients for absolute decisions?

2. How many items and subsections are optimal to achieve a certain
magnitude of the G coefficient for absolute decisions?
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Method
Participants

One hundred thirty-one 1st-year university students enrolled in a re-
quired general English course majoring in literature, law, or economics at a
high-ranking private university in the Kanto area participated in this study.
Four reading and listening classes taught by two instructors were selected.
Their goals included improving students’ listening comprehension so that
they could understand English instructions when taught by native or nonna-
tive teachers in the institution and improving their reading skills and speed.
An additional goal included vocabulary development. The teachers set the
following goal for vocabulary development: to get approximately 70% of the
multiple-choice items correct. The test was designed to gauge the extent to
which students learned the receptive meaning of the target words that ap-
peared in the assigned textbook. At the beginning of the first semester, all
students were placed into homogeneous groups according to their level.

Materials

To estimate students’ mastery of the vocabulary items in the assigned
textbook—developed by the English program for a particular course—a vo-
cabulary achievement test was designed and developed. Five chapters were
randomly selected from 10 and the items were prepared. Five target words
were also selected at random from each chapter in the process of preparing
the items; that is, 5 items, from a total of 25, were nested within each sec-
tion. A sentence identical to one given in the textbook was provided with an
underlined target word. All the items were multiple-choice questions, and the
choices were written in English. The students were required to choose the
answer closest in meaning to the target word. A sample item is as follows:

1. The idea of the need for a common language across the
world has become prominent in the twentieth century.
Important

Common

Nonsense

Problematic

ao o

In the above example, the distractors are common, nonsense, and prob-
lematic, which were selected from high-frequency or academic word lists.
The test mainly estimates students’ receptive knowledge and their ability to
gauge meanings from a given context.
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Procedure

First, all the textbook passages were scanned and digitalized, following
which WordClassifier (Denies, 2004) was employed to classify all the words
in the passages in the order of frequency. For each chapter, the target words
were selected based on the results of the frequency count. Preceding the
test development, test specifications were prepared to clarify the test’s
purpose and to set a sample test item. During the first week of class, the
teachers clearly explained the syllabus, including its goals, objectives, and
grading system. While explaining the grading system, they announced that
two tests would be administered, at the beginning and end of the course.
While the pretest encouraged the students to perform well, it did not affect
the students’ grades; however, the posttest score accounted for 15% of their
final grades. After the procedure was explained, the test was administered
in the second week of the second semester in 2005; this was a diagnostic
test to gauge the students’ knowledge of the target vocabulary items before
instruction. The test scores were to be used for the pedagogical purpose of
allowing teachers to focus on helping those students with low scores. For
vocabulary instruction, the teachers presented a list of vocabulary words
for every chapter and provided the Japanese translations and synonyms.
An alternative test form was planned to be administered as an achievement
posttest for the final assessment.

Analysis

All the items were dichotomously scored, with any missing data treated
as an incorrect item. ITEMAN (Assessment Systems Corporation, 1996) was
used for the descriptive statistics, distracter analysis, and norm-referenced
item analyses such as item facility (IF), item discrimination (ID), and reli-
ability. All the responses were entered into Excel spreadsheet format for
conducting criterion-referenced item analyses such as the B-index, agree-
ment statistic (A-statistic), and item phi (¢-index). The B-index indicates
the degree to which a criterion-referenced item differentiates mastery from
nonmastery students. The A-statistic indicates the degree to which students
answering the item correctly are identical to those who passed the test
(Brown & Hudson, 2002). The ¢-index essentially refers to the correlation
“between examinee item and test performance outcome, their mastery of
the item to their mastery of the test” (Brown & Hudson, 2002, p. 126). These
statistics are a family of cut-point indices. Based on the cut-point of the test,
which was set at 70%, the students scoring higher or lower than 18 were
identified as belonging to the mastery or nonmastery groups. XCalibre (As-
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sessment Systems Corporation, 1995) is a software program based on the
three-parameter logistic model belonging to item response theory. It was
used to estimate the KR-21 reliability of the vocabulary test. This software’s
command file follows the same format as that followed by ITEMAN. Subse-
quently, GENOVA (Crick & Brennan, 1983) was used to conduct the general-
izability and decision (G and D) studies. GENOVA enables users to conduct
balanced design G and D studies for random and fixed effects. Here, the G
study was a p X (i: s) balanced design. [ treated sections in the textbook as a
facet for investigating the extent to which sections variance contributed to
the total variance. This design was adopted because five items were nested
in each section. After extracting the variance components for all the effects,
a D study was conducted to investigate the dependability of the test. Then,
the results were processed in Excel spreadsheets.

Results

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics. The mean of the vocabulary test
was 12.37 out of 25; this is desirable because it reveals that the examinees
have not yet mastered all the vocabulary words. However, it would have been
more desirable if the mean had been lower with a positively skewed distri-
bution. This would reveal that most of the examinees had little knowledge
of the target words. Based on the Cronbach alpha and the KR-21, the reli-
ability coefficients for the vocabulary test were found to be .64, indicating
that the CRT spread out the examinees’ abilities fairly well. Or put another
way, the test consistently measured 64% of the examinees’ abilities, with the
remaining 36% occurring due to error. The SEM derived from the Cronbach
alpha reliability coefficient was 2.29, indicating that approximately 68% of
the time, the examinees’ scores would remain in a band that was 2.29 points
above or below their observed scores. However, the coefficients and SEM are
mainly used for interpreting the NRTs’ results.

Table 2 summarizes the item analyses. Despite the fact that the IF and
ID statistics are norm-referenced item statistics, they provide insightful
information for criterion-referenced items. For diagnostic tests, IF values
should be low enough to enable students to participate in class and then
perform well on achievement tests. For instance, the IFs for items 8 and 18
are extremely high at .80 and .81, indicating that most of the students had al-
ready learned the target words before instruction. The mean proportion for
the correct items was .49, which is desirable for norm-referenced purposes;
however, it would have been more desirable for diagnostic purposes if the
value had been slightly lower. Apart from items 8, 18, and 21, which had high
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the Total Score

k N M  Variance SD Skew Kurtosis Min Max Alpha SEM

25 131 1237 1439 3.79 -0.27 -0.45 4 21 0.64 229

Notes. Skew = skewness; Min = minimum; Max = maximum; Alpha = Cronbach alpha;
SEM = standard error of measurement

or low IF values, the remaining items had a large degree of variation. The
items with IF values above .50 tend to be negatively skewed; those with IF
values below .50 tend to be positively skewed. Most of the items have nega-
tive kurtosis values, indicating a flat distribution. Except for items 6, 10, and
20, all ID values were above .20 with a mean ID of .32. In other words, the
items discriminated among the examinees’ abilities. Ten out of 131 students
scoring above the set cut-point were identified as mastery students.

The values of ID and the B-index are quite different. In particular, although
item 20 was a potential candidate for revision from a norm-referenced
perspective, it was a suitable item from a criterion-referenced perspective.
Notice that the values of B- and @-indices were nearly equivalent. Items 1, 2,
6, and 25, which have low B-index and ¢-index values appeared to be prob-
lematic. Notice also that the values of the B-index and A-statistic are quite
different. The A-statistic indicates agreement between answering correctly
or incorrectly and passing or failing the test, while the B-index indicates the
items’ capacity to differentiate between students who passed and failed the
test. Although item 20 is inappropriate from a norm-referenced perspective,
itis suitable from a criterion-referenced perspective because most students
who passed the test got this item correct.

Table 3 shows that the items effect and interaction effect accounted for
46% and 52% of the variance, respectively, accounting together for 98% of
the total variance. Therefore, the total variance was mainly due to items and
interaction effects. The universe score or persons effect included only 2% of
the total variance.

A D study was conducted by using the variance components extracted in
the G study. In Table 4, the dependability of the vocabulary test with the
five sections per five items (k = 25) was found to be .30, which is very low.
If the test were to be revised to contain six sections per five items (k = 30),
the dependability would be .34, a slight increase. Similarly, if the test were
increased to six sections with ten items (k = 60), the dependability would in-
crease by .21. This reveals that a lower number of items and sections results
in unsatisfactory dependability.
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Table 2. Criterion-Referenced Item Analyses
° — -2

2 3 @ x
2 = S & 2 a @ < &
1  Prominent 035 023 063 -163 028 -006 062 -0.03
2 Guarantee 0.66 022 -0.70 -1.53 051 015 038 0.08
3  Emergence 039 024 046 -1.82 027 034 064 0.18
4 Mutual 0.51 025 -0.05 -2.03 024 042 055 022
5  Diversity 0.68 022 -0.78 -142 046 035 040 0.20
6  Civilization 047 025 0.14 -2.01 0.19 0.04 0.53 0.02
7  Ethnicity 050 025 0.02 -2.03 034 022 053 012
8 Clash 080 0.16 -1.53 034 043 021 027 0.14
9  Scarce 055 025 -020 -199 036 027 050 0.14
10 Tremble 039 024 046 -182 0.18 034 064 0.18
11 Equivalent 0.27 020 102 -097 032 068 079 040
12 Clinging 0.67 022 -0.74 -148 037 025 039 0.14
13 Dwelling 041 024 036 -190 032 053 065 0.28
14 Excavation 038 0.24 049 -1.78 023 045 066 0.25
15 Glimpse 034 023 067 -158 020 049 070 0.28
16 Restrict 0.65 023 -063 -1.63 058 038 043 0.21
17 Intimate 0.60 024 -039 -187 033 022 045 0.12
18 Domestic 081 016 -1.59 054 047 021 027 0.14
19 Bury 037 024 053 -1.75 035 035 066 0.19
20  Gullible 0.50 025 -0.02 -2.03 045 021 053 0.11
21 Intimidate 0.15 012 204 219 -0.01 0.17 082 0.13
22 Distinct 029 021 094 -114 027 023 071 013
23 Substitute 056 025 -0.23 -198 034 0.15 047 0.08
24  Sophistication 0.59 0.24 -0.36 -190 032 023 046 0.12
25 Ignorance 048 025 0.08 -2.03 0.22 013 053 0.07
M 049 023 002 -141 032 028 054 0.16

Note. Skew = skewness; Rpbi = point-biserial correlation
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Table 3. Variance Components for the G Study

Source Variance components Standard error Percentage
p 0.003534 0.001016 2%
s 0.000000* 0.006504 0%
iXs 0.091668 0.027881 46%
pXs 0.001102 0.001486 1%
pXis 0.104974 0.002910 52%
Total 0.201277 100%

*After Brennan, (1983, pp. 47-48), the negative variance component found for this
facet was rounded to zero.

Table 4. Dependability for D Study

Items
Sections 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
3 0.05 010 0.14 017 021 024 027 029 032 034
4 0.07 012 017 022 026 029 033 036 038 041
5 0.08 015 021 026 030 034 038 041 043 046
6 0.10 018 0.24 030 034 038 042 045 048 0.51
7 0.11 020 027 033 038 042 046 049 052 0.54

Items
Sections 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
3 036 038 040 041 043 044 046 047 048 049
4 043 045 047 048 050 051 053 054 055 0.56
5 048 050 052 054 055 057 058 060 061 0.62
6 053 055 057 058 060 061 063 0.64 065 0.66

7 0.57 059 060 062 064 065 066 0.67 068 0.69
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Figure 1. Graphic Representation of the Dependability
for the D Study

Discussion

This section discusses the study’s research questions, mainly based on the
results of the G and D studies.

1. To what extent is the vocabulary test dependable in terms of the G coefficients
for absolute decisions?

Two potential reasons for the lack of variability in the persons effect are:
(a) sample size and (b) group homogeneity. Nationwide NRTs or placement
tests are administered to numerous examinees; however, CRTs are usually
administered to relatively small, homogeneous groups of students. The sam-
ple size in this study was 131, which is comparatively small from a norm-
referenced perspective. Further, examinees with different backgrounds and
proficiency levels take NRTs; however, a nearly homogeneous student group,
similar in educational backgrounds and proficiency levels, take CRTs. In this
study, the test was administered in four classes that two teachers were in
charge of. With the exception of one class—identified as a high proficiency
group based on a placement test—the proficiency levels of the classes were
similar.

Because five items were nested within the corresponding chapters, a G
study design of p X (i:s) had to be adopted. The results showed that no sec-
tions effect was observed. Some students studying only particular chapters
of the assigned textbook and not the other chapters might yield sections
variance in the posttest score. However, at this time, the students had not
studied the textbook. Thus, it was reasonable that no sections variance was
observed in this pretest because it did not test how many students had
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learned the target words in each chapter. Another possibility was that this
multiple-choice vocabulary test was context-independent (Read, 2000).
That is, the examinees were able to answer the test items correctly without
referring to the context or reading the embedded sentences.

The large variability in the items effect was an interesting result because,
thus far, no studies have yielded a similar degree of variability. For NRTs,
the persons effect should be large, whereas the items effect should be about
one-third less than the persons effect (Brown & Ross, 1996). However, for
CRTs, because students are homogeneous in terms of their proficiency level,
the persons variance may be low. In addition, since a CRT should be based
on items that measure a certain criterion or objective, the large amount of
item variance found here may be desirable.

Due to low dependability, the items should be revised. Table 2 shows that
the IF values range from .15 to .81. In a diagnostic test, it is desirable that the
IF values be generally low, indicating that students have not yet learned the
words. The IF values for items 8 and 18 were relatively high compared with
the other items, and therefore, they should be excluded from the test. Fur-
ther, based on the values of the B- and ¢-indices, the items with low values
should be revised. Items 1, 2, 6, 17, and 25 are the candidates for revision.
For example, in item 1, students were made to choose the word closest in
meaning to prominent from the following four choices: (a) important, (b)
common, (c) nonsense, and (d) problematic. The correct response is (a). The
distractor analysis reveals that the IF values for the four choices were .35,
.19, .06, and .40 and the ID values were .28, .42, .03, and .08, respectively.
Although ID is a norm-referenced statistic, it can prove useful during the
revision of the items. The ID for choice (b) is higher than that for (a), indi-
cating that students with higher scores are more likely to choose (b). The
two words, important and common, are synonyms for prominent; therefore,
both may be correct. However, students with high scores selected (b). Thus,
(a) should be replaced with another word so as to function as a distractor
and (b) should be the correct choice.

2. How many items and subsections are optimal for achieving a certain magnitude
of the G coefficient for absolute decisions?

The Cronbach alpha was moderate, at .64. Although the purpose of this
CRT was not to spread students’ test score, there was moderate consistency
in the test scores. As can be seen in Table 3, the dependability for this CRT
was .30. Similar to the classroom tests analyzed in Brown (1993) and Kun-
nan (1992), this test, too, was not as dependable as expected. First, the G
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coefficients for absolute decisions are generally lower than the Cronbach
alphas and G coefficients for relative decisions (Brennan, 1980). Second,
since these test scores did not affect their final grades, some students may
not have taken the diagnostic test seriously; this was a low-stakes test.

Table 2 reveals that the variance component for sections effect was zero.
In other words, adding another section to the test would have no effect on
its dependability. The results of the D study are presented in Table 4; they
reveal that increasing the number of items could contribute to the variabil-
ity in the students’ test scores and produce a higher dependability because a
large variability was observed in the items effect. However, the administra-
tion time would be longer. In this testing situation, the test should not take
over 20 minutes. While developing a test, teachers have to consider depend-
ability and practicality. Finding the “happy medium” (Brown, 1996, p. 34)
is the key for revising the test to ensure that it is dependable and practical.
The maximum number of items that can be incorporated in the test are 40
because of time constraints in this testing situation. Otherwise, students
would not be able to complete the test within the stipulated 20 minutes. If
the test contained 40 items, then, based on the D study, the dependability
would be .41.

Conclusion

In this study, G theory and criterion-referenced item analyses were ap-
plied to revise a CRT. While NRTs are used to spread examinees’ test scores
out, CRTs are designed to estimate students’ mastery of specific objectives
or language points. The B-index, A-statistic, and ¢-index were used for the
criterion-referenced item analyses; G theory was also applied to estimate
the dependability of the domain score. In addition, the study showed that
a G study can capture the multifaceted nature of testing by examining the
degree to which the facets (sections and items nested within sections in this
study) contribute to the total variance. A D study was applied to determine
the optimal numbers of items and sections needed to make the test more
dependable and practical in a revised version.

Before developing the test, it is crucial for teachers to thoroughly concep-
tualize its design in terms of purpose, content, procedure, target domains,
number of items, sections, constraints, and analyses. Test specifications (a)
are a good way to describe the design, (b) can guide test development, and
(c) can serve as the basis for validity arguments to defend the diagnostic or
achievement decisions that affect students’ lives.
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Often, preparing and marking a test is a cumbersome process that causes
teachers to lose interest in analyzing their own tests. Teachers who neglect
this procedure as part of teaching practice should recognize the importance
of learning from the data. Sometimes, the expected result can differ com-
pletely from the actual results; therefore, the data analysis should be consid-
ered as part of good practices that confirm the extent to which expectations
and results match.

The classroom tests must be developed before the actual teaching occurs
so as to enable teachers to be aware of what is going to be tested; this will lead
to the implementation of successful teaching-to-test instruction with the ob-
jective of maximizing students’ achievement. Further, diagnostic tests are not
often administered as part of teaching practices because the administration
of tests takes up class time. However; the results can provide a great source of
information, helping to identify misplaced students or mismatches between
the students and the class objectives. In this study, 10 students scored higher
than the stipulated cut-off based on the diagnostic test administered in the
second semester. However, for reasons yet unknown, the students did not per-
form well in the placement test and were therefore not placed in the correct
class levels. It is possible that they effectively learned vocabulary during the
first semester or the summer vacation. If a large proportion of students scored
above the cut-point, it is possible that the objectives were not set properly.
Here, most of the students were nonmastery students; therefore, it was not
necessary to change the materials or redesign the objectives.

The result of diagnostic tests can also be used for pedagogical purposes:
to identify students’ strong and weak points. The teaching should focus on
the objectives that were not attained by students to enable them to achieve a
high score on a posttest. In order to examine the score gain, it is recommend-
ed that the students’ pretest scores be compared with their posttest scores.
This procedure is termed intervention strategy (Brown, 2005). Study of the
score gains can serve as empirical support showing that learning has taken
place. Conversely, if gains are not observed for certain objectives, teachers
should reconsider their teaching plans to better enable effective learning.

Five different kinds of software were used in this study. Apart from GEN-
OVA, the other four software programs are quite user-friendly. The teachers
can refer to the output to confirm whether their experience-derived teach-
ing is suitable for the actual outcome of the teaching. Although this requires
hard work, it is definitely beneficial in terms of improving teaching.

Two limitations are inherent in this study. First, further investigation is
required to determine which criterion-referenced, multiple-choice vocabu-
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lary test items are valid. Second, replication studies should be conducted to
investigate how the magnitude of the G coefficient for absolute decisions in
criterion-reference language tests would change in different testing situa-
tions. In spite of the fact that CRTs are frequently used by many teachers,
studies on CRTs are rarely conducted. Additional studies on this issue are
needed of other language programs in Japanese university contexts to reveal
ways to prepare dependable and valid CRTs.
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Endnotes

1. X=T+E
where: X = observed score
T = true score
E = error

2. r_=0°(t)/ (c*(t) + 6°(e)
where: r = reliability
0“(t) = true score variance
(o?(t) + 6%(e)) = observed score variance
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a = (k/k-1) (1-X0?(1)/(c*(¢) + 0*(e))

where: o = Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability
k = number of items
Y 6%(i) = sum of items variance
(o?(t) + 6%(e)) = observed score variance

SEM = SDXf(l -r.)

where: SEM = standard error of measurement
SD_= standard deviation of the test score
r_ = reliability

r,=kr /(1+(k-1)r )
where: r = estimated reliability when the multiple of test
items is setat k
k=number of items
r = reliability

Ep*(8) = o*(p)/(0*(p) + o*(pi)/ni)

where: Ep?(5) = G coefficient for relative decisions
o?(p) = persons variance
o?(pi) = persons-by-items interaction
ni = number of items

Ep*(A) = 0*(p)/(c*(p) + (o*(i)/ni) + (o*(pi) /ni))
where: Ep?(4) = G coefficient for absolute decisions
o?(p) = persons variance
o?(i) = items variance
o?(pi) = persons-by-items interaction
ni = number of items
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Effects of Task Complexity, L1 and
Proficiency on the Use of Referential and
Passive Forms in L2 Japanese Discourse

PR EF (EMEE BW3I)
EBEZ2XF

This study investigates how task complexity, learners’ L1 backgrounds, and profi-
ciency levels influence the ways in which learners introduce and maintain referential
topics in L2 Japanese oral narratives. Narrative discourse produced by two groups
of learners of Japanese, one whose L1 is typologically parallel to and one whose L1
is distant from Japanese (Korean and English, respectively) was investigated at two
different proficiency levels (intermediate and advanced levels, based on the ACTFL
guidelines). Native speakers (NS, hereafter) and nonnative speakers (NNS, hereaf-
ter) of Japanese constructed two narratives: looking at a series of pictures, and re-
constructing a story after seeing a silent film. The former task was supposed to elicit
narratives in a "here and now" context (H/N, hereafter), while the latter, in a "there
and then" context (T /T, hereafter). The latter task is considered more complex than
the former, as in the T/T task, the speakers would need to code, store, and search the
content of the story in viewing the film as well as retelling the story, and thus it is
cognitively more challenging than the H/N setting.

The results showed that different narrative tasks brought out differing topic
management patterns in both NS and NNS narratives. Especially notable was that
the task complexity affected the L2 Japanese narrative discourse produced by lower
proficiency level English speakers. The T/T narrative task revealed higher grammati-
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cal accuracy in English speakers’ narratives, such as the use of NP+ga’ and non-use
of particle omissions. Yet, English speakers under-produced zero anaphora in their
T/T narratives, whilst the production of zero anaphora reached target-level in their
narratives in the H/N context. In contrast, Korean speakers showed consistent
grammatical accuracy irrespective of task types or proficiency. It was argued that
positive L1 influence was observed in Korean speakers’ Japanese L2 narratives in
referential topic management, and negative L1 influence was observed in English
speakers’ corresponding narratives, as Korean and Japanese share comparable
linguistic features with respect to code topic continuity and discontinuity. While Ko-
rean speakers showed similar patterns of use of particles and zero anaphora to NS of
Japanese throughout the narratives, their performance in the production of passive
structures differed from NSs, and resembled the performance of English speakers.
As proficiency increased, both learner groups produced more passive structures.
The advanced level learners produced nearly twice as many passive structures in
H/N than T/T, whereas task complexity did not have an influence on the number
of passive structures produced in NS narrative discourse. Moreover, even advanced
level learners in the H/N context produced fewer instances of passive structures
than their NS counterparts. It is argued that this resulted from the different ways
in which Japanese and English/Korean speakers place their focus in developing a
story in their L1. Specifically, Japanese tend to place their focus on the main char-
acters and tell a story from their viewpoints, whereas English and Korean speakers
put their focus on action or fact. Japanese speakers in the current study kept main
characters in the topic position; sometimes as agent in active structure, other times
as patient in the passive structure. English and Korean speakers tended to switch
the topic of the sentence between protagonists and antagonists, instead of keeping
the protagonists in the topic position, and as a result, produced fewer instances of
passive morphemes.

AR, FEEORE, AARERET, FATOEMIED, FIT4THGEDNEY I E
dES E;g%uﬂﬁbﬁ_:b@fﬁé BEERE - WRE A REFEE T 5 - L NIV D HAGE ?E%c‘:

AARERERGEE C, HORNCHDbDEME T 5T T 747 (FIRFZEH :H/N) &, fLigITHED 72
ﬁ§6f“§’§‘5ﬂ'7747(3FI:JH#7£F'HEJ:T/T)’EDEET%%OTBBO?:O

BREEIRE RS IR REH TR, B & OB OB )R 5, Y 2 E BRI RL<H
Sl >THD, YAV TDAREILIRMN oIz, e & BN T, T/TY AV D HAH/INKD B
FDIEAZ S E I HAICH 7228, CORIGDE EeEJL'C WSH/ND T3, pEHEIG L
Too ZHRBUCHL T, FEEM ) —7Eb, AREREGELOERENDiah -k, Z
S, LM E IS BAGEGEE /NS — > E KR DI, - #EE R GE /NS — > DN R
HWOEHBDENENSE TEHNZbDIEEBbN%,

Keywords: Japanese oral narrative, task complexity, referential topic
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L ®IC

XIRANTOEEHHAZERTHHEEERSELZOZATIE. R RNEY Y
DY) 7B A HEREN, WIEEFAGE D —B kM EIC DN s —EHZERZAS N TN
Do KFERICBITD Ry 7o EOE S 2RI Y—h—& LT R4 oligin
METENDN, HARECHEREREOSETIE. NEY 7 OMEFHMEOE W6 % R
BRI B OAE. B6, YOlsoM HEEIc Az s5ns, !

—E5 (L2) #0509t (Nakahama, 2003a, Polio 1995, Yanagimachi
2000%) TlI, YOl oy i, 2 FEOAARER I EHKITHZIS &N
HHSMNZ/E 2 TS, £z, JEEEHARGETIINEy 7 DG EN BN E W eI
LEMEY—H— EEETIIE . BHAETIE N3 ) oA NEGEEORNAEMEY
—H— (FEEETIIAEERH. HARGETIE DY) KDEENRRENWZENRN> TS

(3 - FR1990, Chaudron & Parker 1990, Clancy 1985, Huebner 1985, Master, 1997,
Sakamoto 1993%%) . LA L. Nakahama (2003b) TIZHARGEFEFICE>THEETH
AHEEIND [ ITBNTH, HERFEIGEUILZBF O S AT LE D@ EZEZ R~
FEETREEFITE ST FIFHRL NV T AARFEREERSE (NS) S[Ekk. Y]
IAEHMNBEEINTNB I ENRESNTN S,

Fie. H AT DEHEMEDYIRERRGEIC BT DA DIERENE. 365G D MM B O
HICHZ 2 E OV THIEMIN TS (Robinson, 1995) T&EM 5. ARIFZETIE, 24
BHEOREE AARGEEHRENEY AT OBEHMEMEN. L 2YIREAGEDEA - EBRIZHBT
BBy 7GR EEORIR (BAAMNIIE REBER EZGEHOMEM) [T IZT#
BAERHSMNITHZIEEZHNET S,

SEATHRSE
RGN TDORE Y 7 &P

Givon (1983) 1d, #KFEE VDB DI, LMETHEEINTBD., W DNDHEIN
MAESNTROIN DT —VEEELTIADREZELRL, K0 —BltEEA
FTHERERERELT, NEY 7 OE M - e IEE2 R T TS, ZDGCivondD 5
SEENEY 7HEBGEOREIZLD &, KFENOERER>TWAROEGED S
WhEw 713, YOG TSN, FHERE LU THERICEAI N, BB IEER
Y7, BRI OLTFAA TR ENS, Tabb, WEKGHIIBWLT, a4
WEBANEAT BRI, SEE A TEL, SEORNEYy 7 EUTHER SN, #if5
LTCENEINIEAT. POlEELTRENDZENIDTH D, Givéon (1983) ®
Tomlin (1990) 72 EDHERESFELHRHZ DB A TIL. NEY DA - HEFE T 70bbBaE
FEMREENTRE Y 72 WNTEYNCE LTINS T kgE0—BMENE A
INBHENDDTH D,

WEETIE, FEEEAICD. A+ REEFEE AL, —EEAINEZHD, T
ROBIERICOWTERTA A, Lia+EEmaeATson 7oLy
AT THDHEINTND, £/, FFEORE Y Z7ELTHERE L TE LT DAL R4
FAA)AME FH S35 (Chaudron & Parker, 1990) » F3UIK L, HAFETIE, FHEE/REY
7 DAETH LWIERARIZOWTERT AT BIFE 153 2 Hv, BEHOE R
SUEBhE N3 2HWS, kbEWREY 72 RS 7201213, YOl
W55 (Hinds 1983) . BEEFETORNE Y 78 A - HERF D/ — I HARGE S ERIL
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THBO., HLWR RN REZAT BRI [7}/0] ] 2, BEAIOFERARICIT /&) 2
Fv, FEY 7 ER B SPNIE, TR ME A SN S (Kim 1989) .

Rt A TDFri b « BRI B 1 BB 5 it st

Li & Thompson's (1976) D - FiA e BRI E T )L 248 H L 725D HICidf
FA] - BN EEICBITDE—SE (L) oD FEBRBIIOVTERINZHO
M 5M (Fuller & Gundel 1987, Gundel & Tarone 1983, Huebner 1983, Jin 19942%) .
RIZHE— U7z RIS ST WV, Huebner (1983) ®°Rutherford (1983) 2N S 76
HOVIHDERICBWTH O NS BHEEBEE, BEENS DS BB ETBRETI0
12 L. Fuller & Gundel (1987) Tl Y ORIEOHIRIL, #IHICHES N5 3 8 5Lk
DEPED—DDE R TH D EIREL TS, LinL]Jin (1994) %Polio (1995)
DT o7 FEEB S EE DB EMZE Tl Fuller & GundelNFIEL 7=, HEOWIHHIZ
Aons s FEEBMEIIR SNl ENG, FEEBO S ERITIEIN
5T &E75577, Polio (1995) . Nakahama (2003b) Tl TNZENHEZEEE. HA
BEBICBWT BB EEERSEEZ O DEEHICESTH, ML NLTIE B
OISO FISREE ThH o7l ENHE SN TN S,

—AFR-ZAFR - Z AR D 3D T T 71 7 % LL# 4347 L7z Yanagimachi (2000) O
WETlE. BB HAOBEDRHNZN—AFR - ZAFD T T T4 TDH A,
YOS OEAICREIL N>/ D D, HSHEERDTHEEZLTNSENI T A
AU, B E R M OMGERICK EIENINTH I EN ST,

ZDYanagimachiDFFEFER NS BRI MN DI DI, L MEY 7 EHOEH2 B
HIZHATH 5. HABIVHEMOERZRF DS ETHDHDITH L., HiE, HE
EPEELSIIEEREMNOSETHLIERASNTHBY (HELEICET25EL
WEEIIKR19852R) . HAEZNFEET2EE . A5 H A2 BEDBGAY
IZH T TDINMZHTHEEREL TNV DITH L, HEREDRFEFZE DA,
o7 BRIZENEH TH, HARFEREERE T BE ME S B<7d,
DA EREY 7 HEOEWLE (EEOME) ITBWEEE, #Z2RECZHERD
FHAREICED, A= —ZREAL TWHEHANES NS, FEEMNOSEE
R DR ENHAGB LG LU, B2 B2 oM AL, EfL iz
EoTH, REEFEHICHARKRIBICTESEAIND DT EMHEINTNS (82001,
Nakahama 2003b, HIfX 1995, #%31996, Yanagimachi 2000%%) , &7z, D CiEIEH
ICHANTH, HEDZHRIT, FEECE>THENLIORETH D EHDN->T
W5 (HF, 1996, 1997) . ZNHDFERNS, HADBE HEWIH S - BHRO S8
IRHEICEELTIE, BENH L WEWSZZIT TR/, BEEEMN S O BRI N
NWEWDZENDIND, (BROEER. 38 DMHM I DWTOFEL WERITOdlin,
2002, 2005% & MRD &)

Nakahama (2003b) TIZREEENS OE BB 2 HE T 520, BEE S KEL R
LT HEEEI—T (BT - Bk b bR AU, FOREER, SmERES S
DFFET, [N ML REOUFEOEHICRENS DIEDEBNRZITE N0
O, FORBOFERHICBNTIE, T R LRIV TIEEE O S ENHR N EOiBE
DWFFIT I 7= EDN 0Tz, Tz, FREFZICEALTIE. AAEENRE RN
&I OEENEHLL, NE) TIRASNTWAEZENN0, E (HAGETIET
13 HWEETIIE R (the) ) OBENARENE (HARETIE Y | HEETIIAE w7

(a, an) ) DFHLDIEITTDERINTWDIETIIZE (HAGEE 3 Clancy 1985,
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Sakamoto 1993%%, J2EE %13 Chaudron & Parker 1990, Huebner 1985, Master, 1997
HBIOIL) o, EMEETSEHROMEHENT T2 AMCED S T HEEIRRL
SN, TOIEANFGEEICEFIUIE Z TN ENWDIFZERER (Andersen 1977, 3L
2005, Huebner 1983% &) 2 g5 & &7no7z,

HORZH DM aHEE LIz S A h—1) — 2R3 5575 (Here and Now, AR
H/N) TF—% {4 %17 57=Nakahama (2003b) T3, &5 MEw ZHE G LD &N
XRICBWT, SN2 SERRE 0 BE LB O OISO HE 513, &
FEERFEETAHAERHR T L NILT61.3%, 1 EL X)L TIE84.8% TH o7, <
UKL, AR 2 B 2% TAR—U—2 B0 LN S BRER T 25 (There
and Then, EAFT/T) OHiH %% /= Nakahama (2003a) OIe:EREEERE O HAE
kL )L Tl Ol Ml A ZRN56% TH 722 En s, Y ORISOME FHRICY 27
DOFEE (5T 54 THIHE) DS HhOEEE KT U REEIVRIBES NS,

Robinson (2003) I2&% &, MY A7 HE Y A7 X0 EBEDOAM N E
<, ZOARDOBNNEEZOFREOLEMNE, FGE, MR EZRITTELT
W5, T/ITEHINDY A7 & HNTH D E, BiE T BB, Y ONAEZ R
)BT K0P, REERLRT RSN En G, H/NIZ RGBT TEHEN
WADZEMS, KVEMBRY A7 THDHES A5 (Ishikawa, 2005) . ZDFHINE T
DEHEDERN, ZDDOY A TOREy ZEGEEOEWIRICBIT2EOis &
SERLTNOEHEI SR EZMELIZO TR RWNEEZI S NS,

H/INET/TOH A KD ERINZIEFEDL2T T T4 T I RS NBIEDIERE
P, EHEVE, WG &2 B0 > 721 7%1ZRobinson (1995) 733 %, RobinsonDHf
FICEBDE, FATELTOBMEEDENWT/TOHD, HithESN/=F 554 TOXLED
EREME - EHEEDNE N E VWD T EMD Mo Tz, SHEDIERMIED—DELT, Ea D
FAZDWTELRL TV, T/TOHM, HINKD HEFADIEFANSE N ENRES
1TW3, Robinson (1995) 13 T/TICR 5N AEFROILE RO E SIZDWT, Bz
BT LU TOSH/NIZEAR, GEEN, HEEZSIEBNT HHRtEod A =1
—ERE T L0, ZREEB RS TV FER, T/ITOY A7 TLOEWIEREE
NEHNTZOTIEZRNNEL TS, 12, Robinson (2004) ($F2HMKEE (Cognition
Hypothesis) &UTC, BHEMEDE WS A1, 2EENRAFF O HBNEROIE %
KNELBIEHT, EIBATWD, DL b, L CERRA 7 BT SE ORE R 2 B £
Z. BWZETIE, LT D2 DDOWFFER B 25N T D 2 2R A D,

WFFER A

1) AAGE MG 2 SRE2 REEE T 2 A B B CME L2536 2 REGE
ICEDFAEEM T, WIREAGEHCBIT S N Ey VE AN DFEEIERNRS
N5Mm,

2) ZAY DEHMED, FEEDOPEY VERICEDI DR BE R T DN, £z,
G A DEMEIEINGA DB, FHEEERREE THEET 200,

Jitk
B

RFFEDOHIRH L, HATHARZ FELTWD, EiE 2 R ST 2Pl )b
(EM) 11%4. E#L-~)L (EH) 104, $EFEZ REEET DL )L (KM) 1044,
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L)V (KH) 1044, ROHAFEREGE (NS) 1054 TH o7,

HAGEIERIFEGRZE OB E DL NIV T TH D0, KWFFED Y A7 %17 S i
IZ. Simulated Oral Proficiency Interview (SOPI) D& AV D—HRZEIT>THSENZ,
ACTFLAA RIA NHEEDE, EFNWHEHEDOARGERR N ZHE Lz, k. Filk
FEHEINZFEERZTRN—T1, ER th, BEEHEESN -5 E2 Bk
TIN—=TVHRD 3T, TNZENDLR)VINGE =DF DSOPIY A7 DT —4 2 AE
ZiH U, BUDOSOPIFEMZE IC L NIVHIELTH SN, AEfliE D E fEl: 2 -
& ZA, Cohen®DH v/ #¥k130.86 T, FHHE D —FBEN BN &N o7z,

BB E DL EIINS (20.35%) « EM (21.55%) . EH (26.85%) . KM (23.05%)
KH (24.25%) . B EbIENS (8:5, %:5) . EM (6:5) . EH (6:4) , KM (6:4)
KH (3:7) Tho7z. HAREFEE, HARFEEADOEEIZNEN, EM (50.747
H.9.54H) . EH 64.75H. 325 H) . KM (18.94 H. 9.55 ) . KH (57.3» . 18.3%
H) THhH-7z,

SR (HINFXZET/TYXZ)

HIROH/N, 37205, HORIZH M a2 T 95, R TOAN—U—H
HT = DI LFDIRN UMD LT Aa N 5725854 Frog, Where Are
You? (Mayer 1969) ZfifHL. ZNZRANS AN —HELZLTHE>%, £
7o, EFREZEFTOAN—U —HEE, TRDET/TY A7 E LTI, TSR E Winter
Carousel (from The Cameraman’s Revenge and Other Fantastic Tales by Image
Entertainment) Z £ @& L7214, GE2BHOPF TEEOT, Bz L1, £ DN
EHWFICOETESTHS 57, F MYAVEDHEFTEE30 T HUANTETIDK
SITHEREL Lz, EE50MEED. 34 (L) OEANRNBD, ZN5 ZH0 &<
BHEEDOZRZAY) (B NHTETAR—U—DNERINTHENSIHDTH
%, Robinson (2001) FDEITHIIE T, ¥ AV DIEFN S B IR B e KT ]
RRIEAVRIRESNTWAD L E M E A, B R/NRICT 2720, ETOT)I—T D+
7 DHERFEVIH/N=—>T/TONRIZ, BDFNIT DM DNRAF TAN—U— 2L
TbHolk,

FI T4 TOMEFIL. FE LTI 2 4L U, B EFIE ERISHEA,
FEERISAH D BREEICMA, L FIIFEARMITHEEF THELTHE o7,

T4 07 T %

T4 07y 7 HiEENSE B EFHEE KL (EM34. KM244, EH3 44, KH344)
WWEMLZ, 1 Y Ea—TId BOOFEFBONEET—T THENATHSW, Ah—
=D TOREYZEHDDD TN, N3 7mE0BE], YO, 2o
M2 EICDOWTHEL,

o

ARETIE, ThEYVER | OBELDEREZ [FEY I ERDEDIRERARD
WIREREENDEA EHMiFF) S U, HAGESHEH, REEE OWEAXGICB TS N
w7 EBBEICDOWTEL LT %, THITE L, MR TT—YINEEL=
Nakamura (1993) . Nakahama (2003b) O HAZREAL. 1) R ROEA, 2)
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NEY I ZAyF, 3) REW T DEGERRSRD3IDDOXIRI LI, T—F & F1b-
=KL L7z, R ROBA LI, EEOLEFZE THRFBITRINTBEASN
7ZHD] THO, FEY T Ay F &I, FE}E IR B A SN TWAIE RS T (k
Ew I akoTnbON) GEO Ry 7ELTEBONME THEAINZHOD)
FEFET D, NEw I OEGINRE RS [FEMEICBITS YAy FOHE
BIZ (FEFEDOMLET) EHINETHIE RN &9 %, fERM 58 ADIRIT. b
Ew 7 OEFGEENRBIKS, FNEY 7 OGNS ROIRTIE. hEw 7 OfE
ROEWEF A5, LIF, 1) IZHERHMGEADHE, 2) ITREY I A1y FEREY
7 DE G2 S R D% R,

D BoFEzfE A TE TENZMIcANE L.

ZOBITIE. BOFOBEAIZIL 0 NMEHIN, HEOBAITIT 2] NEHIN
T3,

2) RPBDOSROBEO TLERNER L, BOTFIRE>TNET, (@) HROFALT
>T (@) REFLEL.

ZOFFENR, T T4 T MR ORI Hj'Cé‘?i‘r‘)O)‘((‘}éé ZICBBET
DEMET, BOTERDEAIZT TL Jﬁkibofiob Z T3, jvb\ E@]\t v/
tbfﬁ%ﬂéﬂ’(ﬁkio'ﬁlé LinL. & uﬁODH:Jﬁ ITBOFITHITL. fiild&

IC X TEEDIEL fﬁ,i’t’(é"ché ZO I ENZ) WAEES, FEY I A
/fv?"éi‘%‘é‘%%ﬁ?fﬁ&?ﬁ;éhéo ZDH. BOFNREY I OEE T, #lNkE N
TV, THROHFAFTFL . REET ) EWSBIEOIFEE L TRIGFEIIFEHDNT
FORIG TRINTNEZONG NS, ZZTREND ZEoY Ok (@) Off i
Bz, NEY T DEGH RS ROFITH S,

_a-= RMEOFEMEERIE T 2720, FEBIIN —ThoT—F %2329 D (5112

5) MAEAIED, BIOHARERGEGHICOI—RMELTHS W, R AL
7‘\_2:;5 PearsonDAHES2213.995 T, mWHHBERBIRD B B Z EMM o7z,

T = DHWFIEZ. TNTNOXNRTHE A N /=45 8 o BB Tl e <,
ZOFHE GO EEEE I Uz, ¢ ZHUS RIS L THREDESI N —3
NTH5T, TNOAGE R ENEBAKRE LG, Btk NENERE DT
T4 T T HEEEHROHBEET BFEEOEWEBRED T T T TL0N
RN <72 D JREME N E Ve DED ., NER BN T ERL D, TIUTKH L. F
VEREIGZE ISR T U2 S EOS WREEICES &N TES, 7272, B i
& EHROIEFEITRWGEEH b H o7z, 2OV —A TNz
I LETORFREDRMENLES NG Z LB, BE OB EBRIIZE (Harwell,
Rubinstein, Hayes, & Olds 19922 8D Z &) Tld. 28T TORHRE TN
ThH, TOWHE NI K BFEROZL IO SN EVSFERNHTWS Z &M
5., AL TIEHFHLEI S BT TIT D,

F9 Bk FERMREA NEY I Ay F - #HFENER) TOMEHASHERR
BN 2B OHBIEICOWTHEREZRET 5.
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E et
FERARDEA

HAGERES ZEEAARBEEENER LU, H/NET/TTOHRRAROEADE|
GOl EFNEFNR1OLEE FEIORT, HEICHEN-SBER. KO& 7))
—TIEBASIEEUMNE (Zoft) ELTEED TR T S,

AAREFEFOER T —% DR SEAD DI BNT, HEFEEE - 35
FW I —7"T. T4 N3) INP+ ¢ GhEOME) | O I #8N/ Sy —>NE
5N/, LLFICE DR #EHS N T 5,

1. INP+73 & INP+IZ) DEEAT

RN 2B ATDE H/N, T/THY ZA7I2BWT, NSET T, #EHELHH
AFEL NIV REEICED ST, [0 O HAEIENRHE NI EN N7, 571
—T O, H/INTA8.1%., T/TT60.8% TH o7z, & A7 MO #EERE N RIEHIE %
o7t I ATMDEIIHAETH >k (F (1,46) =11.8, p=.002, {Wn"2=.198) .

BEER, Z AV PN THA D E, WREFEHE DS, HINTO 23 O EIEIE,
LAV TR (28.5%) « EFRIC f;é&iébnb (47.6%) . NS (52.9%) 1ZiED W
TIT 2 TWBDNRIND, —F, BEREGEE OHE. LNVHTEIUIEEZEWNES
N9 LLA RS, T @Fﬁtljw,n Molz (bl :63.1%. E#:50.5%) »
NS, FHEZFDORS TN —TZE L., DB EiT-7=2E25, D O HEI&IC
TN —THITOEEANRSN (F (4.46) =3.81, p=.009fFn"2=.249) >’ =7 x—
DLEIEIZED, BEEIZEMEKMICH B ENSM-7= (p<.05) , T/TTIE
=TT, o ARICEEZ IR SN -o7-,

#1 rsgEAEbNESEEA: H/N, T/TY A2
B3 B 2 E D EIE D)

NP+ A& & k& b WbE zof
HAl ik

H/N 28.5 12.3 13.8 5.8 9.5 16.5 13.5
T/T 41.5 31.0 3.6 6.7 7.1 0 10.1
B R

H/N 63.1 0 14.6 2.0 2.9 0 17.5
T/T 71.8 31 5.0 42 6.4 0 9.5
HER -4k

H/N 47.6 10.9 11.0 10.0 2.5 0 17.9
T/T 64.4 2.0 1.7 6.4 13.0 0 12.6
175 LA

H/N 50.5 4.5 12 78 2 0 21.2
T/T 65.2 17 0 6.7 4.5 5.0 17.0
i 4

H/N 52.9 0 19.7 11.1 4.5 0 13.3
T/T 63.0 0 0 74 5.2 0 24.5
BTG

H/N 48.1 5.7 14.1 73 44 3.6 16.5
T/T 60.8 8.0 2.1 6.3 12 1.0 14.7

£  H/NidHere and Now, T/TI&There and Then®D ¥ A7 % %7,
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EME~—H— N3 OFEAITOWTIE, NSTIER AN T, BMEGEFE CIIIATY
A7, AREPGEEICERRL, EHRIIE N o7, —H, EiEFHHE TIEH/NTIEH
WT12.3%. B TIZOREAL10.9% ThH o7z,

AR DL ST, T/IT TR RN REEAT DR, 2R THY OFFANLAS
N EMIIL =T THZOMEERMNH D, H/IND28.5% M0 541.5% F Tz
IO TND, ZOFER, N3 OFHRSIBDTEONFREINZDOTH DN, 12.3%
N531.0%ETHARN LR LTV, EMZIL—713, H/Nﬂ;t (28 Tl BAShIC
B, 2 OFHREOSERRBHNSNTW=DIZR L., T/T T, BhE
DOBEITESNT, 2] OFHB3.6%ICEEE>TWE, £/ (ZZ Tl 0t

OFIZEEND) BEOIRDINH/NTG6.1% TlEd 2MESNZDICH L., T/TTIE A
<AELNBM-STZENWIENDEHHT=,

WEBH BN —TOTITTO N o AEIEL. BRIV TlE2% & AR
IR L ARV RS ERIEIC I TR, UL, EFL LTI T O
RINKIEIZHEA 27207 Bbins., REEEHE - JEREERES V) — 7étt$xb7‘_
N EMZIL =285 N3 O HEIS3IMD 4 7)) — T 1R THEIZ
WD Ino7z (F (4,46) =7.82, p=.000 RN 2=405) , 2D M5, H/NIFEE, 9%
B O NE) Oy H (RER) ICBLTIE, HARGERENE EFIL ., #ERE
FEZITELTIE, AL OB BEIINS EHERIL 728 — > 2R L T WS D)
mo7z,

PA b, T3 &N ol CREEH) ITDOWTHYZAZ, 7V —T kg z L=
=N AT T/TTORD, [N OEREIGTHEA, £/2, SUEOIEMEES ERN-720
725970,

Robinson (1995) T®H., T/T CYREEMEET 2RI, H/NKD S, HEEIIBITS5dE
DIEAMEEZ 2 ENSMEN D72, UL, FEENEOPICHEL THHNESE
HEERIZTZ AL, TEDRNEFET 20, HLWEE AW ZEBAT B, TN /20T
HGEICH TEE 20D X DITR0 ., SLHEDIEHEEN EN /DT anhEE %
55, T/T IZBT5, EMOSEOIERENT [N O RO N2 Tld7e<, B
DM, BiE OB 0N/l EMSBIEM A S N7z, H/NTIZ, B 2116.5
% BEN6AIXHSNTZDIZH L, TITTIEEBSH0% TH 77, RobinsonDIEE
BT E AR TEO A AL G IEORE NS . ¥ 27 DEMMEN T 5 T THEEIC
:bb‘é)t&@ﬂﬁ PRI EE RIF I aEEMET. HENRDOTIIRnhEE 5N

T/T’Cb:i%‘é?%ﬁﬁﬁ)l/ FIZBNTLNIVEDZEL NSO TH DA, H/INT

IFEFEFEHEOHE. 0N OF HRIIHAARBHGEEICHFALTERELTED, L2E%E
IZBWT NEEY—H—DEHDINERERE L NV EEBHIT A TN ENWS BT
M2 DL TP LE>TND, — . AREEFRICBEF DI AT LS.,
(8] & N RS 3 2 Bhia 2 3 2 B EREEE H 1B W T, ¥ 27451 7
AREERENNCEAMRRL, HEEREEEFIUCIDICERE —E L 1D Oy HNE S
N7z,

ETONSEEEEZED IR T+ O0—7 T HEEIT 272D TH BN, NSI& [h) &
Nd) O FAEIC DT, EFPCHE AL TIEWRN I ENhoTz, FEETIL
4’)51:“;—%L7‘:EM3%&%‘ (23 & N3 2L THEH5T, EE56TiE2R
RO B E VWD EIBENES I, EH3ZA DD B 241E, 7Y & NE) OEICIDONWT
Efﬁ?m%nus%ého‘tmé0)75\/\75»9710 BEREEZICPWLWTL, T ERS&Z D
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FEEREN, BERRICDH 0N & N ISR 5BERFNH LI ENS, [,

N3 ICEERE DB [7F o] ) =, &) 23S S THEALTWAS ZEND -
Too ZOTEMS, BEREHEESREOHEBENNE WG G, WS 3 O SOEIHE LR 21
BLTHD, ZNZEIRTEMAL, ESFEE L TOHERREOMEEHRITE LT T
LT EMPING . TIUTKH U, HFEFEE DL DI, REEITHIE T 50 DN/RNWE EIH
HZEGITLH5 4. HRICT2DONEELRVD, REDEEEHIERN - BE
HIEEHLC S 5 E3ND T EITKD, ERLNIVETEATHO T, MEEICBNTO#EY)
728 &N DFENWF TN TETKLDTIRAWNEEDNS, 9

2. INP+BhADNE% ) ¢

BhE DRFEISH/NDEM Y )L —7T16.5% HH53, 7% 1D28.5% DI E RN
FWONDMoTz, ZHUITEITIISE (Nakahama 2003b) O#ERZ2HFFT2HD &7
0. H/NTI, HiEERHEEE T2 HABEEER T EFIET2E T, BiFz g s
BAHMHERND 5 FNRD THERS Nz, TEEEITIZBFEDO AT LN RN =D, AD
RN BNF OB & WS T TN &,

BFANIE SN2 E e R TH D E AR T2 0N 2R TXEEHRTOM
HTHO, T2, BIRANHE S N7 T EARNTHZ0HHE THo=0L 7=
EMS, EMIZS A M Z RSB TNAZ EH 057z, H/N T, NS, #EF
FEERFICEEL T BiEoREIZRES N7,

T/ITIZBWTIL, B IL. KHD5%DEHE WS FsfTH>7=H DD, EM%Z
G4 =T THRIEENEN ST, Z3UL BB, JERIEZEEIC BT EM S &
DEEDFEDIEMMEICERNT 2 HDTH Y. Robinson (1995) DHFFE#HE R4 59
LT Loz,

PLE, 8RG8 ADBICHE RSN EESTERRICONWT, YA - T)IV—TTH
iz LU TERZ, ITTOERZIV =122 [N O A EIE 8N, EMIZBUIT530E
DIERENER B/ ENHERR S 1, [RIREZefE - JEFRG BRI COA RN —U —HHE LI NS, ¥
27 DEMEEDE NGO EE KIE LGt N e TE 5,

LEY IRy F (HERARDAFEA)

NEY I Z2Ay FOARTIE, (280 N3 Mo Biaaoivg, YOlEns5o0
SR OEHNRS Nz, WY A7 TOEFEIEROE G OVIEZEK 21T,

NEY I AL FOXMRICBNWTHAROE N > DIT, [AY & NI A%
Fond, £V —TOFARELKLEEZA, TOFAEGICARREITR
Molz (H/INIZBTS T8 O F (4,46) =0.73, p=.58fn"2=.059. M) Off
P :F (4,46) =0.63, p=.651n"2=.052. T/TIZHBFS (2% O F (4,46) =0.54,
p=T1{Fn"2=.045. NZ) OFEH:F 4,46) =1.1, p=37{mn"2=.09) . FEITHFIE TiI.
BN TS EetiamE LT YORR LD HEIGE LR TS H AN LN

(Clancy 1985, Yanagimachi 20005%) DT, ARHFETH. 128, N . ] OEF!
Zregtia L, PORIGO M HBE S K T5 281275,

=TI OBIIEHIC L THRERMNED ZEN S, N EHEZBICA

N, OEEH RS Z R UTE 2N, A N5 E M Tl <#BE N TOIEE L
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%2 P A FIEONZSER X H/N, T/TY 27
B B S EDEIE D)

NP+ " 7S b Byl va Yol
TR

H/N 36.3 30.1 0.6 11.2 21.8
T/T 36.7 424 2.2 11.9 6.7
st [l R Pk

H/N 335 43.4 1.6 0 215
T/T 453 31.9 0.9 42 17.8
EEE B

H/N 41.2 36.9 3.6 0.4 18.0
T 52.1 25.5 7 41 10.6
HEEE R Lk

H/N 29.7 448 1.8 0 237
T/T 46.7 234 1.9 6.0 22.0
REafaG &

H/N 251 33.1 23 0 39.6
T 40.0 30.5 2.9 21 24.1
aatrafE

H/N 332 375 1.9 25 24.8
T/T 44.1 31.0 3.1 5.8 16.0

£ H/NiZHere and Now, T/TI&There and Then® ¥ A7 % %7,

2T EABEEDOGEE A ZRREEANWTHRE L, TO/EER. iy A&
HETOIII—7"T, BeA4FAANOEHBEENORIGOZTNLDE 1 %/KIET, F
BIZEWIENERTER T

BN —TThEY I ALY FOMRELSTZEE AN E, TEAY (EALN) &
JEEFEAY) (I 1R) [T ELI=HDEEIITIRT,

F3THDLEDIT, FEV I ZA Y FORRERSTZBG AT, @Y A7 TK
28 (H/N:92.5%. T/T:89.8%) MEBEFZ AN TH D EMRN0. FEITi5E

(Clancy, 1992) Z3ZH 9 HiER ETRo72.

ORI
NEW 7 21w FIZBIT BT OIRISO M AEIE D7) —7EENTH/NT24.8%., T/
TT16.0% THo7=. BERENY AT D ERE LIZfE R, REw 7 21y F DR
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#£3  FEVYIZLYFOMRANY
(—BHO I R, —BHOA Y AN I HE S

H/N FEAL | H/N & TT FEAR /T Mtk

BEEEHk 100 9 117 16
91.7%) (8.3%) (88.0%) (12.0%)

EAE AR 173 11 113 7
(94.0%) (6.0%) (94.2%) (5.8%)

AR L 239 29 182 26
(89.2%) (10.8%) (87.5%) (12.5%)

AR 205 12 156 17
(94.5%) (5.5%) (90.2%) (9.8%)

IS ES 105 6 143 15
(94.6%) (5.4%) (90.5%) (9.5%)

= 822 67 711 81
(92.5%) (7.5%) (89.8%) (10.2%)

£ H/NiZHere and Now, T/TI&There and Then® ¥ A7 % %3

THASN Y ORIEO M AEIE13Y 27 M THRIGED 2 &0z (F (1,46)
=8.0,p=.007, 1Wn"2=.149) .

FEY I EAAYFTHENDZEIE, ZFDITHICED, AR—U—DHF TOHN
MED DR ED TND ENIEIKR T, METFICHEEL FHHICHIEE N
SHENS, HINOIDICTHORICH T T 20 H 5856, MEFLHELTFbh 5
EEHRELALTHWDIENS, FEYIZEAMy FEIEHIC, Yolicz vz s
LTH. THOEERDGETH 20N DL, TIUTHA, T/TTIE BEFIZFEL
FOHRTIZEDOAEFEVIC, Ab—U—ONEEEFEL TNANBRNENT RN, 5
[\, BEFICEBREITEATES /I E, F236L FICHTELEITMEEDO T
FEELTHHEHZDT, wliL FIIHEFITRERDND LT GERBATONRT
IS BNENIERBENZITT TH S,

ANRDEBD, FEEMNNEY IV AAY FIVZDIEE, FEADITDONWTHEAZX
BB EMENSTEOTHLHMN,. ZOoHRTHEOEZH AL EIIKHD 3
BlZfRE, TRTEEANDREY 7 2 FTH o7z, Clancy (1992) DIEIET
% ‘ellipsis for hero’ AT TI—IZ&bHE, FEVIREEBGAMIC Ay FIN
LI, CORIEDEHIND ENWD T ETH 20, S ROT—F N 5HE ORI
IMINA B

K2 D) 5k

FEYZOHHEORHEWIIRTIE, REY T ALy FDIL T2 AREEE, T
ML N, TH) . BEolix, YolEo 5 D0 SR ANESN -, T D
S5ODEERROMEAEIG DO TEIIEEEKAITRT,
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Sednliiny
MEw 7 & IS KT D, kb <IN SERRItoRIETthok
(&) —7 M HEIEH/N :90.1%. T/T:76.1%) « FAD ZEIZH BN TS Y
W=7 LU ZFE R, HINTIZZ I =7 TOREZ TR S e o7=08 T/IT
27 Tl 7= TOEORIEOEHEGITHEREENES N (F (4,46) =4.3,
p=.005{@n"2=.271) . > =7 = —DZEHEDFER, EMZ)L—7 O Ol
& (61.7%) BINST I —7 (p<.05) EKHZ )L —7 (p<.05) IZHARTHEIKNDN
DN Tz,

H/NET/TRIT, BB AL 2T 572825, F A7 TY OISO HE &1
BREBEND D EMnMoTz (F (1,46) =42.7, p=.000, fWn"2=.481) .

ZO#ERE, NEY I Ay FOXIRIC BT D ORISR BHEFEHFELFOH;
BITHHERZONTHETDIHEE, FLTOANFE>TNBIEREHNTAR
—ERELTW ZEIC XD ENB 0TI RN E EbN s, YOolsoMbiiz
FBRASMIONT, LA TTo72&25, YOS EARICOVWTE LTS
LEMEN =D TIEH DM, FEEEAMIONTHER LS KETHAT.
OfEZ AL, ZREERS>THRNODR N7,

#4 FEwZELN S RIEbNZSEEA: H/N, T/TY AY
BEIXE HER ZEOEIE D)

NP+ 7 E & BElE  COms
SRR

H/N 4.9 6.3 0 1.7 87.1
T/T 20.7 13.0 1.0 3.6 61.7
PR

H/N 3.0 11.4 0 0 85.6
T/T 10.1 8.2 0.6 1.0 80.0
S L

H/N 4.8 71 0 0 88.1
T/T 10.1 9.5 0.2 1.6 78.6
SRR L

H/N 1.6 3.6 0 0 94.8
T/T 9.3 8.5 0 1.4 80.7
R

H/N 0.7 4.1 0 0 95.1
T/T 7.2 8.9 11 1.8 80.9
AEPE

H/N 3.0 6.5 0 0.4 90.1
T/T 11.7 9.7 0.6 1.9 76.1

7%  H/NiZHere and Now, T/TidThere and Then® % A7 %9
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TAO—7 T HEBEORER, ¥ A7 ZEOTORISED M - A 3T
ZHDTIIRBNI ENpho7z, IEOERELTESNZZ &3, ez ENHEL
TRINGEEETHEEL. BHOHF TEZRNSEET 72012, WNTEMNE D E
MFITODORTFETNEND ZEITHREZREFIE TN ZENWSZETH S, £
FUTEEAR, #2Z2 RaN5559 58138 5L FOAHENKBICEE I N, HE<EZXD T
EOLBKHRICHEZTAHIENTEZEWDERNREZ 5D TV, 2OT7 50—
Ty HEOHEDEETLE, MEFEHAELTVRNERIIDOVWTE AL, Ak
—)—ZRBEITTNENVNSY AT ZITOHE, i M EFAOH ML (RS
LI EbFN R AT AR E T2 EE A5, ¢

R K]

ZEHERBNZOWTE, VIV —T ZEOERAEEERET 5, ‘K5I GRIADH
WHEZRT,

KSICRDIDIC, ZHXRBEOMAHEEIIFEEEDOHAERDEFILTNS D
EMNIND, iz, VB H EHIERETSE T T OMHBICKRENZN T &M S, A
MZE Tl FEHEOREEIZ G RIOMERBICEEEZRIFL TN EF 2%, NS
CHAESEE T, BN —20NADMo7z, NSOFEETIE, YAV TD
ZHREEBEOEIZIZEAERSNBNSTZOTH BN, FEETIE EFGEEED
Ba. BEEICEDSTH/INO ANT/ TR0 Z R EZ LB EH Lz 0 ok
13 T/ITOY A7 DEMVEDNRBEEL TWD EE XD, TITOLE, MEEOHkFEZLE
WD NS HRD T ERICHETHETDH0I1C, EARNERLCEETEND T
BEm S, FTETEHRKLTLEY, A=Y —DFRH I &I o= HikEZ,
HLREPLIEL T >0 TR RWN EHERITE S,

#£5 H/N, T/TZAZ BT 25 KO B HE

H/N% 2% TITH A Eris
HEFEHREEE (N=11) 4 9 13
HEREHIEEE (N=10) 6 4 10
HFE LkGEEE (N=10) 18 9 27
FRERE GG E (N=10) 18 7 25
HAGEREE S (N=10) 25 24 49

¥ H/NidHere and Now, T/Ti3There and Then®D % A7 & %9

T/ITEDIZFEFIC LD ZHEOEHENEN 72D D, HINICBWTHNSEH
FHTIIENHZD, T VEERGEERR TR OEEZEDENNSRKTNSED
TlIABWhEEZEND, BROEBD, HAREFEFIZAN—1 —BRET D, K
FEONY (EANR) IKHEEBE ZTOAENSYREEEDDICH L, JEiE - HEE
HEOLEGIT. BHZEOFRICESEE S, HkB 2P LICEZEDTWER
MNH D, FHGEEE TOZEEEERNMENS7Z013, EFBRENOIEANEZ 51D
N, ERL NNV TOZHRBENREESELZO FRERS>TNSDIE, RIE0 Z0EE/NY
—> DEND, WIREFEEE DRI B A RUF U RTREE DN B 5 E 5 2 5. FERR. NS,
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FEPE T I TRENZZGEHDL L, TALDIEFETEERS>THD, FEY
JHEDEN (FFED) MBICOWEEEGENED SN TIT> TS, NSOBE, EA
NCHEZHTTEZED TN 2D, EANEEIETE L2 BRI BHEEIC
BoN20i6 L, #EEOEE, BH T EOFRITE S ZHTHHEAND 5720,

ZE TR < BB EH I N A EMN L NONG N o7, 2O &3, HEiEF

FHTH, HEGESE CTHHER TS,

Flo ZHRBUONWTT7+0—7 v T HiHETEBLZEZ A, HEFITHAERE
ALRIVIZEDH ST, 2B RFAOHAE GRERZ H) BRIZHEME TETWEH00. )
FEUEON T, ZGRHENIEOZEE THLEEBIGAYE NEY 7 E U THERS
FTHEDIEHINDEND T EERHL TN EMNGNhoT2,

DEDORRMNS, FBBEOEECYWEORA ST NRKESEELRITTZHEE
HiaLicbWwTid, BETOMEmN (22T ADEBELTHNEZES A
5, Slobin (1991) MES LD, FHENEER /- TBE/NY—> a2 T M
ENIRGERERRICK a5 2% KIFU (‘thinking for speaking’ ) « ZD& D78 M
MR 3B DR SHEORRNMNENS2EL TS, ik dazsid e
WEEL WIED —DTH B EEHHN S, Odlin (2005) Wi TWB DT, SFEDH
KHE (BFEEAOMEN BN RIFTTEE) LB OMRIIMOTEELRBDOTH
0. WESOIER] Z2HEA T2 Z D DH DM (Jarvis 1998; Odlin, 200551
DZE)  REFLBHIN T WS HETHD, SEROERLIMIENLEENDMHE
B TdH 5 (OdlinfAfF. 20054E3H28H) »

f eat0)

AT, FEENAR—=D =T > ZIZBIFE Y 7EH (FEy 78 A - HE
) 2L TW<BFET, 2EEDOERE, ¥ A7 DEMME RO EEE OHAZEREN N KX
BTRELLTE, HHRMREZEA, ST TW<BIEDONLEE R EZ
BRBEOMERICONTHNZDOTH D, TR 1 THITsNz REY 7 OEH
RETIDFEE/INY =N DONWTIE, FEEFEDOREEICKOEEE ZIIAREENH S T
EMNHERINZ, BARMICE O & AARE SERGRPNEM U= EEZ R
FrOREE L, LX)V TREIZ, FEY 7B ADKRD 7% Oy H>. hEy s
HEEOBEWI L T/ ANTOYORIGOMHANTETNDDITHL, WAETHED
PG mTciEas 7 ANMCED ST N3 OB RS 7208, BAGERE S
LAV DAEEEHIT, BEEFEE D NEw ZEBNY — TR ML TS ZENDN
S7z, LU, ZEEZHOFEHICOWTIL BiFADIERAZES ENWS ZEHHHTH,
WERRE A 2T Tlda<, EREREE WL VT, RN DL BN
ICESTH, FEHEORFEICERRS. NS &S EZ RO G
Bz /s o7z, ZHUd, BAE TR, FEREADICESZ LT, ToAyzh
IMZA =Y —ZHEL TV D, ZGEZHZHH T2 ZETEARETEEOME
TRFTDOICHL, %3 - ERETIIE o F R 202 ERL TN 2
. EANRTIT L, ZORLITR IS TBROFERE N EY VDM EICF > T<5 &
WHIEWVIZERLTWSDTIHRWNERDOND, §Tabb, FHEDORREETOYIEE
EREEL TS BROBESMNL 2 TOMEEMRICEEZMII Lz EE 255,

TOHOIEERIICH oI, AT TDEWIZLD NEY ZEH/INY —2 D
FETH D0, BIFOM AL T, BEREGEHICBWTIL, YAV TOZEITR
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SNRMo=N, TEEFHHEITBWTIE, PR NIV TY AZIZEBEWRR LN,
HREEFEITBWTIE, TITOY A TOF T T4 TDH M, BIFAO &> LIz,
—J5. REY 7 OB WIRIZBIT DY Ol s B LTI, 28 E - HARED
FBME TN —TETITBWT, HINY AT TOHNTITY A7 X0 F FE G H @
>77, Z3UL, HINTOZ AT, HORNCHDFEZHEL TN ENWDTET, Y
JEBELUTHMETFICRERZ B5TEWNSEBRIEMNMEW =0 EBbns, £
72 TITHZ A2 BT 2P OlRn O HEIE 1L, BB Tl X)L THEF IR
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Talk in Two Languages. Joseph Gafaranga. Hampshire:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007. xi + 225 pp.

Reviewed by
Tim Greer
Kobe University

By definition, bilingual people can and do talk in two languages. Of course
this means that sometimes they need to switch from one language to the
other, and for many people this can happen repeatedly within a single con-
versation. This phenomenon has been well documented, leading to a variety
of terms and definitions including code switching, language alternation, bor-
rowing, code mixing, and simply bilingual interaction. In this book Joseph
Gafaranga does not attempt to confuse the issue by adding any new theo-
ries of language alternation to this already extensive list; instead he pulls
together the previously published findings and provides a suitably critical
overview of the field. He bases his discussion on a series of case studies
taken from his own corpus of Kinyarwanda-French code switching collected
from talk recorded among Rwandan refugees in Belgium. His study applies
what we know about “talk in two languages” and sketches out the challenges
it presents to bilingual people in real world situations.

The book is targeted firmly at an academic audience, particularly those
who are conducting research in bilingualism. As such, it is not a volume that
all language teachers will be interested in; it will be of most benefit to those
already familiar with some of the approaches to investigating code switch-
ing.

The strength of Gafaranga’s book is in its interdisciplinary coverage of the
topic. He identifies the two key research approaches as grammatical and
interactional, and links them through the recurring theme of searching for
order. Taking his cue from ethnomethodology, he defines order as “the very
possibility of social action” (p. 3), contending that the fundamental ques-
tion behind any study of code switching is how speakers manage and make
sense of bilingual interaction, despite its apparent disorderliness. While this
is a well-founded basis for the discussion, Gafaranga’s glossing of order as
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“possibility” at times proves to be a somewhat limited depiction of a concept
that is crucial to his argument. Order is produced, situated, and occasioned
by speakers themselves, and can be found across groups in recurrent inter-
actional resources (Psathas, 1995). To this end, readers should keep in mind
that the search for social order in code switching is ultimately an attempt
to account for bilingual practices as a systematic collection of interactional
resources.

Gafaranga begins by examining “Quasi-theories of language alternation”
(Chapter 2), documenting the ways lay people refer to language alternation
in nontechnical terms and noting that bilinguals often belittle their own
code switching. Importantly, he also outlines some of the shorthand terms
that linguists have introduced into the literature, which have been responsi-
ble for much of the confusion about what code switching is.

He thenlooks in further detail at the two main strands of language alterna-
tion research: grammatical approaches (Chapters 3 and 4) and interactional
approaches (Chapters 5 to 7). He begins by demonstrating from a grammati-
cal perspective how language alternation can be seen as orderly, outlining
two general patterns—insertional code switching and alternational code
switching. The former adopts an asymmetric view of the two languages, as-
suming that one is embedded into the other, whereas the latter maintains
that the two languages are relatively equivalent. By way of example, con-
sider the following utterance from my own study of Japanese-English code
switching (Greer, 2007):

“That will be one hundred yen desu kedo.”

Such a sentence can be viewed as either basically English with a little bit
of Japanese inserted at the end, or as two distinct languages alternating at
the point where they overlap. Gafaranga goes on in Chapter 4 to apply these
grammatical models to a case study taken from Kinyarwanda-French lan-
guage alternation.

Next he moves away from purely linguistic explanations of code switching
in order to examine code switching from a socio-functional viewpoint. Chap-
ter 5 offers a comprehensive coverage of socially motivated, identity-related
explanations including diglossia, the interactional sociolinguistic notion of
“we/they” codes, and Myers-Scotton’s Markedness model. Chapter 6 then
discusses the organizational perspective, as put forward by Conversation
Analysis, the approach which sits best with Gafaranga’s pursuit of orderli-
ness. Here he reviews the work of Auer as well as his own re-specification of
the notion “language” as “medium.”
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Chapter 7 applies these socio-functional approaches to another aspect
of the author’s corpus, the use of language alternation for reporting direct
speech. Rather than representing an accurate rendering of exactly what
someone said, he maintains that language choice can act as either a depic-
tive or supportive element in a bilingual storytelling sequence, serving to
juxtapose a reported speaker’s speech against the teller’'s own utterance,
regardless of the language in which the talk was originally conveyed. In
other words, when a bilingual speaker is telling someone what a third
person said, the reported speech may not necessarily be delivered in the
language in which it was originally spoken. A bilingual person might choose
to use Japanese to tell a story and then switch to English to quote one of the
characters, even if that character originally spoke in Japanese. The function
of code switching in this case is to create a distinction between the speaker
as narrator and the speaker as character.

Finally, in Chapter 8 Gafaranga uses all these findings to address a real-
life issue—language shift among the Rwandan community in Belgium. This
case study distinguishes patterns of language choice used by this refugee
community which are potentially contributing to the loss of their children’s
minority language. The importance of this chapter is in demonstrating how
these “pure” linguistic theories and socio-pragmatic approaches can be used
to address real-life issues, such as language loss within a given community.

This link between theory and application is the most worthwhile aspect
of Gafaranga’s research. While the book gives a clear and concise overview
of the most significant research in the field, the analysis does not simply
stop there. By demonstrating how these theories can be applied to his own
situation, Gafaranga provides a series of inspiring exemplars which other
researchers could use to frame their own investigations on bilingual interac-
tion. Although it is sometimes difficult to follow the Kinyarwanda data, there
is still much that applied linguistics researchers can take away, especially
those interested in bilingualism. However, much of Gafaranga’s discussion
focuses on interactants who have been bilingual since early childhood,
rather than late bilinguals. Teachers who are interested in the way that
Japanese students of English mix their languages may discover that some
aspects of Gafararanga’s discussion are difficult to apply to classroom con-
texts; ultimately the focus of this book is not on language learning but on
bilingual language use. The study’s original contribution lies in its attempt
to put forward an interdisciplinary perspective on code switching, offering
interested researchers an in-depth overview of the subject, as well as some
thought-provoking directions for future investigation.
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Idioms: Description, Comprehension, Acquisition, and
Pedagogy. Dilin Liu. New York: Routledge, 2008. xv + 208 pp.

Reviewed by
Ian MacLean

Kansai Gaidai University

When I was told recently that a relative had finally kicked the bucket, after
a long struggle, I felt a mixture of grief and relief. Kicked the bucket may not
always be an appropriate way to convey this information. Passed away or
is no longer with us are gentler and more sensitive, but in this case, kicked
the bucket carried a descriptive force and a metaphorical vividness that the
other two expressions lacked. Kicked the bucket conveyed the raw reality of
the act of dying to me. Idioms are fundamental units of meaning that add
color and expression to the language of native speakers; however, they can
be difficult for L2 learners, and teachers are often unsure how to approach
the inclusion of idioms in a language program. Dilin Liu's book addresses
academic and instructional concerns regarding idioms and can serve capa-
bly as a textbook in an educational linguistics or a methodology course at
either an undergraduate or graduate level. However, although the book is
filled with carefully considered pedagogical suggestions, it is not a “how to”
ideas book on teaching idioms in the classroom.

Idioms: Description, Comprehension, Acquisition, and Pedagogy is divided
into three broad sections. Part I: “Idioms and their Use” offers a compre-
hensive review of existing research on idioms and how various scholars
define them. Part II: “Idiom Comprehension” addresses the research on
idiom processing and comprehension, while in Part III: “Acquisition and
Pedagogy,” Liu reviews the literature on idiom acquisition and its impor-
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tance in language programs. Each chapter includes questions for study and
discussion. In addition, the book has a useful glossary, an annotated list of
selected idiom reference books and textbooks, a list of online resources, and
an index.

The book is well organized and academically thorough. Liu strives to be
comprehensive in considering what idioms are, how they are processed, and
what factors affect their acquisition. He also evaluates the importance of idi-
oms in language programs. As colorful, frequently used expressions, idioms
are important, but teachers are often unsure which idioms to introduce and
how to teach them. Students, on the other hand, fear the incorrect use of
idioms and may avoid them completely.

Liu locates his discussion within a conceptual framework of existing
research and pedagogical considerations. The explanation of how idioms
should be defined and classified is very good in this respect, as well as his
consideration of the historical origins of idioms and whether various idioms
have counterparts in other languages. He is also careful to point out devel-
opmental factors related to acquisition. Research indicates that students
are not able to understand metaphorical idioms until a certain age (p. 94).
In building his framework, Liu focuses his discussion on how the research
can be exploited educationally with L2 learners. He addresses this directly
by devoting Chapters 8 and 9 to macro- and micro-pedagogical strategies,
pedagogical checklists, for teachers to evaluate the teaching of idioms in a
particular program. These strategies provide a bridge between Liu’s aca-
demic, research-based framework and actual in-class practice.

However, Liu’s book falls short in some areas. He belabors obvious points:
we are all aware of the fact that idiom processing and comprehension is
much more difficult for L2 learners (p. 74), and that research indicates
that “familiar idioms are processed much faster and more accurately than
unfamiliar ones” (p. 78). In a few areas, he could have provided more use-
ful information as well. For example, his comments on using a corpus in
a practical way to select and teach idioms could have been explained in a
simple way as Hall and Lee (2006) have done in their article on using search
engines for idiom usage research. In Chapter 9, Liu suggests the value of
learning the origins of idioms as a way of enhancing student understanding,
but offers no practical advice about how to do this, although his annotated
list of resources does have potentially helpful references.

Liu’s book will appeal to those with a serious interest in idioms. His re-
view of the literature is thorough and carefully considered. Anyone doing
research on idioms will find this a very useful place to become oriented and
see the lay of the land. It is not a book that will appeal as a classroom-ready
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ideas book, though. It isn’t light reading and it does drag a bit in places, but
for educators wanting a conceptual understanding of how idioms might fit
into their language programs, this book could be exactly the shot in the arm
they need.
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With this edited collection of essays, Brian Tomlinson continues his in-
vestigation of language learning materials, previously recorded in Materi-
als Development in Language Teaching (1998, Cambridge) and Developing
Materials for Language Teaching (2003, Continuum). While those works
served primarily as guides for teachers and curriculum planners to create,
evaluate, and adapt materials, the present volume examines how materials
developers have done so far in answering the call for more student-oriented
materials, specifically in English language education.

The first half of the book studies English language learning materials ac-
cording to type and target: young learners, science and technology, multi-
media, and extensive reading (ER) are just some of the variations explored.
Many of these studies reach the same general conclusion, namely that
other needs besides those of students often dictate what and how class-
room materials are used, sometimes to the detriment of learners’ progress:
“Over-indulgence in multimedia can provide the wrong signals to people in
education who believe that multimedia can drive pedagogically sound meth-
odology” (Mukundan, p. 109); “Reading in the sense of ER is not amenable
to the kinds of control so beloved by institutions” (Maley, p. 136); “There is
a need for a more balanced approach where students’ learning needs (how
students learn) are given equal weighting to their language needs (what
needs to be taught)” (Mol & Tin, p. 89).
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The second half of the book looks at materials use from a geographical
perspective, shifting from native English or ESL regions like the UK and US to
EFL regions of Europe, Africa, Southeast Asia, and the Middle East. In some
of the contexts covered in this section there has been more success with ma-
terials than in others, depending on the particular region’s needs for English
and its cultural or ideological distance from the western, English-speaking
world. As an example, Prodromou and Mishan, in their chapter on Western
Europe, discuss the problem of “methodological correctness,” where meth-
odologies and materials created in native English speaking countries can be
tyrannous to nonnative English speaking teachers around the world, who
struggle with methodological mandates and cultural generalizations from
“above” as they try to teach appropriately for their own environments.

Conversely, other chapters (e.g.,, Lumala and Trabelsi on Africa) remind us
that over-reliance on local, economical, bottom-up materials development
may lack “formative or summative evaluation” (p. 227) in that such materi-
als might not be prepared under the scrutiny of trained linguists or teachers.
These materials run the risk of being pedagogically ineffective or outdated.
Some governments such as Japan and Kenya find their solution in national-
izing their materials and curricula, which improves cultural and pedagogical
oversight, but unfortunately limits individual classroom freedom.

The articles in this volume discuss their subjects in a variety of ways,
ranging from the anecdotal (Skeldon on EST; Bolitho on Eastern Europe) to
the highly analytic and highly quantitative (Cooker on self-access materials;
Smiley and Masui on Japan). At times it becomes difficult for the reader to
“switch gears” when reading from one chapter to the next. It also confounds
attempts by readers/researchers to make point-by-point comparisons
among regions or teaching contexts: hard data for one context in one chap-
ter may be completely unavailable in another.

Tomlinson makes a noble attempt to draw all this disparate research to-
gether, but he has to walk a thin line at times. In his concluding chapter, for
example, as part of his summarized criticism of language learning materials
he lists, next to each other, “They are form-focused and control-centred”
and “They are Anglo-centric or Euro-centric. .. in their assumptions about
the best ways to learn” (p. 320). Going into detail on these two items can
be touchy, since in countries like Greece, Russia, and Japan the criticisms of
“Anglo-centric” materials specifically include their methodological over-em-
phasis on open-ended “communication activities” to the exclusion of form-
focused exercises that have been part and parcel of language education in
such countries for generations, and indeed may be part of the pedagogical
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psyche of these cultures. For curriculum planners, it can amount to being
between a rock and a hard place.

For Tomlinson and many of the authors in this book, though, the way
out of such straits seems to be through adaptability. The best materials are
malleable for use in a world of different teaching contexts. And adaptability
should not be only the domain of materials developers, but of teachers and
learners as well. Tomlinson, citing himself in 2006, surmises that “learning
would be far more effective” if materials writers “started to cater more to
divergent needs and wants, if teachers more readily and confidently adapted
materials . . . and if learners [were] encouraged and helped to make more
decisions for themselves” (p. 22). Perhaps the finest example of adaptable
materials, described in glowing terms by several authors in the book, is the
extended reading library. When properly implemented, the ER library es-
sentially floods learners with authentic and interesting material that they
can freely choose from.

English Language Learning Materials: A Critical Review will not easily tell
teachers in so many words whether the textbook they’re planning to use
next semester is worthwhile or not. Nor, for example, will it clearly tell Eng-
lish for Science and Technology curriculum developers in China how their
materials needs match or differ from those in Poland or Argentina. In a sense
Tomlinson’s task is futile: there are innumerable ways in which good or bad
materials can be used well or poorly, in favorable or unfavorable conditions.
However, one overarching concept that is implied in his conclusion is that
teachers are the fulcrum on which a text either swings or falls flat. Most of
the bold-letter points in Tomlinson’s concluding list of “negative character-
istics” of ELT materials, such as “underestimating learners” and “overuse of
the PPP approach” (p. 319), can be offset by dedicated, innovative teachers
with a vested interest in the development of their learners.

This idea of the teacher as the pivotal implementer—and even creator—
of materials is what explicitly drove Tomlinson’s two previous books on this
topic, but that point is not made as strongly here, focusing as it does instead
on what publishers, technologies, and governments are doing. In that sense
it is not as useful a book for practitioners. But English Language Learning
Materials may still serve as a motivator for teachers to depend less on what
their textbooks tell them to do and to draw more on knowledge of their stu-
dents, of teaching, and of the world they live in.
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Japan’s Built-in Lexicon of English-Based Loanwords. Frank E.
Daulton. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 2008. vii + 185 pp.

Reviewed by
Patrick Foss
Kwansei Gakuin University

When the abereeji Japanese suchuudento says he likes watching beesub-
ouru on terebi, his English teacher may want to close her eyes in despair.
However, Frank Daulton argues in Japan’s Built-in Lexicon of English-Based
Loanwords that this average student’s knowledge of the loanwords for base-
ball and television and other terms is actually a positive L1 resource for L2
English acquisition. This is bound to be a controversial assertion in certain
quarters, as numerous studies have suggested that cognates in general and
Japanese gairaigo (Western loanwords) in particular do more harm than
good in the language learning process. Nevertheless, the evidence presented
in this highly readable, well-researched book is likely to convince many oth-
erwise.

The book is divided into four parts. Part 1, “Japan’s Importation of Eng-
lish,” gives an entertaining, informative history of the assimilation of loan-
words into the Japanese language and explains how the number of English
loanwords has increased so dramatically in recent years as to now make up
roughly 10% of the Japanese lexicon. In one of the book’s most interesting
sections, Daulton details the phonological, morphological, grammatical, and
semantic ways in which English words are transformed into Japanese.

Part 2, “Gairaigo and Language Acquisition,” looks at the competing
views in the literature on the effects of cognates on L2 English acquisition.
Where gairaigo is concerned, Daulton summarizes numerous studies dem-
onstrating the positive effects of loanwords on spelling, retention, listening
comprehension, and recognition. His points are clear and his evidence well
presented. That said, he makes a better case for the benefits of cognates
where receptive knowledge is concerned. He cites relatively few studies re-
garding productive knowledge (it appears few have been done) and seems
to overreach somewhat on those he does. For example, Daulton explains
how Japanese university students with low English proficiency seem to
prefer using borrowed words in written English production. He claims this
is “evidence that loanwords are pushing their corresponding borrowed
words into production, thus facilitating acquisition” (p. 70). The first part
of this claim seems valid. However, to use an example he cites himself, if a
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learner produces the borrowed words flower and fire to express the English
word fireworks, how exactly is acquisition being facilitated? Without reader
intervention (and this assumes an understanding that flower fire means
fireworks), isn’t it possible that the production of these borrowed words will
have a negative effect? While errors are a natural part of the learning proc-
ess, it's difficult to see how gairaigo is helping the learner here, except by
simply encouraging production.

Part 3, “The Built-in Lexicons,” is the main section of the book. Much has
been made over the past two decades of the value of learners mastering the
high frequency words of English. Daulton discovered “that nearly half of the
3000 most frequent word families in English have correspondences with
common Japanese loanwords” (p. 81). Not only is this an amazing figure,
but the research he presents seems to indicate that the quality of this corre-
spondence is quite high. If one accepts the evidence presented in Part 2 as to
the beneficial effects of loanwords, even if only where receptive knowledge
is concerned, it's hard to escape the conclusion that these loanwords with
connections to high frequency vocabulary words have the potential to be
quite useful for Japanese learners of English.

Using cognates does involve difficulties, however. Daulton’s final section,
“Exploiting Japanese Loanword Cognates,” looks at the problems involved
in working with gairaigo (including orthographic and phonological diffi-
culties) and how it’s unclear whether knowledge of individual loanwords
can directly enable Japanese learners to extend their knowledge of English
words inside word families. Despite these concerns, an epilogue devoted
to suggestions on the use of gairaigo in the classroom and extensive lists
of loanwords in the appendices should spark numerous ideas in the minds
of instructors. Some readers will want more detailed suggestions, but that
would seem to be beyond the scope of this book.

In the end, one walks away from Japan’s Built-in Lexicon of English-Based
Loanwords with the feeling that simply making learners aware of this “built-
in lexicon” would be beneficial. As all learners know, acquiring the neces-
sary vocabulary to be proficient in English is a very difficult task. Shouldn’t
realizing they already have substantial knowledge of these words serve to
make this task easier for them and at the same time boost their confidence?
Only the most intractable opponents of gairaigo will disagree after read-
ing this book. Japan’s Built-in Lexicon of English-Based Loanwords is highly
recommended as a resource both for individual instructors and high school
or university English departments.



REVIEWS 131

Professional Encounters in TESOL: Discourses of Teachers in
Teaching. Sue Garton & Keith Richards (Eds.). Houndmills, UK:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2008. xxvii + 262 pp.

Reviewed by
Andre A. Parsons
Hokkaido University of Education, Hakodate

What do English language (EL) teachers do and why do they do it? This is
the profound question that editors Sue Garton and Keith Richards explore
in this volume. In order to do so, they have invited EL practitioners from
various backgrounds to examine different aspects of professional talk that
teachers encounter at different points in their careers. The result is an ac-
cessible and thought-provoking read with some practical information and
ample resources for further study for beginning EL teachers, especially for
those who are interested in discourse analysis.

The book is organized into stages according to a modified version of Hu-
berman’s classic description of the teacher career cycle which the editors
have renamed as 1) Starting Out; 2) Becoming Experienced; 3) New Hori-
zons; and 4) Passing on the Knowledge. Garton and Richards explain that
they omitted Huberman'’s final stage, disengagement, as it falls outside the
scope of the book. However, it might have been useful to include such a
chapter to view a teacher’s career from start to finish as it could give distinct
insights into the development of EL teachers throughout their careers. The
editors also assume that all EL teachers start out as teacher-trainees, but
some teachers find themselves in such a career with no training, as if they
“sort of drifted into EFL’ (p. 174), to take the words of Harry from Richards’
chapter. Where would such a teacher fit in this model?

Although the topics have been organized according to their relevance to
each stage in the career model, readers will be able to relate to and learn
from most of the chapters in this book. In “Starting Out,” Copland’s and
Hooton’s chapters on feedback are useful to both teacher-trainees and
teacher trainers. Seedhouse’s chapter on classroom discourse encourages
teachers to reflect on how they interact with their students and how they
can improve this skill.

In “Becoming Experienced,” Garton’s article on teacher beliefs and the fol-
lowing reflections by Tarnpichprasert are not only valuable to novice teach-
ers, but to experienced ones as well, while Howard’s chapter on classroom
appraisal may be useful for teachers having to undergo such observations.
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Morris-Adams’ chapter on informal talk between NS and NNS and how it
can be beneficial to students outside the classroom, although of interest to
ESL practitioners, may not be so helpful for those teachers in an EFL setting,
where opportunities to practice English outside of class are limited.

In “New Horizons,” Quirke’s chapter on web-based support for teacher de-
velopment and Mann’s chapter on cooperative development and metaphor
are pertinent to all levels of experience as they both focus on the important
concept of fostering personal and professional growth through community
support. Richards’ chapter on the experience of establishing a new school
may be interesting for those considering such a move as he offers some im-
portant lessons necessary to succeed in such a venture.

Finally, in “Passing on the Knowledge,” Kuchah describes his experiences
in the transition from being a classroom teacher to becoming one of the
youngest school inspectors in Cameroon. In particular, he discusses how
he had to overcome the challenges of the power relationships in education
that exist between the youth and elders in his society. Wharton’s chapter
provides advice to those who are contemplating taking that daunting, yet
important step of writing for publication, while the final chapter of the book
by Edge focuses on semantic patterning, action research, and cooperative
development, and their interrelationship. Anyone interested in such topics
will find Edge’s chapter insightful as this appears to be the first attempt to
investigate the underlying similarities of those constructs. However, as the
concluding chapter, it wasn’t effective because it failed to tie the various
strands of the book together.

There is one major contradiction in the book, though, highlighted in
Wharton'’s chapter: “Speaking for oneself is an indicator of power, whereas
being spoken for by others suggests relative powerlessness” (p. 229). She is
referring to the frequent use of teachers as data, but the lack of teachers as
authors. The editors do include reflective chapters by EL teachers on their
current stages in teacher development, but these are simply reflections, not
original research. The overall impact of the book would have been greater
had there been more entries written by EL teachers at each particular stage;
however, it seems that most practicing EL teachers do not take that step; an
issue that should be dealt with in future research.

As a teacher between the “Starting Out” and the “Becoming Experienced”
stages, | am very interested in the stories that EL teachers tell and in what
can be learned from them. It is through interacting with one another, both
dialogically and monologically, that we learn and grow as teachers. For
me, this book was quite informative and practical. [ especially appreciated
Seedhouse’s and Garton’s chapters as both encouraged me to reflect on my
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own teaching and interactions with my students; Quirk’s chapter on sup-
porting teacher development on the web was quite valuable in providing an
alternative venue for interacting with and learning from other EL teachers,
both beginning and experienced; and Wharton’s chapter presented useful
information on writing for publication.

The question of what a teacher does and why is a valid one that will con-
tinue to receive attention in the future. Overall, this book is useful, albeit
in different ways, for all EL teachers, both experienced and inexperienced.
While those newer to the field may find the book informative and enlighten-
ing, those with considerable experience in TESOL may find it of more use in
helping them gain a perspective on how they have developed as teachers.
Whether you are in the “Starting Out” stage or the “Passing on the Knowl-
edge” stage, this book should prompt you to reflect upon and share your
own development as a professional with others.
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