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In This Issue

Articles

This issue contains two articles. The first, by Akihiro Mikami, presents the
validation of a self-evaluation instrument for teachers of English as a foreign
language. The second, by Blake Turnbull, explores the possibility of intro-
ducing a translanguaging approach to tertiary-level language education in
Japan.

Reviews

This issue presents reviews of titles addressing learning contexts from young
learners to higher education, highlighting constructs from language usage to
policy, and featuring settings inside and beyond the classroom. First, An-
drew Gardner covers a book on input-based tasks with young learners by
Natsuko Shintani, a plenary speaker at the TBLT in Asia 2018 conference.
Second, Jennifer Igawa examines English as Medium of Instruction in Japa-
nese Higher Education. The chapters in the edited volume on usage-based
studies reviewed by Bradley Irwin include longitudinal studies, corpus-
aided studies, experimental studies, and natural setting interactions. In the
fourth review, Steven G. B. MacWhinnie takes up a coedited collection on
collaboration and innovation in a range of team-teaching situations. Next,
Akiko Nagao looks into text-based research of language in use through the
social semiotic tools afforded by systemic functional linguistics. Michael
Parrish then bridges the merits for language teachers and program ad-
ministrators found in a title on workforce readiness and employability in
the Asia Pacific region. In the final review, John Syquia outlines the largely
practitioner-based accounts in a Multilingual Matters title on experiential
learning such as interning, volunteering, community service, and more.
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From the Editor

At JALT Journal, we are happy to welcome two new Associate Editors, Greg-
ory Paul Glasgow for articles in English and Natsuko Shintani for articles in
Japanese, as well as the new Production Editor, Amy Aisha Brown. I would
like to thank all those who make the publication of JALT Journal possible,
including the members of the Editorial Board and other reviewers, the
Production Editor and proofreaders, and those who have submitted their
manuscripts to JALT Journal.

As I wrote in the last issue, JALT Journal is committed to the publication of
diverse, high quality research relevant to language learning and teaching in
the Japanese context. As Editor, | am hoping to attract rigorous qualitative
research, such as research on interaction, including classroom interaction.
Of course, rigorous quantitative research will continue to be welcome.

— Eric Hauser, JALT Journal Editor



Articles

Validation of Scores From the Self-
Evaluation Checklist for EFL Teachers in
Japan

Akihiro Mikami
Kindai University

The purpose of this study was to validate scores produced by a reflection tool called
the Self-Evaluation Checklist for EFL Teachers (SECEFLT) in the Japanese context. A
survey was conducted with 760 EFL teachers in 984 junior high and lower second-
ary schools throughout Japan. The collected data were divided into 2 datasets for
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The EFA re-
sults demonstrate that the original model with 32 items should be modified to a new
4-factor model with 18 items, including Content Knowledge and Skills, Pedagogical
Knowledge and Skills, Professional Development Knowledge and Skills, and English
Language Use by Teachers and Students. The CFA results show acceptable model fit
between the new model and the second dataset. Therefore, both the EFA and CFA
results provide positive evidence that the revised SECEFLT is a useful reflection tool
for Japanese teachers of English in junior high schools and lower secondary schools
in Japan.
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Keywords: factor analysis; professional development; reflection tool; self-
evaluation checklist; validation

professional competencies throughout their careers. Many studies

show that teachers should reflect on their teaching practices for
professional development (e.g., Richards & Farrell, 2005; Richards & Lock-
hart, 1994; Wallace, 1998). However, few valid and reliable reflection tools
are available to language teachers. Mikami (2015) developed a reflection
tool called the Self-Evaluation Checklist for EFL Teachers (SECEFLT), but no
psychometric analysis of the reliability and validity of scores it produces has
been conducted. The purpose of this study was to validate scores produced
by the SECEFLT for EFL teachers in the Japanese context.

Q. s reflective practitioners, teachers are encouraged to develop their

The Significance of Reflection in Teacher Growth

Despite common agreement that reflection can facilitate teacher growth, it
is difficult to determine why or what types of reflection are beneficial. As
Farrell (2012) and Rodgers (2002) noted, the vagueness of the definition of
reflection makes it difficult to understand it and discuss its effects.

The origin of reflection can be traced to the works of the 20th century
American philosopher John Dewey. Dewey (1933) defines reflective think-
ing as “that operation in which present facts suggest other facts (or truths)
in such a way as to induce belief in what is suggested on the ground of real
relation in the things themselves” (p. 12). That is, through reflective think-
ing, people draw meaning from facts. Dewey believed that reflection could
lead to learning (Dewey, 1933; Rodgers, 2002).

American philosopher Donald A. Schén (1983), who elaborated on Dew-
ey’s findings and discussed the epistemology of practice, pointed out the
limits of technical rationality, the view that professional practice is based
on the application of scientific theories and techniques. He also identi-
fied two types of reflection: reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action.
Reflection-in-action means thinking about one’s action while in the middle
of it; reflection-on-action means looking back on and analysing one’s past
action. Schon emphasized the importance of reflection-in-action when pro-
fessionals take action. He claimed that competent professionals engage in
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reflection-in-action to address problems in uncertain situations. This does
not mean he downplayed the significance of reflection-on-action. Rather, he
showed that professionals use both reflection-in-action and reflection-on-
action to improve their performance.

In teacher education, teacher improvement through reflection is called
reflective teaching, reflective practice, or action research (Burns, 1999; Far-
rell, 2015; Richards & Lockhart, 1994). The definitions and usages of these
terms are not fully agreed on, but most agree that these terms refer to the
improvement of teaching practice through reflection, leading to professional
development. Wallace (1998) suggested a model for teacher education that
places reflection at the core of the process. According to the model, repeated
reflection in everyday situations can promote teachers’ professional devel-
opment.

The Current State and Challenges of EFL Teacher Reflection Tools

Many in-service teacher education programs have introduced reflective
practice to teachers, enabling them to reflect on their everyday practices
(e.g. Burns, 1999; Farrell, 2015; Mikami, 2011). Through these programs,
teachers can reflect on their teaching practices, discover problems in their
teaching, and solve them, but it is not clear how they can improve their
knowledge and skills for classroom teaching as one of the most important
aspects of professional practice through reflection.

It is therefore necessary to develop a tool that enables teachers to focus
on their professional competencies because they are difficult to operation-
alize, in contrast to easily observable teaching practices. The only widely
known reflection tool for language teacher competencies is the European
Portfolio for Student Teachers of Languages (EPOSTL; Newby et al., 2007).
At the heart of EPOSTL are 193 “can-do” descriptors, grouped into seven
categories. In Japan, EPOSTL's can-do descriptors were adapted to the Japa-
nese linguistic, educational, and cultural context under the name Japanese
Portfolio for Student Teachers of Language (JPOSTL; JACET SIG on English
Language Education, 2014).

However, teachers face challenges in using EPOSTL. For example, students
often feel overwhelmed by EPOSTL's numerous can-do descriptors (JACET
SIG on English Language Education, 2014). Furthermore, teacher educators
or supervisors must be well organised, as EPOSTL requires long-term usage
to be effective (JACET SIG on English Language Education, 2014). JPOSTL
has received similar criticism. A Japanese teacher of English explained that
using JPOSTL in long-term teacher education programs is effective but dif-
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ficult for teachers with heavy workloads (Koide, 2016). Therefore, a more
practical and user-friendly tool should be developed for EFL teachers to use
for daily self-reflection. The process of developing such a tool should begin
with a discussion of the professional competencies essential for EFL teach-
ers in Japan.

In sum, a user-friendly instrument for comprehensive self-evaluation
of EFL teachers’ professional competencies can streamline teachers’ self-
reflection on their teaching practices, allowing them to focus more on the
professional competencies that are essential for their practices.

Development of the Self-Evaluation Checklist for EFL Teachers

In the absence of a practical reflection tool for EFL teachers’ professional
competencies, Mikami (2015) developed the Self-Evaluation Checklist for
EFL Teachers (SECEFLT) by drawing upon two major studies on teacher
growth, Roberts (1998) and Hatta (2000). As Table 1 shows, the original
SECEFLT was comprised of four components: Content Knowledge and Skills,
Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills, Classroom Teaching Skills, and Profes-
sional Development Knowledge and Skills. All 32 items in the SECEFLT are
shown in the Appendix.

The SECEFLT has three predominant features. First, its development pro-
cess began with the discussion of professional competencies necessary for
EFL teachers; in contrast, the development of JPOSTL began with a review of
the can-do descriptors of EPOSTL. Second, 32 items related to core profes-
sional competencies were selected, taking into consideration the number of
items that teachers can reflect on at one time so they can use the checklist
without adding to their heavy workloads. Third, the SECEFLT provides EFL
teachers with common criteria to self-evaluate their professional growth
throughout their careers.
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Table 1. The Tentative Structure of the Original SECEFLT

Professional
competency Number
(components) Definition of items
Content Knowledge and skills of the target language 8
Knowledge (English). It includes skills necessary to com-
and Skills municate in English; knowledge of vocabulary,
grammar, and language usage; and knowledge
of the culture of the English-speaking world.
Pedagogical General pedagogical knowledge and profes- 8
Knowledge sional English language education knowledge
and Skills and skills. It includes the abilities to select
appropriate teaching materials and to change
teaching content and methods flexibly
depending on student comprehension.
Classroom Understanding of the context of English 8
Teaching language education and teaching techniques
Skills used in classroom settings. It includes the
abilities to understand learners, curricula, and
schools and to promote learners’ English use
in classrooms.
Professional =~ Knowledge and skills necessary for teacher 8
Development development. It includes the abilities to reflect
Knowledge on one’s own classroom teaching objectively
and Skills and to improve one’s own classroom teaching
based on feedback from students and other
teachers.

Validation of the Self-Evaluation Checklist for EFL Teachers

There are many studies on validity in the psychometric and educational
measurement fields, but there is not yet a consensus on its definition
(Hubley & Zumbo, 1996; Messick, 1989; Sireci, 1998). Since 1950, multiple
types of validity have been posed (Messick, 1989). According to Hubley and
Zumbo (1996), validity is traditionally conceptualized in the following ways:
content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct validity. Criterion-
related validity is subcategorised into concurrent validity and predictive va-
lidity. However, a single concept of validity was represented in the Standards
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for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational Research
Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on
Measurement in Education, 1985), indicating that the traditional categories
cannot be distinguished rigorously. Messick (1989, 1995, 1996) suggested
that validity is a unified concept with six distinguishable aspects of construct
validity: the content, substantive, structural, generalizability, external, and
consequential aspects.

Despite these different stances towards validity, it is common to put
importance on examining how accurately the results obtained by using the
instruments reflect what is intended to be measured. Thus, as the first step
for the validation of scores from the SECEFLT, construct validity is verified
through statistical data analysis. Construct validity is equivalent to one type
of validity in the traditional conceptualization and also to the central part of
the unified conceptualization, considered to be a structural aspect. If it can
be shown that the data collected with the SECEFLT are consistent with the
theoretical construct resulting from the investigations of construct validity
in this study, this will demonstrate that the SECEFLT meets the basic condi-
tions of an effective educational measurement instrument.

Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to verify the validity and reliability of scores
from the SECEFLT through a nationwide survey of EFL teachers in Japan.
The following three research questions were posed:

RQ1. Does an EFA of the scores produced by the SECEFLT produce a
factor model corresponding with the four dimensions originally
hypothesized for the instrument?

RQ2. To what extent do the responses to the SECEFLT fit the original or
revised model for the sample of EFL teachers in Japan?

RQ3. What are the general tendencies of the professional competencies
of EFL teachers in Japan?

Methods

Participants

Junior high schools and lower secondary schools® in Japan were randomly
selected using the list by Zenkoku Gakkou Data Kenkyuujo (2013). One out
ofevery 11 junior high schools was chosen from 10,547; one out of every two
lower secondary schools was chosen from 50. Therefore, the total number
of schools in the study was 959 junior high schools and 25 lower secondary
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schools, or 984 schools in total. The participants were all Japanese teachers
of English working in these 984 schools throughout Japan.

Instrument

Participants were requested to self-evaluate their own professional com-
petencies on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6
(strongly agree), making use of the question items in the SECEFLT.

Procedure

The SECEFLT was sent to the randomly selected schools from September
to December 2014. The responses of 760 teachers from 369 schools (a
response rate of 37.5%) were collected. Forty-four teacher responses were
excluded from the data analyses because of missing items or more than one
response to the same item. Thus, 716 surveys were used in the analysis. All
of the collected data were randomly divided into two independent datasets,
based on the participants’ school category and years of teaching experi-
ence. Two sets of responses from 358 teachers were prepared: Dataset A
and Dataset B. Table 2 shows the distribution of school categories in both
datasets, with the largest being public junior high schools. Table 3 presents
the distribution of the participants’ years of teaching experience, showing
a wide variety of teaching experience. The distributions in the two datasets
were very similar.

Table 2. Categories of Participants’ Schools in Both Datasets

Dataset A Dataset B

Categories of schools n % n %

National junior high 16 4.5 17 4.7
Public junior high 307 85.8 307 85.8
Private junior high 15 4.2 14 3.9
National lower secondary 5 1.4 5 1.4
Public lower secondary 9 2.5 9 2.5
Private lower secondary 6 1.7 6 1.7

Total 358 100 358 100
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Table 3. Participants’ Years of Teaching Experience in Both Datasets

Dataset A Dataset B

Years of experience n % n %

1-5 77 21.5 78 21.8
5-10 65 18.2 65 18.2
10-15 51 14.2 51 14.2
15-20 40 11.2 39 10.9
20-25 52 14.5 52 14.5
25-30 42 11.7 42 11.7
30-35 25 7.0 25 7.0
35-40 6 1.7 6 1.7
Total 358 100 358 100

According to Field (2013), factor analysis can be used to identify the
structure of a set of variables and develop an instrument to measure an
underlying variable. There are two types of factor analysis: exploratory fac-
tor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA; Kline, 2016). EFA
is conducted to determine how the observed variables are linked to their
underlying latent variables when the links between them are unknown. CFA
is conducted to evaluate to what extent the hypothetical structure between
the observed and latent variables is appropriate when the researcher has
some knowledge of the links between them. By conducting CFA after the
underlying structure is established using EFA, it is possible to evaluate how
well the EFA models fit the data.

In this study, factor analysis was used to answer the first and second re-
search questions. Specifically, EFA was used to examine whether the four
factors in the original model of the SECEFLT were extracted. Following this
examination, the theoretical framework was reconsidered carefully, the
model was revised, and CFA was used to evaluate this finalized model.

However, as Kline (2016) pointed out, the same data should not be used
in both factor analyses because the same chance variation may influence
the results. Therefore, in this study, the collected data were divided into two
datasets. The data were collected randomly, and each split dataset can be
considered to be independent. Dataset A was used to establish the underly-
ing structure of responses to the SECEFLT through EFA, and Dataset B was



Mikami 85

used for the CFA to evaluate how well the finalized model fits the data. The
reliability of the SECEFLT was also examined using both datasets. Finally, for
the third research question, data from both datasets were used separately
to uncover the general tendency in the responses of EFL teachers regarding
their professional competencies. PASW Statistics 18.0 and Amos 18.0 were
used for the data analyses.

Results

Following Field’s (2013) recommendations, the normality of the collected
responses to each item in both datasets was checked. As a result, five items
(8,12,19,24,and 31) were excluded from the analysis because their absolute
skewness z scores or their absolute kurtosis z scores were above 3.29 and
the shapes of the distributions were also not visually normal. The absolute
skewness z scores or the absolute kurtosis z scores of four items (25, 26, 28,
and 30) were slightly above 3.29 only in Dataset B, but their distributions
were not visually different from a normal distribution, so these four items
were not excluded. The values of the final available items for the analysis
varied as follows: skewness ranged from -0.44 to 0.07, kurtosis ranged from
-0.19 to 0.95, skewness z scores ranged from -3.42 to 0.54, and kurtosis z
scores ranged from -0.75 to 3.68, raising no questions about the normal
distribution of the data. Moreover, it was found that two respondents wrote
on the margins of their questionnaire sheets “I have very few opportunities
to observe other teachers’ classroom teaching” and “I am the only English
language teacher at my school” Thus, Item 32 was also removed from the
analysis because its content was not appropriate. Neither ceiling effects nor
floor effects were detected. Finally, a total of 26 items were available for
analysis.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)

To determine empirical support for the hypothesised four-factor structure
model based on the 26 items in Dataset A, EFA was conducted using the
maximum likelihood method with promax rotation. Following Zwick and
Velicer (1986) and Hori (2005), both the parallel analysis and MAP meth-
ods were conducted on Dataset A using the SPSS script developed by Hori
(2001) to determine the number of components. The results of both meth-
ods suggested retaining four components. Therefore, it was determined
that the final number of components was four. The minimum item-loading
threshold was set at .50. This stringent criterion was used to select items
that accounted for more variance, which suggested their importance. In the
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EFA process, Items 15, 16, 17, 29, and 30 were not found to load on any fac-
tor at greater than .50, so they were removed from the subsequent analyses.
Items 3 and 20 cross-loaded on two factors and were thus discarded. Item
18 loaded on a different factor than the hypothesised one at greater than
.50; therefore, this item was deleted. In all, eight items were removed during
the EFA, yielding four factors with 18 items. Table 4 shows the descriptive
statistics of the 18 individual items retained after the EFA.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of 18 Individual Items (Dataset A)

Question item M SD Skewness Kurtosis
1 3.68 0.98 -0.11 0.31
2 3.85 1.04 -0.30 -0.00
4 3.86 0.99 -0.25 0.50
5 3.72 0.96 -0.24 0.45
6 4.09 0.95 -0.34 0.56
7 3.81 0.98 -0.05 0.01
9 412 0.90 -0.20 0.28
10 4.20 0.85 -0.25 0.42
11 4.14 0.89 -0.36 0.55
13 4.26 0.96 -0.25 -0.01
14 4.15 0.89 -0.27 0.17
21 4.02 1.04 -0.05 -0.19
22 4.01 0.96 -0.23 0.29
23 3.82 0.90 -0.06 0.19
25 4.16 0.88 -0.07 0.15
26 4.05 0.88 -0.00 0.26
27 4.13 091 -0.21 0.29
28 4.34 0.89 -0.38 0.73

As shown in Table 5, four factors were extracted. According to the content
of the loading items for each factor, Factor 1 was named Content Knowledge
and Skills, Factor 2 was named Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills, Factor
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3 was named Professional Development Knowledge and Skills, and Factor
4 was named English Language Use by Teachers and Students. All factors
except for Factor 4 matched the hypothesized categories. Table 6 shows the
correlation between these factors.

Table 5. Pattern Matrix of EFA Results

Question Factor1  Factor2  Factor3  Factor 4

item (@=93) («=.93) (a=.91) (a=.gg Communality
4 95 -07 06 -02 87
5 94 -.00 -02 -03 84
1 92 ~09 01 07 84
2 88 03 -05 03 73
6 66 23 03 07 62
7 54 21 -06 00 44
11 01 95 04 -07 84
10 00 .90 -.04 02 80
9 01 76 06 07 73
13 11 69 03 08 71
14 01 67 15 -03 61
27 00 03 95 -04 82
25 09 -04 83 05 78
26 -02 16 76 02 78
28 -.08 07 74 -03 54
22 -03 -01 -01 96 86
21 08 04 03 72 66
23 02 19 19 54 69

Note. The numbers in bold indicate factor loadings of .50 or above. Factor 1 = Con-
tent Knowledge and Skills; Factor 2 = Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills; Factor 3 =
Professional Development Knowledge and Skills; Factor 4 = English Language Use by
Teachers and Students.
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Table 6. Factor Correlation Matrix

Factor 1 2 3 4
Content Knowledge and Skills 1.00

Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills .60 1.00

Professional Development 49 .73 1.00
Knowledge and Skills

English Language Use by Teachers .56 .73 71 1.00

and Students

According to Kline's (2016) criteria for describing internal consistency,
coefficients around .90 are excellent, values around .80 are very good, and
values about .70 are adequate. Reliability coefficients for each factor (Cron-
bach’s alpha) varied from .88 to .93 and are sufficient to confirm internal
consistency.

Based on the EFA results, the original structure model for the SECEFLT
was revised and updated. Figure 1 summarizes the changes from the origi-
nal version to the revised one.

The original version The revised version
(32 items in total) (18 items in total)
1. Content Knowledge and Skills (8 1. Content Knowledge and Skills (6
items) items)
2. Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills 2. Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills
(8 items) (5 items)
3. Classroom Teaching Skills (8 items) |,3. English Language Use by Teachers
- (not extracted) and Students (3 items)
4. Professional Development Knowl-/ | 4. Professional Development Knowl-
edge and Skills (8 items) edge and Skills (4 items)
o
Components of professional comq)etencies narrowed down from EFA results
Professional compe- L Number
tencies (components) Definitions of items
English Language In classroom settings, teachers can use Eng-
Use by Teachers and lish, encourage students to use English, and 3
Students evaluate students’ English use appropriately.

Figure 1. Changes to the SECEFLT: Different components and item numbers
between the original and revised versions.
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

To test and evaluate the revised four-factor model with the 18 items sup-
ported by the EFA results, CFA was conducted using Dataset B. Table 7 shows
the descriptive statistics of these 18 individual items using Dataset B.

Table 7. Descriptive Statistics of 18 Individual Items (Dataset B)

89

Question item M SD Skewness Kurtosis
1 3.75 0.99 -0.01 0.10
2 3.89 0.99 -0.20 0.04
4 4.00 1.01 -0.27 0.16
5 3.82 1.00 -0.31 0.27
6 4.19 0.96 -0.35 0.37
7 3.82 0.98 -0.21 0.01
9 4.13 0.83 -0.00 0.09
10 4.22 0.80 -0.25 0.28
11 4.16 0.81 -0.16 0.25
13 4.28 0.90 -0.17 0.23
14 4.21 0.88 0.01 0.01
21 4.01 1.00 -0.40 0.28
22 4.01 0.91 -0.21 0.42
23 3.87 0.83 0.07 0.35
25 4.19 0.85 -0.24 0.89
26 4.10 0.84 -0.39 0.95
27 4.15 0.89 -0.13 0.28
28 4.36 0.90 -0.44 0.56

Multivariate distribution was checked using Mardia’s normalized estimate
of multivariate kurtosis. The z statistic of 37.29 is suggestive of nonnormal-
ity in the sample. The maximum likelihood method was used, so the degree
to which the estimates are statistically significant may be overestimated
(see Byrne, 2010, for further details).
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]
| hawe a large encough English vocabulary
to be an English teacher
)
@ | can urderstand spoken English well encugh
to be an English teacher
B2

| can read English well encugh to be an English teacher

il

| can write English well encugh to be an English teacher

a3
@ [ understand English grammar and usage well enough
to ke an English teachsr
A8
| undarstand the culture of the English—speaking world well
enough to be an English teacher

74

| can sat learning goals to motivate students

76
| can select materisls appropriate for the interests
of my students
73

w | can salact materials approprate for the English

proficisncy levels of my studsnts

£

@_._ I can flexdbly prepare various guestions and example sentences
approprate to the levels of understanding of my students
56

[ can take into account and use the Japanese language
knowledge of my students when | teach English

79
@—Fl | can reflact on my lessons objectively.
0]

@_.I In the procedure of the plan-act—reflect cycle, lam

aware of problems with my students and lessons.
2

my students and their learming achisvements
£8

@_hl 1 can accept feedback from my colleaguss and mentors

and usa it in my lessons

@-Pl | can conduct a lesson in English
E3]

@_bl | can encourage my students to use English

in classroom actnities

@_»l | can evaluate my lessons crtically based on fesdback from

73

B3

| can svaluate the English proficiency of my students
in an appropnate way.

Figure 2. CFA model with standardized estimates for the revised SECEFLT.
Ellipses represent latent variables and squares represent observed vari-
ables. CKS = Content Knowledge and Skills; PKS = Pedagogical Knowledge
and Skills; PDKS = Professional Development Knowledge and Skills; ELU =
English Language Use by Teachers and Students; e = measurement error.
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The CFA model with standardized estimates for the revised SECEFLT is
presented in Figure 2. All the loadings between the indicators and the latent
variables as well as the covariances among the factors were statistically
significant (p <.001).

To evaluate the fit between the CFA model and the observed data, many
goodness-of-fit indices are available. Brown (2015) recommended consid-
ering at least one fit index from each out of the three following categories:
absolute fit (e.g., standardized root mean square residual [SRMR]), parsi-
mony correction (e.g., root mean square error of approximation [RMSEA]),
and comparative fit (e.g., comparative fit index [CFI] and Tucker-Lewis
index [TLI]). Table 8 shows the fit indices’ values calculated from Dataset B.
Another goodness-of-fit index, chi-square, is rarely used as a sole model fit
index because a large sample size inflates it (Brown, 2015). Schumacker and
Lomax (2010) pointed out that it is notoriously difficult to meet the criteria
for chi-square, especially for sample sizes over 200. The chi-square value
was 447.49, and chi-square/df was 3.47 (p < .001). Although this result is
unacceptable, it is likely influenced by the relatively large sample size.

The cutoff criteria for goodness-of-fit indices are hotly debated, and it is
difficult to specify clear criteria for model fit because they depend on model
conditions such as sample size, model complexity, and estimation method
(Brown, 2015). This study used the cutoff criteria suggested by Hu and
Bentler (1999), which proposed the recommended value for a relatively
good fit as .08 or below for SRMR, .06 or below for RMSEA, and .95 or above
for CFI and TLI. As Table 8 shows, the SRMR value showed good model fit.
The RMSEA value exceeded the cutoff, but it was less than 0.10, so it was not
rejected (Brown, 2015). Both the CFI and TLI values were slightly below the
cutoff, but Bentler (1992) originally considered a well-fitting model to have
a CFI of greater than .90, and so, these values were considered an acceptable
degree of fit.

Goodness-of-fit indices are interpreted on a continuum according to
cutoff criteria and not as absolutes. Therefore, these statistics showed ac-
ceptable model fit between the CFA model and the data of Dataset B. That
is, it was demonstrated that the construct validity of the revised four-factor
model in Dataset B was appropriate. As Table 9 shows, reliability coeffi-
cients for each factor (Cronbach’s alpha) varied from .88 to .93, sufficient to
confirm internal consistency.
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Table 8. Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the CFA Model

Categories  Absolute fit Parsimony correction Comparative fit
Index SRMR RMSEA 90% CI CFI TLI
Values .045 .08 .075,.092 94 93

Note. CI = confidence interval; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual;
RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI
= Tucker-Lewis index.

Table 9. Reliability Coefficients for Each Factor (Dataset B)

Factors a

Content Knowledge and Skills .93
Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills 91
Professional Development Knowledge and Skills 91
English Language Use by Teachers and Students .88

Subscale Values in Participants’ Self-Evaluation of Professional
Competencies

Regarding the four factors extracted based on the results of both the EFA
and CFA, the mean scores of all the items included in each were computed
as subscale values. Table 10 shows the descriptive statistics of the subscale
values in both Datasets A and B.

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics of the Subscale Values in
Datasets A and B

Dataset A Dataset B
Subscales M SD M SD
Content Knowledge and Skills 383 085 391 0.85
Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills 417 0.79 420 0.73

Professional Development Knowledge 417 0.79 420 0.77
and Skills

English Language Use by Teachers and 395 087 397 0.82
Students
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Discussion

Regarding Research Question 1, the results of the EFA and CFA indicated
that EFL teachers’ responses to the SECEFLT can be classified into four com-
ponents of professional competencies, as hypothesised. However, there are
some differences from the theoretical framework for the original SECEFLT.
The most remarkable difference is that only three items out of eight for the
hypothesised factor Classroom Teaching Skills were retained through the
EFA, and a new factor named English Language Use by Teachers and Stu-
dents emerged. When the SECEFLT was created, it was believed that two
components included in the framework, namely Pedagogical Knowledge
and Skills and Classroom Teaching Skills, were clearly distinguishable for
respondents, because the latter can be interpreted as the techniques used
by teachers in actual classroom settings. However, through the EFA process,
it was found that the items hypothesised for Classroom Teaching Skills had
relatively high loadings on a different factor (Pedagogical Knowledge and
Skills), or cross-loadings on two factors (Pedagogical Knowledge and Skills
and Classroom Teaching Skills). Thus, some of the items designed for these
two factors were not clearly distinguishable for the respondents. That may
be why Classroom Teaching Skills was extracted.

On the other hand, it is noteworthy that English Language Use by Teach-
ers and Students was extracted. A reason why this factor was extracted may
be the influence of national policy on English language education in Japan. In
2003, Japan’s Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(MEXT) formulated An Action Plan to Cultivate “Japanese With English Abili-
ties.” The Commission on the Development of Foreign Language Proficiency
(MEXT, 2011) also presented Five Proposals and Specific Measures for Devel-
oping Proficiencies in English for International Communication. Behind these
concrete plans and proposals by MEXT lay the rapid advance of globalisation
in fields such as politics, economics, and industrialisation. As such, reinforc-
ing English language skills and the teaching abilities of EFL teachers is seen
as critical. In light of this situation, participants in this study may have had
a strong awareness of the emphasis of increasing the English language use
of teachers and students in the classroom, which may have caused the new
factor of English language use by teachers and students to be extracted.

As for the second research question, the results of the CFA showed that
the SRMR value indicated good model fit, the CFI and TLI values indicated
fit very close to satisfactory, and the RMSEA had mediocre fit. Although it is
difficult to judge the CFA results, it is clear that EFL teachers’ responses in
Dataset B adequately fit the four-factor structure model for the revised SE-
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CEFLT. Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients in this study show that par-
ticipants’ responses to the items for each factor were internally consistent.
Overall, therefore, the results provide positive evidence for the four-factor
revised model of the SECEFLT.

As for the third research question, as shown in Table 10, the results of both
data sets showed that the means of two subscales (Pedagogical Knowledge
and Skills and Professional Development Knowledge and Skills) were higher
than those of the other subscales, but the mean of Content Knowledge and
Skills was the lowest. This implies that EFL teachers in Japan are more confi-
dent in their professional competencies related to teaching and professional
development than in their content knowledge and skills, at least among
those who responded to the survey. The fact that the participants were all
Japanese teachers of English may have contributed to this result.

This study has several limitations. First, only the construct validity of the
scores from the revised SECEFLT, specifically, the structural aspect of the
unified concept, was examined. Future research needs to be conducted to
accumulate various types of evidence for the validity of the revised SECEFLT.
For example, content validity should be examined by asking professionals
to evaluate to what extent the content of each item in the revised SECEFLT
is related to what it is supposed to measure. Second, the participants in
this study were only Japanese teachers of English in junior high schools
and lower secondary schools in Japan. Further research should be done to
confirm whether the SECEFLT can be used for different populations, such
as high school teachers or English-speaking assistant language teachers
in Japan. If it is confirmed that the structural properties of scores from the
revised SECEFLT are stable among different populations, it can be used to
examine the different trends in each population’s evaluation of their own
professional competencies.

Notes

1. Lower secondary schools in Japan are schools that have educational
continuity through 6-year secondary levels, whereas 3-year junior high
school and 3-year senior high school levels are integrated.
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Appendix

Items of the Self-Evaluation Checklist for EFL Teachers in Japan (Originally
in Japanese)

1.

o Ul W

10.
11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22.
23.

24.
25.

[ have a large enough English vocabulary to be an English teacher.

I can understand spoken English well enough to be an English teacher.
I can speak English well enough to be an English teacher.

I can read English well enough to be an English teacher.

I can write English well enough to be an English teacher.

[ understand English grammar and usage well enough to be an English
teacher.

[ understand the culture of the English-speaking world well enough to
be an English teacher.

[ can explain the meaning and benefits of English language learning.
[ can set learning goals to motivate students.
[ can select materials appropriate for the interests of my students.

I can select materials appropriate for the English proficiency levels of
my students.

[ can predict the learning difficulties of my students.

I can flexibly prepare various questions and example sentences appro-
priate to the levels of understanding of my students.

I can take into account and use the Japanese language knowledge of my
students when I teach English.

I am knowledgeable of the differences between English and Japanese
language acquisition.

[ am knowledgeable of teaching methods and teaching theories.

I can plan and conduct a lesson based on the Course of Study.

I can plan and conduct a lesson based on the needs of my students.

[ can plan and conduct a lesson based on the actual status of my classes.

I can create an effective classroom atmosphere for English language
learning.

[ can conduct a lesson in English.

I can encourage my students to use English in classroom activities.

I can evaluate the English proficiency of my students in an appropriate
way.

[ can use whole class, small group, and pair activities effectively.

I can reflect on my lessons objectively.
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26.

27.

28.

29.
30.
31
32.

In the procedure of the plan-act-reflect cycle, I am aware of problems
with my students and lessons.

I can evaluate my lessons critically based on feedback from my students
and their learning achievements.

[ can accept feedback from my colleagues and mentors and use it in my
lessons.

[ can use related theories and research findings to improve my lessons.
[ can evaluate the learning growth of my students in an appropriate way.
[ can plan my lessons with other teachers.

I can give constructive feedback by observing the lessons of my col-
leagues.
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Is There a Potential for a
Translanguaging Approach to English
Education in Japan? Perspectives of
Tertiary Learners and Teachers

Blake Turnbull
Kyoto University

Despite recent policy reforms by the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports,
Science and Technology (MEXT) emphasising a change towards a predominately tar-
get-language (TL)-based EFL classroom environment, studies have suggested that
desire for L1 use by both English learners and many teachers remains prevalent in
Japan. The question, then, becomes whether a resolution exists to balance the rising
conflict between government policy and actual classroom practice in Japanese EFL
education. The purpose of this study was to investigate the opinions of both Japanese
EFL students (n = 373) and teachers (n = 261) regarding the use of the L1 (Japanese)
in the L2 (English) learning process and the ensuing potential to introduce a bilin-
gual translanguaging approach to Japanese EFL education on the whole. The findings
suggest that, although there appears to be a space for a translanguaging approach
to EFL education in Japan, the success would depend largely on how willing both
teachers and students are to take it up and by the level of training and education
provided to both sides.
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the past. Ever since the deposition of the traditional grammar-trans-

lation method due to its inability to develop students’ communicative
competence through L1 translation alone, there has been a sense of uneasi-
ness held towards the use of the L1 in L2 learning. Even today, these ideolo-
gies of distrust towards the L1 may continue to prevail in many dominant L2
teaching approaches (see Cummins, 2007). However, some researchers have
suggested that exclusion of the L1 in favour of the exclusive use of the L2 is
a politically driven act that has little grounding in pedagogical research or
theory and, therefore, may not be as beneficial to L2 teaching and learning
as is commonly portrayed (see Auerbach, 1993). Accordingly, the benefi-
cial role of the L1 in L2 learning has begun to receive increased attention
amongst scholars of SLA in recent years (see, e.g., Butzkamm, 2011; Carless,
2008; Cook, 2001; Cummins, 2007; Hall & Cook, 2012; Storch & Aldosari,
2010; Turnbull & Dailey-0’Cain, 2009; Turnbull & Sweetnam Evans, 2017).
Strategic and judicious use of the L1 has been identified as both a social and
cognitive tool that facilitates L2 learning and remains active at the learner’s
disposal throughout the L2 learning process.

Research investigating the perspectives of L2 learners (e.g., Brooks-Lewis,
2009), teachers (e.g., Yavuz, 2012), and even preservice teachers (e.g., Turn-
bull, 2018) towards the use of the L1 has been seen in the past, often show-
ing mixed results. Studies in Japanese contexts have also investigated per-
spectives regarding L1 use in the education of EFL, which have, in general,
shown a positive attitude towards L1 use (see, e.g., Burden & Stribling, 2003;
Hawkins, 2015; Saito & Ebsworth, 2004). However, recent policy reforms by
the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology
(MEXT) have emphasised a change towards a predominately target-lan-
guage (TL)-based classroom environment to maximise students’ exposure
to English (see MEXT, 2011): a call in direct opposition to the favourable
attitudes and desire for the L1 by Japanese EFL learners and many teachers
alike. This raises a pivotal and, as of yet, unanswered question: Is there a bal-
anced resolution to benefit both sides? The answer may be yes, but it would

T he use of learners’ L1 in L2 education has received much criticism in
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involve the introduction of a new pedagogical approach—translanguaging,
or the integrated use of all languages in which learners’ hold proficiency in
a systematic, multimodal, and semiotic manner—one that has been largely
unseen in a Japanese context; its potential, therefore, remains unknown. In
fact, very little, if any, discussion of translanguaging in EFL contexts such
as Japan, where L1 vs. L2 use remains a contentious issue for a variety of
sociocultural and policy-related reasons, has occurred thus far in the litera-
ture. The first barrier to successfully introducing a new approach such as
translanguaging to an EFL education context, especially one such as Japan,
which has long perpetuated a traditional exam-based grammar system in
which the use of the L1 is frequent, is ensuring that those involved in the
learning process (i.e., the teachers and the learners) are themselves will-
ing to accept it. The aim of the present study was thus to investigate the
opinions of both Japanese EFL teachers and students regarding the use of
the L1 (Japanese) in the L2 (English) learning process and the potential for
a bilingual translanguaging approach to balance the rising conflict between
government policy and actual classroom practice in Japanese EFL education.

English in Japanese Education

It has been widely recognised that the English language abilities of Japanese
students are relatively low (see Aoki, 2017; Butler & Iino, 2005). EFL educa-
tion in Japan has faced major criticism throughout the past 50 years in par-
ticular for failing to produce proficient English-speaking Japanese people.
To address this issue, MEXT took a step towards internationalisation and
improving the nation’s English ability in their (2003) Action Plan to Cultivate
Japanese with English Abilities. Unfortunately, this was widely ignored until
MEXT made it a central part of their (2011) revision to the national course
of study guidelines, in which they stipulated that “English classes should
be conducted principally in English in high school” (p. 8). MEXT’s (2014)
English Education Reform Plan Corresponding to Globalization stipulates
English classes at the junior high school level to be conducted “basically”
in English as well as the introduction of new English Language Activities at
the lower elementary level and English Language as a subject at the upper
elementary level in the lead up to 2020. Even tertiary level policies, such as
MEXT’s Top Global University Project, have advocated for English-medium
courses in the promotion of internationalisation of select tertiary institu-
tions, although the use of Japanese in such programmes is still reported (see
Bradford & Brown, 2018). Thus, the suggestion to largely remove Japanese
from the EFL classroom, particularly at the junior and senior high school



104 JALT Journal, 40.2 « November 2018

levels but also at the tertiary level, has been met with some resistance, and
even today many classrooms are yet to fully exclude the L1, despite the gov-
ernmental policies in favour of doing so.

Japanese has been, and in most cases continues to be, the traditional lan-
guage of instruction in Japanese EFL classrooms (Terauchi, 2017). This is
perhaps because of the grammar- and vocabulary-based system in use at
the high school level (see Butler & lino, 2005), where L1 use is high, and
Japan’s national culture of learning, which may play a significant influential
role on the psychological mindset and actions of both Japanese EFL teachers
and students. Samimy and Kobayashi (2004), for example, claim there to
be “cultural mismatches” (p. 253) between theoretical foundations of TL-
based communicative language teaching (CLT) and the Japanese culture of
learning. Hobbs, Matsuo, and Payne (2010) agreed, suggesting that certain
forms of CLT are “incompatible” (p. 46) with EFL in contexts such as Japan
because the culture of learning is different to that of the western countries
in which said CLT methods were developed (Littlewood, 2007). If we take
this as true, we understand that developing EFL abilities in Japanese stu-
dents through TL-exclusive CLT approaches will likely prove ineffective, and
we must, therefore, look at ways to balance traditional methods (in which
use of the L1 is common) with new and more effective means of improving
learners’ overall EFL abilities. One such potential for this is a translanguag-
ing approach.

Translanguaging and Emergent Bilinguals

Garcia (2009) propagated the term emergent bilinguals to refer to “students
who are in the beginning stages of moving along a bilingual continuum” (p.
397, Chapter 2, Note 2): in other words, those in the process of acquiring
an additional language to their first. Turnbull (2016) extended the term to
specifically include FL learners in their own right, redefining an emergent
bilingual as “any person who is actively in the process of acquiring knowl-
edge of a second language and developing bilingual languaging skills for use
in a given situation relevant to their individual needs to learn the TL" (p.
3). The inclusion of FL learners within this framework is significant as it
recognises FL learners as possessing unique bilingual language skills and
practices and not as being failed or insufficient speakers of the TL as was
traditionally the case under the monolingual principle (see Howatt, 1984).
One of these unique language practices with which both bilingual and
emergent bilingual speakers engage is translanguaging. The term trans-
languaging has become increasingly popular in research on bilingualism in
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recent years (see, e.g., Canagarajah, 2011; Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Garcia
& Wei, 2014; Hornberger & Link, 2012). Translanguaging was originally a
term used in reference to the “planned and systematic use of two languages
for teaching and learning inside the same lesson” (Lewis, Jones, & Baker,
2012, p. 643), whereby the languages of classroom input and output were
alternated to promote bilingualism in Welsh education programmes. The
concept has since been expanded upon to include the naturally occurring
languaging practices of bilingual speakers who transcend the systems in
their linguistic repertoires. Under this perspective, Garcia (2009) defined
translanguaging as the “multiple discursive practices in which bilinguals
engage in order to make sense of their bilingual worlds” (p. 45, emphasis in
original). A key idea within this notion is that the boundaries separating
languages are transient and a construction of the nation-state (see Makoni &
Pennycook, 2007). These “named languages” (e.g., English, Japanese, French,
Spanish) are thought to be comprised of linguistic features that belong to a
single, expanded linguistic system. Speakers then draw upon features that
correspond to a certain “named language” to communicate relevant to given
contexts.

Translanguaging, therefore, differs greatly from the simple concept of L1
and L2 use in the FL classroom. The notion of L1 vs. L2 use treats learn-
ers’ languages as separate entities between which little to no interaction
occurs. In a classroom setting, this may involve having learners translate a
vocabulary list or reading passage from Japanese to English, or vice versa.
Translanguaging, on the other hand, allows for the natural integration and
use of all languages in a learner’s linguistic system when fit to do so. For
example, teachers may allow learners to plan an essay in their language of
choice before writing it in English or to engage in a topical discussion in
one language before presenting back to the class in English. In such cases,
the teacher is not required to understand the language with which learn-
ers engage but instead gives control to the students and evaluates the final
output in English. For this reason, translanguaging is available to all teach-
ers in bilingual, multilingual, and monolingual classrooms as a tool to help
leverage their students’ bilingualism, which could be at a whole-class or an
individual student level.

Under a translanguaging approach, L2 learners are not considered to be
acquiring a new additional language, but are instead adding to the integrat-
ed linguistic system of which their native language, and any additional lan-
guages, are already a part. In ESL and EFL learning, then, all of the languages
in a learner’s repertoire are encouraged and utilised in the classroom for
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the purpose of developing the weaker TL (see Baker, 2011). Furthermore,
because translanguaging allows learners to engage all of the systems in
their linguistic repertoire, learners are able to break free of traditional acts
of language separation and, in doing so, establish identity positions (Creese
& Blackledge, 2010) in relation to language learning to make meaning and
to learn. This is particularly relevant in the tertiary-level EFL education in
Japan as we look at MEXT’s Top Global University Project supporting the
internationalisation of select universities throughout the country. McKinley
(2018) discussed the required shift to treat Japanese tertiary students as
users of English instead of learners of English. In doing so, we would also
see a change from teaching English as a foreign language to teaching English
as a global language, in which use of the L1 is seen as a bilingual resource
at the learners’ (and by extension, the teacher’s) disposal, and learners’
language abilities are not tested against native-speaker norms. A bilingual
translanguaging approach has the potential to help this paradigm shift in
the Japanese EFL context.

Methodology

The present study was aimed at answering the following two research ques-
tions:
RQ1. To what extent and for what functions do teachers and students
employ Japanese in the EFL classroom?
RQ2. What are the opinions of teachers and students regarding the po-
tential for a translanguaging approach to EFL education in Japan?

Participants

The participants in the present study were 373 tertiary-level Japanese stu-
dents of EFL (M = 224, F = 149). The vast majority of the participants were
aged between 18 and 20 (90.4%), 7.0% between 21 and 23, 1.6% between
24 and 26, and 1.0% over 27. All students were native Japanese speakers.
They had been studying EFL for a mean average of 7.6 years. Of the partici-
pants, 20.9% had experience studying abroad in countries such as America,
Australia, Canada, England, the Philippines, and Singapore for an average of
16.9 weeks. Most (83.4%) were from private universities; 13.3% were from
national universities; 2.3% were from public universities; and 1% were
from other tertiary institutions including junior colleges. The level at which
students were studying EFL courses varied: Most were studying at the lower
intermediate level (29.8%), followed by beginner (26.4%), intermediate
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(18.1%), upper intermediate (15.7%), and advanced (10.0%). The most
common types of EFL classes the students were undertaking were general
English (69.9%), English conversation (60.9%), English reading (58.2%),
English listening (51.8%), and English grammar (40.1%).

261 tertiary-level EFL teacher participants (M = 189, F = 66) also par-
ticipated in the study. The participants varied in age but covered a relatively
equal spread across the age spectrum from below 25 to above 60, with an
average of 43 years old (see Table 1).

Table 1. Teacher Participant Ages

Age n %
<25 4 1.1
26-30 10 2.8
31-35 24 6.6
36-40 47 13.0
41-45 48 13.3
46-50 43 11.9
51-55 34 9.4
56-60 33 9.1
> 60 18 5.2

The majority of the teacher participants (67.9%) were native English
speakers; 26.3% were native Japanese speakers; and 5.8% were native
speakers of other languages including French, German, Romanian, Russian,
Filipino, Dutch, and Finnish. Of the 193 nonnative Japanese speakers, 46.3%
claimed to speak Japanese fluently. A further 30.9% claimed they could get by
comfortably in Japanese; 16.5% could hold a basic conversation in Japanese;
and 6.2% claimed they could understand some things but could not converse
well. No participants claimed to have no proficiency in Japanese. The teacher
participants had been teaching EFL in Japan for between 1 and 43 years, for
an average of 13.6 years. Most (63%) taught at private universities, 17.5%
at public universities, 13.6% at national universities throughout Japan, and
5.9% at other tertiary-level institution types including junior colleges. The
participating teachers taught various English classes, the most common five
of which were general English (59.2%), English reading (43.5%), English
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conversation (42.3%), English writing (39.2%), and English for academic
purposes (EAP; 28.1%). The majority of teachers taught at the intermediate
level (63.8%), followed by lower intermediate (58.1%), upper intermediate
(51.5%), advanced (32.3%), and beginner (31.9%). Some teachers taught at
multiple levels, which are included in these totals.

Procedure

Two separate questionnaires (one teacher version and one student version:
Appendix A and B, respectively) were devised by the researcher and posted
on the Internet, where they could be easily distributed to participants via
an online system. An appeal for participation in the project was made to
English language educators currently employed at tertiary level institutions
throughout all 47 prefectures in Japan and to their EFL students to fill out
the respective questionnaires. The researcher contacted teachers directly
via email and also posted on online forums. Each appeal message contained
two links to separate online questionnaires: the teachers’ version and the
students’ version. An appeal was made in the message for teachers to for-
ward the student questionnaire to their students. The researcher did not
actively seek student participants due to the logistical difficulties of acquir-
ing students’ private email addresses. The responses were collected, and
responses in Japanese were translated into English by the researcher for
analysis and checked by a Japanese-English bilingual peer.

Questionnaires

Initial versions of both the teacher and student surveys were piloted with a
small group of students and instructors in order to refine each accordingly.
Based on the subsequent comments, changes were made to the wording
of several items, and some items, which were determined to provide little
information, were deleted altogether. The resulting student and teacher
questionnaires (each of 32 items) were split into four major sections. The
first section sought basic demographic information. Sections 2 and 3 were
designed to help answer the first research question: The second section fo-
cused on the teachers’ use of Japanese, and the third section focused on the
students’ use of the Japanese in the EFL class.

The fourth section was designed to help answer the second research
question, introducing the concept of translanguaging. In this section, the
participants were provided with the following brief explanatory definition of
translanguaging in both English and Japanese as a reference. This definition
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was derived by the researcher based on previously established definitions
and scholarly works on the topic. It was felt that this definition provided a
brief look at translanguaging from both a theoretical and classroom-based
perspective to provide an overview of the concept as a whole:

Translanguaging is a developing concept in which the deliber-
ate and systematic use of two “languages” is encouraged for
education and learning purposes. Translanguaging views all of
the “languages” in a speaker’s linguistic repertoire as belong-
ing to a single integrated system, whereby speakers select and
use the most suitable elements of each language for commu-
nicative use in a given context. Second language learners are
not considered to be acquiring a new second language, but
adding to the integrated linguistic system of which their first
language is already a part. In second language learning, then,
an important concept within a translanguaging approach is
the idea that both learners’ first and the target language are
encouraged and utilised in the classroom for the purpose of
developing the weaker target language.

N2> A5 27— 277 | (translanguaging) &1, HEDOH TOHE
EEEITH T HENEA, WA DGR SEEHOMETH S,
NP AGU =D T TIRASDE#EL /S — M) —2kE—D 0%
BRERT, 2INSXOHOAI =T —2 a TRl S EH
ZEATHD, TLT B SBOFEERSHEEZNLE/TZD
TR, BE—FEIRIE L TWARE SN FES AT AITMA
Do WO T MIZ AT = ERWIEEZEOBRTIR %
HEOE —SHEARESHEOM S HTLIE, L TENNK
FEOPTRRHEINTHHEINDZENRYTH S,

The participants were then asked questions concerning whether a trans-
languaging approach is something they would be willing to try in their EFL
classroom and for explanations as to their answers.

Analysis

The data analysis for both questionnaires was twofold. First, closed-ended
quantitative questions were coded by converting each response into a nu-
merical score corresponding to a list of predetermined variables, which
were entered into SPSS (Version 23) for a multifaceted analysis. A descriptive
analysis was used to determine the frequencies, percentages, and means of
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the data for the responses to each question. The short-answer open-ended
qualitative questions underwent inferential analysis with subjective inter-
pretation by the researcher. The responses to each open-ended question
were categorised according to emerging themes and analysed through
content analysis relevant to the overall purpose of the study. A combination
of quantitative statistical analysis and qualitative interpretation was used
because, according to Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2000), it provides the
researcher with the “freedom to fuse measurement with opinion, quantity
and quality” (p. 253), adding a more illustrative dimension to the overall data
analysis. A reliability analysis for both questionnaires was also conducted
using SPSS, and Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was determined to be .80 for
the teacher survey and .85 for the student survey, suggesting a satisfactory
reliability overall.

Findings

Teachers’ Use of Japanese

To determine how often Japanese is used by EFL teachers, the student par-
ticipants were asked to report on the frequency of their teachers’ use, and

the teachers were asked to self-report on their own use of Japanese in the
EFL classroom. The results are presented in Figure 1.

250
® By teachers
200
By students
150 76
100
85 68
50 57 50
EETI A e
0
Always Often Sometimes Seldom Rarely Never
(80-100%)  (60-80%)  (40-60%)  (20-40%) (1-20%) (0%)
Frequency

Figure 1. Student and teacher reports of the frequency with which teachers
use Japanese. Student n = 373; Teacher n = 261.

Although nearly one third of the participants reported the teachers’ use
of Japanese to be rare (1-20% of the time), it is interesting to note the dif-
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ference between the reports from students and teachers for this category (a
difference of 23.7%), which may be due to problems associated with self-
reporting by the teacher participants. The student and teacher participants
were then asked to report on the functions for which EFL teachers employ
Japanese in the English classroom (see Figure 2).
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n . N
To summarise NG 65 By teachers
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For behavioural management NGO 36 By students

Explaining Western culture NS 46
To giveadvice INIINOQNNNN " "55
For time efficiency NSNS
To give feedback NI 46
For classroom management NN 47
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Engaging insmall talk NSO 99
Comparing English and Japanese NG 88
To giveinstructions NS 104

Function

Explaining English vocabulary I 132
Explaining English grammar NG 157
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Figure 2. Student and teacher reports of the functions for which teachers use
Japanese. More than one response was possible. Student n = 373; Teacher n = 261.

The three most common functions were reported to be employed by more
than one third of all teachers, and the 10 most common functions were re-
portedly used by one quarter. Vast differences can be seen between what
the teachers and students reported in some instances, particularly for the
functions of classroom management (a difference of 31.1%), behavioural
management (28.2%), and time efficiency (45.4%). These differences may
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be attributed to the fact that such tasks are generally the sole responsibility
of the teacher, and thus the student participants may not have recognised
their enactment because they themselves are not required to use these func-
tions.

Students’ Use of Japanese

Both the student and teacher participants were asked to report on how of-
ten students use Japanese in the EFL classroom. The results are presented
in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Student and teacher reports of the frequency with which students
use Japanese in the EFL classroom. Student n = 373; Teacher n = 261.

One third of all students reported or were reported as using Japanese some
of the time (40-60%), with close to another third of respondents (31.9%)
claiming students’ use of Japanese to be more than 60%. The functions for
which students most commonly employ Japanese in the EFL classroom, ac-
cording to both categories of participants, are presented in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Student and teacher reports of the functions for which students use
Japanese. More than one response was possible. Student n = 373; Teacher
n=261.

The five most common functions for which students employ Japanese
were reported to be employed by one third of all EFL students. Remarkably
similar reports can be seen from both the students and teachers for almost
all functions, with the exception of to express their true identities and to un-
derstand Western culture. Such low frequencies from the students regarding
their expression of identity through the use of Japanese may suggest that few
see Japanese, or language in general, as contributing to their overall identi-
ties. It may also be attributed to the fact that few see a connection between
language use and identity in general or language as a means through to
which to understand content indirectly related to language such as culture.



114 JALT Journal, 40.2 « November 2018

Bilingualism in FL Education

The student and teacher participants were asked the extent to which they
agreed with the idea that FL education should be thought of as bilingual
education. This question was included to address the fact that the term bi-
lingual education can be interpreted in several different ways, and it was
thus important to determine where Japanese EFL students and teachers
stood on the matter. A relatively equal ratio of student to teacher opinions
was observed for each level of agreement, except for level 3, which an over-
whelming number of teachers chose compared to the smallest number of
students. The results are presented in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Percentages of agreement among teachers and students with the
idea that FL education should be thought of as bilingual education. Student
n = 373; Teacher n = 261.

Although the majority of students and teachers took the middle ground
and reported a 3 for their agreement towards the idea, more subsequently
opted for a higher agreement than a lower agreement. A total of 36.7% and
34.7% answered 4 and 5 respectively, compared to just 11.3% and 16.2%
who answered 1 and 2 respectively. This suggests that, at least among those
surveyed, more EFL teachers and students in Japan are accepting of the
idea that FL education is a form of bilingual education than are not, which
provides support for the notion of introducing bilingual pedagogies, such
as translanguaging, into mainstream EFL education in the Japanese context.
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However, the participants were then asked where the students would
place themselves and where the teachers would place their students on a
10-point scale for level of bilingualism (where 1 meant not at all bilingual
and 10 meant bilingual). The results are presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Percentage of teachers and students reporting to view students as
bilingual on a 10-point scale, where 1 represents not at all bilingual and 10
represents bilingual. Student n = 373; Teacher n = 261.

The majority of students and teachers (76.5%) judged EFL learners to be
5 or below on the bilingual scale, compared to just 23.4% who rated them
above 5. On the one hand, this view could be seen as in opposition to the
views presented in Figure 1 concerning the bilingual nature of FL education,
but what this also suggests is that, despite perceiving FL education to be a
form of bilingual education, the students educated in Japan are not thought
of as fully bilingual. This is perhaps due to their reported low levels of Eng-
lish, the manner in which they are taught, and/or the manner in which they
study and learn as individuals.

When asked why they thought this to be the case, the teacher participants
took two stances. Those who disagreed with students’ bilingualism (i.e.,
Levels 1-4 on the bilingualism scale) focused on students’ lack of English
abilities (grammar, vocabulary, collocational knowledge, pronunciation,
etc.). However, those who recognised their students’ bilingualism (i.e., Lev-
els 6-10 on the bilingualism scale) focused on the flexibility that the term
bilingualism allows; for example, one teacher commented, “Being bilingual
means being able to use two languages, not necessarily fluently. My students
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can do this.” When asked the same question, the student participants also
focused on their inability to speak or think in English. One interesting com-
ment focused on the relationship between the use of English and bilingual-
ism: “FERIT, (MNP RDDFELLEEZTNADT, INAU IV EGRF#HL T
Wiz (Because I think English is a means to learn something, [ don’t
recognise it as bilingualism).”

The majority of the teacher participants (46.1%) had never heard of a
translanguaging approach to language education; 16.4% knew very lit-
tle about it, followed by 14.1% who had heard of it, but do not know much
about it. Only 16% claimed to know a little about it, compared to just 7.4%
who claimed to know it very well. In other words, 76.6% of the teacher par-
ticipants may have been suggesting that they did not know enough about
translanguaging to engage in its practices without training. Interestingly,
56.0% of the teacher participants claimed they would like to know more
about translanguaging, 24.1% expressed that they might like to learn more,
and just 19.8% claimed they would not like to know more. The fact that al-
most 45% of the teacher participants were not openly eager to learn more
suggests the potential for noninterest in translanguaging, which may be
due to factors such as satisfaction with current methods, a lack of desire for
L1 use in the classroom, institutional policy restrictions, and/or a lack of
understanding or education regarding a translanguaging approach. Future
research would be required to determine the exact reasons for this.

When asked whether they would be willing to try a translanguaging ap-
proach to EFL education, the teacher and student participants answered as
shown in Figure 7. Many of the teachers’ comments in favour of attempting
a translanguaging approach centered on concepts such as “I'm always open
to trying a new approach” and “I would try anything to improve my teach-
ing” Some commented on similarities between translanguaging and their
current approach and reported a desire to learn more about how better to
structure it. Others referred to the motivational benefit translanguaging
may have for their students who are insecure about their English abilities.

On the other hand, those teachers who were against attempting a trans-
languaging approach made such comments as “I don’t know enough about
it yet” and “I don’t quite support the idea.” Reasons provided against the
implementation of translanguaging included teachers’ concern that the use
of Japanese would dominate students’ English use, satisfaction with their
current pedagogical approach, and certain institution policy restrictions
against the use of the L1.
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Figure 7. Student and teacher reports of their willingness to try a translan-
guaging approach to EFL education. Student n = 373; Teacher n = 261.

However, some teachers seemed to have misunderstood the concept
altogether, as can be seen in comments such as “it seems that the teacher
must know the students’ L1 very well to try this, and my Japanese isn’t good
enough” and “I occasionally teach students in multilingual classroom. The
approach wouldn’t work out in that setting.”

Those student participants who were in favour of trying a translanguag-
ing approach to EFL education provided comments with relatively less sub-
stance than their teachers, simply stating that translanguaging would allow
them to better learn or understand English without any indication of how,
suggesting a relatively shallow understanding of the benefits of translan-
guaging overall. That said, two particularly interesting comments were very
much in line with some of the underlying foundations of a translanguaging
approach: “FEEEIRIEFEZ MHH/RNENITIZNENDE Z S DERNZH S (Because
I hate the idea that you have to use perfect English)” and “REW\WZ&7ZEBNE
o FIPATLT —UEITOILET, SNV E-SHREE _SHOEEENITR
575WE-S15TT (I think it is good. Because I think that by using trans-
languaging, one’s language ability does not show bias to either the first or
second language).” These comments highlight the noncompetitive linguistic
freedom that a translanguaging approach can afford, suggesting a relatively
deep understanding of how translanguaging may be of benefit towards the
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development of EFL learners’ overall bilingualism. Such comments, how-
ever, were not common.

On the other hand, those student participants who were against trans-
languaging commented that the approach would lead to an excessive use
of Japanese and that because learners already have few chances to speak
English, they want to speak English in class. One particular comment re-
flected a misunderstanding of translanguaging similar to that of some of the
teacher participants: “HA ANEESREREZ R D ANDNWDSEEE D NDAFRIC7E
% (In situations where there are Japanese and people with different mother
tongues, those people are at a disadvantage).” Once again, these comments
shed light on the general misunderstandings surrounding the concept of
translanguaging and the associated need for comprehensive training and/or
education for both teachers and students alike before it can be successfully
introduced to EFL education in Japan.

Discussion

Analysis of the data answers the first research question: “To what extent
and to what purposes do teachers and students employ Japanese in the EFL
classroom?” Despite the government policies emphasising a predominantly
English-based classroom, it is clear that Japanese is employed in the EFL
classroom in Japan by both the teachers and students to varying degrees.
Very small margins of differences were reported between the mean percent-
ages of Japanese usage by both the students and teachers in most categories,
suggesting a constant and reliable response overall. The high-level reporting
of a “rare” usage by the teachers may be due to problems associated with
self-reporting bias, whereby the teachers may have claimed their use of
Japanese to be lower because of preconceptions that use of the L1 is unde-
sirable in L2 learning.

Three out of the top five functions for which students were reported to
employ Japanese were the same as those for which teachers were reported
to use Japanese. Close to one half of all participants who reported to employ
Japanese are said to employ it for the functions of better understanding or
teaching grammar and vocabulary and to compare English and Japanese.
The other functions comprising the top five most common (for both teach-
ers and students) have been noted by researchers in the past, including to
give instructions (Tang, 2002) and to engage in small talk with students
(Littlewood & Yu, 2011) by teachers and to ask the teacher questions (Nor-
man, 2008) and to understand English texts (Turnbull & Sweetnam Evans,
2017) by students. However, it seems that many of the functions for which



Turnbull 119

Japanese is employed in EFL education in Japan may, in fact, perpetuate the
monolingual principle (see Howatt, 1984), in which the two languages are
viewed as separate entities in the learners’ minds and the learners them-
selves are regarded as double monolinguals rather than multicompetent
bilinguals (Cook, 1999).

The manner in which Japanese is currently employed for various func-
tions in the EFL classroom in Japan is what is important as we look towards
the possibility of introducing a translanguaging approach to help improve
the current state of EFL learners’ English abilities. For example, a simple
vocabulary translation task from one language to the other is not considered
within the beneficial framework of a translanguaging approach (see Garcia
& Wei, 2014). Active employment of both languages is required if learners
are to become competent bilingual speakers through translingual practices.
The commonly reported teachers’ function of employing Japanese to engage
in small talk with their students may teach learners how to effectively en-
gage in fluid bilingual languaging practices if the teacher is able to do so. The
fact that all 261 teachers reported themselves to hold some proficiency in
Japanese, with over 3 out of 4 claiming to have a relatively high proficiency,
suggests they may be able to engage in fluid bilingual practices, but even in
such cases, a translanguaging approach is likely to fail in Japan if both the
students and teachers are unwilling to accept its implementation. This, then,
answers the second research question: “What are the opinions of teachers
and students alike regarding the potential for a translanguaging approach to
EFL education in Japan?”

A much larger number of the participants were in favour of the idea of FL
learning as bilingual education than those who were not, providing some
support towards the potential of introducing bilingual pedagogies, such as
translanguaging, into mainstream EFL education in Japan. That said, less
support was given for the notion of EFL students being bilingual despite
research in favour of the claim (see Turnbull, 2016), although it was noted
that some students did recognise the noncompetitive nature that a translan-
guaging approach can afford: one that may help to alleviate the hegemonic
perceptions that continue to surround the English language in the minds of
some Japanese (see McVeigh, 2002).

Both the teacher and student participants who were against the imple-
mentation of a translanguaging approach commented on their concern
that reliance on Japanese would increase in the classroom and the use of
English would decrease. This has been questioned by some scholars (see,
e.g., Gaebler, 2014), who have found that learners generally recognise the
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importance of using the TL in the classroom and thus show no reluctance
to do so when given the opportunity to also use their L1. Others questioned
the use of the L1 in general. Indeed, native speakerism (see Holliday, 2006)
as reflected in policy, institutional practice, and teacher cognition is a hurdle
that must be overcome for a translanguaging approach to take hold in Japan.
Some students and teachers may see the use of the mother tongue as a deficit
in EFL education, believing the notion that English is best learnt in English-
only environments. Such teachers may thus be hesitant to allow learners to
engage in bilingual languaging strategies that allow such practices; however,
this issue can be overcome with proper education and training regarding
the benefits of mother tongue inclusion and how to engage in approaches
such as translanguaging to leverage students’ bilingualism overall.

Some student participants also commented on the lack of opportuni-
ties they have to speak English and that a translanguaging approach might
minimise that further. However, it must be pointed out that translanguaging
does not promote the use of one language over the other but rather works
to break down the hierarchies between languages to provide an equal op-
portunity for the use of each in a noncompetitive environment. Further mis-
understandings towards the concept of translanguaging were also reported,
such as teachers needing to know the students’ mother tongue well and the
impossibility of implementing translanguaging in a multilingual classroom
with learners of different mother tongues. In fact, it is not a requirement
for the teacher to speak the students’ native language nor for the students
to all share the same native language (as is the case in multilingual class-
rooms) under a translanguaging approach. So long as the teacher is willing
to relinquish some power and authority to the students so that they may
employ their home language themselves to help develop the weaker TL, a
translanguaging space can be created in any classroom, regardless of the
students or teachers involved (see Garcia & Wei, 2014).

Conclusion

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the theoretical poten-
tial of introducing a translanguaging approach to EFL education in Japan
to improve the reportedly low standards of students’ English abilities and
to bridge the gap between government policy and actual classroom prac-
tice. The findings show that, although Japanese is used to various degrees
and for various functions by both teachers and students in EFL education
in Japan and the bilingual nature of EFL education was acknowledged to
some extent, the emergent bilingual status of FL learners was less com-
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monly recognised, which may prevent the successful implementation of a
translanguaging approach.

Due to the limited structure of the survey employed in the present study,
it is acknowledged that the participants were only provided with a brief
definition of what a translanguaging approach entails without concrete
evidence (although a link was provided that directed them to more informa-
tion), and this may have affected their views towards the approach either
way. It must also be pointed out that the definition provided was largely
academically based, providing few practical examples upon which partici-
pants could ground the theoretical explanation. In the case of the learner
participants, this definition may have exceeded their understanding and
thus weakened the validity or applicability of their responses. Furthermore,
it is acknowledged that, due to the style of the questionnaire, it is possible
that some participants may have understood the questionnaire to be a pro-
motion of translanguaging and thus answered favourably in an attempt to
placate the interests or wishes of the researcher.

However, based on the reported use of Japanese in the English classroom
and the conflicts that exist between government policy and classroom prac-
tices, there certainly does appear to be a theoretical space for a translan-
guaging approach to EFL education in Japan, and its introduction would not
be overly difficult. A small change in the government’s FL policies is the first
step. Based on the results of the present study, it would seem as though the
use of, and preference for, the L1 is still high in the Japanese EFL context. This
suggests that perhaps the jump from a Japanese-dominated EFL classroom
to an immersive, predominantly English-based classroom is too large for a
society that has, for so long now, relied on their native language in the learn-
ing of an FL. An intermedial step is required to bridge the overwhelming gap
between MEXT’s policy ideals and the realities of the current Japanese EFL
classroom, and a translanguaging approach is one such pedagogy that could
provide that. Future research would look at the potential for a translan-
guaging approach from an empirical and, ideally, longitudinal perspective,
examining the actual in-class effects of the approach in action. Furthermore,
although the present study centered on the tertiary level, that is certainly
not to say the findings do not apply to junior and senior high school in which
the use of the L1 is more frequent. Future research would also examine the
empirical effects of a translanguaging approach across various institutional
levels to gain a broader perspective of how the approach may affect EFL
education in Japan on the whole.
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That said, speaking from a theoretical perspective, the manner in which
Japanese is currently employed for various functions could be strategically
morphed into a translanguaging approach if some important conditions can
be filled. First, a change in the mindset surrounding FL education and, in
particular, FL learners is required, so that the bilingual nature of both are
recognised. In doing so, the manner in which Japanese is currently employed
could shift towards more translingual practices that involve the active and
strategic use of learners’ complete linguistic repertoires to develop the
weaker TL. The success of this would depend largely on how well teachers
and students alike are willing to accept it and would be further influenced
by the level of training and education provided to both parties. The present
study suggests that some teachers and students are at least willing to at-
tempt a translanguaging approach in Japan; sufficient training for teachers,
and the subsequent in-class training to be provided to students, would help
to alleviate the misconceptions and misunderstandings surrounding the no-
tion of translanguaging that were found in this study:.

Blake Turnbull is a PhD student at Kyoto University and part-time English
instructor at Ritsumeikan University and Kyoto University of Foreign Stud-
ies. His research interests are in ELT, bilingualism, and translanguaging.
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Appendix A
L1 Use in Japanese EFL Education: Teacher Questionnaire

Section 1: Introduction
1. Whatis your gender?

(a) Male (b) Female
2. To which age group do you belong?
(@) <25 (f) 46-50
(b) 26-30 (g) 51-55
(c) 31-35 (h) 56-60
(d) 36-40 (i) >60
(e) 41-45
3. What is your native language?
(a) Japanese (go to Question 4) (c) Other (go to Question 6)

(b) English (go to Question 6)
4. For how long have you studied English?

5. Have you ever studied overseas? If so, where and for how long

6. Do you speak Japanese?
(a) Yes, fluently
(b) Yes, I can get by comfortably
() Yes, Ican hold a basic conversation
(d) Icanunderstand some things, but cannot speak very well
(e) No, notatall
(f) Other
7. For how long have you been teaching EFL in Japan?

8. At which type of institution do you currently teach EFL?
(a) Public university (c) National university
(b) Private university (d) Other
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9. Which level of English do you currently teach?
(a) Beginner (d) Upper intermediate
(b) Lower intermediate (e) Advanced
(c) Intermediate
10. What kind of English class do you currently teach?
(a) General English
(b) English reading
(c) English writing (general)
(d) Academic writing
(e) English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
(f) English for Specific Purposes (ESP)
(g) English conversation
(h) English listening
(i) English grammar
(j) Other

127

11. What is the main pedagogical approach you choose to employ in your

EFL classroom?
(a) Communicative language teaching (CLT)
(b) The Direct Method
(c) Grammar Translation
(d) Immersion
(e) PPP (presentation, practice, production)
(f) No method in particular
(g) Other

Section 2: Teacher’s Use of the L1

12. How often do you utilise your students’ first language (L1) in the English

classroom?
(a) Always (80-100% of the time)
(b) Often (60-80% of the time)
(c) Sometimes (40-60% of the time)
(d) Seldom (20-40% of the time)
(e) Rarely (1-20% of the time)
(f) Never (0% of the time)
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13. In what situations do you utilise the students’ L1?
Explaining English grammar

Explaining English vocabulary

Explaining English texts

Explaining Western culture/ideologies

Explaining English listening passages

Comparing English and Japanese structures
Repeating something in Japanese after saying it first in English
Engaging in small-talk with your students

To give instructions

For time efficiency

To provide feedback

To give students advice on effective studying methods

For classroom management (administration, discussing the course,
etc.)

For behavioural management (discipline, student organisation, etc.)

For task management (instructions, ensure comprehension, maintain
task flow, etc.)

To ask students questions

To answer students’ questions

To summarise what has been covered
Other

Oo0ooooooooogao

O O

Oo0Ooag

Section 3: Students’ Use of the L1
15. Do you allow your students to utilise their L1 in the EFL classroom?
(a) Yes, often (d) No, never
(b) Yes, sometimes (e) Other
(c) No, notreally
16. How often do you allow your students to use their L1 in class?
(a) Always (80-100% of the time)
(b) Often (60-80% of the time)
(c) Sometimes (40-60% of the time)
(d) Seldom (20-40% of the time)
(e) Rarely (1-20% of the time)
(f) Never (0% of the time)
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17. For what purposes do you allow your students to use their L1? (continue
to question 21)

To discuss grammar

To discuss vocabulary

To discuss culture

To understand new concept better

To ask questions to the teacher

To answer questions from the teacher

To compare English and Japanese

To translate what has been said

To plan L2 writing tasks

To aid L2 reading comprehension

To aid L2 listening comprehension

For time efficiency

To discuss the lesson with classmates/friends
To make study notes

To allow students to express their true identities
Other

OO0oooooooooooood

Section 4: A Translanguaging Approach to EFL Education
18. To what extent do you agree with the idea that foreign language educa-
tion could/should be considered bilingual education?
Notatall (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) Completelyagree
19. Why do you think this?

20. If you were to place your students somewhere along this bilingual con-
tinuum, whereby 1 means ‘not at all bilingual’ and 10 means ‘bilingual’,
in general, where would you place your students?

Not at all bilingual (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) Completely bilingual

21. How much do you know about a ‘translanguaging approach’ to foreign
language education?

(a) I'know it very well

(b) I'know a little bit about it

(c) I've heard of it, but do not know much about it

(d) I'know very little about it

(e) I'have never heard of it

(f) Other
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22. Based on the above definition of translanguaging, does it sound like a
pedagogical concept you would like to know more about?

(a) Yes, definitely (d) No, probably not
(b) Yes, alittle bit (e) No, definitely not
(c) Maybe

23. Would you be willing to try out a translanguaging approach to L2 educa-
tion in your EFL classroom?

(a) Yes, definitely (go to Question 24)
(b) Yes, I would at least try it (go to Question 24)
(c) Maybe (go to Question 24)
(d) No, probably not (go to Question 25)
(e) No, definitely not (go to Question 25)
24. Please explain why you would like to try a translanguaging approach to
EFL education in your classroom?

25. Please explain why you would not like to try a translanguaging approach
to EFL education in your classroom?

Appendix B

L1 Use in Japanese EFL Education: Student Questionnaire
Section 1: Introduction

1. What is your gender? MEBIIET T h,

(a) Male (5B14) (b) Female (%1%)
2. To which age group do you belong? & D EICADE T H,
(a) <17 (d) 24-26
(b) 18-20 (e) 27+
(©) 21-23
3. What is your native language? REEFEIX I TI0,
(a) Japanese (HA#E) (b) Other (Znfth)

4. For how long have you been studying English? & D<SWO MR HERE 2 {58
LTWETHD,
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5. Which type of institution do you currently attend? HIfEEDLH72KFT
PRBZ R TAE T,
(a) Public university (2337 k%) (d) College (M%)
(b) Private university (FANZ K%%) (e) Other (ZMAilr)
(c) National university (E7 K%)
6. Whatlevel of English classes do you currently take? ZIfEE DL )L D HGE
DIZEEZITTHET D,
(a) Beginner (#J#%) (d) Upper intermediate (FF# k)
(b) Lower intermediate (&%) (e) Advanced (L#%)
(c) Intermediate (FF#%)
7. Whatkind of English class(es) do you currently take? H7EE DX D70 HeE
DIRFEEZITTAETN,
(a) General English (—fi%3%5E)
(b) Reading (#:f#)
(c) General writing (E30)
(d) English academic writing (¥ 1737514742 7)
(e) English for academic purposes (EAP) (%1l #%3E)
(f) English for specific purposes (ESP) (47E D HH D7z DIEqE)
(g) Conversation (£7%)
(h) Listening (ff#&)
(i) Grammar (3Zi%)
(j) Other (Z0Ai)
8. Have you studied overseas before? s} THFEZ MR LIZZENHOET D,
(a) Yes (&%) (go to Question 9)
(b) No (7=\1) (go to Question 10)
9. Where, and for how long, did you study overseas? &Z - EDSWND [
HATRITRLE LIZD

Section 2: Teacher Use of L1
10. What nationality is your English teacher? & 727z DHEED S EIIMATT D,
(a) Japanese (H4A)
(b) Native English speaker (+{ 7 +17)
(c) Thave both (EB5HNET)
(d) Other (ZDfih)
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11. How often does your English teacher utilise your first language (L1) in
the English classroom? &727zDJeAITRFEDORFETEIUIE HAGEZ LA

LTWETH,
(a) Always (\»"D®) (80-100%) (d) Seldom (H»FED) (20-40%)
(b) Often (&<) (60-80%) (e) Rarely (8-7zi2) (1-20%)

(c) Sometimes (EFEF) (40-60%)  (f) Never (EAEA) (0%)
12. For what reasons does your teacher use Japanese in your English class-
room? H7s7zDHANIIEFEDORETEDL OGN CHAEEMEHLET M.

OO0ooOoogao OO OO0o0O0Oo

O

OO0

Explaining English grammar (535D %z 39 )

Explaining English vocabulary (3550 # 20 5KF)

Explaining Western culture/ideologies (3% D30 k72 E & Fi9 5K)
Explaining English texts (J&3% #0095 f)

Explaining English listening passages (J4#EDOMEID /Syt —
ZHI T Blk)

Comparing English and Japanese structures (¥35& HAGEZ HLR D)
Repeating something in Japanese after saying it first in English
(BRONCHEETE > TS HAGE THRDIR )

Engaging in small-talk with your students (ZEfE& 5% 9 5IF)

To save time (FFfHZHi%) 9 2HF)

To give instructions (f&/~% H9Hf)

To give feedback (71— F/\w 79 5Hf)

To give advice on study methods (I IEICDNTY RINA A% § SHF)
For classroom management (administration, discussing the course,
etc.) (FEMREE DX, HIZIE. I—2ATDONWTEELEZDT 5728)

For behavioural management (discipline, student organisation, etc.)
((TEER D%, FAE, SACEfEOERIRE)

For task management (instructions, ensuring comprehension,
maintaining task flow, etc.) (¥ ZA7E D2, FIAIE, HRBFEDOMHER
%E)

To ask students questions (ZEFEICE %9 5 K)

To answer students’ questions (2 fEDE MICE Z 5l)

To summarise the lesson (%% 249 %)
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Section 3: Own Use of L1
13. Does your teacher allow you to use Japanese in your English classroom?
PEEDIETHAREZH>TH, AT E AN,
(@) Yes (I3, MEWEHA) (b) No (WWZA. NENET)
14. How often are you allowed to use Japanese in the English classroom?
FEHOBET, EOSBVWHAREZ > THNNT I,
(a) Always (\WD®) (80-100%) (d) Seldom (#»%0) (20-40%)
(b) Often (&<) (60-80%) (e) Rarely (57212) (1-20%)
(c) Sometimes (EEXEX) (40-60%)  (f) Never (FATEA) (0%)
15. For what purpose(s) do you use Japanese when studying English?
LS TH THFEZMTRL TADIRFIC, (D= DICHATEZ A LE 3D,
[0 To translate and better understand new vocabulary
CHTLWGEZEZFRL TO EIRESHR T 5720)
[0 To translate and better understand new grammar items
CHTLWSGEZFRL TO ERESEHR T 5720)
0 To better understand difficult concepts
(EHELWMESRZ O ER<SHEMR T 2720)
0 To better understand cultural items (3t & H > EESEFE T 5720)
[0 To translate and better understand reading texts
(R ERL THOERESHMT 27280)
[0 To translate and better understand listening passages
FEREDUAZ 2R T EIESHER T 5720)
To compare English and Japanese (355 HARGEZ LR 5720)
To plan my essays (¥FED Ty A Z5HHEH T 5720)
To translate and better understand what I hear
(FWZZEZRL TEHLEHESHET 2720)
To save time (FifilZ #i%) 9 57280)
To ask the teacher questions (JE4EICE K E2 T 2720)
To answer the teacher’s questions (FcA=DERIIE 2 5720)
To discuss with friends about our English class
(FGEEHRFBEDOEZEITDNTEET /290)
To easily make study notes (fiiEICRTRD /— b & 57280)
To express my true identity (HZ>OARKIIT AT > T AT 4— &R /2D)
Other (& 0filt)

OooOooo OO0

OO
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Section 4: Translanguaging

16. To what extent do you agree with the idea that “foreign language educa-
tion should be thought of as bilingual education”? [F}MEFEEF &1/
SHNBETHD]ENDIEZITDONT, ENUFEERLET D,

Notatall (BpkL721Y)  (1)(2)(3) (4) (5) Completely agree (k3 %)

17. If you were to place yourself somewhere along this scale from 1 to 10,
where would you place yourself? COA7r—)LD 15 1 0 X T, EZITHSG
ZEEETD,

Not at all bilingual (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) Completely bilingual
(ERNAU I CRTRN) (NAUFHIV)
18. Why do you think this? 7225 BnE 970,

19. Would you like to try a translanguaging approach to studying English in
Japan? HADHEFEHABT CTRIZ AT T =D 2 T 0o THIZNEBNET ),
(a) Yes, definitely (IF\y, BORDWERNET) (go to Question 20)
(b) Yes, I would at least try it (Ig\, D 72<EHPoTHIZNEBNET)
(go to Question 20)
() Maybe (%£43) (go to Question 20)
(d) No, probably not (WA, HED LS THZLTZNEFNET)
(go to Question 21)
(e) No, definitely not (W&, Z2ARPLD/ZT2NEBNET)
(go to Question 21)
20. Why do you think a translanguaging approach to studying English in
Japan would be beneficial? HADRFEBAE ThIZAT2T —2 27 %
THIEWFRNWIERZEBNWET M, TIUIRETT N,

21. Why do you think a translanguaging approach to studying English in
Japan would be bad? HADIEHE T AT =D  J2EMT 5L
FRSARNIELZEBNET N, TSR TN,
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Input-Based Tasks in Foreign Language Instruction for Young
Learners. Natsuko Shintani. Amsterdam, The Netherlands:
John Benjamins, 2016. xi + 198 pp.

Reviewed by
Andrew Gardner
Gunma Kokusai Academy

Natsuko Shintani’s text is an account of the author’s research into the use
of a modified form of Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) with young
learners, which she suggests as an alternative to traditional pedagogical
approaches such as presentation, practice, production (PPP). The author’s
term, input-based tasks, refers to “listen and do tasks” (p. 7) that do not re-
quire verbal responses. Dissatisfaction with traditional language teaching
methodology influenced the development of Shintani’s strong interest in
TBLT as a method to teach language to her young learners and raise their
communicative competence. This book, Shintani’s first as the sole author,
builds upon much of her earlier research, with many of her previously pub-
lished articles touching upon the key topics found in this text.

Shintani first discusses input-focused TBLT and considers both the re-
search context and the theoretical foundations of TBLT. She then details her
method-comparison study and research questions before presenting the
results for these. In closing, both theoretical and pedagogical implications
are considered prior to the author’s conclusions.

In Chapter 1, on page 4, Shintani refers to Ellis’s (2003) definition of TBLT,
in which language is an outcome-achieving tool, meaning takes precedence
over form, learners depend upon their own resources rather than a specified
target language, and a need to communicate exists. The influence of Rod El-
lis is prominent throughout the text: His work is frequently referenced, and
he is acknowledged for his assistance in developing this research. However,
Shintani does take the TBLT methodology beyond that envisioned by Ellis,
as TBLT was initially developed for learners with specific linguistic needs.
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However, as Cameron (2001) noted, many learners’ circumstances provide
no needs-related syllabus. The learners in this study are such a case: Japa-
nese beginners, aged 6, who are unlikely to need English beyond the class-
room. As beginners, these learners would likely have limited conversational
skills and therefore would encounter difficulties completing tasks in which
spoken output is necessary. The author notes that most tasks featured in
TBLT literature require learner output (p. 7), and therefore refines her TBLT
approach, concentrating this study upon noncollaborative, input-focused
tasks, in which learners must respond with appropriate actions to teacher
instructions. These tasks were largely information-gap, focused primarily on
meaning, and had clearly defined outcomes. An example of a task used is the
Help the Animals task (p. 68): To complete the task, learners were required
to match animal cards with target item cards in response to the teacher’s
statements. Spoken output was not necessary to enable task completion, yet
it was not discouraged.

In Chapter 2, Shintani summarizes the language-learning circumstance in
Japanese education, describing it as a “difficult context” (p. 11) for teachers
or curriculum designers to introduce and implement TBLT. Complications
discussed range from factors such as an exam-oriented system to prevailing
negative attitudes towards TBLT in the wider teaching community. Though
TBLT aims to foster communicative skills, circumstantial difficulties hinder
the progress towards achieving the government target of developing learner
communicative competence (see MEXT, 2014).

In Chapter 3, Shintani addresses key questions regarding the theoretical
basis of TBLT, focusing particularly on input-derived language acquisition.
The research of Krashen (1982) into language acquisition, which is defined
as the unconscious learning of language distinct from intended learning,
features frequently because it is a central issue for Shintani.

In the next four chapters, Shintani covers the study design and the re-
sults collected. She begins Chapter 4 by listing four research questions
that consider (a) how classroom process features differ between PPP and
TBLT methods, (b) which method results in greater vocabulary acquisition,
(c) which method more effectively facilitates incidental grammar acquisi-
tion, and (d) what relationship is suggested between process and product
for both methods. The author then attentively documents the comparative
study conducted at her private language school, in which two groups of
young learners studied the same target vocabulary and grammar via two
different teaching methods. The lessons with the PPP group had clearly
specified learning goals and the teacher followed standard PPP procedure
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to target these goals. However, in the lessons with the TBLT group, learners
performed various input-focused tasks (e.g., information-gap activities) that
had specific task goals rather than language goals.

The author presents the results of the first three research questions over
the next three chapters. Chapter 5 is focused on instruction-giving and the
repair of mistakes for both treatment groups. Through conversation analy-
sis, the author concludes that instructions in her PPP classes were largely
form focused, whereas in TBLT classes they were predominantly meaning
focused, with tasks having created the contexts through which learners
could process meanings. Chapters 6 and 7 provide a substantial volume of
statistical data through which the author shows that TBLT was more success-
ful for vocabulary acquisition, which is attributable to such factors as more
contextualized input for vocabulary; that is, target language was embedded
in sentences rather than learned in isolation from context. The author also
reports that incidental grammar acquisition only occurred for TBLT learn-
ers, because successful task completion for these learners depended upon
them correctly understanding the grammatical content.

In Chapter 8, Shintani presents her theoretical implications of the study,
which relate to the foundations of TBLT discussed in Chapter 3. In these
implications, she indicates possible directions for future research into TBLT,
in particular the need to conduct research with older or more advanced
learners, because as Shintani concedes, her research was limited to young
beginners. She speculates that older, more cognitively mature students may
be able to gain benefits from PPP (p. 153).

This is followed in Chapter 9 by the pedagogical implications, which relate
to the contextual issues discussed in Chapter 2. Regarding pedagogy, the au-
thor analyzes the use of TBLT with young learners and considers a number
of contextual issues concerning English teaching in Japan. Many of these
implications depart from a comparison of methods and instead focus upon
possible TBLT implementation. This contribution is notable considering
the lack of TBLT awareness and training in Japan. Shintani then considers
the potential next stage for teachers wishing to further their use of TBLT
by presenting two examples of more advanced tasks involving both input
and output. These tasks, which relate to the same principles upon which
her tasks were based, involve more demanding topics (p. 166) and a greater
emphasis on learner collaboration.

There are two particularly positive aspects of this book. First, the author
presents materials in depth. In particular, the context and background are
extensively researched and discussed in a highly readable manner. Sec-
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ond, though primarily focusing on her research, the author includes many
thought-provoking comments and ideas that stimulate contemplation
beyond the initial scope of the study. For example, topics such as how a
teacher’s role varies depending upon the teaching method or how views of
language learning manifest themselves in class resonate throughout the text
without necessarily being the immediate focus in question: whether TBLT is
a viable alternative to PPP.

With the broader introduction of English at the elementary level of
Japanese education, research such as this will prove valuable in devising a
curriculum suitable for young learners. Though this thoughtful and detailed
text would be useful for curriculum designers and policy makers, most likely
it will gain attention chiefly from those already favoring and/or exploring
communicative approaches such as TBLT. As such, it may not receive the
full audience it deserves. This text is, however, a welcome addition to the
ever-growing selection of TBLT literature because it highlights key circum-
stantial features for young learners and their teachers before developing an
appropriate form of TBLT to suit them.

References

Cameron, L. (2001). Teaching languages to young learners. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

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

Krashen, S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Oxford,
England: Pergamon Press.

MEXT. (2014). Report on the future improvement and enhancement of English
education (Outline); Five recommendations on the English education reform plan
responding to the rapid globalization. Retrieved from
http://www.mext.go.jp/en/news/topics/detail/1372625.htm



Book Reviews 139

English as Medium of Instruction in Japanese Higher Education:
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Reviewed by
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As the Japanese government calls for expanded English instruction as a
means to creating guroubaru jinzai (global human resources), more and
more English medium instruction (EMI) programs are being created at the
university level. In 2014, undergraduate degree programs taught exclusively
in English were offered in 48 faculties at 24 universities. These numbers
increased to 73 and 40, respectively, in 2015 (MEXT, 2017). English as Me-
dium of Instruction in Japanese Higher Education: Presumption, Mirage or
Bluff? is an examination of the status quo of EMI and an assessment of its
effectiveness. Toh seems to answer the question posed in the title when he
identifies at the outset that one of the reasons he wrote the book was to “call
... the bluff” (p. 2) of the administration of a university at which he had an
unfortunate experience. However, this may result in the reader sensing from
the start that this text is more subjective than objective; as the reader moves
through the book, this suggestion is confirmed.

The book, an amalgamation of several of the author’s previously published
articles and book chapters, begins with an extensive discussion of the vari-
ous underlying symptoms of what Toh describes as “an extremely difficult,
if not unsustainable, undertaking” (p. 2)—the implementation of EMI in the
Japanese university context.

In Chapter 2, Toh identifies two contributing factors to the failure of the
EMI program in the aforementioned university: the underlying purpose of
the EMI and the profile of the students in the program. The EMI program
was devised as a marketing tool to attract foreign students in an attempt
to address the domestic demographic trend, which is an issue especially
critical for smaller and lower ranking universities. This plan failed though,
and in order to meet enrollment numbers, the university had to enroll more
domestic students. Many of those students were later found to lack the
English proficiency necessary to study in an EMI curriculum. Chapter 3 is a
survey of sociopolitical developments, including the rise of the “insular[ly]
conservative” Liberal Democratic Party and nihonjinron, the post-WWII
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ideological positioning of Japan as a linguistically, ethnically, and culturally
homogenous country (Liddicoat, 2007). Toh explains how this perpetuation
of the Japanese language and culture as unique has necessitated the careful
control of the English language curriculum, in effect preventing the develop-
ment of students who could or would benefit from a university-level EMI
program.

In Chapter 4, Toh explores the concept of power as a social construct and
how power is exercised on foreign instructors through employment prac-
tices. Toh also presents a valid argument that high scores on standardized
English language tests (TOEFL, TOEIC, etc.) do not necessarily equate with
the ability needed to participate actively and effectively in EMI at the ter-
tiary level with its demands for critical thinking and communication skills.

Chapter 5 is theoretically based, in which Toh examines the concept of
academic literacy, which the author explains as knowledge that emerges
from a social context through negotiation amongst actors within the con-
text. This contrasts with “closed knowledge”—a government-controlled,
acontextual list of facts and information that does not promote intellectual
development. Toh argues that students who have completed the Japanese
education system based on closed knowledge are ill-equipped to participate
in EM], in which students are expected to “interact with and dialogize exist-
ing configurations of knowledge in their area of study” (p. 77). Toh contends
that, without a student body with both the linguistic and the critical inquiry
skills demanded by more rigorous academic programs, EAP courses within
those programs will be reduced to remedial English lessons. Toh’s concerns
about thrusting unprepared students into programs where they will be ex-
pected to question and debate are valid, as is his thinly veiled criticism of
some EAP instructors who he suggests are lacking the requisite academic
literacy themselves.

In Chapter 6, Toh calls for the de-anglicization of the English used in EMI
programs. He argues that the incorporation of various varieties of English,
including the hiring of native speakers from nonwestern countries and also
nonnative speakers for teaching positions, would expose learners to the
“plural and hybridized character” of English (p. 94). Toh suggests this would
also present English as a tool for communication rather than a single cor-
rect set of norms to achieve, subsequently creating an environment in which
students would feel less pressured to perform prescriptively. Students, he
argues, would open up more in class, indeed be more willing to voice their
opinions, and in turn become better English speakers. The main thrust of
Chapter 7 is that “EMI is appropriated” (p. 122) for various uses or purposes
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by institutions, resulting in a loss of its value as a tool for academic inquiry,
the pursuit of knowledge, and intellectual debate. This argument, however,
is based on a survey of EMI program websites, which as a genre are likely
designed for marketing purposes. Toh’s argument would be stronger had he
examined the actual programs themselves. Instead, the writer relies on the
example of his own failed program to make claims more broadly about EMIs
in Japan.

This regular reliance on only one example to support his otherwise valid
points is one weakness of the book. Another weakness is the consistent
perception that he is the victim of “palpable paternalistic incompetence
and egoism” (p. 2). The book begins to lose focus in Chapter 8 as the author
denounces (a) the rejection of one of his manuscripts by a publication, (b)
the ambiguous use of linguistic terminology by professionals in Japan, and
(c) the oppression of Japanese speakers of English by “social policing” (p.
150). The source of the author’s tenable frustration is explained in detail
in Chapters 9 and 10—the auto-ethnological story of the pseudonymous
Chishiki Faculty of Universal Leadership is good reading, and its rise and fall
is easy to understand. In Chapter 11 Toh concludes that it is audacious to
attempt to use EMI to coyly recruit students from outside of Japan to fill the
enrollment deficits resulting from a declining population (p. 196) and that
the superficial use of the EMI label to market any parts of Japan’s tertiary
education system as internationalized reveals a lack of morals, ethics, and
professionalism (p. 198).

Toh has clearly researched well the influences of history and politics on
education in Japan and presents his main points of dissention deliberately
and logically. The early chapters, highly reliant on secondary sources, read at
times like a literature review. Unfortunately, however, the reader can clearly
sense from early on resentment on the author’s part. Readers familiar with
the Japanese education system in general, and the Japanese university cli-
mate in particular, will likely be able to ignore or pass over this overt subjec-
tivity. However, Toh'’s real and sincere criticism of a half-baked EMI program
gone bad greatly risks misleading less knowledgeable readers into thinking
that this is an inevitable scenario or even just the norm. In addition to laying
the blame for the failure of the EMI described in the book on institutional
failures within a stubborn nationalist environment, Toh suggests that EMI is
a nonstarter for higher education in Japan.

The inclusion of an auto-ethnography results in an overlap of the personal
and the professional and risks inviting vulnerability for the writer across
both personal and professional spheres. However, it also creates “opportu-
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nities for radical reworking of categories of thought and action, including
those that cross boundaries between fields or professions” (Denshire, 2014,
p. 841). Nevertheless, the defensive tone used throughout this book may
prevent the reader from accepting Toh’s argument as genuinely objective.
Furthermore, although Toh offers a detailed analysis of how Japan has insti-
tutionalized forces that in essence preclude the legitimization of EMIs, the
author fails to consider changes occurring in Japanese education that might
eventually cultivate students with the skills he has identified as necessary
for EMIL. Such changes include the expansion of English instruction at the
elementary level and the introduction of International Baccalaureate pro-
grams at the secondary level, not to mention the eventual retirement of both
bureaucratic and academic actors who have been resistant to change. With-
out such considerations, Toh has seemingly prematurely closed the door on
the future of EMI in Japan.
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The Usage-Based Study of Language Learning and Multilingualism is an edited
volume that brings together language experts in the exploration of the no-
tion that meaning and structure emerge from language use. Editors Ortega,
Tyler, Park, and Uno contribute to the investigation of language acquisition
and multilingual development by compiling 13 original usage-based studies
drawn from diverse target languages, including Cantonese, English, Finnish,
French, French Sign Language (FSL), German, Hebrew, Hokkien (a Chinese
dialect from the southern part of Fujian province), Malay, Mandarin, Span-
ish, and Swedish.

The first chapter serves as an introduction to the collection, and the re-
maining 13 chapters are divided among four broad themes: (a) longitudinal
studies of language interactions, (b) corpus-aided studies of learner lan-
guage, (c) experimental studies of usage-based processing and learning, and
(d) studies of human communication outside of laboratory or educational
settings.

In the introductory chapter, Ortega and Tyler succinctly define the con-
cept and key notions of usage-based language learning and establish the
importance of this perspective in the study of language development. The
chapter is rounded out by thorough descriptions of the four general themes
and the studies that address each of them.

The first theme, longitudinal studies of language interactions, is addressed
in five wide-ranging chapters that explore various aspects of multilingual
language development. The first study under this theme by Aliyah Morgen-
stern, Pauline Beaupoil-Hourdel, Marion Blondel, and Dominique Boutet
(Chapter 2) follows the French, British English, and FSL language develop-
ment of four children from birth to 3 years of age. The authors conclude that
parental communicative pressure and frequency of input affect each child’s
learning trajectory. In Chapter 3, Ursula Kania examines whether children
interpret indirect speech acts in English and German as commands or as
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requests for information. The results indicate that not only can the children
understand the nonliteral meaning of indirect speech acts, they can also
reproduce them. Gilad Brandes and Dorit Ravid (Chapter 4) look at Hebrew
prepositional phrases of manner in a cross-sectional study of 80 written nar-
ratives from participants ranging from fourth graders to university students.
Their findings indicate that age and schooling increase the prevalence and
internal complexity of the prepositional phrases. The next study by Taina
Tammelin-Laine and Maisa Martin (Chapter 5) explores the development of
the Finnish L2 negation utterances of four women who are L1 illiterate. The
findings show that, rather than learning by general rules, usage-based evi-
dence emerges because these women had all learned negative speech pat-
terns from exemplars. In the final study under this theme, Amy S. Thompson
(Chapter 6) develops the construct of perceived positive language interaction
to better understand how multilingual college students view their own lan-
guage learning. Thompson finds that some language learners believe that
knowing multiple languages facilitates learning additional languages.

The next four chapters of the book cover corpus-aided studies of learner
language, which have employed corpus techniques to compile cross-sec-
tional data from language instruction situations. Stefanie Wulff (Chapter 7)
analyzes the spoken and written variable use of the that complementizer
by German and Spanish learners of English. She concludes that variation
in the use of the complementizer is derived from exemplar-based input
rather than rules taught during foreign language instruction. In Chapter 8,
Bret Linford, Avizia Long, Megan Solon, and Kimberly L. Geeslin explore L1
and L2 Spanish speakers’ use of subject forms. Their findings indicate that,
because this topic does not receive much attention during language instruc-
tion, differences in the subject expression frequency of these two groups can
be due to usage-based input. Monika Ekiert (Chapter 9) studies article usage
in written L2 English narratives by Polish speakers. Past researchers have
focused on L2 article acquisition, but Ekiert examines the language patterns
that learners use in lieu of correct article usage. Helen Zhao and Fenfen Le
explore in Chapter 10 how frequency, semantic transparency, and L2 learner
proficiency impact the phrasal verb comprehension of Chinese L1 learners
of English. Their findings indicate that low proficiency English learners
show a better understanding of high-frequency phrasal verbs than would
normally be expected and that teachers should try to increase exposure to
lower frequency phrasal verbs.

The third theme, experimental studies of usage-based processing and
learning, consists of two chapters that move away from the previous sec-
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tions’ explorations of language development at home or in the classroom and
into the realm of experimental approaches to understanding usage-based
language learning. Silvia Marijuan, Sol Lago, and Cristina Sanz (Chapter 11)
investigate whether L1 word-order transfer effects cause advanced Span-
ish learners difficulty when processing subject-verb-object (SVO) versus
object-verb-subject (OVS) sentences. Their findings indicate that even these
emerging bilinguals misinterpret the OVS sentences because they rely too
heavily on generating meaning from the grammatical word order of their
L1. In Chapter 12, Maryia Fedzechkina, Elissa L. Newport, and T. Florian
Jaegar use miniature artificial languages, which are researcher-constructed
languages designed for laboratory use, to expose participants to cross-
linguistic language patterns that frequently occur. The authors explain that
gradual changes in language occur because adults tend to simply reproduce
the miniature artificial languages, but children are more likely to alter the
language in some ways.

Two chapters cover the final theme, studies of human communication
outside of laboratory or educational settings. Unlike the previous studies in
the book, these researchers focus on conversations produced through hu-
man interaction in natural settings. In the first study (Chapter 13), authors
Diana Slade, Christian M. I. M. Matthiessen, Graham Lock, Jack Pun, and
Marvin Lam analyze audio recordings of two doctor-patient conversations
employing very different communication strategies. Their discovery shows
that information exchanges using closed questions lead to less effective
hospital consultations, a reduction in patient satisfaction, and a decrease
in patient safety. Michel Achard and Sarah Lee (Chapter 14) study the code-
switching patterns of multilingual speakers in Kuala Lumpur where there
is a high rate of cross-linguistic contact. Their findings show that since the
multilingual environment of Kuala Lumpur influences the code-switching
accommodations and use of blended grammar units in spoken language,
even in monolingual conversations, the usage-based language learning
model is strongly supported.

The diverse range of target languages presented in this book contribute
to the usage-based language learning notion that it is “interpersonal com-
municative and cognitive processes that everywhere and always shape
language” (Slobin, 1997, p. 267). Moreover, the central theme of the usage-
based approach to language acquisition, that humans have a unique ability
to understand the intention of language through its symbolic dimension
(Tomasello, 2005), is reaffirmed by the diverse backgrounds and experi-
ences of the subjects in each study. Another important aspect of this text is



146 JALT Journal, 40.2 « November 2018

that although certain topics, such as phrasal verbs, articles, or code-switch-
ing, have been studied extensively elsewhere, they are viewed here from a
rarely addressed, usage-based perspective. Finally, this book shows that the
usage-based perspective of language learning can be applied to a variety of
language learning and language use contexts for both native and nonnative
speakers.

Unfortunately, there is a shortcoming in The Usage-Based Study of Lan-
guage Learning and Multilingualism that should be mentioned. Although
some of the studies use clear and concise language to describe their research
methods and findings and provide the necessary detail to make replication
possible, others assume that the reader has a deep and firm understand-
ing of linguistic jargon. The result is that their discussions would seem only
accessible to the most ardent linguists. On that basis, this book may not be
for all researchers interested in usage-based approaches to language learn-
ing. Readers looking for a more fundamental entry point into understand-
ing usage-based language learning may want to read Tomasello’s (2005)
Constructing a Language: A Usage-Based Theory of Language Acquisition.
Despite this concern, the editors have largely succeeded in presenting a
thoughtful and thought-provoking volume on how language is acquired
through meaningful input.
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For those who are just beginning to team teach and are looking for ideas
or for those who are interested in learning more about the current state of
team teaching, Team Teaching and Team Learning in the Language Classroom:
Collaboration for Innovation in ELT provides an important discussion of col-
laboration and innovation in the language classroom. The book focuses on the
ways in which team teaching has developed and is being applied in classroom
settings in various contexts. One overarching theme in this book is that innova-
tion, both in and out of the classroom, can be used to create social awareness.
This is expressed throughout the book as the authors discuss ways to develop
collaboration between teachers and teachers, and teachers and students. The
authors focus on different aspects of team teaching, basing their analysis on
theoretical underpinnings while explaining how those theories work, or fail to
work;, in real classroom settings. From the success of the Peace Corps (Chapter
5) to the failure of virtual collaboration (Chapter 11), this book covers a range
of teaching situations and highlights their strengths and weaknesses.

The book is broken up into three sections. In Part 1, “Characterizing ELT
Collaboration and Innovation,” what collaboration and team teaching are in
an ELT context is explained. Stewart begins by introducing the issues facing
collaboration in the classroom and outlines the basis for team teaching. This
first chapter details the benefits of team teaching and collaboration which
are expanded upon in the following chapters. Tajino and Craig Smith (Chap-
ter 2) discuss the issues facing team teaching in Japan, giving examples of
team teaching working in different patterns of interactions between the
two teachers and the students and how those different patterns can have
different results. Team learning (as proposed by Tajino and Tajino, 2000)
and collaboration are said to be the keys to creating successful learning
environments. The chapter ends with the explanation that collaboration
by all stakeholders places a “priority on enhanc[ing] ‘quality of life’ in the
classroom” (p. 24). Several suggestions on how to do this are given, such as
holding small group evaluations throughout the lesson to discuss thoughts
and feelings related to classroom experiences.
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Part 2, “Team Teaching Collaborations,” includes specific examples in-
volving several learning contexts. In Japan, Tatsuhiro Yoshida looks at the
current state of team teaching in the JET Programme (Chapter 3), and Franc-
esco Bolstad and Lori Zenuk-Nishide discuss the deficit model, in which the
limitations of nonnative language teachers are compensated for by native
speakers, and how that has shaped teaching dynamics (Chapter 6). In Chap-
ter 4, Chris Davison evaluates collaboration and professional development
at three different schools in Hong Kong using a multidimensional frame-
work. On a related matter, in the seventh chapter, Chaoqi Fan and Yuen Yi Lo
investigate the interdisciplinary collaboration between an English teacher
and a science teacher at a secondary school in Hong Kong and how that
collaboration influenced the writing of academic science texts. The English
teacher provided support for students whose English was at a lower level
and assisted them in improving their English writing skills as was required
by the school. In Chapter 5, Bill Perry explains the team-teaching dynamic of
those working in the US Peace Corps by covering the challenges of working
with educators from diverse backgrounds in approximately 65 developing
countries.

Part 3, “Collaborative Innovations Beyond Team Teaching,” contains ex-
amples of collaboration implemented in different situations, from the use of
technology to facilitate professional growth (Julian Edge and Mariam Attia,
Chapter 8), to technology for collaborations between students (Dalsky and
Mikel Garant, Chapter 11). Edge and Attia discuss the value of technology for
professional development as a way to share ideas and information among
educators. Dalsky and Garant detail the difficulties faced when students
in different countries used email as the primary means of communication
in a writing task. In Chapter 9, Stewart explains the difficulties in getting
content teachers and ELT teachers to collaborate in a university context by
highlighting the elements of personality and cultural differences that can
hinder collaboration. This chapter shows the possible disconnect that can
occur between mainstream content instructors and EFL specialists. David
Rehorick and Sally Rehorick (Chapter 10) explain the concept of leregogy, a
term which denotes the changing relationship between learner and teacher,
wherein the learner and the teacher exchange roles. The chapter goes on to
cover how this concept was implemented in the development of curricula.
Finally, Hoa Thi Mai Nguyen (Chapter 12) ends the book by detailing profes-
sional development in Vietnamese schools that employ peer monitoring.
This author stresses the cultural norms that are challenged through peer
monitoring and the role that relationships between the mentors and new
teachers have on professional growth.
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The chapter authors and editors of this book have extensive experience in
team teaching and collaboration with peers, and this is clear in their under-
standing and presentation of the complex issues that arise when trying to
apply theory to the classroom. Rehorick and Rehorick, in particular, provide
details on the method they used to design a multidimensional curriculum
for university students grounded in content and language-integrated learn-
ing (CLIL). This curriculum was further integrated with the Common Euro-
pean Framework of Reference (CEFR), and the European Language Portfolio
(ELP; pp. 156-157). They show how theory can be used effectively in the
creation of classrooms where collaboration and team learning thrive, and
Table 10.1 (p. 148-149) shows the framework of their multidimensional
curriculum.

Another good example is given in Chapter 3 by Yoshida, who takes a teach-
ing situation (the JET Programme) similar to those across Japan and applies
the framework created by Tajino and Tajino (2000) to explain what is hap-
pening in the classroom. This chapter examines a video-recorded team-
taught lesson and the collaboration between the students and teachers to
show how the classroom is socioculturally constructed.

Although the authors endeavor to provide a solid explanation of how
theory and practice mesh, it is apparent that in many situations the inter-
personal relationships can play a large role in the success or failure of team
teaching. Although this issue is raised, little empirical evidence is presented
to address it. Indeed, some evidence presented is based solely on the past
experiences of the writers in different contexts (e.g., Chapters 6 and 8).

Overall this book succeeds in its purpose: The connection between prac-
tice and theory and how theoretical models can be applied to team teaching
are explained. The importance of creating social awareness is evident in the
overarching theme of collaboration. Throughout the chapters, it is made
clear that communication and collaboration between educators can be a
powerful tool for learning. Using some of the ideas outlined in this book,
teachers can develop ideas for collaboration with their students and fellow
teachers.
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Text-Based Research and Teaching: A Social Semiotic Perspective
on Language in Use. Peter Mickan and Elise Lopez (Eds.).
London, England: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017. xxiii + 372 pp.

Reviewed by
Akiko Nagao
Ryukoku University

This book clarifies how the concept of systemic functional linguistics
(SFL)—language as a semiotic tool that allows people to negotiate, con-
struct, and organize human experiences—is grounded in daily life, schools,
and language education (see Halliday & Hasan, 1989). SFL researchers and
practitioners such as Halliday and Matthiessen (2014) understand that lan-
guage and its use should not be viewed in terms of the correctness based on
grammatical rules but rather how social activity is expressed in communica-
tion and how language is shaped by social action. When individuals interact
with each other, texts act as mediators and are consciously or unconsciously
chosen according to the specific setting, with grammatical functions, struc-
tures, and vocabulary found therein.

The many studies in Text-Based Research and Teaching are underpinned
by a linguistic theory in which not only the functioning of language but also
language itself are viewed as being deeply related to the societal context in
which the language is practiced. This book is an intriguing collection of 19
research articles that apply the concept of “language as a resource for the
expression of meanings”—that is, a “social semiotic resource”—to teaching
and learning (p. 16). In the Introduction, editors Lopez and Mickan intro-
duce the concept of text-based research and teaching with texts in SFL. Text-
based research refers to studies on both written and spoken texts that are
contextualized language used for social purposes and situations.

Part I, entitled “Text-Based Research in Everyday Social Settings,” com-
prises six chapters. In Chapter 2, Mickan discusses “researching authentic
texts and teaching texts as acts of meaning” (p. 15), from a social semiotic
perspective with the aim of renewing and transforming language teaching
and curricula. He also discusses the study of texts and the reasons for adopt-
ing text-based and semiotic perspectives on language research. Although
modified written and spoken target language texts are usually used in EFL
classrooms, one of the essential concepts of the genre-based approach in SFL
is for teachers, instructors, learners, and researchers to work with authentic
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written and spoken texts. Using a corpus-driven analysis, Elizabeth Robert-
son Rose (Chapter 3) explores online media discourse in spoken texts. In the
fourth chapter, Coral Campbell looks at “action” and “inaction” (p. 4) in how
Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan semantically and syntactically
encoded this experience during the 2007/8 financial crisis. Next, Amanda
Janssen looks at a social semiotic multimodal analysis of discourse in bank-
ing in a chapter of the same name. Then, in Chapter 6, Lopez clarifies the link
between linguistic and creative writing perspectives to analyze the narrative
voice in memoirs. In the final chapter of Part [, Ribut Wahyudi explores calls
for papers emailed from predatory publishers, which JALT Journal readers
are likely receiving at an increasing rate.

Part I, entitled “Text-Based Language Pedagogy,’ consists of 12 research
chapters. First, Celine P. Y. Chu analyzes teacher-student talk in ESL Year 6
and 7 classrooms, focusing on questions asked by new arrival students from
migrant and refugee backgrounds during picture book reading. Although
there is abundant research on applying an SFL- or text-based approach, also
known as a genre approach, to learning English, in Chapter 9, Maggie Gu
reports on observations and challenges in the analysis of Chinese language
education classes at a high school in Adelaide in which a text-based teach-
ing methodology is used. Ruth Widiastuti, in Chapter 10, evaluates a section
from an Indonesian EFL textbook from the point of view of opportunities
for meaning-making by learners. In Chapter 11, Melissa Bond explores how
learners in a Year 10 German class at a high school came to understand the
idea that texts are social semiotic tools through a combination of text-based
teaching methods including extensive reading. Ten learners were exposed
to different formats of written texts—Iletters, postcards, maps, and post-
ers—related to a unit of work on World War II from the German perspective.
Classroom observation data, book logs, assessment data, and surveys were
analyzed, with the results suggesting that the average word length of learn-
ers’ written texts increased across three writing tasks.

Jonghee Lee, in Chapter 12, examines how washback from the College
Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT) English in South Korea is reflected in high
school English teaching and testing practices and explores the nature of the
CSAT English spoken texts from the perspective of SFL. Lee claims that these
examinations tend to have a low degree of interpersonal meaning and deter-
mined that these modified spoken texts usually include unnatural intonation
and slower speaking speeds, which could impactlearners’ knowledge of how
to respond to authentic English interaction. Sharif Moghaddam (Chapter 13)
outlines text-based teaching and research into spoken argumentative texts
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developed in the classroom by learners preparing for the International Eng-
lish Language Testing System (IELTS) examination. Moghaddam'’s research
focused on three objectives: to explore verbal argumentative classroom texts
for IETLS exams, to elaborate verbal argumentative texts which EFL learn-
ers develop, and to provide implications for IELTS preparation by learning
to structure, stage, and organize target genre texts.

After 16 weeks of study, Raelke Grimmer (Chapter 14) reflects upon her
own understanding of the Czech language in short spoken conversations
and written micro stories. She finds that learning from authentic texts is
beneficial from day one. In Chapter 15, Debbie G. E. Ho examines the move
structure of target language texts written by her learners on tourist attrac-
tion places in Brunei and the thematic choices that the students made in
their writing. Then, in Chapter 16, Hasti Rahmaningtyas, Yusnita Febrianiti,
and Nina Inayati report on the use of a text-based approach in a speaking
class and the implementation of “the teaching and learning cycle” by Feez
and Joyce (1998). One of their findings is that text-based teaching provides
an explicit framework for students’ work.

In Chapter 17, Clare Knox records and observes ESL learners’ lexicogram-
matical practices and responses to multimodal texts over 10 weeks in an
out-of-class Facebook group. Results show increased language and culture
awareness and changes in identity as language learners. Tiffany Seok Yee
Wong (Chapter 18) explores the changes in the academic discipline litera-
cies of one international student in an Interior Architecture class where spe-
cific semiotic resources (e.g., drawing, sketching, tracing, wall pin-ups, and
feedback exchange from lecturers and peers) were used for both knowledge
building and skill development. In the final chapter, Mickan and Lopez sum-
marize the potential for investigations of language use in different contexts
of human experience and reveal the scope of text-based studies in business,
media, and teaching.

SFLis alinguistic theory related to the relationship between social context
and linguistic phenomena in which languages are considered to be shaped
by users within social contexts. By meeting the aim to represent this theory
in practice through empirical studies, Text-Based Research and Teaching: A
Social Semiotic Perspective on Language in Use can provide a new perspec-
tive for literacy pedagogy. In Japan, where learners and researchers may not
be aware of how to unpack or incorporate this social aspect of language in
their classrooms, this book can enlighten EFL teachers and learners about
new prospects for writing, reading, speaking, and listening skills.
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Transitions From Education to Work: Workforce Ready
Challenges in the Asia Pacific. Roslyn Cameron, Subas Dhakal,
and John Burgess (Eds.). London, England & New York, NY:
Routledge, 2018. xii + 249 pp.

Reviewed by
Michael Parrish
Kwansei Gakuin University

At first glance, a book on workforce readiness and employability in the Asia
Pacific region would seem an odd fit for this journal, as it focuses neither
on Japan nor language teaching. However, there are several salient issues
discussed in this volume that could be applied to the situation of language
teaching in Japan, particularly at the tertiary level. In particular, the nexus
of “soft” skills—communication, English, critical thinking, and adaptability
(pp- 22-24, p. 177)—commonly cited by employers as lacking in new re-
cruits, can be readily accommodated into a language teaching curriculum.

The book is divided into three sections. It begins with two chapters that
provide a broad overview of the problem of workplace readiness in the Asia
Pacific region and a review of the relevant literature. The second section
consists of nine country case studies examining Taiwan, Vietnam, Malaysia,
Indonesia, Singapore, India, Australia, Nepal, and Laos. Each case study dis-
cusses the social and economic factors that affect workplace readiness in the
respective countries. The book concludes with two short chapters written
by the editors where they consolidate the information presented, provide
predictions of future trends, recommend ways to improve work readiness,
and suggest avenues of future research.
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The bulk of the book comprises the country studies that outline the edu-
cational system, demographic trends, key economic features, and a history
of how the issue of workforce readiness has been or is being addressed. A
snapshot of each country’s labor market, educational structure, workplace-
readiness issues, current initiatives and policies to address the issue, and
suggested remedies is included in a convenient summary table at the end
of each chapter to facilitate easier cross-national comparison. The research
methodology of the chapters was basically a review and interpretation of
information from secondary sources. The majority of the discussions were
based on data obtained from reports on government labor statistics and
industry surveys conducted by local governments, local or regional research
institutions, and international organizations (e.g.,, UNESCO, OECD, or World
Bank). The one exception (Chapter 6 covering Indonesia) included an origi-
nal case study that effectively showcased, in an easy-to-comprehend way,
the issues in workforce readiness and how two companies have faced the
challenges of meeting their labor needs. The case study approach showed
how the issue of work readiness can be related to interpersonal factors in
management style and the specific nature of an industry. Particularly useful
from the case study were the descriptions of the specific measures used to
improve work readiness such as an internship program with a local voca-
tional education institute, company-wide coaching on proper procedures,
and recruitment based on specific rubrics of skills rather than personal con-
nections.

The country studies span nations at several stages of economic develop-
ment, from emerging economies such as Nepal and Laos, to rapidly devel-
oping nations such as Vietnam and Indonesia, to more mature economies
such as Taiwan and Australia. In spite of differences in culture and economic
development, there are striking similarities between the nations discussed
in the book in terms of the issues regarding the mismatch between the set
of abilities employers need and the skills being taught in universities. Rigid
hierarchical structures and stagnant educational traditions and curricula
that do not match with current economic or technological realities were
common complaints as well as the quality and legitimacy of universities
(particularly in emerging economies). These issues with university curricula
have created a paradoxical situation in which there are a sufficient number
of qualified people in terms of formal education but an insufficient number
of candidates who are employable and have the necessary skills required
by industry (p. 22). These complaints are also familiar here in Japan. For
example, Kaneko (2011) found that 75% of graduates did not use the skills
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or knowledge gained at university in their current jobs. This lack of practical
skills, in turn, costs employers time and money in training, only to have the
people they have developed poached by other companies once their skills
improve.

Another barrier to workforce readiness was a willingness to work or con-
tinue to work. In Taiwan, youth who leave the workforce early are described
as the “flash generation” and the “strawberry generation” because although
they obtain employment, they frequently quit after a year or two because
they are easily bruised (like a strawberry) by the realities of workplace
pressures (p. 55). A similar situation regarding workforce readiness and
willingness to work exists in Japan where, despite a recent positive report
that 98% of new college graduates in Japan received employment offers
(“Record 98%,” 2018), there remain an estimated 1.7 million NEETs—youth
not in education, employment, or training—representing 10% of the 15- to
24-year-old population (Osumi, 2017). Other Asia Pacific graduates prefer
to remain unemployed after graduation rather than take a job perceived as
difficult or with low status. This leads to a widespread phenomenon: Many
of the youth seeking education, particularly tertiary education, as a way to
social and economic advancement also find themselves with the highest lev-
els of unemployment or underemployment even in countries with rapidly
growing economies.

One of the shortcomings for many JALT Journal readers is that the book
focuses largely on broader policy-level suggestions. Nevertheless, it does
provide a useful international context to the issues facing new graduates.
Although there are few hands-on, practical suggestions for implementing
avenues to develop workforce readiness skills at the program or classroom
level, the general conclusions and the trends and areas of further research
shown indicate some ways to improve the work readiness of graduates.
Furthermore, the editors emphasize the need for evidence-based decisions
on the analysis, planning, and monitoring of skill gaps and the employment
of new graduates by government and universities. There also needs to be
increased cooperation and coordination between stakeholders (govern-
ments, educational institutions, industry, and students) to ensure that the
skills fostered are not only those that are currently necessary but also the
ability to learn new ones. University and vocational school administrators
in Japan can attempt to increase industry-academic cooperation through
internships and collaboration on curricular content. With a bit of creativity,
individual instructors can adapt their language curriculum or the 3rd-year
job-hunting and seminar classes (zemi) common at Japanese universities to
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develop some of these key survival skills in their students. As the authors
of the conclusions note, paraphrasing a 2017 report from the management
consultancy McKinsey Global Institute, “resilience, flexibility, and the ability
to respond with dexterity will be essential attributes when jobs are likely to
change over time” (p. 238).

References

Kaneko, M. (2014). Higher education and work in Japan: Characteristics and chal-
lenges. Japan Labor Review, 11(2), 5-22. Retrieved from
http://wwwijil.go.jp/english/JLR/documents/2014/JLR42_kaneko.pdf

McKinsey Global Institute. (2017). A future that works: Automation, employment and
productivity. Retrieved from https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Fea-
tured%20Insights/Digital%20Disruption/Harnessing%?20automation%20for%20
a%20future%?20that%?20works/MGI-A-future-that-works_Full-report.ashx

Osumi, M. (2017, June 1). OECD urges Japan to boost social services for young
people, curb ranks of NEETs. The Japan Times. Retrieved from
https://www.japantimes.co.jp

Record 98% of university graduates land jobs. (2018, May 19). The Japan Times.
Retrieved from https://www.japantimes.co.jp

Creating Experiential Learning Opportunities for Language
Learners: Acting Locally While Thinking Globally. Melanie
Bloom and Carolyn Gascoigne (Eds.). Bristol, England:
Multilingual Matters, 2017. xxi + 270 pp.

Reviewed by
John Syquia
Ritsumeikan University

“How can | get my students to practice more outside of the classroom?”
is a question that every language teacher has asked. This is an especially
pertinent question for teachers in Japan because students often lack oppor-
tunities to communicate in a second language outside of class. Well-known
options for language learners include study abroad, conversation school
classes, and language exchange. However, students might lack the financial
resources or initiative necessary for these choices. An increasingly popular
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method for increasing student exposure to the target language is through
experiential, or service, learning (Furco, 2004, p. 14). Experiential learn-
ing is based on the educational reformer John Dewey’s (1938) theory of an
“organic connection between education and personal experience” (p. 24).
In other words, learning that occurs in the classroom should be connected
with real-life experiences out in the community.

Creating Experiential Learning Opportunities for Language Learners: Act-
ing Locally While Thinking Globally thoroughly examines the many forms
that experiential learning can take and its benefits to both service providers
and recipients. Some of the benefits to students include more practice with
the target language, greater intercultural awareness, and increased motiva-
tion. Editors Bloom and Gascoigne preface this collection of 13 research
studies by highlighting the growing popularity of experiential learning in
university second language programs despite the scant amount of literature
on this topic. The book is divided into three sections focusing on experi-
ential learning through community engagement, professional engagement,
and other unique, context-specific opportunities.

The first chapter by Adrian J. Wurr begins with a review of the literature
on experiential learning and describes the variety of forms it can take such
as interning, volunteering, and community service. In Chapter 2, Josef Hel-
lebrandt discusses community engagement and common requirements for
such programs. The author notes that service learning is an increasingly
common component of American university courses; however, this is largely
not reflected on the websites of Spanish departments. In the next chapter,
“Civic Engagement and Community Service Learning: Connecting Students’
Experiences to Policy and Advocacy,” Annie Abbott states that the majority
of service learning programs in the United States involve Spanish and work
with immigrant communities. Abbott describes how students’ perceptions
of which issues are important to immigrants often differ vastly from immi-
grants’ actual concerns. Chapter 4 by Cecilia Tocaimaza-Hatch and Laura C.
Walls covers the benefits of service learning for both second language learn-
ers and heritage language learners (somewhat bilingual individuals who
speak a language other than English at home) and how these are similar and
different.

The second section of the book contains research related to experiential
learning and professional engagement. Chapters 6 and 7 by the editors Gas-
coigne and Bloom, respectively, offer plenty of practical advice for beginning
an internship program at a university. Similarly, Chapter 8 by Carmen King
de Ramirez and Barbara A. Lafford is another practitioner-based account of
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an internship program that focuses on how mentor and intern expectations
often differ. This chapter highlights the need for goal setting and careful
preparation for selecting and preparing interns before creating a program.

The final section of the book describes experiential learning in various
local contexts. In Chapter 10, Brigid Moira Burke describes what she refers
to as “expeditionary learning” (p. 183), based on Outward Bound programs
(see www.outwardbound.org). She describes how the principles that guide
this outdoor, task-based approach to life education can be adapted by lan-
guage teachers for the classroom. In the following chapter; Jessica S. Miller
shares how a university-based experiential program had a real impact in
helping to revitalize a small rural town in the United States. Sabine Marina
Jones (Chapter 12) then examines foreign language dormitories and the
factors necessary for success. Finally, in “Language Camps: By Teaching We
Learn,” Jacqueline Thomas looks at both day camps and weeklong immer-
sion camps and their respective advantages and disadvantages.

Creating Experiential Learning Opportunities for Language Learners pre-
sents the reader with a well-balanced look at many forms of experiential
learning. For educators or administrators thinking of starting their own pro-
grams, this book could provide them with a useful road map to follow and
capitalize on the experience of other practitioners. Taken as a whole, this
book presents a convincing argument for why experiential learning should
be incorporated into language classes because of the benefits to both service
providers and service receivers.

However, there are a few shortcomings of this collection. The first, noted
by the editors themselves in the conclusion, is the lack of statistical analysis
in these papers. Out of the 13 studies, only one includes statistics to docu-
ment student gains through a mixed-methods approach. Evidence of bene-
fits is largely anecdotal, although some studies do use qualitative data in the
form of survey comments. Perhaps statistical analyses are not so necessary
because these papers are largely practitioner-based accounts detailing the
goals, challenges, and successes of service learning programs. Another point
is that a few studies are overly detailed, going as far as listing sentences that
were used in certain activities. Perhaps these studies are best approached
by skimming and saving the expanded content for later reference. Also, it
should be noted that none of the programs described are located in Japan,
although that should not stop resourceful teachers from applying the same
concepts to their own contexts.
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An experiential learning component in language classes can give students
additional practice outside of the classroom and increase their intercultural
awareness. Furthermore, knowing that they will have to actually use their
language skills can be a tremendous motivator for students (Gardner & Lam-
bert, 1972). In a country where students spend years learning a language for
potential future interactions or possible benefits to their career, perhaps it
is time for teachers to create opportunities where genuine communication
will occur. This volume can give teachers advice toward doing just that.
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