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In This Issue

Articles

In this issue, attitudes and motivation of both teachers and students are the
focus—from a number of different perspectives. First, Akihiro Omote uses
quantitative and qualitative methods to explore changes in teacher efficacy
with respect to the language of instruction. Then, Joshua Kidd examines
a phenomenon all educators in Japan are probably familiar with: peer
collaboration in the classroom that is unsanctioned by the teacher. Next,
David Shea uses qualitative data to examine the orientation of advanced
level university students to English. Then, in a Japanese-language article,
Junya Fukuta, Yu Tamura, and Akari Kurita investigate to what extent
oral-communication-oriented activities in junior high school textbooks met
task criteria for promoting authentic meaningful communication. Finally,
in our Research Forum, Mitsuko Tanaka addresses the question of bias in
student peer assessment of oral presentations.

Reviews

Seven book reviews, about texts that range across the four skills and beyond,
are published in this issue. Thomas Amundrud opens with a look at spo-
ken discourse, from a book of that very title. In the second review, Robert
Andrews covers a workbook for academic writing based on investigations
and models of the popularized research article genre. John Eidswick draws
on personal and professional experience in his review of an edited volume
on bilingual development. The fourth review, from Peter Hourdequin,
features the cultural, ideological, and pedagogical transitions in Japan. Fol-
lowing that, Harumi Kimura examines Positive Psychology in SLA, an ed-
ited volume with contributions from several Japan-based researchers and
practitioners. In the sixth review, Branden Kirchmeyer explores a text that
includes Internet resources for how to teach pronunciation. Finally, Adam
Murray looks at another specific skill in his review of a monograph on lis-
tening strategy instruction.
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Editor’s Message

This is my final issue as JALT Journal Editor, and there are so many things to
be thankful for. First and mostly importantly [ am grateful for all the people
I met, mostly only in cyberspace but also in person. [ had many enjoyable
exchanges with members of the Publications Board, reviewers, and au-
thors—and some became friends. This is what I will miss most of all when I
step down. I also sincerely appreciated the chance to read a large variety of
research, although taking advantage of this was not always easy or conveni-
ent. This has been a great opportunity for professional development, and I
would like to encourage readers to avail themselves of similar opportunities
by becoming involved in JALT publications.

My appreciation goes to the authors and reviewers who contributed to
this issue, without whom the journal would not be possible. The review
process is very long and requires a great deal of work on both sides. The
reviewers deserve recognition for their effort and patience as well as my
sincere gratitude. Aleda Krause and the proofreaders are also vital to the
publication of the JALT Journal. 1 am indebted to Consulting Editors Melodie
Cook and Greg Scholdt for all of their help as well. Melodie patiently helped
me to learn the ropes and Greg was always available for consultation. Lastly,
I leave the JALT Journal with Eric Hauser, who has collaborated with me for
the past 2 years. | am grateful for his help and [ am confident that he will be
successful in the position of Editor.



Articles

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Instructional
Speech: How Teachers Behave
Efficaciously in the EFL Classroom

Akihiro Omote
Birkbeck, University of London

In this paper, I explore teachers’ self-efficacy and their instructional speech (in
Japanese and English) in EFL classrooms in Japan. Mixed methods provided the
framework for a questionnaire to 108 teachers followed by interviews with 6 teach-
ers. The survey revealed a common perception that Japanese instructional speech
is overused and a perceived conflict between the use of English and Japanese
speech, but the interviews found that self-efficacy played a central role in a complex
sociocognitive process to optimize efficacy due to distinct qualities of English and
Japanese speech. Teacher self-efficacy (TSE) had two functions: an embarrassment
buffer and a motivation keeper. Although both functions were conditional in English,
they were cognitive and compensatory in Japanese. Along with the converging im-
pact of English and Japanese on TSE, this discrepancy seems to lead to the overuse
of Japanese in the process of efficacy optimization. Implications are provided for
future instructional speech with an attempt to alleviate the conflict between the use
of English and Japanese.

AR, BEIDOH TR 1% (Teacher  self-efficacy, TSE) & HADRIEHEICHIT S
instructional speech (ST, HETOHAFEMH LEHEMLH) LOBBRMNOIRL I L%
HEYE L TWD, 78I, BRI (1084 D HANBHEINS) & ZORITHNI64DH
DA > FEa—ZHAad 2RAE (mixed methods) TITHN/z. #i#H TIIIEFE & Lk
L= AAGEOBARMA, ROAXEMSFEOMMN LOMI %, @& TIEEM THRRA
B/ DIRGEL 7 O AICB W TTSEA LR EI ZH> T d 2 LB L 7z, TSE
WIS RTE G B R D2 D O REMN R o N D, UL, SEEEISSMRER. HAEIL
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A EZIIMENICINS ORI L TH ., MHOBEBMEIRIZ->E0D &’ iz
TWz, AABOBKEMIZ. ZORESEDTSEANDZTNENORIFEZILICET
TWBEEZEND, TOMIERNTEEODORESHENIORND D HFIZDONTHLR
L. WS DOMREEZRSD,

self-efficacy (Chacdn, 2005; Faez & Valeo, 2012; Ghonsooly & Gha-

nizadeh, 2013; Mak, 2011). Teacher efficacy refers to the extent to
which teachers believe they can affect students’ learning (Gibson & Dembo,
1984; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Although teachers’ speech plays a
major role in the success of students’ language learning, teachers often face
a dilemma when choosing between L1 use and target language (TL) use
(Brooks-Lewis, 2009; Cook, 2001; Edstrom, 2006; Omote, 2012; Turnbull,
2001). Based on Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1977, 1997), the aim of
this paper is to identify the connection between the choice of the language
of instructional speech (Japanese or English) and the source of teacher
self-efficacy in an EFL classroom in Japan. I then suggest how teachers can
alleviate the conflict between English (the TL) and Japanese (the L1) speech
based on a sociocognitive perspective.

In an EFL setting such as Japan where there is no linguistic heterogene-
ity, the language chosen for instructional speech can be problematic due to
the local linguistic environment in a classroom: A majority of learners and
teachers share an L1. The situation is distinct from ESL classrooms where
a common use of the L2 is indispensable for speakers of different L1s (At-
kinson, 1993; Edstrom, 2006). Moreover, a theoretical basis for choosing
the language of instructional speech remains elusive. No clear validation
or agreement on whether L1 use enhances or hinders TL improvement has
been presented (Auerbach, 1993; Macaro, 2005; Turnbull & Dailey-0’Cain,
2009). However, researchers have generally agreed that there is evidence of
social, cognitive, and motivational roles for L1 use that affect learning and
are, therefore, espoused by learners and teachers (Alegria de la Colina &
del Pilar Garcia Mayo, 2009; Antén & DiCamilla, 1999; Brooks-Lewis, 2009).

Despite the recent reforms by the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) stipulating that upper secondary
(senior high) school English classes should be taught in English (MEXT,
2011) and the subsequent intensification of lower secondary (junior high)
school English classes (as suggested in the English Education Reform Plan
Corresponding to Globalization; MEXT, 2014), researchers have argued
against the feasibility of so-called “English-only” classrooms at the local
level (Glasgow & Paller, 2016; Kikuchi & Browne, 2009). A national survey of

Q. growing number of studies have discussed language teachers’
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self-reported instructional speech in Japan, for example, found a high ratio
of self-reported L1 instructional speech: 47.6% of 9,726 upper secondary-
school teachers reported that they used more Japanese than English in oral
communication classes and 85.2% of 12,242 upper secondary-school teach-
ers reported they did so in reading comprehension classes (MEXT, 2010).

As teachers’ TL use in instructional speech plays a significant role in their
self-efficacy (Chacén, 2005; Nishino, 2012), the high ratio of L1 choice by the
teachers strongly suggests that teacher self-efficacy (TSE) in practice might
fluctuate during instruction. Cook (2001) concluded that we should grant
license to teachers to use the L1, although it is still considered problematic
by many researchers. Auerbach (1993) pointed out more than 20 years ago
that an English-only policy in instruction “rests on unexamined assump-
tions, and serves to reinforce inequities” (p. 9). However, little is known to-
day about the link between TSE and instructional speech. Therefore, merely
standardising classroom communication to “English only” is not necessarily
appropriate in a local classroom environment.

Teacher Self-Efficacy and Instructional Speech

I began from the assumption that TSE and instructional speech may forge a
closer link as learners become more successful in classroom tasks. The lan-
guage teacher functions as a verbal and social aid for supporting learners’
mastery of the TL, and teachers make choices of instructional speech based
on their experience (Richards & Lockhart, 1996). However, a connection
between TSE and instructional speech has not been explored adequately
in terms of the beliefs of teachers (as agents) about efficacy and their in-
structional speech (behaviour). That is, the question of how the language of
instruction can be linked to teacher efficacy is yet to be addressed.

Bandura (1977, 1997) posited self-efficacy as agentic beliefs that trigger
new actions to conduct a particular task. An agentic belief is a belief of a
classroom teacher who might be aware of the TSE that affects his or her
practice. Self-efficacy, defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize
and execute the courses of action required to produce given attainments”
(Bandura, 1997, p. 3), assumes a key role when a teacher reflects on his or
her teaching and incorporates the reflection into ongoing regulatory prac-
tice that has an accumulating effect over time. Richards and Lockhart (1996)
mentioned the importance of reflections on principles that are incorporated
into practice. Given this, looking at a teacher’s choice of English or Japanese
would be a good way to investigate TSE and its relationship with practices
that underlie instructional speech.
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Therefore, it is crucial to seek the sources of TSE to predict the mastery or
avoidance effects of instructional speech and the degree to which teachers’
sense of efficacy plays an active role (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Mor-
ris and Usher (2011), for example, interviewed university teachers about
the sources of teacher efficacy, adopting Bandura’s (1977) four sources
as criteria: (a) mastery experiences (achievement fulfilled by learner and
teacher), (b) vicarious experiences (indirect experience through observed
achievement), (c) social persuasions (verbal and nonverbal evaluations by
others), and (d) physiological and affective states. Their results suggested
that TSE relates to sociocognitive aspects more than to mastery; that is, it
relates to social persuasion such as students’ evaluations, followed by mas-
tery experience—such as students’ achievements—and then vicarious ex-
perience (e.g., the teacher’s own former teachers). The results also implied
that teachers’ negative experiences were not necessarily likely to lower
their sense of efficacy because successful and proficient teachers attributed
failures not to internal factors, such as their own incapability, but to external
ones, such as a lack of rapport with students leading to a suboptimal class-
room atmosphere.

Chacon (2005) explored self-reported TSE of Venezuelan middle school
teachers through a survey administered to 100 teachers. The survey re-
vealed that grammar-based strategies, including translation into the L1,
correlated positively with self-efficacy, showing a significantly higher mean
than communicative strategies did. The data also showed positive correla-
tions between teachers’ efficacy and language proficiency, but did not show
any correlation between classroom management and proficiency. According
to the results, teacher efficacy fluctuated due to proficiency, but the role
of instructional speech was unclear because teachers did not specifically
mention it. The grammar-translation strategies had a positive effect on TSE,
but the classroom-management strategies did not. Interestingly, Edstrom
(2006) presented quite similar positive and negative learner feedback re-
garding teacher L1 use: The learners gave feedback about a teacher’s L1 use
in the classroom in terms of the teacher’s (perceived) motivation.

Therefore, the aim of this paper is to identify the connection between in-
structional speech and the sources of TSE and to suggest how teachers can
use Japanese, English, or both to maximise their self-efficacy. The hypothesis
is that TSE positively associates with teachers’ use of L1 Japanese. The re-
search questions are

RQ1. Can teachers choose efficaciously when to use English and Japa-

nese in the classroom?
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RQ2. Isteachers’ choice of the L1 or the TL for instructional speech as-
sociated with self-efficacy?

Method

A Mixed Methods Design

An explanatory sequential mixed methods design (Figure 1) with a par-
ticipant selection model, based on the work of Creswell (2012), provided
a common framework for two different phases: quantitative data analysis
of survey questionnaire (Study 1), followed by a qualitative data analysis of
data from interviews with participants selected based on the outcome of the
first study (Study 2). The rationale for the methodology was that, because
the survey results would provide only a general picture of the research ques-
tion, interviews would provide more specific and contextual analysis and
elaboration leading to deeper interpretation. Study 2 was a significant part
of the framework in that it explored an in-depth, as well as complementary,
dimension of the entire study:.

Quantitative Qualitative Interpretation

Study 1 * Study 2 * Outcome

Reflection of Follow-up with in-depth
instructional speech and complementary
dimension of
instructional speech

Figure 1. An explanatory sequential mixed methods design. Modified from
Creswell (2012, p. 541).

Study 1

The author recruited participants for Study 1 by sending a questionnaire
(see Appendix A) to 175 native Japanese teachers of English and collect-
ing responses from 108 (46 males and 62 females) who taught solo English
classes in lower and upper public and private secondary schools in the
Shikoku, Kansai, and Kanto areas of Japan. All signed a consent form (a few
consented anonymously). Their ages ranged from 20 to 60 years old and
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their years of teaching experience ranged from 1 to 26 years. The answers
to items in the questionnaire that were related to their classroom contexts
showed that there was no significant association between schools and cat-
egories such as linguistic homogeneity, goal, class size, students’ achieve-
ment, and teaching style.

Polio and Duff (1994) used a qualitative analysis for eliciting categories
from the functions of instructional speech. In the current survey, five ques-
tions (Items 13-17) were asked about the reflected ratio of instructional
speech (Japanese to English) by a proportion (e.g., 4:6). The questions about
instructional speech used categories adapted from Polio and Duff: teacher
speech in tasks (Item 13), teacher speech in management (Item 14), learner
speech in tasks (Item 15), learner speech in management (Item 16), and
overall teacher to learner speech ratio (Item 17). A total of 14 six-point Lik-
ert-scale items were devised (1 = I do not agree at all; 6 = I agree very much)
to measure the teachers’ self-efficacy as it related to their choice of language
for instruction (e.g., “I feel that Japanese/English in my class is efficacious
because it is helpful to enhance understanding” [Items 22/29]). The items
were created based on five major reasons and purposes that teachers have
reported in previous studies: goal—how efficacious the instructional speech
is for students’ goal achievement (Items 18-20, 25-27); understanding—
how efficacious the instructional speech is for students’ understanding of
the content of the class (Items 21 & 28); enhancement—how efficacious the
instructional speech is for the enhancement of understanding of language
features such as grammar (Items 22 & 29); smoothness—how efficacious the
instructional speech is to make the learning activities go more smoothly, for
example, in directions (Items 23 & 30); and enrichment—how efficacious the
instructional speech is to enrich learning, for example, to encourage active
participation in the class (Items 24 & 31). These items were adapted from
De la Campa and Nassaji (2009); Liu, Ahn, Baek, and Han (2004); and Polio
and Duff (1994), who determined speech (L1) functions in EFL instruction.

A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted with oblique ro-
tation (promax) on the efficacy items. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure
verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .79. All figures for
individual 14 items were >.70. Bartlett’s test of sphericity, x* (91) = 1239.09,
p < .001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large
for the PCA. Cronbach’s alpha was .84, which means the reliability of these
items was robust.
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Study 2

Drawing from the initial questionnaire respondents, the author recruited
11 teachers by email to participate in follow-up interviews. These teachers,
aged 20 to 50, had between 1 and 23 years of teaching experience. Teach-
ers asked to participate in this study were those whose ratio of Japanese to
English in instructional use was 6:4 or higher based on the results of Study
1 (i.e.,, dominant L1 use, see below). Six teachers agreed to participate. Table
1 shows demographic details, including pseudonyms. The average reflected
ratio of Japanese to English was 7:3. Preliminary interviews by email or
telephone revealed that all the teachers spoke Japanese as a native lan-
guage, taught solo comprehensive English classes to Japanese students, and
identified no problematic teacher-student relationships. Most importantly,
each represented different teacher characteristics (age, sex, grades taught,
experience, etc.). Five of the six teachers had certified high-level English
proficiency based on standardized tests.

Mie and Sakura were teachers at different lower secondary schools. Mie
was younger, with only 3 years of teaching experience. Her TOEIC (Test of
English for International Communication) score was 880. Her Japanese to
English reflection was 6:4. Sakura had 20 years of experience teaching in
Japan. Her Japanese to English reflection was 9:1; she was not confident
about using English; and she believed it was not possible to use more Eng-
lish because the students lacked the skills and experience to gain confidence
in English.

Kei had 9 years of teaching experience with a variety of overseas experi-
ences. Her TOEIC score was 935. Despite her preference to conduct classes
using English, she felt that teaching grammar in English was pointless, con-
sidering the college entrance examinations. She believed that success in the
examinations required the students to have more understanding of the TL
in their L1 than would be possible by using the TL as is required by school
policy. Kei’s Japanese to English reflection was 8:2.

Ichiro was in his late 40s; he had 7 years of prior teaching experience in
California and had been teaching at his current school for 14 years since
then. Ichiro used Japanese to explain grammar because his goal was to pre-
pare his students for their university entrance examinations. His reflection
was 7:3.

Katz studied for a year in the United States before becoming a teacher.
His IELTS (International English Language Test System) score was 7.0. His
reflection ratio was 7:3. He was not completely convinced about the English-
only policy declared by MEXT. He had once tried an English-only class, which
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was not successful because he was not able to ensure good communication
with his students.

Taro was the oldest with 10 years of teaching experience. Despite having
a high English proficiency test score (TOEIC 985), Taro’s reflection was 6:4.

Table 1. Study 2: Participants’ Backgrounds

=

ks E

B o ~—

[e1o] = = =

£ 5 © 5

. z g 3 2 5

5, 1 3 @ ® = >

5 — S s k= S 2 L

E g 3 7 2 z S e

g % ¥ 5 £ & 8 g 5 £

A = S = > = =7 =

Mie late F LS 1 3 <2 880 (T) 6:4 79
20s

Katz late M US 5 4 1 870 (T) 7:3 74

20s 7.0 (D)

Kei late F US 4 10 <2 935 (T) 8:2 106
30s

Sakura early F LS 3 20 <2 2nd (S) 9:1 75
40s

Ichiro late M US 6 23 7 1st (S) 7:3 66
40s

Taro early M UNV 7 10 <2 985 (T) 6:4 55
50s

Note. LS = lower secondary (junior high) school; US = upper secondary (senior high)
school; UNV = university; ES = English-speaking; T = TOEIC (Test of English for Inter-
national Communication); [ = IELTS (International English Language Test System); S
= STEP (Standardized Test for English Proficiency); J/E = Japanese to English; grade
taught = 1 (1st-year secondary) to 7 (1st year tertiary).

The author conducted six semistructured interview sessions ranging
from 55 to 106 minutes in a closed and quiet meeting environment. The
interviews were recorded using a digital recorder after confidentiality of
personal information was assured and the interviewees had signed formal
consent forms. The data were transcribed verbatim. After the initial coding
of transcripts, the author invited the participants for follow-up interviews,
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either in person or by email, to confirm and modify the transcription. All
teacher comments were translated by the author.

The main goal of the interviews was to elicit how TSE had developed and
changed over time in terms of Bandura’s (1977) four sources of self-efficacy
adapted as coding criteria by Morris and Usher (2011). To this end, the au-
thor developed an interview protocol (se Appendix B) by modifying that of
Morris and Usher’s study.

The transcripts were coded using ATLAS ti.7 (Friese & Ringmayr, 2015)
through two steps. For the first step, 33 quotations from six participants
were coded into four efficacy-source categories—mastery experiences (ME),
vicarious experiences (VE), social persuasions (SP), physiological and affective
states (PA)—and five linguistic codes—Japanese (JP), nonchoice of English
(non-EN), English (EN), nonchoice of Japanese (non-JP), and nonlanguage
(NL). This primary coding allowed for the two strands of efficacy and
language to be coded simultaneously. For example, the author coded the
comment “English is a tool to encourage myself to create the physiological
rhythm inside of me” as PA as well as EN.

Next, the quotations coded as NL were eliminated because the purpose
was to see the link between self-efficacy and language choice. The secondary
coding was then carried out using an open coding approach in an attempt
to explore linguistic functions in each coded paragraph. This was to identify
and classify functional types in each source group (ME, VE, SP, or PA); func-
tions of self-efficacy that were common across each type of speech (EN, JP,
non-EN, non-JP) emerged in this process (see Table 2).

Table 2. Types of Self-Efficacy Sources and Functions of Each Coding

Source  Code Types Functions

ME EN 1. Perceived former success in class (e.g., Conditionally
“The most fruitful class I ever had was onel  motivational
taught from my 4th year for three consecu-
tive years. I taught them from first to third
grade.” [Kei])

JP 2. Mastery of cognitive strategies (e.g., “They  Cognitive tool
prefer to be convinced by the reliable L1
rather than to be made confused by the
ambiguous English. They like to learn things
through logical explanation.” [Ichiro])
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Source  Code Types Functions

VE EN 3. Learning pedagogical skills by observing Motivational as
models (e.g., “I am working with native as- a model
sistants, so I was convinced and encouraged
to use the expressions they used. I mean I
owe something to them.” [Mie])

SP EN 4. Students’ informal comments and Conditionally
evaluations (e.g., “The room always af- motivational
forded opportunities for the small number
of students to share a virtual English life. In
such a specialized condition, they were ready
... [Sakura])

JP Same as 4 (e.g., “[I was] usually acting as an Compensatory
easy teacher using the L1. Then students behaviour
would respond to me, being relaxed and
open-minded to me, and my class.” [Taro])

Non- 5. Negative social responses (e.g., “I tried, Embarrassment

EN for the discipline of the students but in vain,  avoidance
to make myself understood in English. Then
[ decided to use Japanese to do so. My goal
was to manage my class, anyway.” [Mie])

PA EN 6. Positive physiological and affective states Conditionally
(e.g., “We can make an English-only class motivational
with humour and laughter. Yes, [ know it.. .

Laughter was a key factor then.” [Sakura])

JP Same as 6 (e.g., “I use grammatical jargon, Compensatory
maru sankaku shikaku [circle, triangle, and motivation
square], in a hard-and-fast manner. It feels
strange, but they are invincible and stabiliz-
ing tools of mine.” [Katz])

Non-  7.Nervousness (e.g, “When I get annoyed,I =~ Embarrassment

JP avoid Japanese and use English instead. [am  avoidance

afraid that [ would be insulting. I don’t know,
but English alleviates such a feeling inside
me.” [Taro])

Note. ME = mastery experiences; VE = vicarious experiences; SP = social persuasions;
PA = physiological and affective states; EN = English; JP = Japanese; Non-EN = non-
choice of English; Non-JP = nonchoice of Japanese.
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Efforts to strengthen the validity of the coding were twofold. First, to
detect data patterns, the author revisited cross-matrix codes, anomalies in
the transcripts, all field notes, summaries, recorded videos, and the origi-
nal interview recordings. As was the case with Morris and Usher (2011),
various strands of these processes substantiated the relationships between
sources and self-efficacy as well as confirmed the explicit acknowledgement
of the relationships by each participant. Second, if necessary and possible,
the author exchanged emails with participants, visited participants at their
schools, or did both to either replicate or reconcile some controversial
points of the transcripts.

After several coding-training sessions, two raters (including the author)
calculated an intercoder reliability based on a random selection of approxi-
mately 15% of the transcriptions. The obtained Kappa statistic from this
early assessment was .909, revealing a very good or high degree of agree-
ment. Disagreements between the raters were resolved prior to the actual
coding process through mutual understanding by the raters.

Results
Results of Study 1

Table 3 summarises the comparison between two categorical variables:
schools and ratio of Japanese to English use in the classroom. Ratios of 6:4
and over were tallied in the high category, 5:5 and under in the low category.
Fisher’s exact test revealed that there were no significant associations, ex-
ceptteacher’s L1 in task, x* (1) =9.48, p =.003, ¢ =.296. This showed that the
odds of upper secondary school teachers’ L1 use being over 50% were 13.57
times higher than those of the lower secondary school teachers. However,
the overall outcome was a greater use of L1 regardless of school or agent
(i.e., teacher or learner).

Table 4 presents the mean degree of agreement on the efficacious func-
tions of the two languages. Independent-samples t tests with Bonferroni
correction compared the means of each paired item (e.g., Items 18 and 25,
see Appendix A) and found no significant differences on the three pairs in
goal (student’s achievement). However, teachers assumed understanding,
enhancement, and smoothness as efficacious functions of Japanese signifi-
cantly more than they did so for English: understanding, t (214) = 11.45, p
< .01, d = 1.56; enhancement, t (214) = 10.56, p < .01, d = 1.44; smoothness,
t (214) = 7.89, p < .01, d = 1.08. However, teachers agreed on enrichment
as an efficacious function, not of Japanese but of English, and this too was
significant, t (214) =-3.10,p <.01,d = 0.42.
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Table 3. Summary of Frequency in L1 (Japanese) Ratios

LS(n=59) US(n=49)
L1 (Japanese) use X p? ®

Low High Low High
Teacher’s L1 (task) 13 46 1 48  9.484 .003" .296

Teacher’s L1 3 56 2 47 .061 1.000 .024
(management)
Students’ L1 (task) 17 42 7 42 3.269 103 174
Students’ L1 0 59 2 47  2.454 204 -151
(management)

Teacher to student 14 45 6 43 2.340 .143 147
ratio

Note. LS = lower secondary school; US = upper secondary school.
aFisher’s exact test. “p <.01. Bonferroni correction was applied.

Table 4. Mean Degree of Agreement on the Efficacious Functions of
Japanese and English (N = 108)

Item  Efficacious Japanese English d

no. functions M SD M SD

18,25 Goal 456 099 449 1.06 0.464 0.47
(effectiveness)

19,26 Goal (necessity) 4.87 0.84 4.53 1.07 2.610 0.35

20,27 Goal 4.69 0.88 4.52 1.05 1.331 0.18
(significance)

21,28 Understanding 523 0.71 3.72 118 11.447" 1.56

22,29 Enhancement 5.10 0.79 3.67 1.17 10.559™" 1.44

23,30 Smoothness 481 092 3.60 1.29 7.892" 1.08

24,31 Enrichment 430 1.14 4.74 096 -3.102" 0.42

Note. Chronbach’s alpha = .90 (Japanese) and .91 (English). Bonferroni correction
was applied. Item no. = number of item on questionnaire in Appendix A.
“p<.01.
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Results of Study 2

Table 2 presents a summary of the relationship between the sources of TSE
and language revealed in the interview data. Two features, embarrassment
avoidance and motivation, emerged as the most common functions across
source types. The functions of the four self-efficacy sources (ME, VE, SP, and
PA) are presented below.

ME was the most influential source, revealing two types: perceived former
success in class (EN) and mastery of cognitive strategies (JP). These source
types exemplify different aspects of TSE depending on the language type.
English acts as an incentive for students to learn and Japanese enhances stu-
dents’ understanding; both of which serve to increase TSE. For example, be-
cause she had a good relationship with students in her previous school, Kei
used both English and Japanese and was able to share a bond with students
through teaching strategies that motivated students to produce output. In
other words, Kei believed that her deliberate alternation of language of in-
struction not only facilitated students’ mastery of communication in English
but also helped increase her self-efficacy. Ichiro, in contrast, renounced the
communicative teaching method and instead espoused a target of master-
ing English by focusing on learners’ higher cognitive abilities such as logical
thinking and inferential strategies. Ichiro’s efficacy stemmed from empha-
sising the students’ preference for Japanese as a resource and their success
studying in Japanese rather than the unfamiliar and artificial English. Ichiro
articulated his belief by saying, “They prefer to be convinced by the reliable
L1 rather than to be made confused by the unclear foreign language. They
like to learn things through logical explanation.”

VE was the least powerful source of the four: The coder assigned only
English (no Japanese) for learning pedagogical skills by observing models
(EN). Mie’s awareness of the practices of native English-speaking teachers
occasionally motivated her to imitate them to gain efficacy in her classroom.
However, she and the other teachers never developed similar strategies to
gain efficacy from their instructional speech in Japanese. Thus, VE contrib-
uted little to TSE via Japanese.

SP was the second most influential source with the most diverse func-
tions. Three features were predominant: Students’ informal comments and
evaluations (both EN and JP) and negative social responses (non-EN). Teach-
ers spoke of students’ comments and evaluations as a strong source for
efficacy building. Some teachers emphasised the importance of the motiva-
tional classroom environment, and others emphasised their own compen-
satory behaviour. One example is Sakura’s experience of the motivational
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classroom environment (EN). She believed that the extra measures that she
had created for the enhancement of students’ learning motivation—room
preparation, interior decoration—motivated the students to refrain from
using Japanese:

The room always afforded opportunities for the small number
of students to share a virtual English life. In this particular con-
dition, they were ready . . . it didn’t matter if they could speak
well . ... but they felt like using English within the space from
beginning to end! (Sakura)

By using Japanese, Taro obtained similar efficacious control via the stu-
dents’ responses. Despite his highly proficient English, the social persuasion
of his students seemed to have affected Taro’s natural inclination to use
Japanese and made him more aware of his capability:

Many other teachers spoke strictly in English in the school.
Nonetheless, [ was, at times, a very kind teacher. [ knew it. . ..
[I was] usually acting as an easy teacher, using Japanese. Then
students would respond to me and my class, being relaxed and
open minded. All of us enjoyed the circumstances, you know.
(Taro)

The third type of SP was negative social responses (non-EN). SP was no-
tably associated with embarrassment avoidance by nonchoice of English,
suggesting that teachers quite a few times felt they had no other choice but
to use Japanese because of reservations about English, similar to the results
found by Polio & Duff (1994). This type, therefore, functioned as embarrass-
ment avoidance. Mie described one of her past experiences in which poor
discipline made having the class in English too much of a challenge. She
explained the situation as follows:

[ was at aloss what to do the moment first became a teacher..
.. My English worked all right, however, sometimes it didn’t do
any good at all. I tried my best for the discipline of the students
to make myself understood in English [for management], but
to no avail. Then I decided to use Japanese to do so. My goal
was to manage my class, anyway. (Mie)

PA was the third most influential source. Three features emerged: positive
physiological and affective states (EN) and (JP) and nervousness (non-JP).
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Sakura represented PA (EN) when she said, “I once successfully motivated
my students to make an English-only class with humour and laughter. Yes, I
know it. .. Laughter was a key factor then.”

Katz used a unique vocabulary (JP) when he explained grammar to his
learners; it included Japanese terms such as maru sankaku shikaku [circle,
triangle, and square] to highlight important grammatical points. He used
this particular language in every instance in the classroom. It had become an
active source of Katz’s self-efficacy because he felt a steady student response
that made him feel efficacious. Such a sense of efficacy seemed to have made
him a more reliable teacher, and he believed that it would also make his
students stronger.

The other type of PA was non-JP. Because this type functioned as an
emotional problem-solving feature—that is, avoiding an uncomfortable
emotional state (JP) by adopting a stable counterpart (EN)—it was coded
nervousness. Taro refrained from using Japanese and instead used English
in a moment of anger caused by students’ bad and slothful manners. He ex-
plained that the students’ behaviour fuelled his irritation and that, despite
the predominance of Japanese for instruction in his class, he expressed his
frustration in English. By using English, he believed he was capable of keep-
ing his cognition virtually unaffected by his emotions, similar to the results
in Keysar, Hayakawa, & An (2012).

In sum, TSE manifested itself as having two functions: embarrassment
avoidance and motivational inclination. However, these features in English
(the TL) were limited in certain conditions as seen in the case of Kei’s shar-
ing bonds, Sakura’s special room, and Taro’s irritation, while the functions in
Japanese (the L1) were cognitive and compensatory, working to alleviate the
problems of TL use for foreign language learning (see De la Campa & Nassaji,
2009; Littlewood & Yu, 2009).

Discussion

Study 1

Study 1 verified that the L1 was the principal language of instruction regard-
less of school and agent, which suggested a disproportionate use of the L1 in
overall instructional speech. Previous quantitative research has presented a
similar pattern. For example, Kaneko (1992) observed the utterances in one
class of each of 12 EFL secondary school teachers and revealed a 71.8% use
of Japanese by the teachers, with time sampling applied to the protocol data.
More recently, Liu, Ahn, Baek, and Han (2004) observed the utterances in
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one class of each of 13 high school EFL teachers in South Korea and showed
L1 (Korean) use to be 68%.

Teachers’ self-reports in the current study, however, have given us a differ-
ent overview of thislandscape. Although the teachers agreed on the Japanese
functions in understanding, enhancement, and smoothness, they presented a
rather mixed view on goal with no significant differences between Japanese
and English in helping students set goals in terms of effectiveness, necessity,
and significance. They conversely acknowledged an efficacious function of
English in enrichment; that is, teachers held a view that the TL was a valid
means of encouraging students’ participation. Thus, these findings reveal
teachers’ complex self-efficacy pertaining to instructional speech, specifi-
cally for goal setting.

The results of Study 1 (understanding, enhancement, smoothness, and goal
in Table 4) highlight the fact that teachers’ English-related strategic behav-
iour is complex in two ways: conflicting beliefs about the function of lan-
guage in goal setting and the occasional compensatory use of L1 when there
is a gap in conversation or when students reach a plateau of understand-
ing. Through interviews, Omote (2012) revealed teachers’ conflicts about
an English-only class, demonstrating a variety of causes of teachers’ use of
Japanese, such as limited chances to use English in Japanese society, limited
cognitive effect, and limited effects in terms of student motivation. Omote
pointed out that these limitations might undermine teachers’ support for
education that has mastery of English as a goal, as they influence teachers’
behaviour through their beliefs about their instruction.

Study 1 may also demonstrate a sociocognitive function of L1 (see Bur-
den, 2000; McDowell, 2009). With teachers’ misgivings compensated for in
part by making use of Japanese in classrooms, their self-evaluation would
pay a high price for excluding the L1, which might lead to a lack of under-
standing, enhancement, and smooth communication. From the perspective
of sociocognitive classroom interactions, therefore, miscommunications
and conflicts may be connected in some way to teacher self-evaluation and
self-efficacy when teachers attempt to use only the TL to communicate (see
Chacén, 2005; Mak, 2011).

Study 2

Figure 2 illustrates the outcomes of Study 2, focusing on two distinctive
highlights categorised by the source of TSE (an embarrassment avoidance
function) and three-way motivational functions: (a) a motivational func-
tion under specific conditions (conditional), (b) a motivational function for
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activating cognition (cognitive), and (c) a motivational function by compen-
sation (compensatory). These three functions can be collectively referred
to as CCC-motivational functions. Specifically, we should note the different
qualities between English and Japanese features: the conditional function
of EN, and the cognitive and compensatory functions of JP. This means that
Japanese and English may alternate in teacher talk following TSE-driven
functions. TSE is, therefore, associated with a change in instructional speech
between English and Japanese. The primary cause of this particular efficacy-
behaviour connection was the effect of students’ engagement for ME and SP,
suggesting that TSE may undergo fluctuation with feedback from learners’
mastery or response.

4 4 )
MESP Non-EN —_——f -
PA :
Embarrassment
Avoidance
L1 CcCC- TL
(Japanese) Motivational (English)
Functions
Embarrassment
Avoidance
'\______ Non-JP
. J J

Figure 2. A conceptual scheme of the relationship between teacher self-effi-
cacy (TSE) and language. TSE has two functions related to teachers’ speech
(embarrassment avoidance and conditional-, cognitive-, and compensatory-
motivational functions [CCC-motivational functions]). The two large col-
oured arrows represent sources of self-efficacy and the direction, and the
white squares (Japanese and English) represent behaviour (speech). Dotted
arrows show a feedback circulation for teachers’ speech optimisation in the
classroom environment. ME = mastery experiences, VE = vicarious experi-
ences, SP = social persuasions, PA = physiological and affective states; Non-
EN =nonchoice of English, Non-JP = nonchoice of Japanese.
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From a sociocognitive perspective, Kei’s speech alternation indicates
that meaningful feedback and interactions accumulated longitudinally
among her efficacy, speech, and students’ responses. However, this practice
did not cause her efficacy to deteriorate, instead optimising it in the face
of environmental difficulty (see Morris & Usher, 2011, and Weiner, 1986,
for other successful teacher responses to failure). The important finding is
that when supported by Japanese used as compensation or to aid students’
understanding, self-efficacy can stabilise within a framework of minimum
fluctuation. Support for this interpretation was in Kei’s following explana-
tion:

After all, the kind of environment students are learning in, and
how you should use it, are extremely important. My experi-
ences taught me the lesson that I could be capable of improv-
ing students’ English ability, whatever situation I may address.
(Kei)

A reciprocal effect manifested itself because Kei chose Japanese not only
to exert a motivational function for learners but also to enable herself to
contribute to the establishment of an effective classroom environment par-
ticularly for students with little or no motivation.

On the other hand, scarcity of cognitive and affective feedback from learn-
ers limits the motivational function of teachers’ using English. Sakura and
Kei’s efficacy from PA and ME were evidence of this. Sakura felt efficacious
when she got feedback from students indicating their motivation, but this
feedback was scarce. Kei shared a quite similar opinion. This led to Sakura
making a strategy of carefully preparing questions to elicit such feedback,
one example of which was “laughter” In this respect, Sakura’s source of
efficacy was derived mostly from her actions to motivate students. Sakura
discussed the manipulation of laughter as a type of conditioned feedback
from motivated learners:

You need tactics to elicit laughter. Without tactics, I get less.
The key is to question students so you may get good responses.
You cannot get it by routine. Prepare well and then make each
question motivational. Hard job, you know, but there is no
other way. (Sakura)

The present study adopted mixed methods that minimise validity and
reliability deficits and maximise credibility (see Creswell, 2012). However,
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vulnerabilities still potentially exist. Researcher bias seems to be one of the
most important because case studies can never be completely objective.
Bias may also lie in participants’ responses when they talk about sensitive
and personal issues, such as how exactly they feel motivated in embarrass-
ing situations (Creswell, 2012; Morris & Usher, 2011).

Another limitation is that the present study found no vicarious model of
Japanese use, which is in disagreement with Morris and Usher’s (2011) find-
ing that teachers behave efficaciously through vicarious experience. There
might have been a drawback in the way this study elicited vicarious experi-
ences linked with the L1 because the primary focus of interview protocol
was the English-only policy. It may be appropriate to say, therefore, that
teachers paid no attention to the linkage between L1 and vicarious experi-
ence rather than to say there were no such models. In future research I will
investigate the source of language teachers’ self-efficacy from this point of
view.

Conclusion

The aim of this paper was to identify the connection between instructional
speech and the source of TSE and to suggest how teachers can use L1 Japa-
nese and TL English for self-efficacy. First, the mixed methods study dem-
onstrated teachers’ unbalanced choice of L1 and partly verified Littlewood
and Yu's (2009) hypothesis that the L1 has an influence on the functions of
TSE in the cognitive and compensatory dimensions of instructional speech.
Teachers’ ongoing motivational engagement works for this as a primary role
of TSE despite their conflicts between goal setting for and mastery learn-
ing of the targeted English (Omote, 2012), together with contingent learner
feedback (Macaro, 2005).

Second, teachers’ behaviour in the choice of the L1 or TL was mixed. De-
spite the dominant use of L1, there was distinct agreement among teachers on
the effect of English on their self-efficacy in terms of enrichment or students’
active participation. Nishino (2012) illustrated how students’ conditions in-
fluence classroom practices: “Teacher cognition is situated in their own local
contexts, and teachers generally think about their students’ conditions” (p.
392). Therefore, TSE should be partly influenced by both languages to dif-
ferent degrees depending on which of the students’ goals (i.e., entrance ex-
aminations, communication, and classwork) the teacher is targeting in foreign
language learning (Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Turnbull, 2001).

The present study revealed that teachers’ speech hinges on a fluctuating
sense of TSE. Two powerful functions of the instructional speech emerged
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connected with TSE: (a) an embarrassment buffer, which operated to avoid
and alleviate a contingent classroom difficulty (see Moafian & Ghanizadeh,
2009), and (b) an agentic motivation keeper, which worked more longitu-
dinally across languages to maintain self-efficacy in learning and teaching.
However, the function in the speech differed between languages, with the
English function being conditional and the Japanese function being cognitive
and compensatory, which eventually yielded L1 dominancy in the language
of instruction.

The study shed light on the issue of maximising and optimising instruc-
tional speech. The results supported the idea that a teacher can optimise
instructional language as well as maximise TSE. At the same time, however,
the results showed that maximisation of the target of enrichment and goal
setting has yet to be adequately attempted. To this end, therefore, we should
consider three points.

First, there is a caveat regarding how TSE forms and functions with in-
structional speech, what Turnbull (2001) called an overreliance on the L1:
Dominance of the L1 implies its unnecessary use or overreliance on it. This
may be partly attributed to the disagreement and insufficient guidance
about how and to what extent teachers should decrease the L1 to boost the
use of TL. The present data, in this regard, demonstrate a potential impact of
TSE that would enhance the choice of TL in certain particular conditions, as
was partially shown in Kei’s, Mie’s, Sakura’s, and Taro’s cases. Importantly,
however, TSE may influence various dimensions of coursework norms (e.g.,
classroom management, communication, examinations). This aspect of TSE
might help students to understand the TL. However, understanding of the
TL does not necessarily lead to a significant goal setting and enrichment (or
active participation) in the language classrooms, as the data have shown in
the current studies.

Another assumed factor is social. As Katz and Ichiro illustrated, for exam-
ple, teachers opt to use the L1 themselves to maintain TSE. They used the
L1 not due to overreliance but rather for social purposes such as to adapt
to students’ cognitive and socioeconomic conditions. Alternatively, those
teachers’ previous learning experiences affected TSE; they regarded their
own past experiences of learning grammar for university entrance exami-
nations as a practical purpose for learning English at the secondary school
level. Because a large number of junior and high school level teachers with
the aim of preparing students for the entrance examination use the L1 to
remain efficacious (Nishino, 2012; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008), this type of
teacher belief could form a situational source of self-efficacy and eventually
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a bias towards L1 use. Various modifications of the school situation, includ-
ing the entrance examination system, might make a difference in teachers’
experiences and how this affects their efficacy.

Third, the dynamics of TSE predict a further implication: the possibil-
ity for a new kind of teacher training with the goal of optimisation of TSE.
Given that efficacy is pivotal in the change from one event into another,; the
alternative turns from one language to another will greatly depend on the
contingent nature of the environment as well as on the students’ feedback to
the teacher (i.e., Mie’s nonchoice of English or Taro’s refusal to use Japanese,
both of which function as embarrassment avoidance). Morris and Usher
(2011) pointed out that an awareness of self-efficacy for self-regulation can
allow teachers to behave proactively and confidently during negative events
and to dispel misgivings of failure in a task. Therefore, teacher training for
this kind of self-regulatory competence—separate from the traditional
practice of core linguistic proficiency—is significant and helpful for teachers
to maintain self-efficacy with respect to better instructional speech such as,
for example, reduction and refinement of L1 use and to enhance the greater
use of the TL. More specifically, as both L1 and TL remain inextricably tied in
a given context of instructional speech, the ability of the teacher to focus on
how best to use the L1 matters most for the enhancement of TL use. Moreo-
ver, discussing the ways teachers can qualitatively refine or reduce use of
the L1 will virtually open the door to global approaches, such as MEXT’s
(2014) reforms or the promotion of English as an international language
(Marlina, 2013). Therefore, it would give us a further idea of how to turn a
foreign language into an additional language in an authentic sense.

The current studies represent a new interpretation for future investiga-
tions about the relationship of self-efficacy with instructional speech in
Japan. Because of complex classroom circumstances (speaking targeted
content through targeted language) and environment (speaking in a limited
environment and condition), there is no monolithic way to predict the best
dynamics of instructional speech. However, it is not a particular language
but a behaviour that motivates classroom agents, conveys meanings, affects
teacher and student self-efficacy, and enhances local interactions. In this re-
spect, this study provides the first clue as to how teaching experiences keep
teachers efficacious and how they foster effective functions in EFL settings.

Akihiro Omote is currently a student in a MSc program jointly provided by
the Birkbeck, University of London, and UCL-IOE (University College Lon-
don, Institute of Education).
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Appendix A

Study 1: Questionnaire About Instructional Speech (Original in
Japanese)

This questionnaire investigates your reflection on your instructional speech
(in Japanese and English) in the classroom with a view to exploring more
effective foreign language teaching and learning. Responses will be statis-
tically calculated for numerical data such as means or percentages. Your
complete anonymity will be secured.

Part 1: About Yourself

1. Sex: male female
2. Mother tongue: Japanese other ( )
3. Age: 20-29  30-39 40-49 50-59 over60
4. Years of career experience:
0-5 6-10 11-15  16-20  21-25  over 26
5.School:  1.elementary 2.lower secondary
3. upper secondary (normal) 4. upper secondary (vocational)
5. vocational college 6. university

6. Grade: 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th
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Part 2: About Your Class

Imagine one main class if you teach more than two classes now.
7.The goal: 1.writing 2.reading 3.listening 4.speaking

5. multi-purpose 6. other ( )
Hereinafter, please answer the questions about the class you chose in Item 7.
8. Students’ L1:  1.only]apanese 2.Japanese + other ( )
3.Japanese + others 4. other language ( )

9. Class size: 1.less than 10 2.11-20 3.21-30 4.31-40
5.41 or more

10. Estimation of students’ overall current achievement:

1.0-20% 2.21-40% 3.41-60%
4.61-80% 5.81-100%
11. The instruction style is relatively:
1. learner-centered 2.even 3. teacher-centered

12. Main activities relatively focused on:
1. communication 2. even
3 reading comprehension/drills

13. Reflection on the ratio of Japanese (L1) to English (FL) in teacher’s
speech in tasks (e.g,, 4:6 in a total of 10):

L1:FL= :
14. Reflection on the ratio of L1 to FL teacher speech in the classroom man-
agement

L1:FL= __ :
15. Reflection on the ratio of L1 to FL speech in students’ task

L1:FL= __ :
16. Reflection on the ratio of L1 to FL students’ speech in the classroom
management

L1:FL= __ :
17. Reflection on the ratio of your speech to students’ speech in the class

You: Ss =
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Part 3

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the items below show-
ing the efficacious function of Japanese/English on the 6-point scale. Please
circle the number that most appropriately matches your opinion about the
classroom you imagined in the items above. Even if you agree 50% with the

item, please choose either 3 or 4.

1. Idonotagree atall (0%).

[ agree a little (up to 20%).

[ do not agree much (up to 40%).
[ agree somewhat (up to 60%).

[ agree mostly (up to 80%).

[ agree very much (up to 100%).

o Utk W

A. 1 feel that Japanese in my class is efficacious because it

0% ~20% ~40% ~60% ~80% ~100%

18. is effective in goal achievement. 1 2
19. is necessary for goal achievement. 1 2
20. is significant for goal achievement. 1 2
21. is helpful to understand learning contents. 1 2
22. is helpful to enhance understanding. 1 2
23. smoothens the learning activities. 1 2
24. enriches learning during learning activities. 1 2

B. I feel that English in my class is efficacious because it:
25. is effective in goal achievement. 1 2
26. isnecessary for goal achievement.

27. is significant for goal achievement.

28. is helpful to understand learning contents.
29. is helpful to enhance understanding.

30. smoothens the learning activities.

31. enriches learning during learning activities.

[ S = W Sy Y
NNNNDNN

3

W w w w w w

W w w w w w w

4
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Appendix B
Study 2: Interview Protocol

Questions asked

1. What learning experiences did you have prior to becoming a
teacher? Explain.

e Do you recall something motivational about your own mastery of
English?
e Do yourecall a teacher who had a great influence on your efficacy?

2. What mastery experiences have made you efficacious?

¢ How do you know that a given lesson has or has not gone well in
terms of speech? Explain.

3. Canyou pinpoint some powerful vicarious influences on your teach-
ing efficacy?

e Canyou recall things you have observed that made you efficacious as
a teacher? Explain.

4. Canyou recall something students or other teachers have said or
shown about your teaching?

¢ Did the comment they made to you increase or decrease your
efficacy? Explain.

5. Identify some of the most prominent feelings and emotions that you
experience while teaching.

e Which feelings or emotions have most profoundly influenced your
efficacy? Explain.

6. Tell me advantages and disadvantages that teachers face in relation
to the English-only policy.

Note. Modified from Morris and Usher (2011).




Misinterpreting Japanese Student
Collaboration in the L2 Classroom

Joshua Alexander Kidd
Kidd International

Utsunomiya University (EPUU)

In this study, [ examined points arising in L2 English activities during which Japanese
students resolved to collaborate with classmates. These points included moments
when students were specifically instructed to work alone, were rebuked for collabo-
rating, or both. Of issue here was that the value and meaning ascribed by the English
native speaker (NS) teachers to Japanese students’ spontaneous peer collabora-
tion (SPC) reflected a prevailing assumption about L1 collaboration: that students
were off task, were less proficient members of the class, or lacked motivation. The
study explored the miscommunication that could result as students upheld what
they viewed as an acceptable classroom behaviour, namely peer support through
verbal collaboration, while simultaneously attempting to gain teacher recognition
as competent and engaged members of the class. Candid student insights illustrated
that during language-learning activities students should be given greater freedom to
collaborate when and with whom they desire without fear that this will negatively
impact how their performance is perceived by the instructor.
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ing to avoid unintentionally imposing pragmatic expectations on

students, given that aspects of one’s own culture and how these are
manifested in the classroom are not always identifiable. Unfamiliar prag-
matic expectations with regard to the production and interpretation of
language in the classroom can be confusing and disorienting for students
when there are culturally different perceptions of what constitutes class-
room appropriateness. An obstacle to identifying the motivations behind
pragmatic norms lies in the very fact that divergence between the L1 and L2
may not be observable, unless of course violations of these assumed norms
interfere with communicative objectives. Recognising variance in pragmatic
norms and avoiding cross-cultural misunderstanding is complicated by the
fact that the teacher is informed by background, experiences, beliefs, and
professional knowledge that may not always be compatible with student
expectations (see Borg, 2006, and Ishihara & Cohen, 2010, for discussion
of teacher education and beliefs). Moreover, in the cross-cultural classroom,
we can assume that there are certain shared patterns by which students
express themselves, interact, interpret language, and behave that do not
always align with the knowledge and schematic framework that teachers
bring to the classroom (Archer, Aijmer, & Wichmann, 2012).

Building on a previous proposal that there may be differences between
what teachers and their students consider to be standard and convention-
ally acceptable language use and behaviour (Kidd, 2016), in this study the
role of student-initiated spontaneous L1 collaboration in the L2 classroom
was explored. Given that L1 collaborative exchanges serve key functions in
SLA (Bao & Du, 2015; Swain, Brooks, & Tocalli-Beller, 2002), awareness of
potential differences in pragmatic dimensions of collaboration as performed
and interpreted during L2 activities can enable teachers to avoid ascribing
their own perceptions of appropriateness and better predict points of pos-
sible cross-cultural misunderstandings. To this end, English native speaker
(NS) teachers’ interpretations of their Japanese students’ L1 collaborative
exchanges with peers during L2 activities were examined and compared
with students’ reflections on their own collaborative language use. The next
three sections present a brief introduction to pragmatic variance, an over-
view of L1 use in the L2 classroom, and a working description of spontane-
ous peer collaboration. The fifth section outlines the research methodology

F or the language teacher working across cultures it can be challeng-
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and introduces the participants and setting. The sixth and seventh sections
consist of an analysis of student collaboration as revealed through teacher
and student feedback. The article concludes with a discussion of the poten-
tial pedagogical applications in the L2 classroom.

Cross-Cultural Pragmatic Variation in the L2 Classroom

An issue that many language teachers will frequently encounter during L2
activities is that their students initiate L1 oral exchanges with classmates.
Student collaboration in the mother tongue challenges the teacher not only
to consider cognitive and social aspects of the L1 in L2 acquisition but also
to determine whether or not students require guidelines outlining when and
for what purposes the L1 should be collaboratively employed. As the balance
of power in the classroom typically favours the teacher, opportunities for
students to express their views on L1 use tend to be limited. Consequently,
it can be challenging for students to harness a range of L1 pragmatic and
sociolinguistic abilities associated with collaboration. Assumptions as to the
appropriateness of collaborative L1 exchanges are primarily determined by
the teacher and may not always be consistent with those upheld and valued
by students. Despite acknowledging the potential for cross-cultural varia-
tion, even the experienced and well-intentioned teacher is likely at times to
misinterpret student motivations and interactive objectives at times when
students collaborate with peers.

The pragmatic rules for language use, as Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-
Taylor (2003) observed, “are often subconscious, and even native speakers
are often unaware of pragmatic rules until they are broken (and feelings are
hurt or offense is taken)” (p. 1). Culturally informed expectations of com-
municative norms operate on all levels and inform verbal and nonverbal
interactional practices employed to achieve goals such as upholding rank
and role while avoiding imposition in a given situation. Noting the potential
for divergence in pragmatic forms, Archer et al. (2012) argued, “A problem
that arises frequently in interaction between people of different cultures is
that one participant or group is perceived by the other to be impolite” (p.
110). The meaning teachers assign to their students’ linguistic behaviour in
collaborative exchanges is shaped by factors that are so ingrained that they
are not always known or evident to the individual.

The notion of culture of learning draws attention to “the often implicit val-
ues, expectations and interpretations of learning and teaching which frame
ideas and pedagogic practices” (Jin & Cortazzi, 2011, p. 114). These socially
transmitted values associated with expectations of educational practices in-
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fluence pedagogic practices and shape notions regarding “good” teacher and
student classroom performances. Teachers’ knowledge of their own teach-
ing practices, the result of their own learning and teaching experiences, is
embedded in their practices and attitudes towards themselves and their
students. These notions are manifest in attitudes pertaining to areas such
as rank, roles, and classroom expectations and to broader issues such as the
objectives of education. Recognising the potential for variance in pragmatic
norms requires a level of awareness of social norms, cultural reasoning, and
the impact of language on the interlocutor (Ishihara & Cohen, 2010). Points
of disparity regarding the pragmatic norms by which students and their
teachers view L1 collaboration in terms of classroom appropriateness and
communicative objectives can give rise to incompatible expectations and
interpretations of classroom collaborative practices.

L1 Usein the L2 Classroom

The role of students’ native language in the classroom by the teacher, the
students, or both remains a topic of debate among researchers. The posi-
tion that a monolingual approach facilitates L2 acquisition borrows from
claims that the quantity of exposure is critical and informs the view that the
target language should be the only language allowed in the classroom. Chal-
lenging this premise, a large number of researchers have argued that the L1
provides considerable benefits such as lowering the affective filter, making
input more comprehensible, connecting with the students’ identity, and
creating better understanding of tasks to ensure successful task completion
(see Butzkamm & Caldwell, 2009; Levine, 2003; Meyer, 2008; Turnbull &
Dailey-0’Cain, 2009).

Arguments calling for a compromise promote a language-learning con-
text that does not deny the value of either the learners’ L1 or the L2. A
controlled approach to the L1 as a temporary measure for rendering the
L2 comprehensible found support from Butzkamm (2003) who argued that
“with growing proficiency in the foreign language, the use of the MT [mother
tongue] becomes largely redundant and the FL [foreign language] will stand
on its own two feet” (p. 36). Similarly, Meyer (2008) made the case that it is
critical to maximise the L2 and the “L1’s primary role is to supply scaffolding
to lower affective filters by making the L2 and the classroom environment
comprehensible” (p. 157). Advocates targeting this middle-ground position
have argued that the L1 promotes distinct cognitive advantages when judi-
ciously employed in the language classroom.
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Stressing that the use of the L1 is commonplace, Bao and Du (2015) ar-
gued, “L1 use should be acknowledged as an instinctive process that can
facilitate learners’ involvement in verbal interactional processes” (p. 19).
Recognising and embracing the social and cognitive functions of the L1
are not only pedagogically sound but are also critical to establishing and
upholding culturally inclusive L2 teaching practices that embrace student
identities. Research has demonstrated that learner identity is intrinsi-
cally associated with the process of language learning (Block, 2007; Norton,
2013). The language classroom, as a setting for identity construction, can
impose restrictions on the learners as they seek to align or not with the
kinds of identities made available by the teacher. Given learners’ awareness
of their cultural and social identities in language use, creating a place for
the L1 in the classroom not only carries pedagogic benefits but also sends a
message to students that they can position themselves and modify or align
with multiple identities. This relationship between language learning and
identity was framed by Norton and Toohey (2002) as follows:

Language learning engages the identities of students because
language itself is not only a linguistic system of signs and
symbols; it is also a complex social practice in which the
value and meaning ascribed to an utterance are determined
in part by the value and meaning ascribed to the person who
speaks. (p. 115)

Given that research has identified ways in which L1 use can serve as an ef-
fective social and cognitive tool to facilitate L2 acquisition and that L1 use is
closely tied to culture and identity, the question is no longer whether L1 use
should be included in language classrooms. Rather, what is required now is
the identification of how much, in what situations, and for what functions
the L1 can be efficiently and meaningfully employed.

Spontaneous Peer Collaboration

L2 learning studies examining collaboration and the social nature of learn-
ing have drawn extensively on the framework of sociocultural theory (SCT),
which regards cognition and knowledge as constructed through social in-
teraction (Lantolf, 2000; Morita, 2000; Ohta, 2000). Implicit in this notion
is the position that language itself is not only the learning objective but also
a mediated means to achieve this goal. Language acquisition is viewed not
as an individual endeavour but rather as a collaborative process that en-
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hances learners’ abilities to acquire higher order functions through various
socially mediated activities. Bao and Du (2015) underscored that “through
speaking, we mediate our reasoning process, alter our ways of thinking, and
develop a mutual understanding of the communicated information in order
for us to act and solve problems” (p. 13). Spontaneous collaboration, as a
cognitive tool that creates a social space where learners support each other
through scaffolding, enables learners to perform as experts and novices in
solving problems and co-constructing knowledge. Swain (2000) explained
collaborative dialogue as a process of engagement in problem solving and
knowledge building in which “language use and language learning can co-
occur. It is language use mediating language learning. It is cognitive activity
and it is social activity” (p. 97). Collaboration with peers provides learning
opportunities not only for novice learners, but more proficient learners can
also benefit from the dialogic interaction given that learners’ status over a
series of interactions is fluid rather than fixed (Donato, 1994).

The term spontaneous peer collaboration (SPC) is used to delineate situ-
ations in which students engage classmates, primarily in the L1, with the
intention of negotiating meaning through soliciting, transmitting, or cor-
roborating information related to the L2 learning task (Kidd, 2016). These
moments are differentiated from points during L2 activities when students
are directed by the teacher to work with peers such as in pair- or group-
work activities. The point of differentiation is that students, not the teacher,
claim control of the exchange timing, content, turn taking, and choice of
interlocutors. Foster and Ohta’s (2005) investigation of classroom nego-
tiation illustrated that students actively sought peer co-construction and
prompting when engaged in classroom tasks. The researchers surmised that
“students expressed interest and encouragement while seeking and provid-
ing assistance and initiating self-repair of their own utterances, all in the
absence of communication breakdowns” (p. 402). The findings suggest that
upholding supportive discourse was prioritised by students over achieving
entirely comprehensible input.

An increasing number of L2 studies drawing on SCT have demonstrated
that meaning derived through language use within the social context plays
an important role in language learning (Kobayashi, 2003; Lantolf, 2000;
Morita, 2000; Ohta, 2000; Swain, Brooks, & Tocalli-Beller; 2002). Among
other things, SCT holds that learning ensues in various places and forms and
that students bring their own cultural, social, and individual frames of refer-
ence to their interactions. Although SCT has shed light on peer interaction
and implications for L2 learning and teaching, there has been little attention
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to the communicative intentions associated with spontaneous peer L1 col-
laborative exchanges initiated by students in the L2 classroom context and
the implications of such SPC for L2 learning and teaching.

Method

Purpose of the Study

This study focused on Japanese L2 English learners’ L1 interaction while
engaging in spontaneous collaborative exchanges with peers (in which they
were not assigned roles by the teacher). The researcher investigated how
the learners interpreted their interactive peer exchanges and how they
felt these exchanges were being interpreted by the teacher. The study was
aimed at identifying when and for what purposes the students collaborated
with peers during L2 activities. The students’ subjective interpretations of
their own language use and behaviour were examined with attention to
the teachers’ interpretations of student collaboration and with a view to
identifying points of cross-cultural pragmatic disparity that interfered with
learning and identity alignment.

Participants and Setting

The participants were a class of 40 Japanese students aged 18 to 22 (34
women and 6 men) attending a 3-year nursing college. The college is located
in a small rural town and attached to a rapidly expanding hospital complex
where students engage in clinical practice and are employed following grad-
uation. Six rows of precisely positioned desks face a lectern, whiteboard, and
screen. Students are assigned desks for the semester and, with the exception
of clinical visits and lunch, spend the majority of their day in the classroom
with different subject teachers visiting. The desks are not fixed, making it
possible for teachers to adopt varying configurations to facilitate pair- or
group-work activities when desired. As part of course requirements, stu-
dents are required to complete an English speaking and listening program
convened twice weekly and instructed by part-time NS teachers over the
15-week semester.

Design and Data Collection

Conducted over a 4-week period, the study focused on incidents of SPC from
the perspectives of four NS teachers and their students. (See Table 1 for
teacher information.) Data were collected from the following sources: video
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recordings of classroom interaction, researcher observations of English
classes, teacher focus group discussion sessions, and retrospective student
interviews. To collect samples of the students’ collaborative exchanges, the
students agreed to have two video cameras placed on either side of the
classroom. All participants self-selected and pseudonyms have been used
throughout to afford anonymity.

Table 1. Teacher Information

Sex / Country Teaching Years teach-  Level
Teacher age of origin qualification inginJapan taught
Haley F /45 US.A. MA TESOL 15 2nd
Kerrie F /42 US.A. MA TESOL 11 2nd
Michael M /54 U.K. MA TESOL 19 1st
Randal M /43 Australia MA TESOL 12 Ist

Following English activities, classroom video recordings were viewed
and points during which the students initiated verbal exchanges with class-
mates were identified and logged for explication in retrospective interviews.
Logged episodes were employed as visual stimuli and students were encour-
aged to share their attitudes towards their own behaviour and language use
(see Gass & Mackey, 2000; Mackey & Gass, 2005). Students were shown 24
episodes of collaborative peer exchanges that occurred during L2 activities:
¢ 5 cases—individual student was asked by teacher to answer a question,
¢ 5 cases—teacher explained learning activity to whole class,

e 4 cases—students did a reading comprehension activity,

e 4 cases—teacher directed a correction,

e 3 cases—students did CD listening activity, and

e 3 cases—teacher explained vocabulary or grammatical structures.

Data were segmented and labelled with in vivo codes, and recurring pat-
terns of student attitudes, behaviour, and shared language use were iden-
tified. Students’ subjective insights into their own language discourse and
behaviour during collaborative exchanges were examined with attention to
the use of peer collaboration as a means to avert error, avoid monopolising
teacher time, and facilitate comprehension (see Kidd, 2016). Examples of
participant feedback representative of the findings are presented to illus-
trate internal connections in the data.
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Stimulated Recall

Stimulated recall (SR), an introspective method of data collection in which
one is prompted via visual or oral stimulus, encourages participants to recall
and report on thoughts and motivations entertained while engaged in spe-
cific activities or tasks. Based on the view that one can be encouraged by a
visual reminder to recall thoughts one has had while performing a recently
accomplished task, SR methodology provides access to the link between
discourse and cognition (Dornyei, 2007). Verbal reports, conducted soon
after L2 activities to reduce potential memory loss due to time lapse, have
been employed by researchers to reconstruct the psycholinguistic processes
of speakers through the aid of stimulus (Cohen, 2004). Tangible stimulus is
regarded as a means by which to “stimulate recall of the mental processes in
operation during the event itself” Thereby “access to memory structures is
enhanced” (Gass & Mackey, 2000, p. 17) without placing the same demands
on memory retrieval as post hoc interviews or think-aloud protocols that
require extensive training of participants (Gass & Mackey, 2000, p. 18). By
examining verbal report data, researchers seek to understand “what the re-
spondents actually perceived about each situation (e.g., what they perceived
about the relative role status of the interlocutors) and how their perceptions
influenced their responses” (Cohen, 2004, p. 321).

Given that the emphasis is on the recollection of retrievable information
rather than rationalisation, SR is a useful research tool for observing the
connection between discourse and cognition in the classroom (Keyes, 2000;
Plaut, 2006; Sime, 2006; Yoshida, 2008). Although an advantage of SR is that
tangible stimulus enhances recall while minimising demands on memory
retrieval, there is nevertheless a need to triangulate with observable class-
room data to increase validity and reliability, because if cognitive processing
is unconscious, then internal processes may be inaccessible or susceptible
to erroneous reporting (Dérnyei, 2007).

Results: Teacher Insights

The following section presents the teachers’ views of their students’ L1 col-
laboration as revealed in focus group discussions during which classroom
recordings were viewed. The teachers’ observations are examined with at-
tention to three themes: collaboration as an indication that students were
(a) off task, (b) struggling with content, or (c) interfering with the teachers’
desire to assist learners.
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Teacher Reflections on Student Collaboration

Teacher feedback illustrated that in many, though not all, cases SPC was neg-
atively viewed by teachers as it was associated with behaviours determined
to be inappropriate and counterproductive to their teaching and learning
objectives in the L2 classroom. For example, teachers reacted critically to
situations when an individual student was nominated to answer a question
and then proceeded to consult a classmate prior to venturing a response. In
addition, SPC was cited by the teachers as interfering with their abilities to
meet lesson objectives and to assess student comprehension of content. In
17 of the 24 cases, the teachers indicated that they felt collaboration was
inappropriate as the learning task warranted independent student partici-
pation. When asked how they would have preferred students to respond, the
teachers responded that they wanted to be directly petitioned for help in
order to make available the appropriate instructional support.

Participating teachers indicated that they had intermediate to advanced
Japanese proficiency and were confident that they could understand the
content of student exchanges. Given the timing and content of SPC, the teach-
ers expressed the view that direct intervention to limit or prevent collabora-
tion was necessary and appropriate when students were expected to work
independently. Intervention was typically a direct demand for the students
to “work alone,” stated in both Japanese and English. As explanation, teacher
Michael commented, “There are opportunities for group and pair work, but
there are times we need students to work alone. [ don’t expect students to
work alone all of the time, but there are definitely times when they need to.”
Asked when individual participation was viewed as a requirement, Michael
responded, “There are many situations; I'd say assessment, examinations,
homework, listening . . . basically the activities when I need to gauge who
does or doesn’t understand.” Instructor Kerrie added, “It’s disrespectful to
turn and ask someone for help when asked a question. If you don’t know just
tell me and [ will help. That's why I'm here.” Kerrie further explained, “It's
embarrassing when I'm standing there watching the whole thing unfold. I
might ask a question and the student just turns away and asks another stu-
dent. I'm directly in front watching and waiting till they’re done. It’s really
rude.”

Teacher Assumption 1: Collaboration Indicates Students Are Off Task

Drawing on their professional experiences in the classroom, the teachers
commented that peer exchanges often did not relate to the content of les-
sons and represented an unwelcome distraction that needed to be closely
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monitored and discouraged. Kerrie noted, “It's impossible to progress with
the lesson when students aren’t paying attention or half listening because it
takes so much longer to understand the content.” Teacher Randal reflected,
“It’s critical to keep control to make sure everyone’s focused”; and Haley
added, “If it ends up being a chat, maybe about what was on TV last night, it
can quickly escalate. It’s hard to get back to the lesson.” Haley underscored
that the teachers were not always opposed to collaboration: “I don’t think
that any of us are against students having a quick word from time to time in
Japanese. It’s just that students need to be focused during activities to get
the most out of them.”

Although teacher concern that student L1 talk is off task and counter-
productive to L2 acquisition is not uncommon, research has found that
this assumption is far from conclusive (see Bao & Du, 2015; Carless, 2007;
Swain & Lapkin, 2000). Swain and Lapkin’s (2000) examination of L1 use
by grade 8 French immersion students found that contrary to their teach-
ers’ expectations, only 12% of L1 interaction was off-task talk. The L1 was
found to serve critical cognitive and social functions, leading the researchers
to conclude that “to insist that no use be made of the L1 in carrying out
tasks that are both linguistically and cognitively complex is to deny the use
of an important cognitive tool” (pp. 268-9). Algeria de la Colina and del Pilar
Garcia Mayo’s (2009) examination of undergraduate EFL learners L1 use
while engaged in collaborative tasks found little to no off-task behaviour,
leading to the conclusion that “the use of the L1 in the L2 classroom does not
mean lack of involvement in the tasks” (p. 342). The researchers stressed
that the L1 functioned as a cognitive tool by which students could access
L2 forms, focus attention, and retain semantic meaning. These findings are
consistent with the results reported by Bao and Du (2015), which revealed
only 4% off-task L1 use by students learning Chinese. Among other things,
dataillustrated that the L1 provided essential cognitive support in clarifying
task content, establishing goals, and assessing L2 grammatical forms.

Teacher Assumption 2: Collaboration Denotes L2 Limitations

Teacher feedback suggested that SPC was assumed to flag a less competent
or unmotivated member of the class seeking the assistance of a capable
classmate, the assumption here being that this alliance would enable the
weaker student to bridge comprehension difficulties, avoid “hard work,” or
both. In Michael’s words: “It's a response to the level of difficulty. If they
don’t know the answer some students just ask a classmate. It's much easier
when you have a friend to ask.” This view was upheld by Randal who com-
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mented, “I think that it can be a way to cope for those students who don’t
really want to be studying or struggle ... or perhaps those who are a little
bit lazy.” Asked how they responded to SPC when it was assumed to be an
issue of L2 comprehension, Randal responded, “I say something like, ‘If you
don’t know that’s fine, that’s part of learning. Always ask me because the
question you have is probably something other students want to know too.”
Kerrie indicated that when the student soliciting assistance was viewed as
struggling with lesson content, yet failing to commit the effort she expected,
her approach was to say something like, “I really do expect more effort from
you. It’s disappointing when you're not doing your best.” The teacher further
commented, “This approach can encourage students to take on responsibil-
ity for their behaviour in class.”

Teacher Assumption 3: Collaboration Undermines Teacher Role and
Rank

Randal voiced concern that by drawing on classmates, students interfered
with his ability to aid them in the way he desired: “It makes it hard to do
my job because there’s no chance to identify the problem or include sup-
plementary instruction.” This sentiment was backed by Kerrie, who noted,
“It's a waste not to ask me when I'm right here. I want to help out.” Alluding
to the threat to professional standing, Haley commented, “It’s rude to ignore
me and ask a student. | say something to let the student know I want to
be asked.” She further illuminated, “It sends the wrong kind of message to
the other students if you let it go.” Asked to elaborate what this message
was, she explained, “Basically that we aren’t here to help. We aren’t really
needed. Maybe they’re better off asking classmates who speak Japanese.”
The teachers interpreted student collaboration as undermining their ability
to instruct and thereby undermining their professional identities.

Result: Student Insights

In this section, the students’ insights into their own spontaneous L1 peer ex-
changes are considered as a means to (a) avert errors, (b) avoid monopolis-
ing teacher time, and (c) facilitate comprehension through peer knowledge
and jointly constructed performance.

Student Reflections on Peer Collaboration

Classroom recordings revealed that a distinctive feature of SPC was that
students initiated exchanges with classmates irrespective of whether or
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not they were being directly observed by the teacher. Students were aware
of the teachers’ negative views of collaboration, and this was a source of
frustration leading to critical feelings towards both the teacher and the L2.
Nevertheless, asked whether teacher intervention deterred her from col-
laborating, student Miho stated that it would do so, but only temporarily.
Feedback from student Kanako suggested that collaboration was viewed as
an acceptable and standard classroom behaviour that, among other things,
facilitated participation and enhanced confidence: “FMI% X & WIRTITT T A
A BEBEZAZMER U2 KIELERTEDLE, BoEARELTHRMNT . ALY
Ty ATEDKLNT %" [ want to check my answers with classmates before
I answer. I think I can feel more confident if I can check with my friends.
It’s like I can relax a little]. Students disputed the inference that collabora-
tion represented a violation of classroom practices, suggesting that it was a
means by which to avert errors, manage risk, avoid monopolising teacher
time, and seek confirmation.

An important point to consider is that the participants were 1st-year
students; they were making the transition from 50-minute high school Eng-
lish classes taught by Japanese teachers primarily in the L1 to an English
program with 90-minute classes instructed by NS teachers primarily in the
L2. An important consequence of dependence on the L1 in English lessons
at the junior and senior high school levels is that students have been con-
ditioned to rely on L1 support to understand L2 content (Stephens, 2006).
Consequently, students may presume that they have not comprehended a
concept unless it is accompanied by Japanese and perceive exclusive use of
the target language as “a violation of the known classroom culture” (Burden,
2001, p. 5).

Student Insight 1: Collaboration to Avert Error and Manage Risk

SPC was a means by which students dealt with potential anxiety associated
with errors committed in front of the teacher and classmates. In student Mi-
ho’s words: “bLHEATZS . BABDRFADEZNALZERBSOHOE” [If [ make
a mistake, I'm worried that everyone will think that I'm stupid]. Similarly,
Kanako commented, “fi#Z 725, B3N LWNSAYIC[EE Z 7=<72" [ really
don’t want to make a mistake because it's embarrassing]. Nakane’s (2006)
examination of intercultural communication between Japanese university
students and NS lecturers found that students consider speaking in front
of the class potentially embarrassing and view it as a “big deal.” Similarly,
Kidd’s (2016) examination of Japanese students’ L2 classroom interaction
found that speaking in front of the class was regarded as a significant threat
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to face, often mitigated through collaboration and joint student responses.
The potential threat to face (Brown & Levinson, 1978) is compounded
if students are unfamiliar with L2 course demands and lack rapport with
classmates and the teacher. In addition, Nation (2003) noted that “using the
L2 can be a source of embarrassment particularly for shy learners and those
who feel they are not very proficient in the L2” (p. 2). Tani’s (2008) exami-
nation of Asian university students’ participation found that “low levels of
in-class participation from Asian students are mostly caused by anxiety and
fear of making mistakes in public rather than individual characteristics or
learning approaches” (p. 351). The implication that fear of error is taken
seriously and risks are managed in part by soliciting classmates prior to
venturing a contribution is illustrated in the student feedback: “# A 72D
THIEASZENREENVED TRIIERREEZITDNTEEL TV, HLBRNAA
IO CHEEZTZS FAMEEENE NS ZENBARITIINTLED LKL S [I was
talking to Miho about the answer because I hate making mistakes in front of
everyone. If | make a mistake I feel like everyone will discover I'm stupid].

Student Insight 2: Collaboration to Avoid Monopolising Teacher Time

Collaboration was employed to avoid monopolising the teacher’s time and
potentially interfering with classmates’ opportunities for instruction. Moreo-
ver, students expressed concern that individual attempts to confirm material
or seek comprehension would restrict class progress. Kanako indicated that
she was anxious to avoid questions of little relevance to her classmates: “/t
EBICLNDIZ N> TR0, FeEICR i Z 58 72<7ah, D EFFIZEZZ DD
IIINoTHINE LIRS RADMZEEDIF 2 > TRV 5 A A TRITFE D oraly
[T know the teacher is busy so [ don’t want to use his time. Other students
might already know the answer so it’s not really fair if [ use the class time to
ask]. Similarly, student Kotomi commented, “JEENZDEEL v A 2T 51
B2, VT AAA ML DN —FE/ZEES” [1 think it's best if I ask classmates
so that the teacher can continue with the lesson]. In this way, collaboration
enabled students to avoid monopolising teacher time when comprehension
difficulties were felt not to be shared.

Kotomi explained that she determined whether to consult the teacher
based on the amount of time she assumed a teacher response would re-
quire: “BUNSNWHTHEAENTHERELHRSEEITHNTHNNTE, Fefah
MBS THM> TTRETORDOEZSHMNZN” [If it's a small thing that the
teacher can fix quickly then I don’t mind asking the teacher, but if | know it's
going to take time and it’s just for me then I won't ask]. Student Shunsuke
commented that “fINKY)zFZ 575, BB AT [If it's something
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important then I ask the teacher after class]. Shunsuke’s willingness to ap-
proach the teacher after class suggests that collaboration was not intended
to conceal comprehension difficulties but rather was an accessible means by
which to resource class knowledge in reciprocal exchanges without impos-
ing on the teacher or obstructing progress.

Student Insight 3: Collaboration to Facilitate L2 Comprehension

Confirmation of lesson content through peer collaboration was cited by
students as a standard classroom practice. Kanako commented, “FAlZE>T
SIMSIENEZ T AA REFET DIFEE. FATZE Do TESNS” [It's usual to
talk about the things I don’t know with classmates. That’s how I learn]. Fos-
ter and Ohta’s (2005) examination of classroom negotiation found that stu-
dents actively assisted each other to conduct tasks through co-construction
and prompting, noting that “learners expressed interest and encouragement
while seeking and providing assistance and initiating self-repair of their
own utterances, all in the absence of communication breakdowns” (p. 402).
In support of this position, Kidd (2016) found that Japanese students em-
ployed collaborative exchanges to ascertain solutions to challenging content
and to collectively generate ideas. Students did not regard exchanges as a
less competent student soliciting information from a more competent peer
but rather as mutually beneficial.

When teacher intervention blocked student collaborative efforts, this
undermined expectations of classroom appropriateness, leaving students
feeling frustrated and without a viable means to establish comprehension.
In Shunsuke’s words: “FA7zBEMEBITDONWTEEL TWARZITRDIC, JeEidZENn
ZIRATIEDEDELTZDN 535720 [1 really don’'t know why the teacher
tried to stop us when we were just talking about the question]. Illustrating
the importance of L1 collaborative exchanges, Algeria de la Colina and del
Pilar Garcia Mayo (2009) found that it provided university students with
essential cognitive support through enabling access to L2 forms, focusing at-
tention, retaining semantic meaning, and creating new meaning in the L2. In
the current study, students recognised the value of collaboration as a medi-
ating tool to confirm content and to mitigate communication apprehension
by allowing students to check their ideas: “FADZE AN IELWERSIMFLATA
BN TW e, A2 BIREEBENWEHERE T 2. RN NSNS ENH 2T
L. ZHUIBRRN, 2N TE—IRHICHWTBE W THD” [I was asking
Haruto if he thought my answer was correct. We usually check with each
other. Sometimes he doesn’t know but that doesn’t really matter. [ just want
to ask him anyway]. Peer assistance could be harnessed without concern
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that revealing comprehension difficulties would have a negative impact on
how one was perceived by classmates.

Discussion

The study draws attention to differing interpretations of the cultural and
situational appropriateness of student collaboration during L2 activities
as viewed by NS teachers and their Japanese students. Differing views of
SPC are of interest given that the content and motivations behind exchanges
revealed cross-cultural inconsistencies in the functions of SPC and how
these exchanges were interpreted. Although the teachers assumed SPC was
a sign of comprehension difficulties, students indicated that collaboration
enabled them to negotiate class material. Therefore, SPC was not an off-task
behaviour but rather an indication that students were proactively endeav-
ouring to mitigate face threat associated with an errant response, avoid
monopolising teacher time, and seek confirmation. In addition, students’
collaborative practices suggested that independent student contributions
were not viewed as being more meaningful than those proffered through
joint efforts. When teachers intervened to prevent collaboration or chastise
the initiator, this placed constraints on student interaction and resulted in
student uncertainty, frustration, and reluctance to engage in L2 activities. Of
importance here is that, in contrast with the teacher, students did not regard
collaboration as a competent student assisting a less able peer but rather as
a reciprocal process that was advantageous to all those participating.

Kidd’s (2016) examination of Japanese students’ reflections on L2
activities found that students regarded soliciting answers from peers as
appropriate in the classroom and consequently did not feel the need to
conceal collaboration from the teacher. Teacher intervention reinforced
that collaboration not sanctioned by the teacher was regarded as a violation
of acceptable classroom practices and behaviour irrespective of whether
it contradicted student expectations. Although the teachers may not have
intended the directive to work independently as an imposition, from the stu-
dents’ perspective individual contributions were interpreted as restrictive,
threatening, and inconsistent with views of standard classroom practice.
Given that the teacher tends to determine permissible classroom behaviour
and language practices, collaborative exchanges that fell outside of assumed
standards were restricted and met with a negative teacher appraisal.

The students valued collaboration as a means by which to process input,
modify output, manage anxiety, and prepare to speak in front of the class.
Students employed collaboration to check responses, examine different
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perspectives, acquire knowledge, exercise ownership of their learning, and
build affective bonds. Among other things, through collaborative negotia-
tions, “problem utterances are checked, repeated, clarified, or modified in
some way (lexically, phonologically, morphosyntactically) so that they are
brought within the optimum i+1 level” (Foster & Ohta, 2005, p. 405). In
addition, research has demonstrated cognitive advantages of collaborative
learning associated with activities such as “engaging with the task, trying
to understand other people’s thinking, explaining and justifying one’s own
thinking, critically monitoring what others are doing, and being supported
in carrying out complex tasks” (Barnes, 2004, p. 14). Blocking collaboration
was seen by students as threatening, restrictive, and inconsistent with what
students considered standard classroom practice.

Towards the Collaborative L2 Classroom

In the collaborative classroom, students are encouraged to enact cultural
identities, and the legitimacy of peer co-construction is upheld as a valuable
linguistic practice. Teachers’ restricting or blocking L1 collaboration low-
ers student motivation and morale and may be interpreted by students as
the rejection of the students’ classroom culture and language. To avoid such
a situation, teachers are encouraged to recognise that L1 collaborative ex-
changes serve as a passage through which students actively work together
to build and maintain affective bonds, mediate task completion, assist each
other, co-construct knowledge, and solve problems. In addition, research
illustrates that L1 exchanges provide learners with cognitive support to ac-
complish tasks that they may not be able to achieve without using the L1
(Bao & Du, 2015; Swain & Lapkin, 2000).

Japanese students’ predilection for L1 peer collaboration presents a
platform from which the teacher can foster and enhance L2 collaboration
skills and facilitate learning. To this end, collaboration should be explicitly
valued as an instructional goal, and students should be provided appropri-
ate opportunities to collaborate in the L1, while at the same time given ap-
propriate language support and opportunities to develop and strengthen
their L2 collaborative skills. Teachers are encouraged to incorporate explicit
L2 instruction targeting collaborative practices such as taking turns, asking
questions, confirming understanding, paraphrasing, elaborating and pro-
viding feedback on peers’ ideas, negotiating responsibilities and goals, and
handling disagreements. These skills can be employed when students work
together in the L2 to discuss activities, negotiate meaning, clarify under-
standing, and communicate their views. In this way, collaborative activities
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should be maximised whenever possible not only to enrich the classroom
experience but also to bridge the gap between L2 use in and outside of the
classroom by preparing students to use the target language with varying
interlocutors in a range of collaborative configurations.

Conclusion

Miscommunication can result when Japanese students uphold what they
view as acceptable classroom behaviour, namely peer collaboration, while
simultaneously attempting to gain teacher recognition as competent and
engaged members of the class. This study has illustrated that in the L2
classroom, even experienced NS teachers’ assumptions regarding the mo-
tivations and communicative objectives behind their Japanese students’
L1 collaborative choices can result in critical and inaccurate evaluations of
their students. The participating teachers felt confronted when students en-
gaged peers after being directly called on by the teacher and interpreted SPC
as an indication that students were off task, had limited L2 competence, or
lacked motivation. The value and meaning ascribed to SPC failed to account
for the fact that from the students’ perspective, collaboration was seen as
an acceptable interactional practice by which group knowledge was shared
while minimising the threat to an individual’s face. For the students, L1 col-
laboration served as a social and cognitive tool by which they engaged in
reciprocal exchanges to solve problems and co-construct meaning while at
the same time upholding affective peer bonds. The study highlights the need
for teachers to reflect on their assumptions of SPC and to employ and pro-
mote culturally sensitive teaching and learning strategies that acknowledge
and embrace diverse communicative practices.
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Oriented to English: Motivations and
Attitudes of Advanced Students in the
University Classroom

David P. Shea
Keio University

The orientation to English among university students in Japan is a complex and shift-
ing amalgam of attitudes and experiences that shape engagement in the classroom.
Although research on learner motivation has highlighted the instrumental value of
EFL in terms of imagined identity and investment, motivation is also affected by
social factors such as Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(MEXT) policy and teaching practice encountered prior to university entrance. In
this paper, [ report on a qualitative analysis of orientations among high proficiency
advanced students in a 1st-year EFL class at a large university in Tokyo. Findings
suggest that paths of study and admission routes varied widely, that a strong com-
mitment to English was coupled with low levels of confidence, and that orientation
seemed to shift noticeably after entering university, as students sensed the possi-
bility of attrition and a reduced scope of English study. At the same time, students
welcomed the chance to engage with content and build ideas in English as the role of
the EFL classroom took on increased importance.
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BUFD, FEOWEEITHT 2LEBEST LTz, TORE, KFICAD X TOEERBRCA
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REZ OB L FIHORAEZE U0, RPAFRITZIGEITH T 2R280EF L <LD
BHIEFM Tz, Ui LFARHCHGE TR R EME T B2 A BENICZ T AN, EFLO
BEEDOEEIN L 0 EBEITRDHEAIRI NI,
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to the university EFL classroom are grounded in an intricate asso-

ciation of influences. For many incoming 1st-year students, interest
in English is tied to past experiences studying the language in addition to
future hopes and imagined positionings (Yashima, 2002), all of which in-
form attitudes and practices generated in ongoing contexts of study. Given
the pronounced shift that students typically encounter between secondary
school and university, Ushioda (2013) argued that “it would seem particu-
larly relevant to explore their perceptions of what English and learning Eng-
lish mean” (p. 9). Although Japanese university students have a generally
bad reputation for “entrenched silent behavior” and nonparticipation (King,
2013, p. 326) as well as “far from uncommon” postures of boredom and
apathy (Ryan, 2009, p. 413), there is evidence that attitudes toward English
are changing throughout Japan (Seargeant, 2011), a shift that is particularly
noticeable among advanced proficiency students, who often demonstrate
strongly positive orientations toward foreign language study. Many of these
students envision English playing a role in their future careers despite a lack
of confidence and a degree of uncertainty about how English fits into the
sociocultural environment at university. Looking at these orientations to
language study in closer detail allows us to better understand the dynamics
of the EFL classroom and the kinds of student engagement found there.

T he attitudes and willingness to study that Japanese students bring

Literature Review

Research on the motivation to study English as a foreign language was for a
long time conceptualized as a matter of aspiring to integrate with L2 culture,
generally defined as interaction with native speakers and closer proximity
to the target language community (Ushioda & Ddrnyei, 2009). However, as
Pavlenko (2002) pointed out, millions of people “learn and use additional
languages without giving a thought” (p. 279) to joining another cultural
group, which is perhaps the case for many students in Asian contexts, in-
cluding Japan. Accordingly, there has been a theoretical shift away from an
integral view of motivation. Even Gardner (2007), who helped introduce
the term integrative, defined motivation within a broader, more general
conception of intensity, as “genuine interest in communicating” in the L2
and “favourable attitude[s] toward the language learning situation” (p. 19),
rather than integration per se.

Recent research on motivation has thus tended to address language learn-
ing more in terms of the learner’s own language identity, which may include
the pragmatic expression of identity associated with personal goals and
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career choices. Studying English is located in “complex interplay” of “here
and now” realities (Dornyei, 2009, p. 12), as learners appropriate the idea
of the foreign language to locate and enact personal goals. In Indonesia,
for example, Lamb (2004) observed that learners approach English not to
integrate into Western culture but to develop a globalized English-speaking
“version of themselves” that is layered upon the “local L1-speaking self” (p.
3). Indeed, Lamb noted that the global and the local, like the integrative and
the instrumental, are often intertwined and indistinguishable. English is as-
sociated with the West, but many people are “acutely aware that its social,
economic and cultural effects will be felt inside Indonesia” (p. 13). In Japan,
a similar trend is evident. English is fast becoming a “must have” basic skill
in a globalizing society where the purpose of language study is unrelated to
joining a target cultural community but is associated, rather, with personal
goals and local trajectories (Ushioda, 2013).

Many discussions of learner motivation refer to Dérnyei’s (2009) con-
struct of the “ideal L2 self,” postulating a “self-representation” that positions
the language learner vis-a-vis English in an act of envisioning a future to
live up to (Ryan & Dornyei, 2013, p. 91). In other words, studying English
involves a kind of enactment of the imagined self, wherein aspirations shape
and are shaped by the orientation to language learning. Yashima (2002)
contended that students visualize themselves interacting with English in
the future, adopting an “international posture” associated with “proficiency
and L2 communication confidence” (p. 63). Yashima (2013) went on to sug-
gest that the willingness to communicate, which is situated in this imagin-
ing, works to give meaning to practice and sustain learning in the English
language classroom.

Ryan (2009) pointed out that the discourse about the role of English in Japan
as a means of international contact and communication sends “mixed signals”
to learners who are dealing with the ordinary, everyday realities of language
study. This discontinuity, Ryan argued, means that the “cool and fashionable”
image of English does not always translate into active study and as a result,
English remains “peripheral” to many young people (p. 409). Further, Ryan
contended that the commitment to English study stems in large part from
the learner’s personal experience in the “immediate social environment” (p.
417). He also observed that learners frequently regard the study of English
at university as a kind of communicative return on the investment made in
secondary school studying grammar and vocabulary (p. 409).

Ryan’s (2009) conclusions highlight the layered interaction between indi-
vidual orientation and influence of the surrounding environment. In some
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respects, his study echoes Norton’s (2000) discussion of investment, which
suggested that willingness to study the L2 is broader than a simple expres-
sion of individual intention. For Norton, motivation is always located in the
construction and expression of identity situated in broader social attitudes
and ideologies. In effect, motivation is shaped in part by practical consid-
erations of access and engagement within contexts of use, determining “the
multiple positions from which language learners can speak” (Norton, 2013,
p. 2). Lamb (2004), too, noted that the motivation to learn English is shaped
by the surrounding environment, both ideological discourses of internation-
alization (Kubota, 2002) and practical issues of instruction in the classroom.

One of the most significant social influences on language study in Japan is
the government’s official language policy as delineated in the official Course
of Study and the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Tech-
nology’s (MEXT’s) increasingly strong promotion of English (Tahira, 2012).
Ongoing educational reform “corresponding to globalization” seeks to foster
interactional proficiency and produce Japanese who can use English on an
international level (MEXT, 2014). In many secondary schools, there is grow-
ing recognition of the need to incorporate communicative approaches into
the effort to teach English in English (Sato, 2015), and students’ positive
valuation of authentic language use by teachers reflects a “generally encour-
aging prospect” for communicative language teaching (Abe, 2013, p. 52). On
the tertiary level, this endorsement of English is even more dramatic as more
and more universities follow MEXT guidelines to implement content classes
with English medium instruction (Brown, 2014; Carty & Susser, 2015). Such
curricular initiatives arguably exert top-down pressure throughout the edu-
cation system.

At the same time, there is clear evidence of a gap between the rhetoric
of communicative reform and the reality of L2 instruction, which is likely
to have a negative effect on student motivation. Glasgow and Paller (2016)
maintained that there is a “continued disconnect” between de jure policy,
with its emphasis on communication, and de facto pedagogy, leaving teach-
ers to “make sense of policy messages that are not reconciled with classroom
and institutional practices” (p. 175). Communicative reform is substantially
rhetorical, Glasgow and Paller asserted, which gives students little incen-
tive to appropriate English as a practical tool of thought and action. From a
slightly different perspective, Kikuchi and Browne (2009) pointed out that
MEXT has in fact established communicative guidelines that have not been
implemented, given the pervasive pressure on teachers to “prepar[e] stu-
dents for the form-focused university [entrance] exams” (p. 176). Kikuchi
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and Browne found strong support for communicative language instruction
among students, even as teachers followed one-way grammar-translation
methodologies, detailed in manuals of MEXT-approved textbooks. Sakui
(2004) recorded similar disjuncture among teachers trying to introduce
communicative language practices in the face of having to prepare for
“grammar-skewed” exams (p. 159).

The widespread perception, held by many observers, is that EFL educa-
tion in Japan is a “failing system” in crisis (Ryan, 2009, p. 407), a result of
the ineffective “orthodoxy” of traditional grammar-translation instruction
in secondary schools (Aspinall, 2012, p. 87). Test-driven, noncommunicative
teaching is seen to engender significant demotivation among students (Ki-
kuchi, 2009, 2013). There is also a prevalent feeling that tertiary EFL study
is characterized by “apathy, passivity or lack of learning purpose and en-
gagement” (Ushioda, 2013, p. 9). And yet, when Falout (2012) admitted that
the foreign language education system may be test driven and impractical,
he also observed that internal factors mediate external influence, remarking
that what matters more is “not what learners experience as much as how
they perceive and react to their experiences” (p. 6). With this caveat in mind,
it is important to catalog student voices and to ask how learners actually
perceive English and orient themselves to language study. In the following
sections, [ report on an action research project involving high proficiency
1st-year university students. Although learners with advanced fluency in
English are certainly not representative of the larger university student
population in Japan, they nonetheless offer valuable evidence of attitudes
and experiences that affect instruction and shape the way we think about
EFL pedagogy.

Methods: Aims and Procedures

To better understand student orientations to English, I carried out an ex-
ploratory study of 1st-year university classes that I teach, following princi-
ples of reflective practice (Walsh, 2011) and action research (Burns, 2010).
I collected data related to “issues of practical and personal concern” in the
classroom (Burns, 2000, p. 4-5), with the goal to “enhance understanding of
the local context rather than generalize to a broader one” (Walsh, 2011, p.
142). To this end, [ surveyed student opinions with a series of questionnaires
and follow-up interviews, asking about English in general and EFL study in
particular. Although the proximity to students in my own classes allowed
a deeper understanding of the context in which students responded, there
was also potential for bias, so [ took particular care not to conflate research
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with teaching. All surveys were anonymous with no means to connect a re-
sponse with a respondent. Oral and written permission was collected from
students at the beginning of the year, and principles of informed consent
were followed. I promised that privacy would be protected, all names kept
anonymous, and comments polished for grammar (to minimize embarrass-
ment). Both interviews and data analysis were carried out after final grades
had been submitted to avoid a conflict of interest.

Data were collected over three semesters, spring and fall in 2013 and
spring in 2014, from a convenience sample primarily comprising students
enrolled in a required 1st-year content-based English communication
course I have taught for a number of years at a large private university in the
Tokyo metropolitan area. The course was divided into two distinct classes:
regular (hereinafter ippan) and returnee, both designated advanced. Most
students had strong oral proficiencies, although there was noticeable vari-
ation within the two classes. Enrollment in the ippan class was determined
by scores (between 450-495) on the listening section of the TOEIC IP test,
which was used as a placement measure. Students were assigned to the
returnee class according to the university admissions classification, defined
as having lived abroad in an English-speaking environment for more than 2
years. Approximately two thirds of the returnee students had attended the
university’s attached high school in the United States before returning to
Japan and were automatically assigned to the advanced class even though a
few (three or four students) had intermediate proficiency and would likely
not have been placed into the advanced class had they taken the TOEIC. The
returnee classes included six or seven students who had studied abroad but
did not attend the attached high school. Also of note was that because of
scheduling issues, three or four students from the ippan class attended the
returnee class, and two or three returnees sat with the ippan class. Each
class had 20-25 students enrolled, although respondent numbers differ due
to attendance on days when the surveys were conducted.

[ carried out a variation of four surveys in 12 classes over the three semes-
ters. The surveys were administered to both ippan and returnee classes at
the end of the spring semester 2013, followed by a set of surveys during the
fall semester 2013 and at the end of the spring semester 2014. For heuristic
purposes, I considered responses from the ippan and returnee classes in
both years within the same category. That is, when I refer to the ippan class,
[ am including data from both 2013 and 2014 classes. I have also included a
set of open-ended responses to one survey given to students in an elective
academic writing seminar, which I also taught during the same time period.
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All surveys were written in English and consisted of a combination of forced-
choice Likert-scale statements (indicating agreement or disagreement) and
open-ended questions to which students could respond in either English or
Japanese. There were over 400 open-ended comments in total. The surveys
and the classes in which they were administered are summarized in Table 1.
Abbreviated versions of the four major surveys are included in the appendix
to give a general idea of the questions asked. In citing student comments
throughout the paper, I refer to survey codes with attached numbers that
reference a location within the data set.

Table 1. Surveys

Code Class N Date Topics

SSI Ippan Film 24  Spring 2013  attitudes toward English
SSR  Returnee class 20 Spring 2013  attitudes toward English
CSI Ippan Film 25 Spring 2013 open-ended Qs re English
CSR  Returnee Film 20 Spring 2013 open-ended Qs re English
SOI Ippan Film 25 Fall2013 English use, HS activities

SOR  Returnee Film 20 Fall 2013 English use, HS activities
SOW  Writing seminar 13 Fall 2013 English use, HS activities
SR Returnee Film 18 Fall 2013 attitudes toward English

CSI Ippan Film 25 Fall2013 open-ended Qs re English

CSR  Returnee Film 20 Fall 2013 open-ended Qs re English

SRI Ippan Film 17 Spring 2014 HS activities, attitudes to
English

SRR  Returnee Film 20 Spring 2014 HS activities, attitudes to
English

To follow up particular questions and lines of thought that emerged in
the analysis, | arranged a set of three interviews with seven students from
the 2013 ippan class, selected on the basis of active participation and will-
ingness to volunteer. I audio recorded and transcribed the conversations,
which followed a semistructured format and lasted approximately 30 to 45
minutes, and [ asked a range of questions about attitudes toward language
study. The interviews, which took place in English, were carried out after
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grades had been turned in—and I paid for the coffee. Moreover, I asked two
students from the returnee class to answer additional follow-up questions
via email. Interview details are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Interviews

Code Participants Date
IMS Michiko & Sachiko Jan 30, 2014
IASR Arisa, Sayako, Rosa Jan 31, 2014
IMR Mai & Ririko Feb 4, 2014
ITM Teri & Mami Email

Data Analysis

To carry out the analysis, I followed procedures of qualitative inquiry (Pat-
ton, 2015; Thomas, 2006). For the Likert questions, I calculated simple
totals and percentages as a general indication of response, not to establish
statistical significance, especially because respondent numbers varied from
survey to survey. Although percentages of small sample sizes are in no way
statistically valid, a number does indicate a broad tendency of response. I
approached both survey and interview data with the same analytic lens,
seeking to generate interpretive categories based on an inductive approach.
In a sense, | was trying to generate a cohesive narrative (Pavlenko & Lan-
tolf, 2000) of opinion in a way that made sense of student perspectives.
To analyze open-ended comments, I first generated a list of preliminary
categories while looking to identify general patterns, commonalities, and
salient themes. Following iterative readings of the data set, I refined catego-
ries, combining and delineating relationships, aiming to draw conclusions
about the research questions. [ narrowed the analysis until axial categories
emerged, allowing a “grounded” interpretation of student orientation, which
I present below.

Findings

Diversity of Background

The most well-defined albeit unexpected finding that emerged from the
analysis was the striking diversity of contact with English prior to university.

Students studied at different kinds of schools where they experienced an
array of instructional approaches in a variety of distinct settings. In addition
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to returnees, a surprising number of ippan students, almost half the class,
reported having lived abroad or attended school in an English-speaking
environment for varying lengths of time and for different purposes. What is
more, students gained admission to the university through multiple gates,
ranging from the entrance exam to high school nomination, attached high
school automatic acceptance, foreign exchange, and returnee designation.
High schools themselves differed broadly, with diverse curricula and con-
trasting instructional activities.

Further, students diverged noticeably in their estimation of the effective-
ness of the study they had experienced in high school. Indeed, the majority
of ippan students reported receiving some form of “traditional” instruction,
with emphasis on intensive reading, close translation, and explanation in
Japanese about grammar and vocabulary. Among the 2014 ippan class,
for example, 76% of the students reported that their high school English
instruction was “mostly grammar-translation” (SRI). When asked about
the biggest difference between English study in high school and university,
many students mentioned this focus on traditional instruction:

In high school . . . we studied English by using Japanese.
(SOW-3)

We mostly read and translated. I don’'t remember speaking
English in high school. (SRI-2)

Never spoke my ideas in English ... Never had a conversation.
(SRI-6)
Teachers talked and we just took notes. (IMS2)

At the same time, many students also reported having been engaged in a
variety of communicative activities not typically associated with traditional
instruction, ranging from reading extensively to academic writing, oral
presentation, discussion, and even debate. In the returnee section, this trend
stood out, with less than a third of students reporting a focus on grammar-
translation in high school:

I took three different kinds of classes: English, creative writ-
ing, and reading. When I came to the university, | was ready to
join in since I had read novels and learned to write an essay.
(SRR-13u)

Mostly we read English books and discussed them in class.
(SRR-6u)
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My high school English classes involved a lot of academic writ-
ing, oral practice, and reading. (SRR-6¢€)

However, the diversity of instructional approaches to high school Eng-
lish study was also evident in the ippan class, where a high percentage of
students reported taking classes with communicative instruction, involving
such activities as academic writing and reading extensively. For example,
approximately half of the ippan students reported reading a novel in high
school English classes (SSI), and a clear majority (71%) reported doing
reading that involved novels and stories (SRI). Most (81%) reported watch-
ing a movie in English as a class assignment, and a small but not insignificant
number (15%) reported having written journals in English, although a much
larger number (71%) stated that they did some other form of academic
writing (SRI). Nearly a quarter of ippan students responded that they “got
a lot of practice in oral English” (SRI). Open-ended comments support the
impression of curricular diversity. [ppan students wrote, for example,

I've written many essays in MLA style, which helped me under-
stand citation. (SOI-4)

Debate. .. gave me a chance to read information in English and
speak persuasively. (SOI-5)
I read many novels, such as Killing the Mockingbird [sic],

Animal Farm, and news articles. I also wrote many essays for
homework. (SRI-10)

In some cases, the focus on communicative instruction seemed to replace a
grammar-translation approach; in other cases, interactive, meaning-focused
activities appeared to have been implemented in a supplementary manner.
Although some students did not seem to find the activities exciting, their
remarks highlight the fact that there was, in essence, a good deal of instruc-
tion that was “communicative” in nature. For example, one student wrote:

In high school, there were few writing activities and it was just
reading novels each quarter and quizzes. (SOR-4)

Although the student is somewhat dismissive of the activity, it is clear
that there was a substantial amount of reading for meaning, which certainly
qualifies as communicative study.

On the whole, traditional instruction based on grammar-translation was
largely received with skepticism by students, with many critical of the ap-
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proach. One student wrote that high school English did not improve profi-
ciency:

The communication class was too easy for me and I was always
translating for everyone. (SOI-1)

Much of the criticism was that ideas were lost in the focus on grammar,
with little opportunity to improve speaking skills or discuss larger ideas:

We didn’t discuss. We were not allowed to discuss in high
school. (SOI-24)

At the same time, a number of students reported that they felt grammar-
translation instruction was, in point of fact, effective. One student men-
tioned that word tests were particularly helpful for acquiring vocabulary,
raising awareness, and learning to look up meaning, and others stated that
they felt grammar to be an effective tool to improve both spoken and written
proficiency:

If you're good at grammar, you can speak proper English.
(SRI-14)

Grammar practice helped a . . . bit when writing an essay in
high school. (SRR-1e)

Grammar was the most helpful in high school because I need
good grammar to write an essay. (SOW-10)

Interestingly, most students seemed to have actually liked their English
lessons in high school. Nearly two thirds of the ippan class indicated that
they felt largely positive about English class (SSI). A similar majority (68%)
reported that they felt their high school classes were “generally effective
to learn English” (SOI). In other words, although some students said they
found traditional grammar study boring, others said they found it effective
and stimulating.

A final point relates to the context of learning. In the returnee class, all
students had lived abroad in an English-speaking environment or had at-
tended an English medium school for at least 2 years. An unexpected finding
was that many students in the ippan section, more than half, also reported
having spent significant time abroad, more than a year, either as a young
child or as an older exchange student. For some, the experience outside
Japan brought an advanced language proficiency or laid a foundation that
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later proved effective. Here again, however, what is striking is the diversity
of experience. A third of ippan students reported never having lived abroad.
Yet within this subset, many had particular access to English in some form,
whether a family connection or a personal hobby that involved supplemen-
tary use of English outside the classroom. For example, two students wrote,

My education in high school did help me improve my grammar
to some extent, but the reason [ am in [the advanced] class is
because of my mother’s intense English education when I was
0-6 years old. (SRI-3)

In high school, I never had a chance to speak... English [which]
was definitely not enough, so | watched American movies and
dramas on my own. (SOW-11)

In both cases, students are talking about extra preparation outside the
regular school context. In the first, preparatory instruction was provided by
the student’s parent. In the second, additional study related to a personal
interest that is often reported as providing a gateway into English: TV and
movies. The comments point to the probability that many, perhaps most of,
the students in the advanced classes seem to have had access to some kind
of study outside the regular high school curriculum. Although I did not look
at supplementary instruction in this study, cram schools and preparatory
academies are likely a big part of the language-learning landscape. What can
be said with some certainty, though, is that the kind and extent of prepara-
tion is noticeably diverse, and students have travelled divergent paths and
engaged in distinctly different styles of preparatory study before entering
the advanced class at a respected university. The question then arises: How
do they orient to English once enrolled?

High Aspiration, Low Confidence

The second finding to emerge from the analysis involved juxtaposition be-
tween aspiration and assurance. On the one hand, most students expressed
strongly positive attitudes toward English, both as a subject of study and as a
means of personal definition. On the other hand, most students also report-
ed hesitation and low self-confidence regarding their ability. Some defined
themselves as English speakers but most did not, and for both groups, ippan
and returnee, this orientation was relative, depending on the context. That
is, students expressed a strong sense of investment in English, reflecting an
awareness of its cultural value and status, even as they found it difficult to
imagine actually using their investment effectively.
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In both groups, all but a few students agreed that they “liked” English,
a markedly higher percentage than those who said they liked their high
school English classes (92% vs. 62%). Clearly, English carries high prestige
and symbolic value among students, as it is associated with widely reported
opportunities for employment, travel, and entertainment. Even the four stu-
dents who said they did not like to study English nevertheless agreed that
the language represented a useful tool. All but two students stated that they
thought English would be helpful in the future (SSI, SSR). From the students’
point of view, there is definitely a felt need to study the language, certainly in
the present and probably in the future. Every student, including those who
said they did not like English, declared a strong intention to study hard at
university to improve their language skills. Even those who expressed dis-
like appeared committed to language study.

In contrast, the number of students who expressed confidence in their
own language proficiency was perceptibly low. Only a quarter of the ippan
class and less than half (40%) of the returnee class expressed confidence
in their English skills (SSI, SSR). Along similar lines, many students stated
that they were reluctant to define themselves as proficient. In spite of having
placed into the advanced class, less than half (40%) of the ippan students
agreed that they consider themselves English speakers (SOI), though the
figure was higher (70%) for returnees (SOR). Further, a number of students,
nearly a third of the ippan and almost half of the returnees, indicated that
they lack pride in their English proficiency (SOI, SOR). In fact, a third of the
returnees agreed that they would not want to be seen by Japanese class-
mates as an English speaker. In sum, commitment levels were strong while
confidence levels were weak.

The low estimation of ability is certainly not a realistic appraisal given the
demonstrably strong abilities evident in class performance and test scores.
The lack of confidence undeniably reflects culturally situated attitudes of
modesty. In downplaying their own abilities, students were likely trying to
avoid what might appear to be self-congratulatory claims of competence.
Additionally, part of the ambiguity in talking about confidence is that stu-
dents envision different contexts of use when they respond, but successful
practice generally brings greater assurance. For example, students who
expressed confidence in English grounded their reasoning in classroom
activity. Two ippan students stated,

I went to international school in China from 5th to 8th grade
and... [ had to take all classes in English. (SRI-2)
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I learned how to write an academic essay and to pick up im-
portant and key details from a story. (SRI-1)

For both, confidence grew from concrete use. Along similar lines, 40%
of returnee students in the spring semester reported having confidence
in their English skills (SSR), but the number rose noticeably the following
term, with 72% agreeing that they had confidence speaking English in class
(SOR). By the second survey, the students had had 3 months of weekly class
sessions in which to engage in discussion activities, expressing ideas and
participating in productive, supported oral practice.

A number of students described the lack of confidence in terms of interac-
tion with native speakers outside school contexts. For example, Mami, one
of the returnees, said:

I get nervous when there is another fluent speaker because
[ think about if my grammar is wrong or if I'm saying things
right... The only time I actually speak to real native speakers .
.. the nervousness is huge and I stumble on. (ITM-2)

One of the ippan students, Michiko, explained that she didn’t think of her-
self as an English speaker:

... because I don’t have an opportunity to use English in my
daily life. (IMS-2)

Both students were voicing a conception of English as a means to com-
municate with native speakers from abroad. In this respect, English is the
language of the Other, not Japanese. Defining oneself as an English speaker
intrudes on this dichotomy and challenges the privilege of the native speaker.

The lack of confidence may also be connected to the broader social con-
text of high school study, in which contact with English is almost univer-
sally oriented toward university admission and, in most but not all cases,
entrance exams. As one student remarked, “Teachers taught us how to get a
good score on exams to enter the university.” In other words, the goal of high
school English study was strongly instrumental: to do well on the test. The
effect of this orientation was to frame English as preparatory with a focus
on getting the right answer that has consequence for a future orientation to
the language.

Another returnee, Sayako, noted this contextual frame even in the pro-
gressive secondary school she attended where there was a great deal of
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communicative instruction. She said that in high school, she “didn’t like
speaking” because her “opinions were either right or wrong” (IASR-2), and
she always felt “the pressure” to be right. Interestingly, Sayako explained her
comments about correctness in terms of the change in orientation she felt at
university, where, she said,

Everythingis right, you just say what you want to say, so [there’s
no] pressure that the answer might be wrong. (IASR-2)

The point Sayako was making is that the aim of discussion in the univer-
sity class was not to produce the right answer, but to generate an insightful
response that made sense and expressed an interesting, persuasive idea,
which is an issue of personal expression—what she thought and wanted to
say, rather than correctness.

In short, it seems that many students lacked confidence in part because
they were always being evaluated as right or wrong. With a focus on cor-
rectness, students faced the likelihood of error, especially considering the
difficulty of many entrance exams. Within the preparatory framework in
which English is studied in high school, the pressure to give the right answer
seems to make it difficult to express ideas or speak with confidence because
the stakes are so high.

Both Toward and Away

The third finding to emerge from the analysis was that the orientation to
English seemed to change significantly upon entering university. Students
appeared to develop a more integrative relationship with the language that
entailed both subtractive and additive dimensions. On the one hand, many
students, particularly those who had lived abroad (both returnee and ip-
pan), reported feeling a sense of language attrition due to their reduced con-
tact with English. On the other hand, students began to see English less as a
subject of study and more as a tool of critical thinking and expression, which
was connected to the shift toward content-based instruction in university
EFL classes. This tension in orientation, both toward and away from English,
points to the mediating role of the classroom.

Students seemed to feel that, compared to high school, English at univer-
sity has a reduced presence because for most students the number of classes
per week dropped, reducing the quantitative sense of connection, and other
activities intruded upon time for language study. The biggest difference be-
tween high school and university, one student said, was
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... using English every single day [in high school]. In university,
it is hard to focus on studying English since there are many
other things to study in Japanese. (SOR-16)

The student was referring, first, to the reduction in the number of overall
class hours. Whereas English was a major component of the high school
curriculum, the connection is less intense at university, where two classes
per week is the norm for students in this study. (It is possible to take more,
although not required.) The student’s comment also noted social pressures
working against English. Whereas in high school there is a broad energy
generated by preparation for university exams and admission, the tension
dissipates at university as other commitments increase. In this respect the
sphere of English narrows after high school.

More than two thirds of students in both ippan and returnee classes re-
ported that they felt it difficult to use English outside the university class-
room, which is perhaps why only a minority, slightly more than a third, re-
ported that they use English in some way almost every day (SOI, SOR). With
a few noticeable exceptions, supplementary activities to maintain contact
with English were also limited. Two students reported joining English club
activities such as the international relations circle, and a handful of students
listed a range of extracurricular pursuits that involve English: surfing the
Internet, reading newspapers, viewing TED talks, and so on. Watching Eng-
lish films was especially popular (SSI), but the scope and effectiveness of
individual study appeared limited. All but two returnees reported feeling
that their English ability was declining the longer they lived in Japan (SR),
and ippan students with experience living abroad asserted that they, too,
felt attrition. Mai, for example, complained that, after returning to Japan, she
had “forgotten a lot of English” (IMR-1), and Arisa stated that her pronun-
ciation and fluency were “going down” (IASR-1).

Reinforcing this tendency was the difficulty students found using English
with other Japanese. Commenting on another student’s claim that “it’s easy
to use Japanese with friends” [not English] (SR-2), Ririko and Mai concurred,
stating that they ordinarily reserve English either for the classroom or for
interaction with non-Japanese:

(R) You only use English in English class, so (M) we don’t have
much time or opportunity because we can speak in Japanese.
If there are no native speakers around, there’s no need to use
English. (IMR-1)
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In her interview, Rosa echoed the opinion, commenting that she felt her
lack of proficiency and confidence precluded using English with fellow Japa-
nese:

It’s hard to use English to each other, [it's] impossible, because
my English is not good enough. I don’t have confidence to
speak to other students (IASR-2)

A number of other students also reported that the chance to use English
communicatively was limited to the English classroom:

This class is my only chance to use English in my university life,
so | was motivated every week. (CSFR-1)

[ didn’t have other opportunities to speak English, so class
helped maintain my speaking skills a lot. (CSFI-15)

In terms of the quality of contact, however, English at university cre-
ated a broader, stronger focus in the classroom, where there was significant
expansion in the scope of study. Students reported a move away from the
preparatory test orientation of high school, accompanied by a shift toward
academic subject matter involving interpretation, argument, and discussion
in content-based instruction. Students indicated a strong endorsement of
this change. Over 80% agreed that they would prefer to study a subject in
English rather than study English itself (SOI, SOR). Students described this
difference in focus as expressing ideas, with concern for persuasiveness or
clarity, not correctness:

We studied mainly grammar in high school, but [at university]
we've studied telling our own ideas and learning the ideas of
other students. (SOI-12)

In high school, I didn’t get to express my own ideas. (SOI-5)

I found that there were no answers about many problems.
Even if | have a different idea from others, I don’t have to feel
bad. (SOI-7)

Addressing problems and engaging with classmates in English was
received positively. Talking about ideas provided the opportunity, as one
student said,

to think deeply, which I don’t have many chances to do in my
daily life. (CSFI-1)
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Rosa pointed out the fundamental value of productive expression within
the future trajectory she envisioned for her career:

Most classes at university are with many people, large lectures,
so English is the only place where I can express my idea. When
we grow up and go out into the world, we can prepare. [ want
to work in the field of international relations, so I do think
about this need to express ideas. (IASR-2)

Rosa’s comment points to the value of developing productive ability in her
L2. Her remarks also illustrate how the quality of English study increased
while the overall quantity of class time decreased. Left to their own re-
sources, a minority of students thrived with the increased independence of
university, but most seemed to struggle, losing some of the proficiency they
thought they had gained in high school. Without the pressurized stimulation
of exam orientation in high school, not a few students felt more depend-
ent on the university EFL classroom as the primary source to develop their
English proficiency.

Within this contrasting tension surrounding English, students expressed a
strong positive orientation toward interaction with classmates, from whom
they drew inspiration and encouragement:

[ didn’t need to hesitate in speaking. Everyone does much bet-
ter than me, so I'm encouraged to speak more. (CSFI-10)

Other people speak English fluently and have insightful ideas; I
learned many things from other people. (CSFI-17)

Some people are very enthusiastic and they influence me in a
good way. (SR-24)

Ironically perhaps, the social pressure that works against using English
outside the classroom with peers seems to work inside the classroom to
encourage collaboration and shared discussion. Outside the school context,
English is defined in terms of the Other, but inside, a different relationship
is constructed, with a more proximal orientation and a stronger sense of
personal investment associated with discussing ideas and interpretations
with fellow classmates.

Discussion and Implications

In this paper, [ have tried to delineate key orientations to English and Eng-
lish study that advanced 1st-year students report bringing to the university
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EFL classroom. First, there is a striking diversity of backgrounds and kinds
of language study in which students were engaged. Although intensive and
preparatory, study prior to university entrance appears to be generally ef-
fective, at least from one point of view, in that a great deal of energy and
commitment to language study is evident among students who have de-
veloped advanced proficiencies. Second, students demonstrated a strong
recognition of the instrumental value of English, but this valuation was not
matched by confidence or self-assurance. Clearly, there are cultural injunc-
tions against boasting, but the concern for correctness seemed to under-
mine the investment in English even though confidence in language skills
appeared to increase with sustained opportunities for use. Third, there was
a repositioning of identification with English after entering university with
less time given to language study overall but more focus given to content, a
shift that was received positively, especially when the class atmosphere was
supportive and worked to facilitate participation, eliciting, as one student
phrased it, chances to “think deeply.”

Student comments shed critical light on some of the dynamics of language
study in the Japanese university. They suggest, for example, that the com-
mitment to study English does not invariably “dissipate” once the pressure
of entrance exams has passed (Aubrey, 2014, p. 156). Nor does the “disjunc-
ture” of instructional style between high school and university necessarily
produce confusion or prove a barrier to learning (Gold, 2015). In fact, stu-
dents seemed to welcome the opportunity to move from studying English to
studying subject matter in English, though many did seem to have trouble
balancing the various social and academic commitments surrounding lan-
guage study. From my perspective, actively constructing and expressing
ideas sometimes proves difficult for learners, but student comments sug-
gest that most welcome the chance to engage with content, building ideas
expressively and collaboratively with the support of classmates.

Admittedly, the advanced, high-proficiency students in this study are not
representative of other students in Japan. Most are academically talented
and score well above average on critical test measures. Further, many, but
not all, come from families with the financial resources to live abroad, sup-
plement regular tuition with after-school instruction, or both, and there
is evidence that a widening economic gap works to divide students who
embrace English and those who reject it (Block, 2015). Economic circum-
stances, however, do not invalidate the hard work and commitment that the
advanced students bring to English study. In this respect, the students in
this study reflect both the vitality and flexibility of EFL education in Japan,
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and the struggle to develop new identifications with the language. Advanced
students suggest that it is possible to make English a part of identity, not by
following the same trajectory as that defined in secondary school contexts,
but by appropriating a similar energy and engagement with L2 study.

It seems important to note that advanced proficiency students do not
justify traditional approaches to EFL instruction, still prevalent in many
secondary schools, simply because they have succeeded academically. In
fact, I would argue that findings from this study suggest the opposite: that
EFL education in Japan is changing rapidly and that traditional grammar-
translation instruction in secondary schools is steadily giving way to more
active, communicative use of English. Many critics of language education
argue that not enough is being done to change teaching practices and im-
plement “communicative” language teaching. Without doubt, there is room
for improvement, but there is also risk of missing the diversity and vigor
that advanced students represent. Student comments in this study indicate
that recent innovations in high school programs, such as bilingual immer-
sion initiatives and “international” Super English Language High School
programs (Noguchi, 2015), are having a positive effect on performance and
motivation. There are also many individual high school teachers who, in
spite of pressures associated with university entrance exams, have never-
theless developed creative, innovative pedagogies in EFL classrooms (Sato
& Hirano, 2014). As globalizing forces continue to push Japanese society to
incorporate English, pragmatic responses of students actively appropriating
English are likely to grow even stronger.

In many discussions of EFL pedagogy a sharp distinction is drawn be-
tween communicative language teaching (CLT) and grammar-based exam
preparation, but findings from this study suggest that this contrast may
be somewhat overstated. If the word communicative is defined as the ex-
change of meaning, CLT would include both reading, which is at the heart
of the exams, and teacher-fronted lectures. A CLT approach is not always
interesting, nor is exam work necessarily dull. Pedagogically, the question is
not what particular teaching method is employed (Kumaravadivelu, 2003),
but whether the lesson is interesting, accessible, and relevant. At the same
time, it seems valid to ask whether students are positioned as active pro-
ducers of ideas or passive recipients of knowledge, an arrangement that
seems especially common while preparing for exams—although here, too,
the issue is not one or the other but a balance between the two. To be fair,
students are not always positioned receptively in secondary English classes
because more and more high school students seem to be getting the chance
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to construct ideas and express opinions both orally and in writing. In fact,
there may be growing recognition that constructing knowledge via engaged
productive output (Swain, 2000) is perhaps the most effective preparation
for entrance exams, which are, increasingly, more about interpretation and
less about grammar.

Gardner (2007) pointed out that “what is meant by ‘learning’ the lan-
guage” has “different meanings at different stages of the learning process”
(p- 13). In advanced stages of acquisition, characterized by what Gardner
called “automaticity and thought,” the student “no longer thinks about the
language, but thinks in the language” (p. 13). This development perhaps
could also describe what is happening for many students in the transition
to university where language is becoming a tool of study. At the same time,
the findings point to strong monolingual pressures restricting the scope of
English as a “foreign” language outside the classroom—and possibly inside
as well. In this respect, the EFL classroom takes on increased importance be-
cause it allows students to get past the unstated ideological assumption that
English is to be used with cultural Others. When English is spoken among
Japanese classmates to develop ideas and interpretations in collaborative
discourse, a fundamental connection is made between social activity and
thinking (Mercer & Howe, 2012). Engaging in shared interaction generates
not only confidence, but also new cognitive patterns and cultural expecta-
tions about language use. English becomes the medium of student-to-
student interaction—if, of course, the interaction is in English. Recent SLA
research has been strong in its endorsement of using L1 in the classroom,
but the effectiveness does not necessarily apply to contexts where there is
a need to protect the only English-speaking environment to which many
university students have access. Support for the L1 can be demonstrated by
the teacher in other ways than letting students work on their own in the L1,
which is difficult to prevent in small group contexts.

Thompson (2008) contended that much discussion of classroom peda-
gogy within the dialogic framework of sociocultural theory has emphasized
internalization but missed the value of externalization and the fundamental
ties between learning and the expression of ideas. Similar to Swain’s (2000)
endorsement of productive output, Thompson’s point about extended talk
and “opportunities for sustained thinking” (p. 243) is a reminder that, like
motivation, the atmosphere of inquiry is not given but generated. This makes
it even more important to consider investigation of student views, as knowl-
edge is negotiated and new ideas as well as new identities are constructed
in the dynamic space of the foreign language classroom.
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Appendix
Surveys
SSI, SSR Spring 2013
STUDENT SURVEY
AS Agree Strongly A Agree D Disagree DS Disagree Strongly
H<ESES F5ES  BOFEDRNn EIESEbizn
AS A D DS
1. In general, I like English. o o o o
2.1liked my high school English classes. 0o o o o
3. I need English because it will be useful in my future. o o o o

4.1 have confidence in my English skills. o o o o
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5. I studied hard in high school to improve my English skills. o o o o
6. 1 will study hard in university to improve my English skills. 0o o o o
7.1read an English novel (not Z(£}2) in high school English class. © o o o
8.1 read an English novel on my own when I was in high school. 0 o o o
9.1 will read an English novel on my own this semester. 0o o o o
10. I wrote an English journal (H#z) for high school Englishclass. o o o o

11. I wrote an English journal on my own when I was in high school. © o o o

12. T will write an English journal on my own this semester. o o o o
13. 1 watched an English movie for high school English class. © o o o
14. I watched an English movie on my own when [ was in HS. 0o o o o
15. I like to watch movies in English. o o o o
16. Sometimes, I speak with my Japanese friends in English. 0 o o o
17. Sometimes, I watch the news in English. 0O o o o
18. Sometimes, I study vocabulary books to learn new words. o o o o
19.1lived in an English speaking country for a year or longer. 0o o o o
SOI, SOR, SOW Fall 2013
RESEARCH SURVEY on ENGLISH
AS A D DS
a. [ think about myself as an English speaker. o o o o
b. I use English in some way almost every day of my life. 0o o o o
c. I think the way I studied English in HS was generally effective. 0o o o o
d. I am proud of the English ability I have. 0o o o o

e. Instead of studying English, I'd rather study something in English. o o o o
f. It’s easy for me to use English while living in Japan. 0o o o o

g. What is the biggest difference between the way you studied English in high
school and the way you’ve studied in this class?

h. What activity in high school most helped to improve your English?

j- How do you plan to use English in your future?
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HIEEOESWEBKRARSHEEH 2 EET 2 20IES NS A7 DR (eg., Ellis, 2003;
Ellis & Shintani, 2014) ZMWT, PEREFFCHTENLNHEIAI 22— 3 »&EM
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BEBEUWIWPE I 0I5 EMUFTERNI LRl 7k,

In the field of language teaching research, the importance of meaningful interactions
and oral communication activities has been pointed out repeatedly. In English lan-
guage teaching in Japan, this importance has also been recognized by some teachers,
although gradually. In this study we analyzed 3 textbooks used in Japanese junior
high schools, referring to task criteria (e.g., Ellis, 2003; Ellis & Shintani, 2014) that
were developed for the purpose of promoting authentic meaningful communication.
There were 4 task criteria: (a) the focus is on meaning, (b) there is a gap, (c) the
learners rely on their own linguistic or nonlinguistic resources, and (d) learners’ lan-
guage use is not used to assess achievement. We examined whether or not the oral-
communication-oriented activities in the textbooks met these criteria. The textbook
analysis indicated that the majority of the activities presented did not meet the task
criteria. Among the four criteria, (c)—the learners rely on their own resources—was
met the least. In most of the cases, linguistic resources such as conversation exam-
ples and lexical items were provided for the students, and the only thing the students
needed to do was to use those resources. On the other hand, almost half of the activi-
ties met (b)—there is a gap—and this was the most easily satisfied criterion. We gave
careful consideration to what kind of learner language proficiency development can
be expected if classroom teachers use these communication-oriented activities as
they appear in the textbook. In doing so, we considered the results obtained from
previous SLA research. The fact that most of the activities in the textbooks did not
meet the task criteria means that, if they are not modified appropriately, they would
prevent language learners from engaging in voluntary grammatical encoding and
negotiation of meaning. For example, as most of the activities did not meet criteria
(c), the students can hardly experience grammatical encoding because they do not
need to think about what linguistic form they should use to convey the meaning.
Also, the fact that the focus of the task was not on meaning would result in a serious
lack of meaningful negotiation, and therefore the students would miss precious op-
portunities to get comprehensible input through negotiation of meaning. In sum, the
activities presented in the textbooks we analyzed were not enough to guarantee that
the students would participate in negotiation of meaning and experience necessary
cognitive processing during speaking, both of which are the essence of SLA. We do
not propose that the activities should not be used or that they are useless. Rather,
we believe that it is worthwhile to think of the communication-oriented activities



Fukuta, Tamura, & Kurita 167

with task criteria in mind in order to ensure the development of learners’ language
proficiency. In addition, teachers should modify the activities to enable the students
to focus on meaning and to communicate using their own resources. The results of
this study provide useful insights for teachers who want to make their classes more
communicative and to have the students engage in meaningful conversation.
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FRABEDENTIIa S —2a &l SR 1R EDSHFEMAENITE D, TN
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B, M BREF vy T 2D IHEL T, FEHFITEROIEENTE NI 0t
LT&HQED, HHEDFEGEICB T 20D IEZ {75720 LIEYD 5, ZOXDBAH AL
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CAN-DOUARZIETHEHMBLOT W, FIZIXVEAH /= TETEE, RTD
HFITBADIENTESL | ENDIDDEHANINY AT DFHMEREED—DE LU TEA
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FHUEZ 72T 72D DN HvE At 7RI
MFasnz% %

1 AN ERIERICHD
FEEEII AT BV TEBRFEEELTTRALE =N
AR A ELTHRES 22 L2 RO NDH
FEEPNHREN R LAy =2 > a—F 4> =4
JEIT A—=TA T T HIENFEEE DY A% T
DERFERTHY, BB TN

2 ISHOFvITINEET S

A0 =7 —3a NIk RZ DX vy 7 IR =4
SN=m
AIa =7 —2a>DFERELT, YAV FITRIESEY [

FHEHENHS o758 AN 20
3 HEOFOUY—ZTIo>TEITIND

FEENG AV 2 ETT DEIBER S HE B AR WNZ
2 CP RSy gRAYAR
FEEIBRICA-> T REZ WSS NRIES N (BN

TWB)




172 JALT Journal, 39.2 « November 2017

FUEZ /2 720 DN FLUE 2 72 9 BRI
Hiffesns&EA

SEEIZZTOHMEL TTIIR<EMZERT 20D 1T
FERELTHHEN D

B AINFEREINT=DENEY ZATMTE T LIzNEDD 13N
THIWr= N0

A—FT 42T OB, =T 42 7 M MARITERENEELZMELT. T
D3FMNFETEND, £T BRADEREWSI N T, HTFORGENTHETET,
FIUTH T DR AZERNCHEMR T DIENTERNWIIRIE T2, BT HH D EH
Wil ., BRADESZHE T DM EIELTNA . Wi, HEREDIDRIEEEL
THRFEDHRNNEDSIRNED 7R, ET IR/ T 5% 3K D D E T B R AT 4k
mLELTz,

KT, Fro T OFEOHE S TIE, BRZBIZEZADBEHENDZNESM, £
T AT RN SR TEANENIEE, OZ2 27— 3> OERELTE
SNBIERNFEEHEICESTHLNWDD THEIMENDHEEZE L., INS5EMZLZ
BERZOIEENEF vy TN EEHW LTz, B2, XY THEE LY EE > T
BRICET IENWDAI 22— a3 2TV T EWIIEIIT vy 70D
LHETHWTERN,

BRI, STBAOMENSBASICEL T, SORICK D274 R (R ETF
ZIELSHWTESHFHZT 5L UNCD, d3a 27— a  OfRELTES N2
WEDEICM KR E TS, ZE2ED, ATEZRAEVSIEEN I3 22— a &
ORI E DTSN TNDEINEINEEMHL . CNSEHIECY AT INER TE /=0
BWEHMTELENSGEL, FEINDOFHME NS FHIEZ - L TWHE IR L

—o

S

F2AUDDHMEE - LR B OB E . REOEHICEDLEGER L. £
77 BT R AEN G /- SN2 A3 2 27— a R BOR E B G2 FETEITRL
TV, BRIZEZEICKRHEDZERESWITERDZN, 2EREL T, FEN END
ZEIZaAa = —2a EHORBENE DL TWEHARHLZENDMN S, O
a2 aARHORETH TWLE, SunshinelZ SN TWBIE B OB ENT
165T&HN. New CrownD85& New HorizonD77% #2456 LE>TWW5, ZOTEMN
5. SunshinelZ I3 EANTIZEE 72 OSEE H SRR BN BRI N TNAZEMNINNA
D, LNLIENS, 4ADDFNTNOHUER 1D THim/Z L322 —2 3 8o
BOGEEHADHE, New Crownld119. Sunshineld94&720, £ LA SunshineDIED7N
D72, New CrownldAIa = —a GBI OMRBMNES THoHIEEHEZDHE 1D
DIEFBHT=0INT7= T EREOKNILL ETHBIENHMND, — T, New Horizon



Fukuta, Tamura, & Kurita 173

1332272 a iEEOREINI D DHREO T TRH DN EIT, FEEDERK
Boixbhian,

SIS LB HEDOEREGWNEATWLE, New CrownlIdD DFEUEDHIT,
FEHHEHHOV— A TIEHICHROMERTHENHHEEIIENDOOD, IKENTMSN
DOF X TPEET BEWHE SIITELRT WG BN T ORER L TWBHIEND
MND, Tz, GBI DERE SEM AL OB S TIHE T 2L NS HAED | FEOTWIE
BNEDRMEZRZL TS, BRPLOIFEHTHENENIHTIE, 2RD20%
DIEFNZ DEEZ 2L TS, ZIUL, L TEWVWHD THHEITEARNDHD
@, Sunshine®New Horizond& D H1EMNITEHWEI G TH 5,

New Horizonld EFEL7=&D12, OBEOIa = —2 a2 M UIEEIN3 DD
BEOSBETHRODERL, BREOERBDOEGFHRO DN, TN TR, 45
BBIT LA LI T T AT ISIGEEBDORDOIINY =TT T 4 AW 72 O UEE
MEEINL T EWDHEIAI DA SNz, TOFREREL T, FEN ENBICLEENST
O8O3 2 =0 —2a aB T 550N E LI L TNDLIENDNS
(%3)o ADDRMEDOF THREOIEMRENENDIEF vy 7TORAETHD ., ZOMHENA

RO E—B L TWS, D3 DDOHAEIZEND 1ENTH/ 272NN, BT
f&@ 1TV —ZADBEEAS, DFED, FEENEHSHMENEEEZ, TNEEHT

SHBEREZRRL, TLUTHEZTIEVWIIEHNE-<BEHINTWLanEN
A%, % L CSunshineld. #A]& L TldNew Crownd New Horizon® H AL E LD
O, N—t T —I T 5 EME A New HorizonE [FIFE DN R 50115,

X2, REREOEEE ChyamiaNn—t>b)

New Crown Sunshine New Horizon =)

0] HAEDFENRE MO HEOERE ORI
Ek 17 (2000 11 (6.0) 2 (2.6) 30 9.2)
Fyw 58  (68.2) 60 (36.3) 23 (29.7) 141  (43.1)
=2 3 (3.5) 5 3.0) 0 (0.0) 8 (2.4)
e3P A i 41  (482) 18  (10.9) 4 (5.2) 63 (19.3)
%ﬁwéﬁﬁ&@ 119 94 29 242

IR BRI 85 165 77 327

E. Y ANON—t 2T =13, (FIUMEE - LR 8 TR BB E) X 100 TEHEI Nz
DTH%. B EARNRESANERICH D, Trvv T RRINDEZREMEDDOF vy T RH 5,
=2 BHOFFOVY— X0 TH AT DEITINEEIND, FERGHM: &7 A7 N R S 7=
EIMIZE o TR /2315,



174 JALT Journal, 39.2 « November 2017

X3, REREBEOHECLOERE Ty amizN—tr b

New Crown Sunshine New Horizon wE
A IRE) HIEDERE FUEDEREL FEOEME  FHEOERE
1 Eik 5  (16.1) 2 (2.8) 0 (0.0) 7 (4.6)
Fyv 21 (67.7) 30 (423) 11 (21.6) 62  (40.5)
=2 0 (0.0) 4 (5.6) 0 (0.0) 4 (2.6)
FERLAT 11 (355 18  (25.4) 1 (2.00 30  (19.6)
il
HAEDE 37 54 12 103
%%
=
SEE R 31 71 51 153
%
2E EBR 9  (32.1) 4 6.9) 0 (000 13 (129
Fyw 19 (679 16  (27.6) 8 (53.3) 43  (42.6)
=2 2 (7.1) 1 (1.7) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.0)
R 13 (46.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (000 13 (129
il
HAEDE 43 21 8 52
5%:40)
&t
15 EfR 28 58 15 101
44
3E B 3 (11.5) 5  (13.9) 2 (182 10 (137
Fyv 18 (69.2) 14  (38.9 4 (36.4) 36 (49.3)
=2 1 (3.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.4)
FERREE 17 (65.4) 0 (0.0) 3 (273) 20 (27.4)
il
HAEDE 39 19 9 67
BERD
BEr
SEE R 26 36 11 73
%

7E. Y ANDON— > T =, (BIUER - LIS 8 IR B K0 X100 TEHESIN2D
DTH D, Bk AN EANERICH D, Ty T RIRINDZRERAUSHDOF vy T D
5, V=2 HEOR D)) —AIZEoTHY AT DFITNIZIND, M : 7 A7 N E RS
TEMEIMI LS CRHlN 2 E N5,



Fukuta, Tamura, & Kurita 175

BRTHDE, BBHERINCTVHREETIF vy 7 THD, BbERI U
HEVI B HE D)) — A TH >, ZDOEROMA EIT R B 2R Uz BRI s
MoTzled, ZAUIDDHRFITHBDBEA THDHENZDESD,

KRIZ %*L%h@ﬁﬁ%&{ﬁ%tL“Cbséﬁlfﬁitbxjﬁﬂ)ﬁf&%ﬁ@%ﬁﬁéﬁbﬁ"@
ﬁ'CbK FHUTIT, B2HERE. FBFEE 2. EDIIRY AT HEOHAED
BOENL N E R LT,

FT—RALT, EOHEREHIDDIMET R TERZL TWARWEEIOEI G 1E
ZNTEMZDERNEDIND, New Crown TIEZ DELDILIEENTBIRDIENTEICEE
Fo2bDD, ZOMHEMIIET Sunshinek New HorizonlZ BHZ#E TH V. Sunshine THI6
El. New Horizon THITEIIND 20 HHED 2 TITEIE L TWSIEBI Th oz,

ERDOEIT, HoEHERINPLTVWIHIEIF vy T THo/zzH, WTNOH
BED, LA TOMASHOETIEF vy 7 ORI L TIRIFZEAETHZL TN
LZEMOMND, Tz, Frv 7 OHDIEHNTIE., R MEL TS B OFmA ]
RERDHDONMEEL TN EDHDOMND, LINLAENS, Ty T OHIIEEHTHH-T
B, HRHOOHIED) ) — 2D HHEZ /- L T BB OEIAIZIER I DIanT &
MW InG, Ty OEELZEHSED LML TWABNew CrownTHHTH, UV —Z
EX vy T OHUER - TIHENI AR D2.4% Ln75<, SunshinebZ D2D D EHEZ
7= IEENE1.8%&. EHDTESN TS, New Horizonld. Tvv 7 DdHDIEENT
FHNE, V)= AR R - TIEENI RN T2720, Ty T NH0 BN DY
ENHH D)) — 2% ANWTETT DENIIEENI RSN o7z,

X4, OO A HHEOMA G DB (EAE507)

R R BEE HAS E% Fevs UU—A ER
BRI
wa 1 183  54.6% X X X X
n=335 2 69  20.6% X O X X
3 40 11.9% X O X O
4 15 4.5% O O X O
5 10 3.0% O O O X
New Crown 1 25 29.4% X X X X
n=85 2 24 28.2% X O X O
3 17 20.0% X O X X
4 13 15.3% O O X O
5 2 2.4% O O O O




176 JALT Journal, 39.2 « November 2017

BRE ERr  BEEE EIG Bk Frvs UVU—Z ER
FA
Sunshine 1 105 63.7% X X X X
n=165 2 32 19.4% X O X X
3 17 10.3% X O X O
4 5.5% O O X X
5 3 1.8% X O O O
New Horizon 1 53 68.8% X X X X
n="719 2 20 26.0% X O X X
3 2 2.6% O O X O
4 1 1.3% X O X O
4 1 1.3% X X X O

TE. AD DI BT B X IFHEEH L T anZ e, OIFEEEBLZL TWAIEER T, B
bR AR ADERICD D, Fry T HRRSNDREBRASNOF vy TINH D, V) —A:
HE DR DUV =L THY AT DEITINIREIND o A & AV NI NN EINIT
SO TR 72N %,

I

HE

DI DOFER, M REZSI-3IMOBFRIEIHHIN TV a3 27— 3> 2Em
T AILENL, 2EOFELL ENY A FED 2 TNORIE L TWAIEEI ThDIENR
SNz, U BRI SN TWAHEII 2 = — a2 E M T 23 EDIE
ENEMMN, R TAFY  EFHEA LT, ¥4 70— NOEREE ANEZTZ0T 52
EDANRDENDEDIZFETH /22 E12E D, New CrownlZ DWTIEA A7 KLiE
DI RTERBIL TODIEENIRRDIEIFNCEEE > TN, LOEDDESAEK
IZHDHIEENP, L ENEHLD D)) — 2% HNWTHEE X T e/ R OIE T
DT, AFy MoRIZ ANBEZ TR T HIEIN &2 HD Tz, OF
O, OO0 —a Z2ERT 288 Th, TDIFEAENRY TITHEGRNED
IEER LI BEDITONEHDTHDENZ S, I LS G EZTObDIZBEL T,
(BEEWRAOBEIZI A= —2ar | SN0 ES S TEBINLIEHHD, TDIE
FERDNHIEICENS D ENIDIT TRV, FlAE, TG Eld sy N 5552
IZHT ) EWDIRPTURZ B 3 D EW DA S 35 (Morioka, Tsumura, & Fukihara, 2015) .
F/- T2 TORENSHIL | ESNTIEEID D755/ New Crownll A 5315 5H3 704
BMELT, 2 TORENSM TS T HIEENL, TR T skit"&EWD, ¥ 7o—~
ERATHEICHT I a TholzlEMHEITENS, ZOXD/iGEi% [JiEE 1T
H PR OBIR . [FEFOHE 172 EE N7 HNE D> TITHZEDERIL, 20
FERIZI S TEESNRENZ SRR L TEMRIZR S0,

KRIZ, EEROEMELTIEHE DR DUV — AL TEITIND I ENDRAET
HoEHIMZITULKNIENREIN/Z, DFD, BREBICOEII = —2 a3 igH)
IMHTERELTH, ZOIEENIERNICHABESINZSHBEAZ ZOEEEMR TUT



Fukuta, Tamura, & Kurita 177

ERTEDHDTHoTz. 1FEAEZE HEDHDH T —AEL T, IEHDFHSC L E iR 7
EDTRENTZDH, TOXR— O FEHBH LRI, AN I NI FEHEECE
HNTTRTIFEINTBD, EENTREZEIFFOEHO 2L ZT(HLL
FZFDFEF) R T HENDTETH /2, ZOVN— AR T 2 HEUEETE-T D0 H >
EHHELNEWIFRERIL, THEZZITT2iBF BB NER L2 A0 & AR & A kD
B ESDS R L7z Erlam (2016) OfERESH —ET2HDTH 5.

BEICREIL72d9IC, ZOXDRI A TIE, FEENARROEII 2 Zr—ar
DI=DITFHFEETOmVDEME, T/OEHENE _SETMEEDIIIIEAD
MEBZ RICEDLIRLIETI AT 42 T TENENWE NI EAETD
NIENEZZE5ND, FEHBEOMREANSIRE T &, FEHENAG TEOINEEER
L. TORNBEZEEINSEFER R TERIXLIOWNERIICE ZDEENFEAE TR
NWEWIZETH D, ZOLIBHEEZDEEHNAZEE, FEHEOLEIIAZ
= a BT LEFENREEE T HENSERNSIINAN=bDER S,

Tz, MASHOF vy TINERET DI EVNDIEHEZTZ L TWDHDIL, AFZEN
BHLUEEEOHR TSN TNWEHONRH LN/, ZHUd, AEII o= —
2a ETIIICELUT, TOROEDEEE DT 2720I12F vy T IR AT/
55D THHIZDTIZRNNEZEZSLNS, FRTHRENR#EL T, New Crownll
SN TODIEED65%IT <Y, ZDTF vy TINFEIET 2 | ENWSHIEZ /2 LT
7z. New Crownld. HOEIIEFN L <EDANSNTHD, OEEII = r—ar
OBIZEHDFF DM FOHISIRWANE (B 5 DELF12E) ZARA DI EERDDHHDOMN
22, ZOIHRMENNEENTZEEZ X655, F72. New Crownld H O ZRIIGE)
ODBIZIATER D |, [FETRITD172E, SENOEREMZERHL TNEE
DINGINT=(28.2%) ZEMTDRH#REL THEIFTH NS, TNSORHIT. DI E) 2
FIDEEHEOEWEINCTT RIS E IS HTHDHENZD,

LU, 2RI THEISNOF vy TINERET S ENWDELEZE =L TN DIE
b, LRROTHB O DU — Ao TEITSIND DA O EEL TRz T
WENWBDNIZEAE TH o, bEbL, Frv/EELRERMAO—DEL T,
BB DI E ENEH RN AR R DB ENT 2 A S B EICEEDTZT
ETHoON, EICI > TR EEINLZEZHNE THRFITRHIN TR, A
MR INDMINDODN O TNDAEA TR, METOFEGEOAHKE I 2 RS
B1=DIHERBLED, SELFNEREIRADTZDICE WA 0 E LW o7 i =
MFOFAEIZHEVIFRFTERNENZ LD,

New CrownlZ#8# I TWAHHERIEITHB W TEKFGZ SEN TITAD
W75 TNWB Y AV IR NDIZHTIRDAOD TH SN, Sunshinell BAL TIXE5E
D REFHE N B S NIz DI ER T EEDBRFZF TSN TWAIFEEH DA T
Ho7z. FlzNew HorizonlBAL T, DI 2 = —2 a2 T iE0 K IR
MMUDERZEE LB L TDR0, K iisRae A THhNsLDIT, SunshinelZ B
TI3 8 #|LL E. New HorizonlTBWTIZ95% LA LW ERIZ B IR LU ENS 20D
HIZE T2 ERHEBZH - EFITH T 1 &V 2B OIEWERE TH D, 2D
FOBBEITBNWTIIF BN OER MM E R THZENHE LWL, ZOLDRGE.
FEHFICEEEOSEWAEERAOEII A= r—2a OS2I 51213, #
BEITHEIN TWDIVEZ RIBICSE T 50, BENEHSEDIIRY A% H
BELAaFndasizn,



178 JALT Journal, 39.2 « November 2017

FEROMERELT, FEN ENBTEICHEII A —2a ORMNERL
TWLEMNASNTZ, ZOFERIZEZESDEKICK T E2HDTHo7, IaEias, T
B EDED))— 2T Eo TERITEND | EVWDRMENR - SN TW WD, #FlE
INTHEEEH O OB TIL, FEEHER DD ERBNIY —ANES N TS
O, BARBOEII 2 =7 —2a N TERWN I EWIERTIO AR L Z KRL TS0
TIEWNEBZ O THD, LML, THITHIUL, WFEDOAFILNM LT 25
WEREIZRDICONT, ZOXIROEIAI =y — a2 T DIEB 03T
LABIML TWIZT TH 5, QEEII 22— a 2K 0T DIGE ORI 3
5ENDT LT, FOMDIEFH AT N LD ENEINNTNDENST
ETHD, ZOZEF, 128 RITITNDO B [ HBZBAR ) NRFERTHDHIENLL
RN ST, SR O E TIIRE SRR I I B R ER T E L TR
I AHENENWIENSHEMTEND, ZOZEIE, ARICBIT2ERETIE. O
SO0 = —3 a BT IR BN EEOE A AT )L B EEWSBE AN IEH E
DEMHAINTOARNAEEEZRLTWS,

Tl BEIBR TSN SEIEHEEOIDICKE TN, FFEY
BOBENSARESNDIETL Y =T 42 T OWEZREL, S5ICFEEEFL
DEWRRBZERT IORIEHERDANDIENTELDTHAID, ZOME, K
MBI U= A7 DEFEFDHIEDOH HNSELR L THZN,

F9°, S AU OZEMRIEMIZEIL TIX. New CrownTUIRUIZHWSILTWN
= [ AEZWD | EEERIB LI ENSIEEIZ BT 52ENKITFEN5, EIC
HDEZEITODNWT, RYFERIFTIN—T T DBICHERER T 27 LD, £
PAEETTICTDELZENE DI TEARE, ZEHMO LI LICEKEZD
2R AZENEETH D,

KIT, BHRADESRTH D, 2T, B2 EREUSNOEZE 5T 5557
FEREMADZENI DD HEELTEALND, HlA, I @EICEI7=2&icD
WTERIL, TUCEZDDATIFRL, HREOEAITG U REEZRTIRT L%
FEFITRDZOTH D, ZNITIATF 1707 | EBIEEN, ERKICHETHE
FAL TWBEETDZ NN H LN N, 2O/ N2 E T 528 T, HEDIRE
IZRH L TEDB THRDEBATWI RS, TNE AT O—T 42 7T 58
WOEEEEE ZIIRDOENDZEIT/D, 72720, BICEMEd5ZE#HET S
DOTI372<. SFBM LSO OB S HHEA, RF/EILT DI LTI TER
TELLOBPDOEEZEZHREL THBLIEDEETH S,

F72 HENMZEONTENONEN—EBDII 2= — 3> TliEZE50->
TZIBHEIND LA LB TH DN IR BT DHF LA Tl HFEOH S OERZHE
RBUIZD, FRZBETERISIZHEAICHERLZD, BEINh-oT-BRICH S
ZEELEZDENSTZERAZBENERIDDTNENZ D, ZOXD R EBOMERC /M
FRL, HEDBIEREL, 3227 —2 a3 FHICRS THEOREOP TH
RN FERR A I BB 2 VRN S BT IV ER T ZENEE LN, FHICE-TIE, B
INTERDOEEZECHTFOREDEREMBLIZNWEZITHES KB 2B &R &
LTHEEFIELTBE EHOR THmEIISCTHEMATE SO TIE2 952
EBHEZLND,

BBIC, AUFFEORERERNS BB ITUCNWEES XN ZTHEDOHD
Y= 22X TEITIND JITDNTIRRD, ZHUTDN T, BRIZEICHEHINT



Fukuta, Tamura, & Kurita 179

WHBHPT L —ADEME TE LRI ZREIERNIIICTLIENBETH S,
Bl 2R, HHAIZE L BER O LT (e.g., played, watched, visited) DFE iz > 721H BN
Ho7zE L&D’ T T, played a video game, watched a movie, visited a museum& Ao
i ZEHIZATLE> TR, FEFEFMNEH PITITO LI IITE N NIZFEE A
Oy b )RS TFD TERT D72 THAHIEETENDL, 2N T, &1k
EXEL A=T A2 T DT O E AR EEBE PR T 5ILNTERN, LIS T,
BB DI DA% 5.2 T (e.g., play, watch, visit) . [il&{E>7=m ] TEZIZITH
T2 BN R ERFEFECHRIIEASETAHATIEDILESIN. 25
§5HZET, “What did you do yesterday?” & BNz 2 HE MBI AL WEH K2 HE
T—LBE L) ENWITERRATINE o8&, ZNELESTLHOTEBETEEITS
MOSHELY A—=T 427 TR AR T OWRERET HILINTE D,

ZOTHHDOH DY —AICE > THEITINDJEWSERI, EHTIUIXTEAIES
AT EITITBEE I B EREIB N EBA TIRBRESBN I EFRABASNTLEIZEDH
B, LMLIEMS, NI TH D, H<ET, [FFIZIAZATIIRSRNDTH>
T IATZEITHICFEENES TERB LW EE, B MERBITESZEDF vy
TIZEDWzd & T (noticing the gap) « & AV RITICH RN S B R & #IHN 52T
HIFNEENDTH S (e.g., Swain, 1993) .

PUEASEHAEDHEL T, YAV DEFRERMEELDEITNDONDREE L. T2
2L, ZNEH<ETDOREICTET, TNEFNHE—DEZ TIIRNILITH
UIRA THDRIFIRS IR0, Bl H SN H ORI O E #H & L<BRL. H5ICHE Y72
EEEZEALDIEMERETHLHIENL FENDIRNIETH S,

AFITIL, FEHEEHEN, BIOEEEMOOEII = r— a2 0T 5%
BIDOBEBEMENRZICRIMEINDODOH DI EEHEZ, HARITHBIF B 2R HF £
HEINTWBEOEIIa = —Ta a2 R UZENE DI REBMER DM, &3
CEEEEMROMAEBHLODHETHIEEHNE L, ZOOEMIET
{3, Ellis and Shintani (2014) D7R L7z BRI E SIZERICH D |, TAISHDF vy
TINGEIET D, TBEOFE DY —RCE>THITEINS ], [SENOHREICIST
FERREHM N2 S5 | ENDH4D DRLUEIZIRS U C3FEO BRI Z DR E 2T Lz,

FRELT, BRBICEHIN TWAOEII A = r— a2 R 5EE, #
BEICBHINTWRY I 7O—7Z25A BT 50, Mitdn TWAEREZEALTA
NEZAHZ LTI CERINAEN RO K EZRENGEHED DI ENRENZ, 2D
ZEIT BRI EERZ BN SR E R T WSS, FEHENHG TEONAEAFEMIC
EZ2. FTONEZEI S-SR TET LN EVWIEN T a—F 4> 7%
OB, FEESEEE L RERZEZHDENDN TS BRI
N CTEIRNWREN SN EERE LTz, T2, ITEOSBHENTIEICBWTIIEE
A0 = —2a ERTHEHOEEENBFASNDODOHDEITNA, BREITL
N&ETHKMLUZHDEITNZTZNT EINARPZENESRB SNz, BEEOEWEE
WANSEII 2 = — a OREEEH IR T 57201203, HREOIEEE 2
DFEFHNDZOATIIRL, FEHENEHHENICSEE L 2T Y AW 17515
FEHAIDOFE T AN THHENH B,



180 JALT Journal, 39.2 « November 2017

AFZE NI P> 7= 3FFEO H F R DIEEE BRI, TN TN E Rz, &
DIDNTUREZETZREFEROEVWAOEII A=y —a Z2En T 515850
MEWVSTZURHR B AN H H DT TR, Tz, AFFENEOD 7= 8RB ZITH A
IBWTKRERS T EDHDHDTIEDHS7ZD, TRTTIEARW, UL, RUFFEN
RUTZ, BRZBICEEHIN TV EOMENS D THIEEOEWEER/2O32 2
r—aAREE NS SNSRI S, BN EEN T SEIEEE NG
LETD2ODIDDORBERERDEEZLND, SRIZEHESD, PEOBE
THRERBZITOBIERFTZKOENS, JOXWEEIEHEED LI E L E
ELTWTIEIWNEEZEZ THEZN,

oG

AR X DYEIZHZ0, ZIRKFOMN BRLEE, =0T RREOHRRET
FEITE<OEHEBRIAAL AW, ZORZEMD TEH AL LTS, 728, @
BILHSOLIIEILT N TEESORIETHS.

%

1. AAIBHEFEDIFEAEE. ZOFREIC IS THRAINZY 27 % AW {5E
MRERTHDOTHD, > INADFMZITOIDDIT DTNz, & A7 B E T
FTHOIRUIEHI A DIFEAEIIZOIRMER /- Le Y AV BARDF R THDENZ
%,

2. #ilzldSato and Kasahara(2015) 1, HERIENE S TE /= Presentation-Practice-
Production (PPP) Z#£8f1i2 LD D%, Production®iE By U THERK Y 72 2 HH 31l
TIIB<EFEHOEWEEWR I a2 —2a A2 R0 ANS0LEEZ
FIRLTHY. PPPIZY A %I AF1/zHybrid PPPZ{ZIEL TW 5,

3. HARFEHH (2015 O#NICLDE, INSOHBZOLET =7 HIINew
Horizon: 33.8%. Sunshine: 24.8%. New Crown: 24.2% T» 0. =t TE£E®D
82.8% % HY 5,

4. SEERADUNOTMELZSEE . PIZIIARERR RS EHEANWT, &
DNFHFEDOADRLOEDTH AT EZETLUTLEIHEHENHDENSEN
HDMBHLINBN, LDLRNS, HROHI TR0, TBLT IS iEH A
DIEFEZEY AT DERIODBEM T HIEEFRN, HEAARTELETHH>TH, &
B HEEL CGERT REY AV EZER L IZENDIEEEZIMET 205 TH D,
272U, RFERI SR SUER DI U THAMMNRICH B EFE N AZITH7
WZEZTBLTAREFIL TWAHIT TR, FEEFEOEHICH N SGER s
D13, H<ETEEMNTHRP BRI T A — RN I 275 ETHIRL, YA
MEERR TEI=MESINE EEL THHMlETT,

5. THTH, HLSBEROEHEHSTZY AT ENSRE R T, ¥ A7 EIH 2T
NEWSEZHH D, LNLRENS, FERERZIIEANITIE—D DI TEY
THEEEADNEDSN TR, TOERBEREMOILLHEELZIEEIND
BHIEMFZENETH D, LIz T, ZXTIRZDIHENZEIZL T, WNIYAY
DOHAEZ w2 T LO/IE T E L THRESE A ZENTEDNZEMAL TS,



Fukuta, Tamura, & Kurita 181

it FERE L B R 22 BB AR B B T H D ERMFERNRIII AV Z NS
RS, B SHEERIIB I AEHBOREIIRETH S,

FA #1340 T BRI A B B B FE R 72 RHE AR AR R, QA AR,
BIWFFEE (DC2) . BHI LRER AW il T 5, FML, LB ST 70—
FICEBHE FREOHEE T TH S,

SR AR 0 05 17 SR AR AL T ARG T B0 4 1h RR R AR E B B FE T 728
MERHFRIRE 7. B (.

511 SCHR

Jt BT (2015) . [ &% AR IGE AR FIC SN —IIWEBI LS A7 D43 .1
22 B R A FEAC 2L, 565, 99-107.

Bachman, L., & Palmer, A. (1996). Language testing in practice. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.

Brown, H. D. (2000). Principles of language learning & teaching (4th ed.). Clevedon,
England: Multilingual Matters.

B R . (1997) THEFEAY —F >V i——i6 § NOBEREFLZR AT S
FEEHBEMR Y —F - T P12 - U= Fat A

Canale, M. (1983). From communicative competence to communicative language
pedagogy. In J. C. Richards & R. W. Schmidt (Eds.), Language and communication
(pp- 2-27). London, England: Longman.

Canale, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to
second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1, 1-47.
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/i.1.1

JLETH BT (2007)  [3REEBR BT 50322 —2 a > Y AV DS
WrEss 2 SaRE RTINS DEEE ] TTACETILHE STHFC L, 547, 1-23.

Ellis, R. (2003). Task-based language learning and teaching. Oxford, England: Oxford
University Press.

Ellis, R., & Shintani, N. (2014). Exploring language pedagogy through second
language acquisition research. New York, NY: Routledge.

Erlam, R. (2016). ‘I'm still not sure what a task is”: Teachers designing language
tasks. Language Teaching Research, 20, 279-299.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168814566087

FRA—.(2009) [TT A=A A 2 T — L) Z RO ANTZH LW IGEEHE L. Al
NS

Kim, Y.]. (2009). The effects of task complexity on learner-learner interaction.
System, 37, 254-268. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2009.02.003



182 JALT Journal, 39.2 « November 2017

Kim, Y.]. (2012). Task complexity, learning opportunities, and Korean EFL learners’
question development. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 34, 627-658.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0272263112000368

Levelt, W.]. M. (1989). Speaking: From intention to articulation. Cambridge, MA: The
MIT Press.

Long, M. H. (1985a). Input and second language acquisition theory. In S. Gass & C.
Madden (Eds.), Input in second language acquisition (pp. 379-393). Rowley, MA:
Newbury House.

Long, M. H. (1985b). A role for instruction in second language acquisition: Task-
based language teaching. In K. Hyltenstam & M. Pienemann. (Eds.), Modelling
and assessing second language acquisition (pp. 77-99). Clevedon, England:
Multilingual Matters.

Mackey, A. (Ed.). (2007). Conversational interaction in second language acquisition:
A collection of empirical studies. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

A Eifd. (2012) T 22 246 L2 SGREREBEDT YA 0. At RIEEEEE.

Morioka, T, Tsumura, S., & Fukihara, A. (2015). Slow learners’ attitude to reading
aloud and group work. In P. Clements, A. Krause, & H. Brown (Eds.), JALT2014
Conference Proceedings (pp. 264-271). Tokyo: JALT. Retrieved from http://jalt-
publications.org/proceedings

AR, (2015F10H30H) [ = AR OHEFEBFFIM T2 8REH
2 x7 | THARKRFHR L. Retrieved from http://mw.nikkei.com/sp/#!/article/
DGXLASDG30H7Z_Q5A031C1CR8000/

Pica, T. (1992). The textual outcomes of native speaker-non-native speaker negotia-
tion: What do they reveal about second language learning? In C. Kramsch & S.
McConnell-Ginet (Eds.), Text and context (pp. 198-237). Cambridge, MA: Heath.

PERRERORER. (2014). Tﬁﬁé&ODIﬁﬂi&)ﬁ%J IFEAT EOS: Hinl EEROME:
EBEFE B R FRE A0 IE K 2 FC &R A5, pp. 284-286. Retrieved from
http://www.]asele.]p/wp-content/uploads/klnen-tokubetsushi_web.pdf

Sato, R., & Kasahara, K. (2015). TBLT or PPP; Why not “hybrid” PPP? [ %&5E#(F 110
H&. Bl RIEEEEE.

Skehan, P. (1998). A cognitive approach to language learning. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.

Swain, M. (1993). The output hypothesis: Just speaking and writing aren’t enough.
Canadian Modern Language Review, 50, 158-164.

FIHZ « AT IR < B BT - LR Rl — - AR, (2009) TERLE ITB 1T 5 AE—
FTEBOY AT 20— A ROER ER E OB & — ) L& R
BB AR, BB, 17-32,

FA P2 AT G « R 5 48 - T PRS- A - LR AE— - T B3 (2012) TR
l: FUOEBDY A ERHE— AR A BRI E 2 ik Lz 55— Tt

EIGEBEFRIED, 1248, 21-35.



Research Forum

Examining Personality Bias in Peer
Assessment of EFL Oral Presentations: A
Preliminary Study

Mitsuko Tanaka
Ritsumeikan University

In this study, I explored a potential personality bias in peer assessment of EFL oral
presentations. First-year Japanese university students enrolled in an oral presenta-
tion class (N = 21) made presentations and evaluated their classmates’ presentations
over two semesters. Rater severity was estimated using the many-facet Rasch meas-
urement model. Raters’ personality traits were assessed based on their responses to
a questionnaire containing 4 variables: dogmatism, individuality, evaluation appre-
hension, and dependency on others. The results of 2 multiple stepwise regression
analyses showed that whereas personalities were not associated with rater severity
in the beginning, dependency on others and evaluation apprehension significantly
predicted rating severity as time went by. Whereas those with high dependency on
others (who valued harmony with others) became more lenient, those with high
evaluation apprehension became more severe in their assessment of their class-
mates’ presentations. These findings indicate a potential personality bias in peer
assessment of EFL oral presentations.
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speaking classes in Japanese tertiary education. Peer assessment

is incorporated into class activities in some EFL oral presentation
courses. In general, peer assessment benefits learners as it tends to improve
the quality and effectiveness of learning (Topping, 2009). Researchers in the
EFL setting have also pointed out the numerous positive effects of peer as-
sessment on learning (e.g., Azarnoosh, 2013; Cheng & Warren, 2005; Otoshi
& Heffenen, 2007). For example, through peer assessment students can
recognize assessment as a shared responsibility and thus can be involved
in learning more autonomously. Additionally, they can understand the as-
sessment criteria more clearly and reflect on their performance and learn
more deeply by observing their peers’ performance critically. Despite the ac-
knowledged educational benefits of peer assessment, many teachers might
feel hesitant about incorporating it into a formal grading system because its
reliability has not been empirically established.

In general, rater variability, which has been characterized as “variability
of scores awarded to examinees that is associated with characteristics of the
raters and not with the performance of examinees” (Eckes, 2015, p. 39), ex-
ists in performance assessments regardless of rater types (e.g., teachers and
students). One such rater variability is rater severity. Examinees of the same
performance ability may pass or fail depending on the severity of raters.
Raters differ in the severity or leniency with which they rate (Eckes, 2005).
Student raters are also assumed to display such variance in rater severity in
peer assessment.

Although many factors may affect rater severity—such as personality
traits, rating experience, rating purposes, workload, and demographic char-
acteristics (Eckes, 2015)—the present study focused on personality traits.
When rapport is built among students in class, some students, such as those
who value harmony with others, may give more supportive ratings to their
peers’ performances than other students do. Thus, personality traits may
be a source of systematic variance affecting rater severity. The aim of the
present study was to examine a potential rater bias derived from personality
traits in peer assessment in an EFL oral presentation classroom.

O ral presentation is one of the tasks that are often used in EFL
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Literature Review

There has been very little research on the roles of personality traits on peer
assessment in EFL settings. To my knowledge, AlFallay (2004) is the only re-
searcher to carry out a study that incorporated personality factors to exam-
ine rater effects in peer assessments. AlFallay investigated the effects of psy-
chological and personality traits (i.e., self-esteem, anxiety, and motivation)
on the accuracy of peer- and self-assessments in EFL oral presentations in
Saudi Arabia. The results of correlational analysis showed that peer assess-
ments were more highly associated with teacher-assessment when students
had high anxiety, high integrative orientation, and low motivational intensity
compared to students with low anxiety, high instrumental orientation, and
high motivational intensity. Although the study did not address the issue of
rater severity, it clearly demonstrated that individual difference variables,
including personality traits, were associated with rating behaviors in peer
assessment.

Currently, the Big Five model is the dominant model for investigating
personality (Dornyei & Ryan, 2015). The present study, however, employs
variables for self-construal, or “how individuals see the self in relation to
others” (Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-Swing, 2011, p. 143), to measure personal-
ity traits. | adapted Takata’s (2000) questionnaire instrument to measure
self-construal (see Appendix). The questionnaire consisted of 20 items used
to measure four variables: dogmatism, individuality, dependency on others,
and evaluation apprehension. Dogmatism represents assertive attitudes and
behaviors people display based on their own beliefs. Those with higher dog-
matism express their opinions assertively and clearly. Individuality refers to
a type of personality that values its own beliefs and decisions. Those with
higher individuality do not care even when their opinions and behaviors are
different from others and they think that their own decision is the best deci-
sion. Dependency on others revolves around relatedness and harmony with
others. Those with higher dependency on others think that maintaining
harmony with others is important and tend to give others’ opinions more
weight than their own opinions when opinions conflict. Evaluation appre-
hension refers to a type of personality that cares about being evaluated by
others. Those with higher evaluation apprehension care about what others
think of them.

When students enjoy rapport with their classmates, those with higher
dependency on others might give more lenient ratings to their peers’ perfor-
mances due to the value they place on relatedness with their peers. On the
other hand, even when students build a strong bond with their peers, those
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with higher dogmatism and individuality might maintain their severity level,
as their decisions are usually not affected by their relationships with their
peers. As no research has been conducted to investigate the impact of these
personality traits on rater severity in peer assessment, the present study
examined a potential rater bias derived from the personality traits in peer
assessment in an EFL oral presentation classroom. The following research
question was posited in this study:

RQ  Towhat extent do personality traits influence rater severity as stu-
dent raters become familiar with their classmates and with peer
assessment?

Method

Participants

The participants were Japanese university students majoring in sports and
health science at a private university in Japan. They were all members of the
author’s class. The students in this department take four oral presentation
courses that are conducted once a week over 2 years (one course extend-
ing over four semesters) as a requirement. The present study focused on
1st-year students in one class during the 2014 academic year. The students
were placed in the class in association with an introductory academic semi-
nar course regardless of their English proficiency levels. The students were
engaged in many academic and social activities in the main academic semi-
nar class. The author observed that through these activities they had built
good rapport with their classmates by the second semester. Although the
class comprised 27 students, the data for only 21 student raters were used
for the main analysis as data on personality traits, peer assessment, or both
were missing for the remaining students.

Oral Presentations

Each student made two presentations (mid-term and final presentations)
in each semester. This study focuses on the mid-term presentations they
made in the first semester (Weeks 8 and 9; hereinafter, Time 1) and the sec-
ond semester (Weeks 21 and 22; hereinafter, Time 2). The duration of the
presentations was 3 minutes for Time 1 and 4 minutes for Time 2. Students
made presentations on topics of their own choice both times. At Time 1, they
made a presentation based on information from books and articles. Example
presentation topics were How to get better sleep and The effects of music.
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At Time 2, they conducted a survey and made a presentation based on the
results. Example presentation topics were Experiences of flow in sports and
Burnout syndromes.

Peer Assessment

Each student rater evaluated his or her classmates’ presentations both times
with a peer assessment form used in the English program of the department.
The assessment form contained four categories (English language use, con-
tent and organization, preparation and nonverbal delivery, and question and
answer session) to rate each presenter using a 5-point Likert scale (from 1
= very poor to 5 = very good) and space to write a short comment on each
presentation. The present study focused on the first three categories.

The student raters were informed of the three criteria through the teach-
er’s explanations in advance. As peer assessment was part of the course
assignments for which their final course grade was calculated, students
were generally seriously engaged in peer assessment and wrote a comment
for each presentation (see the section on rater severity for more detailed
discussion). The peer assessment was not disclosed to the presenters. No
feedback was given for the peer assessments at either Time 1 or Time 2.

Personality Traits

Takata’s (2000) questionnaire on self-construal was administered around
Time 1 to measure the students’ personality traits (see Appendix for the
English translation of the questionnaire items). As illustrated in the litera-
ture review, the questionnaire contained items to measure four variables:
dogmatism (four items), individuality (six items), dependency on others
(six items), and evaluation apprehension (four items). The questionnaire
was answered on a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly
agree) and was administered to 219 students, including the participants of
this study (n = 21). The reliability analysis was conducted based on the re-
sponses from the 219 students using Winsteps 3.80.0 (Linacre, 2013b) and
SPAA 24.0. Table 1 shows the summary of the reliabilities and unidimen-
sionality of the four questionnaire constructs. Each construct is acceptably
unidimensional as the Rasch model accounted for more than or approxi-
mately half of the total variance and the eigenvalue of the first residuals was
less than 2.0, which is the variance of two items and the minimum value for
construing a secondary dimension (Linacre, 2012). Concerning construct
reliability, whereas the three constructs besides dependency on others dis-
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played acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (min. =.71) and Rasch per-
son reliabilities (min. = .68), dependency on others showed a low reliability
estimate (Cronbach’s a = .57, Rasch person reliability = .53). Despite its low
reliability, dependency on others was retained for further analysis due to its
importance in the present study. Thus, the results must be interpreted with
caution, especially as the sample is stratified into only one or two levels with
a person reliability estimate of .50 (Linacre, 2012), which may suppress the
effect of dependency on others in the main analysis.

Table 1. The Summary of the Reliability Analysis for the
Questionnaire Constructs (N =219)

DOG IND DEP EVA

Variance explained by measures 4730 56.70 48.60 63.20
The first residuals 1410 18.60 1290 17.90

(eigenvalue) 1.60 1.70 1.50 1.90
Item separation 5.81 6.98 10.18 8.72
Item reliability .97 .98 .99 .99
Person separation 1.68 1.47 1.05 1.78
Person reliability 74 .68 .53 .76
Cronbach’s a 74 71 .57 .76

Note. DOG = dogmatism (4 items); IND = individualism (6 items); DEP = dependency
on others (6 items); EVA = evaluation apprehension (4 items).

Results and Discussion
Descriptive Statistics
Rater Severity

Rater severity of each student rater was estimated for both Times 1 and 2
using the many-facet Rasch measurement model with Facets 3.71.2 (Linacre,
2013a). Although the class comprised 27 students, data on 26 presenters
and 25 raters were submitted to the Rasch analysis as the remaining data
were unavailable. The data were specified to have four facets: the ability
of student presenters, the severity of student raters, the difficulty of two
sessions (Times 1 and 2), and the difficulty of three assessment categories
(English language use, content and organization, and preparation and non-
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verbal delivery). Figure 1 presents the Wright map plotting measures for
these four facets with the logit scale in Column 1 on the left and the scale
used in the assessment in the last column.

Column 2 shows presenter abilities. Higher ability presenters were
mapped at the top of the vertical ruler and lower ability presenters at the
bottom. The presenters are largely spread out along this measure, revealing
a large variance in the presentation abilities of the participants of this study
as perceived by their peers.

Column 3 shows rater severity. More severe raters are located at the top
and more lenient raters at the bottom. As only 10 out of 25 student raters
were located below 0.00 logits, the majority of the student raters scored
their peers’ presentations critically. The data from the calibration report for
the student raters revealed that rater severity varied considerably, ranging
between -1.82 and 1.16 logits (M = 0.50, SD = 0.10), with a rater separation
reliability (rater separation index) of .97 (5.28). The significant fixed (all-
same) chi-square, x?(24) = 620.7, p < .001, also confirmed the significant
variations in the level of severity among the student raters.

Column 4 shows the session difficulty for Times 1 and 2. Although the
difficulty span between the two sessions was small (0.28 logits), the pres-
entations at Time 2 (M = 0.14) were more severely scored than at Time 1 (M
= -0.14). The separation reliability (separation index) of .96 (5.10) and the
significant chi-square, x*(1) = 27.0, p <.001, also confirmed the significant
difference between the two sessions.

Column 5 shows the category difficulty. Although all three categories
were clustered around the center, preparation and nonverbal delivery was
scored the most severely, followed by English language use and content and
organization, respectively.

Concerning consistency of the student raters’ ratings, two of the 25
student raters (Raters A and B) were identified as misfitting based on the
criteria of the infit and outfit mean square (MNSQ) statistics between 0.50
and 1.50 (Linacre, 2013c). Rater A (rater severity = 0.34 logits, infit MNSQ
statistics = 1.76, outfit MNSQ statistics = 1.77) and Rater B (rater severity
= 0.86 logits, infit MNSQ statistics = 1.91, outfit MNSQ statistics = 1.89) un-
derfit the model. Although use of fit MNSQ statistics above 2.0 “distorts or
degrades the measurement system,” MNSQ statistics between 1.5 and 2.0
are indicated as “unproductive for construction of measurement, but not
degrading” (Linacre, 2013c, p. 266). Accordingly, the two misfitting raters
with fit MNSQ statistics below 2.0 were retained for the main analysis. The
fit MNSQ statistics of 25 student raters ranged between 0.67 and 1.91 (M =
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1.00, 5D =0.30) and between 0.67 and 1.89 (M = 1.01, SD = 0.30) for infit and
outfit values, respectively. Taken together, most students were consistent in
scoring their peer presentations. The mean of the peer assessment also cor-
related highly with the teacher assessment based on the raw scores at Time
1(r=.82,p<.001).

Personality Traits of Student Raters

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics for the four personality variables in
logits. The participants at the group level generally asserted their opinions
(relatively high dogmatism; M = 0.69) but tended not to stick to their beliefs
when people around them had different ideas (low individuality; M = -0.94).
They had a tendency to value relatedness and harmony with others (high
dependency on others; M = 1.13), and cared about being evaluated by others
(high evaluation apprehension; M = 0.90).

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Personality Traits (N = 21)

95% CI
M SE LL UL SD
Dogmatism 0.69 0.30 0.06 1.32 1.39
Individuality -0.94 30  -1.57 -031 1.38
Dependency on others 1.13 22 0.68 1.59 1.00
Evaluation apprehension 0.90 43 -0.01 1.80 1.99

Note. All the estimates are based on Rasch logits. Cl = confidence interval; LL = lower
limit, UL = upper limit.

The Effect of Personality Traits on Rater Severity

The research question concerned to what extent personality traits influence
rater severity as student raters become familiar with their classmates and
with peer assessment. In order to examine the effects when students are
less familiar with their classmates and the assessment, a multiple stepwise
regression analysis was performed with rater severity at Time 1 as a de-
pendent variable. The results showed that none of the four personality fac-
tors significantly predicted rater severity at Time 1 (Table 3). When student
raters were relatively new to their classmates and to peer assessment, per-
sonalities were not associated with the rater severity of peer assessment.
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Table 3. The Regression Analysis of Personalities Predicting Rater
Severity at Time 1 (N =21)

Predictors F R? B SEB B
Step 1 .75 .16
Individuality 0.16 0.22 31
Evaluation apprehension 0.06 0.13 .18
Dogmatism 0.08 0.20 15
Dependency on others -0.09 0.25 -.13
Step 2 1.02 15
Dogmatism 0.12 0.16 23
Individuality 0.11 0.17 21
Evaluation apprehension 0.03 0.09 .08
Step 3 1.54 .15
Dogmatism 0.13 0.15 .25
Individuality 0.09 0.15 17
Step 4 2.87 13
Dogmatism 0.19 0.11 .36

Note. All variables were nonsignificant. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; 3
= standardized regression coefficient.

In order to examine the effects when student raters are more familiar with
their classmates and peer assessment, another multiple stepwise regression
analysis was conducted with rater severity at Time 2 as a dependent vari-
able. The results showed that two of the four predictors (i.e., dependency
on others and evaluation apprehension) were significant predictors of rater
severity at Time 2 (Table 4). In line with the initial hypotheses, whereas
student raters who valued relatedness and harmony with others were more
lenient in peer assessment, the personality traits of being independent and
assertive did not influence rater severity. Furthermore, students who cared
about being evaluated by others were more severe in peer assessment.
Taken together, although some personality traits (i.e., dogmatism and indi-
viduality) do not have a systematic impact on the rater severity, it appears
that certain personality traits (i.e., dependency on others and evaluation
apprehension) influenced rater severity when students were more familiar
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with their classmates and peer evaluation. However, further research is
needed to verify these results, as the confidence intervals of the means of
the four independent variables were wide as shown in Table 2.

Table 4. The Regression Analysis of Personalities Predicting Rater
Severity at Time 2 (N = 21)

Predictors F R? B SEB B
Step 1 2.57 .39
Evaluation apprehension 0.25 0.14 .58
Dependency on others -0.49 0.26 -56
Dogmatism 0.17 0.20 .28
Individuality 0.05 0.23 .07
Step 2 3.61* .39
Evaluation apprehension 0.23 0.10 .53*
Dependency on others -0.45 0.20 -52*
Dogmatism 0.20 0.12 33
Step 3 3.63* 29
Dependency on others -0.52 0.21 -.59*
Evaluation apprehension 0.23 0.10 .53*

Note. B = unstandardized regression coefficient; § = standardized regression coef-
ficient.

*p <.05

Conclusion

To the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to investigate the ef-
fect of personality traits on rater severity in peer assessment of EFL oral
presentations. The present study found that rater personalities tended to
cause rater bias in peer assessment under certain circumstances and may
jeopardize the precision of peer assessment. However, this study was only
a preliminary study conducted with a very small sample size (N = 21). It
should be replicated with a larger sample to generalize the findings. As there
is a dearth of research investigating rater bias in peer assessment of EFL
oral presentations, more research on this issue is also needed.



194 JALT Journal, 39.2 ¢ November 2017

Acknowledgment

I would like to thank the anonymous reviewers for their detailed and con-
structive comments and suggestions.

Mitsuko Tanaka is a lecturer at Ritsumeikan University. She holds a PhD in
education from Temple University. Her current research interests include
individual differences in SLA (e.g., motivation and self-construal) and lan-
guage assessment.

References

AlFallay, I. (2004). The role of some selected psychological and personality traits
of the rater in the accuracy of self- and peer assessment. System, 32, 407-425.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2004.04.006

Azarnoosh, M. (2013). Peer assessment in an EFL context: Attitudes and friendship
bias. Language Testing in Asia, 3(11). https://doi.org/10.1186/2229-0443-3-11

Cheng, W,, & Warren, M. (2005). Peer assessment of language proficiency. Language
Testing, 22, 93-121. https://doi.org/10.1191/02655322051t2980a

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., & Gercek-Swing, B. (2011). The what, how, why, and
where of self-construal. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 15, 142-179.
Retrieved from http://journals.sagepub.com/

Dérnyei, Z., & Ryan, S. (2015). The psychology of the language learner revisited. New
York, NY: Routledge.

Eckes, T. (2005). Examining rater effects in TestDaF writing and speaking per-
formance assessments: A many-facet Rasch analysis. Language Assessment
Quarterly, 2,197-221. https://doi.org/10.1207 /s15434311laq0203_2

Eckes, T. (2015). Introduction to many-facet Rasch measurement (2nd ed.). Frankfurt
am Main, Germany: Peter Lang.

Linacre, J. M. (2012). A user’s guide to WINSTEPS: Rasch-model computer program.
Beaverton, OR: Winsteps.com.

Linacre, J. M. (2013a). FACETS (Version 3.71.2) [Computer software]. Beaverton,
OR: Winsteps.com.

Linacre ]. M. (2013b). Winsteps (Version 3.80.0) [Computer software]. Beaverton,
OR: Winsteps.com.

Linacre, J. M. (2013c). A user’s guide to FACETS: Rasch-model computer program.
Beaverton, OR: Winsteps.com.



Research Forum: Tanaka 195

Otoshi, ]., & Heffernan, N. (2007). An analysis of peer assessment in EFL college oral
presentation classrooms. The Language Teacher, 31(11), 3-8. Retrieved from
http://jalt-publications.org/tlt/archive

Takata, T. (2000). On the scale for measuring independent and interdependent view
of self. Bulletin of Research Institute of Nara University, 8, 145-163.

Topping, K. J. (2009). Peer assessment. Theory Into Practice, 48, 20-27.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405840802577569

Appendix
English Translation of the Questionnaire Items for Takata’s (2000) Self-

Construal

To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements?

Factor 1: Dogmatism (DOG)

DOG1 [ always try to have opinions of my own.

DOG2 [ always know what I want to do.

DOG3 [ always express my opinions clearly.

DOG4 [ always speak and act with confidence.

Factor 2: Individuality (IND)

IND1 The best decisions are the ones [ make by myself.

IND2 When I believe in an idea, I do not care what others think of it.

IND3 Even if people around me have different ideas, I stick to my
beliefs.

IND4 In general, | make my own decisions.

IND5 Whether something is good or bad depends on how I think
about it.

IND6 I do not care when my opinions and behaviors are different

from others.
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Factor 3: Dependency on Others (DEP)

DEP1
DEP2
DEP3

DEP4
DEP5

DEP6

It is important to maintain harmony with others.
[t is important for me to be liked by others.

How I feel depends on who [ am with and what circumstances
[amin.

[ avoid having conflicts with my group’s members.

When I differ in opinions from others, [ often accept their opin-
ions.

I sometimes change my attitudes and behaviors depending on
who [ am with and what circumstances I am in.

Factor 4: Evaluation Apprehension (EVA)

EVA1
EVA2

EVA3
EVA4

I care about what others think of me.

Sometimes [ am worried about how things will turn out and
have difficulty in getting started.

I care about how others evaluate me.

When interacting with others, I care about my relationships
with them and their social status.

Note. All the questionnaire items are randomly ordered 6-point Likert-scale items.
1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree.
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Spoken Discourse. Rodney Jones. London, England:
Bloomsbury, 2016. vi + 219 pp.

Reviewed by
Thomas Amundrud
Nara University of Education

For current and future language teachers, a working knowledge of the study
of spoken discourse is essential. As with most academic fields, though, the
range of approaches available can seem dizzying to those for whom dis-
course is not a primary research area. In Spoken Discourse, Jones demysti-
fies the study of how we use speech in society and expands the traditional
definition of speech beyond the notion of two or more speakers talking face-
to-face to include both material, technological mediations such as YouTube
videos as well as the meaning-making, semiotic technologies we use to cre-
ate, affirm, and challenge identities. In doing so, Jones provides a workable
and coherent framework that enables new researchers in spoken discourse,
as well as students and teachers in this field, to access and analyze speech
and its material effects in the world. To do this, Jones develops what he calls
“an analytical approach that focuses on the relationship between spoken
discourse and the concrete actions [emphasis in original] we take with it”
(p- 183). Jones approaches the study of spoken discourse from the triadic,
social semiotic perspective he has developed elsewhere (e.g., Jones, 2012).
Accordingly, in this volume, he simultaneously focuses on language above
the clause (forming cohesive texts), language in action (performing concrete
social goals), and language as a means of creating social worlds mediated by
ideology.

In Chapter 1, Jones introduces the study of spoken discourse via a journey
through detailed transcripts of a phone conversation in which a young man
in the U.S. military comes out as gay to his father. To show how the study
of spoken discourse is much more complex than merely studying face-to-
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face or traditionally mediated interactions like the telephone conversations
studied at length in early conversation analysis, Jones informs us that this
phone conversation was included as a part of the young man’s YouTube
video channel in which he simultaneously documented and searched for
support for his journey coming out as a gay member of the military while
the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy was still in place. In Chapter 2, Jones surveys
various disciplines that have contributed to the study of spoken discourse,
focusing particularly on the contributions of conversation analysis, prag-
matics, and sociolinguistics. Chapter 3 contains an examination of the tools,
both technological and semiotic, through which we communicate and how
the affordances of these tools of talk develop. Jones argues and shows that
these technologies should not be seen as breaks from face-to-face interac-
tion as well as that face-to-face conversation should not be seen as pure
or unmediated (p. 56). In Chapter 4, Jones uses the perspectives of speech
act theory and conversation analysis to look at mediated action—how talk
interacts with action and serves to facilitate or impede it. Chapter 5 is an
exploration of interaction: (a) how people manage the mechanics of talk,
such as opening or closing conversations and taking turns, (b) how people
in interactions become “ratified participants,” recognized as having a right
to participate in that interaction, and (c) how different types of ratified or
nonratified participation are enacted with both face-to-face and digital tech-
nological mediation. In Chapter 6, Jones looks at identities and how they are
both “brought along” to interactions as conventionalized amalgams of talk
and behavior and “brought about” through the ways people negotiate their
relationships in specific circumstances. Chapter 7 contains a discussion of
how the groups and communities we belong to are imagined and how peo-
ple use them as semiotic resources to create meaning in their interactions.
Jones closes the book in Chapter 8 by exploring his concept of “answerabil-
ity,” or how our responses to the interactions we are involved in not only
involve the immediate interactions themselves but also the larger “big C”
conversations (Gee, 2011) in which they occur, along with the positive and
negative consequences of how the continuing development of communica-
tion technologies affect our answerability to one another.

A strength of this book for those new to the study of spoken discourse, as
well as for students in advanced undergraduate or graduate courses, is the
clarity of Jones’s prose. Jones clearly and repeatedly defines terms such as
technologization (p. 72), which describes how both physical tools like voice
recorders as well as semiotic tools like speech genres develop collections of
usages, acquire specific social values, and become enmeshed in larger “big
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D” Discourses (Gee, 2011) that both engage and exclude specific kinds of
people. Terms such as this, along with everyday vernacular terms like talk
and discourse, which frequently and confusingly acquire new or varied mean-
ings within the social sciences, are clearly defined and explained. Moreover,
Jones takes care to define key conceptual frameworks that are related to
each other, such as speech communities and communities of practice in
Chapter 7, showing how they are distinct. For students and new research-
ers trying to determine the research tools to use for a specific project, such
explanations will save considerable time.

There is little to criticize in this text aside from one single editoral over-
sight that might confuse readers unfamiliar with this field. On page 149,
in describing the differences between involvement and independence
strategies by which speakers communicate social closeness and distance,
Jones states that “people who are more powerful are freer to use involve-
ment strategies to those who are less powerful, but the less powerful are
usually obliged to use involvement strategies to the more powerful.” Based
upon Jones (2012) and the study of politeness strategies generally, the final
clause should state that the less powerful are obliged to use independence
strategies. Because of the confusion and misguidance this could provide, it
is hoped that this error will be corrected in subsequent editions.

Despite this minor problem, Spoken Discourse is a clear, concise, and time-
ly introduction to how we can analyze speech in its many forms. Readers
seeking to learn about the study of spoken discourse and teachers leading
courses in this study would be advised to consider this text as a useful guide.
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Academic Writing Step by Step: A Research-Based Approach.
Christopher N. Candlin, Peter Crompton, and Basil Hatim.
Sheffield, England: Equinox, 2016. xiii + 207 pp.

Reviewed by
Robert Andrews
Kyoto Sangyo University

Whether in the writer’s first or second language, academic writing is widely
regarded as a difficult skill to master. As a result, numerous approaches to
writing instruction have arisen along with debates over their effectiveness.
Traditional arguments between product and process approaches have been
refined to include considerations of genre as well as the specialized field
of English for academic purposes (EAP). In the preface for Academic Writ-
ing Step by Step: A Research-Based Approach, the series editor promises a
new methodology informed by genre theory, discourse analysis, and sys-
temic functional linguistics. The authors further explain that this resource
is designed as a workbook on research paper writing for undergraduate
and graduate students who are speakers of English as a second or foreign
language. Students follow this workbook by analyzing and emulating popu-
larized research articles, with example texts taken from sources such as The
Guardian, The Economist, and even blogs.

The body of this workbook contains 10 units (A to J). In Units A to F, an
example text is used to showcase key components of research writing. These
units broadly follow the same format and sequence with context, vocabu-
lary, featured text, commentary, and guided activities on grammar and text
organization and are of similar length—between 16 and 18 pages. In Unit
G, persuasive strategies for writing with logic, credibility, and feeling are in-
troduced as well as ways to construct an argument. Unit H includes explana-
tions of how to credit other people’s research, including, for example, ways
to cite references in accordance with APA rules. The authors then invite us
“inside the writer’s head” according to the titles of the final two units (I and
]), highlighting such features as to-do lists and editing.

The focus of Unit A is the macrostructure of the book’s target genre: the
popularized research article. The model texts are authentic texts (as opposed
to ones created solely for pedagogic purposes) taken from mainstream pub-
lications and blogs that are chosen for their accessibility to nonspecialists.
They also feature concepts that the authors consider to be the core con-
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stituents of all research writing—given, new, data, and conclusion. Given and
new are familiar concepts in discourse analysis (see, e.g., McCarthy, 1991),
defined respectively in Academic Writing Step by Step as “commonly held
but questionable assertions” and “presentation of research supporting the
new proposal” (p. 1) with the contrast between the two being an essential
element of all research writing (p. 10).

In Unit B, the authors outline how this contrast is relevant to the title,
lead summary, and overview of a research article and how the overview
provides a map of the rest of the article. Unit C is about developing the ar-
ticle body and conclusion by composing a problem-solution structure that
demonstrates the relationship between the given and the new. Further text
features are introduced such as a research question and a concise answer to
that question in the form of a thesis statement. The authors then build on
the previous unit by demonstrating in Unit D how to write expository sum-
maries, either as short “in-text” or longer “stand alone” pieces. They take
students through the process of quoting, paraphrasing, and summarizing
the work of others and suggest two criteria for choosing to use a quotation
instead of paraphrasing information. These criteria are that the language
should be vivid (i.e., nonscientific) and that the speaker should be authorita-
tive, such as the researcher who conducted the research. Title and research
institution should be included as well to substantiate their authority.

In the next unit, the authors explain “how writers string together several
summaries” (p. 70) to form an explanatory synthesis. The model text in
Unit E is a blog post in which each paragraph in the body of the article is a
summary of a piece of research on obesity. The article body is preceded by
an introduction to the topic and followed by a conclusion that summarizes
the opinions of the author on the cited articles. The reader is also shown
the writer’s role in forming the explanatory synthesis, which includes how
to use transition words such as for example, moreover, and however. The
authors use Unit F to describe in some depth how to build an argument or
critique, which is a claim followed by an evaluation of that claim.

Much of Units A to F cover ground similar to that of Behrens and Rosen
(2010) but in a way that is more suitable for L2 learners. These parallels
continue in Unit G with the introduction of the Aristotelian concepts of
logos, ethos, and pathos—or appeals to rationality, credibility, and emo-
tion—which are used to describe persuasive style. Also familiar are the
unit’s critical thinking sections, including activities on how to identify and
correct logical fallacies such as ad hominem, question-begging, and non
sequiturs. In Unit H, the authors equip the reader with valuable advice on
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how to avoid plagiarism with a comprehensive account of how to provide
in-text and end-text citations. Activities include composing citations using
photographic reproductions of papers from journals or online materials.

The final two units offer practical advice on the writing process, such as
the prewriting to-do list in Unit I, with commentary on how to improve a
piece over multiple drafts. Unit ] culminates in a completed paper on animal
research. This essay presumably serves as a model for student readers, al-
though it disappointingly uses logical fallacies such as arguments from tradi-
tion and popularity to counter arguments against speciesism. The unit also
somewhat undermines the authors’ claim that popularized science articles,
like those cited in the preceding units, serve as useful models for writers of
undergraduate research papers or a graduate thesis (p. xii). The genre has
received criticism for distorting scientific findings for the purposes of sensa-
tionalism (Goldacre, 2008). Although popular science articles may contain
textual features that are similar to academic writing, some of the examples
in the book are less convincing as models of style to be emulated. A particu-
larly egregious example is the final sentence in the blog post on obesity: “It’s
like taking candy from a baby, or, um, GIVING [emphasis in original] candy
to a baby” (p. 72). Teachers who wish to advise their students on systematic
academic writing style may want to refer to Kluge and Taylor (2007).

However, the strength of this volume is the useful array of discourse
awareness activities that accompany the target texts such as multiple-choice
questions, explicit text commentary, and writing practice assignments.
Grammar targets have also been well chosen for presenting research. The
past and present perfect allow the contrast between the given and new to
be emphasized, as in this example: “Dolphins have long been recognized as
among the most intelligent of animals, but many researchers had placed
them below chimps” (p. 27). This allows the given to be presented before
the new—which is research showing dolphins may be as intelligent as
3-year old humans. Other grammar targets presented in these units that
befit an academic style of writing include the passive voice, gerunds, and
noun + noun compounds. These allow the writer to condense information
and focus on the research process instead of the researchers. Also included
are functional grammar devices for promoting cohesion, such as reference
and ellipsis.

With the aforementioned reservations in mind, the book may well be of
use to students and teachers of academic writing who wish to understand
the text structure of the popularized research article or who intend to write
or publish such pieces.
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Input and Experience in Bilingual Development. Theres Griiter
and Johanne Paradis (Eds.). Amsterdam, the Netherlands:
John Benjamins, 2014. x + 204 pp.

Reviewed by
John Eidswick
Kyoto Sangyo University

In recent years, the role that input plays in children’s development of sec-
ond language abilities has been the focus of increased interest amongst re-
searchers of bilingualism. To present recent research examining these roles,
editors Griiter and Paradis have assembled Input and Experience in Bilingual
Development. Drawn from contents of symposia at the 2008 and 2011 Inter-
national Association for the Study of Child Language (IASCL) conferences,
the book consists of nine chapters whose authors describe studies with
speakers of numerous language pairings (Dutch-French, French-English,
English-Chinese, Russian-Hebrew, Wapichana-Portuguese/Spanish, and
Spanish-English) in several cultural and familial settings.

In their introduction, the editors outline how the chapters can be grouped
thematically into three parts. The first two chapters address issues of input
measurement. The following three chapters describe studies of bilingual
development linked with experiential factors, specifically proximal (ba-
sic child-centered metrics such as age and length of exposure) and distal
(broader influences such as economic condition or education). The final four
chapters report on comparisons of bilingual and monolingual development.

In the first chapter, Griiter, Nereyda Hurtado, Virginia A. Marchman, and
Anne Fernald focus on limitations of measuring input in relative (such as the
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percentage of L1 versus L2 caretaker speech) rather than absolute terms
(such as words per minute of the speech of each caretaker) and on the use
of mismatched measurement types for defining input and learning (such as
measuring outcomes in terms of absolute measures but input in terms of
relative measures). To illustrate these limitations, the authors make use of
previous research findings to create hypothetical, idealized data, both rela-
tive (percent of Spanish and English exposure) and absolute (total number of
Spanish and English words heard per day) for four bilingual children. These
data are used for various alignments of relative-versus-absolute language
exposure and outcomes analyses that demonstrate how some approaches to
conceptualization of input and outcome can miss important aspects of input
variation. The researchers assert as ideal a situation in which exposure and
outcomes are both measured in absolute terms while acknowledging the
practical difficulty of obtaining such measures. Annick De Houwer follows
with a study comparing absolute measures of maternal language input in
monolingual (Dutch) families and bilingual (Dutch and French) families. Of
the 13 measures taken, the only substantial variation was in the amount of
maternal input that occurred—some bilingual children actually heard more
Dutch than did children in the monolingual Dutch families.

The next three chapters concentrate on experiential factors that can color
the quantity and quality of input. First, Lara J. Pierce and Fred Genesee pro-
vide an overview of studies of Chinese L1 children adopted in Canada, fo-
cusing on joint attention (JA) interactions (involving simultaneous attention
of a child and caretaker on the same object). The authors summarize the
results of these studies, arguing that the results reveal two salient points.
One is that cultural backgrounds can influence choices for JA interactive
strategies (such as follow-ins versus redirectives). The other is that in terms
of L2 proficiency, children might benefit from selective strategy use based
on the language used. In the next chapter, Sharon Armon-Lotem, Susan Joffe,
Hadar Abutbul-0z, Carmit Altman, and Joel Walters review research on chil-
dren of Russian L1 economic immigrants to Israel and those of English L1
parents immigrating because of political and religious beliefs. Results lead
the authors to conclude that “successful L2 acquisition goes hand-in-hand
with positive L2 ethnolinguistic identity in children from economically
driven immigrant communities” (p. 95). In the following chapter, Barbara
Zurer Pearson and Luiz Amaral’s object of concern is the long-term fate
of Wapichana, an Amazonian language of Guyana and Brazil. The authors
discuss a range of distal and proximal factors, such as language models that
children encounter, and stress the importance of ensuring their availability
to children to prevent the loss of endangered languages.
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The remainder of the book concentrates on comparisons of bilingual and
monolingual development. These four chapters are loosely related in their ar-
guments against anchoring assessment of bilingual children’s L2 proficiency in
the normal ranges of monolingual ability. The chapter by Erika Hoff, Stephanie
Welsh, Silvia Place, and Krystal M. Ribot features research showing that bilin-
gual children lag behind monolinguals in early language development and that
bilinguals exhibit greater variability in L2 proficiency among themselves than
when compared with monolinguals. These findings underscore the importance
of establishing more appropriate guidelines for evaluating bilingual proficiency.
In her chapter, Elin Thordardottir reviews studies on the receptive, productive,
and processing ability of French-English bilinguals in Montreal. Results suggest
that input quantity is related to vocabulary and grammar development but not
to processing ability. The findings of these studies contrast with the earlier chap-
ter by Hoff et al. in that children described by Thordardottir could perform in
line with monolinguals on certain measures. Three studies by Paradis, Antoine
Tremblay, and Martha Crago also concerned French-English bilingual children
in Canada. They found that in 11-year-old bilingual children, differences with
monolingual children in morphosyntactic ability (that is, the ability to make
changes to words that accord correctly with grammatical rules at the sentence
level) largely vanished, suggesting that older bilinguals achieve long-term mas-
tery of at least some L2 qualities regardless of the earlier impact of input vari-
ation. In the final chapter, Sharon Unsworth describes a study of English-Dutch
bilinguals that investigated the relation of input with a morphosyntactic feature
(grammatical gender-marking of definite determiners) of Dutch and apprehen-
sion of meaning restriction in scrambled sentences. Although the results for
determiner discrimination aligned with findings of other studies that showed
larger amounts of input result in higher proficiency, the finding of no differences
for bilingual versus monolingual consciousness of interpretive constraints in
scrambled sentences is “difficult to reconcile with approaches to acquisition in
which input plays a central role” (p. 195). The results of this study, along with
those described in the chapter by Thordardottir, suggest that although input
and experience are important to bilingualism, they do not explain everything
about its development.

The editors’ goal was to provide exposure to studies on input, experi-
ence, and bilingual development that were expansive enough to lay out a
broad stage for future investigations. They have largely succeeded. Although
those working in the Japanese context might be dismayed by the absence
of studies based specifically in Japan (or even in Asia), the material in this
book should nonetheless be of interest to anyone dealing professionally or
personally with emerging bilingual children.
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Languages and Identities in a Transitional Japan: From
Internationalization to Globalization. lkuko Nakane, Emi
Otsuji, and William S. Armour (Eds.). New York, NY: Routledge,
2015. ix + 202 pp.

Reviewed by
Peter Hourdequin
Tokoha University

This book is an edited volume that explores the dynamic nature of language
and identity issues relevant to contemporary Japan. In their introductory
essay, the three coeditors make a case for the volume’s theme of Japan in
transition, which “is approached through critical discussions of global
trends, policies, and public discourses, as well as through analysis of associ-
ated local practices” (p. 7). The editors also identify three areas of transition
that they use to organize the subsequent chapters into sections: cultural,
ideological, and pedagogical.

Part I is entitled “Cultural Transition” and contains two chapters that at-
tend to the spread of Japanese popular culture throughout the world. The
first, by Chris Burgess, offers a critical examination of the government-driv-
en “cool Japan” campaign, exploring some of the implications and pitfalls
of attempts to centrally manage the spread of “national” cultural content
overseas. In his chapter, Burgess traces the rise and fall of kokusaika [inter-
nationalization] and gurobaruka [globalization] discourses in Japan since
the 1980s and juxtaposes these with the history of state-sponsored cultural
diplomacy initiatives in the 21st century up to 2013. Although the chapter
offers a useful context for understanding contemporary Japan, it feels in-
stantly dated given the significant cultural and political developments that
have occurred inside and outside Japan over the past few years. A chapter
with a broader scope, and thus more staying power, might have considered
the multimedia English and Japanese-language discourses about Japan and
Japanese culture that have shaped and continue to shape perceptions of
this island nation. Without such meta-awareness, Burgess’s conclusion that
“Japan’s inability to deal frankly with historical issues clearly limits effec-
tive use of soft power, particularly in Asia” (p. 29) appears to simply echo
external critiques of Japan that have been recycled since the 1990s.

The second chapter in Part I, titled “The Geopolitics of Japanese Soft
Power and the Japanese Language and Studies Classroom,” is by Armour.
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It is an attempt to interpret trends in the study of Japanese language and
culture outside of Japan (Australia) with global discourses and technological
practices. Armour expresses reservations about neoliberal discourse and its
accompanying technological practices that have led to broad accessibility
of Japanese popular culture but does not fulfill his promise to “discuss the
potentials, both positive and negative, that these technologies and media of-
fer” (p. 50). The focus is squarely on the negative ways that students’ devel-
opment of their own connections to Japanese language and culture via the
Internet disrupts traditional pedagogy. Unfortunately, rigorous classroom-
based approaches to teaching in our era of rapid cultural and technological
change, such as The Pedagogy of Multiliteracies (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009),
are never mentioned in this chapter or in the volume’s final section, which
focuses on pedagogical transition.

The title of Part II is “Ideological Transition,” and this section contains
three very strong chapters by Ryuko Kubota, Nakane, and Otsuji. These
chapters insightfully explore what Pennycook (2010) termed “language as
local practice” (p. 1), which conceives of all language as an emergent feature
of local contexts rather than a force that moves from center to periphery.
Kubota’s chapter draws on earlier case-study data to adeptly “demonstrate
how research participants’ views and experiences of learning English and
other languages contradicts the sociolinguistic reality and expectation in
local and international contexts” (p. 60). In her chapter, Nakane examines
“Internal Internationalization” by looking at interpreting practices in the
Japanese criminal court system. Forensic analysis of various courtroom
interactions and practices leads to a sensible conclusion that “the interna-
tionalization discourse of appreciating differences across ethnicity, cultures,
and languages and bridging the gaps between ‘us and them’ may prevent
the Japanese judiciary from addressing language and communication issues
that defendants may face in court regardless of their language backgrounds”
(pp- 96-97). The final chapter in this section, like the other two, foregrounds
the diversity of actual language practices in contemporary Japan. In this
case, the setting (and chapter title) is “Metrolingual Tokyo.” Otsuji employs
case-study and conversation analysis techniques to effectively show the
hybridized nature of language use in contemporary Tokyo. However, the
author does not, in my opinion, present adequate proof that the hybridized
language use she analyzes is primarily an urban (or even geographically me-
diated) phenomenon. The chapter is nevertheless effective in problematiz-
ing existing categories and assumptions for understanding the boundaries
of languages and cultures of use in our globalized era.
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Part III, entitled “Pedagogical Transition,” contains three chapters in
which the authors explore educational issues related to the book’s theme
of languages and identities in transition. Chapter 7 by Robyn Moloney and
Susan Oguro is a case study of heritage learners of Japanese in Australia
that, though limited in its scope, effectively uncovers some of the ground-
level factors that lead to differing language-learner identities and practices.
Jun Ohashi and Hiroko Ohashi (Chapter 8) provide a classroom-teacher
perspective on some of the possibilities for teaching what they term “hu-
manistic values” (p. 141) to Japanese language learners in Australian higher
education. Their premise follows Kramsch (2006, 2009) and Kramsch,
Howell, Warner, and Wellmon (2007) in problematizing the idea that com-
municative competence must be the dominant goal of language education
at all levels, and they provide examples of pedagogical tasks and off-campus
activities that are aimed at deeper, often reflexive forms of learning that lead
to “self and inner growth” (p. 161). This section’s final chapter returns to
Japanese classrooms as Sumiko Taniguchi and Cheiron McMahill consider
the role of tabunka kyousei (translated as multicultural coexistence) ideol-
ogy and policy in the education of language minority children. The authors
present a case study of an NPO community school in Gunma prefecture that
promoted a counterideology, and they reflect on the negotiation and accom-
modation of this counterideology in context.

Languages and Identities in a Transitional Japan is a welcome contribu-
tion to discussions about the evolving cultures, ideologies, and pedagogies
of contemporary Japan and Japanese language studies. The book includes
research set in Japan, China, and Australia and tackles a variety of important
themes that relate to language education in the current era of rapid globali-
zation and technological change.
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Positive Psychology in SLA. Peter D. Maclntyre, Tammy
Gregersen, and Sarah Mercer (Eds.). Bristol, England:
Multilingual Matters, 2016. xii + 388 pp.

Reviewed by
Harumi Kimura
Miyagi Gakuin Women’s University

If positive psychology is the scientific study of human strengths that help
us grow and thrive, then positive psychology in SLA is the scientific study of
L2 learners’ potential to be wholeheartedly engaged in learning an L2. The
front cover of Positive Psychology in SLA displays an image of a human hand
with the fingers extended towards and touching the surface of water, making
gentle ripples. At the beginning of Chapter 1, each of the three editors shares
a story related to one of the three elements in the image. MacIntyre talks
about hands, Gregersen about ripples, and Mercer about water. I think the
image sends at least three additional messages to readers. First, this book
connects theoretical discussion, empirical studies, and practical classroom
applications of past research and demonstrates that, like the three elements
in the image, they are interdependent. Second, the field of positive psychol-
ogy can help us explore our potential to grow as individuals, build positive
relationships, and make a difference in our environment—like the fingers
making gradually expanding ripples in the water. Thus, readers will know
that they are capable of, and even responsible for, doing their share. Third,
we can only see the surface of the water, implying that much remains to be
investigated and understood because, according to the publisher, this an-
thology is the first collection of writings on positive psychology in SLA and
efforts in the field are just beginning.

An ambitious starter to the book is Rebecca L. Oxford’s chapter (Chapter
2), in which she proposes her EMPATHICS Vision of L2 learner psychology.
Although Oxford believes that the five aspects (positive emotions, engage-
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ment, relationships, meaning, and accomplishment) of Seligman’s (2011)
now-famous PERMA model are essential to improve L2 learners’ experi-
ences and achievements, she has identified nine dimensions of critical psy-
chological forces (the nine letters of her acronym) that can assist L2 learners
in achieving high levels of well-being and making rapid and solid progress.
According to Oxford, many of the themes in these dimensions have been
neglected in SLA previously but are now addressed in this book.

For example, emotion and empathy make up Dimension 1 in Oxford’s
model. Seligman lists positive emotions as one of the five aspects; recently
in SLA, enjoyment, one of the positive emotions, has been empirically ex-
amined. Dewaele and Maclntyre (2014) demonstrated that it facilitates
building learner resources for processes of L2 development, indicating that
attending to positive L2 learner affect and using positive psychology activi-
ties as a way of improving L2 learning and teaching is necessary in utilizing
and theorizing the social and individual aspects of L2 learning. However,
the second component of this dimension, empathy, does not seem to be
discussed in SLA literature, although it is a common topic in a range of fields
such as education, psychology, and neuroscience. If the fundamental goal
of L2 learning is to develop interactional competence as well as attentive
listening skills so learners can move beyond superficial communication in
this culturally diverse, globalizing world, then empathy—seeing the world
through others’ eyes—should be properly explored as the key human social
capacity in SLA, as Mercer does in Chapter 3.

Among the nine dimensions of the EMPATHICS vision, Dimension 9 is
widely considered in this volume, especially in theoretical and empirical
discussions. The S of the EMPATHICS acronym represents diverse self fac-
tors such as self-efficacy, self-concept, self-esteem, and self-verification.
In the Vision-based approach to L2 learning motivation, which is now be-
coming mainstream and has been extensively researched in L2 motivation
research, the ideal L2 self plays a key role in leading the way for foreign
language learning as the future-self guide. In Chapter 4, Joseph Falout offers
a thoughtful and theoretical explanation of how, by making use of positive
emotions, L2 learners can connect their past selves to their present and
future selves. In Chapter 10, J. Lake reports on a sophisticated quantitative
study that demonstrated that the global positive self at a general level and
the positive L2 self at a domain-specific level both feed into L2 self-efficacy
and L2 proficiency in his hierarchical, positivity-oriented model of L2 learn-
ing. In Chapter 11, Zana Ibrahim examines the phenomenon of directed
motivational current (DMC) experiences of L2 learners, as introduced in
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Dornyei, Henry, and Muir (2016). A DMC is a long-lasting, powerful flow of
energy used to pursue a goal like language learning, and it has the potential
to help learners reinterpret negative emotions, such as anxiety, in light of
positive emotions such as happiness and prosperity.

Some other constructs such as love (Chapter 5), social capital (Chapter 6),
hope and hardiness (Chapter 7), flow (Chapter 8), and perseverance (Chap-
ter 12) are also examined in theoretical and empirical sections of this book.
Some are discussed in relation to Oxford’s EMPATHICS dimensions.

Although the five aspects in the PERMA model and the nine dimensions
of EMPATHICS do not have to be either exhaustive or mutually compatible,
they reinforce the notion that language learners’ well-being is multidimen-
sional and takes a variety of forms. It is safe to say that positive psychology
not only provides diverse perspectives for the field of SLA in terms of theory
building, empirical research, and classroom applications but also sheds light
on the empowerment of L2 learners.

Nevertheless, after reading this book, [ have come to believe that the best
contribution positive psychology can make to our field is rich ideas for class-
room-based studies and practical interventions. Two of the most significant
jobs L2 teachers have are convincing their students that L2 learning is worth
pursuing and helping them become autonomous learners. For example, in
Chapter 6, Gregersen, MacIntyre, and Margarita Meza discuss implement-
ing the positive psychology exercises proposed in Seligman, Ernst, Gilham,
Reivich, and Linkins (2009) to investigate the effect of intervention in creat-
ing a positive learning environment called social capital. In other chapters,
teacher trainers share classroom and outside-of-class activities they have
created based on positive psychology literature. For example, in Chapter 13,
Marc Helgesen tells how he has made use of eight types of behavior that can
lead to a more satisfying life (see Lyubomirsky, 2005) and has turned them
into a peer-to-peer dictation task. In Chapter 14, Tim Murphey describes his
idea of students teaching significant others what they learn in school. This
is effective in changing the self-focused minds of learners into task-focused
minds so that they can do away with the self-preoccupation that distracts
them from focus on task and therefore become the givers of information for
the sake of others, a behavior that can be called altruism. These examples
may help readers to draw the conclusion, as I have, that one of the most sig-
nificant contributions of positive psychology to L2 teaching is the potential
to transform L2 learning tasks into life behaviors that are cognitively and
socially meaningful.
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In concluding this review, [ suggest that readers should progress through
the book by starting with the three anecdotal stories in Chapter 1, then mov-
ing on to any chapter they like according to their interests, and finally trying
out some of the ideas in their own action research or teaching. They may
want to narrate their own story and share it with their colleagues, friends,
and family, which could even be the start of another volume on positive psy-
chology in SLA.
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Beyond Repeat After Me: Teaching Pronunciation to English
Learners. Marla Tritch Yoshida. Alexandria, VA: TESOL Press,
2016. vi +188 pp.

Reviewed by
Branden Kirchmeyer
Sojo University

Teaching pronunciation to EFL/ESL students can seem daunting, even for
instructors who are native speakers of English. Teacher education programs
the world over often prioritize literacy and grammar despite the common
goal of developing practical communicative abilities shared by many lan-
guage education institutions. Of course, texts for teaching pronunciation
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abound, yet books aimed at providing teachers with specific strategies often
gloss over the foundational concepts. Although larger handbooks for teach-
ers may provide exhaustive and research-based reviews of the technical
aspects of pronunciation, they take a backseat role in directing teachers how
to teach pronunciation. Beyond Repeat After Me bridges this gap by success-
fully blending metalinguistic analysis of American English pronunciation
with practical pedagogical strategies. In this text, written specifically for
“the needs and interests of nonnative speakers of English” (p. v), Yoshida
presents the essential concepts of American English pronunciation—from
the articulation of individual sounds to the assignment of prominence in
a thought group—in a manner that is both highly informative and easy to
read. Divided into 15 chapters, Yoshida’'s approachable exposition plays out
into two unspecified yet discernable acts: the production and teaching of
(a) segmental features of pronunciation (individual phonemes), and (b)
suprasegmentals (stress, rhythm, prominence, and intonation).

Following an introductory chapter that orients the reader via briefings
on trends in pronunciation education, factors affecting pronunciation learn-
ing, and key problems faced by students, Chapters 2 through 6 deal with
the pronunciation of American English at the segmental level, culminating
with a chapter on teaching suggestions and activities. Chapter 2 introduces
some basic concepts of phonology, including phonemes and allophones,
consonants and vowels, and the phonemic alphabet, before ending with an
encouraging recognition of the descriptive nature of rules that “govern” pro-
nunciation. Chapter 3 very briefly describes the human articulatory system
and equips readers with the terminology necessary for subsequent chap-
ters. Yoshida’s advocacy for the use of various media to teach pronunciation
begins to emerge in this chapter. Some of her teaching suggestions include
the use of mirrors, dental models, and multimedia apps (p. 21). In Chapters
4 through 6 Yoshida presents and illustrates consonants, vowels, and certain
word endings of American English before expanding on the actual teaching
of these features in Chapter 7.

Throughout each of these chapters the reader finds an abundance of fig-
ures, tables, and illustrations that serve to make the content more tangible:
for instance, a tip box illustrating how toy pop guns, air pumps, and bal-
loons can help demonstrate articulation (p. 26) and tables showing tongue
position (p. 39) and lip positions (p. 41) for American English vowels. In
her preface, Yoshida emphasizes the importance of sound as a necessary
tool and aspect of pronunciation teaching and learning. Although visuals
are helpful in representing various aspects of spoken language, nothing can
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truly compare to using actual audio, and Yoshida does not disappoint. Her
companion website (http://www.tesol.org/read-and-publish/bookstore/
beyond-repeat-after-me), publicly accessible via the TESOL Press website,
contains videos and audio files useful for both teachers and students. Icons
denoting supplementary audio files, hosted on the aforementioned pub-
lisher’s website, average about two per page in these chapters.

Busy teachers looking to dive straight into activities and approaches to
teaching pronunciation might start in Chapter 7, in which Yoshida adopts
a communicative framework proposed by Celce-Murcia, Brinton, and
Goodwin (2010) to present a compendium of techniques that require little
background knowledge to understand and implement in any class. None of
the techniques listed here are original, but they often include bits of advice
amassed during Yoshida’s nearly three decades of experience and together
they offer an essential resource for EFL and ESL teachers in any context.

Suprasegmental features of pronunciation—stress, rhythm, thought
groups, prominence and intonation, and connected speech—are brought up
respectively in Chapters 8 through 12, which lead into a second set of useful
pedagogical techniques (Chapter 13). Yoshida continues to employ visuals
when explaining auditory artifacts: various sized balls indicate stress, con-
tour overlays illustrate intonation, and bars of magnets convey connected
speech patterns. Because Yoshida has earlier cited several scholars (Celce-
Murcia et al,, 2010; Gilbert, 2008; Lane, 2010) who prioritized the teaching
of suprasegmentals over individual sounds (p. 3), it is not surprising that
these chapters make up the larger portion of the book and include more
than two-thirds of the supplementary audio files. Despite the increasing
complexity of pronunciation-related concepts, Yoshida covers a wide variety
of technical language both distinctly and clearly.

Chapter 13 is both entertaining and informative. Adapting the same
five-part framework she used to organize phoneme-focused instructional
strategies in Chapter 7, Yoshida delves into “Teaching the Musical Aspects of
Pronunciation” with activities like syllable scavenger hunts, ball throwing,
feet stomping, rubber band stretching, and orchestra conducting. Puppets,
songs, model clay, and jokes are also discussed, as is software that analyzes
and visualizes sound waves. These strategies—especially those that might
seem childish at first glance—should not be overlooked as appropriate for
learners who are above elementary age. This reviewer can personally attest
to their capacity for engaging less-than-enthusiastic university students and
their ability to convert features of English pronunciation that typically evade
students’ perception into comprehensible and replicable input.
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The book closes out with a chapter aimed at drawing teachers’ attention
to student variability (Chapter 14) and a very helpful chapter addressing the
notorious spelling system of English (Chapter 15). A concise collection of ad-
ditional resources and a glossary of over 200 clearly defined terms, replete
with examples, more than satisfactorily complete the book. On the whole,
this text has much to offer any educator, regardless of experience, who is
tasked with teaching pronunciation to English language learners.
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Exploring Listening Strategy Instruction Through Action
Research. Joseph Siegel. Croydon, England: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2015. xvi + pp. 259.

Reviewed by
Adam Murray
Miyazaki International College

In this book, Joseph Siegel describes a longitudinal research project that
he conducted for his doctoral research at a private university located in
southern Japan (Siegel, 2014). Unlike previous research on listening strat-
egy instruction, such as Ozeki’s (2000) one-semester study, Siegel’s project
spanned three academic semesters and involved two teachers and six class-
es of students. This book consists of three main parts: a literature review
of listening and listening instruction, a description of the action research
project, and a discussion of the findings.

In the introductory chapter, Siegel describes a situation that many EFL
teachers struggle with—the challenge of planning and delivering effective
listening instruction. A photograph of a journal entry written by one of
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his students enrolled in a listening course effectively illustrates the need
for more implicit instruction with the comment “Please teach me how to
listen English words” (p. 3). This comment confirmed Siegel’s observations
that although classes often include listening assessment, they rarely offer
instruction that would actually help the students become more competent
listeners. However, when he reached out to colleagues at his institution, they
did not have ideas about how to improve listening instruction. This situation
is not unique and many teachers, particularly in foreign language contexts,
can surely relate.

In Chapter 2, Siegel provides a brief review of the literature on listening
and listening instruction. First, he covers the theoretical models of listening
and basic listening-related concepts such as bottom-up processing (BUP)
and top-down processing (TDP). In Section 2.2.3, he proposes an original
theoretical perspective on the relationship between BUP and TDP. Unlike
other commentators who put an emphasis on BUP, Siegel argues that both
processes are required and that learners use TDP before BUP instead of in
the opposite order. For example, a listener uses background knowledge and
life experience to predict what she is going to hear.

Siegel then describes how listening instruction has evolved over the
years, along with the trends in L2 instruction. Specifically, he talks about
the osmosis approach, listening to readings of written texts, the comprehen-
sion approach, the subskills and strategic approach, extensive reading, and
problem-based listening strategy instruction. One of the biggest criticisms
of all of these approaches is that they do not actually teach how to listen by
providing explicit instruction but rather rely on exposure or testing. Fur-
thermore, although many textbooks include listening activities, most do not
actually teach students how to become effective listeners.

Because Siegel’'s action research project involved listening strategy
instruction (LSI), readers who are not familiar with strategy instruction
should read section 2.3.2 carefully. On page 48, Siegel uses Rost’s (2002)
definition of strategies: “conscious plans to manage incoming speech” (p.
236). Strategies fall into two categories: cognitive (e.g., inference, elabora-
tion) and metacognitive (e.g., strategy selection, comprehension evalua-
tion). In general terms, LSI involves raising awareness of necessary skills
(strategies) and using them.

For many readers, Chapter 3 is likely to be of special interest because
Siegel describes the LSI program that he implemented at his university. As in
many listening courses, the existing pedagogy placed an emphasis on listen-
ing comprehension and the classroom context. Siegel summarizes the objec-
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tives of his listening strategy instruction program: “to increase [students’]
listening confidence, to develop listening processes and strategies, and to
evolve their abilities to transfer processes and strategies practiced in class
to novel listening events” (p. 58).

Siegel identifies 13 metacognitive and cognitive strategies that cover both
TDP and BUP. Examples of these strategies are genre recognition, discourse
marker identification, and guessing new words from context. He outlines the
steps in teaching strategies: (a) consciousness raising, (b) teacher modeling,
(c) controlled practice, and (d) evaluation of strategy selection. Throughout
the course, the presentation of the strategies progresses from general TDP
strategies to more specific text-dependent BUP strategies.

Siegel explains how he added explicit strategy instruction to replace or
augment the listening activities in the commercially available textbook In-
teractions 2 (Tanka & Baker, 2007). On page 69, he provides an excellent
table that illustrates how he integrated the strategies. For example, instead
of doing a gap-fill activity, the students did a chunking activity in which they
identified the units of meaning.

In the second part of the book, Siegel describes action research and its
typical stages (Chapter 4). Because he was interested in improving what
he labeled as an “undesirable approach to listening instruction” (p. 78)
in the existing listening course, iterative action research seemed to be an
appropriate research framework for his study. For the first phase, three
data collection tools were used: a questionnaire, student interviews, and a
research journal. At the end of each phase, additional data collection tools
such as observation notes and pre- and posttests were added. One of the
strengths of iterative action research is the ability to make changes based on
the observations and reflections made after each stage. On pages 112 and
125, Siegel effectively uses tables to show how he dealt with the issues that
arose in phases one and two of the research project.

In the third part of the book, Siegel reports on the project from the per-
spective of the students and the teacher. Using questionnaire data and in-
terviews, he found that most of the learners felt positive about LSI. For the
teacher’s perspective on LSI, he interviewed the other teacher involved with
the project. One important issue that the teacher raised was the challenge
of teaching listening strategies with general listening texts that were not
designed for LSI.

In the final chapter, Siegel discusses LSI in a variety of contexts. In terms of
the Japanese university context, he thinks that LSI is a feasible and desirable
alternative to the status quo because of the usefulness of listening strategies
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outside of the language classroom. He also calls for classroom trials and fur-
ther action research to advance the field of listening instruction. Finally, he
recommends that teacher education programs and training manuals place
greater importance on listening.

Where this book shines is the thorough description of iterative action
research with a qualitative perspective. Teachers who are looking for a
detailed “how to guide” for integrating listening strategies in their courses
might be somewhat unsatisfied and should look at Rost and Wilson (2013)
for examples of activities and practical advice about implementation. How-
ever, Siegel provides inspiration and a “game plan” for classroom teachers
and curriculum designers to integrate language strategy instruction in their
courses.
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JALT2016: Transformation in Language Education
Postconference Publication

It is with pleasure that we present the 2016 JALT Postconference
Publication: Transformation in Language Education. The 59 papers
published in the PCP have come to represent an impressive range
of topics and issues related to language education. We feel that this
year's edition as well provides an index of the breadth and depth of
interest shown by the EFL professionals who have presented at the
JALT International Conference.

Selected Papers

This section highlights four papers of exceptional quality that were

chosen through consultation with the JALT editorial board. We

express our congratulations to these authors and our appreciation of

their well-written papers.

e Moving Towards Better Quantitative Data Analysis in FLL Research
— Paul Collett, Shimonoseki City University

e Introducing the Family Reading Project — Peter Ferguson, Nara
University of Education; Aaron Sponseller, Hiroshima University;
Ayano Yamada, Shinimamiya Elementary School

e Changing Orientations to English During English-Medium Study
Abroad in Thailand — Daisuke Kimura, Pennsylvania State University

e Fukushima and Beyond: Teaching Trauma Survivors — Victoria
Wilson, University of Southern Queensland

http://jalt-publications.org/pcp





