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Abstract

Highly discipline-specific skills, such as abstract writing, are often omitted from English for General
Academic Purposes (EGAP) curricula and left to the domain of English for Specific Academic Purposes
(ESAP). To address the lack of discipline-specific content for EGAP courses, we explored how involving
students in the selection of their own learning materials could serve to bridge the gap between the realms
of EGAP and ESAP by providing authentic content that is relevant to learners of varied academic
backgrounds. The present study reports on a method for fostering the academic writing ability of learners
through their involvement in a materials-selection process. The method was taught through an online
course in which Japanese undergraduates learned about research paper abstracts by selecting authentic
and personally-relevant examples from a database of online journals. Students subsequently performed
analyses of these abstracts to understand their move structure, followed by online discussions. The course
culminated in students writing their own abstract through a final assignment. To evaluate the effectiveness
of our method, we analyzed the work product and feedback of 21 participants. Our findings indicate that
student-selection of writing examples contributed to learner motivation, as well as understanding of

writing structures.

Keywords: EAP, abstract writing, move analysis, computer-mediated learning

1. Introduction

English for General Academic Purposes (EGAP) and
English for Specific Academic Purposes (ESAP) represent
two of the most common approaches to teaching English
academic writing, and there has been some debate as to
exactly what roles they should play within the domain of
English writing instruction. Whereas ESAP focuses on
writing concepts and tasks specific to a single academic
discipline, EGAP seeks to impart writing skills that are more
generic and broadly applicable. Despite their differing
pedagogical foci, each approach is indispensable to learners,
who require both the generic and transferable writing skills
learned through EGAP (Leki & Carson, 1994; Wingate &
Tribble, 2012), and instruction linked to specific academic
disciplines (Bruce, 2011; Hyland, 2007).

Although both EGAP and ESAP skills are crucial to the
academic success of learners, EGAP courses may be the only
instructional option available (Flowerdew, 2016; Wette,
2014) in many higher educational contexts due to institutional
constraints. Administrators, when confronted with a choice
between implementing ESAP or EGAP, may struggle to resist
the ‘one size fits all’ approach to academic writing offered by
EGAP. Regrettably, these institutional decisions deprive

learners of the discipline-specific writing skills that ESAP
courses excel at teaching. The general focus of EGAP courses
means that they can struggle to cater the needs of all students,
and its generic learning materials can lack authenticity, as it
is designed specifically for language learning purposes.
Additionally, materials selected by teachers may feature
examples that lack relevance to student needs and interests
(Mishan, 2005).

To address the lack of authentic and discipline-specific
materials in EGAP courses, we explored how involving
students in the selection of their own learning materials could
serve to bridge the gap between the realms of EGAP and
ESAP by providing authentic content that is relevant to
learners of varied academic backgrounds. Our approach
aimed to increase exposure to discipline-specific content
through student contributions, which are thought to raise
genre-awareness (Hyon, 2016; Swales & Feak, 2000) and
increase the motivation and engagement of students
(Flowerdew, 2016).

2. Literature Review
2.1 EGAP and ESAP Writing
The EGAP versus ESAP debate has been a controversial



issue in the field of English for Academic Purposes (EAP).
Although both are essential for students, it is important to
understand the roles served by either approach. ESAP is
thought to increase students’ motivation, as students may feel
more eager to study writing skills pertaining to their interests
(Flowerdew, 2016). Furthermore, gaining familiarity with
discipline-specific content is of equal importance to attaining
generic writing skills, since the mechanics of writing cannot
be divorced from their context. Learning academic writing
skills should thus ideally be connected to the learning of
discipline-specific content. Indeed, researchers have
highlighted the importance of raising genre-awareness using
corpus of varied disciplines (Hyland, 2014; Nesi & Gardner,
2012).

Because of the benefits associated with an ESAP approach,
a hybrid method incorporating aspects of EGAP and ESAP is
suggested in instances where standalone ESAP courses are
unfeasible (Flowerdew, 2016). It has been proposed that
EGAP and ESAP be united under a unified EAP framework
(Tajino, 2004; Tajino, & Suiko, 2005). In such a context,
teachers are advised to incorporate discipline-specific content
shared by students, which may raise awareness of differences
between text types across varied disciplines (Hyon, 2016;
Swales & Feak, 2000).

Furthermore, it is thought that encouraging student
contribution increases exposure to discipline-specific input
and raises the motivation and engagement of students
(Flowerdew, 2016). This way of thinking motivated our study,
which examines whether such activities have similar effects
on the motivation of students who lack prior exposure to a
particular academic genre. Completion of certain genre-
awareness raising tasks, such as move analysis, can help
prepare learners for the actual production of academic writing
(Hyon, 2016). For this reason, our approach incorporates
tasks that raise awareness of textual patterns by utilizing
exemplars chosen by students. Some literature on EAP
teaching has recommended incorporating discipline-specific
content through student contributions. However, these
general recommendations did not describe specific methods
of how such content might be effectively implemented within
a particular context. Therefore, the present study examines the
efficacy of this method on first-year undergraduate students
lacking prior knowledge of academic genre distinctions.

2.2. Analyzing Move Structure in Research Paper Abstracts
Swales (1981) defined a “move” as a section of text,
which serves a specific communicative function. The term
and concept are often used in a genre analysis to identify
rhetorical patterns. For example, there are certain moves
commonly used in introductions of research articles, and
certain linguistic patterns can be found within each move that
serve specific communicative purposes (Swales, 1981, 1990).
The communicative purpose of an abstract, for instance, is to
convince potential readers that its contents are worth reading.
The length requirements imposed on abstracts mean that they
tend to serve as a “selective representation” of a paper, rather
than its detailed description (Hyland, 2014, p. 64). What
merits inclusion in an abstract is largely a function of the
knowledge and expectations of its intended audience. For

instance, medical paper abstracts can often forgo lengthy
introductions when papers concern the treatment of well-
known medical phenomena, such as heart disease or cancer.
By contrast, papers regarding educational methods may
require longer introductions in order to adequately frame the
background and scope of an inquiry. In this way, structures
can often differ greatly by discipline (Yang & Allison, 2004),
which can make the instruction of abstract writing a challenge.

While abstracts can display a wide range of variation,
Hyland (2014) puts forward a model for describing abstracts
in terms of five constituent moves: 1. Introduction, 2. Purpose,
3. Method, 4. Product (or ‘results’), and 5. Conclusion (or
‘discussion’). In a typical abstract, an introduction section is
included to explain the context in which the research was
undertaken. This is followed by the purpose section, which
describes the intention of the researcher(s). Next, the method
describes the research design, experimental procedure, and
means of data collection, followed by a product (or ‘results’)
section which summarizes the paper’s findings. Finally, the
conclusion section presents the authors’ interpretation of
research findings and their implication for future research.

Another model for describing the composition of abstracts
is known by the acronym IMRD or IMRAD. This model,
which describes abstracts in terms of ‘Introduction,’
‘Methods,” ‘Results,” and ‘Discussion,” has become a widely
adopted framework endorsed by the American Psychological
Association (APA). Despite the popularity of IMRAD,
however, the abstracts of many papers still diverge from this
format. Yang and Allison (2004) note that it is common for
papers in the field of applied linguistics to omit the
‘Discussion’ and ‘Conclusion’ sections from their abstracts.
Due to these variations in move structure across disciplines,
it has been advised that a generic model be employed for the
sake of academic writing instruction. The curriculum in our
study therefore adapted Hyland’s (2014) model for the
purpose of analyzing abstract structure. Although this generic
model was employed for the sake of efficient instruction,
students require exposure to various abstracts in order to
determine which fit the model. As the structure of abstracts
can vary by disciplines, it is crucial to understand the generic
structure and how it differs from discipline-specific structure.
Thus, we explored the ideal balance of generic and discipline-
specific skills taught in lessons.

3. Purpose of Study
3.1 Incorporating Discipline-specific Skills in EGAP

While teachers of EGAP appreciate the importance of
writing research abstracts, there is no consensus among
practitioners as to exactly when this skill should be taught.
Research regarding the perceptions of EGAP instructors in
Japanese higher education indicated that 45 percent think
abstracts should be taught through ESAP courses, while
others think it should be a part of EGAP curricula (Maswana,
Takahashi, Kanamaru, Sasao, & Tajino, 2018). Consequently,
the skill of writing abstracts is taught inconsistently from
institution to institution (or even from department to
department), resulting in students with different levels of
preparedness, and further compounding the difficultly of



teaching academic writing.

The range of views expressed by teachers’ regarding this
matter may be due to the difficulty of introducing discipline-
specific skills through EGAP. One of these skills is abstract
writing, which requires writers to learn and apply the writing
conventions of specific discourse communities. Although
EGAP courses aim to instill general academic writing skills,
the use of inauthentic writing samples that have been
specifically designed for learning purposes may lead to
overgeneralization of writing concepts and fail to raise
awareness of the differences between various disciplines
and/or genres.

Thus, in order to address this problem, the present research
explored the effectiveness of incorporating authentic
discipline-specific content into an EGAP course by involving
students in the material-selection process. Toward this end,
we endeavored to design a course on abstract writing skills
that was suitable for students of varied proficiency levels and
academic backgrounds. By providing the course through an
online learning management system (LMS), our hope was
that students whose departments or institutions do not offer
instruction on abstract writing could access and complete the
course as a supplement to their existing education and
independently study academic writing skills. Ultimately,
however, the course design presented here was modified to
incorporate some in-class instruction. Although the course
was unable to provide a fully autonomous learning experience,
the online platform allowed learners to share student-selected
materials and comments, which seems to have increased
student engagement in the learning process.

3.2 Assessing the Benefits of Student-Selected Materials

Our approach leverages content selected and or generated
by students. These consisted of forum comments on the LMS
and authentic writing samples that students selected from
online journal databases.

The present study explored the effects of this approach on
students’ understanding of the rhetorical features and
structural patterns of research paper abstracts, as well as its
influence on student engagement and motivation. The
following hypotheses regarding anticipated benefits were
examined:

1. Student-selected, authentic writing samples can

promote student engagement and motivation.

2. Exposure to a wide variety of abstracts can increase

understanding of abstract structure and features.

4. Methods and Procedure

This research explored the effects of learner-selected
materials on learner engagement, motivation and
understanding of writing concepts in a 4-week course
regarding the writing of research paper abstracts.

4.1 Participants

The participants were first year pharmacology majors at a
university in Japan (N=21) enrolled in an English Writing &
Listening class. The majority of students (n=19) responded to
a post-study questionnaire regarding their learning experience.

Most of the respondents (n=17) did not have any prior
experience writing research paper abstracts and lacked
knowledge regarding the features of abstract move structure
prior to taking this course.

4.2 Data Collection and Analysis

Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected
through an online questionnaire (n=19), semi-structured
interviews (n=>5), students’ written assignments, and online
contributions, such as comments posted during student
discussions. A four-point Likert scale was employed for the
questionnaire (Strongly Agree, Somewhat Agree, Somewhat
Disagree, Strongly Disagree). Students’ motivation and
engagement were measured through the questionnaire and
interviews whereas submissions of essays and online
comments were used to evaluate how the course helped to
improve students’ writing performance.

4.3 Course Description and Procedure

The present study was conducted within the context of an
existing 15-week English writing and listening course which
required students to attend a 90-minute class once per week.
Content related to writing research abstracts was presented
from week 10 through week 13 in tandem with standard
course assignments and activities. The approach blended
online (out of class) and face-to-face instruction (in class).

The lessons were designed around having students
independently select and analyze learning materials through
the learning management system (LMS). Students then
offered insights and observations from their analysis in
comment threads on the LMS.

Bilingual instructions and descriptions were provided on
the LMS in English and Japanese.

The course was administered in six steps: 1. Prior-
Knowledge Assessment, 2. Abstract Search and Discussions,
3. Recognizing Abstract Sections, 4. Writing Abstracts, 5.
Revising Abstracts, 6. Final Submission and Grading.

Table 1. Overview of Abstract Writing Lessons

Objectives Activities
Evaluate Students:
Prior- A) Speculated about the function of
Knowledge abstracts
B) Shared thoughts with peers through
online comments
2 Find and A)  Searched online databases
Discuss B) Posted abstracts related to personal
Abstracts research interests
C) Shared observations
Recognize A) Read explanations
Abstract B) Took a quiz
Sections C) Color-coded abstracts
D) Shared observations
4 Write an A) Learned how to use Academic
Abstract Phrasebank
B) Drafted abstracts based on authentic
materials
5 Revise an A) Learned about tense usage and
Abstract hedging



B) Did anonymous peer review with a
checklist

Submitted revised abstracts online
Awaited grades and feedback from
instructors

6 Submit the A)
Final B)
Assignment

In Step. 1, students speculated about the function of
abstracts and shared thoughts with peers through online
comments. This step was necessary for both students and
teachers to understand students’ prior knowledge and
experience regarding research papers.

In Step. 2, students searched online journal databases, then
posted abstracts related to personal research interests.
Students then shared observations regarding the structure of
abstracts and frequently occurring expressions.

In Step. 3, students read explanations regarding move
structure, took a multiple-choice quiz to identify moves,
color-coded abstracts (see Appendix A, Example of a Color-
coded Abstract. ), and shared their observations regarding the
structure abstracts. The course materials provided
explanations of move structure adapted from Hyland’s (2014)
model (Introduction, Purpose, Method, Results (Product), and
Conclusion). The term “Product” is changed to “Results” in
our materials for clarity of instruction. Students were required
to mark each section in its designated color (red for
Introduction, orange for Purpose, yellow for Method, green
for Results, and blue for Conclusion).

In Step 4., students drafted their own abstracts based on a
sample research paper provided by the researchers. The
provided sample was modified for instructional use by
partially redacting its introduction and conclusion to
discourage paraphrasing. Students were instructed to include
all five sections (Introduction, Purpose, Methods, Results,
Conclusion) introduced in the lessons. To assist in the writing
process, students were introduced to an online corpus known
as the Manchester Academic Phrase Bank (Morley, 2018a),
which provides academic expressions sourced from authentic
academic papers and categorized according to the rhetorical
analysis approach of Swales (1990). Students were highly
encouraged to use this resource, since the generic phrases
contained within the corpus allow writers to use the
expressions without risk of plagiarism (Morley, 2018b).

In Step. 5, students learned about tense usage and hedging
strategies before completing a self-check and peer-review
process to revise their drafts. The in-class peer-review activity
was implemented using a checklist that explains assessment
criteria (see Appendix B: Evaluation Checklist). Peer-review
was conducted anonymously to elicit more honest feedback.

In Step. 6, students submitted their revised abstracts online.
The researchers provided feedback and graded submissions
based on the same checklist criteria that students used during
peer-review (see Appendix C: Student Essay with Feedback).

5. Findings and Discussion
5.1 Benefits of Student-Selected Content

Our findings were consistent with previous studies in
which student-generated learning materials promoted
engagement and motivation in learning tasks (Lambert et al.,

2017). Our questionnaire (n=19) results indicated that
student-selected writing samples were relevant to participants’
academic needs, with 16 respondents reporting that they
gained exposure to research papers related to their current
university studies (Figure 1). In a follow-up interview (n=5),
two students independently mentioned how a writing sample
about Alzheimer’s disease was relevant to their personal
research interests.

I was able to learn the features of
abstracts related to my current 9 7
university studies.

I gained exposure to research papers
related to my current university studies.

0 5 10 15 20
Responses (1=19)

Strongly Agree mSomewhat Agree ®mSomewhat Disagree ® Strongly Disagree

Figure 1. Discipline-specific input.

Student collaboration also seems to have contributed to
students’ learning. Two interviewees expressed that “active
learning” aided their understanding. One interview
participant indicated feeling “more actively involved in the
learning process when taking an online-mediated class,”
indicating that online discussion contributed to student
engagement.

Another indicator of increased student motivation is that
nearly all questionnaire respondents (n=18) reported that the
skills learned in the lessons will be of use to them in the future.
This indicates that having students select personally-relevant
writing samples may have allowed them to better imagine the
future benefit of writing research paper abstracts.

5.2 Benefits of Varied Exposure

The findings echoed previous findings of genre awareness
studies in that exposure to a wide variety of abstracts
increases understanding of their structure and common
features. It is suggested that abstract writing instruction
include a wide range of model exemplars to help learners
understand writing concepts such as genre (Hyland, 2007) as
presenting a limited number of exemplars may lead to
overgeneralization of rhetorical features (Wette, 2014).

When asked whether they were “able to learn the features
of abstracts,” a majority (n=17) of questionnaire respondents
responded “Strongly Agree” or “Somewhat Agree,” despite
the fact that only 7 students indicated prior knowledge of
research abstracts (Figure 2). The same number of
respondents (n=17) indicated that viewing student-submitted
abstracts helped them to complete their final assignment.



Post-lesson knowledge 14 3

Responses (1#=19)

Strongly Agree © Somewhat Agree ™ Somewhat Disagree B Strongly Disagree

Figure 2. Knowledge regarding abstract sections.

In addition to the questionnaire results, student comments
on discussion threads (Step. 3: Lesson 2, Task 2)
demonstrated a structural understanding of patterns across the
abstract writing samples. Students commented that “the order
of the sections was mostly the same for all abstracts,” and “the
content may differ, but I felt that the [abstract] flow is
consistent,” demonstrating how students successfully learned

the move patterns of abstracts from student-selected examples.

The following comment, taken from the final assignment
indicates that some students also referred to abstracts posted
by other students when writing their abstracts:

“During peer review, someone pointed out that the
abstract should include a description of both of the tasks
(employed in the study), but I think this will make the
abstract overly lengthy and detailed. 1 also looked at
abstracts posted during our second lesson, but there were
not many abstracts with specific descriptions of
experimental methods. For this reason, I would like to
submit this without adding detailed descriptions of
methodology.”

This comment shows that abstracts and move analyses
shared online informed the writing decisions made by
students during their final assignment.

Additionally, the Manchester Academic Phrase Bank
corpus served a vital role in increasing students’ exposure to
academic vocabulary and phrases. A majority of
questionnaire respondents (n=15) reported that they used
phrases from the corpus in their final abstract. Indeed,
students’ written work often included phrases cited from the
website. Additionally, 13 respondents selected “strongly
agree” to the following statement: “the Phrasebank helped me
to write a better abstract.”

5.3 Opportunities for Additional Intervention

On average, students performed well in the course, with an
average final score of approximately 8.9 out of 10 (See Figure
3) indicating that most students benefitted from our course’s
approach to academic writing. However, analysis of several
students’ final writing assignments revealed that additional
teacher intervention and scaffolding may be required for
students to derive maximum benefit from student-selected
examples.

Although the corpus and authentic materials seemed to
have increased exposure to a wide range of abstracts, the wide

range of examples shared by students may have made it
difficult to distinguish appropriate examples from
inappropriate ones. This is because learner-selected abstracts
often include deviated from the model structure that they were
taught in the lessons. As one interviewee explained, “I could
not tell if the abstracts posted online were good examples or
not.”

In order to address this problem, teachers need to make it
clear that there is a discrepancy between the models that
students learn and discipline-specific writing structures found
in authentic research paper abstracts. When using a wide
variety of authentic materials, teachers need to help students
evaluate the materials to determine whether they are relevant
and consistent. Although the majority of students learned the
skills successfully, some students may need such additional
instructor support, making it difficult to implement a fully-
autonomous writing course.

Submission of students’ comments and assignments were
analyzed to examine how students’ selection of writing
samples affected learning outcomes. Submission of students’
final written tasks showed that many of them successfully
completed the assignment using online resources and
materials posted by their peers.

One student (see Figure 3, Student A), however, did not do
well on his final assignment, having only scored 6.5 out of 10.
The submitted final assignment did not include a purpose or
results section, which lowered the total score by two points.
The abstract sections were also not ordered properly and it
included improper register (e.g. informal expressions,
contractions, first and second person pronouns), leading to
further point reduction (-1.5 points). Color-coded move
analysis from Step 3 showed that the student chose an abstract
with only three sections (introduction, purpose and
conclusion) excluding methods and results sections.

As the abstract the student chose lacked the relevant
sections, the student may have misunderstood the assignment
at this critical stage and based his writing on the example he
initially chose, which lacked criteria necessary for the final
assignment. This hypothesis is further supported by Student
A’s comment from Step3: Task 3, Discussion 2, in which he
wrote that “the abstracts do not necessarily include all of the
sections (moves), but they had the same structure with
introduction, purpose and methods, results, conclusion.”

The analysis of other student submissions, however,
revealed cases in which a student was not affected by the
selection of an inappropriate abstract sample. Despite
choosing an abstract which did not adhere to the five-move
structure taught in the course, (Step3, Task 3 Discussion 2),
Student B scored 9 out of 10, missing only one point for
improper grammar. As she chose an abstract from a review
paper, the abstract was missing two sections (a method and
conclusion). Her choice of sample, however, did not seem to
adversely affect her understanding of move structure. Perhaps
this is because she made sure to carefully examine multiple
exemplars shared by other students, rather than focusing on
her own selection.



Student A B Avarage

Length 1 1 0.952
Tense 1 1 0.928
Conjunctions 1 1 0.952
Register 0.5 1 0.928
Introduction 1 1 0.952
Purpose 0 1 0.904
Methods 1 1 1
Results 0 1 0.904
Conclusion 1 1 0.952
Implication 1 1 0.976
Grammar 0 -1 -0.119
Confusing 0 0 -0.19
Misordered -1 -0.095
Incomplete 0 0 -0.071

Subtotal 7.5 10 9.452

Deductions -1 -1 -0.476
Total 6.5 9 8.976

Figure 3. Scores of final assignments by sections.

In future implementations of this course, instructors should
require that students view and analyze multiple submissions
to reduce the influence of exemplars which may not adhere to
the target model.

6. Conclusion

Although EGAP courses aim to provide general academic
skills, exposure to a small number of inauthentic writing
samples may lead to overgeneralization of writing concepts,
and unawareness of the differences between discipline-
specific writing styles. In order to address this need for
authentic and discipline-specific content in EGAP, we had
students select their own writing examples, analyze their
structure and share them with peers in order to gain increased
exposure to writing samples across disciplines. The sharing
and structural analysis of abstracts through color-coding
provided students with a visual means of recognizing move
patterns.

Results from the student questionnaire and interviews
indicated that student-selection of writing examples and
student discussion contributed to learner motivation and
engagement, as well as understanding of writing structures.
However, analysis of student writing revealed that additional
teacher intervention could help students to avoid forming
misconceptions and derive more benefit from peer-selected
exemplars. In order to address this issue, teachers should
intervene as necessary to help students identify relevant
examples by curating the abstracts chosen by students —
making sure to present straightforward exemplars before
introducing variations (Wette, 2014). Alternatively, teachers
may also provide students with a carefully selected model
abstract which adheres to the target structure in addition to the

authentic samples selected by students (Hyland, 2007,
Macbeth, 2010).

The current study echoed previous studies in that increased
exposure to discipline-specific input by encouraging student
contribution can raise the motivation and engagement of
students (Flowerdew, 2016). Researchers have suggested that
aspects of ESAP be integrated into EGAP curricula
(Flowerdew, 2016) by incorporating discipline-specific
content shared by students (Hyon, 2016; Swales & Feak,
2000). The present study explored the benefits of
implementing this suggestion within a Japanese university
classroom featuring students with limited experience writing
academic papers in English.

The final results of our study indicate that while some
learners may require additional scaffolding to identify and
produce competent writing, the majority of participants
seemed to benefit from the course method—with students
indicating their understanding of structural patterns and
increased motivation toward the subject matter. The present
study demonstrates how methods which incorporate student-
selected authentic materials have the potential to help even
novice learners gain fundamental competency in academic
writing skills.

Notes

! As the students used authentic research papers online, a sample
abstract created by teachers is provided as an example instead of
students’ posts. The sample was partially redacted for copyright
protection.
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Abstract

In a required English class, 38 university students gave a presentation and assessed not only their peers’
presentations but also their own presentations. Furthermore, their teacher assessed their presentations.
FACETS analysis was conducted in order to compare these peer, self- and teacher assessments. The results
indicated that the correlation coefficients between the peer and teacher assessments were not as low as
those between the peer and self-assessments. On the other hand, the teacher-assessor was the most peculiar.
Moreover, the peer- and teacher-assessors were quite lenient, while the self-assessors were more severe
than the other two. Regarding item difficulties, the teacher rated posture & eye contact strictly; meanwhile,
peer- and self-assessors rated fluency & pronunciation strictly. As for bias analysis, 35 bias interactions
between the peer-assessors and the presenters and no bias interactions between the teacher-assessor and
the presenters were detected. Overall, this study gives some caution in utilizing peer and self-assessments
as formal assessments to assess students’ presentations in an EFL classroom.

Keywords: peer assessment, self-assessment, teacher assessment, presentation, Japanese university

1. Introduction

Peer and self-assessments are educational activities in
which students assess their peers’ or own work and have their
own work assessed by their peers. Many researchers have
proven that peer assessment is a good pedagogical instrument
(Afitska, 2014; Ahmad & Majid, 2015; Bowman-Perrott,
Mahadevan, & Etchells, 2016; Casallas & Samir, 2016;
Cheng and Warren, 2005; Colby, 2010; Iraji, Enayat, &
Momeni, 2016; Jingjing & Fengying, 2015; Sin, 2013), as is
self-assessment (Andrade & Valtcheva, 2009; Babaii et al.,
2016; Babaii, Taghaddomi & Pashmforoosh, 2016; Butler &
Lee, 2010; Dann, 2002; De Saint-Leger, 2009; Little, 2005;
Little, 2009). On the other hand, some researchers have
claimed that peer and self-assessments cannot be considered
an effective measurement tool (Alderson, 2005; Brantmeier
& Vanderplank, 2008; Brantmeier, Vandeerplank, & Strube,
2012; Butler & Lee, 2006; Chen, 2008; Cheng and Warren,
1999; Dolosic, Brantmeier, Strube, and Hogrebe, 2016;
Farrokhi, Esfandiari, and Schaefer, 2012; Mazloomi &
Khabiri, 2016), while other studies have shown that peer and
self-assessments could be good measurement tools
(Azarnoosh, 2013; Birjandi and Bolghari, 2015; Jones and
Alcock, 2014; Patri, 2002; Saito, 2008; Saito & Fujita, 2004;
Matsuno, 2009; Topping, 2009).

In the present study, students assessed their peers’
presentations, which may have been difficult for them
because they had to assess their peers’ performance within
tight time constraints. Assessing presentations is totally
different from assessing writing, wherein they can take more
time. Using FACETS analysis and, partly, Excel, the
following research questions are answered in the context of
students assessing peers’ presentations.

1. How could peer, self- and teacher assessments be

measurable using FACETS analysis?

2. How much were peer, self- and teacher assessments
correlated?

3. How were peer, self- and teacher assessments similar
and different based on FACETS analysis?

4. Did peer- and teacher-raters have any biases toward
presenters and items?

2. Method

Thirty-eight second-year national university students
participated in this study. Their TOEFL scores were between
460 and 540. When they were freshmen, they took two
English writing classes. Then, they took this required English
class, wherein they learned how to give a 3-minute
presentation in English. During the presentation period, they
conducted peer and self-assessments. This presentation was
conducted for 2 weeks, and two students (R1 and R8) did not
attend either class; hence, they were not included as peer-
raters. The assessment sheet included six items: posture & eye
contact; voice; visuals & gestures; fluency & pronunciation;
content & organization; and overall, which were scored on a
five-point Likert scale. Moreover, their presentations were
assessed by their teacher, who is Japanese and has been
teaching this presentation class for more than 10 years.

FACETS analysis was conducted using the FACETS
computer program, version 3.82.3 (Linacre, 2019). This
analysis investigated the impact of rater severity, presenter
ability, and item difficulty. In this study, FACETS was run
four times: peer assessments only, self-assessments only,
teacher assessments only, and peer and teacher assessments
together. Self-assessors were assumed to have the same mean
level of severity, and group anchoring was utilized in order to
see the differences in presenters’ abilities between peer, self-
and teacher assessments.



3. Results
3.1 Research question 1

The first research question — “How could peer, self- and
teacher assessments be measurable using FACETS analysis?”
— was answered using Summary statistics in FACETS.

Table 1. Summary statistics of peer, self-, and teacher-assessments

Peer assessment

Self-assessment Teacher assessment

Presenters Raters Items Presenters Items Presenters Items
Logit-Scale
Infit MSE
M 1.00 1.02 1.00 0.91 0.89 1.00 0.92
SD 0.25 0.36 0.20 0.76 0.38 0.69 0.49
Std. Infit MSE
M -0.10 -0.20 -0.30 -0.30 -0.60 0.00 -0.50
SD 1.70 2.60 4.00 1.30 1.80 1.00 2.50
Outfit MSE
M 0.99 1.01 1.00 0.89 0.86 0.99 0.99
SD 0.25 033 0.20 0.75 0.37 0.75 0.49
Std. Outfit MSE
M 0.99 -0.20 -0.30 -0.40 -0.70 0.10 -0.10
SD 0.25 2.60 0.39 1.30 170 1.00 2.30
Reliability of Separation 0.97 0.98 097 091 0.85 0.68 0.95
Chi-Square 1286.30 212420 147.60 293.70 40.80 105.80 94.40

Based on Linacre (2012), values from 0.5 to 1.5 (the logit
scale) of infit and outfit mean-square statistics are considered
“productive for measurement” (Linacre, 2012, p.15).
Moreover, the acceptable range of standardized-fit statistics
is between -1.9 and 1.9, which indicates that “data have
reasonable predictability” (Linacre, 2002, p. 878). In this
study, all of the infit and outfit mean-square statistics and the
standardized infit and outfit mean-square values were within
the acceptable range; that is to say, the data in this study could
be utilized for measurement.

The separation reliability statistic indicates how well
individual elements within a facet can be differentiated from
one another. In this study, high separation reliability statistics
for presenters, raters and items were detected, meaning that
each writer’s ability, each rater’s severity and each item’s
difficulty were different. In addition, a chi-square statistic
determines whether or not the element within a facet can be
exchangeable. In this study, each chi-square statistic indicated
that the overall differences between elements within the writer,
rater and item facets were significant and could not be
exchanged.

3.2 Research question 2

Research question 2 — “How much were peer, self- and
teacher assessments correlated?” — was answered using
Correlation Statistics.

Table 2. Correlation coefficients between peer and teacher-
assessments, and peer and self-assessments

Presenters PxT SxP Presenters PxT SxP Presenters PxT SxP
P1 0.55% 0.86* P14 0.56* 0.32 p27 0.57% 0.84*
P2 0.68* <0.27 P15 <022 -0.22 P28 0.09 0.24
P3 0.87* 0.54* P16 -015 -0.91 P29 0.71* -0.05
P4 0.67* 0.83* P17 0.63* P30 0.13 0.18
P5 -0.22 0.07 P18 0.70* P31 -0.42 0.86*
P6 0.83* 0.47* P19 0.87* -0.54 P32 0.61* 0.54*
P7 0.53* -0.20 P20 0.78* 0.72% P33 0.70% 0.49*
P8 0.49* 0.16 P21 0.44* 0.85* P34 0.11 0.47*
P9 0.73* 0.74* P22 -0.08 -0.69 P35 0.73* 0.45*
P10 0.75% -0.33 P23 0.76* 0.34 P36 0.29 0.23
P11 0.29 0.37 P24 0.91* P37 0.54* 0.17
P12 -0.41 0.16 P25 0.85* -0.07 P38 0.84* 0.69*
P13 0.90% P26 0.20 -0.25

Notes: P = peer assessments, T=teacher assessments, S= self-assessments

Some students did not assess their own performance;
therefore, 38 peer assessments, 34 self-assessments and 38
teacher assessments were included. In Table 2, correlation
coefficients above 0.40 were considered reasonable. Twenty-
six correlations between peer and teacher assessments and 20
correlations between peer and self-assessments were found to
be reasonable correlations. Presumably, the correlation
coefficients between the peer and teacher assessments were
not as low as those between the peer and self-assessments;
however, considering four missing self-assessments, both
correlations between P and T and those between P and S did
not show good correlations. In addition, the point biserial
correlation of raters in FACETS was 0.36, which also
indicated that the raters were not sufficiently correlated with
one another.

3.3 Research question 3

Research question 3 — “How were peer, self- and teacher
assessments similar and different based on FACETS analysis?”
— was answered using FACETS maps, rater measurement
reports, and unexpected responses.

FACETS maps

FACETS maps display visual information on differences
that might exist among different elements of a facet, such as
differences in ability among writers. The scale in the first
column is the logit scale; meanwhile, the one in the far-right
column is the scale used in the scoring. The second column
shows the wvariation in ability among presenters. The
presenters are organized with the most able at the top and the
least able at the bottom. The third column shows the variation
in severity among raters. The most severe rater is at the top
and the least severe rater is at the bottom. The fourth column
shows the variation in difficulty among items. The most
severely scored item is at the top and the least severely scored
item is at the bottom. Figures 1, 2 and 3 show peer, self- and
teacher assessments, respectively.
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Figure 2. FACETS map of self-assessments.
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Figure 3. FACETS map of teacher assessments.

Examining presenters’ abilities in the maps, self-raters were
more severe than teacher- and peer-raters because presenters’
ability logits were often below 0.00 logit in the self-
assessment, while those in peer and teacher assessments were
often above 0.00 logit. Moreover, the teacher evaluated
“posture & eye contact” the most severely, while peer- and
self-raters assessed “fluency & pronunciation” the most
difficult. The teacher and peer-assessors assessed “content”
the most leniently; meanwhile, self-assessors assessed “voice”
the most leniently.

Rater measurement report

The following is the rater measurement reported by
FACETS analysis, including both peer and teacher
assessments. From the left, each column shows rater IDs, rater
severity, error, and fit mean square. The most lenient rater was
R36, whose severity was -2.91; meanwhile, the most severe
rater was R34, whose severity was 3.32. The reliability of
separation was 0.97, which was very high. Furthermore, the
chi-square of 1295.7 with 37 df was significant at p<0.00;
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therefore, all raters were not equally severe.

Table 3. Rater measurement report

Severity Error Infit Severity Error Infit
R2 0.91 0.15 0.91 R22 -0.36 0.15 1.56
R3 0.46 0.15 0.91 R23 2.23 0.15 1.35
R4 -2.20 0.18 1.34 R24 0.32 0.10 124
R5 0.41 0.15 1.46 R25 0.15 0.15 0.95
R6 -0.15 0.15 0.65 R26 -0.76 0.16 0.96
R7 1.00 0.15 115 R27 1.76 0.15 1.06
R9 -1.10 0.16 111 R28 -1.98 0.17 071
R10 0.00 0.15 0.64 R29 1.02 0.15 1.02
R11 -0.26 0.15 0.71 R30 0.89 0.15 0.87
R12 -0.97 0.16 0.57 R31 0.14 0.15 111
R13 -0.57 0.15 0.52 R32 0.42 0.17 137
R14 2.25 0.15 0.81 R33 218 0.28 1.80
R15 -0.58 0.15 0.84 R34 332 0.15 0.81
R16 0.76 0.15 0.76 R35 -0.36 0.15 1.65
R17 -0.16 0.15 0.78 R36 291 0.21 1.08
R18 -0.63 0.18 0.35 R37 043 0.14 051
R19 0.14 0.15 0.76 R38 0.24 0.15 0.73
R20/Teacher -1.26 0.11 1.93 R39 0.64 0.15 1.00
R21 0.91 0.15 0.71

Notes: Reliability of separation index = 0.97; fixed (all same) chi-square: 1295.7, df: 37, significance < 0.00

Linacre (2012) mentions that an infit mean-square value
above 2.00 “distorts or degrades the measurement system”
(p-15). In this table, fit values of all raters were below 2.00;
all raters were fairly self-consistent in scoring. However, the
infit mean square of R20, i.e., the teacher, was high (1.93),
which indicated that the teacher was the most peculiar in her
rating manners compared with peer raters.

Unexpected responses
Table 4 presents unexpected responses. FACETS identified

23 ratings as being unexpected.

Table 4. Unexpected responses

Observed  Expected Score  Residual Standardized Rater Presenter Item

Score residual

2 4.6 -26 -4.7 R20 P8 Posture & eye
4 5.0 -1.0 -4.7 R36 P26 Content & Org
1 39 -29 -4.5 R20 P9 Posture & eye
1 37 =27 -4.2 R20 P34 Posture & eye
1 37 =27 -4.1 R20 P13 Posture & eye
2 43 -2.3 -3.9 R20 P1 Posture & eye
2 4.4 -2.4 -3.9 R20 P14 Posture & eye
1 33 -2.3 -3.6 R4 P3 Fluency
2 4.2 2.2 -35 R24 P28 Voice
1 32 =22 -34 R14 P8 Posture & eye
2 41 =21 -34 R20 P17 Posture & eye
2 41 -2.1 -3.3 R20 P11 Posture & eye
2 4.1 221 -3.3 R20 P24 Posture & eye
1 31 =21 -3.3 R30 P21 Voice
2 41 =21 -3.2 R20 P33 Posture & eye
5 29 21 32 R23 P36 Voice
1 3.0 -2.0 -3.1 R14 P5 Visuals
2 4.0 -2.0 -3.1 R20 P18 Posture & eye
3 4.6 -16 -3.1 R36 P21 Voice
5 31 19 3.0 R5 P19 Posture & eye
1 3.0 -2.0 -3.0 R22 P25 Fluency
5 31 19 3.0 R35 P25 Visuals
1 3.0 -2.0 -3.0 R35 P25 Fluency




The first column indicates the observed scores. The second
column shows the expected scores based on the presenter and
item estimated measure, and the third column, i.e., residual,
indicates the difference between the observed and expected
values. The fourth column presents the standardized residuals,
which normally should be between -3.0 and 3.0. The fifth
column shows the rater IDs, the sixth column shows the
presenter IDs, and the last column shows the items. In this
table, 11 out of 23 unexpected responses were those of the
teacher. All of the teacher’s unexpected responses were
concerned with posture & eye contact. She probably assessed
this item differently from her students.

3.4 Research question 4

Research question 4 was “Did peer- and teacher-raters have
any biases toward presenters and items?” Table 5 shows the
results of the bias analysis in terms of the interaction between
rater severity and presenter ability. Each table lists only the
rater—candidate interactions that displayed a significant bias,
which means only those interactions in which the probability
is below 0.05. There were a total of 35 significantly biased
interactions. The first two columns show rater IDs (column 1)
and presenter IDs (column 2). The next two columns show the
total observed score of five items (column 4) and the total
expected score of five items (column 5). Since each item had
arange of 1 to 5, the total observed or expected score for the
five items combined falls in the range of 6 to 30. For example,
the total observed and expected scores by Rater 9 for
Presenter 17 were 18 and 25.14 points, respectively, out of 30
possible points. This information suggests that the total score
that the presenter received from R9 was lower than might
have been expected. In other words, R9 scored P17 more
harshly than expected. Columns 6 and 7 show a bias logit
which represents the degree of difference between the
observed scores and the expected scores (column 6) and the
likely error of the bias estimate (column 7). In column 7, the
bias estimates in column 5 are converted into z-scores. In this
table, 20 raters scored the presenters more harshly compared
to the way in which a particular rater scored the other
presenters, since their z-scores were negative. Fifteen raters
consistently scored the candidate more leniently than other
presenters, since their z-scores were positive.
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Table 5.

Bias calibration report: rater-presenter interaction

Rater

Presenter

Obse
score

rved

Expected

score

Bias (logit)

Error

z-score

Probability

R9
R4
R33
R34
R22
R29
R12
R9
R14
R24
R22
R13
R10
RS
R5
R21
R5
R7
R3
R25
R23
R21
R24
R2
R17
R22
R7
RS
R12
R25
R32
R5
R32
R7
R33

P17
P3
P24
P28
P31
P25
P4
P16
P8
P28
P34
P3
p7
P3
P18
p27
P2
p7
P16
P29
P30
P21
P32
P18
P3
P27
P8
P10
P3
p27
p27
P5
P28
P14
P25

25.14
20.80
2717
1575
20.92
15.16
23.28
25.04
19.93
24.86
20.87
16.67
24.68
14.25
20.50
20.22
29.21
22.23
21.19
25.00
15.95
18.64
2177
19.22
15.66
23.43
23.10
22.74
17.69
22.15
21.47
23.10
23.08
21.49
23.24

-2.86
271
-4.22
-2.46
-2.36
-2.22
-2.09
-2.03
-1.97
-1.95
-1.93
-1.92
-1.87
-1.85
-1.79
-1.68
-1.68
-1.67
-1.66
-161

161
172
176
1.89
212
218
2.32
2.46
2,51
2.69
2.96
3.18
3.18
3.81
4.00

0.63
0.64
0.63
0.69
0.64
0.69
0.63
0.63
0.64
0.63
0.63
0.66
0.63
0.69
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.68
0.64
0.63
0.82
0.82
0.82
0.64
0.82
0.82
1.08
1.08
1.08
154

-4.53
-4.23

0.00

-3.55
371
-3.20
-3.30
-3.23
-3.10
-3.10
-3.05
-2.92
-2.98
-2.67
-2.83
-2.65
-2.65
-2.64
-2.62
-2.58

257
272
258
295
3.39
2.65
2.81
2.99
3.90
3.27
3.60
2.95
2.96
354
2.60

0.006
0.008
0.008
0.016
0.013
0.023
0.021
0.023
0.026
0.026
0.028
0.033
0.030
0.044
0.036
0.045
0.045
0.046
0.046
0.049
0.049
0.041
0.049
0.031
0.019
0.045
0.037
0.030
0.011
0.022
0.015
0.031
0.031
0.016
0.048

As observed, 35 bias interactions between the peer-assessors
and the presenters and no bias interactions between the
teacher-assessor and the presenters were detected.

Table 6 shows the results of the bias analysis in terms of
the interaction between rater severity and item difficulty. Each
table lists only the rater—candidate interactions that displayed
a significant bias, which means only those interactions in
which the probability is below 0.05.

Table 6. Bias calibration report: rater-item interaction

Rater Items Observed  Expected Bias (logit) Error z-score Probability
score score
R20 Posture 125 154.12 -1.87 0.25 -1.47 0.000
R26 Visuals 63 7151 -1.16 0.37 -3.18 0.055
R31 Voice 57 65.63 -1.15 0.36 -3.15 0.059
R35 Fluency 59 67.14 -1.09 0.36 -2.98 0.084
R26 Content 67 72.81 -0.92 0.39 -2.38 0.029
R19 Fluency 52 58.10 -0.85 0.38 -2.28 0.036
R2 Posture 50 56.39 -0.85 0.37 -2.32 0.032
R22 Voice 63 69.30 -0.85 0.36 -2.33 0.032
R27 Voice 47 53.27 -0.84 0.37 -2.28 0.035
R17 Voice 61 67.05 -0.80 0.36 -2.21 0.041
R16 Content 59 64.93 -0.79 0.36 -2.16 0.045
R22 Visuals 74 68.14 0.83 0.38 0.83 0.046
R19 Posture 64 58.04 0.84 0.38 0.84 0.041
R26 Posture 76 69.83 0.90 0.40 0.90 0.035
R35 Visuals 77 68.82 1.20 0.40 1.20 0.082
R31 Content 81 70.23 1.69 0.43 1.69 0.001

Sixteen biases were detected, among which R20, i.e., the
teacher, showed bias toward posture & eye contact. She



assessed this item more severely than expected.

4. Discussion

The first research question was “How could peer, self- and
teacher assessments be measurable using FACETS analysis?”
Summary statistics show that although all of the data were
effective for measurement, the raters were significantly
different in their severity, which was not ideal to be used as a
formal assessment.

The second research question was “How much were peer,
self- and teacher assessments correlated?”” The correlation
coefficients between the peer and teacher assessments were
not as low as those between the peer and self-assessments.
However, both correlations were not very strong, whereby
indicating that peer assessments and self-assessments may be
difficult to utilize as a formal assessment in class when
assessing students’ presentations.

The third research question was “How were peer, self- and
teacher assessments similar and different based on FACETS
analysis?” FACETS maps show that self-raters were the most
severe raters, while both peer- and teacher-raters were lenient.
On the other hand, peer- and self-raters rated “fluency &
pronunciation” as the most difficult item, while the teacher-
rater rated “posture & eye contact” as the most difficult. It
indicates that the students and teacher assessed differently.
The rater measurement report shows that the teacher was the
most peculiar among teacher and peer assessments. Moreover,
unexpected responses indicated that 11 out of 23 were
produced by the teacher. All of hers were concerned with
“posture & eye contact,” showing that her rating manner was
different from that of her students. Considering the teacher
assessment to be a formal assessment, since big differences
were detected, it might be difficult to use peer assessments as
a formal assessment. Moreover, self-assessment was different
from the peer and teacher assessments. Hence, it is also
difficult to include as a formal assessment.

The fourth research question was “Do peer- and teacher-
raters have any biases toward presenters and items?” Bias
analysis showed 35 bias interactions between the peer-
assessors and the presenters and no bias interactions between
the teacher-assessor and the presenters. Although the teacher
was peculiar among them, she did not have any biases toward
the presenters. On the other hand, 35 bias interactions were
produced by peer-assessors. Regarding bias interactions
between raters and items, one teacher bias, i.e., “posture &
eye contact,” and 15 peer-raters’ biases were detected. Again,
this showed that the teacher assessed “posture & eye contact”
differently from her peers. What is more, bias analysis
concluded that using peer assessments as a formal assessment
may cause some Worry.

Overall, this study indicates that self- and peer assessments
may be inappropriate to be used as formal assessments when
students assess their peers’ or own presentations. However, as
other researchers demonstrate, those assessments can be good
pedagogical instruments to improve their own performance,
enhance autonomy, and assess their own skills. (Afitska,
2014; Ahmad & Majid, 2015; Bowman-Perrott, Mahadevan,
& Etchells, 2016; Casallas & Samir, 2016; Cheng and Warren,
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2005; Colby, 2010; Iraji, Enayat, & Momeni, 2016; Jingjing
& Fengying, 2015; Sin, 2013). Therefore, instead of using
peer and self-assessments as formal assessments, they should
be utilized only for educational purposes.

5. Limitations of the present study

Some limitations require consideration concerning this
study. Since only 38 students participated in this study, more
participants are needed in order to generalize this result.
Moreover, only one teacher participated in this study and she
became peculiar among peers. If more teachers had
participated, the results would have been different.

Despite having some limitations, it showed the reality of
peer, self- and teacher assessments in an EFL presentation
class. Peer and self-assessments seemed to be different from
the teacher assessment. In this case, it may be difficult to use
them as one of the formal assessments. In particular, assessing
peers’ presentations may be difficult because they have to
assess quickly, and may not understand the presentations well
enough to evaluate, but cannot watch them again. This is
totally different from evaluating writing, wherein they can
take more time. Hence, this study concludes that peer and
self-assessments cannot be reliable in the context of
evaluating presentations in an EFL classroom.
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Abstract

This study presents the results of course evaluation survey administered to university students in a pilot
debate class. The results suggest that student participants were highly content with the pilot course, and
learning to debate in English enhances their ability to think logically and communicate effectively. While
a debate consists of a series of conventionalized communicative situations, participants reported rebuttal
is the most challenging aspect of debate as it requires them to not only to identify weaknesses of the
opponents’ claims, but also spontaneously deliver counterarguments. In terms of debate preparation,
participants highly valued recurrent opportunity to work in groups in and out of the classroom. They also
mentioned several strategies to facilitate their debate preparation processes. The paper presents select
examples of such strategies and discuss the findings from a perspective of socially shared regulation of
learning. The study highlights socially and materially situated regulatory strategies used by participants

to achieve a shared goal.

Keywords: Teaching debate, curriculum development, critical thinking, argumentation, and socially

shared regulation of learning

1. Introduction

The benefits of learning debate have been well-recognized
in various educational contexts (Brown & Brown, 2014). In
the face of changing landscape of English language education
in Japan, learning to debate in English encapsulates many
important qualities required to become a competent language
user. In particular, advocates of debate education claims that
learning to debate facilitates critical thinking, argumentation,
communication, and research skills of the learner (e.g.,
Kennedy, 2007).

The development of the aforementioned skills may have
been on the margins of traditional English education in
Japanese higher education. However, the tide of the nation-
wide English language curriculum reform initiated by the
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology (MEXT) places the previously
compartmentalized skills in the central part of English
language education (MEXT, 2011). Given the ongoing
curriculum reform movement across the nation, the present
research was initiated as part of new English language
program development at Rikkyo University, a private
university situated in Tokyo, Japan. The study examined
students’ evaluative responses to a pilot debate class, which is
to be launched for all freshman year students in 2020. This
paper, albeit briefly, presents select results of the study and
discusses some important implications for curriculum
developers and/or instructors who are interested or currently
engaged in debate class development in Japanese higher
education.
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2. Research Context

The introduction of the new Course of Study Guidelines
(see Tahira, 2012 for a brief historical overview) by MEXT
revolves around the development of Japanese students’
English ability to appropriately function in global society. The
MEXT proposals, for instance, provided an overview of
English language proficiency required in global society as
follows:

Foreign language proficiency required in global society
can be defined as capability of smooth communication
with people of different countries and cultures using
languages as a tool. The capability of smooth
communication implies, for example, confident and active
attitude toward communication with people of different
countries and cultures as well as accurate understanding
of partner’s thoughts and intentions based on his/her
cultural and social background, logical and reasoned
explanation of one’s own views, and convincing partners
in course of debates.

(MEXT, 2011, p. 3)

In line with the MEXT s initiatives, there was a strong need
to adapt our curriculum to prospective students’ needs. The
current English language curriculum at Rikkyo University
was designed on the basis that students were mainly receiving
receptive English instructions (i.e., reading and listening
skills) during their high school years and lacking in
productive skills (i.e., speaking and writing). However, due to
the ministry’s new curriculum guidelines, our future students



will be exposed to communicative language skills from
elementary school and onward. Accordingly, students are
expected to learn comparatively more sophisticated
productive and cognitive skills in higher education.

In 2014, Rikkyo University was selected for the
government funding, Top Global University Project (Type B:
Global Traction Type) to play a leading role to facilitate the
global competitiveness of higher education in Japan. As one
of the university's reforms, there is a growing number of
English-medium instruction (EMI) courses offered by the
university.

In order to make a smoother transition to its EMI courses,
one of our main missions is to develop a strong first year
mandatory English courses and elective courses (i.e, Content

and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) programs) by 2024.

These courses are expected to foster students’ essential
academic English language skills to study in EMI classes.
Figure 1 shows the prospective model of classes that students
are to take at different stages based on their English
proficiency level.

20d year
Elective Classes

15 year
Mandatory Courses

CEFR*
’CI/C2 ‘ Resewen || EMI | EMI
( EMI** }‘ EMI ‘
- Advanced - TaEeSS
’BZ/C‘ ‘ English CLIL*** CLIL
" Acaderic ] |\ Intermediate Intermediate |
BI/B2 | | . | <
I ‘ English

CLIL Basic

A2/B1

*CEFR = Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
**EMI = English as a Medium of Instruction
***CLIL = Content and Language Integrated Learning

General English J :

C

Figure 1. Ideal Progress and Stages of 2024 English Curriculum.

Currently, we are in the process of strengthening the first
year mandatory courses listed in Figure 2. From 2020, the
discussion class will be reduced to one semester and instead,
all freshman year students will be taking a debate class to
develop their critical thinking and research skills (Figure 2).
Our two-semester discussion classes (i.e., English Discussion
Class 1 & 2), have significantly contributed to the
development of general communicative English ability of our
students over the years. However, in order to implement the
2024 curriculum, students need to develop academic English
language skills in terms of research, critical thinking, and
speaking ability with rich academic content, which is, we
believe, in good alignment with the MEXT’s required English
proficiency description presented earlier.
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Figure 2. Changes to 2020 First-year English Mandatory Courses.

The present study examined the students’ evaluations of a
pilot debate class, which lasted once a week for 14 weeks. The
aims of the course are to understand the nature and structure
of debate in English, to develop critical thinking skills by
analyzing and formulating arguments on issues from multiple
perspectives, and to learn how to respond to questions through
the development of research skills. In order to facilitate
student learning, the instructor employed a number of
instructional approaches such as active learning, collaborative
learning, and student-centered.

Major activities in class were conducted in three formats:
individual, pair, and group work. This was to practice and
familiarize themselves with the debate structure, formulate
and organize their arguments logically, search for information
to support their arguments, and share and discuss relevant
sources to be prepared for three official debates.

The official debates were assessed and performed in front
of the class. To ensure the quality of the unified curriculum, a
rubric was developed and used to assess learners’ debate
performance based on the quality of organization, arguments,
evidence from different types of sources, rebuttal, and
presentation style. The official debates followed a specific
debate format as shown below in Table 1.

During the official debates, three matches/debates were
conducted consisting of three or four members in each team.
They debated on an assigned topic for approximately 30
minutes following the format.

Table 1. Debate Format
Affirmative Team (AT)
Affirmative Speech (3 min)

Negative Team (NT)

Question Time (2 min)

Negative Speech (3 min)

Question Time (2 min)

Preparation Time for Rebuttal (5 to 10 min)
Rebuttal (2 min)

Rebuttal (2 min)

Summary (2 min)

Summary (2 min)




3. Methods
3.1 Data collection

Data collection took place in a one-semester 100-minute
weekly elective debate class. The researchers visited a class
session to explain the nature and procedures of the present
study and asked students for their voluntary participation. Out
of 25 students enrolled in the class, 21 students signed a
consent form and formally participated in the study. Table 2
and Table 3 below summarize the basic demographic

information of participant including participants’ sex,
university year, and majors.
Table 2. Sex and University Year of Participants
University Year
Sophomore Junior Senior
Sex Male 3 5 1
Female 4 7 1
Total 7 12 2 21
Table 3. Participants’ Majors
Major Frequency Percent
Economics 1 5.0
Education 1 5.0
English Literature 4 20.0
Finance 1 5.0
French Literature 1 5.0
Intercultural 2 10.0
Communication
International Business 4 20.0
Law
Life Science 3 15.0
Modern Culture 1 5.0
Social Science 1 5.0
World History 1 5.0
No Response 1 5.0
Total 21 100.0

Aside from the demographic information, participants
reported their TOEIC® IP examination score. The mean
TOEIC® IP score was 705.40 (SD = 91.87) ranging from 495
to 890, which indicated that their overall English proficiency
was intermediate to low-advanced level. All but one student
had no experience taking a debate course.

On the last day of class, the researchers administered an
online course evaluation survey to debate class students to
elicit information on their overall response to the course, the
challenging aspects of conducting a debate and how they
resolved them, and the process of preparing for the class. The
questions were given in Japanese and the students responded
to them in Japanese. All 21 participants responded to the
survey.

In addition to the course evaluation survey, the researchers
collected various teaching materials (i.e., artifacts) used in the
pilot class. The materials include, for instance, the course
syllabus, worksheets, and debate structure sheet. These
teaching materials were not formally analyzed but used to
better inform the researchers of the instructional context to
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help analyze and interpret the course evaluation survey.

3.2 Data analysis

The survey (see Appendix A) contained four seven point
Likert-scale statement questions. Participants responded to
these  questions to indicate their extent of
agreement/disagreement. The questions were designed to
elicit students’ response to the following themes:

a. Course satisfaction

b. Confidence to conduct a debate

¢. Understanding of debate structure

d. Importance of research before debating
Responses to the categories above were all statistically
analyzed to examine their overall patterns. In the interest of
space, we present the results of analysis on the two
categories—course satisfaction (a) and importance of
research before debating (d).

In addition to the Likert-scale questions above, seven text
response questions were qualitatively analyzed via the open-
coding method. Open-coding prototypically begins with
listing any potentially representative categories to summarize
qualitative data without any top-down prefabricated
framework (see Yin, 2003). The researchers first individually
coded participants’ responses and then repeatedly compared
the emerged codes and discussed the meanings of the codes
to create core categories—repetitively emerged themes in the
participants’ responses. Upon reaching agreement, the
emerged themes were summarized as follows:

1. Challenging aspects of conducting a debate

2. Useful resources to prepare for a debate
In the final stage of analysis for the two core categories, the
researchers screened all participants’ textual responses and
selected exemplifiers linked to the core categories to present
the results.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1 Course satisfaction

Figure 3 shows the frequency distribution of participants’
response to the statement, “I am satisfied with the debate
course.” 7 indicates the strongest agreement and 1 indicates
the strongest disagreement. The overall distribution of course
satisfaction indicates the vast majority of students were
content with the debate course—19 out of 21 participants
selected 5 or above, which accounts for approximately 90%
of all participants’ responses. From our separate textual
response questions, participants noted, for example, the
instructor’s explanation on debate format was very clear and
useful. They also liked group or pair preparation activity for
a debate such as impromptu practice debate. Furthermore, the
instructor  frequently = changed students’  grouping
arrangements. To which, participants made positive
comments since they were able to work with new group
members. Although we cannot readily conclude that those are
the reasons for the high level of course satisfaction, they seem
to be significant contributing factors.
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Figure 3. Pilot debate course student satisfaction.

4.2 Importance of research before debating

Figure 4 shows the frequency distribution of participants’
response to the statement, “It is important to search and study
topic-related reading materials before conducting a debate.”
18 out of 21 participants indicated 5 or above to the statement.
It indicates that 95% of participants perceived that searching
and studying written works relevant to a given debate topic
was important. The pilot debate class aimed to help students
not only to develop their speaking skills in the specific
communicative situation—debate, but also to develop
research skills and critical thinking ability in the process of
preparing for a debate. Based on the result, for the vast
majority of participants, we believe that learning to debate
was conducive to cultivating their understanding of the
importance of research and critical thinking skills in debate as
intended.
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Figure 4. Importance of research before debating.

4.3 Debate: Challenging aspects

One challenging aspect of conducting a debate was
connected to a specific aspect of debate—rebuttal. Rebuttal is
a phase of debate during which debaters must offer
counterarguments to the opponents’ team. See the excerpt
below:

Excerpt 1

To think up a plan to rebut. Effective rebuttal requires a
clear understanding of opponents' claims and data
presented. Along with that, | needed to come up with a
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way to put my ideas into words [within a limited time].
That was hard.

The rebuttal phase is almost always present regardless of
debate format adopted (e.g., Lincoln-Douglas) (Phillips,
Hicks, & Springer, 2005). In a rebuttal phase, debaters are
required to deliver counterarguments to the opponent team by
identifying weaknesses of their arguments and/or evidence
presented. Compared to other phases of debate (e.g.,
affirmative speech), the rebuttal phase is highly interactive as
participants have to carefully listen to their opponents’ claims,
assess their arguments and evidence, and identify potential
weaknesses. Furthermore, they are required to challenge their
opponents’ ideas on the spot. Although some debate formats
such as policy debate include a cross-examination period
during which debaters can discuss and coordinate how to
rebut (Phillips, et al., 2001), this was not the case for students
in the pilot debate class—they had 5 to 10 minutes to prepare.

Debate in a categorical sense may seem to be one coherent
seamless speech event. However, it is comprised of various
speech events, for each of which debaters must follow well-
defined rules and perform their respective roles. Many of
these roles can be well performed after careful planning and
preparation as they are premeditated speech events. Rebuttal
in the case of the present study, however, was a highly
spontaneous speech event, for which debaters have to deliver
counterarguments with little preparation. From a perspective
of L2 speaking skills, we view that the perceived difficulty
reported by participants was associated with the construct of
L2 speaking fluency. Although the definition of L2 speaking
fluency is rather elusive (Freed, 2000), Segalowitz (2012)
succinctly defines L2 speaking fluency as follows:

[Flor most, the qualities that make speech fluent include
fast speech, and the relative absence of undue hesitations,
pausing, repetition, and repairs. (p. 240)

Given the definition of L2 speaking fluency, delivering
counterarguments associated with academic content fluently
is conceivably a more challenging task unless it is
premeditated. In fact, many researchers reported that the
development of L2 speaking fluency requires, for instance,
planning time (i.e., premeditation) or task repetition (Bygate,
2001; Meahnert, 1998; Seifoori & Vahidi, 2012; Tavakoli &
Skehan, 2005). Foregrounded in the previous studies, we
interpreted that the interactive and unpredictable nature of
rebuttal task in the pilot debate class may have led to the
student perceived difficulty presented in Excerpt 1.

4.4 Useful resources to prepare for a debate

In our analysis on the qualitative portion of data, one of the
most recurrent themes was collaborative strategies used for
debate preparation. While the extent of reported strategies and
their details differed, participants’ strategic approach to
debate preparation was intertwined with the presence of
others—debate team members who worked together to
prepare for a debate. For instance, participants reported the
use of SNS such as LINE to regularly communicate with team



members and to coordinate logistics for a debate presentation
(see Excerpt 2).

Excerpt 2
I used LINE to communicate with my team members and
decide what to present.

Regular communication with team members was not
aimlessly conducted by participants. Rather, participants
communicated with their respective team members to
exchange their ideas, which helped developing their
arguments (see Excerpt 3).

Excerpt 3
I learned a lot from exchanging ideas with my group
members. Through that, I learned different ways to argue.

The use of information and communication technology
(ICT) tools is inseparably linked to the strategies used by
participants. In addition to LINE, participants used the
Internet to find topic-related materials and discuss what they
learned with their team members (see Excerpt 4)

Excerpt 4
Use the internet to research and then discuss my findings
with my team members.

As shown in Excerpts 2, 3, and 4, participants
communicated with each other to share ideas and/or discuss
their findings in the process of preparing for their debate.
These strategic approaches to debate preparation was made
possible by the presence of ICT tools—LINE and the Internet,
which is now commonplace whether it is in classrooms or
outside. To this point, Ghasemi and Hashemi (2011) justly
states that ICT has clearly alternated the ways in which we
communicate, teach, and learn. What is worth noting at this
point is that participants’ strategy use in those specific
instances was not entirely dependent on social others (i.e.,
debate team members), but also material others as their
strategy use was clearly mediated or afforded by material
resources (i.e., the Internet and LINE). Hence, we view that
participants’ strategy use is deeply embedded in the specific
social relationship and material conditions—team-based
activity and the availability of the ICT tools.

4.5 Strategy use and self-regulation

In educational psychology, learners’ use of strategies to
facilitate their learning is referred to as self-regulated learning
(SRL) (Zimmerman, 1990). Self-regulated learning focuses
on individual autonomous behaviors/actions directed towards
achieving a goal in learning via self-monitoring and
evaluation (Paris & Paris, 2001). One other theoretical
framework relevant to the current study is co-regulated
learning (CRL). CRL is grounded in Vygotsky’s (1978)
extensive work on higher psychological processes in learning.
CRL views individual’s regulatory behaviors are cultivated
through social interaction. Thus, CRL is contrastive to SRL in
that social interaction is prerequisite to the emergence of
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regulatory strategies in individual learning (McCaslin &
Hickey, 2001; McCaslin, 2009).

Although the notion of SRL/CRL is useful in examining
individual learning behavior, process, and strategy use, it is
deeply rooted in the cognitivist paradigm of research and thus
exclusive focus is placed upon explaining an individual’s
cognitive function and resulting decision/action including
his/her strategy use.

While our findings show some relevance to SRL/CRL, the
strategies reported by participants were all socially and
materially afforded—it is not individually regulated learning.
Rather, their regulated learning behaviors/strategy use were
collectively coordinated and displayed by groups of learners.
Hence, theoretical tenets of SRL/CRL cannot readily offer
explanatory value to our findings. In fact, the epistemological
assumption of SRL is tightly connected to ontological
individualism (see Epstein, 2007, for an extensive discussion).
In short, SRL/CRL treats individuals as the primary subject
of interest and all other external conditions are typically
treated as accessories to the individual cognition and behavior.

In response to the limitation of SRL/CRL, some suggested
a more socially situated view on self-regulation—socially
shared regulation of learning (SSRL) (€.9., Jirveld, Jirvenoja,
Malmberg, & Hadwin, 2013). SSRL views learning
behaviors/strategies as a collective enactment of
actions/action plans within a group of individuals to achieve
a common goal (Winne, Hadwin, & Perry, 2013). Hence,
unlike SRL or CRL, in SSRL the emergence of regulatory
strategy is not ascribed to an individual but rather to a group
of individuals. This shift in perspective is a significant one
particularly when examining collective learner strategy,
which is not aimed toward regulating or monitoring one’s
own learning but socially shared learning processes. In
relation to the present study, our participants’ strategy use can
be seen as a socially and materially constructed shared
regulatory state to achieve a unified goal.

4.6 Implications for Research

In the process of debate preparation, participants used a
variety of strategies and resources to regulate their learning.
SRL/CRL has been receiving much attention from researchers
particularly in relation to motivation research (Dornyei, 2001).
However, our findings point to regulatory strategy use which
cannot be contained in the self as our participants’ strategy
use was found in social interaction and collective enactment
of actions. Regulatory behaviors/strategy use in collaborative
learning environment is different from individual learning.
Hadwin, Jarveld and Miller (2011), for instance, claims that
the conventional notion of self-regulation and/or co-
regulation primarily focuses on examining individual
learning rather than collaborative learning situations. Suffice
it to say that how learning unfolds is inseparably linked to the
context of teaching and learning.

If so then, it is perhaps a worthwhile attempt to shift our
focus from individual learners to groups of learners as a unit
of study to further our understanding of their learning
processes and associated regulatory strategy use. Researchers,
for example, may examine how a specific activity is



conducted and what social and material resources are present
in a given pedagogical environment to map out both social
and material conditions from which socially shared regulatory
strategy use may emerge.

Such shift in perspectives can help us examine student
learning processes in instructional contexts wherein
collaborative/active learning is emphasized, as in the case of
our pilot debate class. From both theoretical and empirical
points of view, SSLR can be a more suited alternative
framework to examine collective learner strategy as it
encapsulates regulatory learning behaviors coordinated and
negotiated via social and/or material interaction commonly
observed in group/collaborative learning situations (e.g.,
Jarveld & Jarvenoja, 2011).

4.7 Potential Pedagogical Implications

Overviewing the findings of the present study, there are a
few potential pedagogical implications, which we believe to
be valuable to those who are currently teaching debate or
involved in debate class development.

Our study participants reported that the rebuttal phase of
debate was challenging. As we noted earlier, the rebuttal
phase is largely a spontaneous speech event and it requires
students to present counterarguments within a limited amount
of time. Our participants were mostly at advanced level of
English language proficiency; there were little or no problem
for them to speak English as long as the topic is within the
realm of daily conversation. However, debate is entirely
different from regular conversational exchange from content
to style. Given the fact that some of our participants who were
at advanced level of English expressed difficulty with
rebutting, it is likely to be even more challenging for less
proficient learners. Hence, providing a sufficient amount of
time for students to prepare for their rebuttals may well be
beneficial to the smoother execution of a rebuttal task. For
example, adopting a debate format containing cross-
examination can be helpful as it contains a period of time for
rebuttal preparation. In addition, students may benefit from
predicting opponents’ claims at debate preparation stage and
ready possible counterarguments before debating since
premeditating strategies can enhance speech fluency (Bygate,
2001; Meahnert, 1998; Seifoori & Vahidi, 2012; Tavakoli &
Skehan, 2005).

One other important implication was that the high level of
course satisfaction indicated by participants may be
attributable to the clarity of instruction on debate format and
abundant pair/group in-class activities. For the former,
participants highly valued the instructor’s clear explanation
on how a debate must be conducted. Every phase of the debate
was clearly defined, and rules and roles were set. This helped
students to clearly picture what a debate entails and what
expected performances are. As for the latter, debate is a team-
based speech event, which naturally requires every student to
be actively involved in planning and preparing for a debate.
Because of the nature of the activity, it is quintessential for
students to work together.

Due to the aspects of debate presented above,
tasks/activities provided in the debate class were heavily

20

geared toward reinforcing collaborative learning. Successful
collaborative learning is largely dependent upon positive
group dynamics, and when collaborative learning is properly
executed, learners’ overall satisfaction with their learning
naturally increases (Beckman, 1990; Chickering, 1991). Thus,
the instructor provided many collaborative tasks for students
not only to be better prepared for a debate but also to help
establish a good rapport amongst students in the classroom,
which then can extend over when they work together outside
of the classroom and positively affect their learning
experience.

5.  Conclusion

The present research examined and discussed the results of
a course evaluation survey administered to Japanese
university students in a pilot debate class. Our findings
indicated the high level of student satisfaction with the pilot
class. However, they experienced some difficulties with the
rebuttal phase of debate due to its specific nature; it is largely
spontaneous and requires students to offer counterarguments
within a highly limited time frame. The study also identified
participants’ collective use of regulatory strategies to prepare
for a debate. Their strategy use was interlinked to the presence
of social and material others as theorized in SSRL.

On a last note, the present research is limited due to its
small sample size. Since this is an institution-based case study,
our intention is not to claim any generalizability or
replicability of the findings or implications put forth. Rather,
following the convention of the interpretivist paradigm of
research, the applicability of our findings or implications
should be judged based on the notion of transferability—if the
findings can be relevant to the respective readers in similar
instructional contexts.
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Appendix A: Course Evaluation Survey (English Version)
Q1. What is your sex?

[UMale  [JFemale

Q2. What is your university year?
[JSophomore [JJunior [JSenior
Q3. What is your major?

Q4. What is your latest TOEIC IP score? When did you receive the
score? (e.g., 580, March, 2018)

Q5. Have you ever learned how to debate in class before taking this
class?

[Yes [JNo

Q6. If answered yes, can you briefly describe your experience
learning to debate? If answered no, skip this question.

Please indicate the extent of your agreement/disagreement to the
following statements.

Q7. I am satisfied with the debate course.

Disagree [11 [12 [J3 [J4 5 [J6 [17 Agree

Q8. I understand how to conduct a debate in terms of its format.

Disagree [11 [12 [J3 [J4 5 6 [17 Agree

Q9. I gained confidence to debate through learning in debate class.

Disagree [11 [12 [J3 [J4 5 6 [17 Agree

Q10. It is important to search and study topic-related reading
materials before conducting a debate.

Disagree [11 [12 [3 [4 5 [J6 [17 Agree

Q12. Please briefly describe good and bad points of the debate
course. What would you suggest to improve the quality of the
course?

Q13. Please explain how you prepared for debate.

Q14. What was difficult in conducting a debate? Explain.



Q15. What were useful resources/materials when learning to debate?
List some examples.

Q16. What were unuseful resources/materials when learning to
debate? List some examples.

Q17. Did you experience any problem when learning to debate? If
you did, how did you attempt to solve it? Explain.
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Abstract

The present study empirically investigated the effect of extensive reading (ER) on reading fluency
development for Japanese false-beginner university EFL learners. Currently, many false beginners attend
universities in Japan, and ER has received attention as a potentially effective instructional approach for
such learners. However, few empirical studies exist on the cognitive effects of ER on false beginners
including the learners’ reading fluency development. Simultaneous reading rate and comprehension
measurements demonstrated that the participants in the ER treatment group improved their reading
fluency more than those in the control group as revealed by several statistical analyses.

Keywords: extensive reading, reading rate, reading fluency, false beginner, EFL reading

1. Introduction
1.1 Extensive Reading

Extensive reading (ER) is an activity in which “the leaner
reads huge amounts of very simple text so that she can read
smoothly, confidently and pleasurably” (Waring, 2000, p. 6).
ER has been receiving attention as an approach to L2
acquisition worldwide (e.g., Cha, 2009; Lao & Krashen,
2000; Lin, 2010). Likewise, there has been an increasing trend
of adopting ER in university English classrooms in Japan (e.g.,
Beglar & Hunt, 2014; Beglar, Hunt, & Kite, 2012; Yamashita,
Tsurii, & Herbert, 2011).

One incentive for adopting ER in university English
courses in Japan may be that ER can provide the learner large
quantities of language input that is generally otherwise
difficult to acquire especially outside classrooms.
Comprehensible input is essential for language learning
(Krashen, 1985, p. 2), and ER can provide large quantities of
comprehensible input to the learner when appropriate reading
materials are used (Nation, 2007). In addition, ER can provide
the EFL learner in Japan a significant opportunity to cultivate
his or her competence to communicate in English. Although
it is gradually changing, the focus of English education in
secondary school in Japan has been to prepare students for
college entrance examinations based on the traditional
grammar-translation method, and there has been a limited
emphasis on cultivation of the learner’s communicative
competence. The gap between the learner’s knowledge about
English language features and how these features are used in
communication may be moderated significantly by ER, which
uses a large amount of authentic and semi-authentic English
texts.

A number of positive effects of ER on the development of
various aspects of the Japanese university EFL learners’
English proficiency have been empirically shown including
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effects on vocabulary (e.g., Hayashi, 1999; Yamamoto, 2011),
reading comprehension (e.g., Hayashi, 1999; Yamashita,
2008), and reading rate and fluency (e.g., Beglar & Hunt,
2014; Beglar et al., 2012). In addition to these cognitive
effects, previous studies (e.g., Takase, 2012; Tsurii, 2016)
have shown that ER also provides affective effects to learners
including improvement of the learners’ attitudes toward
learning English.

Because of the potential positive cognitive and affective
effects of ER, ER has been adopted in Japanese EFL
university classes at various proficiency levels including
those for false-beginner students. In Japanese universities,
false beginners are students who failed to make sufficient
progress during their six-year secondary English education to
acquire the basic English skills that are necessary for
university English education.

When ER is introduced to false beginners, leveled readers
(LRs) and/or graded readers (GRs) are typically used. LRs are
designed to help young native speakers cultivate reading
skills, and they are available in different levels. Unlike LRs,
GRs are designed for language learners. They are also
available in different levels, and different grammar structures
and numbers of headwords are used at each level.

In terms of the empirical evidence of the effects of ER on
false beginners, previous studies (e.g., Joichi, 2014; Tsurii,
2016) provided questionnaire-based evidence that ER has
positive affective effects including increased satisfaction,
interest, and motivation. However, few empirical studies have
been conducted on the cognitive effects of ER on these
learners, and these effects remain largely unknown.

Currently, many false beginners attend universities because
with the decreasing number of children in Japan, students
with relatively lower ability can now enter universities. While
there has been some evidence for positive affective effects of



ER on these learners as discussed above, some teachers may
remain reluctant to adopt ER for their false-beginner students
without additional empirical evidence on its cognitive effects.
Accordingly, the present study will examine the effect of ER
on false beginners in reading fluency development.

1.2 Automaticity and Reading Fluency

Fluency is a complex notion (Grabe & Stoller, 2002, p.
110), and it can be characterized by speed, accuracy, and
fluidity (Segalowitz, 2000, p. 200). Because of the intricate
processes that are relevant for reading fluency, no simple
method exists for rigorous assessment of a learner’s reading
fluency. With this in mind, since reading rate is one
characteristic of reading fluency (Samuels, 2006), previous
studies measured the reading rates of learners for evaluating
their reading fluency.

To probe into the essence of reading fluency, processes of
reading are first reviewed. These processes are frequently
classified into two categories: lower- and higher-level
processes (e.g. Grabe, 2009, Chapter 2; Grabe & Stoller, 2002,
Chapter 1). The lower-level processes include word
recognition, syntactic parsing, and semantic proposition
formation. These processes can be highly automatized and are
highly automated among fluent readers. In contrast, the
higher-level processes include cognitive and metacognitive
processes that represent what is typically perceived as reading
comprehension. These processes include integration of
information within a text, activation and utilization of
background knowledge in text meaning construction,
inferencing, monitoring comprehension, and strategic
processing.

Cognitive resources that are available for information
processing are limited within an individual. Therefore, if the
lower-level processes are not sufficiently automated and
consume a large portion of the reader’s cognitive resources,
the remaining cognitive resources are insufficient to carry out
the higher-level processes as rapidly as otherwise. In extreme
cases, the higher-level processes may not even be carried out
sufficiently for accurate comprehension. Thus, fluent (i.e.,
rapid and accurate) text comprehension is possible only with
automatization of the lower-level processes. For beginning
readers, many of the lower-level processes are not yet
automatized, thus, automatization of these processes is crucial
for improving their fluent reading.

Reading fluency development requires a large amount of
reading as discussed in Grabe and Stoller (2002, p. 47), and
the use of ER for reading fluency development is supported
by second language (L2) authorities (Beglar et al., 2012).
However, there are few studies in the literature that
empirically examined the effects of ER on reading fluency
development on L2 learners including those on Japanese
university EFL learners.

1.3 The Present Study

The present study extends previous research on the effect
of ER on reading fluency development among Japanese
university EFL learners in two ways. First, to the best of the
authors’ knowledge, of the studies on the effect of ER on
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reading fluency development among Japanese university EFL
learners, none focused on false-beginner learners except for
Taguchi, Takayasu-Maass, and Gorsuch (2004) and
Nakamura (2017). Even these two studies were limited in
some aspects. In Taguchi et al. (2004), the participants were a
mix of false and upper beginners although most of them were
likely false beginners. In addition, the pre-tests and post-tests
were determined to be inequivalent for measuring the
participants’ reading rate and comprehension. It was also the
case that the participants did not adequately comprehend the
testing passages. In Nakamura (2017), since no control group
was included, it was not possible to strictly conclude whether
the statistically significant reading fluency gain found in the
study was attributable to ER. Second, many of the previous
studies lacked rigor in evaluating reading fluency
development, which calls for new studies with more rigorous
assessment of reading fluency development. Specifically, as
was the case for Nakamura (2017), some of the studies lacked
control groups (e.g., Keith, 2015; Yamashita & Kan, 2011;
Yukimaru & Pennington, 2013) although control groups are
critically important for investigating the effect of a treatment
(Nakanishi, 2015). Some other studies did not accompany
concurrent assessment of comprehension (e.g., Robb and
Susser, 1989; Yukimaru & Pennington, 2013). Since reading
fluency can be characterized by speed, accuracy, and fluidity
of processing (Segalowitz, 2000), reading fluency
development requires reading rate gains to be accompanied
by high levels of comprehension (Beglar & Hunt, 2014).
Without concurrent comprehension measurements, it remains
unclear whether the learners comprehended texts that were
used for the reading rate measurements and also whether
reading rate gain occurred at the expense of comprehension.
Given the background discussed above, the following two
research questions are addressed in the present study:

1) Do false-beginner learners’ reading rates increase after
they engage in ER for one semester?

2) Ifthe false-beginner learners’ reading rates increase with
ER, does it occur without adversely affecting their reading
comprehension?

In the present study, increasing reading fluency is
operationalized as increases in reading rate while maintaining
adequate levels of comprehension similarly to Beglar and
Hunt (2014).

2. Method
2.1 Participants

Participants were 50 first-year Japanese undergraduate
students who were majoring in economics. They were
enrolled in a required reading course and participated in the
study with consent on a voluntary basis. Twenty-two
participants attended a class taught by the first author
(treatment group (TG)) and twenty-eight participants
attended a class taught by the second author (control group
(CQ)). However, since four TG participants were not able to
appropriately complete the reading tests administered for the
study, they were excluded from the analysis.



In addition to the reading course, the TG participants were
enrolled in three other required English courses, which were
in writing, listening, and speaking. Similarly, the CG
participants were enrolled in two other required English
courses, which were in listening and speaking. All of these
required courses met once a week as was the case for the
reading course.

The English proficiency levels of all the participants were
at the false-beginner level as indicated by their TOEIC test
scores (Table 1.).

Table 1. Summary of two groups

Group  Number of participants TOEIC scores
included in analysis (N)
TG 18 285-320
CG 28 240-265

2.2 ER Materials

The following graded readers (GRs) were adopted as ER
materials: Cambridge English Readers, Oxford Bookworm
Library, Dominoes (publisher: Oxford University Press),
Penguin Readers (publisher: Pearson), and MacMillan
Readers. The headwords of these books ranged between 250
and 800, and a total of 58 GR titles were available. None of
the GRs was in comic-book style.

2.3 Design of the Study

The present study was conducted over 12 calendar weeks
during a semester. The TG participants read a GR as
homework on a weekly basis except for one occasion. On this
occasion, they read only a single GR during a two-week
period since two class sessions were separated by two weeks
because of a holiday.

The GRs were made available in the classroom so that the
participants were able to select a book to read at the end of
each class session. The participants were instructed not to
read the same book more than once during the ER treatment
period.

One characteristic of ER is that the learner chooses the
reading material to read (Waring, 2000). To assist the
participants in choosing a GR that they can read smoothly,
confidently and pleasurably, they were advised to choose a
GR for which they were able to answer “yes” to all of the
following questions from Waring (n.d.):

Q.1 Can I read the book without a dictionary?
Q.2 CanIread it quite quickly, without pausing?
Q.3 Can I understand most of the book?

Q.4 Isthe book enjoyable?

In relation to Q.1, the participants were repeatedly informed
that they should choose a GR in which the percentage of
unknown vocabulary was about 2%, based on the finding of
Hu and Nation (2000).

Two types of ER-related activities were incorporated into
the class activities: submission of book reports and in-class
oral reports on the GRs the participants read. These activities
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were adopted because such activities may encourage the
participants’ participation in ER (Sheu, 2003) and also ensure
that the participants read the contents of the GRs closely.

The book report asked the participants questions that are
difficult to answer without reading the content closely. These
questions were created and adopted based on students’
responses to book reports from classes in previous years. The
grades from the book report were incorporated into the
participants’ course grades.

In every class session held immediately after reading a GR,
the participants gave oral reports about the GR in pairs. One
participant gave a two-minute report about the GR to the other
participant, who asked two or more questions after the report.
The roles were then switched.

3. Materials
3.1 Reading Test

A reading test was administered twice to measure the
participants’ reading rate and comprehension in both CG and
TG. The first test (pre-test) was administered during the class
period at the end of which the TG participants chose their first
GR to read after class. The second test (post-test) was
administered during the class period which was held
immediately after they finished reading their last GR. These
two tests were administered to CG on the same days as they
were administered to TG.

An identical set of passages and comprehension questions
were used for pre- and post-tests since use of such tests
ensures that they are objectively comparable (Lin, 2010). Use
of an identical reading test may raise the concern that the
participants’ memory of the passages and comprehension
questions from the pre-test affects the results of the post-test.
However, such effects were considered minimal for the
following two reasons based on the discussions by Lin (2010).
First, administrations of the pre-test and post-test were
separated by twelve weeks, which was considered sufficiently
long to minimize the effects of the participants’ memory of
the pre-test on their post-test performance. Second, the
participants were never informed of the correct answers for
the comprehension questions on the pre-test, which made it
highly unlikely that administration of the pre-test affected the
participants’ comprehension question scores on the post-test.
In addition, the participants did not have an incentive to
remember the content of the pre-test as they were never
informed that the content of the post-test would be identical
to that of the pre-test, which further justifies the use of
identical pre- and post-tests.

Two passages, Elephants and Reading Books from
Reading for Speed and Fluency 1 (Nation & Malarcher, 2007)
were used for the reading test. The Flesch-Kincaid (F-K)
Grade Levels of the two passages were 4.5 and 4.2,
respectively. Each of the passages was accompanied by eight
multiple-choice (3-answer) questions. When the reading test
was prepared, care was taken so that the test takers would not
be able to choose the correct answer without reading the
passage, that is, with the use of their common sense or general
knowledge alone.

Both the pre- and pos-tests were administered with the



following procedure. First, the participants silently read one
of the passages and recorded the time they needed to finish
reading the passage. While the time record was kept with a 1-
second increment in TG, it was kept with a 10-second
increment in CG for technical reasons. Next, the participants
answered eight comprehension questions on the back side of
the passage without referring to the passage. Then, they
repeated these steps for the other passage. Before taking both
pre- and post-tests, they were instructed to read each passage
carefully at their regular reading speed. This instruction was
given to ensure that they could comprehend the passages
adequately without being hasty and answer the
comprehension questions correctly. It was also explained to
the participants that they were allowed to jump back during
the reading as long as it was a sentence or two.

To minimize the effect of the participants’ unfamiliarity
with the test format on their performance, a practice reading
test in the format of the pre- and post-tests was given in both
groups one week prior to the administration of the pre-test.

3.2 Questionnaire

A post-questionnaire was administered in Japanese to both
CG and TG after TG’s ER treatment period. The purpose of
the questionnaire was to identify the reading activities of the
participants during the ER treatment period.

4. Results
4.1 ER Reading Amount

Since some of the TG participants missed classes and/or
reading a GR as their homework, the number of GRs read by
the participants ranged from 8 to 11 with a mean of 10.5.
Similarly, the total number of standard words read by the
participants ranged from 11,963 to 41,955 with a mean of
21,091. A standard word is six character spaces as defined by
Carver (1976), in which letters, spaces, and punctuation
marks count as character spaces. The average running word
length and the difficulty of a text are correlated (Carver, 1976),
and the use of standard words allows for more rigorous
comparisons across various studies (Beglar et al., 2012;
Huffman, 2014). The number of standard words in each GR
was calculated using the method adopted by Huffman (2014).
A summary of the difficulty level of the GRs read by the
participants in terms of the number of headwords is shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. The number of headwords of the GRs read by the TG
participants. The numbers in parentheses indicate the percentage of
GR checkouts with respect to the total, i.e., 191.

Headwords Number of GR checkouts
250-300 150 (78.5%)
400 25 (13.1%)
600 15 (7.9%)
800 1 (0.5%)

4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Reading Rates

To investigate Research Question 1) (Section 1.3), several
statistical analyses were performed using the pre-test and
post-test reading test data. Prior to these analyses, the time
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records from TG were adjusted as though it had been recorded
in 10-second increments to match with the time records from
CG. The reading rates reported hereafter are in standard
words per minute (swpm).

The descriptive statistics for the participants’ reading rates
from the pre- and post-tests are summarized in Table 3. The
mean reading rates of TG prior to and immediately after the
ER treatment were 74.8 swpm and 95.8 swpm, respectively.
The corresponding mean reading rates of CG were 62.7 swpm
and 67.8 swpm, respectively. In both groups, the mean
reading rates on the post-test were higher than those on the
pre-test.

Table 3. Statistics of the participants’ reading rates in standard words
per minute (swpm) calculated from pre- and post-tests. M: mean, SD:
standard deviation

Group N Pre-test Post-test Difference
M SD M SD M SD

TG 18 748 14.6 958 21.5 21.0 154
CG 28 627 102 678 149 50 11.0

4.3 ANCOVA on Post-test Reading Rates

To examine the effect of the ER treatment on the
participants’ reading rates, the statistical significance of the
difference in the pre-test reading rate between CG and TG was
first examined. Since the reading rate data met all of the
assumptions required for the Mann-Whitney U test but did not
meet those required for the independent z-test, the Mann-
Whitney U test was selected for the analysis. The statistical
significance level of the analysis was set at p <0.01 for all the
statistical tests conducted in the present study. Visual
inspection revealed that the distributions of the pre-test
reading rates for the two groups were dissimilar. The pre-test
reading rates for TG (mean rank = 30.28) were statistically
significantly higher than those for CG (mean rank = 19.14),
U=374,z=2.748, p = .006.

Because the difference in the pre-test reading rate between
CG and TG was statistically significant, a one-way analysis
of covariance (ANCOVA) was performed to examine the
effect of ER on the post-test reading rate after controlling for
the pre-test reading rate. Before performing the analysis, it
was confirmed that the reading rate data met the required
assumptions for ANCOVA. The results of the ANCOVA are
summarized in Table 4. After adjusting for the pre-test reading
rates, the analysis revealed that post-test reading rates from
TG were statistically significantly higher than those from CG,
F(1,43)=12.99, p=0.001, partial n” = 0.232. Since there was
a statistically significant difference in the pre-test reading rate
between CG and TG, the effect size of ER on the reading rate,
d, was calculated using the mean reading rate gains and the
standard deviation of the reading rates of CG (Glass, McGaw,
& Smith, 1981, pp. 114-119):

where



M;: the mean reading rate gain for TG,

M.: the mean reading rate gain for CG,

SD,,.: the standard deviation of the post-test reading rate of
CG

The calculation yielded d; = 1.07 for the effect size of ER on
the reading rate. (The effect size of ER on the reading rate, d,
is evaluated using three different definitions in this paper; a
subscript 1, 2, or 3 is added to indicate which definition it
refers to.)

Table 4. Results of one-way ANCOVA

Source SS Df MS F P partial
2
n
Group 2200.19 1 220019 1299 0.001 0.232
Error 728498 43 169.42

While ANCOVA has been used in applied linguistics
research to control for the effects of a covariate, e.g., the pre-
test reading rate in the present study, it remains somewhat
controversial in that the effects may not be fully controlled for
(Loewen & Plonsky, 2016, p. 4). Accordingly, additional
analyses were performed to examine the effect of the ER
treatment on the participants’ reading rates.

4.4 Paired-samples #-Test for Within-group Reading Rate
Gains

A paired-samples t-test (paired r-test hereafter) was
performed to examine the statistical significance of the mean
reading rate gain within each group. The required reading rate
data for both groups met all the requirements for the paired #-
test, and the following results were obtained: the mean
reading rate gain for CG, M = 5.0, was statistically
insignificant, 99% CI [-0.74, 10.8], #(27) = 2.41, p = 0.023
(two-tailed), d» = 0.46 and that for TG, M = 21.0, was
statistically significant, 99% CI [10.5, 31.4], #(17)=5.78, p=
0.000022 (two-tailed), d»= 1.4. Here, d» refers to the effect
size for paired-observations (Cohen 1969, p. 46):

M,
SD,

d;

where

M:: the mean reading rate gain within each group,
SD;: the standard deviation of the reading rate gain within
each group

in the present study.

4.5 Independent-samples #-Test for Between-group Reading
Rate Gain Comparison

Subsequently, the reading rate gains from CG and TG were
compared using the independent-samples #-test (z-test
hereafter). Prior to the analysis, it was confirmed that the data
met all the assumptions required for the #-test. The analysis
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indicated that there was a statistically significant difference in
the reading rate gain between CG and TG. The reading rate
gain from TG (M =21.0, SD = 15.4) was higher than that from
CG (M = 5.0, SD = 11.0), with a statistically significant
difference, M =16.0, 99% CI [-26.4 -5.46], #(44) = -4.098, p
= 0.000176 (two-tailed), d5 = 1.2. Here, ds represents the
effect size as in Cohen (1969, p 64):

M,—M

dy = ——
: SDpooled
where
D _ | =DSD, + (n. — 1)SD,?
pooled ne +n, — 2
in which

M,, M.: the mean reading rate gains for TG and CG,
SDpoolea: the pooled standard deviation of the reading rate
gains,

SD,, SD.: the standard deviations of the reading rate gains
for TG and CG,

ny, ne: the numbers of TG and CG participants

in the present study.

4.6 Descriptive Statistics of Comprehension Scores

The descriptive statistics for the participants’
comprehension scores from the pre- and post-tests are
summarized in Table 5. The maximum possible
comprehension score was 16 for answering all 16
comprehension questions correctly. The mean comprehension
scores of TG prior to and immediately after the ER treatment
were 12.5 and 13.5, respectively. The corresponding mean
comprehension scores of CG were 12.2 and 12.9, respectively.
In both groups, the mean comprehension scores on the post-
test were higher than those on the pre-test.

Table 5. Statistics of the participants’ comprehension scores from
pre- and post-tests

Group N Pre-test Post-test Difference
M SD M  SD M  SD

TG 18 125 23 13.5 1.8 1.0 2.3
CG 28 122 23 129 23 0.7 2.8

4.7 The Wilcoxon Signed-rank Test for Within-group Pre- and
Post-test Comprehension Scores

To examine the effect of the ER treatment on the
participants’ comprehension scores, statistical significance of
the difference in the mean pre-test comprehension scores
between CG and TG was first examined with a #-test. The
analysis revealed that the difference in the mean pre-test
comprehension score between the two groups, i.e., 0.32, was
not statistically significant, 99% CI [-2.20, 1.56], #44) = -
0.461, p = 0.647 (two-tailed). Prior to the #-test analysis, it
was confirmed that the data used for the analysis met all the



assumptions required for a ¢-test.

Subsequently, the statistical significance of the difference
between the pre- and post-comprehension scores in Table 5
was determined for each group. While the comprehension
score data for TG that were required for the analysis met all
the requirements for the paired #-test, those for CG did not.
However, the data for both groups met all the requirements
for the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Therefore, the Wilcoxon
signed-rank test was performed for both groups, and the
paired t-test was additionally performed for TG only. The
Wilcoxon signed-rank test revealed that the differences in the
pre- and post-test comprehension scores for both groups were
statistically insignificant, z=1.233, p=0.218 for CG and z =
1.727, p = 0.084 for TG. The difference between the pre- and
post-test comprehension scores for TG was also determined
to be statistically insignificant by the paired #-test, 99% CI [-
0.54, 2.54], 1(17)=1.886, p = 0.076 (two-tailed).

5. Discussion
5.1 Do the false-beginner learners’ reading rates increase after
they engage in ER for one semester?

After controlling for the pre-test reading rate, ANCOVA
on the post-test reading rate revealed that the post-test reading
rates from TG were statistically significantly higher than
those from CG (Section 4.3). As mentioned earlier, some
argue that ANCOVA does not fully control for the effects of a
covariate, e.g., the pre-test reading rate in the present study.
However, since the other two statistical tests on the reading
rate, i.e., 1) the paired-samples #-test for within-group reading
rate gains and 2) the independent-samples #-test for between-
group reading rate gain comparison, indicated that the reading
rate gain of TG was statistically larger than that of CG, it can
be safely concluded that the reading rates of the participants
in TG increased more than those in CG.

The mean reading rate gain in TG, 21.0 swpm (28.1%
gain), was roughly the same as that from Nakamura (2017),
in which the participants were false-beginner learners with
TOEIC scores of 275 — 310. Specifically, the mean reading
rate gain of the participants who received ER treatment in that
study was 15.8 swpm (26.2% gain) (unpublished data from
Nakamura (2017); the mean reading rate gain and percentage
gain reported in Nakamura (2017) was based on running
words per minute). Although the reading tests adopted in
Nakamura (2017) differed somewhat from those adopted in
the present study, the English proficiency of the participants
and the semester-long ER treatment were nearly identical
between the two studies. The exact number of words read by
the participants was not reported in Nakamura (2017);
however, the participants read a total of 9.6 GRs on average.
Since the participants from the present study read 10.5 GRs
on average and the levels of the GRs read were comparable in
the two studies, the results from these two studies combined
reveal the robustness of the mean reading rate gain measured
in the present study.

Subsequently, the reading rate gain for TG from the
present study, i.e., 21.0 swpm, is compared to those assessed
for Japanese university EFL learners by Beglar et al. (2012)
and Huffman (2014), which adopted study designs that

28

enabled more rigorous assessments of reading rate gains than
those from preceding studies. In Beglar et al. (2012), Pleasure
Reading Group 3 attained a mean reading rate gain of 16.85
swpm after reading, on average, 200,170 standard words in
two semesters. While all three of the pleasure reading groups
in Beglar et al. (2012) read a combination of GR and
unsimplified books designed for native speakers, the
percentage of the GR text read by Pleasure Reading Group 3
was 87.5% and was the largest of all the groups in that study.
This justifies the use of the reading gain data from this group
over the other two groups for comparison to the reading gain
of TG from the present study. In Huffman (2014), the ER
group attained a mean reading rate gain of 20.73 swpm after
reading 80,201.74 standard words on average and engaging
in six timed readings in one semester. Although the English
proficiency of the participants in the two studies are not
explicitly specified, the levels of the GR and other reading
materials read by the participants imply that they were likely
a mix of beginner- and intermediate-level learners.

Given that TG from the present study read an average of
21,091 standard words, which is much less than the amounts
read by the above-mentioned participants in Beglar et al.
(2012) and Huffman (2014), the mean reading rate gain of
21.0 swpm from the present study may appear to be somewhat
large. One possible explanation is that, compared to learners
with higher proficiency, it takes false beginners a smaller
amount of ER reading to increase a certain amount of reading
rate. In the case of false beginners, the number of words,
phrases, and grammatical structures that they are familiar
with is smaller compared to the case of higher-proficiency
learners. Thus, at the false-beginner level, in comparison to
higher proficiency levels, many of the words, phrases, and
sentence structures that learners are familiar with are likely
recycled at a higher frequency in GRs that they can read
smoothly, confidently and pleasurably for the purpose of ER.
Thus, at the false-beginner level, a certain amount of ER
likely elicits more rapid overall automatization of lower-level
reading processing, e.g., word recognition, syntactic parsing,
and semantic proposition formation (Section 1.2), involving
the words, phrases, and grammatical structures that learners
are familiar with than is the case for students at higher
proficiency levels.

Finally, the effect sizes, d, for the effect of ER treatment
on the reading rate development in Sections 4.3 —4.5, i.e., di
=1.07, d>»= 1.4, ds = 1.2, represent large effects according to
the operational definitions set by Cohen (1969, pp. 22-25).
These effect sizes may be easily visualized by examining their
implications: the average participant from TG would be in the
86th, 92nd, and 89th percentiles in the CG distribution,
respectively.

5.2 If the false-beginner learners’ reading rates increase with
ER, does it occur without adversely affecting their reading
comprehension?

The mean comprehension rates of TG were 78.1% and
84.4% on the pre- and post-tests, respectively, and this pre-
post change was statistically insignificant (Section 4.7).
Given that scores of seven or eight out of ten on a



comprehension test are considered appropriate for careful
silent reading (Nation, 2005), it can be said that the
participants read the passages on both tests with adequate
comprehension rates. Therefore, the participants’ mean
reading rate increased without loss of comprehension,
indicating that the TG participants’ reading fluency increased
over the period of the ER treatment.

The reading fluency development in TG is likely
attributable to the development of automatization in word
recognition and subsequent lower-level processes during the
ER treatment. Furthermore, this development likely benefited
from the implementations of the two sets of guidelines by
Waring (n.d.) and Hu and Nation (2000) for selecting a GR to
read for the ER treatment (Section 2.3). These two guidelines
ensured that many, if not all, participants in TG would read
GRs that they were able to read with the vocabulary and
grammar they were already familiar with, creating conditions
conducive to the development of automatization in lower-
level reading processes.

5.3 Pedagogical implications

The empirical evidence in the present study on the effect
of ER on false beginners’ reading fluency development has
practical pedagogical implications. First, ER can be adopted
as an efficient method to develop false-beginner learners’
reading fluency given that weekly reading of a GR over a
semester results in a significant reading rate gain, i.e., by
nearly 30% (Section 5.1). Second, since ER elicits positive
affective effects among these learners including increased
satisfaction, interest, and motivation (Section 1.1), it can be
said that false-beginner learners can benefit from ER in both
the cognitive and affective domains, giving more incentives
for teachers to adopt ER in classrooms with these learners
than earlier. To this end, it is important to recall that reading
fluency development likely results when teachers ensure that
learners choose and read GRs from appropriate levels that
they can read smoothly, confidently and pleasurably.

5.4 Limitation of the study

There are several limitations of the study, some of which
are attributable to the use of two intact classes. First, the
participants’ exposure to English outside the reading course
differed between TG and CG. However, the influence of this
factor on the evaluation of the effect of ER on the reading
fluency was likely minimal given the following
circumstances. As mentioned earlier, the participants in TG
were additionally enrolled in required listening, speaking and
writing courses, while the participants in CG were
additionally enrolled in required listening and speaking
courses only. However, none of these courses were reading

intensive as confirmed by the post-questionnaire (Section 3.2).

As for voluntary reading the participants engaged with
outside their enrolled courses, the questionnaire revealed that
only two participants, both in CG, read additional reading
materials on a voluntary basis.

Another limitation of the study is that the initial English
proficiencies of the participants in the two groups were
somewhat different. The English proficiency of the
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participants in TG was higher (TOEIC: 285-320) than that of
the participants in CG (TOEIC: 240-265). This difference
might have caused a small but non-negligible overestimation
of the effect of ER on the reading fluency development for the
following reason: When two groups of learners with a
relatively small difference in their English proficiency (as was
the case for TG and CG) are compared, the degree of overall
automatization of lower-level processes that they possess for
reading and comprehending level-appropriate text is likely
already higher in the group with higher proficiency.
Accordingly, the learners in that group may need less
exposure to print for a certain degree of further
automatization of these processes than the learners in the
other group.

Finally, the number of participants in the present study was
small, N = 18 for TG and N = 28 for CG. Although the
robustness of the reading rate gains measured in the present
study was supported by a comparison with those measured in
a previous study (Section 5.1), future studies with a larger
number of participants are desirable for more robust
assessments of the effect of ER on the reading fluency
development of false-beginner learners.

6. Conclusion
The present study investigated the effects of ER on the
reading fluency development of Japanese false-beginner
university EFL learners. Simultaneous reading rate and
comprehension measurements demonstrated that the
participants in the ER treatment group improved their reading
fluency more than those in the control group as revealed by
several statistical analyses. This finding is significant given
that there are few studies in the literature which empirically
examined the reading fluency development of L2 learners
with rigor, let alone that of Japanese false-beginner university
EFL learners. Several limitations of the present study were
discussed, which supports the need for an improved study
design for a more refined estimate of the effect of ER on
reading fluency development for false beginners.

References

Beglar, D., & Hunt, A. (2014). Pleasure reading and reading
rate gains. Reading in a Foreign Language, 26, 29-48.

Beglar, D., Hunt, A., & Kite, Y. (2012). The effect of pleasure
reading on Japanese university EFL learners’ reading rates.
Language Learning, 62, 665-703. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
9922.2011.00651.x

Carver, R. P. (1976). Word length, prose difficulty, and
reading rate. Journal of Reading Behavior, 8, 193-203.

Cha, J.-E. (2009). The effects of extensive reading on
enhancing vocational high school students’ L2 vocabulary
& reading rates. English Teaching, 64, 3-30.
doi:10.15858/engtea.64.3.200909.3

Cohen, J. (1969). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral
sciences. New York, NY: Academic Press.

Glass, G. V., McGaw, B., & Smith, M. L. (1981). Meta-
analysis in social research. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage
Publication.

Grabe, W. (2009). Reading in a second language: Moving



from theory to practice. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.

Grabe, W., & Stoller, F. L. (2002). Teaching and researching
reading. Harlow, UK: Pearson Education.

Hayashi, K (1999). Reading strategies and extensive reading
in EFL classes. RELC Journal, 30, 114-132.
doi:10.1177/003368829903000207

Hu, M., & Nation, I. S. P. (2000). Unknown vocabulary
density and reading comprehension. Reading in a Foreign
Language, 13, 403-430.

Huffman, J. (2014). Reading rate gains during a one-semester
extensive reading course. Reading in a Foreign Language,
26, 17-33.

Joichi, M. (2014). Rimedhiaru kyouiku ni okeru eigotadoku:
yomukoto eno iyoku wo takameru youin [Extensive reading
in remedial English class: Variables influencing the
development of students’ favorable attitudes]. Language
Education, 12, 27-40.

Keith, B. (2015). Measuring the effects of reading fluency
practice and extensive reading on L2 reading fluency. In P.
Clements, A. Krause, & H. Brown (Eds.), JALT 2014
Conference Proceedings (pp. 511-521). Tokyo, Japan:
JALT.

Krashen, S. (1985). The input hypothesis: Issues and
implications. New York, NY: Longman.

Lao, C. Y., & Krashen, S. (2000). The impact of popular
literature study on literacy development in EFL: More
evidence for the power of reading. System, 28, 261-270.
doi:10.1016/S0346-251X(00)00011-7

Lin, L-F. (2010). Senior high school students’ reading
comprehension of graded readers. Journal of Language

Teaching and Research, 1,20-28. doi:10.4304/jltr.1.1.20-
28

Loewen, S., & Plonsky, L. (2016). An A - Z of applied
linguistics research methods. New York, NY: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Nakamura, R. (2017). Gijishoshinsha (false beginners)
taishou no tadoku no kouka to yakuwari ni tsuite [The
effects and roles of extensive reading for false-beginner
university students]. Dokkyo Journal of Language
Learning and Teaching, 6, 59-77.

Nakanishi, T. (2015). A meta-analysis of extensive reading
research. TESOL Quarterly, 49, 6-37.
doi:10.1002/tesq.157

Nation, P. (2005). Reading faster. PASAA, 36, 21-37.

Nation, P. (2007). The four strands. Innovation in Language
Learning and Teaching, 1, 2—13. doi: 10.2167/i11t039.0.

Nation, P., & Malarcher, C. (2007). Reading for speed and
fluency 1. Seoul, Korea: Compass Publishing.

Robb, T. N., & Susser, B. (1989). Extensive reading vs. skills
building in an EFL context. Reading in a Foreign
Language, 5, 239-251.

Samuels, S. J. (2006). Reading fluency: Its past, present, and
future. In T. Rasinski, C. Blachowicz, & K. Lems (Eds.),
Fluency instruction: Research-based best practices (pp.
7-20). New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Segalowitz, N. (2000). Automaticity and attentional skill in
fluent performance. In H. Riggenbach (Ed.), Perspectives

30

on fluency (pp. 200-219). Ann Arbor, MI: University of
Michigan Press.

Sheu, S. P.-H. (2003). Extensive reading with EFL learners at
beginning level. TESL Reporter, 36, 8-26.

Taguchi, E., Takayasu-Maass, M., & Gorsuch, G. J. (2004).
Developing reading fluency in EFL: How assisted
repeated reading and extensive reading affect fluency
development. Reading in a Foreign Language, 16, 70-96.

Takase, A. (2012). The impacts of extensive reading on
reluctant Japanese EFL learners. The European Journal of
Applied Linguistics and TEFL, 1, 97-113.

Tsurii, C. (2016). Tadoku kyouzai (graded readers) wo shiyou
shita yomi no shidou ga ataeru eikyou: hieigosenkou no
shokyuu reberu gakushuusha wo taishou to shita baai
[The effects of extensive reading instruction with graded
readers on EFL learners: questionnaire surveys of non-
English-major university students]. Journal of Humanities
Research, St. Andrew's University, 4, 37-77.

Waring, R. (n.d.). [How to select graded readers to read].
Retrieved from http://www.robwaring.org/er/
Graded_readers/Using GRS.htm

Waring, R. (2000). Guide to the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of using

graded readers. Tokyo, Japan: Oxford University Press.

Yamamoto, Y. (2011). Bridging the gap between receptive
and productive vocabulary size through extensive reading.
The Reading Matrix, 11, 226-242.

Yamashita, J. (2008). Extensive reading and development of
different aspects of L2 proficiency. System, 36, 661-672.
doi:10.1016/j.system.2008.04.003

Yamashita, J., & Kan, K. N. (2011). Examining effects of L2
extensive reading in the cognitive and affective domains.
In British Association for Applied Linguistics (Ed.),

Proceedings of the 43rd annual meeting of the British
Association for Applied Linguistics (pp. 375-385).
London, UK: Scitsiugnil Press.

Yamashita, M., Tsurii, C., & Herbert, H. (2011). Exploring the
relationship between extensive reading and EFL learners’
reading proficiency. Kwansei Gakuin  University
Humanities Review, 16, 73-86.

Yukimaru, N., & Pennington, W. (2013). Introduction of
extensive reading to Japanese university students: A case
study. Center for Language Education: Annual Review of
Language Learning and Teaching, 3, 1-13.



Benefits and Difficulties with CLIL Physics for University Students in Japan

Yoko Maekawa*

*Okayama University of Science
y_maekawa@dls.ous.ac.jp

Abstract

The globalized world of today has compelled Japanese English education, especially in the field of science
and engineering, to enhance its curricula to prepare students for their future careers. As a result,
universities have started offering English for specific purposes (ESP) courses or subject courses taught
only in English. Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) may be a suitable approach for students
because it enables them to learn the content of their majors as well as the technical English used in such
a field. Moreover, CLIL promotes higher order thinking skills such as analysis, evaluation and creation.
The author herein planned and conducted a three-week CLIL physics course for second-year university
students as well as a survey to measure the effectiveness of the course. The results showed that students
improved their English physics vocabulary and English comprehension, and formed a deeper
understanding of the content. It was observed, however, that the students lacked English expression skills
even though many of them commented that they learned how to explain in English after taking the course.
This study revealed that the English skills of students made a difference in their reaction to the course.

Keywords: CLIL, physics, science and engineering students, attitudes and motivation

1. Introduction

The globalized world of today has imposed a strong
demand for global human resource development in Japanese
universities and colleges. This development has prompted
changes to English education in Japan (MEXT, 2003, 2012a).
First, practical and pragmatic English education has become
a requirement for science and engineering students because
they have to acquire the knowledge and skills to communicate
in English for various purposes. On this account, studies have
been conducted in the field of English for specific purposes
(ESP) to evaluate the needs of students and design English
courses that are more authentic and practical (e.g., Miyama,
2007; Miyama & Nitta, 2003; Tsuda, 2006; Yamauchi, 2005).
ESPresearchers, however, have faced difficulties in designing
appropriate curricula since they mainly teach first- or second-
year students, whose English proficiency and content
knowledge are inadequate. Students in these courses are
unsure of how their future career will unfold, which makes it
difficult to formulate “authentic” English curricula (Anthony;,
2009; Anthony, Noguchi, & Orr, 1998; Gally, 2009; Noguchi,
2010). With these struggles and persisting demands for
practical English education, English-medium instruction
(EMI) courses were introduced in several universities for
students to learn both the subject matter in their specialized
field and the English needed in such fields (Bradford &
Brown, 2018; Kojima & Yashima, 2017). The class was
principally taught by content professors, which also created
difficulties for both teachers and students. These courses were
especially challenging for the students whose English
proficiency level was low (Kojima & Yashima, 2017). In
recent times, the Japanese government has emphasized the
importance of active learning as a way to better promote
students’ more in-depth learning of each subject, active
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participation in the learning process, and self-regulated or
autonomous learning (MEXT, 2012b). In fact, many
universities have started to incorporate active learning in their
syllabi. The author posited that Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) can be a solution for the struggles
in practical English education and may address the demands
for active learning in English. This study briefly introduces
CLIL, the practice of CLIL Physics for university students,
and the problems therein.

2. Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is “a
dual focused educational approach in which an additional
language is used for the learning and teaching of both content
and language” (Coyle, Hood, & Marsh, 2010, p. 1).
According to Morton and Llinares (2017), the main original
objectives were to enhance multilingualism and multicultural
citizenship and improve foreign language learning and
teaching methodologies. In the Japanese educational context,
CLIL has been compared to and discussed with Content
Based Instruction (CBI) and EMI where it is difficult to
distinguish the differences (Hanzawa, 2017; Kojima &
Yashima, 2017; Watanabe, Ikeda, & Izumi, 2011). The main
characteristic of CLIL is the key concepts of the 4Cs (content,
communication, cognition, and community/culture) and their
intertwined roles in constructing an adequate curriculum.
According to Watanabe et al. (2011), content denotes the
curricular subjects. In CLIL courses, instructors need to
present the content in a comprehensible manner.
Communication, both written and oral, is the language aspect
that the learners must accomplish. For the communication
aspect, the curriculum design includes the plan of “language
of learning,” “language for learning,” and “language through



learning.” Cognition may be the central aspect of CLIL and
aims at promoting students’ cognitive engagement (Coyle et
al., 2010). Based on Bloom’s taxonomy, the CLIL curriculum
is supposed to cover both lower-order thinking skills (LOTS)
and higher-order thinking skills (HOTS) (Coyle et al., 2010).
LOTS consist of remembering, understanding, and applying
while HOTS include analyzing, evaluating, and creating. The
last C is difficult to define. Since the CLIL started in Europe
where multilingual and multicultural understanding is crucial
and more familiar to students, the fourth C was originally
defined as culture. However, Japanese people find it difficult
to interact with the culture behind the language. Accordingly,
the concept of community may be better (Watanabe et al.,
2011). Using the 4Cs concept, the author designed a three-
week CLIL physics course for university students.

3. Class Design and Practice

This study was conducted in collaboration with the CLIL
project in Okayama University of Science. The project aimed
to prepare faculty members for a newly required specialized
English class for third-year students, which was to be taught
by the content professors of each department. The author
joined the project as a language teacher who could also teach
science content because of her engineering background. The
author chose the content that she would be comfortable
teaching. The goals of this CLIL Physics course were for
students to understand the fundamental concept of dynamics
(Newton’s second law of motion), explain the basic
mechanism of dynamics in English, and solve physics
questions written in English. The content for each week was
planned according to CLIL’s 4Cs and was developed in
consultation with the project team. Table 1 introduces the
first-week course based on the 4Cs. The details of how the
author conducted each class and the other class contents are
discussed elsewhere (Mackawa et al., 2017). To reduce
students’ anxiety especially in lower level classes, the author
allowed students to use Japanese in pair or group work but
instructed them to produce their end-results in English.
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Table 1 First-Week Course Design Based on CLIL's 4Cs

4Cs

Content Understanding “Newton’s second law

of motion” and “normal force”

the second law, normal force,
equilibrium, frictionless, exert,
magnitude, object, tension

Do you know the second law? Who
made the law? Do you know the
normal force? Find the symbol
indicating the normal force from the
figure.

What value do you have to obtain?
Can you think of any examples of the
second law in your daily life? What
are the examples of the normal force
in your daily life? Discuss in your
group.

Memorize new vocabulary
Understand “the second law of
motion” and “normal force”

Use (apply) new vocabulary

Find (analyze) the examples of “the
second law of motion” and “normal
force” in daily life

Explain (create) the examples

Pair and Group work (matching words
and discussion)

Language of
Learning

Language for
Learning

Communication

LOTS

HOTS

Cognition

Community

The CLIL physics class was conducted as a part of five
classes of the author’s Integrated English IV in 2017 and 2018.
In this university, Integrated English III and IV are required
for second-year students. Students are appointed to different
levels—S (the highest), A, and B (the lowest)—which are
based on the scores from the Visualizing English Language
Competency Test (VELC test). The students enrolled in the
author’s classes were from Biosphere-Geosphere Science,

Information Science, Engineering, and Science. The
engineering students were from the departments of
Mechanical Engineering, Information and Computer

Engineering, and Architecture. The science students were
from the departments of Applied Mathematics, Chemistry,
and Life Science. Students from the faculty of Engineering
and departments of Applied Mathematics and Chemistry
seemed to be familiar with the content, while the others
showed some anxiety when the class content was announced.
The number of students enrolled in each class is shown in
Table 2. The class size of Biosphere and Information Science
in 2018 was much larger than the average-English classes in
this university. There were more repeaters in addition to the
large number of first-time enrollments.

Table 2 Number of Students Enrolled in Each Class

Students’ Major Year Total  Level
2017 2018
2 Biosphere / IS 41 55 96 B
< Engineering 34 38 72 B
© “Science 35 0 35 A
Total 110 93 203




Since this class was a part of the CLIL project, all faculty
members were allowed to observe during the first week.

4. Survey

To examine the effects of the intervention given, the author
conducted a questionnaire survey at the end of the third week.
When conducting the survey, the author explained to students
that this survey is anonymous and that the result will not affect
their grade. The number of participants is shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Number of Participants

Students’ Major Year Total
2017 2018

" Biosphere / IS 26 41 67

§ Engineering 25 29 54

Science 24 0 24

Total 75 70 145

The research questions were as follows: 1) What do
students perceive they have learned through CLIL Physics
class? 2) What causes the difference in students’ reactions? 3)
What are the problems encountered in practicing CLIL?

The questionnaire was developed in consultation with the
project team and was written in Japanese. The questionnaire
consists of four parts: 1) English learning / Attitudes towards
learning English (10 items, 5-point scale), 2) Content learning
/ Attitudes towards learning content (10 items, 5-point scale),
3) Attitudes towards the teaching style (5 items, 5-point scale),
and 4) Open-ended questions about the perception of students
on what they learned (5 items).

To analyze the quantitative data gathered in the first three
parts, IBM SPSS Statistics 25 was used, whereas MAXQDA
Analytic Pro 2018 was used for the qualitative analysis of the
open-ended questions.

5.  Result

To answer the first research question, the descriptive
statistics for all items were collected. Table 4 shows the items,
mean scores, and statistical deviations. The items with an
asterisk (*) are negative statements. The item with the highest
mean was “I couldn’t explain well in English.” The next
highest was “It may increase my ability to think.” Among the
items related to English learning, “I learned the meaning of
new vocabulary” and “My English vocabulary increased”
showed higher scores. With regard to content learning, none
of the items showed scores as high as English learning.
Among them, “I could understand the theme more deeply,”
and “I could have my own opinions and perspectives” were
higher. All items related to attitudes towards the teaching style
scored rather high compared to other questions.
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Table 4 Items, Means, and Standard Deviations (N = 145)

Item M SD
El My English vocabulary 3.51 0.83
< Increased.
> E2 I learned how to make 3.17 0.80
i conversation in English.
=2 E3 | learned the meaning of new 3.56 0.87
= vocabulary.
8 E4 My English comprehension 3.05 0.82
3 improved.
g E5 I couldn’t explain well in 372 0.87
] English.*
B E6 My listening comprehension 3.06 0.80
35 improved.
b= E7 It didn’t affect my English 2.61 0.84
< skills.*
2 E8 I want to tackle English learning  2.74  0.99
= tasks with more difficult
2 content.
5 E9 I got interested in English 298 0.91
= learning.
i E10 | got more anxious toward 3.01 0.93
learning English.*
> C1 I could understand the theme 3.46 0.82
k= more deeply.
= C2 I could understand the content. ~ 3.17  0.87
% C3 I can apply what I learnedtomy 3.16  0.89
g future study.
% C4 I didn’t know what I was 2.76 1.03
= studying.*
§ g C5 I’'m not sure if I understood.* 294 1.03
=€ C6 I could have my own opinions 3.21 0.78
<3 and perspectives.
> C7 I learned a new way to study. 297 0381
g Cc8 I want to study more about this 2.84 0.84
S subject.
= C9 I learned the major points of this  2.97  0.84
2 subject.
8 C10 Idon’t wantto study this subject 2.81 0.94
any more.*
° T1 The handouts were easy to 3.41 0.75
£ understand.
3 2 T2 The content was interesting. 3.17 0.90
£% T3 I enjoyed pair work and group 3.16 1.11
ez work.
é § T4 Pictures and visual aids were 3.24 0.83
28 good.
Z T5 It may increase my ability to 3.61 0.83
think.

With the expectation that engineering students are more
familiar with physics and would find the class more
interesting, an analysis of variance overview (ANOVA) based
on the students’ major was conducted. Table 5 shows the
means, standard deviations, and ANOVA results. The
numbers in parentheses are standard deviations. The results
show that engineering students mostly scored in the middle of
the three classes. There were some items showing significant
differences among classes. Among the English learning items,
“I learned how to make conversation in English” and “My
listening comprehension improved” showed significant
differences between science and Biosphere / IS students. For



content learning, science students scored significantly higher
than the other majors for the item “I didn’t know what I was
studying.” There were significant differences between the
science students and other majors in three teaching style
items: “The handouts were easy to understand,” “I enjoyed
pair work and group work,” and “It may increase my ability
to think.” Also, Biosphere / IS students scored significantly
lower than the others in “Pictures and visual aids were good.”

Table 5 Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Based on Major

Bios/IS

Engineer

Science F p

N 67 54 24
g = (gigi) (3221) (3123) 153 220
ui = (8:(7)%) (glgg) (3]5‘2‘) 404 020 S>B
=
% = (ggg) (ggg) (8?2) 001 .988
-r.é’ E4 ((2)3211) (gg;) (ggi) 1.68  .189
£ % (080 (079 (o72) ¥ L& B
2 7 om oap om0
% = (1:02) (0296) (0:98) 130 276
g = (gigg) (czigg) (gﬁég) 230 104
oo (gﬁgg) (czig% (3135) 043 650
E» cl (ggg) (ggels) (8(73(73) 097 383
§a c (gﬁgg) (gﬁgg) (gﬁ% 205 133
% e (gég) (gslag) (8%(73) 001 .994
é o (i:gg) ((2)33) ((2):%2) 575 .004 S<BE
é @ (zzgé) (éigg) (518% 135 262
E c0 (0'.%6) (oﬁéi) (02%) 202 057
é’ “ (5228) (czigi) (g?g) 242 093
§ (0:8c7>) (cz):gg) (3123) 012 884
B oo 0% ok o o
s & (czig?) (czig% (313;‘) 117 312
£ ™ (g%) (ggg) (3132) 477 010 S>BE
g T2 (gﬁgé) (gﬁ) (31)]83) 180 168
1o % 0B SN aw aw wee
g T (g:gg) (gigg) (3233) 1288 000 B<ES
: v (3:4713) (g:gg) (?):gg) 508 .007 S>BE
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The results above did not show clearly significant
differences among the students’ specializations. Nonetheless,
it suggested that there might be significant differences among
the students’ English proficiency levels. To examine possible
differences, ANOVA was conducted based on the class level.
Table 6 shows the result. Level A scored significantly higher
than level B on “I learned how to make conversations in
English” and “My listening comprehension improved.” For
content learning, “I didn’t know what I was studying,” “I
could have my own opinions and perspectives,” and “I
learned a new way to study” showed significant differences
between level A and level B. For teaching style, except for
“The content was interesting,” all items showed significant
differences according to the English proficiency level.

Table 6 Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Based on English
Level

A B F p
N 24 121
El 3.71(0.62)  3.47(0.87) 1.63  .204
E2 3.54(0.72)  3.10(0.80) 6.32  .013
> E3 3.58(0.72)  3.55(0.90) 0.02  .880
S E4 3.29(0.91)  3.00(0.80) 257 111
8 E5 3.67(0.82)  3.74(0.88) 012 .724
< E6 3.46(0.72)  2.98(0.79) 7.69  .006
> E7 2.54(0.98)  2.63(0.81) 021  .645
D E8 3.00(0.98)  2.69(0.99) 1.92  .168
E9 3.25(0.68)  2.93(0.94) 258  .110
E10 2.92(0.93)  3.03(0.93) 031 576
C1 3.67(0.76)  3.41(0.82) 1.94 165
c2 3.42(0.72)  3.12(0.89) 229 132
2 c3 3.17(0.76)  3.16(0.91) 0.00 .961
£ c4 2.13(0.74)  2.88(1.04) 1158 .001
& C5 2.63(0.97)  3.00(1.03) 269 .103
£ C6 357(0.73)  3.14(0.78) 587 .017
£ C7 3.29(0.75)  2.90(0.81) 477 031
S c8 2.88(0.80)  2.83(0.85) 0.05 .831
c9 3.17(0.70)  2.93(0.86) 154 217
C10 2.54(0.98)  2.86(0.93) 229 133
T1 3.83(0.76)  3.33(0.72) 951  .002
2 1 3.33(1.09)  3.13(0.86) 1.01  .318
S T3 3.83(1.09)  3.02(1.07) 1140 .001
S T4 3.79(0.72)  3.13(0.81)  13.86  .000
T5 4.08(0.83)  351(0.80)  10.14  .002

For the open-ended questions, the author coded each
comment and counted how frequently it occurred. Answers to
four questions were coded. The questions were as follows: 1)
What was the most interesting activity for you? 2) What was
the most difficult activity for you? 3) What do you think you
have learned through CLIL Physics class? 4) What skills do
you think you could acquire through CLIL Physics class?
Table 7 shows the codes with the most recurrent comments
and their examples for each question. As the most interesting
activity, many students answered “cooperation in group.”
Answers for the most difficult activity were “making English
explanations,” “cooperation in group,” and “solving
problems.” There were also comments about physics content
as the most difficult activity. The most selected answers for
what students thought they learned were: “physics,”



“explaining physics in English,” “English explanation skills,”
and “vocabulary.” As for the skills they acquired, students

answered

“communication,”

“physics,”

comprehension,” and “explain physics in English.”

“reading

Table 7 Code of Students' Answers for Open-Ended Questions

# of
Code Example coding
Cooperation  in  Working in groups / 54
k=4 group Thinking in teams
@ Solving physics Calculating /  Solving 6
& 2 problems problems
-E = Vocabulary Vocabulary games 6
8 & activity
§ Presentation Presentation because we 3
= can learn many different
opinions
Making English  To explain answers for 35
%’ explanations questions in English
5 It was difficult to explain
s in English
3 Cooperation  in  To discuss in a group and 27
E group solve problems
o To communicate my
8 opinion to members
E Solving problems 22
= Presentation Preparing for presentation 7
Physics The concept of physics 6
Physics 17
> Explain  Physics How to explain physics in 17
= in English English
2 English I can express my idea in 14
() . . . .
S 5 explanation skill simple English and can
=2 communicate well.
= S Vocabulary Physics and mathematics 12
= vocabulary in English
> Communication Discussions  with  other 6
& people.
= General English 6
skills
- Communication Communication skills / 12
2 Skills to discuss physics
® with others
2 Physics 11
28 Reading Skill to grasp the meaning 11
£°3  comprehension of English written text
8 & Explainphysicsin  How to explain physics in 10
2 English English
@ English Skill to explain my own 9
'(% explanation skill idea in English
Vocabulary 8

6. Discussion

The descriptive statistics of all the participants showed that

“I couldn’t explain well in English” had the highest score. The
qualitative data also showed that most students commented
that preparing English explanations was the most difficult
activity. Therefore, these results may suggest that students
found their weakness to be in expressing opinions in English.
Moreover, two items related to vocabulary showed higher
scores among items related to English learning. Since the two
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items were similar, students may have interpreted them as
being the same question. However, several comments about
vocabulary, especially technical terms, were also given as
something students perceived they had learned or skills they
had acquired. Thus, the result may suggest that students
perceived that they had learned technical terms. For content
learning, all items did not show as high scores as English
learning. Among them, two items involving understanding the
content scored higher. Like the two items related to
vocabulary in English learning, those two items may have
been interpreted as being the same question. However, the
qualitative data also suggest that several students perceived
that they had learned physics or how to explain physics in
English through the course. The results may show some
effectiveness of the class in learning physics content. Since
all items related to teaching style received higher scores than
other questions, students may have enjoyed the class,
although some of them were not familiar with physics
knowledge. The qualitative data also showed that many
students answered that group work was the most interesting
activity. Moreover, gaining thinking skills scored the second
highest of all items. This result showed students’ perception
of improving their thinking skills. Based on these results, the
answers to the first research question “what do students
perceive they’ve learned through CLIL Physics class?” are
that students perceived that they had gained great ability in
thinking (cognition) and that they had also learned both
vocabulary and content. Since cognition is a very important
aspect of CLIL, this study showed the possibility of achieving
the aim of CLIL. However, students still experienced
difficulty explaining in English, and thus it may take time for
them to gain confidence in English speaking.

The ANOVA based on the students’ major showed that
engineering students, who seem to be more familiar with
physics, scored in the middle of three classes in most items.
Moreover, there were significant differences between science
students and the other students with regard to several items.
Considering the fact that students from the Life Science
department showed anxiety in learning physics, the result was
rather a surprise. At the same time, the author noticed a better
atmosphere in the science class when students worked
together. When a group member could not understand the
concept of dynamics, the other members tried to explain with
gestures and drawings, as well as in English and Japanese.
There were similar interactions in other classes, but peer help
was seen more often in the science class. Therefore, the
significant difference between science and Biosphere / IS
students in “I learned how to make conversation in English”
and “My listening comprehension improved” may have been
influenced by the classroom atmosphere. For visual aids,
Biosphere and Information Science students scored
significantly lower than the students in other majors. This
particular result may be due to the size of the class and
classroom. The projector in the classroom also had low
resolution. The ANOVA based on English proficiency level
showed significant differences between levels A and B. These
results addressed the second research question “What causes
the difference in students’ reactions?” The students’ English



proficiency level caused more noticeable differences than the
students’ major. Furthermore, the items showing significant
differences indicated that students with higher English
proficiency enjoyed group work more and interposed that the
CLIL class cultivated their higher order thinking skills. This
may mean that students with higher English proficiency could
achieve the goals of CLIL more effectively.

The comments for the open-ended questions revealed that
many students enjoyed group activity even though it was also
difficult for some of them. Although it was an English class,
students stated that they learned physics rather than English.
This may indicate that the class content was not familiar for
many students even though it was fundamental content. The
fact that some students rated physics content as the most
difficult may indicate that some students struggled primarily
because of the content. In addition, many of them felt that they
acquired communication skills and English explanation skills,
which shows the effectiveness of the class in fostering
important social skills. In view of the comments and results
above, the third research question, “What are problems of
practicing CLIL Physics?” may be addressed as the students
enjoying group activities, although it may still be difficult for
some of them. If the students are not interested in either the
content or English, a CLIL class may actually demotivate
students. Therefore, the instructor should choose appropriate
and interesting content for students and have enough
knowledge of both content and English.

7. Conclusion

This study discussed the practice of CLIL physics for
university students and how the students reacted to the class.
During the classes, the author noticed a large number of
students struggled with their social skills such as
communicating with others or collaborating in groups. The
tendencies are especially conspicuous among those who are
not proficient in English. The survey results, however,
suggested the possible favorable effects of CLIL physics even
though it was only a three-week course. It revealed that
students, especially with higher English proficiency, enjoy
group work and acquire communication skills through this
practice. The results also suggested that students are able to
learn content knowledge even through a language teacher.
Moreover, students perceived that they improved their
cognition, which is the central aspect of CLIL. There is also a
big demand for cognitive abilities in Japanese educational
settings. CLIL, therefore, is applicable to train students’
cognitive abilities and to help them link their content
knowledge and English.

There are, however, some limitations in this study. Since
this course was a three-week course, it may not show
sufficient effect of CLIL classes. Second, the survey was
conducted only after the course; so it does not show the effects
clearly; it may therefore be better to check students’ content
knowledge beforehand. The author would like to design a
year-long or a semester-long CLIL course and see the effect
with pre-post surveys. To design effective CLIL classes for
university students, instructors can choose fundamental
content knowledge and easy vocabulary related to the content.
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If the class facilitates a lot of discussion and presentation, it
could cultivate the students’ research skills and higher order
thinking skills.

For future research, the author would also like to study how
learning occurs in group cooperation as well as the problems
of designing a CLIL class from the instructor’s viewpoint.
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Abstract

The administration of student questionnaires and the implementation of feedback from such
questionnaires have been shown to improve teacher efficacy (Boice, 2000). The acquisition of
feedback from students via quantitative questionnaires is common practice in many countries, but
empirical studies on evaluations are insubstantial and alternatives are inadequately researched
(Hiratsuka, 2018). In an effort to address this gap this paper describes the use of an innovative tool for
gathering feedback termed a ‘narrative frame’ (Barkuizen & Wette, 2008) was implemented by the
researchers. This paper describes narrative frames and presents findings concerning the feedback. The
study concludes that narrative frames are an effective method of eliciting feedback from English
language students in a writing course, and furthermore, that narrative analysis complements thematic
analysis as an analytical method in this type of qualitative study.

Keywords: narrative frame, TESOL, qualitative research, data collection

1. Introduction

Research has shown course evaluations to improve teacher
efficacy (Boice, 2000), but, as Hiratsuka (2018) writes,
“empirical studies on the topic are not substantial enough,
nor are alternatives adequately considered”. Course
evaluations are generally controlled by school
administrative departments and tend to be administered at
the conclusion of courses. Their purpose is to confirm
teaching quality and course value. Although they may
include optional open-ended questions, they tend to be
largely quantitative in nature, composed of Likert scales
with feedback communicated to teachers in the form of
radar charts and the like. This type of feedback facilitates
comparisons between individual teacher performance and
institutional averages, but it does not provide detailed and
specific information concerning classroom activities,
course topics, assignments, or challenges encountered by
students during the course. They also do not convey highly
personal, individual stories of student experience. The
present study is an attempt to explore narrative frames
which are an alternative to traditional, quantitative style
course evaluations. The purpose of narrative frame
evaluations, in contrast to the more traditional style
evaluation, is to gather detailed data which can then be
used by the teacher involved to revise curriculum content
and teaching. This paper describes the use of narrative
frames to facilitate effective feedback from students at a
tertiary institution in Japan. It also presents empirical
findings concerning the data gathered and evaluates
narrative frames as a tool for collecting data. It answers the
question: What is the effectiveness of narrative frames as a

38

course evaluation instrument in a first-year English writing
class for English language majors at a Japanese university?

Narrative frames are essentially story templates in the
form of incomplete paragraphs. They consist of sentence
starters and transition words. Respondents (in this case
English language learners) are provided with a frame and
are asked to complete it in their own words in order to
compose a story of their experience (see appendix A for
the frame used in the present study).

Not all feedback obtained from student questionnaires is
comprehensible or helpful even when written in their
native language, and the students involved had a low
English level which was a cause of concern, therefore a
narrative frame was selected as the most appropriate data
collection tool. It was hoped that due to its supportive
structure the narrative frame would enable the students to
produce comprehensible narrative-writing in English,
writing that would also function to effectively evaluate the
course and report the students’ experiences.

Whilst traditional quantitative course evaluation
instruments seek to evaluate teachers’ competence in
comparison with other teachers and meet the needs of
various stakeholders such as parents, administrators and
employers, it was our intention to gather rich data that
would illuminate the students’ classroom experiences and
furthermore help us to shape the course moving into the
following academic year. The frame used was therefore
designed to gather data pertaining to various issues,
including reflections on the curriculum, class activities,
assignments, homework, suggestions for change, learning
difficulties and students’ feelings.



2. Literature Review

Narrative frames as a data collection tool in the field of
teaching English to speakers of other languages (TESOL)
were first developed by Barkhuizen & Wette (2008) who
argued that the frames had particular advantages when
used in qualitative research. Namely, narrative frames
could provide scaffolding to beginner English language
learners who might otherwise not have the necessary skills
to clearly express themselves in written form; the
researchers could obtain detailed feedback in contrast to
the “snapshot” style of feedback obtained through
quantitative evaluations; the data collected through the
frame would be limited to the information requirements of
the person administering it; and finally, timing and design
could be controlled by the teacher. Since Barkhuizen and
Wette (2008) research using narrative frames has rapidly
expanded. It has focused on four main areas, language
teacher development (Barnard & Nguyen, 2010; Nguyen,
2017; Shelly, Murphy & White, 2013; Wette &
Barkhuizen, 2009; Xu, 2014), needs analysis (Hiratsuka,
2016; Macalister, 2012), study abroad (Swenson &
Visgatis, 2011; Ryan, Rabbidge, Wang, & Field, 2019),
and course evaluation, (Hiratsuka, 2014, 2018). Research
in all of these areas has been unanimous in its praise of
narrative frames, concurring with Barkhuizen & Wette’s
(2008) summary of the advantages of the frames as a data
collection tool in qualitative research.

Of particular relevance to the present study are studies
by Swenson and Visgatis (2011) and Hiratsuka, (2018)
which focus on English language learners in Japan.
Swenson and Visgatis (2011) is a study of four university
students’ study abroad experiences. The researchers used
the frames to help the students begin to write their own
stories of the study abroad experiences. The students had a
relatively high level of English ability, with the minimum
required TOEIC score for participation in the internship
program set at 610. Swenson and Visgatis reported that the
use of the narrative frame was particularly effective at
revealing commonalities of participant experience.

Hiratsuka (2018) is a study of the use narrative frames
as a course evaluation instrument. The course was an
undergraduate English teaching methods course held at a
Japanese university. Hiratsuka collected data from 26
students. He concluded that use of the narrative frame,
“facilitated the quality of their [the students] reflection and
increased the reliability of the information upon which to
evaluate the course” (p.6). He also reported that use of a
narrative frame let to critical reflection on teaching and
learning by the teacher involved.

Despite these positive observations concerning narrative
frames, it is worth noting that they inherently involve some
limitations. For example, some participants may be
frustrated by the lack of opportunity to write about topics
not included in the frame, and, if the frame is distributed
on paper, by the physical limitation to the length of
possible responses. (Barkhuizen & Wette, 2008).
Moreover, Barkhuizen (2014) notes that depersonalization
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of individual participant experience is possible, “especially
when combined and analyzed together with many other
completed frames. The individuals and their stories get lost
in the amalgamation of data and their reduction into
themes and categories, and possibly even numbers (e.g.
frequency counts and statistics, if a quantitative analysis is
done)” (p. 14). A further limitation observed by Nguyen
and Bygate (2012) is that, as with all self-report research,
the truth value of what is reported by the participants is
open to debate. In their study of 23 teachers working at
three suburban schools in central Vietnam, they also note
that due to the small size of the respondent group it is not
possible to generalize beyond the particulars of their study,
a feature one can assume is common to all small scale
narrative frame studies.

3. Methodology

Nguyen and Bygate (2012) write about the truth-value of
narrative frames as an instrument for data collection. They
note that while trustworthiness cannot be guaranteed,
because the truth value any self-report method of data
collection is potentially questionable, nonetheless the
procedure can make it easier for participants to write what
they want to say while reducing threats to their ‘face’
when compared, for example, with interview style
qualitative data collection. In his commentary Bygate
notes the procedure is implicitly comparatively high in
trustworthiness (Nguyen & Bygate, 2012, p. 58).
Moreover, they observe that the inherent difficulty of
establishing truth-value in qualitative research approaches
may be overcome by consistently and rigorously carrying
out data collection and analysis, and by transparently and
honestly reporting the findings. In the present study we
attempted to do so and accordingly outline our procedures
for data collection and analysis in detail next.

Creswell (2008), in his seminal work on conducting
qualitative research, writes that qualitative researchers
“will not use someone else’s instrument as in quantitative
research” (p. 213), instead qualitative researchers collect
data with a tool tailored to the research context and
question. Therefore, the style and content of the narrative
frame used in the present study differs somewhat from
Hiratsuka (2018), an earlier study using narrative frames
for course evaluation. The frame in the present study was
composed with the specific contextual details of the
writing course in mind. Barkhuizen (2014) reviews the
usage of narrative frames in recent years and clarifies
various essential design features of narrative frames: the
purpose of the study should be to collect qualitative data,
that the topic should be clearly defined at the outset, that
the frame should have story elements (time, place,
characters), and that the frames structure should require
reflection from the participants on their personal
experience in order to be completed. Furthermore, the
frame should have coherence as a narrative and that it
should be formatted as an incomplete paragraph. When
composing the frame used in the present study these
criteria were adhered to as closely as possible (refer to



Appendix A for the frame used in the study). The frame
itself specifies the location for the story, the classroom.
The temporal dimension is also provided with the story
beginning at the start of the academic year in April and
concluding in January in the final class of the course. The
main character appearing in the story is “I” (the student
completing the frame), although in some cases the student
completing the frame also made references to the teacher
or the other students.

The narrative frame was administered at the end of a
year-long university EFL writing course taught at a
university in Tokyo. The participants consisted of 35 first
year English language major students. The class met twice
a week for a total of 30 weeks over the course of a year. A
communicative and process-oriented approach was taken
to teaching the writing course. Students were given the
opportunity to write drafts of their work, receive feedback
(both peer review and direct feedback from the teacher)
and revise it accordingly. Because of the communicative
approach taken students also had many opportunities to
read and listen to the work of other students, to share their
writing and to discuss various topics covered in class. The
classes generally began with free writing, followed by use
of a textbook connected to the students’ future study
abroad experience (all second-year students have an
opportunity to participate in a study abroad program in
their fall semester). The second half of each class was
devoted initially to paragraph writing skills and later to
essay writing. Various genres (email, essay etc) and topics
were covered in this second half of each lesson.

The language choice (English or the students’ native
language, Japanese) was an important consideration when
designing the frame. The students participating in the
present study were undertaking an English language
writing course and therefore it was decided that a course
evaluation written in English would be appropriate. A
further consideration was that the students would be
required to complete another (Japanese language) course
evaluation administered by the university’s academic
affairs section at roughly the same time, and the
researchers were wary of inducing student fatigue if they
were to request the frames be completed in both languages.

At the time the narrative frame was administered the
average TOEIC score of the students was 369 and it was
therefore deemed necessary to prepare the students for the
frame in order to maximise their ability to competently
complete it. Therefore, one week prior to the
administration of the frame the administering teacher
reviewed the relevant grammar used in the frame. Also, at
the start of the lesson in which the frame was administered
the year’s classroom activities and assignments were
reviewed so that they would be fresh in the students’
minds. Finally, the narrative frame was photocopied and
distributed to the students who completed it in pencil over
the course of forty minutes. Students were advised not to
write their names on the frame and reassured that it was
anonymous.
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As with Swenson and Visgatis (2011) and Hiratsuka
(2018) narrative frame studies generally involve
qualitative analysis approaches in order to identify themes.
Findings are frequently presented in table from with
numbers representing frequency counts of the occurrence
of each theme with the narrative frames. In the present
study frames were analyzed both thematically and
narratively. Narrative analysis was consciously undertaken
in an effort to overcome the potential depersonalization of
the narratives identified above by Barkhuizen (2014) as a
potential limitation of narrative frames.

Thematic analysis involves repeated reading of the data
to identify recurring themes (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).
Both authors read through all the individual frames in their
entirety twice to get a sense of over-arching categories.
Both authors listed emergent themes during the second
reading. The researchers then met, agreed on two primary
categories that the data fell into, and also agreed on a
preliminary list of themes. Each frame was then coded,
sentence by sentence, and each sentence was classified
under the relevant thematic heading by the first author. At
this stage new themes emerged and were added to the two
main categories. Not all sentences were able to be
classified at this point due to ambiguity. Following this
process, the researchers met again. The second researcher
checked the themes and the sentences classified under
them. In some cases, after discussion took place, sentences
were reclassified under different themes at this point new
themes developed. Ambiguous sentences were then looked
at in the context of the overall frame, discussed between
researchers and either classified or discarded. (Two were
discarded due to ambiguity). The number of sentences per
theme was then calculated to arrive at a frequency count.

Although it had initially been assumed that the sentence
starters would correspond to the themes occurring in the
frames this was found not to be the case. For example, it
was initially assumed that all sentences that began with the
starter “Now in January the class is almost over and | feel

.” would be thematically classified under the category
“Students” and then under the theme “Emotions” (and then
under the relevant sub-theme). However, one student
wrote, “Now in January the class is almost over and I feel
teacher’s lesson [is] easy to understand”. This sentence
was therefore classified under the category “Course”, next
under the theme “Teacher” and then under the sub-theme
Kind/effective/helpful. ~ This type of unexpected
classification took place numerous times and meant that
the frequency count does not total 35 for many of the
themes identified although there were 35 participants.

Furthermore, some students did not submit fully
completed frames. In particular the second half of a
sentence, designated by the number (7 ) was left blank by
nine of the respondents, “(6) If | could take this class again,
I would like more but less (7)

”, This point is discussed further below.
Analysis of narratives is a sub-type of story
analysis identified by Polkinghorne (1995, p.5-6) who
describes studies using this type of analysis as, “Studies




whose data consist of narratives or stories, but whose
analysis produces paradigmatic typologies or categories”.
It is a wholistic analytical approach that looks at plot
trajectory of individual stories from beginning to end. In
the present study the analysis of the narratives followed
the following steps: each case was read individually from
beginning to end, twice, by the first author. Plot
development, in terms of the students’ experiences,
emotions and intentions (narrative structure) was identified
in each story. Overarching categories (or ‘paradigms’ to
use Polkinghorne’s terminology) were identified and each
of the 35 narratives gathered for the study was classified
according to the paradigm followed. The second author
then repeated the steps and verified classification of the
individual narratives into the paradigms.

4. Findings: Thematic
Two interrelated categories were identified through
repeated reading of the frames: the course and the students.

Table 1. The Course (n = 35)

Themes Details Freq.
Enjoyed Self-introduction 1
particular Dream Partner 1
essay topics Photo 1
Summer 1
Stamp 3
My Friend 2
My Goals 2
Role Models 4
A Great Career 4
Negative Disliked all topics 2
Total (21)
Activities Free writing 12
positively Textbook 7
perceived Essay prep. 18
Speaking 3
Vocabulary 3
Use “Word” 1
(computer program)
Total (35)
Suggestions for ~ More speaking 4
change More writing 4
More reading 1
(novels)
More translation 1
More textbook 3
Total (13)
Less free writing 7
Less quiet writing 1
Less homework 3
Less reading 1
Less “nothing” 14
Total (26)
Teacher Kind/effective/ 5
helpful
Hard to understand 1
Total (6)

Note. The total of frequencies rarely adds up to 35 because
any one response could contain more than one detail or
omit answers.
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Every assignment undertaken during the course was
nominated by at least one student as their favorite
assignment, although two students specified that they did
not enjoy any of the topics covered. Reasons for enjoying
assignments: meaningful communication. “The writing
assignment | most enjoyed was writing about my role
models because | was able to introduce my friend.”

Unsurprisingly, for many students (18) the move from
high school to university was very challenging. This
seemed to be because it necessitated transitioning from
high school multiple choice or complete the blank type
English study to composing their own sentences, using
their imagination to express their own experiences, and
moreover being taught in a foreign language.
Representative of this type of response is the comment “I
remember once in my writing class | had a hard time
trying to write an original essay by myself.” The student
goes on to explain the cause was that “[it was] difficult to
write by considering”.

One striking instance of conflicting opinions concerned
the 10 minutes of free writing used as a warm-up at the
start of each lesson. Many students (7) nominated free
writing as the type of activity they wanted less of, and
moreover, in table 2, 15 students reported that they had
found it difficult to do free writing due to their low level of
vocabulary or skill. However, 12 wrote about it positively,
for example, “The writing assignment I most enjoyed was
free writing because we did it every class, so we could
write long sentence[s]. Amongst these 12 students one
student said they actually wanted more free writing and
one said it was very useful.

It was also revealing that the necessity of acquiring
computer skills (in particular the program “Word”), and
even getting access to computers, had been a struggle for
some students. Eleven students referred to either to
computer skills, printing or Word as difficult. One student
explained, “/ don 't have a PC so I was very busy for make
a report”. The teacher researcher was able to grant longer
time to complete homework assignments the following
year.

Many respondents, fourteen in total, either specifically
used the word “nothing” when asked what they wanted
less of or left the space blank.

The frame did not invite students to comment upon the
teacher, but perhaps it is inevitable that in this type of
situation some (6) students did so. It was reassuring that
the comments were generally positive.

Table 2. The Students (n = 35)

Themes Details Freq.
Emotions in Hard 15
April Word 11
Excitement 6
Total (32)
Emotions in Regret 11
January Accomplishment 4
Difficult/Negative 4
Sad to end 3
Fun 2




Future orientation 2
Total (34
Poor self- Due to difference between 18
evaluations for high school study and
class & college
homework Due to poor fundamentals 15
(vocab., grammar, speaking
etc.)
Due to lack of technology 5
skills
Due to lack of topic 1
familiarity
Total (39
Positive self- Developed new skills 1
evaluation re Homework a “good fit” 2
class & Total 3)
homework
General Gratitude 2
reflections Realized importance of 6
English (8)
Future academic ~ Composition 11
worries Vocabulary 9
Speaking/Listening 9
Study abroad 2
Total (31)

Note. The total of frequencies does not add up to 35
because any one response could contain more than one
detail or omit answers.

Difficult class activities and newness of class activities
also affected the emotions of the students. There appeared
to be some shift in emotions of the students over the
course of the academic year. In April many students
reported the feeling the course was hard or difficult. One
student wrote, “In April, at the start of this class, | felt [it
was the] most difficult in the Core Program”. By January
somewhat different emotions were reported, and regret is
noticeably reported by 11 students at this stage, for
example, “If I could take this class again, I would like
more | raise my hand [volunteer], but less I sleep and be
absent. I'm sorry:-(”.

As noted above, the frames elicited far more critical
self-evaluations from students that positive one’s
concerning their homework and class performance.
Interrelated were reports of struggles with transitioning to
university style composition and challenges with writing
sentences and longer pieces by themselves.

General reflections concerning their appreciation for the
course had not been anticipated when the frame was first
designed, however 8 students chose to complete the final
sentence of the frame in this manner. One representative
comment is, “Now In January, the class is almost over and
| feel [I] often learned in this lesson.”

Many students identified writing correct grammar or
poor vocabulary as future problems they would need to
overcome by various means, such as study, solving
problems in the textbook, free writing or, in one case “I
have to act more actively in class”. Unexpectedly, quite a
few students (9) chose to either delete or ignore the word
‘writing’ from the frame and wrote about other skills they
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were more concerned about. For example, one student
wrote, “A future difficulty I might have with improving
my witing skill is communicate the words well. However,
I might overcome this by communication with a lot of
foreigners”.

Findings: Narrative

Two paradigmatic typologies were identified, first stories
that had flat emotional and academic trajectories in which
the emotional experiences of the students remained static
throughout the course, whether they were positive or
otherwise. The second paradigm was transformational in
nature, in the sense that the students’ emotions, attitudes
and intentions changed over the course of the year as
reported in their narratives.

Table 3 Narrative Paradigms (n=35)

Paradigm Details Freq.
Transformation  Achievement 22
Resolve to change 7
Total 29
Static Endless misery 3
Everything is always 3
wonderful
Total 6
(35)

As indicated in table 3 the most common narrative
paradigm was transformational. Either the students
engaged in an upward trajectory of academic learning
and/or adaptation to the communicative classroom (22) or
their experiences included personal transformation due to
growing self-awareness which lead to resolve to do better
(7). However, an alternative, static, paradigm co-existed in
the classroom. The narrative of these students included
persistent attitudes, either positive or negative, and those
students finished the class in much the same way as they
had started (6).

For illustrative purposes we include the following frame:
Student A

(1) In April, at the start of this class, | felt [it was] very
difficult for me to listen to native speaker’s English. (2) |
remember once in my writing class | had a hard time
trying to think about the contents for free writing. (3) The
main reason for this was that I don’t remember many
words’ spelling. (4) The writing assignment | enjoyed
most was writing about my seal (5) because | love to draw
pictures, so I didn’t feel hard study. (6) If | could take this
class again, | would like more to read famous story ex.
Harry Potter but less nothing. (8) The most useful thing |
did in this class was report writing in Word. This is
because it is important for me to write about my idea. (9) It
was easy/difficult to do the homework because | must
think reports contents and English grammar by myself.
(10) A future difficulty I might have with improving my
writing skill is speaking, reading and listening because |
will go to study abroad. (11) However, | might/will



overcome this difficulty by read an English book, speak
English with a native speaker and listening to anything.
For example, movie with subtitle. (12) Now, in January,
the class is almost over, and | feel English is very difficult,
but I want to speak English more!

5. Discussion

A comparison of narrative frames with a more traditional
“survey” tool for data collection leads us to the following
conclusions:

Since the students’ answers take the form of a story with
narrative frames, it is easier to see the relationship between
questions than it would be with a series of multiple-choice
questions. For example, Student A in the example above
wrote that at the beginning of the school year he had
anxiety about his ability to understand the native-English-
speaking teacher’s instructions. He made efforts, however,
to overcome his problem and even committed to his own
method of studying to catch up with the class, writing that
he would read books and watch movies with subtitles.
Finally, he added, he ended the year highly motivated to
study harder and wanting “to speak English more!”. Thus,
the narrative frame questionnaire has helped the teacher in
charge of the class visualize the process of her students’
growth by linking the dots. Through narrative analysis we
could sense that often, although difficulties were present in
the students’ experiences, they were perceived as
challenges, rather than being completely negative.

Another benefit observed in the narrative frame
questionnaire is that it succeeded in yielding unexpected
answers—ones even the student himself would not have
been able to come up with if he had been presented with
multiple choices. For instance, several students said the
main reason for their problem was that they did not own a
computer. One of the authors had not expected this to be
any major source of inconvenience; it would certainly not
have been one of the options if a multiple-choice question
had been prepared. As shown above, the latitude given by
the narrative frame format makes it possible to obtain
answers closer to the learners’ true sentiments.

Nevertheless, some of the blanks failed to yield any
responses from some students, including (7) in the
following sentence, “(6) If | could take this class again |
would like more (7) but less

> Those students seemed to have
difficulty either understanding what kinds of answers were
expected of them or coming up with words and phrases
they felt could express their feelings. If these parts had
been replaced with multiple-choice questions, there is a
good chance that the students would have circled some
options close to their feelings. While the answers thus
obtained may have been less precise, they would have
provided the teacher with at least some information about
the students. An alternative explanation is that those who
left the space blank had nothing in particular they wanted
less of, but there remains some uncertainly concerning this
point. We suggest that mixed methods research, involving
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both narrative frames and interviews, could circumvent
this problem.

Narrative frames, as a tool for collecting data, did have
some disadvantages. Despite the sentence starters, the
imaginative manner in which the students completed the
sentences meant that sentences could not be easily
categorized into simple themes based on the sentence
starters.

When compared with a more traditional quantitative
evaluation tool the narrative frame approach has
significant drawbacks in terms of preparation time and
time needed for analysis. Whereas a more traditional
survey may be completed in 5 to 10 minutes at the end of a
class, designing the frame, preparing the students to
complete the frame, and then allowing time in class for
completion meant that the process took hours rather than
minutes. We accept that the decision to complete the frame
in the students’ second language clearly contributed to this
extended process, but we believe that the process itself was
of educational benefit to the students, who were after all,
enrolled in a writing course. Analysis of the data also took
hours, a common feature of qualitative research. Finally,
the anonymous nature of the collection method in the
present study meant that the teacher could not support
students to complete the frame during the class.

The advantages found by other researchers using
narrative frames were largely also experienced in the
present study. The frames were fully controlled (designed
and administered) by the teacher, it was possible to obtain
detailed feedback, the feedback was limited to the
researchers’ requirements, and beginner students were
supported to write comprehensibly in an unfamiliar genre
in a second language. However, we feel the frames also
had one further advantage that has not been emphasized in
the literature to date. The frames easily lent themselves to
a narrative analytical approach. The narrative nature of the
data allowed us to perceive transformation of student
attitudes, beliefs and self-perceived skills over time. We
were struck by the finding that 29 respondents produced
transformational narratives, indicating either academic
growth, or growth in self-awareness. Furthermore, close
study of the data heightened teacher researcher awareness
of student emotions and struggles, and that lead to greater
empathy on our part for the students. As with Hiratsuka
(2018) we find that the use of narrative frames led to
increased reflectivity on the part of the teacher involved.

6. Conclusion

This paper has explored the effectiveness of narrative
frames as a course evaluation instrument in a first-year
English writing class for English language majors at a
Japanese university. Based on the data gathered through
the frames the teacher researcher involved in the writing
class gained confidence that the variety of writing tasks
appealed to the students involved and that the students
considered them helpful. Significant insights into the
practical difficulties experienced by first-year students
transitioning to a university learning environment, and



their complex emotional experiences were also gained. We
conclude that narrative frames are an effective method of
eliciting feedback from English language students in a
writing course and Moreover, that narrative analysis
complements thematic analysis as an analytical method in
this type of qualitative study.

To conclude, we agree with Hiratsuka (2014) that
narrative frames, “could be used as an alternative to
students’ evaluation sheets for teachers to understand their
students and classes more fully” (p. 176). Therefore, other
teachers may wish to utilize this method of data collection
in similar courses. However, a word of caution is
necessary. Anonymity should be abandoned if the frame
will be completed in the second language and student level
is very low. This would allow students requiring further
language support to freely seek help during class time,
which would lead to more comprehensible feedback.
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Appendix A: Frame Used in the Present Study Based on
Barkhuizen and Wette (2008)

Writing (Core 4) Course Feedback
Thank you for being a student in Core 4 this year. It was
wonderful teaching you®

1. Read all the sentences BEFORE beginning to write.

2. Next, write the story of your time in Core 4. Do this by
filling in the blank spaces.

3. Do not write your name on the form. This is
anonymous.

(1) In April, at the start of this class, | felt

(2) 1 remember once in my writing class | had a hard time
trying to

(3) The main reason for this was that

(4) The writing assignment | most enjoyed was
(5) because

(6) If 1 could take this class again, | would like more
(7) but less

(8) The most useful thing I did in this class was

(9) It was easy/difficult to do the homework because

(10) A future difficulty | might have with improving my
writing skill is



http://ebookcentral.projquest.com/

(11) However, I might/will overcome this difficulty by

(12) Now, in January, the class is almost over, and | feel
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Abstract

This research explored the application of CLIL in teaching English in a Japanese elementary school.
The MEXT Course of Study (MEXT, 2017) implemented in 2020 brings new challenges for
elementary schools as English becomes an official subject in the curriculum. English lessons will need
to foster cultural understanding and include English instruction without explicitly teaching grammar,
and CLIL was identified as a potential teaching method to implement the MEXT requirements
(Yamano, 2013). This study investigated the potential of using CLIL in elementary schools by teaching
an art class focused on Norwegian trolls in a 4™ grade, Japanese public school classroom. The research
questions focused on (1) student perceptions of enjoyment and difficulty regarding having Art class in
English and (2) which aspects of the class regarding content were most salient. The results of a
questionnaire survey administered at the end of the lesson indicated that using English was challenging
for the students, but they thoroughly enjoyed the class and the difficulty did not impede the lesson.
Speaking in English was identified as the most difficult part of the lesson. Students also expressed on
the survey that they learned content about cultural differences, but the specifics were inconclusive.

Keywords: Elementary School English, CLIL, Art, Young Learners

1. Introduction

Formal instruction in the English language has long been
an official subject in Japanese junior high and high schools,
but has yet to be formally introduced in elementary schools.
This situation will change as of April 2020 when Japan’s
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology’s (MEXT) mandated Course of Study from 2014
will take effect and change English from an elective subject
(Foreign Language Activities) to a formal subject (MEXT,
2017). This change will bring many challenges to schools and
teachers such as teachers having to teach a new subject with
little or no pedagogic training (Tahira, 2012), the low English
ability of teachers (Yahata, 2018), and additional duties on top
of an already heavy load for homeroom teachers (HRTSs)
(Kano et. al, 2016). Additionally, elementary school English
education is mandated to be taught without explicit
metalinguistic grammar instruction (MEXT, 2017), thus
requiring teachers to creatively teach a subject they are not
familiar with. Due to this policy change, it is necessary to
develop and research potential ways that can help teachers
overcome the challenges associated with this new policy, yet
satisfy the requirements of MEXT.

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) was
identified by the researchers as a potential way to bridge the
gap between teacher needs and the MEXT policy. CLIL is a
method used to teach subject content usually taught in the
students’ L1 in a second language, and has had earlier
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successes in Japanese elementary school English education
(Yamano, 2013). The 4C’s of CLIL (Content, Communication,
Cognition and Culture) match well with the MEXT objectives
for elementary school English education (Ito, 2018) and thus
mutually support each other.

This research uses CLIL to teach a content class in the
English language medium about Norwegian trolls, and
combines that with Art class (IXI[# T.f) to deliver a more
visual means of reinforcement for the students (Fujii et al.,
2016; Ito, 2018). While CLIL has been found as an effective
means of language teaching in Europe, this research is still
new to Japanese elementary school English, especially art
class contexts, thus warranting further investigation.

1.1 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to test student perceptions of
a CLIL class using English and Art, along with assessing what
aspect of the class resonated most with Japanese elementary
school students. Norwegian trolls were chosen as content for
the lesson as they fit into the MEXT framework of having
students think about other cultures (MEXT, 2017), and
moreover offer an effective way to teach English body parts,
colors, and adjectives in an integrated manner as the content
is highly visual. Comparisons between Norwegian trolls and
Japanese ogres (oni) are also an age-appropriate topic deemed
fun for the students. Art class was selected to allow students
to collaboratively express themselves, while visually



reinforcing the English learned in the content focused class.
Also, few studies have been conducted regarding cross-
curricular use of CLIL in Japanese elementary schools.
To this degree, the research questions were as follows:

RQI1: How does having a CLIL Art class in English affect
student perceptions of enjoyment and content difficulty?

RQ2: What aspect of the class regarding content was most
salient for students?

2. Background
2.1 MEXT CoS Policy for 2020

MEXT is in charge of determining public school
elementary and junior high school education policy in Japan,
and every several years revises their Course of Study (CoS),
which are educational guidelines for different school subjects.
The 2004 CoS guidelines (which took effect in 2011)
mandated that elementary schools teach foreign languages in
classes called “Foreign Language Activities”, which were
classes like Music or Art that have a limited place in the
curriculum, but are not core subjects like Social Studies or
Math. Foreign Language Activities were part of the 5 and 6™
grade curriculum (though lower grades often also had these
classes), and were required to meet at least 35 hours a year
(General Union, 2017). These classes focused on getting
students used to foreign sounds and cultures rather than
focusing on formal grammatical instruction. While English
was generally used in these classes, schools were not limited
to teach English exclusively. In some cases, other cultures or
languages were taught during this time. This flexibility and
vagueness gave elementary school HRTs the discression to
use Japanese in the classroom, or leave language instruction
entirely up to Assistant Language Teachers (ALTs) (Tahira,
2012) and avoid dealing with English.

However, the 2014 CoS taking effect in 2020 represents a
major shift from the 2004 CoS. In the 2014 CoS, Foreign
Language Activities will be shifted down to the 3™ and 4™
grade, and English will become a core subject in the 5" and
6™ grade curriculum. The objective of this new policy is to
have students get used to reading, writing, listening and
speaking in the English language before junior high school,

as well as deepening student understanding of foreign cultures.

This new curriculum will focus on pronunciation and the four
skills, but not through grammatical instruction. The
elementary school curriculum is designed to introduce
English to students generally, with junior high school classes
beginning formal foundational grammar instruction as has
traditionally been the practice at that level (MEXT, 2017).
With this shift in policy, there is a new burden on teachers
to implement a new and unfamiliar curriculum. Where under
the 2004 CoS policy HRTs could lightly teach English or rely
on ALTs, the new 70-hour English curriculum for 5" and 6™
grade requires weekly instruction to satisfy the mandated
policy, not to mention formal assessment, thus increasing the
burden on HRTs. This creates a challenge for current teachers
as in many cases elementary school faculty have received
little or no formal English language education since high

47

school or university, and especially no formal training in
foreign language instruction (Tahira, 2012). Thus, there is a
need for creative ways to integrate English teaching into
elementary school without complex pedagogic requirements.
To this degree, CLIL was seclected by the authors of this
manuscript to explore a potential means to fill that gap.

2.2 CLIL

CLIL, a style of teaching that is popular in Europe, uses a
second language to teach subject content ordinarily taught in
a student’s L1, with language and content instruction treated
as equal (Coyle et al., 2010). Marsh (2002, p. 15) defines
CLIL as “any dual-focused educational context in which an
additional language, thus not usually the first foreign
language of the learners involved, is used as a medium in the
teaching and learning of non-language content.” This
technique can create a more immersive environment and
contextualized use of language to discuss school subjects that
go beyond foreign language textbooks.

CLIL classes operate on a 4C’s framework to create this
complex learning environment in the classroom. The 4Cs
framework for CLIL include Content (such as subject matter,
themes, cross-curricular approaches), Communication
(language), Cognition (thinking) and Culture (awareness of
self and ‘otherness’) (Coyle, 2008) to integrate both the
learning of content and language. The 4C’s framework
overlaps with the objectives from the MEXT 2014 CoS,
suggesting that CLIL is potentially an effective way of
teaching foreign language in Japanese elementary schools (Ito,
2018). Below is a table outlining the 4C’s of CLIL (Table 1),
followed by how MEXT’s objectives for elementary school
English can also fit into the 4C’s (Table 2).

Table 1: 4C’s of CLIL (Coyle, 1999, p. 54)

Content e coherence
e progression

Communication e linguistic forms and functions of the language
needed by learners;
¢ development of communication skills,
including discourse strategies;
o three M’s, i.e. meeting new language,
manipulating it, and making it ‘my own’
e coping with the unexpected;

Cognition ¢ development of tasks related to thinking
skills;
e construction, sequencing and evaluation of
learner tasks;

Culture ¢ developing a sense of otherness;
o contrasting different perceptions of events
roots in different cultures;

Table 2: MEXT 2014 CoS Objectives respective of 4C’s
(MEXT, 2017)

Content e students gain knowledge of both Japanese and
foreign languages such as characters
(alphabet), vocabulary, expressions, sentence
structure and language function.

Communication e develop communication skills via reading,

writing, listening and speaking




e develop basic skills to communicate thoughts
and feelings by consciously writing

Cognition e teaching and evaluating students’ English
ability without explicit metalinguistic
grammar

Culture o to deepen the understanding of the culture

behind foreign languages, and develop an
attitude to proactively communicate using
foreign languages.

e Comparing and contrasting different
perceptions of an event from various
perspectives

2.3 CLIL and Art Class in Japanese Elementary Schools

Among the current research investigating the effectiveness
of using CLIL to combine Art class and English, the relatively
few studies done in this area reported positive results. In one,
Fujii et al. (2016) investigated CLIL in Art class using the
topic of “let’s use circle, triangle, and square shapes to make
a picture!” with third graders. The researchers reported that at
a basic level, students were both able to complete a picture
drawing task, and also that the students felt they were able to
successfully use English. Moreover, the researchers noted that
this type of class allowed students at various levels of English
and cognitive development to have hands on, visual
reinforcement for the words they were learning. The
researchers stated that CLIL was an effective means of
teaching art and English. Similarly, Ito (2018) found CLIL a
successful means to teach English and Art. In the study, 5%
and 6™ grade students were successfully able to learn several
English phrases regarding content information about
traditional fans in Nara, the topic of the CLIL lesson. Like
Fujii et al. (2016), Ito also found that the CLIL class was
enjoyable for students and observed that while
communication often happened in the Japanese mother
tongue, a lot of communication also occurred in English. Ito
deemed this as natural given their level and understanding of
the English language. Both results from Fujii et al. (2016) and
Ito (2018) imply that there is potential for CLIL in Japanese
elementary schools. The current study was created to further
explore art taught via CLIL as a vector to test the efficacy of
CLIL in this context.

3. Methodology
3.1 Participants

This study was conducted in a 4™ grade class at a Japanese
elementary school in Nagoya, Japan. There were 37
participants in the class consisting of 22 boys and 15 girls.
While English education at this school officially begins at the
5% grade, the HRT in the class holds a junior high school
English teacher certification, and thus occasionally conducts
Foreign Language Activities classes herself.

During the troll lesson, there were three teachers in the
classroom. Two were the researchers who conducted the study
and taught the class, and the third was the HRT. Researcher 1
was an English native speaking, non-Japanese teacher who
conducted the English parts of class. Researcher 2 was a
Japanese native speaking, Japanese teacher who conducted
the art portion of the class. The HRT was a Japanese native
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speaking teacher who assisted with classroom management.

3.2 Materials and Research Procedure

Data in this research were collected from various vectors.
The first was a questionnaire administered directly after the
conclusion of the troll class to assess student reactions to the
material and class. The questionnaire comprised of 10
questions, four of which were open response, and six of which
were based on a 6-point Likert scale. The Likert scale
questions were written to have the answer of a six being a
“strong yes”, and one being a “strong no” to avoid confusion.
The questionnaire was conducted in Japanese with the
students encouraged to answer in Japanese to allow them to
express themselves freely. A limited questionnaire was
created because the participants were 4" grade students in
elementary school, and the researchers were concerned about
survey fatigue. The questionnaire is as follows (translated
from Japanese by the researchers):

Q1: What were you in charge of today? Please write in
English.

Q2: Was the English class fun? (6-point Likert scale)
Q3: Was studying English difficult? (6-point Likert scale)
Q4 : What part (of studying English) was difficult?

Q5: Were you able to understand the content of the class with
all the English used? (6-point Likert scale)

Q6: Did you learn anything new related to foreign countries?
(6-point Likert scale)

Q7: What did you learn specifically (about foreign countries)?

Q8: Was it fun to use English in art class? (6-point Likert
scale)

Q9: As you were drawing, were you able to express yourself
in English? (6-point Likert scale)

Q10: How did you feel using English outside of English
class?

The questionnaire was created based on recommended
practices from Borgers et al. (2000) for conducting research
with children aged 8-11 years old. For example, keeping the
survey short and concrete were deemed important procedures
when creating the survey. The survey data were compiled
and analyzed using standard descriptive statistics (Carr, 2011).

In addition to the questionnaire, the researchers made a
video recording of the class for a detailed review of the
student-teacher interactions, and interviewed the HRT.

3.3 Lesson Procedure
As was previously stated, the objective of this research was
to explore a potential way for elementary school teachers to



effectively implement lessons that are engaging, are
manageable, and fulfill the objectives of the 2014 CoS. Based
on the success of CLIL in other studies in this context, as well
as the fit with the MEXT 2014 CoS aims (Table 2), this lesson
about Norwegian trolls and art was created using the 4C’s of
CLIL as a model (Table 3).

Table 3: The 4C’s in the Norwegian Troll CLIL Lesson
Content e [earning new vocabulary about and the
history of Norwegian trolls

e Learn how to talk about facial features
(eyes, ears, ect.)

e Learn the adjective + noun English form in
non-metalinguistic format (The troll has big
eyes)

Communication e To repeat target phrases and vocabulary

e To tell the teachers and the class in English
what their troll (created in art class) looks
like

o To work together in a group to

collaboratively create a troll

To imagine and create a troll based on
hearing a description of a

e Norwegian troll (the actual image was
revealed the third period)

To compare Japanese ogres (oni) to a
different culture’s version of a similar
mythical creature

o To learn about another culture’s mythology

Cognition .

Culture .

Comparisons between Japanese ogres (oni) and Norwegian
trolls were chosen as content for this research. Ogres and
trolls offer a fun, age appropriate subject that students are
interested in, visual content students can use in Art class, as
well a base of something (ogres) all Japanese students are
familiar with to compare to similar foreign content. Where Ito
(2018) used traditional fans from Nara as content, the
researchers considered ogres something that students already
had a visual image of (like fans) and could use that image to
try to imagine what a foreign version might look like.
Considering the case in Ito (2018), students know what fans
are and could easily understand Nara specific fans without too
much cognitive load.

With the 4C’s in mind, the researchers used three 45-
miunte classes in one day at an elementary school to
implement the complete lesson, from English to Art class,
about Norwegian trolls. The first period was used to have
students consider the differences between Japanese ogres
(oni), and trolls (specifically from Norway due to the prepared
story) in other countries. This part of the session was done in
English, introducing target vocabulary (face, colors,
adjectives) students would use when creating their own troll
during the second period. For period one, the picture of the
troll was covered to have students imagine what a troll might
look like based on the teachers’ English description. Next, the
researchers read students a traditional story called Prince
Harold and the Giant Troll adapted from Troll Forest (Torooru
no mori) (Craigie, 2004). The researchers created a
kamishibai panel story for the children to look at, and covered
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the troll in the story, again to have student imagine what it
looked like. Finally, after a short discussion between the
researchers and students mixed in English and Japanese about
what trolls and ogres might be like outside of Japan and what
they looked like, the researchers introduced key vocabulary
about facial features, adjectives, and colors before finishing
the period. See Table 4 for a more general layout of the lesson
with target terms.

Table 4: Lesson Plan Breakdown for Troll Class

Periods Teacher English Vocabulary
Roles

Period 1 — R1 was T1 Face: hair, eyes, ears, mouth,

Introduction of R 2 was T2 nose, face shape

trolls and key HRT was Adjectives: short, long,

English support curly, straight, big, small,

vocabulary oval, round, pointed,

(45 minutes) straight, curved, full, thin,
square, triangle
Colors: red, orange, yellow,
blue, green, purple, white,
black

Period 2 — Art R2 was T1 Key Phrases:

class where R1 was T2 What is that?

students made HRT was It’sa

the troll face support What ( ) does it have?

(45 minutes) It has red (hair).

Period 3 — R1 was T1 No new vocabulary; only

Students share R2wasT2  students presenting their art.

their art and HRT was

discuss support

Norwegian

trolls vs

Japanese ogres
(45 minutes)

The second period was the Art (IX/[f T-{f) portion of the
lesson. In this period, the students worked together
collaboratively to make the face of what they imagined a troll
to look like based on the story. The students sat in groups of
five or six, and chose what part of the troll face (hair, eyes,
ears, mouth, nose, face shape) they wanted to create. Students
would first write down features of their troll on a worksheet,
(for example, my troll has big, yellow eyes) then practice
drawing their image. Each students’ part of the face
comprised of a noun, adjective, and a color to combine.
Students then drew their creation on separate piece of paper,
cut out their part, and combined the group parts to make a face.
These creations were then displayed on the blackboard (see
Picture 1, Appendix A for student artwork). While the
students were working, both the researchers and the HRT
visited each student individually and asked in English what
they were working on and helped the students to answer if
they had difficulty. Most of the discussion about the trolls
however was done in Japanese among the groups.

Period 3 was used to have the students share their trolls
with the class, and present their portrayals of Norwegian trolls.
At the start of this final period, the students stood in front of
the class and individually shared their different parts of the
troll in English. After sharing, the researcher re-read the



kamishibai about Prince Harald, this time with the troll
uncovered. With the remaining time, students were shown
pictures of other trolls, and discussed differences between
mystical creatures in Japan and other parts of the world. Lastly,
the students completed a survey.

4. Results and Discussion
4.1 RQ1: How does having a CLIL Art class in English affect
student perceptions of enjoyment and content difficulty?

In order to ascertain an answer to the first research question,
data from the questionnaire and interview with the HRT were
used. The results from the relevant items of the questionnaire
are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5: Questionnaire Descriptive Statistics

mean max min SD
Q2: Was the English class fun?
(6-point Likert scale) 332 6 3066
Q3: Was studying English
difficult? (6-point Likert scale) 3.3 6 13
QS5: Were you able to understand
the content of the class with all
the English used? >33 6 3 08l
(6-point Likert scale)
Q8: Was it fun to use English in
art class? (6-point Likert scale) 3.66 6 30069
Q9: As you were drawing, were
you able to express yourself in 4.66 6 3096

English? (6-point Likert scale)

As can be seen from Q2 and QS, the relatively high mean
in response to the questions (mean 5.52 and 5.66 respectively)
indicate that they students enjoyed the class. The means fall
close to the maximum of 6 on the Likert scale, indicating a
strong “yes”. There is also a low SD (0.66 and 0.69
respectively), indicating that student responses are centered
around the mean. Thus at the very least, the survey results
suggest that they did enjoy the class.

While the students seemed to enjoy the class, other items
on the questionnaire reveal that the CLIL class was
challenging for the students. Q3 directly asked the students if
the class was difficult, to which they responded with a mean
that 3.55. On the Likert scale used in the survey, this response
is almost right in the middle. There is a high SD (1.35)
indicating the answers are spread out, and responses to the
question included answers on both ends of the maximum and
minimum. This suggests that there were a variety of feelings
in the class toward the lesson regarding its difficulty, with
some students able to participate in the class with little
difficulty, and others with presumably more difficulty.

Q4, a fill in the blank question asking “What part (of
studying English) was difficult?” offers more insight into
what specifically was difficult about the class. Several
students that responded close to the mean said that,
“responding to the teacher’s questions in English” was
difficult, as well as “pronunciation” of the English words.
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Others that answered six or one (the extremes) also identified
“speaking” as the most difficult part of the class. Students at
both ends of the spectrum answering the same thing could
indicate that the students are not really familiar with speaking
English, which is understandable as they do not have regular
English classes, or regularly use English outside of class.

Though “speaking” was considered difficult, Q5 and Q9
show that the students felt they could understand the content
in the class, and that they were able to express themselves
when the researchers talked to them in English during the Art
class portion of the class. Though the English aspect of the
class seems to have been challenging as suggested from Q3,
the students were able to participate in the class, and thus it
can be said that the CLIL class did not considerably hinder
learning in the class, and was manageable for most students.

Q10, an open response question, asked students how they
felt about using English outside of a specifically English
designated period (in this case, in Art class), and the results
showed the students generally had a positive response.
Following in Table 6 is a selection of student responses from
Q10 (paired with their response from Q2 indicating
enjoyment and Q3 indicating difficulty) to show the variety
or responses. While the students indicate the class was
challenging (Q3), they also seemed to enjoy it as is suggested
in Q2 and Q10. The researchers translated the student
responses from Japanese to English.

Table 6: Selections from Student Surveys for Q10

Student | Q2 Q3 Q10

1 6 ) It was really fun to use English in another
class.

2 6 1 It was fun to do English and Art.
Using English and doing that with art was

3 6 4 ore fup than art ‘ generqllx is.
I would like to use English again in art
next time!

4 5 4 Hearing a story in English was actually
more fun than I thought

5 5 3 It was fun, I would like to do it again.

The HRT reported similar observations as the students
indicated in their survey. She mentioned that the students
seemed to find it difficult to communicate in English, but
from her observation, they did enjoy the class. She pointed
out that one likely reason for students finding the class
difficult, and specifically speaking, could have been their
reluctance to make mistakes. She said that this same behavior
occurs in other classes such as math and science, and she
spends a lot of time telling them that learning takes place
through mistakes, and that mistakes are alright.

Thus, looking at the results of the survey and the interview,
it can be said that students generally found the class
challenging (specifically speaking in English), yet enjoyed
the class. While more research into how to deliver a CLIL
class to students that do not regularly speak English is
necessary to reduce the anxiety the students seemed to feel
when speaking English, these results suggest that CLIL is a
viable way to teach English in elementary school. The results



also suggest using CLIL to teach content outside of English
specified times is suitable for a large class containing students
with diverse language abilities as even students who found the
class challenging had fun.

4.2 RQ2: What aspect of the class regarding content was most
salient for students?

For the second research question, two items were taken
from the questionnaire for analysis. The first was a Likert
scale question, Q6: “Did you learn anything new related to
foreign countries?”. The results are displayed in Table 7. The
mean indicates that student strongly felt they learned in the
lesson about foreign countries, and the SD indicates that most
students fell around the mean.

Table 7: Questionnaire Descriptive Statistics Q6

SD
0.81

mean max min
5.33 6 3

Q6: Did you learn anything new
related to foreign countries?

Regarding which aspects of the class were salient for
students, Q7 was used (Table 8). The majority of students
responded with a comment, while some responses were more
specific than others. See Table 8 for some selected responses
from the questionnaire.

Table 8: Student responses to Q7: What did you learn
specifically (about foreign countries)?

Type Q7 Example Similar
responses

1 There are things other than ogres in foreign 11
countries, trolls. (specific cultural point)

2 Foreign culture. (vague cultural point) 11

3 I learned about a foreign story. 4
(foreign story)

4 I didn't know how to say beard or ear in 7
English, and learned that. (English)

5 Blank (3) or don’t know (1). 4

While all the students had slightly different answers, the
researchers noticed that four trends emerged among the
responses. Type | was a more detailed response (using
specific nouns, more than two words) about foreign culture,
Type 2 was a short (one or two words) response about foreign
culture, Type 3 specifically mentioned the troll story read in
class, and Type 4 was English language related. Type 5 was
blank or “don’t know”.

Roughly one-third of the class gave specific, detailed
responses such as “differences between trolls and ogres” or
“trolls can both be kind and evil”, but others only gave a
vague response, focused on the story, or cited English as a
their main take aways from the class. The researchers were
surprised that seven students responded about English content
specifically in Q7, and considered this an indication that

language was more salient than content for a some of the class.

While the responses to Q6 and Q7 do indicate that content
related learning took place in the class, the researchers
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acknowledge that more research is needed on this specific
point. The students seemed satisfied that they learned
something as indicated by the high mean (5.33), however,
what they learned specifically, or how deeply they processed
the information was not uncovered here. More questions on
the questionnaire examining the research question from
different vectors, or a specific content centered pre/post-test
quiz could have made the results in the section clearer.

5. Conclusion

With the new mandated English curriculum from MEXT
(2017) to be implemented in elementary schools and the gap
in pedagogic knowledge for the practitioners (Kano et. al,
2016; Tahira, 2012; Yahata, 2018), it is necessary for research
to be done into how to effectively teach English in this context.
In this study, CLIL was selected as a potential means to teach
English in elementary schools from previous studies (Fujii et
al., 2016; Ito, 2018, Yamano, 2013), and from how MEXT
objectives fit with the 4C’s of CLIL. Using Norwegian trolls
as content, the students imagined what the trolls looked like
through hearing a story, and created what they imagined a face
of a troll to look like in Art class and explained it, using
English vocabulary from the first period.

In general, the results seemed promising and fit in line with
previous studies. Similar to Fujii et al. (2016), all the students
were able to complete the task, and the student responses to
Q2 and Q3 indicate that students found the activity enjoyable
yet challenging. This fits the supposition in Fujii et al. that the
CLIL classes can accommodate learners at various stages.
Ito’s (2018) research claims that students found the class
enjoyable and learned several phrases were also supported by
this research. That said, further research needs to be done on
specifically what content the students learned, and also what
English phrases they acquired. One caveat that should be
mentioned is that the preparation for this class was very time
intensive for the researchers, and unless elementary school
teachers have access to pre-made material that could facilitate
them teaching a class such as this, the HRT would have a high
work burden of preparation. However, in general, this
research shows that CLIL when combined with another
subject matter, in this case art, does seem to be an effective
means of teaching English in elementary school.

Further directions for this research would be to test CLIL
classes taught by HRTs as the primary teacher in the class.
While CLIL is definitely viable approach to teaching
language in Japanese elementary schools, surveying how
HRTs unfamiliar with the method teach would give insight
into how to implement CLIL at a wider scale in classrooms.

References

Borgers, N., Leeuw, E. D., & Hox, J. (2000). Children as
Respondents in Survey Research: Cognitive Development
and Response Quality 1. Bulletin of Sociological
Methodology/Bulletin De Méthodologie Sociologique, 66(1),
60-75. doi:10.1177/075910630006600106

Borge, P. E, and Kittlesen, T. (1998) Troll. Oslo: SFG.

Carr, N. T. (2011). Designing and analyzing language tests.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.



Craigie, W. A. (2004). Tororu No Mori No Monogatari: hokué no
minwashi (Y. Higashiura, Trans.). Toyd Shorin.

Coyle, D. (1999). Supporting students in content and language
integrated contexts: planning for effective classrooms. In J.
Masih (Ed.), Learning through a foreign language: Models,
methods and outcomes (pp. 46-62). London: Centre for
Information on Language Teaching and Research.

Coyle D. (2008). CLIL A Pedagogical Approach from the European
Perspective. In Hornberger N. H. (Eds.), Encyclopedia of
Language and Education. Springer, Boston, MA.

Coyle, D., Hood, P. & Marsh, D. (2010). CLIL Content and
Language Integrated Learning. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Fujii, et. al. (2016). Shogakkd zuga kosaku-ka. Gaikokugokatsudo
no kyddo gakushil no jissen-teki kenkyt ichi eigo o tsukatte-
ban ni yoru hydgen o okonau jugyd no ichikdsatsu
[Elementary school arts and crafts. A Practical Study of
Collaborative Learning in Foreign Language Activities A
Study of Classroom Expressions Using English]. Oita
University Bulletin of the Center for Higher Education
Development, 8.

General Union. (2017). MEXT's 2018/2020 "New course of study in
foreign  language education” plan. Retrieved from
http://www.generalunion.org/laws-and-rights/1696-the-2018-
transition-towards-smooth-implementation-of-new-course-of-
study-in-foreign-language-education

Ito, Y. (2018). CLIL in Practice in Japanese Elementary
Classrooms: An Analysis of the Effectiveness of a CLIL
Lesson in Japanese Traditional Crafts. English Language
Teaching, 11(9), 59-67. doi:10.5539/elt.v11n9p59

Japanese Government Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports,
Science and Technology. (2017). Shogakko
gaikokugokatsudo gaikoku-go kenshii gaidobukku
[Elementary School Foreign Language Activities and Foreign
Language Training Guidebook].
http://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/kokusai/gaikokugo/
[afieldfile/2017/07/07/1387503_1.pdf

Kano, A., Sonoda, A., Schultz, D., Usukura, A., Suga, K., & Yasu,
Y., (2016). Barriers to effective team teaching with ALTs. In P.
Clements, A. Krause, & H. Brown (Eds.), Focus on the learner.
Tokyo: JALT.

Marsh, D. (2002). CLIL/EMILE—The European Dimension:
Actions, Trends and Foresight. Potential, Public Services
Contract DG EAC, European Commission, Strasbourg.

Tahira, M. (2012). Behind MEXT's new course of study guidelines.
JALT: The Language Teacher, 36(3), 3-8.

Yahata, M. (2018). Problems to consider and solve for the formal
start of English education in Japanese elementary schools:
Through the interviews with the teachers and students from
Taiwan and Japan. Bulletin of Beppu University Junior College,
37,93-104.

Yamano, Y. (2013). Utilizing the CLIL approach in Japanese
primary school: A comparative of CLIL and EFL Lessons.
The Asian EFL Journal, 15(4), 160-183.

icsFiles

Appendix A: Pictures from Class

Picture 1 displays the students’ finished trolls. These are the
creations from the 6 groups during the Art period. They were
displayed on the board during period 3, and students explained the
different aspects of their trolls (my troll has big, round eyes) to the
class.
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Picture 2 displays how in period 1, the researcher introduced
Norwegian trolls to the students with the Japanese oni picture
revealed, but the Norwegian troll hidden to force students to think
about the image for themselves.
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Abstract

This study aims to investigate how Japanese office workers accept the use of machine translation at their
workplace. Due to the recent development of neural machine translation, there are growing expectations
that machine translation can be usable in various situations in Japan, especially in business contexts.
However, the present study questions the idea that translation accuracy is the only determinant of how
machine translation is accepted by Japanese office workers; the study presumes that naturalness and
politeness of machine-translated messages are also important factors that affect the acceptability of
machine translation. To investigate it, an online questionnaire survey was administered to Japanese office
workers. The results show that machine-translated messages that lack naturalness and politeness are less
acceptable, which implies that these two elements can also determine acceptability. The study argues that
this could be due to Japanese people’s sensitivity to the hierarchical relationship. The paper also discusses
implications on the value of “authentic” communication and on foreign language education.

Keywords: machine translation, business, politeness, foreign language education, Japan

1. Introduction
1.1 Development of Machine Translation in Japan

The recent development of Google’s neural machine
translation using deep learning and big data has attracted a
great deal of attention from people all over the world due to
its dramatic improvement of translation accuracy. It has also
gained high expectation in Japan, where its dominant
language (Japanese) has great linguistic distances from many
other languages. While much of the current neural machine
translation technology owes to the contribution of global
private corporations such as Google, in the case of Japan, the
public sector has played the central role in developing
machine translation. The National Institute of Information
and Communications Technology (NICT) has worked with
private corporations to develop a platform that provides
translations between Japanese and other languages. Due to its
development, the country has now seen more possibilities
than ever before to enjoy the benefit of machine translation.

The Japanese government plans to use the machine
translation technology to support the lives of foreign workers.
In 2018, the Japan Ministry of Justice published plans to
reinforce support for foreign workers, who are expected to
increase in number after the enforcement of the 2018
Amendment of Immigration Control Law. The plans include
the usage of machine translation to provide multilingual
services in public facilities for foreign workers, as well as
other support plans such as provision of Japanese language
lessons, human translators, and multilingual manuals.

1.2 Application to Business

Another expectation for machine translation is its
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application to more professional purposes such as reading and
writing business emails, conducting meetings, and
negotiating with international business partners. Machine
translation may be useful for corporations because it provides
multilingual translations at much cheaper cost than human
translators who can translate only between two languages. To
increase efficiency and productivity in their corporate
activities, using machine translation may become an
important choice for their international communication.

Over the years, there have been various proposals and
implementation reports (ex. Shimohata, 2005; Aiken and
Ghosh, 2009) on the application of machine translation to
business, but some of them had to wait for more accurate
machine translation technology. However, with recent
developments, it is evolving to be usable in many business
situations. In fact, Sumida, a NICT scientist, reports on the
development of simultaneous translation technology,
suggesting that it will be applicable to multilingual video
conferencing in the near future (Yoshikawa, 2019). From
technological viewpoint, it seems that machine translation
will soon be applicable to most business situations.

1.3 Investigation for Acceptability

However, the important question here is whether using
machine translation is acceptable in any business context. No
matter how accurate a machine translation is, it may not be
always acceptable for certain business communications. For
example, using machine translation for dinner conversation
with business partners may be taken as inappropriate not
because the machine translation does not convey a message
accurately but because having an indirect way of



communication using a machine is rude in this context. To
understand how office workers accept the use of machine
translation in business, just discussing the aspect of
technological development is not sufficient; it also requires
investigation for social aspects such as accepted social norms.

In fact, as machine translation has achieved its
technological advancement enough to actualize practical
usage in everyday life, more scholars started to discuss not
only the technology itself but also its impact on society at
large. For instance, Inoue (2017) argues that by 2025 there
will be a national debate that will reassess the meaning of
studying English in school. As another example, Takita and
Nishijima (2019) published the book titled Machine
translation and future society: Will we see a world without
language barriers in the future? This is probably the first
Japanese book published after Google had launched its neural
machine translation in 2016, to solely discuss the relationship
between machine translation and its impact on society. This
compilation of discussions in the form of a book can be seen
as the result of increasing awareness of the social impact of
machine translation.

Discussing the social impact of machine translation is more
associated with the use of machine translation for facilitating
business operations than for assisting foreign tourists and
foreign workers. When machine translation is more widely
used at workplace, it may affect decisions on how foreign
language education should be taught in school; and thus, it
affects the entire Japanese population. Therefore, it is
important to investigate how machine translation is accepted
in the society, and in business contexts in particular.

However, there are few empirical studies that can provide
data to help us understand the social impact of machine
translation and to substantively judge whether it will be really
accepted in the society. It is for this reason that the current
research tries to collect data to understand the acceptability of
machine translation.

Since there are few prior studies on this topic, it is
necessary to start investigation with some rough
presumptions. The present study questions the idea that
translation accuracy is the only determinant of how machine
translation is accepted by Japanese office workers; thus,
attempts to find out other determinants would be the first step.

As one of such determinants, politeness is a good candidate.

Hanari (2019) points out that the concept of politeness must
be fully reflected in machine translation. He introduces the
definition of politeness as “linguistic behavior to establish and
maintain smooth human relationships” (p. 54, translated by
author), referring to the theory of politeness established by
Brown and Levinson (1987) and its interpretation by Usami
(2003). If machine translation is used for communicating with
others, ensuring smooth human relationships is an important
issue. Therefore, whether messages are polite or not may
affect how people accept machine translation.

The study also presumes that naturalness is a candidate as
an important determinant of acceptability. For example, due
to lack of contextual information, Google Translate can still
make a weird choice of vocabularies and produce unnatural
sentences we would not usually make. In fear of sending
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unnatural messages, the sender may be concerned about using
machine translation. Therefore, it is presumed that
naturalness of a machine-translated message may serve as a
determinant of acceptability.

In summary, the current study identifies the following

research questions:

(1) How is machine translation accepted by Japanese office
workers?

(2) Do naturalness and politeness of machine-translated
messages determine the acceptability of machine
translation?

(3) What other aspects of machine translation determine the
acceptability of machine translation?

2. Current Study
2.1 Purpose

The purpose of the current study is to provide meaningful
answers to the above research questions. Since there has not
been much empirical research yet on this topic, the study
necessarily has to make some presumptions about how
machine translation is accepted. Thus, the study positions
itself as a pilot study and as the first step to more detailed
investigation in the future.

2.2 Method

To understand Japanese office workers’ attitude toward the
use of machine translation, a questionnaire survey was
administered to individuals working for listed companies on
the Japanese stock market. The Institute for International
Business Communication (2013) investigated the use of the
English language in listed companies in Japan and provided
the percentage of companies by industry that use English at
workplace. Based on the data, companies were selected from
industry sectors such as electric and precision machine
manufacturer, international trading, chemical and
pharmaceutical, and transportation equipment, which have
higher percentages than other sectors. A letter of invitation to
the survey was sent by postal mail to the human resources
department of 1007 companies among more than 3000 listed
corporations in Japan.

The survey was conducted online for two months from
September 1 to November 1, 2019, and 38 responses were
collected during the period (response rate: 3.8%). 6 sets of
questions were prepared to elicit responses associated with
naturalness and politeness of machine-translated messages.
Respondents were instructed to assume that the machine
translation conveys a message accurately enough not to
interfere with their operations at work. The questionnaires
elicit responses to 5 levels of Likert items (1. Strongly
disagree; 2. Somewhat disagree; 3. Neither agree nor
disagree; 4. Somewhat agree; and 5. Strongly agree), which is
a widely used approach to investigate respondents’ attitude
and opinions. Each of the questions will be explained in more
detail below, and the complete list of questions can be found
in Appendix A.

2.3 Questionnaires
Question 1 asks whether respondents have favourable



opinions about using machine translation in general. The
reason for setting this question is that if there are many
negative responses to the subsequent questions, it will be
difficult to determine whether they are responses to machine
translation in general or a specific matter asked in each
question. Question 1 serves as a basis on which responses to
other questions are judged.

Question 2 was prepared in order to see whether
respondents have negative opinions about lack of naturalness
and politeness in translated texts. The question instructs
respondents to assume that they use machine translation in
email communications (This also applies to Question 3 and
4). The question also asks whether they have any problems in
translated texts lacking “accuracy in meaning” and “accuracy
in grammar.” This set of questions are to be compared with
responses about naturalness and politeness. The study
presumes that respondents will respond less negatively to lack
of naturalness and politeness, assuming translation accuracy
is more important in business.

Question 3 asks the same set of questions as Question 2,
but in a more specific situation; respondents are asked to
assume that a translated message is supplemented with the
statement “This message has been translated by machine.”
The statement allows respondents to assume that the fact that
a message is translated by machine is explicitly explained to
the other party. The study presumes that this kind of message
alleviates a feeling of hesitation to use machine translation,
and thus increases its acceptability.

Question 4 asks whether a machine-translated message that
lacks “accuracy in grammar,” “naturalness,” and “politeness”
is rude to the other person even if it conveys the message
accurately. The second question of Question 4 asks if the
degree of rudeness changes depending on the social status and
work relationship of the other person. This set of questions is
intended to examine whether the acceptability of machine
translation is associated with rudeness, which comes forth in
human relationships. Question 2 and 3 ask if respondents have
“no problems” with translated messages lacking naturalness
and politeness. To check if respondents perceive “no problem
as “no problem with rudeness,” Question 4 asks more directly
whether such a message is rude or not, and see if this
perception changes depending on whom they communicate
with.

Question 5 and 6 are intended to examine other possible
determinants of acceptability. Question 5 elicits responses to
the use of machine translation in three different business
situations: dinner conversation with a guest from an overseas
company for business entertainment, negotiation with an
overseas company, and an in-house meeting. The first two
situations are both communications with someone outside the
company, but the first one is a more informal situation, and
the other is a more formal business situation. The three
situations are intended to examine if there is any difference in
response between communications outside and inside the
company, and between informal and formal business
situations. In either situation, respondents are asked to assume
that they are having oral communication, which requires more
direct and immediate response in  face-to-face

2
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communication; the study presumes that this type of
communication involves more sensitivity to courtesy than
email communication.

Question 6 asks whether respondents would rather study
the target language and use it in words of their own than using
machine translation. It also asks if they would rather use a
human translator for business even when it requires higher
cost.

3. Results

Figures 1 through 6 below show the percentage of
responses per each of the 5 Likert items. Responses to 1.
Strongly disagree and 2. Somewhat disagree can be
interpreted as “negative” responses with varying degrees of
negativity. Likewise, responses to 4. Somewhat agree and 5.
Strongly agree can be taken as “positive” responses. Thus, in
the data analysis below, some results are presented as negative
or positive responses based on these combinations.

3.1 General attitude

Responses to Question 1 reveal that in general respondents
have favorable attitude toward the use of machine translation
at workplace; more than 80% of respondents rated 4
(Somewhat agree) or 5 (Strongly agree) on Likert scale (See
Figure 1 below). In particular, the lowest rate on 1. Strongly
disagree (2.6%) and the highest rate on 5. Strongly agree
(44.7%) suggest that the use of machine translation in
business is well supported by Japanese office workers.

1. Strongly disagree
2. Somewhat disagree 5.3%

3. Neither agree nor disagree 10.5%

1. Somewhat agree

5. Strongly agree

0.0% 10.0%  20.0% 30.0% 10.0% 50.0%

Figure 1. Responses to Question 1: General attitude toward machine
translation.

If respondents respond negatively to more specific
questions in the subsequent sections, it could mean that it is
not because of their general attitude toward the use of
machine translation, but due to the specific situation
presumed in each question.

3.2 Attitude toward messages lacking naturalness and
politeness

Figure 2 below reveals that 60.5% of respondents rated
negatively (1. Strongly disagree or 2. Somewhat disagree) to
the statement that there is no problem with messages lacking
politeness and naturalness.

In addition, the statement about lack of accuracy in
grammar received slightly more negative responses (65.8%)
and that of accuracy in meaning received even more negative



feedback (81.6%). As can be easily predicted, it shows that
accuracy in meaning is the highest priority in business email
among the choices.

590  0:0%
aceuracy 39.5% 4201% 13.2%
in meaning
accuracy 0.0%
. N 26.3% 39.5% 23.7% 10.5%
in grammar
naturalness 18.4% 42.1% 18.4% 18.4% ‘ 2.6%
politeness 23.7% 36.8% 21.1% 15.8% ‘ 2.6%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

1. Strongly disagree ~ 2. Somewhat disagree m 3. Neithes o nor disagree = 4. Somewhat agree 5. Strongly agree

Figure 2. Result of Question 2: Attitude toward messages lacking
accuracy in meaning, accuracy in grammar, naturalness, politeness.

3.3 “This message has been translated by machine”

When respondents were asked to assume that a translated
message is supplemented with the statement “This message
has been translated by machine,” their attitude toward
messages lacking naturalness and politeness seem to have
changed.

2.6%
accuracy in grammar | 15.8% 47.4% 21.1%1 | 13.2%
naturalness 5.83% 28.9% 26.3% 31.6% 7.9"/4
politeness 5.8% 34.2% 26.3% 26.3% 7.9"/4
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1. trongly disagree 2. Somewhat disagree 5 Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree 5. Strongly agre
Figure 3. Result of Question 3: Attitude toward a machine-

translated message when it is explicitly explained.

As you can see in Figure 3, 34.2% of respondents gave
negative responses (rated 1 or 2) to messages lacking
naturalness and 39.5% of them responded negatively to
messages lacking politeness. Compared with the results from
Question 2 (60.5%), their negative responses were weakened.
Moreover, respondents’ positive attitude (rated 4 or 5)
increased from 21% (Question 2) to 39.5% (Question 3) for
naturalness, and from 18.4% to 34.2% (Question 3) for
politeness. This implies that their attitude toward messages
lacking naturalness and politeness change when they know
that the message explicitly explains that it has been translated
by machine.

On the other hand, in the case of accuracy in grammar, the
degree of change was not as much. Negative responses only
slightly decreased from 65.8% (Question 2) to 63.2%
(Question 3), and positive responses increased from 10.5%
(Question 2) to 15.8% (Question 3). This suggests that
explaining the use of machine translation is less helpful when
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it comes to accuracy in grammar. Given the result from
Question 2, this probably also applies to accuracy in meaning.

3.4 Rudeness

10.5%
Rude to 4
. 53% 10.5% 52.6% 21.1%
the other person
5.3%
Rudeness _
. 5.3% 36.8% 42.1% 10.5%
changes
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1. Strongly disagree 2. Somewhat disagree m 3. Neither agree nor disagree = 4. Somewhat agree m 5. Strongly agree

Figure 4. Result of Question 4: Rudeness.

As shown in Figure 4, 73.7% of respondents agreed (rated
4 or 5) and 15.8% disagreed (rated 1 or 2) with the statement
that a message lacking “accuracy in grammar,” “naturalness,”
and “politeness” is rude. Overall, a significant percentage of
respondents seem to associate such a message with rudeness.

Moreover, 52.6% of respondents agreed with the idea that
the degree of rudeness changes according to the social status
and work relationship with the other person while only 10.6%
disagreed. Although 36.8% neither agreed nor disagreed,
which should be noted for closer investigation, overall more
than half of respondents supported the idea.

3.5 Different situations

As indicated in Figure 5, the use of machine translation for
in-house meetings received the most positive response
(73.7%), negotiation the second (52.6%), and dinner
conversation the least (44.7%).

dinner L
e b3%  23.7% 26.3% 36.8% 7.9%
conversation
negotiation 2,6% 18.4% 26.3% 42.1% 10.5%
in-house
25¢ 9 6%13.2% 10.6% 55.3% 18.4%
meeting
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
1. Strongly disagree 2. Somewhat disagree ® 3. Neither agree nor disagree 4. Somewhat agree 85, Strongly agree

Figure 5. Result of Question 5: Different business situations.

As predicted, respondents gave more favourable responses
to the use of machine translation for internal communication
than external. In the comparison between informal (dinner
conversation) and formal (negotiation) business situations,
the former received less positive response to the use of
machine translation. Respondents think that using machine



translation is less acceptable at the dinner table. Dinner
conversation in business is informal on one hand, but its
purpose is often to facilitate business. Therefore, while
speaking informally, they also have to be courteous so they

can successfully establish and maintain business relationships.

In the respondents’ perception, negotiation is a formal
business situation, but it may require only business-like
conversation. Social events such as a dinner may require more
attention to courtesy; and therefore, using machine translation
is less acceptable.

3.6 Learning the target language / Human translator

Figure 6 shows that 76.3% of respondents think (rated 4 or
5) that learning the target language and using it for business
is more desirable than using machine translation even when it
conveys the message accurately.

As for the question about human translators, 44.8% of
respondents responded positively, and 21.1% of them gave
negative response.

0.0%
learn
the target 2.6%
language

21.1% 50.0% 263% |

human

o
translator (520

13.2% 34.2% 31.6% 13.2% |

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

1. Strongly disagree 2. Somewhat disagree 8 3. Neither agree nor disagree = 4. Somewhat agree B5. Strongly agree

Figure 6. Result of Question 6: Machine translation vs. learning the
target language / using human translators.

4. Discussion

As a pilot study, the current investigation provides
meaningful data because the results suggest that, in addition
to translation accuracy, naturalness and politeness can also be
important variables to investigate how the use of machine
translation is accepted by Japanese office workers. This
implies that translation accuracy is not the only determinant
of acceptability; solely discussing how successfully machine
translation technology advances for translation accuracy is
not enough to predict how it will be accepted by the society.
The current study proposes that aspects such as naturalness
and politeness should be investigated in more detail in order
to understand how machine translation can be more widely
accepted in the future.

In addition, there are three more important implications.
One is that human relationships should be the center of
discussion when we analyze naturalness and politeness; the
second implication is the value of “authentic”
communication; and the third is how we should address the
issue of acceptability to foreign language education. The three
implications will be discussed below.

4.1 Human Relationship as a Determinant of Acceptability
The responses to Questions 2 through 5 suggest that human

relationships are involved in determining whether the use of

machine translation is acceptable at workplace. One piece of

57

evidence is the fact that the degree to which a message lacking
naturalness and politeness is acceptable changes depending
on the social status and work relationship of the other party
and on the business situations where conversations take place.
A decision on whether a message can be accepted could come
from the sender’s concerns about how the message sounds to
the other party. In Japanese culture, people often change the
wording according to the hierarchical relationship; it is an
important social norm to consider whether the wording is
appropriate for the hierarchical relationship. Therefore,
human relationships can always be an important determinant
of acceptability in Japan as to how naturally and politely the
message is worded in order to avoid violating the social norm.

However, the result from Question 3 also shows that the
violation of this social norm can be somewhat avoided by
adding the statement “This message has been translated by
machine.” Providing this kind of statement could serve as
preparation for a possible threat of violating the social norm.
By doing so, the sender of a message can assume that this
“heads-up” will alleviate the impact of such a threat. When
both parties mutually understand the fact that their
communication is done through machine translation, some
unnatural and impolite language may become permissible.
This suggests that one of the keys to increasing acceptability
of machine translation is dealing with how we can alleviate
possible threats to violate the social norm about the
hierarchical relationship.

4.2 Value of “Authentic” Communication

The answers to the first question of Question 6 reveal that
a significant percentage of respondents (76.3% on 4 or 5)
think that it is desirable to learn the target language rather than
use machine translation even if it can translate a message
accurately. If translation accuracy is not an issue, then
Japanese office workers place value on something other than
accuracy in the act of learning a language and using it in their
own words. One possible reason is that they regard using their
own words in messages or conversation as an “authentic” way
of communication. If this is true, using machine translation is
taken as an “inauthentic” way of communication, and this
perception may prevent Japanese office workers from
accepting the use of machine translation.

The result from the second question of Question 6 also
indicates this trend although the responses are more scattered
from 1 to 5 (44.8% on 4 or 5; 34.2% on 3; 21.1% on 1 or 2).
One possible explanation is that Japanese office workers may
perceive that using a human translator is less “authentic” than
speaking in their own words since they are getting assistance
from others; but at the same time it is more “authentic” than
using a machine, which is not even a person. This perception
may have made responses scattered.

The above discussions imply that the perceived
“authenticity” about communication should be addressed in
order to predict how machine translation will be accepted in
the future. In addition to naturalness and politeness, the aspect
of authenticity could be another important factor that
determines acceptability.

This viewpoint is also important in foreign language



education. With more advanced translation technology,
producing natural and polite translations could be possible in
the future. However, the perception of authenticity is not a
matter of translation performance, but it is an issue of how we
accept a certain mode of communication. Thus, machine
translation users should understand the mode of
communication using machine translation is only appropriate
in certain occasions, and it should not be used in other
situations. As we expect more people to use machine
translation in society, it is important to teach in a foreign
language classroom that in some situations the use of machine
translation can be taken as inauthentic and thus not accepted
as an appropriate mode of communication.

4.3 Educational Implications

In fact, some scholars have started to discuss the impact of
machine translation on foreign language education. Asano
(2018) discusses that in the age when machine translation
(and artificial intelligence in general) is widely used in society,
foreign language education should change its focus from
merely promoting students’ mastery of practical language
skills to helping them gain wisdom necessary to lead a
harmonious life with people from other countries in a global
society. As another example, the JACET SIG on English
Education held a conference to discuss issues on foreign
language education with the awareness of the age when
machine translation can be practically utilized in society
(Sakai, 2019).

Some discussions on the educational implications of
machine translation such as the above attempt to predict
whether machine translation will be widely used in the future
to the degree that foreign language education will disappear
or change its focus. Such attempts at prediction are important
for foreign language educators and language policy makers
because if education needs to change in line with the change
in society, it must be based on the judgment that the society
has widely accepted the use of machine translation.

The results from the present study suggest that more
empirical studies are necessary to make such judgement.
Naturalness and politeness are two variables investigated in
this study, but there may be more variables (other than
translation accuracy) involved in the acceptability of machine
translation at workplace. In addition to paying attention to the
technological development that increases translation accuracy,
it is important to empirically investigate other factors that
affect acceptability.

It is especially important to address English education,
which is the major foreign language education in the Japanese
educational system from elementary to higher education.
When machine translation becomes an essential part of global
business communication at workplace in the future, learning
English may become less valuable as qualification for office
workers; and thus, we will need to reevaluate the way English
education is conducted. In this sense, the most important
question here is whether machine translation can really be
accepted by Japanese office workers when it reaches a
satisfactory level of translation performance. To answer this
question, empirical studies should provide data that allow us
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to judge when and how English education should change.

5. Limitations and Future Research

Although the current study provides significant data as a
pilot study, it also has some limitations. First, the response
rate (3.8%) is too low to assume that the data represent all the
Japanese office workers. Future studies should significantly
improve the data collection process.

Second, the current study asked respondents to assume
hypothetical situations when they answer. For example, in
Question 2, respondents had to assume or imagine that they
were using machine translation when they responded to the
question. If they had never used machine translation, they
might have responded differently. Future studies should
provide actual machine-translated messages so that
respondents can answer to questions in more concrete and
realistic situations.

Third, the responses may change in the future, as
translation accuracy improves and as more people use
machine translation in the future. Therefore, with revised
questions based on this pilot study, a longitudinal study
should be employed to investigate the acceptability of
machine translation.

The present study tested some presumptions, but each of
the findings in this study must be investigated in more detail
in future research. It is hoped that the current study will
stimulate interest in similar research and encourage more
detailed investigation.

6. Conclusion

The present study investigated how machine translation is
accepted by Japanese office workers. The results from the
online questionnaire survey suggested that naturalness and
politeness, which are closely associated with human
relationships, can be important determinants of acceptability.
The study also suggested that the perceived “authenticity” of
communication can be another possible determinant. The
paper also discussed empirical investigation on the
acceptability of machine translation such as the current study
can contribute to our judgement about when and how foreign
language education should constructively change.

As discussions on improving machine translation accuracy
progress, it is important to question whether accuracy alone is
a determinant of the acceptance of machine translation. As a
pilot study, the current investigation provided meaningful
data that answer that question.
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Appendix A: Survey Questions

Respondents are asked to rate their opinions based on the following
Likert items: 1. Strongly disagree; 2. Somewhat agree; 3. Neither
agree nor disagree; 4. Somewhat agree; 5. Strongly agree.

Question 1:
I would like to use machine translation in business if it translates
what [ want to say correctly.

Question 2:

(1) Thave no problem with lack of “accuracy in meaning” in machine
translation because in business it is enough to convey general
messages.

(2) T have no problem with lack of “accuracy in grammar” in
machine translation because in business it is enough to convey
accurate messages.

(3) T have no problem with lack of “naturalness” in machine
translation because in business it is enough to convey accurate
messages.

(4) T have no problem with lack of “politeness” in machine
translation because in business it is enough to convey accurate
messages.

Question 3:

(1) T have no problem with lack of “accuracy in grammar” if the
translation is supplanted with the statement “This message has been
translated by machine.”

(2) T have no problem with lack of “naturalness” if the message is
supplanted with the statement “This message has been translated by
machine.”
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(3) I have no problem with lack of “politeness” if the message is
supplanted with the statement “This message has been translated by
machine.”

Question 4:

(1) Any machine-translated message that lacks “accuracy in
grammar,” “naturalness,” and “politeness” is inappropriate (rude)
even when the message is correctly conveyed.

(2) Whether the machine-translated message that lacks “accuracy in
grammar,” “naturalness,” and “politeness” is inappropriate (rude) or
not depends on the social status and work relationship of the person

to whom you send the message.

Question 5:

(1) It would be acceptable to use machine translation for oral
communication with a guest from overseas companies at the dinner
table, when the machine translation is accurate enough not to
interfere with any of your operations.

(2) It would be acceptable to use machine translation for negotiation
with other companies, when the machine translation is accurate
enough not to interfere with any of your operations.

(3) It would be acceptable to use machine translation for in-house
meetings, when the machine translation is accurate enough not to
interfere with any of your operations.

Question 6:

(1) Even when the machine translation is accurate enough not to
interfered with any of your operations, it is desirable that you (or
your colleagues) study the target language and communicate in
words of your own.

(2) Even when the machine translation is accurate enough not to
interfered with any of your operations, it is desirable that you use
human translators despite higher cost.



TAT 4 T EBROERNGITCE IS EMR

Il F s - S2 L SEHE7-**
* I A AT
hgaeru@yahoo.co.jp
ok o
yuki@balloon.ne.jp

Cigs

ARFZED BL, FEBHROBNRKZAEZ SRS, T4 T 4 V7 OEFEHRERBT 57200
IR EITV, TORREBEZ TABROBMEE TR T L ThHD, VAT 4TV L
UL ERE G E L= — AT U U AIRERICET A RIL. Tt T\,
L LR L, FEHEROBRNFEEEDTLDD, 747 4 7 ERICEAT 2 RILE 720720,
FIT, AR TIZT 4 — RN I 5otz T AT 4 V7 HREET VAL L, HRFEEDOR
DY LA A E2—ZBZHOIT LT, 94T 4V TEBOERE DI Uiz, TOMRER, 4

HFEEL, AT 4 T OEFEREBB ST LWL MNE o7z, £, BFELTT

AT 4 TIEHICRY ML ER LA LND L DR Tc, ABFFETIE,

PEB RO —Bh & 72 5 Hoht O FTREVE A R BT 5.
X—U— R AT LT EEEK,

1. IZL®HIC

HARANRKFEIZE ST, AFRIOTA T 4 2 75H
RRICE D EFEBPMER I TN D (RE - K-
FHE, 2014; Okada, 2018), =X Clk, 30E - V—7 4
TWEMRINTWENR, KETIXTAD OB 2 Zimiii
WZEL] EWIBEIBRRDEND, TDT=D, T4 T«
VWK LT, EFRERAERFOTEEOMINNEE &
ol (RN v BHEBERAWIT, 2016), 2D T AT 4
VU DEFREBNWEER N~ HEROX FEHERD
BETOHERKER-T-EHEZ NS,

—J7. U AT 4 7 VEE (TOEIC 202.78 miffE) (b
¥7,2017) <° ESP - EAP #E & ZxT H0098 Ca)ll -
H,2017) 1T TICAREN TS, LLARns, %8
BROBEWEEEDT AT 4 > 7 E#HICET AL
FEDTen, I TARBTIH, ¥%FEEOOOEE
ETNEWEL, TAT 4 VIV BBROERERDL 2D
2. FEHEROBERNKRZAE R R L LT BRI A E
L., TOBEMOERZ DO LIZBM O FHEMEICD
WCi Uy SROBMEEZRBRTHZ 2B ET D,

AWFZETIE, BEET NI T 4 — KRy 7 HEAL
Tro AU B SETA T4 VT HREICBITDL 7 4 —
RNy 7 OFIENREEENTNDEINS TH D
(Bitchener & Storch, 2016) , AWML TRT 7 4 — KNy
7 LlF, TAT 4 KT HFEEMRERVETIE, KDY
NECHERRICEI % =2 A > b (Storch,2010) &, ABED
HEIZLDFEE~ORGFHEDOZWE L (Lyster, Saito &
Sato, 2013) L EFKSIT D,

F2. AT 4 T HITIRYIRY (Reflection) & X4,

60

FEEDS 7B Ak

B BEVE, HEAREIRR

FOHADOFEFEHENE S, IRV iKY &%, Farrell

(2017) #5BL L., FEERASOIAT 4 T %
BHT, BBOIFEB~LRBESEDL L) LERESIT D,
DXL T, REWNIEDTAT 4 T EROE
KERGET 5,

2. AFFERRE

FATHIRE D O T- BB R 2 E 2 T, LTI
JEAREZ 2 O TE LT,

) WEETNVTRHEEBRNEDOTAT 4 v TERIC
ED XD BE 5250,

2) TAT A VTEBRDOERNG, EO XD 2B R
DIIRIE X35 D,

3. AR HE
3.1. REBAE

AW E L, BEVEEOFLLANEFE KRS O I KA
134 (B 64, 74 TOEFLITP 7 A L 380~
440 ;7)) ThHD, 2017 FEE 2 ARNS 3 AETODTA
T4 T DEFEEREE TH o T, AR, 1 FEK
DELMOBN RIBEL D=, FEEEOFHRE TP
RWEIZ bbb o7, FEEROIKT & v o REN A
HivT,

3.2, EERE

AT 11 B, 90 piR¥EE 0B, AT 4T IE
BEF LA AW EREE 6 BV IR L, K1 38
ETNAOTaEATHD, FHEET VI S BRSO



bNd, IS, BB ER -T2V —T 47 T %
A hAEGEERT, #5212, HEFHT Rephrasing (H 5305
ETEWVWHEL) #3877, ORI, HEATY 4 — KA
v 7RG 2, B3I, BACLDTakER T4 T 4
VIV EET, £ mEE 52, 7T ALKRT
brain-storming (Raimes, 1983) %17\, 74 7 7 & 3LH
SH, FLT, BRSEEAT I 72HEE, B
FERIRRRVFTIEZRME Lz, BB 412, 2O HOFEEIEE)
IZOWT, HAFETIED KD #E )87, LT, Ih
WZxf L, ZEITERORIZSCHE LDa A NeE 2z
oo THbH, IRVIEY ) Z2EBLT, 23Ia=
r—a VORBEERAT-OTH 5, &% BEITHR
HR A%, FEEZIRLC. BDIAT 4 TR
BEXE-, 20X LT, BfEL-BEETERE B
L7=DOTH D,

1) Reading

2) Rephrasing <—Oral CF

3) Process writing«—WCF

4) Reflection—L1 {ZX D=3 Ak

5) BHEHOREL FEDa AL ML HIEBHONE)

X 1. BEEF 10T ok R

Frr M2 IFERBEOAr Y 2a— )L Th D, FIHIC
AV T—vary:7U T AN G0 ntalEET
—<IZ L2 NTTTT - TAT 7)) BE LT,
W, AIROLETDTAT 4 7T A NTlE, FEEOFE
HAZEFFT LTV,

ZLTC.2HEAML S HEETOMIC, BHEEET
NEBYIKL, 6 HEICHMT AN, 7THBE 8HAIZ
HLIFEET L, 9 HRAICARA R T A R (FUT A b L&A
BRobo), 10 HEICHIRT A~ 11 HREWKZE, 718
VT—varElE—T AN (=2 — ) BiToT,

(BEAT Y 2—L)

Day 1 FVxzrF—vary - FUTRAE
Day2-5 HHHEET L
Day 6 HT 2 b
Day 7-8 BEET L
Day 9 RART A B
Day 10  #I:R7 2 b
Dayll ZL¥rF—var - -H T Ak

X 2. EEATF Y a—)b

4. FER
4.1. FA T4V TRIDOFKER

TAT 4 TRIDOMONE., OiEL L @Test of
Written English (LA F TWE & 925, jiis 540 2L -
T, ¥ L7z, TWEIZ, S THR—B LT/ T
71,48 TREOHEEZ T 50 &5 A TS, 3
MOTSUEE TR 250 BRBEFICALND |, 2 4 T3
LUV DR NBFICA DD, 1A TEX TRmE
ZHRE L TRV LW ) I Lo TR W - T

61

W5,

FOL,. FUVFARNERARNTFA RO TWE & REES
DB D% A B AKYE 1% T, mIE D  EIC X
DiRET L7 (Z0ifth, 2004), ZORER, EHLLAE
WZmbEL7s (F1), 72, REBHEOKERIX, 134F2

HDOHN, TVTAEHKTDHLE, RAFTART

T FNR->TLES= (K3),

R WEBRNIEOTAT 4T OHY (N=13)
Pretest Posttest
M SD M SD T P
TWE 2.13 0.77 2.49 0.64 4.73 .00**
TR 81.08 32.89 107.92 2733 3.85 .00**
o *p<.05, **p<.01
13
12
11
10
S 9
£ g
B Pretest
i
R 7
<8 m Posttest
=6
Ko
E 5
4
3
2
1
0 100 200 300 400
B G

X 3. FUT A RERA TR NOREEROE

4.2. BBOEEORER

WIS, WENHEDTA T 4 2 7 DBMOLAIZD
WTEKT S, 7% A v =27 (FN,2014) 12X
5T, ¥BHEORYEY Z4EFR v T —2 TR,
F70, FEHIC L & TRHEOFEBEICHN &R,
AU ZEa—biTol, AMETIE, | HREOZ )T
AL, BT A RORBOS BHEL 10 BHOHES
K7 A NMEDBERT,



BRULY 2> #33
A 2Y3%
&S i %
E o) BHEedbe
3 3 Subgraph
!? | - o Hor Mo
5 B, a Doz Mos
& oE o
&Ex3 4 .
o #13 RE 2¢ Frequency:
B - Y 5
a% T :
& Bk ) 4
B3 =N [
\ )
e o b a8 6
: . = R
4 Writing
z= : 8
< HPEP
B
b ALEY

Lo

4 4. Day | DFEHNHEOILEF Y FT—2 (N=13)

48 n
oR
s Subgraph:
= 2 4 X M1 WMo
\ ») oz Mos
L I Mo
R# a y
™ Fr £ Frequency:
5 2 s N 3
FAM| W< L 4
na an
WS &%
= | 6
a3
X3 nLw
.‘ ¢ = 8

w|
RF

L

[ 5. Day 5 DA HFEOLE Ry hU—2 (N=13)

RE
= -
SDEN
. i oS
y XE B0 Subgraph
“ 0o Hos
&5 ,! oz Mos
3 i Ho
9#55
®5 Frequency.
B2 e () =2
writing . s
5
2325 " 4
& =i y
o AN y
#13
5 %
L]
8
o ELL
8% 10
—& gy b

%3
)

X 6. Day 10 OFEH HFE O’ R v T —2 (N=13)

B4, M5 K6 ZwZHELTHRDE, LLFDZ &K
Lkl odz, M4 m1 BB HiE THH)
(ALSY ] &, FAT 4 Ik T2BEEDREIN
RziFoni, £z, HREZorLTHhbdE, £

MEZTTATTNARELTWS | [SA4F 4 T DE
THEHMRL TR LR FAE L TSUEARK
NS0 RN Y 72| EHFES DR S &R L
W5,

wiz, KsE&BL, SHEIZSW LD, Z0H
EHMT A RDORIHEWS Z EbH0, [EL [F5R
h TEED ] EWVWH F—TU— RNRBEFITHA LT, B
2, B TRoREIIFRMT A Mo TR EF|
O THES | Lk, FAE X THH O TIX
0TI 2720y &, W& & b7 A MM TR E
mEXETCNWZLIThHoTz, LIZR-T, T AR
M TRV Z D, AT 4 TICRTHEF
BN, Lo E N ERbos,
ZLT.K6m10 HAX, IEFS) FEns) [AY
— R T4 T 4 T D EEARRT D EEHREER
DHEND LY IZ/e o7z, FAEIE NEEE LB & R
NV EEHR L TR MRV TR LN TET S
EochmoTnD ) ik TAEIX TEH LI2n L
R L O TESCEN D EBENTWS ] L HS DM
ESIZR S &M T,

S5, B & FEICH 12RO, A F B 2—
MOITAT 4V TEBROER RS T2 A, LLTO
ZEBHLMNE IR oT,

(G4 F 4 722N T)

FiE—-BS D=L, HAxRoTT, % E
NHTEICLEFSETLEL TR ST,
F<ETBLIITHRD, B 2 KB ENZ
RoTTEDLLHIToTz,

TE-HSDEIICTAT 4 TIZHOFETHTN
DHEEVERETHL IV LT, %D T
WORERIZH L7z, I L TUE LYY,

FHRVIEY T2V T)
EfrE B2 E N5, SUERHE O W IT 7 &
FHENEZ T NTEZDT, Lol

THE->ES ZEIIRERUER, FTHZ L TH
OB DITIZ > TEroT=,

5. BE

4 OERBEOFEREZEEE 2T, MEREEZEET D,
F9° e ) RS T VITRER HE DT AT
ST EHRICEDI I BREEEFZ D)) 12BN
[ EON AR Sl RO A el V7NN =¥ e LI o
IHTZEWVWH T ENbhoT, BT, D ANEDTZD
KORENA XTI T 407 LR, BRFEOR
RbLAON EESTR EICLFE LM 758),

AWFFE TR~ 5 hFEFE OF) K% Chen (2018)

X, TFEEERD AN TN —TTHITHZ b,
HEF T, MENOZOEUGE S, HEERLOmM



WOILAZERT D) LHEMLTVD,

KDY

WCF

7. HEETLVOZE

F7o, BRERNIHF L THD & EiFOFEH
DIFINTAT 4 v TIREN BRSNS, L
FIRNBELD FLA Tz, RIS, TALE OFEE
FEFEBRIELS, A ICASORERICRSE A
Wiz, TL T, A2 a—7TliL, B¥ENHE %
HEL, A BERELY LT, HEEEZED TV
2 EMHLMNEI T,

WICHIZERRRE ) [T A4 T 4 Y T EROERNL, &£
DX REMBENRBIND D IZBW T, FEE
BRAMEN LB E IR LI B BIR D LETH D &
Sz &0, L0, BERBRTIO =— XTI L -
T, FEHEOEFAESCHE T REAXT AL LR LA
DR =AY AN

E7-. FTREDI AL b, [REARE] ol
AbEZOND, A ICHRT, 94T 4 7O
FRTAHEL, BLARD S HF — LRE THRSEH
H 252 LT, EFERBRE S 4L, B X IRy
e LH D EEZBND,

SEATHFZE Tl FHE L, 0 K LITEN 21T > T
5B, BOOMBESEZBRL, a3 a=r—3
VEENEREIEDL EMEALNTVDS, SV
X BEONANDRVEE, HfE L2 EEFICRD
LHAE ST D (Chen,2018), L7=3- T, F8E
NIRALEIZIE, BOWMVMEZ LD TE 28 %%
BITDHZENRDODLENL D,

6. 5B ORE
SH%OPEE LT, LTO3ANREILND,

1) il 2 OB FC A - T2 8t OB

2) BFESNRED TR

3) BELZFEHEBTROIZD OFREEE

TP, FACERAED Y 7 2B\ TH, FEHERIC
LoT, FA4T 4V TOMRNIERT 5, ZDI=DIT,
X ORRBIREN NN L 0D, KoT, FEEL
DA a=lr—aERNET, FICLTER B HS
L TR ZENEE LU,

Flo. FALEORENS ., FHEIGREO VM)

63

LNk ot BIED L Z A BENREIZ OV T,
=AUV Fa2T bl lDFREWVE W I FMHIIC
B3 2MESRH D, Tz, BAaE AN IREECT
bb, TOTD, HUHABEOKRETHE T HREIC,
EZIRLT 2 Z L2 BETRETHA D, TOREE,
FEHEBEOEEBHETE D,

I, BRELZEEEOBRO D OFFEIZ SN
Tk, ROAENLETH D, HDHRONI-IRE L FE
EOFREEMIRELTH, LTLHIEI N &
RS20, L7z -> T, 23 vy MIZHEERIF L%
MR L, FHA A% &L H LW REE AR T D0
EWRH 5,

7. BERIRIE : B R

AR DL NI HERRE E LT, F¥ENFE
OEANEAEKEL L TEZLND, BIETH, Call #
HXOX T Ly NERWTZEMD, SFEHE IS
LoodHb, LNL7ERG, ik A NORET,
FLEREBICEE LTS LTSV, 5%I1%, 28
FRREIMNT, BODOR—AT, AT AT
DT FVEBLTC, FAT 4 TFENTEEH L E
HisL7=\,
FEOETFRN—va L BEEEEO D ZOITIT
Sl fay MRETIE, BENAFEOYR—NE7R
% MT (Machine Translation) 7 7 U OEANFZNTH
ST TAT AV ITREOTH A XA MR LT,
MT % —EDf/REV IR SEZLOTH DL, =
— 2 TIRFOERIMGHAE (B5i4) <X, 2o TRIfE
PR L0 b TR (R A 52 0 T2 AR 0N
EhH, 61 TEHSTESEGE] Kootz &
My MNoT-, FRFEEFICE>TE. BOICLTX A
EWVOHIREN IR (WRIOEE) L7280 F7f - $2H
W ORFERIENEE) (25 0 35 < 72 D facilitator & LT
EEER- LBz OND, EFEEEICE ST
[BAGESLFEA) D IE LUWMEWTT &2 i CRBLONE D A
Mol LWIHENE T -T2, WThoEES, TH
STERETDHHIE] DOV End, BmIZRREEIC
BT TCOEFN—2 g Dl ENRONTEZZ ENK
xRELTH T,

S HICHABRE A RAET D210, FEEPEICE
3% OCW (Open Course Ware) Z#A/ L7V ,MOOCs
(Massive Open Online Courses) % 5234} 0 FESC S iR
BELLTHATDHIELTE S, ZT0IEDN, BEIC
ZIMNTERNWFEEEDOTZDOFMELE L THLEDAHE
PEIXBR Y 7220, WEhogA S, ks LTED
TAHETCRIFRIZ, BEEISELEV oM =2T
FT L BNELHDTEA 9, SNSs IR EDH A X—
BRED IS D HRPUR DR Y 72 < D7 WIES O R
7= 512 & - TIE, Al (Artificial Intelligence) %1% L 7=
MT X0, A v T4 58 2 258580 - AftEm Lo
—hc7e bt I ND, A%, TNOHEIEH LI



M BAZE I H Y KT AR & HE U 7 SEEERY 72 B 78 3 40 B
ERDIES D,

8. £¢¥
AWML, FEHEROBNEEREDOIAT 4 T E
WMOBERETXA A =TI L» T, BEIZHNT
L., TNEREICTA T 4 VI BMBERR LT, 08
DFERNS . BELEFEHEBEEROT=DOFREN O
ESCEE ST L b T4 T 4 THEMBEE L
WEWH ZERAENE ST, FO—fFilE LT, &
VT A EEOBERIER D E A D P REME 2 R LT,
LU 6, RO RH FHIL 13 ANER
LT D, 5%, L0 0OFRFERIRE LK
AR 72T — 2 BRI UEE LU, FFE OB H LM O
=—RXEPFET L LI Lo T, X EARBY R Bkt B
REETHLENRDHDHEA D,

BEE
AWFFE1% ISPS FBHHFE: 18K00900 DB 2521 7= & DT,

BE IR

ANF B HHEREWTEA. (2016).
FHEFHA 2015] Retrieved from
https://berd.benesse.jp/global/research/detail 1 .php?id=4776

Bitchener, J., & Storch, N. (2016). Written corrective feedback for
L2 development. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Chen, Y. (2018). Perceptions of EFL college students toward
collaborative learning. English Language Teaching, 11, 1-4. doi:
10.5539/elt.v11n2pl

IEANINARE. (2012). [RS8 20 AN - SGRRED T
F ol KREREEIE.

Farrell, S.C. (2017). Research on reflective practice in TESOL. New
York, NY: Routledge.

A EE—. 2014). THEFEDO =D DFHET XA Notr] F4
=Y HiR.

F)NAET - GHREE. (2017). TESP #ABERI%E LTO [T¥HR
PEEEEE | — LFEERRR S E OB b — ) T
WERAEFRAE] 46, 253-260.

Kobayakawa, M. (2011). Analyzing writing tasks in Japanese
high school English textbooks: English I, II, and Writing. JALT
Journal, 33,27-48.

Lyster, R., Saito, K., & Sato, M. (2013). Oral corrective feedback
in second language classrooms. Language Teaching, 46, 1-40.

BEFEE.(2017). TU AF 4 7 VRAED = — T HS  H5E
RFEORR & T D) TLET B SZET7EERE] 16, 73-
85.

I L (BE) BT HIE - (LAOEH(RAE). PEHEE - IR
KNGEE). (2004). THFEHIM D 7= DEE T — & 558 AP —
RENEDDT AN - FHll - DF7E] B 0 RIEEEEFEIS.

Nassaji, H. (2017). Negotiated oral feedback in response to written
errors. In H. Nassaji & E. Kartchava (Eds.), Corrective feedback
in second language teaching and learning (pp. 114-128). New
York: Routledge.

Okada, R. (2018). Challenges in teaching Japanese EFL students to
express themselves logically. Asian Education Studies, 3, 73-82.
doi:10.20849/aes.v3i1.335

Raimes, A. (1983). Techniques in teaching writing. Oxford
University Press.

I OREEEEICET 5

64

Shintani, N., Ellis, R., & Suzuki, W. (2014). Effects of written
feedback and revision on learners’ accuracy in using two English
grammatical structures. Language Learning, 64, 103-131.

Storch, N. (2010). Critical feedback on written corrective feedback
research. International Journal of English Studies, 10, 29-46.

Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2010). Learners processing, uptake,
and retention of corrective feedback on writing: Case studies.
Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 32, 303-334.

FHHBEF 2 « SEN— « &I - ~ 2 U F PR - L. (2008).

ST TR SO D 720 D OB BIFE I [ C— i =2 —
IO LIS —) TRE R @B EVE] 14,111-121.

PR\ « KIS - BERAHR T (2014). [RADRFHFIC
BIFDRETA T 4 v THREDREENE | JABAET Journal,
18, 55-78.



HAD/NERAMNERERHZ BT 5 3R USUEE D 5347
—English Grammar Profile & @ L) H—

HIF {5

* 8y TR
h.yamada@takachiho.ac.jp

HE

2017 FEOFEIFEEEUGETIS LV | /AN TIEISEREEB S PR ICBAT S, S5Ea Tish
[ERER DT Shiz, STHRMER DV AE L TAMERER ] OBk [TWe Can!] IZBI L Tid, BHED
& ZAUERBLR D B OHIFET D20 A FEIFEERIII IR O ERARR S T 72

O, HEE OIS BEMEN G E > TWD, £ 2 TAIETII,

A E D CEFR D% L UL T

BT TW A SRR B ICBE T A T 2 #2015 9° 5 English Grammar Profile & . S EEMEN
O [We Can!] Z #3252 L2 L0 | SERERCH D SUEHBIZOW TR LTz, 08T OfE
Ry AL LAULOEEENEIAT TS IOEER &, FEBEEEFE L) [We Can!] 1ZHBLT
L3CEEBIILEVAR O N, ZoRizix, NEERFIMT A ENTE, hoala=
r—va AZBWTEEREE Z R IOEHEA G IR TV, ZOREND, SMERERHC
B AUEEA OB TS FOEEREEZLZ L,

F—U— R NERINEREHE .
1. IIC®IC

2017 -8 H ., /NEROFEIREEENUGET SN L
INFETOHARDIFEHBFIZOWTIL, 05 - FERESD
FREN ENE T H AN e 0 ) N ER S,
EBlICLHala=r—arOBERY B LT-15
OB (FET ) ROV TEL Z L 2L SFEE
BN HNITOINTNRNT LR, B L7 EnikoRk
BRAANL, aa=b— g %2179 AR - S -k
PSRN CCHENCRE T 5 2 & 722 I EN R &
NT&7= CUEsRlE4, 2017a), 7 LWV R R EEGE T
I OB EEEEE 2 MBFE L RERICHNEREHE
IZBWTH, [k - Heag) . TREBT) - HllEr) - KB
g T NCE D B - ARMESE ) O =Z-S>08E - HES
EAPICERE ST 2N S, NI UVALLSFERT D Z
ERRDLEN TN D,

Blz1E, #EEIckba3a=r—ra 2%z 5+
B LR DRERESSEDHIIIOWVWT L, SRETEE %)
BRI A 2 22k »o T, EBEOaI 2=/ —
va O TCIREAENES R - BHT HEICTEH
TEAIEIHFET A ENMETHE, F LT, 2D
ko EgoIRT LIzl REAEEICHER
AFh, ERIZFEEICERD HIeEENFEE INLD 2
ERHIFEI LTV D,

COEIRBEEFEBATLOIC, BT ESE
RPN TCEHBUDMLENHDN, ZNETOLEZAH
KRIZBT H/NFROANEGBEHE IOV T, EENR
AIEICER LR ERTH Y . SUERNZMImIZE

65

FEFEETGE, We Can!, English Grammar Profile

SRE M TTRIERN DI E W S IR B D (KR - BT,
2017), & Z CTARTIL, SRIOWETIZE D #ex sz
INEREANERERHC B W TR E N EE T & IEHEA %
a5 Z Lok INERIZEIT 2 0ERREONE
EFBEIZONWTERT S,

2. SefTHRZE

2.1 /NERAMEREBE OB

HECRBFDOER R 7 a0 — AL ORI, 2
BBBEIZBITHHMEBARETOREN RO LN TE D

& BT T, SCERREE 1T 2008 AEIET O S R B
T, INFRRIC B W CHMERETR B 2 % L7, ZHLLRIIC
b, RAMNRFE OB O CHEREHAF X TN T
W2, BESHARIISFIE TED bWz, #
B OB SRR L OFEFRICB W CGREN A LR
720 & ZCIRFEE T, B E LT BRICE W T bE
WCHEETAINEEZ L, —EDELEFED 2L - T
AT 120, BFEICHNERRRE 23R E L, —EDOFE
Bk (4E[E) 35 BANZAERET. B 1 o ~A40Y) &5 2
Ll Lz, ZONEEFEHOBEIIRD LBV THD
(CCEENFAE, 2008) o

SMEREA B LT, a0 sUbIZ oW TRBRAYIZ B
2Ry, MM a=r—ya 259
ETHREOERZKY . AEFEOF FORAR
RERICENVRALEEZ2NE, ala=r—3
VRENOFHEFE D,



B, ZORBEICEASWTIThN D AMEREIEENL. &
B L 5 2 BEIC L ARHMIICIZZR CERVBDE L,
BRI BT 2 VWD EREY S SN, 2911 T

HARRETITOILD L 9182 A ERREENZ DV T

SCRAE B IIRBE EREERDOLIICELEHTVND
(CCE R4S, 2017a)

INFRETTIE, SRR 23 ARE) D BRI W TTOME
FEIREINEA SN, TOFRFEIZKL Y REOENWF:
BER, PRAEOHEFEEE IR DR R
ElwvozlmERBED LN TWS, — 5T, OFF
HILTHEATEZ EN, PEROBMETE R X
FTAOFEEICFICER S TW iy, @HARGE
L RFEDH FF OE VDRI RED TS LD OBR,
THEEDFEHIZB O TRENH 5 @ FIE, i
HOMBHREEZEINEEEETHY ., L0IK
RHIRFEENROEND Z LR ENREE LT
WmEanTna,

F o, N B AR BRSBTS R E W EIC
L AMENBD LN DD, FEN ENDITD
NTHRBEBAEOFEERIGRENELD Lo iz
RIS, EAHE OB A+ E13E 2T, e
HEE L-RIZ, TNE TORENECRE A
EERBHNTENT ZENTE RN E W o7
HRLNATWD,

I TETONIAEGEEB O R EZHERE L DD,
A BT A7 012, 2017 FEDOWET TIT/NER
ENOHEGEEEN 2 EA L, & CIEINERER B
mENT, FRAETE FHS 2 ), TRETZ &) 240
E LIRS 28 U CAMEREICIEAVE LA, S ERESE
~OEEAH T A EmD T2 BT mEEN D BRI ST
lgteZ b, [ELSZ L] Z2INATRAR - BRI
W0 BRVEB ATV PR A~O MR B H i
HZEllroT,

F7-. SEFERAEE L L TMEMIT O Z BT
X0, CFOFEHSC B ARGE L FFEOF R DOEND~DOR
fF& | REIEDEWVE O SUEE~DOKSH & 72 P, SHEREN
M\ EOBLED S SHEDOHF I OERfFE 72 L 2R
RKOBND LT/ oTz, ANEFBISENIHFHFED 24
M CRE 70 HALIER], AMERERHIZFE & L TEFPED 2
FEMICEE 140 BAAZERMIANELY SN2, Z OEERIT
2018 FREEMN D 2 R DOBATHIM 2 F8 7=, 2020 4>
A EmIND,

2.2 INERAMEREECE OBkt

2008 FEOEALIRE, SEREEEINH O BRI SCH R
BIZE VRS, REO/NFRACEAM S TE T2, &
NG LT 01F [9535 7 — R ] Th Y, 2009 LA
D 2011 AR F CHE A Shufz, 2012 ARFEE D 2017 4R
% T3 [H, Friends! ] 23ME 41, 2018 £4££7> & 1 35MERE
TEBC [Let's Try!], SMERERHTIC [We Can!] 23Rk

66

N, BB, F1DOEBY, 2020 FENHITHALN
INEREANEZERH OB & IR 5,

% 1. HIRTER CELIN X172 2020 4EFEF/INFARAON EEERL O Bkt
—E (RREHEEES, 2019 & & & I2/ERK)

B4 H 44 BARER

NEW HORIZON Elementary FURAEE 19
English Course

Here We Go! FEAT R FEH R 11
ONE WORLD Smiles HBH AR 8
CROWN Jr. = 8
TJunior Sunshine B P& B A R 3
JUNIOR TOTAL ENGLISH X E 3
Blue Sky elementary TEAREE 2

HATD [WeCan!l] £ TOEMM ZXR5IZ LI-W5EIET-
EARBND N, FERBLENSSITEITH L ON
%< SUEMBLED LT EIT O b O & ofi
Fnd 5 (K% &k, 2017), FEEICET 2852 Tl
INERRMEGEBE T ) REGEEE, I TS
HMMHOLH BN LT BBINRREREY A ME DL
BZELTHRILZVTEH0RE0 (e - EA) -
WTH - BAHR,2009; g - P4, 2010; PE4E - g - 75
[, 2007, AH - 250 - HAT, 2018 72 &), )5, KA
BT B Clix, NERNEGEBEEROBMIZE Eh
LZRBAOPTHEAIND EEALNZT D HDIEE
WHOD, BEMNZRSCEER Y A b L L TR E
IMZ TG EOIXRYS T2 5 720 (SR« IR - 74 [1), 20009;
FRIEL - (R} - FAE, 2010; A2 - 54,2017, AH - 20 -
/NI, 2008)

ZDEHIT, AT FEREICE > TV HERO—
DL LTE, AERERS O FEE A I AR
THRBRNH D —H T, LEICET I HRIT RN &
MEZHND, & ZAN, IERER OFEEEEEITIL,
IR OSEE E WO HIRRIT O TR, =4
TAREEEHADRHESNTWDS, PRGOS
FEEEMECIL, N OUEE ISOEFEN M S,
B REEHBIZOWT L VIS EHIN TV D,
ZDOEWT, ROFLRPFET LBV | INER O EFER
WCBWTIIREN TV D IR O HEEIZ W T, FR
BI7RRKBE LTHRET A Z ENEREN TS T
b5 CUHFEE, 2017a),

SR O E IOV TIE, (P SEEEEI 0T,
SUEOHFESCHIEDORE 21T 5 O Tt/ < BAGE
LIGEDOFEIRDEWVEORMNE 2RI L OIC L
0, EARRREBE L THVIRLEWZVEEL
DT HRELTEHALEDTAZ ERRO LD,
R LAk D = 12 X o THEEDEIEICKAT 2>
., ZOHRAMEZNELL ST, BADRELED &
WD TR TEDLIICFELFELHAGDEN
XEDOBR TN ENRKHTEL00E0) =
LICEMEZ TSR T L0175,



VASE==

T7rbb INEROAERERHZB W T, BER LD
AR LA D IEE O T, WEDY 1 am good at playing
tennis. &\ ) RELUZALN T, ZOEKREZEIELZY, A
SIEA LY TX AL A EER KD LNLTVS
—FC, B4 EXHHEY L CHEDHRAZ Lz
0. EROMEEY L=y iz L TR ERIO
HFCIEA LD 3252 L, PR TREST S 2
Lantnag,

ZOXEIITHEFIEILENRHD OO, NER
AMEFERC b S E A S EAE I SUEHE H ISR T A0k A3
B LTS, N E RO MG 7285458 & v 9 Fb
EFERHROHMEZRE 25 L. SUERBLEN L /N
BOINEFEHE & et 2O EEME N £ - TL
HEEZLND, LD > TANIZE T, B8R S0E
HBEY AN ED#E @ LT, DNERSERER T
REFEHEERE T2 HNET D2,

3. BRI
3.1 Hrkt%

INFAOMERE R O F B FRE BT 31T 5 ST K UM S
TR D & 5 EHE H SERERHT# O We Can! ]
W BLT 5 CiETHE . English Grammar Profile (EGP:
Cambridge University Press, 2015) |ZFC# D & 2 L E
wopHrxt e & Uiz, [We Canll AMRITARRS H AGE TORL
RN, ABFFETIE [We Canl] AEITINA, #
fifi AR S CURRNY4, 20182; 2018b) (ZFEHD H 5 &
FAZ VT EEREEHEORIG G g s Lz,

EGP L%, HAKEORGEFEEN I —n v 55
@B (CEFR) D% L UL THISA T TV 5 0k
HHAZ YA MELIZS D TH D, CEFR IZESWTIHE
THHZRE LT 5 U A M, Core Inventory for General
English (North, Ortega, & Sheehan, 2015) <> CEFR-J
Grammar Profile (3%%F, 2016) 72 &, I HIFEL TW

o

Hy LA, TNHDOU A RO A a— 220,

TR DR FE LB MR SN TV D HEINE Eh
ThO ., ZOEHAEE ZEBICFEENT AT T
HME D DI TH D, —F T, EGP TR F D
BREFEENER L EGEE a— AL LTHIHL T
WA72 . CEFR O L~ L D5 B E WEBICHE X
HEHBICETAEREREMLL TS, Lo T
ARFFETIX, EGP 2Tkt L Uiz, 7B, /INFER DI
EZEHAEOFEB L CEFR D Al LYLIZRESNT
WA T2 CUERMEE,2016) . EGP D Al L~ T
D% EEH & afrRtge L Lz,

3.2 T ik

SCEEE OFEBIZIX, SESERDETERD DN,
AMFFEIT A ARITBT D/ & RO MG etk &
BIAICEWNTWD T2, INERN D EETFIKE TDF
EREHEHEICESWTHE L CUEHRFA, 2017a;
2017b, 2018¢), #ilziX. EGP TiL [There+is+~] &
[There+are+~] HHEQDCEHEB E L THEL T

67

B, AW TIEFEEEEGEIZH-DSWT [ There+be
FE+~] EWHR—DOIEEB & U TCERLE,

4. FERLEBZ
4.1 iRHER

SR ESE  [We Can!ll. EGP D Enp—2lZTh
HEL L TWASGEH B AT 5 & & T 31 0HA
DR SN (S, HMBLOA Iz OV
HE,EF20EEY 31 OHEAZ 4 XF—2 (1 ~IV)
WM ST, REITIE, Y —2 T EICEREITH,

K 2. JUEHA OSSR R OME

SNE— SEEIERETIEE We Can! EGP IHHK
[ A A H 12
I il il 1 1
11 e H il 5
v 4 il i 13

4.2 BoXB— L DEER

NE—VNCHST2HABIT 12 ThoTe, ZRLHD
THH X, R EEE [We Can!] O J7ICiE#NH
D.EGP DAl L MZHEENTWAZ D, RE
NEETHIEEB L L CHEYLYTHIEEZDLND,
722U, AHMEERSCOE D JNTITIER DA LETH D,
FEMEERISCEI AN — 2 TIZEEND HESL, HEL, &
MISCORGERZ VB L T 505, /INFRI O @mEFIKET
OFEMEAE | IS L2 SCEE A & LT o HEIT
R, L7z o T, EOKFETIRET 2IEDHNT
W2, —RPNCIER F 2~ 3 EATEET L 2N
2\, & ZAM, [WeCan!] IZIZHBL L THY, EGP T
X A2 LU EEHN S D -0, R EE TR L TR ngERT
LAEEET DB, BRikT 537 — 1V & Rk DAL
ENRNEL 72D,

PRE =N T DB XM ELDORTH T, i
ST FEEEIEE L [WeCanl] O FIZEEE#H I T
WAHM, EGP TIlX A2 LYLIZE TN TW5S, HENT
A SCIXEER S O RO THEBEIIERH SN D129,
RBEIZIIKREDA Ty EREZBEND, & AN,
EGP TIZ A2 L-ULICREEH SN TWD Z v IBRED
FCIEMS LA 5 Z LixTcaTh, EHTDZ
IR AR U A2 E N HTL D AHEER S 5, 78
FREEGECH, UEREOERE LTRD L9 Zeid
WD D CUHREEA, 2017a)

SREMEHZ OV TIE, FH RO EH LWL O
~EBBRIC RS T A 2 b, 2, IREDRED R
FEIZIS T, WD RAZED T2 2L T
EBRAHMCTED L CEES_REXHIFL . T L
720ENZD LTRIATED L ICHEE T REH
HENHDZLIHEETDH &,

L7eid > C, WRE 2R3 2 Sor Tl fiv s 30z B



TECWDENEINERS ZLIcE &, Mo L EPE
HTE L0 E D NTHFRUBETOFEIZETZ &
EZDVENHDHIEA D,

NE—=VINCEYTHHARIL 5 Thote, TG
O B 3B S EHE IS FREI T /ey, [We Can! ] (21T
HELLTEBY ., EGP TH Al L-ULIZEE&HEINLTW B,
LMo TC, WEBFARAZY—VINICEENDHIHB 2 HIC
(252 EMNTEDAREMN D D, TR LD Hikh
D, B FRETEGE ORI O B H/INFER DO FENE &
T 256, REIZZNOOHEBIZHMNTZ Z &3 7
<, FERTHDTEET L LV E RO L
N, E AN, REIIREOHF TCINLOIHE ZE
DRI TR, PIIT N OEEE 2 HIZ
P TW B IREL WD AREER S D, £ 2T/ ENE
ZRICHETHRIIE LESZ EICEVELLLIFEEES
DAL T ZRET BT, FFEOBIZITEEN L ETH 5,
Flo, TOX D R OREAERT HT-0OIC, XF—
PMOEBIZOW TP EEEEFEICE L TH v
DOTIERV M EEbn S,

NP —IVICEHS T H2HAMIT 13 Tho7e, 2O
121, EGP @ Bl L~ULZEHE SN CWAHIEA R, 43
HESLD L0 IR EHE CILEEFR TEET 5 2
L2 TWHEHELEEN TS, ZNHOHEBX
WEICL>THET I b LVWZERNEZLND
728, HENIY = AF ¥ =5 W2 2> THRED
PREA T TRAMLETH D, TN THRBBfRICE
FTHRENZWGEICIE, A BREBIZEENT
WTH, BENTIIEDRWE WD X ) REE S M E
ThHAH, F2ld, ZO X I RRBEERET HT2DI, B
HNLDINGDOHEAEZHBENPOENTH IV
LAV,

5 BbhIZ

2008 FAZEA T /INERAM ERETR B O Bl & B
I E 2T, 2017 FICIIAEFER DR SN2, N
1 & O P A M T, AMERER O R
WG| X R ONHEE L WO EIRRT bR TnWD =
LD AR T/ NERANERER TR R & Sk
HEWZOWTHRE LT, AN OHELNT-HERIR
wrElwde, UTDO3RThD,

I, FAFROZEN X, FEFEEEHED LRI D
WTCHWOFEENEZIET 5720 Tlixe <, FEREIC
FEHINIEBMICEDL ) BNERNEENTVDNE
HAHZEHLEETHD, AW TIL, [WeCanll %5547
®g L L=y, EiRo &0 2020 4 HITA A E
MEHWT 5, EOHM 28R 2 0 TR RIS
FoTHRLDTED, WEICL > TEEHARICENED
LAREMED B D, A RITEHOEM & i L Cotrd
HTEITED, FERLUBEORE CHEENROEE
B35 L RBENMLIEILRDIEAS D,

B, HE Y 2 AF ¥ =R EOHESTENT

68

BAERLEY, S0z 2 L0 LT, REOHKA
T TRBMEL D, ERITFFROEETFR TH
HLTWEHNERL.EGP TIZ A2 LUV RIZEEND
SCIETE R, BEACPEICNEE A U IRENHTL
HEEEMENRH D, FOHEBEZ EZETHIMITHZ &
ZEHELT ORI L, FREEEICS Y TE
UIREE AT ENUETHD, FLEHAICLST
X, BHIITEENTOTHREN TR b2
REDORENRD NS,

BB AT, RS EE IS ITRE STV RV A3, EGP
TAl L UUZEHEAH Y [WeCan!] IZHEFNTW
5D CEEH X, REIOKET CFE R EEHEICFHE L T
Lo Ly, EdRo bk, 2020 FENHIT
B OBM BRSNS, TZ TP LTHLHEHENED
ZE/NSLTHEOITE, WEIFIZMHTDHZENT
XL EObND EEBIIFEEEEEICGHT D 2
EHL—DODHIETH D,

SHOMIEE LTE, SENHIT 2850 %
M35 Z EMBETH D, T DORRITIE, FFEDL
EHE OHBLECHBISE 2 EOB RO ARICRD
7259, $lo. BMICEENAEEREZ, RENED
BREHIMNTEZENTEEDOREELITI LERD
5o EGP O L~UL/3 TN Z T, FEBEIZ BARD/INFAE
WFRBEOHFTEO X I REHBZH TS Z
EMTELZONERLMCT DI LN, FHREEH
\ZEES W TIT DI D /INERED B 355 A48 & T O A EGFE
HEZMICEERT 2 LT, BEEER->TL D259,

&

PICERREEE (2017a) IC& D & WEEDHA TR 2 2=
r—varOFELLTHNWLR TS EREZRE X, IV
BOSNEFREE CTIIRFEEZI O H O Z & 2 FHIE L, /N
PR OAEER CTIRRFELRESE L2 Al LT
W5, LR TARTY, INERDOIEEHE & G5 E
EEXHZCHERT D,

2 RWF921% English Grammar Profile Z{EH L72t O THDH, Z
DERHT Cambridge Learner Corpus & fifi - 72 AP 7o 9212 5
SNTEY, LY BWEFHEEM ORISR SR IS
WTORER A #3252 L 2 HEY & L7 English Profile
Programme @ — ¥ T H 5 ., FEM I o W T L,
http://www.englishprofile.org 2 Z /D = &

BEE

[ 2 [0l JAAL in JACET SN AQTES | TOMIEHFKICE
WTEBRRIEREZWEE WA, £ LTELOEHRED
eIz, ZOLEEY CTEHOBEELET,

BEMR

Cambridge University Press. (2015). English Grammar Profile.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
http://englishprofile.org/english-grammar-profile/egp-online

AL - PEEAE . (2010). [/NVEERR [3EE/ — ] Ok
Heoykr). [9eEE=— 3 A0F%E] 17, 115-126.

FRIFUHETL « A RHAREE - fafdfs. (2010). T/INVFRAMEFREENC
B DM - E~Da —RRAFEFNT T —F .


http://englishprofile.org/english-grammar-profile/egp-online

[JACET Chubu Journal] 8, 15-31.

AR T« BRI, (2017). UNEESMERET BN & et
KIGEAREIT I 2 SHEH H O Lk . [HeimE#E K%
FLEHAER T m] 68(1), 119-135.

ARHPEA - BINESE - /N3, (2008). [/]ddif 2 HiEFic
ANT-FFEFEN D U % = 7 L OBZICHT Tl T8R#E
Famted 7, 19-28.

A - BINESE - HETEKR. (2018). [NEREREET V4
IVHTHRS We Canl DFERENT). [ A AR EILZEAT F20F
FeAd#L] 37, 169-185.

PRS-« BRNUETF « BTH 22132 « RAEAL-. (2009). T3
FE/— b GMERR) ] DRERORHE . WE & B OBLED
5 ). [Scientific approaches to language] 8, 119-145.

SCERRREEA . (2008) . [VNARAE RS A ERREE)
]
http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_de
tail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2009/06/16/1234931 012.pdf

SCEREE. (2016) . TRIISAEHREEEHFICMITZ 2N ET
DEHOE L (H2H) (RE TR, I, 250 G,
T=)., & (Fil) . FEE, £ - FHE, (KF . REEE.
S EER)
https://www.mext.go.jp/content/1377021 1 _5.pdf

SRR, (2017a) . [/NERCAB RS EEAEMRR  SMERRE
B « SRR
http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_de
tail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2019/03/18/1387017_011.pdf

SCHERRAA. (2017b) . [P ier B i Bt S ERER ]
http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_de
tail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2019/03/18/1387018 010.pdf

SCERLFAE. (2018a). [We Can!DfRiEHR] BA « HATEEE.

SCEELFEA . (2018b). [We Can! @FfFER] U « BUREEE.

SCEREE. (20180). TR AR B B affal  SMERE
i« Sk
http://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_de
tail/__icsFiles/afieldfile/2018/07/13/1407073_09.pdf

PUEEN T - RIS - PERSERE 1. (2007). [/NAROEGEET
F 2 b HBLERRE O BRI X 504 [TH AR E RS
BERMIAE] 27, 15-25.

RASTE - FRIEUREDL - RRRARS. (2009). TNFALSGEEEE D72
WHOHEET L— A LOEREILOM - A& - WH 5
M B O%4 ). [JACET Kansai Journal] 11, 14-32.

North, B., Ortega, A., & Sheehan, S. (2015). Core Inventory for
General English (2nd Ed.). British Council/EAQUALS.
https://englishagenda.britishcouncil.org/sites/default/files/attach
ments/pub-british-council-eaquals-core-inventoryv2.pdf

FEMAEZEES. (2019). [FF0 2~5 EEER HBRELRIR
KB OTRPGHER (ANL/NFRD ]
http://www.kyoiku.metro.tokyo.jp/school/textbook/adoption_p
olicy_other/adoption_result/results 2020 _public.html

FEFHACR. (2016). [FEH 20— S22 K 595 CEFR L)
JVEHEREYE D RFE LG RBICBE T 2 A rurfse). [k 24
R~ SRR 27 SRRV AT SR B (URATZE (A)) #F
JERRRER 5 24242017 BFF R S ]
http://cefr-j.org/PDF/TonoKaken2012-2015FinalReport.pdf

69


http://cefr-j.org/PDF/TonoKaken2012-2015FinalReport.pdf

g SFEREEHE. [We Can!l. EGP DHEHER

how (72&) to RiEd}

CiEE A FEEEEEE  We Can! EGP 3L
<>
I want a new ball.
BT O O O I’m happy.
She won the World Cup and she also got a silver
medal in the Olympic Games as a member of
LSS x () O O Nadeshiko Japan.
I can’t jump, but | can swim.
She lost her right leg when she was nineteen.
What do you always do before you go to bed?
i x () O X (A2) If you think she can't do it, put a triangle on the
picture.
| play baseball.
TS s He is a good soccer player.
A~ N4
HIE, BIEDFHEL O © O I don’t like soccer very much.
She isn’t a teacher.
Go straight for three blocks.
HE, BEDmAL O O (A2)  Please be quiet, David.
Don’t run here.
7, > = il
%?;E?jw) OB, be MFTIED O O O Are you from Canada?
g 5B, Bh#EhE] (can, do o o o Do you like blue?
mE) THELLO Can you dance well?
BEMIX D 5 B, BEME (who, . .
what, when, where, why, how) O O O wgen 1S yo;r birthday? 5
CHAE B b O at time do you get up?
ﬁﬁgig@gﬁ?i‘ éﬁiﬁﬂ (which, X (1) O (B1)  Which picture matches the diary?
=)
R&FD 5 B, 1, you, he, she o o o I want a new ball.
B EDERNZLDEETL D This is my hero.
) ] I am good at swimming.
FEFCWMERD S B, T HEE o o o I enjoyed fishing.
DOEWERP LD EETH D | saw the blue sea.
It was beautiful.
< S >
vog | mre | sometimes get up at 6:00.
Lt B O O O | went to Okinawa.
ERE B RO 5 B, FHEE+ David is a good tennis player.
be BhEd+ {45 - (W45 - A O O O This is me.
2]} It was fun.
E5E 1 BIF RO 5 B, R It seems interesting
E?Eﬂu%@gﬁﬂ—i_ (e - X ) O (A2) That sounds interesting.
2y}
T =h %ﬁ 3 gﬁ A . 8" gﬁ . i
_i_%j]%%ﬂ{;gm {;g%? e O O O I like baseball. I play it on Saturdays.
TEE+ B+ BAEED S B, 1§k
FEE 4 (B4 - o e % () o) (A2) I want to know how to use computers, so | have a
an anl ~ anl

computer class, too.
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Can you guess what he/she can do?

== Ly
;;éi]i?;;jz{gz;ﬁ?ﬁ A M - what X () O X (A2 I hear it’s very exciting.
F- 35+ Ehan + 42 H AEE + B2
MIRED 5 B, EFE+IhE -+ E X (H) O X (#) | can teach Maria Japanese.
HIEE+ {465 - 4
= Are there any differences between club activities at
There +be Bj5id+ x () O O elementary schools and at junior high schools?
<SUEFEE>
She can play baseball well.
BhihEa (can {RE/} ) O O O I can’t play the piano.
Can you dance well?
BhEsEa (can {{&#5) ) X () O O Can you teach me Japanese?
Bh#Ehsa (can {FFAl} ) X () O X (A2)  You can look at the picture in the textbook.
BhEhE (may {ZFAT) ) X () O X (B1)  May | ask you some questions?
Now she is playing for Seattle Reign FC in
g America.
BUERET TP x () O O What are the students doing?
What's missing in your town?
BAETE TIE X (1) O X (A2)  Have you ever had Indian curry?
You will make a mini poster like this with your
BhBR 72 & % U AR x () O O partner.
You will be a junior high school student soon.
to RER<AF L LTORE> O O | want to go to Italy.
e PaIE 3 Many people go to Shinto shrines or temples to
to Tﬂiuﬂ<ﬂ3”uﬂk LT@HEJ{£> X (EF') O X (Bl) makeanewyearwish.
N N S In France they have a very exiting bicycle race in
ﬁ‘f uj’?olﬂf TRIDIERG & L « (EF') O % (4]}}) JUly
COMiE Make a pair with a person sitting in front of you.
= It was built in 2012 and it's 634 meters high.
H x () O X (A2 It’s called "borscht™ or red soup.
vk X () o X (4E) They parade along the main street dancing in

colorful costumes.

RGBT FISCH O IETARIT S E ST 6, BT [TWe Can!] 7> 5 Hik,

B2 () HEROPEREEEICEED Y (7)) BEPROFPEREEFEICERD Y (A2) EGP ® A2 L-ULIFE#EH Y
HELHE L

(B1) EGP @ Bl L-YUIZREE#HH Y (&) EGP O ED L~LZ
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HE

7 a =N INES 5 8UE, RO a2 = —32 g Y — & U THGEEDOHEBEMN
BE S TWND, REENPRIFHAFIA~DILETZ L WD SHBIEN LT Tl by 720 D
BUHIL, BORRY - BRI 28 2 I R ICHE LoMmA oIS nEEEmSND 7r—

AN BB, HRATYH, ala=r—va v

San & L TORGENEM S D LF 07 E R

BESHGET TIX, R L EERE 0D ENRNF v v IR I TV D,

ARHWFTE T,

ZORR L BIGOFX v v T DOFENE &L ER~OHFZIRD D Z L &2 BRI,

HA

DOFEICEHET D 4 4 DOWFERENOINESNTENT — 2% [ 7 U T 4 hv] 2B ToObr
L7z, AR, BEWE L HEOHEIIZA O NN SV . BEIX ] OB INT-HF
WL HEHSICITWAT — 7 RN T —D=— R BT AL E BN B 72 W BEE
& UCTER BN ORI 72 B0 S DATER B D T L7 EMP BT/~ 7,

I

F—U— N REEHAEWE, SIREOR,

Il
=Tl

1. IIC»iC

7 v — AL DBIE T B HUE, FRFR - BRI A
CBFA MR @O a2l 2=r—v a0V —L e LT
DHFEOEEMHOEEVIX, SHEHETOHY FIZH K
R E L5 LTS (Block & Cameron, 2002),
FEHHERIFEETLH, RFENSHIRGE L 72 o 2R
WCAEERED DL, REDNEHIZOT D Z EDRRE
MAEF~OITEE L W) eI, BFICLDH
BERMARESN, EEaIla=r—Ta VEENERK
W 7B AN IE LTV D,

AARICBWTY, [EEaIa=r—varh) R
~OMFIL, BFERDS OEFHE &2 Z T CHFOIEGE
BEEOHELZR>TALL, EEIZBWTIE, M
BIZBIT 2 HEFEHE OISR FICBT D EEZ BN
ELTREOHEMBRE, FRARL AL THY F2T A
SEENM TN TWD, KIFFEDT —~ T D P GE
HEICBWTCL, a3a=b— g VEENMEE - -
1989 N DO F B FEE ERHLIRE , T 985E CREMAYIC =2 X
2= —varERA) ETHEE] CUHRSE,
1989) OBERRICIHEEDY . a o= — g VIFEIOE
A& T, BAETIIREEBIC LA EEBORELIFAIE L
T, Tgite - < 369 - MI< ) o4 HREO SRR E &
BLTaSa=lr—3a L 2RAHEMEPEICOTS
ENAELEENRTWD,

COXEIICHEE I 2= — a VENOBRICH
TTRELME L > TCETAROEEZHE LN,
Ny FHET L OBURD BB IR ET L8 L S35
fis v, ZOMREOFMTED L 22y (e.g., Butler &

HE L
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Iino, 2004; Humphries & Burns, 2015; Kumazawa, 2013;
Nishino, 2009, 2011, 2012; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008;
O’Donnell, 2005; Saito, 2017; Sakui, 2004; Taguchi, 2005;
Tahira, 2012), ZALH DR TIL, HE X FAEHA TV
HERE LT, HRE - 50 HARDFIRBE X
(b0 Jn iR B > NG (Nishino, 2009, 2012; Taguchi,
2005; Saito, 2017; Sakui, 2004) . &8 O Fni¥% - FFESHA L
(Suzuki & Rodgers, 2014; Taguchi, 2005) CHBE L5
< B#HL (Kumazawa, 2013; Nishino, 2012; Saito, 2017;
Sakui, 2004) . AfEDEF N —3 g - FIEHRE
(Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Taguchi, 2005) ., & 7=5%% &5
EEGEZ O OOMEBR /2 R0 (Tahira, 2012) 72 EAME
fEnTns,

2. HIREDOBEW

FRL72E 9121980 FF Bt RFEI I 2 = —
arvIOBRICEZ ERBWEEED Y 2T A
BTF—<IC LEFRITIZIE—E L TR L ER 0T
BEZRES S LTIERL TR, Z0ERS HHRE
FRBANHE A TV D, ARIFIRIXETR O FFEZ B ) 5 N E
SINTZERT — ¥ % critical language policy (L, CLP)
(Tollefson, 2006) DA THNTTHZ LIk, EHFE
FEOHE LD EHE AN - U T e R
MEEOBGIZED X IR ATV DN E FRIET 5
ZEEHEELE,

Tollefson (2006) 2k 5 &, HEERWEICE T 5
critical theory (ZIZEIC 3 SDOEMENRH D, H—EA
B HPNL R 22 BEAE ORFFE 2 I L. BB BUR DAY



FRE DR A 5F > TV D & DI CTHOR & m U 5 A

=AY,

B REEE BT AN, RRICEE R
BRIARLE 2 A UHERF L T DA A2 B & 2
THEVWIEMR, THDH, BEFOSHEDOEEL Z
DX T VT 4 H] ITHRZDESE, TFEDOHE
EEDSHEMTHIRAICHEEREHE LTS (AR
H, 2015), JEEARFENERZ 6T LI HHH
FERASHAOEEMD L2325 % (Pennycook, 2007) . H
AOWBHBEHEZ 7 )T 4 HIVIRRETHRIET 5 2
EE, BRI HE - e Bk E b2 5T 2 E 3 HIFET
x5,

OO nEREL LK TIR. TEEEHE
O IFE] ZECZEEZBLT, HiEala=lr—v 3
VBRI AT T2 SO N BUR R EF O B IX@ D 1S E
RWER A, BERFEERANTZ U T 4 BVRIEAT
A L7-, E LIEMRARMIZLLTO®mY Th 5,

1) FEFEEHEIL, ala=r—Tar hEEAT
HWFERBER KA, FOXIICEBLEEESIT TS
D7,

2) EOHETSEHY X 2T AkEN. HEOERIC
123 L2 VWMEMNC & 5 DIL 72D,

3. MEFE
3.1 #Fges
FZESIMFIZ B O F %5 5 WITEROYFEHE 4
LTHDH, i HFEZF—7 > - 7Y 2 (Strauss
& Corbin, 1998) T. EHEDOx v NI —2r b, HER
Br. RO L AT PRI E AR LIS L E
WA ERE L, TRZEEAT 2585 E Lz, 2
TR DE RN TVWHRT T U HE T, b
D2 41F 20 ROLEFHETH D, BHERIL, 340
R E W NLESTT ORI ERL, B O 1 AITA
Thd, MRELT, TEREZELNEAETOMAE
PEIXFEY bH DN, XT T« FHFEN 2 L4,
ToIANE ERANE, L ER, L BEAERIREICE
HDBHIEBRTER, MIEHREDOEARIFERIZTRLOR
LITRENT-BY THDH, EUTIZENENDHIE
SIMFIZHONWT, REEBROMKT-OHEHER. 8
FREEEA~ORARN B R Y, T— % 2RT 55
\CEE L IR D EIEE OISR T 5,

Al #BE MR B BH (Z47)
PHELE 384 B PEERL T AR (BSTER)
HESAE 29% & HuH B 1 (IANLHI%E)
Mgkt 34 B Bricr L CR (RANL@ER)
R | Brice L D B (RANL@ERR)

K 1. WHIExSHE!

P HRSeA TSR EER T & D RN A CHRER 3=
FEaR<BD, FRLE REZBIROREZH
BLTWD, AEARNICHAGEZ M S IR OHRE A X
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AN, BTIIZ 7 vy MM EFER LA 2T
TT AT IRABZANERBRTZO, XA T 4 THBE LW
RITTr o747 7—= 70D AN, _"FI
THO PO LH LWIREICHE T 2 m Lo 2R bk
FTW5b, FACHL Ry NT—T DL, I ZHEIT
ZTOFRy NT—7 EFH L THRA RHERIZSM LT

HOMHEBEZITo72 0, REEHE W EE R 5 3G R
FEOSHEIIHPTREBFEORKL L TSMT 2L, B
BRAICTEFEH B [T LA TV D, FEREEEO W
IOV TCEREZZND &, BURO JEGEHE (T A
NDHZ LT [FHxrDHbEZRELWIT RN
Lixdsn) LLoob, EOERZHA LI LOHE
FE THERTE T Mo TRV, AEBNEE SN
AT 4 BREEMA LT LD ELTHRENR ENS
RO TRV, EEETWAEDZ EThHoT,

BT, RETHIERRIC & 5D AL 5 CHEEE #
HTWD, BUEITRE L, EMMICEREITRF > T\
WS, FENORFERHEENC I L E IS U Tl b > T
D, MR O NS P EEEHRE OWRSICE LIFE %
BT TWD, ETEERKOS DT CHioTZ M Lz
YREHM OBRICEb D Y, BEBEHE I L TEW
AL EERAEMERFL T D, BOOIGEHE ORKH
X, A BN [HETHR LSRNV 20 &
IMNWESNWTZHREL TN ZETHAHEFEY, 20D
BWIECcasa=lr—ya UNERN LTS L
SEBBLTEEND, EELTCWD, FEHEEHEHED
WRTIZOWTERZRD D &, AN 5 FEARR
malalr—varyryEARLTREZLTCEZOT
[HEARTA V)] FEDLT, EEEOELEE 2R ITH
ORI THETDLIOR, EDOEZTholz, B TH
Wiz & Do = ANOMESINEF LD & /i 2 TRFEAR
WHEDEBELGA L TW-0 L xR, EE%EAIT
FOEBIFILEALLEETWARNWEEEY | BELZ T
H00E TIHREEHKIR ) O FE L TnbhERTiden
N, LD ETHoT,

I SE AT, ALH G O TS & 5 KFAH R O FL
SERICHEE LT 3 EHOBETHETH D, BEMIZ
1L CLIL ZH AT 4m¥E45 35 2 L ER7E L 55
HEWIFEE P DRETITRGEL LV, 4 Lo
ToX AT D AN BT U Ty MIORIT 5%
¥ERHBTND, ZOHTE, EEOFEREEED
BT EZALHBFTHATIVWEWL K S, EE
TEIL CLIL OFEBUTH LW KL TWAEDZ LT, *
OB E LT, BOOMBAELSMNT, YT 5
a—ZADEFHEDITE L EPTBDOKRFZ~DHEE A &
HIESLCWAH D, TORBRICAKT D Z ENHSIC
Lo TIVEEOBBEIZ/R>TWND I EEZFITFT WD,
YR EFEOFEEHBTUEICHOWTE, TV FF v b
R CTELDOEMRFEVITRICET A EAE-
TGS 2 LD R RETHDL V) HODIEAL
HOBREFOERRLCLTH D, EEZTWVD,



EIE AT Z OO B INE T RED T, BERE 2

FH, BRPHOMGE T OFANL @K THZ TV D,
BRI T D AEED B A S, ATk
BN N v 77T ADENRKECHBFLNL K F % B8
TAEMTOEFE T —AEZHY LT\ 5, AHEAEIR
BWRGENEAEN L CTIRECTHLEELZHL, 77/
0V — A FEMEICTE R LB R R 21T > T\ 5,
FRICHZFONERBDOON 2FEHICLTA—T U F ¥
URATORERRESCHIE#ER TS TWD, 78
FREEEOLFNICE LRI ala=r—rar 4
BEDOEMUZ DN T, @ik 3 FRICOFEBLUTE Lo
T2V, EERUTEBY., aHEEATIT 2 F£HIC
A #EFa—ZAOAEFECR L CXER D LY STEOT
EEK EARAEEDZEICHEHAZEWZ, Wbhb
[N TFF v aFnip] 77a—FORMMEEZE T T
WB LR TWN 3,

3.2 T—HIE LT

AWFIEITE IR LR L > TRBY ., T— X 3%EE
NETHPIE L-, EoT—% Y — A nE
DA HEE 2 —R, EENFEIGHOREBLE 21T
SO T 4 — NV R = ThHDB, £ X E2—IL,
TGN 8 D WDIX PG Z I — B 1 AN 1R 6
2 BEET TIT o 72, TR, PsdElb A v ¥ B2 —%
FEAREL, FENCHELEA VX E2—HEEZ D LI,
B BT —< IO N D HEB NE U BT E R
ZEBEMLTEOWZHIY T I IBE & o7z, EHE
HIZEIC, 1) FESMEOHERE, 2) WEHEB. 3)
B OB, 4) 2 E L TCORBHE~ORY M
Froe VAT A, S5) BREHBNE (FEIEEEHELGT)
WCHES AR 2B R ET DA, 72 E8ThHD, ¥
Ba—fh, E LEEFT — X2 LTFICEEED L,
FRFRNE SR —EITV, AT N 2 842
HEEBIT, HEBOZDBEREALFAL L TN
FETE VA DO MEBEIZ O TR EBZE HIT-
2o A BITH X O CRHR BICZBRAE DRSO
KIHER H -0 TEMETETHLH o7, 72 CK
TITHEGER RO AT HS LR O EOMEE, 5%
BRI OREFTE R LI OWTHEE!MY 2179 Z &N T
/e, ERecicbnwT 74—V R/ — 2R, F
EBXOLOFFM%T ST UM LT, ERUSC
by WEROB Y X2 T A REETIHSER, #K
N7 by b, FROERA V2 — )V 7g & ATFA6E
RbDESEERE LTRLRE- T2,
F—RSHIZ 7 VT 4 ANABRBE R DD,
R DEZ S MEOFSICBS LTI Z L%
H¥gL7m, WELIEA VA 2—FT—X T, EH5NA
EERY 2N LEKRIF EEblc, XFTRILE~
— VUV AEERO N ERGE L, B ENRoTE
T —~EEHEOHR TR LT, ZOMRICHZY
T 4=V R )= R LR e T — X RS EIC L
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MDD T —~ ) TR REEEEHE & O
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Do
ETRAOSI AL, EBHVREEHESKGIICHEI LT
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BE  E£HE-HLTH, EFobThWnnEnH L1,
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B . (M%) FERBRY TEX b0 a20FEECHLRLT
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g - AR ER > THHI DTERDLRL, KRFEAR
D—FRX N7, LENET, RF0 ., EFEOEF
NR—=y g3 URANIDIFASBHE DO L 72D T, K
ARTEIRERAZHT TV ZER—FRET VM
BRoTNHIDIT. ZO3EMBITLTRTESTZDT,

- FH 3HFERL LN ST A LT B
LDtz e 24, fR—F LV O®mOEE
FrrETbH o TnAHDOT, RHIRE2WIT RN
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ZOFANGEmA LN S DL, Nishino  (2012) 234EHg
L7-#Y, ZHEOFEEICEREL LY KX FoD1k,
EE T NHRED T AHEBEER TIE2 <, AT

BREWI RIZARADAT = ANV E—D=—XTh D,

EWHETHL, ALk olc, MF L, f5EE
HOEELEZODHWEEEL-ECTCala=r—ra
VHENEEDLEBRBEEE L TCHE ERY, VIEE

DRk I A TREBR R RGE R Z AR L T& 2,

OB E AT TH Y, BEDOSTERAFER L
7o L 9IC BB O TR0 2 (Suzuki & Rodgers, 2014;
Taguchi, 2005) ., RHEBLN S < 2HPL  (Kumazawa,
2013; Nishino, 2012; Saito, 2017; Sakui, 2004) 2 & » T3%
BHERE A EE TR 0bIT TR, EEE 2 AL
LRIV - COEIX, A7 EZH LT U NSy
MZEZEZBWEREZRATZLBITWNE, £25
2, 24EH, 3EALERVEY RSB B2 DX
I oTL B &L MERAEICBW T, #$%kok
AR R CTAEEIC L o TRKO BAEILRIIKRFE~D
NEHRBRICEKTHZETHDH LHM L, FETITH
PR EEEICGER SN A EER T D Z L L EE
ANRIZENT T2 1% D Z L 2B LIBD D, A&
Eh, FRFRICEBE L C0D UL, REESCEREE ISR
LTONRTWERAN T Z 2SI TnD &
L., ZOMfFICIERERKICMIT-FEE%E2 352 LT
ISx . MEROHBE L L TDOI v a2 R -5 L
BHHE IR D, ZD 2 NDEBROENS, B
THIIINLHDHBIZE 5T, IBEEHOFITELY B K
XRLDBENARSETZ 5D 501E, BFOBINI-HE
RETDI vy a a8+ ThHD, Lo
NRTENABTHA D,

BT, BEHRNBEOLHICNEL S LRV
HIZOWT—HRIEIAALTE R LT-DIE, #HERTH
Wiz L2 PHEATHD, PHEAZ., BFEZHREE
ATV, S DICRFANFEBRIE OZEADRFEL O
B 2 R CE7RBND, HUL S8 FeE EHE 2%t
LT, 4REDFZIIREL LITE I N TH LW U *
2T MITEVTE] EVIHIBEEZRFOLL TS, §
HEHCEME TIHENTREII LoD LIm_— 22 ES
ZETHY, TOREBENRHIIEZ FAEITHERITIGT
TEWROHDEEOHHNTELLHICRDLEDTH-
T, ZOREBEOEZBBELT E5] ZLE2BHETO
IR TiX e, CfREEHEO FmPEIC RN %
BFHT WD, 20X 7B BRI B ER,
WEICCREORETHRHABEONRED 1 A& LTH
ETOMENDH-T-BORBREZIEVIEY, AODED
EZAEFTHNII G Z bR, TORENDHED
BRI EITMOEE L -2 hoT-, L LARKBLT
W REMOREBEEOBRPEHR SN, [—SHWZE
XEoTAHRITFEL, RESTEHEINTHIRFEST
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WAHATETR] LREUT-, EBELTWS, 2 ORAED
RTEY . HBEREICHT- > TREOHERBRICHES
SEEZITHOBELE2ONTEHETTS, ThRHE
BRICIIKMEN TRV EE L TWEDTHDHR D,
HEBORMEE OLBIZNENL LR VDIE, LAY
KOZEThHAH ERbND,

4.2 BCERNRE LR WELE LR L L OB D A TE
FRUCHR T Ls K o a, mRgERRR (1) @, HEdieeE
HENWEEBARAEBR 2 EDO LY ICER LE#ESIT TV
HDOMDEZE LT, KFFROSINED 4 L OHBEI
Lo THEBCRIZ, RAbbME MEST-Fy &Y
YORE EOBFATHY | HIEE LTI AND
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EFL/ESL B&53E T D SCHifiR HME DOBFFEIT, FeAT LR eV 9 2 FROBHRIZ X » THifig) ik
TeZ EERFIRE L CONT BT CTE I, BCHMRITHE DB G &AW - 7= e Tirgeid, (1) #ifi
DETINVERTHE, Q) M (FHEET) & OFXOEREMAOFE LAV, 3) JfRo K
RELHOCALEEZTLETORETE. L), ME#EA N 77— (Oxford, 1990) & E&HI L
DGO REZRE L CE -, AEIE. ZNOOMEER T 7 U—DNE iy
W&IZ 5% 2 B % T B 72, BSCHMETED DD 40 O FALREOZERIRIZEEA FZ
TV—IZED 12 O TFALRE &N Z THRRNE o 2170, [AFHORRET VEER L,

FATHIIE TR DI T o TS T 2 AT - Tl R, FHEA b7 7 =13 5 A+rh

D2 KF & UTRIL, RILFRITMED 3 KFICHBEREEL G52 TV,

DL BERIREEZTRT,

F—U— R JCEHRGNG, A N T T U— RERIET- 8T

1. IIC®IC

ARFZEIT, FEEY — T 4 U I REICB W T, FEEN
HA LT LR D82 SUEIC, #HIsRB Wy
T F3ME 3 2 S SCHifR g OB @RI EE L
TWD, FRTZEATHIE D HTRE R S | Fed T & 5L
SOBEFEL LT, HEOET LE LTOHE., Bl A%
FELA D M, SO BAERE S B OB EE D KB
FE, REOOMBEA N T T UL ERINDERZN
LRI ME OB G ORI E SN TV D RICEREZ D
TC, BRI E A=W 21T - T2, JESCHEfE I & [
VAN T T UO—OR G EED T AL REIZ L 28 RIH
ZAERR U RBRAIIR A4 &2 1T IR0 REEAE % AV
T2IKEE T NV OVER & 0B S AT 217 - 7ok H.
WA N7 T O—0O FAREICHS72AMNH D (0.4
PLE) | B#EA N T T O — DR F NS STFE I O R
WCHB R EZ TWAZ LR ENT, Lo T, 3
FEY =T 4 U REICB T, R B SISO T
ZEBESE, FRAOEEDT-WEES, BICHAT LT
D 2 FHEETEEFHICEL OTIEIRL , FHOETF L E
IRTHEORE], SRS A2 D S HMERHE L DL
AV, BOOHBOKTZIRVIED HOEHREZ DK
B, LWOMBBA NI TO—DHEFELEHDH Z L ICH
K& 2 AlRerED R STz,
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B2 = ofE BRIk

oy s IE ot

HEFESH D VEE 2 SiBICLD ) —T 1 v T DR
E7 /W%, Block(1986) DIFEIC A HbND 7T T T
RIEIZESE DD, HAFNER L TWDINR L BE#E
MEMRDFIENDIED , BRI OSGEITKILT 5
RN NLT AL DHRSNE & BRI T 5
Ny XY ORI D 2 BRI LM STV
25, 80 FEL LD, CHL LI HIFEE, AL
BV B HfRHETe “Interactive Model” 23 %24 72 E 5
Jb & U THEME &4 C W A (Carell, Devine & Eskey, 1993)

Flo. TID OFMERICE AT BT D R
JTHEIE, B F DRSO BRI R ER Y fHA B
WA L DX DD OHNIES), & L TER S (Barnett,
1988) . T b & < D SATHIIED TR RN B 1, U
—7 4 V7B % BEf# (comprehension) |X, (1) A ~ A
T T e Ny T HE T ORI ORI O A AR
(interaction) {ZHED&, (2) BiAF & HLOM D 2 FHH
TIToiL,  (3) ENTHA T ISR IR I CHM T &
g, REOEANEKE LI mE ShTnd
(Grabe, 2012)

ZD (3) OBAIZHASE DD, 80 0L Y EFL/ESL
RETICBITHHEE) —T 4 7 i Ex By L LT,
BEA TN U CHSLHEME I DEG 2D < D WHET
AT 5 (Carell, Liberto & Pharis, 1989; Hiromori, 2005;
Ikeda, 2013; Ikeda & Takeuchi; 2003; Tkeda & Takeuchi,
2006; Janzen, 2002; Kai, 2009; Kern, 1989; Kimura, 1999;



Kimura, et al., 1993; Klingner & Vaughn, 1999; Taki. 2013) ,
Grabe (2012) 1X. T 6 OISR DEEZ2H -
TAFFRICRI LT, () FEHEBSGDVHMO T 0t 2%
M Lo SR TG kT AKX e+,
(i) ZEBHINGMOTT VA L CIHRL, HiE
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BHEMODNED T N—T5NEY | GifatEd b T
DOFE LAV &8 LTI SCHifif g O 22 3 F535,
TR EOFBEEITV, S BT, INDOMFFEORE R, R
DR SN FERICET 2R L LT (v) EHMICH
72 D9 SCHifR MG OE A OKE,  (v) By OFfEc>
WCHEEFERGN) —T 4 VOB EFi>7- ETH
CEEEITH, REODENRHDHZLEZRLTND,
EARHIZ I, Carell, Liberto, & Pharis, (1989) . Kimura
(1999) &DOHFZEI (1) 127 £41, Kern (1989) | Kimura,

etal. (1993) .Hiromori (2005) . Ikeda & Takeuchi (2003) .

Taki  (2013) HOHFZFEE. Wb Gi) (oINS
W92 CT& v  Klingner & Vaughn (1999) & @ Collaborative
Strategic Reading O 71T (i) (238 S 41, Tkeda &
Takeuchi (2006) OWFZEIE, V—T 1 » 7 O BIERESL
ITWOOR— 7 VAL 2B EEAEEMELITH
Z LT K D ESCHRE M OB OMETHY . (v) B
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L2, EEEATHIBA»SRAUT (v) ITEEND,
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SMEFETE I T D TSI A 4T - 72 Oxford  (1990)
DEFICEIUE, Eieo () ~ (v) ZBFsb, V—F
AV TFEOBERE, V=T A7 OETNELT
DEEH D VTP, ZECMH & OEREMA O L&
W, BEEZZMEY REOREFE R EOFEOER
X, BESEICEPZICEE L), SR8 E XA,
EELT D%, L EFR S 45 “Indirect Strategies” ([
A NZT V=] (R -8R, 1994, pp.13-25) ) "ITH
FNHENFETHY, £727%I12 Oxford (2017) BHEH »34F
HFEFEHOLODOA NT T V—%HOHHEES (self
regulative learning) OB A W TS, BE&R LT
JRIZH A 6D L 912, Zimmerman  (1989) & A F5E
THHOCHEFZEA NI TV LTEEDITH L
WAREIRNE & F 2 D,
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iR ITIEI%, Seak o Oxford (1990) (Z81F B AMEFESE T
OFE MDA TIX, BEESFEICEEERE T 5 K,
& L CEF S 415 “Direct Staretgies” ( [EHEEA N T TV
—J R « PERR, 1994, pp.13-25) ) IZ&ENn 5, Bz
X, RN N ATy I EEN D FR T TH
5 HEEOBEREZRAD  SUEEEICER 35, Thiu,
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K THY., HAWTEIA by 7 X0 OFfREFIEE LT
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NLTH, THIIZX, AL Direct Strategy (23 £15
Reasoning Deductively O I THHES 2D,
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172200, (i) DFFE T, Carell, Liberto, & Pharis (1989)
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NWTWB, F7=. (i) DFFETIL, Kern (1989) . Hiromori
(2005) . Ikeda & Takeuchi (2003) & DOHFFETIL, &
BNHDETHMEDRI N TND—F T, Kimura, et
al. (1993) <°. Taki  (2013) S DHFFETIL, FHENE
WETDHHRENRRINTEY, ZORITDOWTHRIED
RHRHD EFZ D,

MZ T, FEFIEZBNTHIEORMEH S L5
25, FEEICKH LT B#EA NI T UV—2 0 AILD
T K DI SCH R T MR FH O s & AT U T AFTRIE
SRR A FERRE LIRS T & S BRR A S
EMAT-EEOREZRE Lz BT, 8O F%2E/M
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ELH D,

INLDOFETEHTHD—FHFT, MEA NI TV
— N PESCHERR ST 5 2 DO T &0 ) BLRITSE
ORBITEMEA NI T ORI E L, ST
ERERETHREBEERH D ETHIRMETZTDHI &
MTEDHIH, ZOLI RRREET NVESH TE S
IO OFTIESL ., Z OWREEIT O BIH 72250 ik
THHIARRERHD ZLITHETE W EEbius,
F7o, BRI~ K 91T, JSCEHE & 1T — OReiE g
IZ ko TORIENR T = L ITFRFER TR, BHED
GRS EE L AW HEE ST SN TR,
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TU—DIEPENE SNDHERCITFBEROKHDEH D
EE R D, Lo T, EEOEIGHMRITIEI R 2850
WA N T T o= G52 08 BE T2 L2 HD
EFRUR, W EEEESAT R SN TE A ME N H
L2 LR ONDAREMER S D EEZHND,
B, AKT ) ~ v) OfFFESEYEBEOTEE
AT S T R T 2 0 21TV, fEREHET DX
X THIHIN, KFEIZZOFHAOFAE L LT, FrEDE
HATOROBEMEE LT, FEEOLEIZB W TR
A NT T INGEC R I 52 B B O AR
AETAEAREOHME T D,

X oT, AFFEIZUTOV H—F 7 T AF 3 &%
ET 5,

RQ: HEICHFHTMEIHR LT, BOET L E LTOH
B, ihH @EEE&D) LodELawn, V=717 0OR
AL BB S22 OREFE, LW MR b
7T V=352 DB oW TR O S AT A FH O
et AEEEME BN ONDINE DI

3. MFEFHIE
3.1 W

FHRNORNREOIZR 814 (177 X204
A% (TOEIC ¥ 485) Z %412, 201944 A 11 HIZ
T A~OW IO TIRO T A 2 50 L=, # 1[5
@ Intensive Reading DT TR LA KB 5555 !
—T AT ERETHIRETH ST,

3.2 T FIE

BERRIEE AWDIZH =0 SSCHefiR7ms i o - R
A (SHE) 2R DB, AN B ARNSGES:
BEERGRLE L TWDT20, Carell (1989) OERHAE
JEIZ LoD, AL BAARANFGESEE 2 xRk B
< bz bhilsaji (2003) (2 X 2ERMK (40EH) %
AT,
BESCHHRITMED TR E ORI, B2 BRI
mielo (24 HH) | BXEFite & (5 HHE) |
HHRWHERH D L X (1 THE) | HFEZHA TH
T 5L 2L LTWAER BHEE) . B
ERicHeZ LR TEHERK (5 HEH) D5 DT
. TXC5 HHEOBRETHD L FRE LRV
~5:R< FET D) .
FFREOTFMREICRH L TH LMD FVREZS
BT 58, b ETHHITHRIC CTHRbLE (1)
Mo (v) FTCONFICEBETLHMEA N T T U—IC
RELIZNREEDI2IAB A2, T EHDD LT
BRAEDICTRLTNAZE, LWHRAETEMNL
(Ft525HH) . Lo T, ARoEEA N T 7 U—IC
I, BE2 RSN EENTVWDER, (i) b (v)
FTONFICEE LW LB S D & OIX LR E
IZIZE Do T=, BlE LT, BEA T TV—IC
158 O RAE I BE - B Affective strategy & & F41C
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WD, HEEY —T o 7RI BT D BRSO
BB A BT RICIEE ENRVWNETH HT-
O, RPHEOERMM B IFFRI LTz, )

FRONEZSFE 2T LT, AFETH LI ENS
T2 TALRE DR EIZIXOxford (1990) D Strategy
Inventory of Language Learning (SILL) PN ®Indirect
StrategylZ 3 £ D FMIREZZE L LoD, AH&N
PGB —T 4 T EMNRE LI ChH LT, J5E
V=74 TONEERTIEE L CEMOXE#&KT
L7, BRI TR REONEZLTICRT, 72,
KIHHE O%IZ, Oxford (1990, pp.151-173) |2 & 2 [z
ANTFTU—ORARICBITDHERE, ZHUITMATO
+ R WO R EHWT, SILL2 SO FALREDHE
TEbAEDE TN LI, 22k, 52FDAIISILLICIE
T D FAREN 2o Teh, BARTORZEY —F
4 T FEEAT O BROBURZES T, T RED—D
LT,

41 JGE) =T 4 7 DL RORGAFITRDIZODOH

HOFRFEERF > TN D, HDHVFEL TV D,
(Arranging and planning your learning ~ (Finding out about

language learning) : 033)

42 JEHGENMEDN DR ILZ BNENRD 72 8 LT,

STV DHHEFFEDOHFECRIAZHLL 5 L LT D,
(Arranging and planning your learning (Planning for a

language task) : O4)

43 JEEY) —7 4 7 THIBEWICRSWEGE, HEL

TRIZAENZ 5 £ LTS (Evaluating your learning &

Arranging and planning your learning) : 031)

44 JGEY —T 4 7 B R TCE D4y IR & LR T

ZDLEOICAT Y 2a— V& 1ES, (Arranging and planning

your learning  (Organizing) : 034)

45 Hk2 7202 < ORFEEZFHO DN D L 91

TRLTWD, (Arranging and planning your learning
(Organizing) : 036)

46 55ED V) —7 1 7 OWHEZR B % (TOEIC <> TOEFL)

ZFf o> TuW%, (Arranging and planning your learning
(Setting goals and objectives) ) : 037)

47 B DOEFED Y —T 4 ¥ T ORI ONTEED D

%2 %, (Arranging and planning your learning  (Finding

about language learning) ) : 038)

48 —FEIZTGEY —T 4 VT DOFENTEDANERET XL

212 LT %, (Cooperating with others (cooperating with

peers) ) :047)

49 FLHEFEA THINDIRWERRIE ALK AN L9

IZLTW%, (Cooperating withothers (cooperating with

proficient users of the new language) ) : 048)

50 FILFOH B IRNHFRIZOWTITH 2 BV TR %

FtAIK L DDO% %25, (Arranging and planning your

learning & Evaluating your learning: O9)

51 RHGEIRZE-T2D | FHEFRRZHEHA L, Mo en



HEAZ(E LA TR X5, (Arranging and planning
your learning  (organizing) ) : 06)

52 JEEE DO EZ BRI TE LT FED H 5, (Arranging
and planning your learning (Identifying the purpose of a
language task) )

B A 21T 210 H T2 0 | BRI T8I
% LTI SPSS ver.25 i L, HAEHEESHTIZIZR
386 3.5.3 i L 7=,

4. oHTEFER

BB 18T & &t ofs R R34, E
RIHE O #5565 Bartlett O EREMEMRE DOFE FIE p
<000 THY ., 52 HEHREKD o 251X 0.87 TH o7z,
A7) —7ay hOFER, 7 KA E L CTOT & Blh
UTe, e IEE IR L, 358 —T 1 v 7 e xtge b
LTWBERKTH L=, RTFMICHEERNSH L Z &
FREL, T~y 7 AAERICE D00 21T\, AffE
0.4 AT & 72 o2 TR EIIRWTON 21T - 72,

It 23 D TFNLREN G725 5 KNFHEdE L 7p 0 4
RKOIEED 56.2%% AT DR & 72572, LLT, 5%
WAoot OFER %22 1S K F-RIFEE %2 2 1R T,

1. BRERBYIRITF- o4 D F
I i 111 v \
EH1RF(@=0.79): FyFHxT
7 0.68 0.01 0.00 -0.18 -0.05
14 063 0.05 -0.18 0.04 -0.06
18 061 0.31 -0.15 0.12 0.09
22 0.60 -0.03 0.09 -0.05 0.01
8 0.59 -0.16 0.05 0.13 0.06
30 0.50 -0.01 0.08 0.04 0.23
25 047 0.02 0.14 0.09 -0.12
H2HF(a=072) : FWiEY —F 4 T OREES
16 0.09 0.79 -0.03 0.08 -0.06
31 0.06 0.76 -0.05 -0.01 -0.05
34 -0.09 0.51 0.32 -0.18 0.02
33  -0.33 0.45 -0.01 0.18 0.06
36 012 0.42 0.12 0.01 -0.05
F 3 - (a=0.73) : HH - EZ S 0EHmr 725 H
4 0.00 -0.18 0.70 0.19 -0.18
45  -019 0.16 0.66 0.14 0.03
42 015 0.15 0.60 -0.24 0.06
50 -0.02 -0.01 0.51 -0.15 0.33
41 0.05 0.06 0.45 0.26 -0.07
FART(0=0.70) : EEFOLRNLT v
12 0.08 -0.04 0.02 0.68 0.05
11 -0.02 0.00 0.09 0.64 0.17
39  -013 0.14 -0.11 0.64 0.00
27 011 -0.07 0.13 0.48 -0.11
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46  -0.09 -0.05 -0.06 0.05 1.03
49 0.17 -0.06 0.11 0.05 0.52
2. [RH+EE
K+ 2 3 4 5
1 -0.11 0.30 0.38 0.32
2 0.06 0.02 0.12
3 0.31 0.28
4 0.22

PLEOBRRAN o ofER, 1, F2, FH4KT
DV MIHCIE 40 B LN O SCHifR F I & £ D AL
REENORERC SV, 53, 5 S K723 41 ZLIREO[A#E
ARNTTU—IZEEND TURENOHER SN TS,

D 5 OORFO RIS < HA S T
DFERZLLTIRT, RRETAVOERIZHTZD . (1)
AFHBEIZTHLLMZA MR N T 7 V=B ek ok
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L7,

FORER., MBEA NI T o—THDHE 5 NFMNHEL
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DRI L 2 BT, 55 R0 2 J-
WCH2 DB CHESTEIToTm &2 A, #HE
fEiX, A 2Ffl =0.12, HHE =1, Pr ( > Chisq)
=0.73 L7220 REAGEUIEA SN2 o 70, 72, GFI
=0.99. AGFI=0.99, Bentler-Bonett NFI= 0.99., RMSEA
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OB E AT K DKoM >N T, AR
ZERAEE 5% L LGB OO RIZOW TS, &
TR AGIEITIE 1R T (hy 7 Hx oY) | H2R
T GGEEY—T o T ORNEES) | Fa4RT CUEEE
DR RNLT 7)) O3 OORT-E L TRIBENZN, 8
1 RT3 4 R7EOMICITAERMBEN RN
(p=0.038) . FH2KXF L. FB1RFBLOE4KRFD
XA ERMEENERNT (B 1 IRTFE5H 2 [K1H
OFIES: p=0372 / FH2 KT &5 4 N OB p=
0.825) . 2 K71t DB SCREEAFE TG & 1B 2 MR
ML L7ZIRFCTh B AlRetE s s Sz,

Wz, A N7 U—I3, FE3IRTLESKTD2
K& LTt S, AEZRMEEN A 5 (p=0.003) .

WIZEA N T 7 O— DR PIE TR S5 %
HEBIZOWNWT, AREREE 5%L L9 2 TikR5,

F3NT (Y- EEETRENRTE) BNE 4N
F (LEEZEGDR N T v ) ICE 2 BT EE
DHEONT (p=0.009) 23, % 1 KHRH 2 KAFI2 5%
HERBIIABENRLON -T2 (G 3 INT03% 1 K
FICH 2522 p=0.087 / HIKTHE2 KT
2588 p=0.15) ,

T8 S HT (3 Lo kD HEEZROSE)
NEIVRT (Fy T X T) 1052 DBITABEEN
Ronzny (p=0.006) . HS5HEFBHE 4R FIEZD
BT EEN LN o7 (p=0.11) .

4. BE
RETIL, VI —F 7 = 2F g kT 5 00 HsE
IZHEDS L BREAFEDORFIZONWTER RS,

RQ: FCaefiR HRGICXT LT, mfifDET /L E L TOH
B, i BEET) LofELAW, V—T 47 OH
HIE L ACEE 2B 0RETE. WO M#EX b
FFU— N H 2 5B O T IS B E T A
Tt BEEZMEIHERRLNDLNE D D,

BRBIR T OFERE NS FrL <M=/ b
TT—OERREN 7R TAREEZ S > Tz
(AR 04 LLE) . BARMIZIZ, B3 RT (EE - X
18 2t 72 0=0.73) L85 KT (o
W L5 BAEERA~DOFHE: 0=0.74) & L THRH SN
Too Ko T SRR ITIE D BARE) 70 58 2 529~ S il
DEMETH D08, BRICFEBHFOM T, &5 —7F 1~
TR LT, WA T T O— LM SN D AR
T DEBPD D ES DR LT,
ZORERESE X2 REEZ 72 58 E o bt
DFERNG, BHEA N T TV — & EHMITIE & O’
WCHIREN D 0 . MEA b T T D— N SCHRIE T
WL 525 0 GEUICESW T CREREET L
IR DA EITFFARE TH Y . o EIC BT
5L EAREE W TEocB W, GhE T 5
LW ARER LTV B,
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BRI, SCHRAIEORFRITIE, 1 [’
(hy7HT ) EFEART CUEEEZOIARNLT >
7)) EORMICARBRAENA SV, WENH L H R
NH Y —F ¢ 7RI DEMENEETr Z & 2R T inter
active model &= E{HF BHEH L7e~7-, LavL., 2
T (FGEV—T 4 7 OREES) L FITIRNT (b
Z) REARNT (LEEEGLR LT v ) EOM
A< 5 2 INFI3ISE L CW AR+ THh A 1EM
DRONDRERE 220 | JSCHHR L, FEE DT
LHHGEY —TF 4 VT OREES I ST
WHTREMEDN B D L W2 DR L Ap o7,

A N7 7 O — DRI 2 522D
WCIE, 85 3 A7 (83 - )R 2 & edt i 7o) 23,
FAKRTF COEEAELR NLAT v ) ICHE R EL 5
2T, 2F D, FEFEV —T 4 7BV T, BB
SUEICEES L GiA T ) L& 5720121, HIgHkg
Zatle 2l T, REIGESCSUEICKT L CHM 2 E &
RIS BMELEETIENEEL 525 L2HEN
EZTODAREME R E T,

Fio B SIKT (thEF L O X D BIEERA~DF:
B B, BIKRT (b T X o0) ICAEREY 52
TWAHZEND, XESEROANREE R EIE L
7RI B B AR < BESCHFMR TG LT, oo i 72
LB E LT LAV SHOBELTWI ) L9535
kN B ATREMES R STz,

KFAEDOFKERNOALNDHERRE L LT, LIF
D 3 JWNEFFOAREMEIZ DWW TR D,

1R H & LT, R, SCHR IS DOES AT
FEE 21T O BB <, o HEE O IC X 52 EM
IR S HRET VORGEORER, MH#EA 7
T U= N CHR MG A B E 5 2 TV D RS R
Loty BCAR AT v 7 ENME &N D ISCHHR T
W& DT (5 4 KF) 12xF L TIEESIZ2 283 I X
HEBFERBICLA7E B3R nEBsr 52 Tn
HFRERTHoT, ZOF 4 A2, BHIIEET D
(11 /) | UESHSCOA#E2#H T, b)) —EEZX
THD Q1) \ e EOTMNRENRGENTEY, #3
R, HRD 7T G523t 22 5 L 9
ICLRLTND 45 &) | HHEEXED LR EE
WIRENRDE R E LT, Mo TV HHEFEOHESRE A
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WCA #&E LT WCA ZHtbHZ LT abeam
DRI A TWEDL>TNDHZ LIZx5<
DPELS THE—=DEA I TRES72>TL
FoT

3 #E : overshoot L C7= X4 fi[[a]d

4 FIFRAE 113 WCA ZE5 Z 721 Uo7l
T K[ ONREBNSTZDOT ZFHINolcl &
IR ENZWD DA LTV E 9

S5EE O A

Z AT PFB BHARRFOC D ELYD C, HEMNHIAER (3§
FE). AAIEV R EETTY (FEE2). HEIX
HE (FE6 3). ez CIBA TR B ~DFRE %
R (4. BENTONEEEE GEEEs5). L
IRVEY ThD, ZOBRLERMITITZDHETLY
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<Japanese(02>

6IAEL . bLidzob AHEIEHRLTE
D13 base turn T 91 knots F—7TETT5H LW
FZET 3AEHETHEHNIRY HIEL - T
T flap handle A L— AT K% runway D 7Lz
FHWWECIZBAETWZDT DA A—
VY A A—TTTA NEFOBYITITERID
FiE T FOHD flare b %o & final tum
NHHRFICRE REET

THE 25 12EHEIZEo7 20Tk
T flare & Z AL

8 FfHZE 1 : flare 1IEAI DI ST TWNT 2 [H]
BREIZHRS 3 BEHIZI E< W ol
AT EL ZD bank PA-TLE-TT
U7 DOFRIZ centerline b H k- EHWDy Bk
SLETNTHLZOMPWVEIEEZ T 5 DI LA
FLz

Al EOM BT E GEalh 6). HEITHET L1/ 2
THERIZOWTEREZH TS (FEFE T TR, Al
HTEE DD ORI OV THIRRETH - TS
LR 655, iz LTns (6 8),

<Japanese(03>

9HE 2L by (BA) bRICE S 7
EIRBHoTEATTE X bank ENEWVWH LT
b OMMICHEE XD L O AXFT L PRI
WHATIOEENIEVWATLE Zhnidho
CJECCEV 72 BRI pitch up down up down L 7ZBFIC
RTINS AR Hoh< path EL T
MNDIWES Rt Bolzbk U X —0NFNnTCLE
2720 X ZF short final HMERATICK & C
LEIHE IRV E DD power f&Z o
THlare > TWIDH HDHDITIZH S centerline T
path THEfh 2 = udd flare D & Z A0 70 < & % thresh
F720% flare T5FETICIEFARET S WVITRVOD
IEFE o RBBIZ IEFEoREETOONA N
5 power o TR L DEREZE S 5T TUE—
AT EDK ETIL I mbbLTA L2 <
TNT =B HUY  centerline ¥ —7 L TAES

Lt flare & LB HIR L7235 bank & 20

ML LIS OELENDEEL TEo7- HE
LIS EBELTOVTWVL2TWVH  FIUX
VTHEMXU XY THZIEV WS TWNIHIZE I )

EZZUL2RWARIT Y BREARWAL X JEo

TEBRICZ A DY — A L—RIZEL ThiIT RV &

FNE5H2ANEBE LT HEHIFEEE TR




IO ot (8t 8) 2% CTHEIIFMT I+
IR LERERY . T OREHEEOE ELE T
L TA A=V 7 SERVB LM T 5 G859
BEHRED) o

<Japanese04>

10 208« ARXX IR AR N

11 34 1 % ¥-23FR T short cut to downwind 73
HoT FITEHKHY D base AN T base £T
% F base FTHETICE > Tz TV DR H

> T
12 ZE : shortcut = TV D DITEIV/ZREEE U % 72\
£ 22 normal crosswind downwind & > T H%y

N> CTHEMIE L

BAAEL: 2o EHEBENT TN
4HE HFHLENTHENR T Eoltmanhilx

T-HRICES bl EoTCHLE B
nNEZEEZEH-T RULZENEEDEMT
FFOEBETHLRICIENVEETDILRAE &
WO IR R e A

15 FIfEA 1 ZofEMTE NS LTS5 FETO
runway O H.5 %

16 %8 : 5%

TR ORI . BEITE I TR
IR R 2D (EGE 10), IR TIC L - T
Wiy (GEFE 11) . BRI 12, 13 TAHlEND
DEZ 25l & H U2 bz BARRIZEH A L T <,
AFRAEITO D B OREEN SRR I LV EFE (F
Ah15) . BEIIEET S GEA 16).

<Japanese05>

16 (i) #E : EDLHEERIZES &V 9 7> runway
ERHTMATVAALL S tum L CHEigH
< B THB U VWAL X il 1342 course
in ALY ZETIE AT IuE e
STV ENE FITHERETHEXLN T
STDORH D ZFiIEoT- o CThase THEIENT H
NHLA SHEELTEZL2A  downwind
DEBBLLWVTE  JEoeZ EiFLron
BROVWAEDPBZEIWVIREHICRD LV EAR
WT EoTEDOEIE-TWhobool-AE
KEFEFCTHOTEBELEN T Ki&ITE
HELZD

FFEA 1: O finalturn 2% base TIEIE L& o 7=
ATTITEL ZO%LESTHS final turn 3
BNTLE-72E Z AT final tum #FE-72AT
% @ overshoot Z F7-EIE LR THEWT AL T
% Z T final stabilized 328 A L=

17
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BEIT TG 2R RN EEEEZHHTS (8
A 16 foe & PR o D RZ T, HOHIE T 52 LT
KD L Z > TLE otz B H S5 &
DT L. T TRl T B F 2 f R E /IS
B LTET 5 GEE 1),

42 HAEE PFB O S 25 OB

BEMEENME OFEM 72T E, FRICHIBE O W B i
FRPFENEERDLOTREEETHY, A A=V
TNRKRERDXERD, XAI 7, S, AE—F,
LS AR R BN MBI 508, Z OB DR,
HAGECIEA /) ~ D AN cH 5 (FEES
18, 21, 23 /SHRED),

<Japanese(06>

18 A 113V #FO rudder flare ¥ U XU D

rudder BMER EWw o ETw o UL TlLbhb—n &

rudder control

19 #0'F : take-off roll DFF

20 FIEAE 1 2 B & center & HH>H124T < BED rudder

21 HE BB Li—-o& control LA EWHSTZDIX
B 2 1 X2 B ATz rudder control 727> % rudder
pedal DEEHIFIXTEIZQZ(TT TPL- T T
FZETCIEE VWS EICE -T2

R HHE 1 ZOES>TROVATTITE HikeL
TIE BEAGA A TEEZRA AU CTHE L T A AT
TN 7ol 2 5o B control 72 72D T

HE  BBEAAXFIZE > DITEL A TR
VRIS B AERERIA 2 A U % 57223 B ball 23
o ERIZWAT HIVTEIREE ST DS EE - T

24 FNEAE T 2 1Fwn

rudder & X AfED Z & T, ZhvaEE Tite Z & CHRE
REHRICHHRE A ha—L UKD L5 5108
ZHET D, Z OB IFIZOWNTOHRHOERIZ [E w5
[Cir—]) <o) DA )~ ERXBRALNT, £/~
F_OEMIX PFB 2K TH HE—A ] [0 T3
—o ] BEZL OFEANR OGN, £, SRIOHE 2T
T, LOHE THHEHANE L BE I,

43 WEEPFB DA X A )L
HEETH HATE L FRRIZRITICOWTHE RN =D
ZEMBIRE D,



<English01>

1 Instructor: So how did you think of the flight?

2 Trainee: Good maybe

3 Instructor: Very good started off basically getting out of
the GFK basically vou the radio calls stuffs very happy

the only small things I recommend once you reached
3500, turn_on course then after that you conclude
already in a Crockston area because if you just keep
going on course you just waste time and your money
just going north or south I guess all right?

A ORI R D= BNIER IZE Y, HEITR» -
kﬁ%éﬁf%w(%%3kﬁﬁ%%'¢¢ﬁ%%%é
% (FEEE 3 TR, HAGECIXIIEICHESES
ﬂl/%nfiﬁaﬂﬁ5x?4WT%éo::T
ﬁ%ﬁ@iﬁ%@@%@%@&waibi%x/ﬁ
U A }‘%’fﬁﬁmuj—ég/]} VN OWTThHo 7'2_0 nﬁ%
. BRfRAMERT D (FEEE 3 EHARE),

P CIEAIAETIE R < BEHEPHEGEEITV, 50
$T2fﬁwﬁ%@b/ﬁﬁfﬁ%%%%K%%J%E
EE RIS 5, B OMERRIXET CTIT 5, FAM
WX Z oFICiEEA TV L,

<English02>

Iso great r ut with reat ﬂar That
Lreally want in a stage. Yo abl ha SO
what changed? Before that you _V_v_e_r_qno_t_ really flaring,
so wa what

6 Trainee: From first to fifth, I forgot to see the threshold
to... [Ichanged the

7 Instructor: So, vision, right? So basically you were
coming from the round out you want to have the level
out on to the cowl and once you were flaring your cowl
right onto the threshold, right? All right, so  landings
are _pretty _good, so the 7th you were good but you
wanted to adjust the on the center line so you got
little bit to the left and...

8 Trainee: ***

HEIX6MBICHETFICELS otz Z L 221F (Fih 5 K
WA TN D> o =D & RO DNT (FEEE 5 FSARER)
DK 2 (FEE6) %) CRFEREEHER (Fah
7 TEBRED . HEE WO IBEIRY RS EO LD 7k

BEAEE LW ozl (835 7 B - e (ZHE
BREB) T 5,
<English04>

3 (%t %) Instructor : And the we are going to Crockstone
you forgot to  do Before Landing Checklist. Make

sure ... The first landing, flare was okay but you weren’t
on the centerline to left on the centerline, so we tried to

do that and the second one, good on flare again not on
the center line. Therefore on third one we tried to do
don’t touch the ground and you said that how you can
use the rudder to maintain the directional control of the
aircraft, right? So if you use too much rudder sweep to
the right basically small correction so you can maintain
the center line. And fourth, you were low and slow you
go around but you could have done is the bring back uhh

bring up to power so you maintain the same level and
just come back to the glide rudder.

HE IR E ARt T 72 N DRES 232 (5856 3 #i
TR . ZOENIEREZ MR LT, 1 [
TEIZEITHoTEDZEHENHET L, Rrolo i (G
FE3 Wi E K EMRE) LR CTE RN ST & (R
3 THRER) ZaiBH, EIEEE I (3856 3 e B
T 5,

<English03>

9 Instructor: But that’s fine unless you are like too much on
the first like the 1st and 2nd landing you were a little bit

too much on the the 7th §1h and 2 h.they WELE ﬁn lLL

W. 1 ck that
Umm once you land, don’t use too much rudder, cuz
that’s how you gonna lose directional control, right

10 Trainee: That was good about

11 Instructor: Yeah, that was good. They’re better way
better and once coming back from GFK, what I foundout

is_you can set Ground frequency and also you can set
Tower frequency. We are getting close to. So that’s why I
set it up for you, right? So before you before you do and
also you got a little late on Approach briefing right?

12 Trainee: Yep

13 Instructor: You set all the way up to Billboard. So when
you are coming back from GFK, what you need to do is
you started up and listen to ATIS. Right after the ATIS
you just do the Approach Briefing. Then don’t allow you
to how do you think are you able to enter the Airspace.
Cause it’s gonna change it might change, right? Even
Tower might say alright enter left base or left downwind
for runway 17L. It might change that it might never mind,
extend your downwind from power plant before going to
Billboard, finish up the Approach Briefing so_that you

know which runway you are gonna be using and how
long it’s gonna take to stop all that stuff. Right so overall,

v 1ng w t.

4 Trainee: Can I after 200ft AGL?
5 Instructor: If it’s quick one because what I saw was like
59(kts), so bump up the power really quick. I would say

okay with that one. And fifth one, if was good approach
but with my assistance and the 6th one, great approagh .

BT L OEEEED 1% T—
S L (G&ER 9. 11, 13 JRRE) . A
B 13 KPEHRER) TV D

%lﬁﬁkﬁmﬁ%
RICEREED (38




<English05>

13 (Hi=) Instructor: Do you have any questions? You
have to ask at least 1 question

14 Trainee: Under 200AGL, if the airspeed is low and,
path is red red red white. On the stage, I have to go
around?

15 Instructor: On the stage I would do it

16 Trainee: Today’s

17 Instructor: On the fourth one? Yeah if it was on the
stage, but we are doing as a practice.

18 Trainee: Yes.

19 Instructor: And also, running out of time to excel
so, that’s __ all feel to landing __ on the stage if it
looks a little bit wrong, just go around. They are gonna

see go around better than landing
20 Instructor: All right? So that’s good job

WRORD DN —HEOERT L% CHEHEITEMN S 500 &
=, AT ERET I T T RLTHE
EEOREBREIEZ D_RENHIORA > N 2EMT 5,
TN EAGETH L FFEOEMZ AN LTERY
PIHIBRRECITH I E - TOEE s R b s,

4.4 HEEE PFB O S BB OB

HAGE CIX BB E 2 B3 2 BRIC A/ = R _Xofl
AR RO, FEETIEE K OGA . BIFIOE A 515
O THBA STV (FEEF 5. 9 M@MITER)

<English06>

4 Trainee: Can I after 200ft AGL?

5 Instructor: If it’s quick one because what I saw was like
59(kts), so bump up the power really quick. I would say
okay with that one.

9 Instructor: But that’s fine unless you are like too much
on the first like the 1st and 2nd landing you were a little bit
too much on the the 7th 8th and 9th they were fine. If it
was a stage check that will be satisfactory with that one.
Umm once you land, don’t use too much rudder, cuz that’s
how you gonna lose directional control, right

5. E&8

HARGE S HFETIZUATO L ) 2B MR o nsd,
- BAGECIZIRAS S (BieehE, Aa%) 295
DITKF LEEE TIIEE AT 5
 HAGE T AEORHBICHSE BB DL LY
%l L CREI~DIEEIEEBAFT D DIk L, HFET
THEORMEICHEKSX, BMIZEZ D Z L TEEER
T 5
s BARETIZZ O LY o fCrelk, S, 2Efh. Al
& LHEET 5
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BEREENEOBLIIL, AAGECTIXA / ~ b HMN
2O L, SR TR FE 2> Th X
N5z EnLN

AARZE L MBI AF 4T L O, B, 5K
HOEE FRH L TV WZEDfhod> PFB OCF# Z L
& F DS THIZIERBE DM « FEERNE SN,

A E MRt & L9535 PEB 1X. HAKEE & bk
% L ATEREIT 3 40 1 ThHHN, FIfEDORE RS
FEIIN IR o ez, BRINCELSEZTWAHTE
TTIEHDLZ O, NRITHEHMEL CTB YV ERta&RaT
WAHNBE LI EZR TV, EICHFAENET 2 BA
FETCDOARS AWK LT, RETIIHE D EICHE L
{ToTWDN, EHETCTOHE 2L OERMIZITAMEICE
ZTCW5, IR LTEFRN 3 00 1 THDHZ &
BEZDLE, BOIRETHED D NEEED 2 R,
LT, VBRI L TWE EEDbID,

#% 4. HAGEE PFB & 3535 PFB DA Z A LB LS EEMH O
L1

HAGE ($304y) | 2588 (9 1049)
LYEDY 16 [E] 6=
i R RS 7= b R | BRI A
B O
ARG | FIEA 12 27 8] 9 [A]
DG M2 11 =
FERNE HiE (BREENE, | | ZLE 20 OB RMICE
). B, SHT. | 25 :yesio % (4 [A])
M. BIEROR | BT 25 T —% A
ES nNs>HEAIVT,. B
U e B S OfER (2
), 25 Rl o R A
>~ (1[ED
AEAENS | FIFEAE L1\ (F | 31| (RU—&EAND
DB K — DI T7) AT, B
Al 2 1 E G5 | WAORERR., &Rk
FeHl W D &R A v | DRA VN
)

RV TN L TWAH A, RERTE &V o LA
7> higher order thinking  (Anderson et al, 2001) 73 Z
STNDHDN, &) RTIEEEMED (K1),

HAGE T B2 AN H DITWA A=V T %
LR GHIFIc CElo L L TE R ool L&k
WL, TP TEBHECEIEIC > WTid e ETE R
o T2 D RN DU Tz (analyze, evaluate) |
WIENE RS A IR C & 2 X 9 dIREIEIE &5 2 UE
a2 T25 (create) Z &3, #HE EDORLVEY %
WLTHELTNWDL L ThD,



Higher order thinking skills Ofeate

Evaluate

Synthesize/analyze

Apply
Understand

Lower order thinking skills Remember

1. B a A L EEAX /L (Anderson et al., 2001 {24
DWTEEDMERK)

THUCKH LTHREETIX, TEZ L LTERNoT

Z LD, MR EIET NE N OWTIRER &ISE
EWVIHBTTE TV, JREDIE E J: E{ztiﬁfjf;ﬂkm
E. D72 B EE ORI B 13 EH 12 IZHEINT
Wit ZHUTEFE Kié%@&@ﬁxﬁﬁ%@ﬁwm
X6 DRDN G\_OU‘T 134 B D534 D A TIH BT
E 7R FEA DT, FGEEH DR B A NGRS
KNFFHAED r— 2 %r/\*ﬁ LIS 2 D D %,

F72. AARGE TIIBAEFIESLEEIZ SOV TOFEM2
AN A )~ A LI 2 20F Tl ST,
ZHUSH L, SEEE TR AR CRIF O HIC LY e s
LTV,

TbT b, LI —n vy OFFEILIEA /< b

WZHT Db DR 7r N nWbivsd  (Tsujimura, 2013) D
T, HEETIXZOMEHARHZLNRND LSBT
REBWVWRD, TOXIBREVRG L EHFET D B
THAGEPFB TA / ~ MDA H 4172 D% PFB
TORE Y 775)2!“’ %’fﬂé%ﬁf’ﬁ@ﬁé%fé‘bé EMBEZBRN
%o BERERREDEFD K 512, I = 55 5 R
& & 1T procedural knowledge (Anderson etal., 2001) %
BRI 2HE10E, A/ ~ FFOMERNC & 2 #i78
BRAENERBENAEZ THDH EE 2 L5, Procedural
knowledge (F#t X HUAIE) & 13 “subject specific skills and
algorithms” <> “techniques and methods”  “criteria for
determining when to use appropriate procedures” % O Z17#
ZEM L, “factual knowledge” <> “conceptual knowledge”
LW TZEHERHGRE RV | EEEE L’C{ZIS /T D
FIHDOHG, AF¥NLTho (RS T, HlIX 2
N B TIIH R DBE) & . A%/ HTTT%‘*— procedural
knowledge #E T 5 Z LN KRERBEEE DN, 2D
REOBICA /< b EHEND (R, 2008), @)
RIS D MMWET D, A AT T EATOFIITA
/< MRIFFEFITHEDE SN THD, Lo T, HE
ENECRE DB AT & FERIS, BRHEDRERT EIT A F L EFFD
RIERTRNZ &2 BEZ D &, HARE PFB THHAADL
NI Z EIFAREE TR, 7272 L, ZhEIEE 0#R
ABANZED D THDAREMN S 52D D THEZLS
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DA — A %S L CHEET 2 LERSH D,
DX HIZ, HEFED PFB CTlLERILH
W3 EW D BIRERTE BN - T,
RENDE < BERNTISE T D8 THRIKRO g o8

“Cé““(b\fdﬁ\ LV EBERTEOFENEZ > TV

WA TE 72\, WIET D Z EIXTE RV, FIlE W)

BENEZ - T
AR D FIFRAE T 5

BB W TER ORI 7T 0 A2 TH L&
SHTTE TV ATREME IR W & b 5,
7% 5. Knowledge dimension  (Anderson et al., 2001, p. 46 {2253
W CEE R
concrete | A. ®  knowledge of terminology
Factual ®  knowledge of specific details
knowledge and elements
B. ®  knowledge of classifications
Conceptual and categories
Knowledge ®  knowledge of principles and
generalizations
® knowledge of theories,
models, and structures
C. ® knowledge of  subject
Procedural specific skills and algorithms
Knowledge ® knowledge of subject-
specific _techniques and
methods
®  knowledge of criteria for
determining when to use
appropriate procedures
D. ®  strategic knowledge
Metacognitive | ®  knowledge about cognitive
knowledge tasks, including appropriate
contextual and conditional
knowledge
abstract ®  sclf-knowledge
ZHTIE, @RI EE 2 A S DT RIS

DX D TRFREIH T 1 AN, E&@T%%oﬂgm&
DTk A (analyze / evaluate / create) % 1@ L T Ak

%gzﬁ‘é T2 DB BARRIRR A 7 e ATk &<
8 DITHHE (2 6) Tx 5L\ (Andersonetal.,2001),

#£ 6. BRTTFEEICHLERFBAMA 7 2 X (Anderson et al.,

2001, p.67-68 IZFaS T EHEH MER)
Analyze Evaluate Create
®  differentiating | ®  checking ®  generating
®  organizing ®  critiquing ®  planning
®  attributing ®  producing
TRATHATIZBE9~ 5 procedural knowledge % Z 415 DFR

7 a2 &L CEET 584, PFB FRC
WIETCTEAMNERHD EEZHNLD,

ZLUR A

® HLERFORT (Eh{E, HbRiE, BRS%) 1T
%

®  EIFARCTEA T & fd o THHEENE G S J1INiR.
FAITE) ZRATED



AT TR DEREEIEIC ST ECE OFEH5 2 FRAR L
TEEZEETERD ST LA - O
HTENTED
HEE - LLEsE - A3 HT -
TE5
BHRI~OEZ 28R L, ik a2l TREB L,
WEI~OXRERET D ENTED

Mtz b &ICEMT D Z L

INHMNIEFETTE L, PFB KRICHIAED TN D
FEMRIICHE B0 e . ZodT, B, Al 2 3 2B 038
2%, BIZIE, FRICEDEEOL v A TIEED LS
TR GO VE D RBLN LN D D355 2 RPN
L. ®HSd 2865, ik, obr. B oMEE 2 FFo 30k
HESERELZSE L CBHNIREEML L3 < . &
Mb LT RHTHA S, BEHEEIFOESFITIEY K
Do A= 7% PFB HIZIEFEIZ TE 5008 5 i
RERDXERED L SNDHN, FRFEREGEOLS
WLHGEE ) DB EN OBECEB IR E BT D
LEZHNS (A, 2019), Lo T, LilomnHGE
TTED LR, XV EOEOHENTE SN AR
/e D AREME N B D, REEH LM BEMESCH U F =
T ADENVELRBR LTSN, i L FRENIC
L A2AMERBT A LIXTEARIEAD, £, HiE
DIRWVFIFRAEIZ & > TR E BT & D LB D,
6. FLHLEBOBE
ABFFETIX HAGE & RGEENZET{THiLs PFB I
DRV B DR A it L, Bloom’s revised taxonomy
(Anderson et al., 2001) 2/ L CEEN S )& MRGE
L= B CHBERGE N 2B 2 1=, Bl iz >\
IEEEDE® 7 v a rTE LD, SRIOF—ATIE, 5%
ECIEERITFEREZ o TWD WS FIEERSE S
o Tz, WIEIZTERNVHLDOD, I > TWD EIEHE
ZIZ< WE W I FEERIZE -T2,

AWFFEORBERE LT, SBNICEDbDROMNE
FEOENZL D H DO OWTUEA R D43 HT D
HATIHBCE R, EAOT-OICIT, HiEERNREE T
LZFELHELOSCOEID LoHT L, L0 EY OEIEK
SCNBEELETIVERD D, RERNGEEERLTH
LD EY OREESCHNEN R CHIVITERZA X A LT
bHDHEBEZ DI, BARNIANKFETTE 208N
HDHZLEICOVWTHBOLERG D WREELH DS, =
7o, FEEESHOIRWAARANFIFAE T ED X 9 7200 B
DIZIRDDMPITONTH T LT 52 LT, KV
FERNC ML E R PFENPRGECE 5 TH A D, SHITF
BlAHCT 2 LT K AN I BEEE ) & MRGE
LT,

*

U ZE RSB, MTZEAE O BREIZ B3 2 B ) OV HE 2 H%
L. OB IE T T 52BN THZ L 2B E LT,
YEHE OfTBHEBT & LT 1954 TR BE SN AARICBITS
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ME— DA RN LB IR Th 5, B LI, fizein
KD Z D Bt 2 FHEN - ZEMICER L TETE Y,
20154 1 A 1 BBITE, AHfZeattoiitt (5686 ) O
4% (2266 ) PRROHFETH 5,
PHEMRTFOHE T &0 | FRIZTAARTERBIE 2528 L
VEREZRBREZRT D, TOBT A Y Ho B F B
T A ' AR A B L RTINS 4 TIEK O UND ¢
179,

BE W
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G

T, BARORFHEFERE CTlI, FNEROREE (EAP) HEMEH SN TS, LarL, —
B EPOFEE (EGP) X4 35 H5% « BROIGFEHE NS, KF¥ETO EAP HE~DME
BBATICEE L= F9A T 4 v TEMBPRREL TWDEVWIHERN DS, ZOLIREROL &
AMFFETIX, EGP & EAP & OHEGICIIINEE N EE 2 D720, BROIGEHREDTA T
g4 U IEEE . BROKRFTHEHENTWS EAP 947 1V 7HBE 10 MEHEL. 27
WO A ST LT ST OBLSEIL., 87 7 a—F, 5% - SOE, LHEE . SOk klo
EHO 4 e Lz, @R CIESUEIZER LI SCTHRALOESCR LT, BEAP 74 7 1 > 7 #iFE
(21X, EAP I B L 7p D5E45E « SUESCHHIMESICE#E T2 X 27 BARELTEY, bk
EBYERINCBE R T 2 EM BB TH D Z EDRB I,

F—U—NF:BAP, 747 17, BFRE,
1. 1It®ic
2000 FARLARE, H ARIZ I Tl H 19O 553E (English
for Academic Purposes: EAP) #(H., £DH THHFIZT A
T4 Y THENER SN TS, —J T, iRE (2016)
DR FIGEUT T2 EAP AL BIZ RS (2018)
DI LTS L9212, BAARDRFHEFEHE O LRIC
L7 BR ORRPHE L 72> T D, TRARDIR]
[ZOWTIR, @%HE TORGEEARICIEFEAER O
B BPE | Bk x R BLEN D OREINAIRETH A 5, K
LTI, RERHBEOA RO THERROREL oo
TWDEKREROBLENOEZ D, £T, @KETO—
% B O35 (English for General Purposes: EGP) & EAP
L B IR L TV D L S50y (R - Ok,
2005) . EED HARCHEEBEN R D720z, ZOW
BROAX N OBEMIEER DN Z EITHEY 2

W, BRI BADT AT v 7 T4 F 4 v JRETI,

MK TR SN T4 T 4 V THBENZTOE
bbbz Eb%, EAP B ¥ 2T ANRHATHWELE
Bl U TCIE, FAEICADLELHBELZMBICEZR LT
W5 2% (Chen, 2016) . H AR TEMBIR 21T > TV D RS
ITWEED 720,

TAT 4V THEEEZD LT, FAEADIEITE
WREETHD, RO HARNEEE X, HETAT
4 VT REFRTHDLESON TS, il 21E, AR
B (2017) DT T2HGENIRET A FCTIE, RETS L
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[SPNE3 7

pofoE® 3 A [ELS Z L) OEGSFEOE ST
11.0%., B3 HEETIL15.1% THh-o7- EME S TH
b5, ARNFEENRZETIAT 4V 7 EF LT HE
e LT, @R E TORBHEEITSOERGE & FnsCowGR
BDHLTHLIENETOND, BOoDEZEE L E
DO DHISLTRITHFEEREIDBBOLNALTND Z &
W2 T, RFEADZIIRFAFZURNIBARETDH
TAT 4V THEEZIT TN ERERH I TV
%, BH (2012) X, WK E CTOEGEHE CTIX. SR
BEENENINTEY, PAEFFLEoENEOLES
FLRBIEE L Z T TOVRWVWERRTNS, Lo T,
BETAT AV ITDODRERTHDIRT T T TITAT 4
7 RFETHO TEY, ELFELZ,

ZO XD e R L KFPHE TR EOFH R MNE
MITW W E WD fERE (82 - FH,2017) ZEEE
ZEGP & EAP O3 0 Oy (X 1 /2 W O )
WCHEE LR LETH A D, TOERDIE, mR o3
R L RFWIERD EAP (X0 IEREIZIT RSN A
i) DO FEEE English for General Academic Purposes: EGAP)
ERIRTEMTE D,



Ceor Qe >

1. EGP & EAP OBEH%

XV BWEAP T4 F 4 vV HMBTRE BT H5RA.
ZOBERYDOEJICESREHTHZ L, ThbbLEK
FTCOTAT 4 VT HBELSBAICE S NS, BEME
HEN TS EAP 74 7 4 v JHR EERFH 203
N D, &2 TR TIX, LT O EZ 7 E LTz,
RQl BEREK TITONTWD T4 7 1 v 7 HEIIX
ED XD TR FHER B 50,

RQ2 HIERFZETHHENTWS EAP 74 T 4 > 7%
BEIZIZED LD REE H D D,

UEOPERRICESE, T4 T 47 12BITS
EGP 7> 5 EAP ~DHEREIZ DWW TE LR EIT I,

2.
2.1

FATHSE
B DIEET A T 14~ TR

%*ﬁfﬂi%%%% rf/]’ﬁl,r ‘/7J &I/\5$"l‘a7))7gf<\

BERGED T A 7 4 Y THRENEIITbNL TV A RH
I THGERBL) Th o, REERDUX, AN S iEHH
ICEESWT, B x 2G2S U CHlEUNCEE T 2 & 0FE
SZEMTEDEIITRDZERZAMELTEBY, &
=X 7L bl TAT 4 TREMTON TN D,
FRRDRFEHEBETIE, XTI T T7T7AT 477 ED
Py — I EE SN TV AR ()1, 2017; KI,
2008) . %< OEFEHEFETIL, — SCHALOFISCHRR S0,
EFEE L TCOFEEIN T AT 4 > ZIKEOHLT
%5 (Kobayakawa, 2011),

[EEREBL (2O T, 2L - TR (2019) 1%, &
PR E TR R A AN ERE R - SRR CUE R
4,2009) TRENTWD HLHIKWEEZHEERS 2 L%
NPNHWE L TAHRZRKT D LW SRR+ Th
HZEERBRMLTWS, THEEERET | #RE 1Lt Z

AT 4T BT XTORMEMEZHTLIZL 25,

S AORMIT 8 BIAB 2 50, HEHAEE DK
T LT 15% Th o7,
EFROEIITERIZBTDAZTAT A TRT7AT 4

> 7 ) BREICET 2RI N O A5 D03,

BRI PEZET A T 4 v 7B AT 72 EGP 7 5 EAP
~NOEEHGIZER L72AFZEIL R S 10720,

22 EAP 74T 4 2 J#HM
THFIV T ITAT 4 TIE. KREBEDOLR—

RIS TR SLCE THRA R VIR D D, T DT,

EAP AT 4 W ZOWTIE, Yy b 7 a—F
WZHD W ZERBM B N ST E 72 (5] Swales
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& Feak, 2000,2012), —5 C, EAP #HEITUIRIZ L - T
WML IRDAFNRT AT NDRE L BRI 5729 (Ning,
2019; Stoller, 2016) . —fEAY72 EAP ZARHI U A K 0%
B ESIEORBIINETH 5, HEETHLH Y Fa
TRIBTDTAT 4 THEDONESITLHNE,EAP
FGAT 4 TOWZFIZER/AY  (Tardy & Jwa, 2016) .
FGAT 4T DEXIFHIZHLEVVRDDZ ENTREINT
V% (Purves, 1986), & 512 HAZ ¥ @ EFL Bl Tl
FADORGESRC=— A GEE L3R5 TL B, R
METIX, THTI v I 74T 4 7 1%, FBETOH
BRI E IR TA T 4T T D, BAD
PEEEHBEICE T D EGP 725 EAP ~O#HEGICBE 5
BRI TOL Y Rb0nd 5,

221 7Fmu—F

EAP 74 7 4 V7 OHEREIT, EFE, v, TH
TIvIUVTTo—LREL 3 OOT T —FIoT
515 (Tribble, 2009) , (EEEH) 7 7 7 — F- %, Exposition
Argumentation - Classification 72 & SLEED /N K — L %51
L. —XoNRF 7577 FL TS ~LilER, 7
HER T Fa—FZESL, TR, BT - LEa—R
N—=T UV INTaRESILTAT 4 THEEIC
FEHTHD E STV S (Berg, 1999; Wang, 2014) ,
Uy VIER LT e —FE, Vx o voEMIC
hoTTF 4 Aa—Rala=7 4 OEBEFEMREESE
DTh D, LT, BRI R ELEFLFEMESRORK
WLRDTHTIv I VT To—%Mhe LizT7 7 a—
FTH D,

222 FEEELIE
EAP WFFETIE, 22— /N RAZHES S WFRRRE Z ZH I
KT XX ThDHEEFSHILTWD (Harwood, 2005;
Stoller, 2016) , ZF}EIZ HIGH TE % Coxhead (2000)
@ Academic Word List (AWL) <° Browne, Culligan, and
Phillips (2013) @ New Academic Word List 72 &, 7 415
IV TAT 4 THERABEDOERWIERE D X 235
KEINTWD, FBEOHRZLT, aalr— a %<
i S5 Sk 7 E ORFFERE A2 B 0 A7z EAP #
MoBEEME LR 5TW5D (Biber & Gray, 2010;
Hyland, 2008) . EAP 7147 1 7 TIXEGP 74 7 1 &~
I TERHRSOSCIEN L 0 @ T 5720,
FFEOBREREM%EEL 2D,

223 fLHmEE

EAP A 7 4 2 7 CIEiniiny, F@micELZen
VETHY | JLHMEEPIRIEICH D LS D, MR-
M- L (2012, p.69) IXHEHIBEE & [GREEA. &
BHTIRY ORWEETHY | By OHmIETEE Bk
BB A AR ETH D) L EHEL TV D, E
® EAP # 8 CHEEL S 415 723 BALEAP |3, ik & HilC
5T s20oTiER ., Z{EHE D (knowledge
transforming) GE/] & L CHEHIMEB 22 T\ 5, 2D



72 EAP #1213, MikazZlbsdr4 27 L7tk
A, AVETTVa AEEREENTNASZ ENEE
ToH D (BALEAP,2008), 7=, EL =DIITV —F ¢
7" (reading for writing) 2SN ETH 5 & ITFRIMIN
TW% (Hirvela,2016), ZAUELHIAIES 2 526517 5
oD TratAD—o2L L Fbil, KEIOCHEEND
R EHRSBEDbL LD TH D,

2.2.4 SCHRERFOfE A

THTI v TA4T 427 TIEECEERH: & %)
WZHEIAT A ENRROLND (Swales, 1987), H Iy T
WAL, 5ile, FALLOEIELLBIHT S, SV
25, BT DHENI) DIX, RETITIAN T 172
I AXNTHY, U—T 4 7 HESCHHINEE T
ELEETAIEERTIAT A VT AL THDL EE R
%, HARDEAP #HEIX, Y% AX/VIZEGAP DT A T
4 VT RETHIMHTTBIRELDLEEZ TS
(v AU - HHEF, 2018),

PLEOBLAUAMI OB R T XERUEH D0, K5
TIX EAP 94T 4 V7 DEAREEZOND FFE 4 A
(7 Fa—F, FBEE L 0L, JRHRESE | SCIRE RO
) 12k TREt&17 9,

3. Hik
3.1
311 A OHRE

MBEEERBL L ITERAEDK THINBEL THD (K
H,2015), MR CHA SN TODERED S b, F
RS 31 4B HRURUHT S 15 A R CRR AR A 3 il 2 He v
7=, R X Revised Vision Quest English Expression
I Standard] (VQS) FEAKEE, [Select English Expression I
New Edition] (SL) =44 %, [Revised Vision Quest English
Expression I Advanced] (VQA) FEMEE Th 5 (HATEREL
HERR,2018),

3.1.2 EAP 74 7 4 V7 HFE

AR Z2OREON 21T 5720, EWNEAP #Y) =27
LB 2 A THSE (BRI, 2016; -~ A T, 2017)
1 EIT EAP #E 2 3 L TV D RZFIZBW TR 1
FEA LV THEA STV D TIREREE 10 it 2 00E L
7= (FHREOV A MIMESEOZ L), 6 fHIiGERE
O HRRAL, 4 fHXEN B S FIIT ST D, ofT
RRERST-HRELZBEL CWDHREL T RADRR
3 B #E13“to acquire basic academic writing skills” 72 & &
o TEBY, WARMRT AT Iv I 74T 4 7 HHE
DEBE B ITRETHEDLDNL TV A,

32 oW

3.2.1 @R DOEFE

HRENT, EOFENRE - A VA x5 &4 5%
DIV TN D DNTDONT, SCERRR, GE5E - B,

TAT 4 TEMEME L, ZOR_XR—UKOEIL 2R
H U7, ISR D BRIV TE, #FMoE
THIEENCEESE D LT, 2Dk, 94T 4 v 7 %M
WIZEDLE IR ONH D0 E kA LZ, EAP #HFlE
D 4 BARIZOWTHKRE OB 9T L=, H—FHZN
IHEAT o T, SGERDL T fRERER O H 5 728 M
AR LT,

322 EAP 747 4 v 7 #FlE

QETHET LN 4 SITONWTHEIT- T,

BS 1o 77 a—F] 1%, Tribble (2009) (ZHS X
SELE, Tk R T a—Fo—BRTHWSNDZ
EDZNET - LEa—iF# L BRI EOL—TY v T
BUOFE\ELFAE L V—T Y v 71203, BT F =
v 7 UARNLEDT,

B2 o B L 0L BhEMEN EORES £
WA, BB L ORI E O DR O ~_— V%
& SERBEOR— U 2T~ T, SCEHHO
B DR_R—VIEFRN TV D,

B30 HEHIWES 12, V—F ¢ > 7R &2
L7z, a7V —F ¢ v 73R MPNFEEO A, b
L <R EE 21 o ETH D0 & Bt LT,

B4 TSCEKERIOMT | 1E, SCEVE BEOIUEE % 2
B35, 5IHE SR OV T L7z, 5l
FlizonTid, BB T3 ARRD bR TWDE
Al BIHE LTI T F LTS, v —L 1T
T L —RZOWTIE, RSN XEN, FEERH T
PELZ3CE), I RME LThlE L7,

DLl BEAP A4 7 4 7R ERBROH D EH N
BT LD B FERIZOW TEFRE 21T,
ERAER— LT,

4. WER
41 ERDOTA T 4 TR
4.1.1 HEEOEIKRIIFE

LI [HEEERB L ) OBFEE 3 Mox 27 2T
H5b, VQS & VOQA IFR LYV —XDHE/2H L ~LT
Ho. FEARITEL > TOTHLHEBZOMERF L
ZEMBR—OEENHT- EBbinb, £ 1 TRLE
IS DE Sy (ENEH 52%) 1T, ST,
AV —F U IEENTH S, RETAHILEPLELE
BRETHLHLOO, SLERFIZENN, FAT 427
BRI 5%~ 13% & SUERRRNT LD L 0v7e 0 /b 7 vEl
& & oTU T,

# 1. oS
OERM EE - RERM AT VTHRE A=K

VQs 24% 11% 13% 120
SL 35% 8% 5% 75
VQA 24% 11% 13% 120

T AR — Uk



SCEBRRNZ T T, EAMIII L ~LOE & E
BEINLH= 7 V¥4 X (Ellis, 2009; &, 2000) T -
= BEE BRI SOEEANH LT, TOEE XD
72OOETH D, BlxiX, VQS IZBW TARER &5
Sl vy Ay (p.53) TIL,

TAAGEICA D Koz, (
TR SRS,

[EAARELS Z L1 Ly, ( fun/is/ it/ listen / music
/to/to ) .| EWVoTmERIICHEE,

(7R T DFPRDENZDONT, 3ODLEHENTHK
9.1 £HY . HlE LT My dream is to be a vet. I like
animals very much. I want to help sick or injured animals. |
DR SN TWD, B ET 5 30EHEE OARER 213
IRENTEEFBH LR D ENTED, HLy AV
(22D &S oM STV,

) NOFER)Z A~ 2 T

412 T4 T 4 UM

HFE VQS & VQA [Zi34 L v A 1T [Expressing]
EWNWIHIR—=URBY, TAT 4 T EBNPHSLTY
5o TAT AV TREMO Ny 7132052729 . VQS
& VQA TliE, B ORI, Bk, k1T, AR—> B,
ARBE, BAEE RN, EEFE | Uk, R, B,
SL CIIFEMM. B, AR, HlELnoobdT
bolz, 747 4 v 7M., FFEOSHERINOBGE
EXLI-bDTH -7,

Bl 21X, VQA (p.68) TIXLATDA—/LZEI L)
A2 7@ LT, #ik- L AMEERBZ 752 &0
B & STz,

Write an email to ask Emily out. Add the details — activity,
date, place, etc.

Dear Emily,
How are you doing? I'm fine................ooooiiiiiiiiin.

I’m looking forward to your reply.
Your friend,

TR o SCERE S TR 2y . SREEE SRR
WIEHA R ENTEL T, =794 X)) L0,
Ellis (2009) D= 9 7 +—H A X 7- ¥ A (focused task)
LEZ NS, — T, SL TIETIA T 4 > 7 ORMIT
Pl A—FERREES R ERIAT 4T
TEE L 720 TV BEEICOWT DT AT 1 > 7 (p.39)
T, UTFDXIICT—XDEMEHED TV HDTH
Do

D72 0 72V EEZE T want to be
@ H D% 1have
@FLH 1 First,

for choosing this job.

@ 2 Second,
©®# M 3 (F!Z) Finally,
@FED Z L 1E That’s why

EFFSE CTCRBLT A LW FEANEH LA LOD, H
DI TN L ZOHA 2R ARDIEEIN A A T
HY, b7+ —BAINFEZAT N2 LD,

TAT 4 TR ERTI LI Z A, EAP #HEED
T —F NG T 5L Do T, SUE L FEERM
BIZOWTE, 947 0 v 7RV EEThHH- T,
BRI EZICEE LT, B OB RSOREREZ R 25 2
EMEBE RS TEY ., R, BB TR D720
BE] Lol RETRD NS L ) ARHEHIREEZO
EFRZ AW SEICIEY T 2T - 72, STk
BEIOFEHIZONWT S, BRROBRETCOITIAT 4~
TERMTIIHSELE SN TW R T,

42 RKRFEDEAP 7AT 47
42.1 HREBOLKOFEET S a—F
HREOMELT Vo —F %K 2 (R T, oirxts
DR ET, 12 ZFRE 2010 FELUFRICHENTZH DT
HD, FHX=U8IT 153 THDHN., WCKEOBFRE
X, BROERELY L=V HENZVMHE TH -T2,
WhHi TV D by 7 I3 HT 2568 O R £ THI
\Z72 0 B5 A7) Engineering, Medicine 72 & #4711
720y BRICBEEAHT CHOR LT,

K2 BREMELT 7o —FITHT DR
El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 J1 J2 U3 U4

HARE 2011 2014 2019 2012 2014 2017 2010 2008 2013 2019
R—VH 107 279 211 183 146 119 213 87 95 86
77a—F R R R R G R G R R G
¥7Leka- O O O O - - O - 0O O
=70y O O O - - - - -0
R=ERE)T T —F, G=U v )b« TS a—F

T —FIZONWTIE, BFNT e —FIChES
NHZLONTHEZL T 7T TDEREZ— 2 ()
Cause and Effect, Classification) (ZH:SWTEN S ZJAIZ
EGT HAERL & 72> Tz, Tribble (2009) AMEFRER) T
Tao—FiITat R - T Fa—FIZHEONTNBEE L
Ty BEREL TR RATA T v T EBEARE LT
Wim, BT - LE a—|ZoWTE, BRI P u—F %
ffioTWnWad 7Moo 5 i3 TR, L—T7 1
v T IZOWTIE, 3 MoAHATH-7T-, ETIEEICL—T
Uy 713 mFEAARTHEEEDRFH SN TWDER, T
RTOHEREZITHO SN TR o 72, ES-T1 - 14 1%
VXTI —FIGEINDL DT NT T T T
DEEHEVWSTZERN T AT 4 THARBIZOWT
LW TNDHEDD, ZEDFEEHE, ESP V¥ v DE X
FIZHESWI=H D TH o7,



422 FEELIGE

REEE - RBLE SUERMNCET R 2 £ 3 1R T, 75
B RBLEEDZ X7 N 10%LL EEEFNTW-DIE,
TRCEEBOHUB ETH T2, FEESLCEHOKMT
VR, HEFEE - IR E ORMSRERE (11 LR ) |
W7 CEA e b OREK =y MIHREL Tz, 5B
B KB, SCEX AT UNOEST. EICTAT 47
TaEA (FVA VA=V T TURIA - KT
7 MERK - Bt L AETE) IZBET AIEERCET L E
L Z DO TH T,

3. BhH L SUAICET DR

El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 J1 )2 U3 M4
Bw-RERM 4% 10% 14% 1% 28% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1%
X% 4% 11% 14% 0% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 3%

I AR A RN e — U TR

B L RELOFZFMN 14% %825 E3 & E5 (%,
Coxhead (2000) ® AWL ZZM L CW\5 Z L NHFRE
WZHARL S AL T, SO, 258 & BhEa o — o Hi
LHEREEIE W T b DN, FFEDNRT T T T RH —
VDIV ICE, R S STE O SUENA Y
DR L OFRME G TNy TATI VI AT
4T TRELEW ) BARTOREES LR TIEdH 25
D, —CHNLO b ORLZEMN Y 725k A D E, BA
DEBAEICHRARDH LN TH - 72, ENOHRE
DFEEE - FHL & SUEFRNT, IEFIZRONTZH D TH -
776
423 HeppEE

U—F 4 M EHHESIZE L TR TWL
(#4),

F4, V=T VERENCET BHEE

El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 J1 J2 )3 M4
ETVXENN o o o o o 0O o O 0 O
WHRY—F 4> 7 - O O

EEREC) =T 4 2 TRMAPDHY . ETNVLED
WG E NEBE 2 HRg L LTz, LR ISR
IRBEPITH B,

* Underline the topic sentence.
+ According to this paragraph, what are the fundamental steps
in the process of doing well in class? (E2, p. 104)

— 7T ARICKT Dk e £ ORI D 2o 7,
EAP TIIHLHIRYESE O BEENED T S22 5728,
SlE TRt Ge L L2 BRI ETE D Licikflz & AT
702 ThHo7=, BlZIX. BS TIHAFITITREDN
RHTH D LWV LEICHONWT, HREHERT DR
RIZHEV T, Do you believe the statements made in the
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article? For example, do you believe that red increases the
appetite and attracts attention? Why or why not?] (p.33) &
WORMAH Y, CEONFIZ OV TH SR DI
THZENRDHIN T,

J1 121 critical reading (ZOWTDOEZ v a VU AH Y |
BEHIBNCHE L 72D DR A o N BT &4, FEERIZ SUER
ZBEOHEHIRY e 28 3 DR H o 1o,

424 STHKE RO A
I, SCEROFE FICBET DR 2R T (3£ 5),

# 5. SCHRERI OB BT DAk R

El E2 E3 E4 E5 E6 J1 J2 J3 U4
XEMRE - - 0 O O
Xikos| A - 0 O O O O
VR o - 0 O 0O O
A VAR &' (i o O O

SCHRVEEFDOIEEIZ DWW THE, 3 i3> TV B DA T
bole, WTTTTITA4T 47 PO LT HFE
TIE, "EY Z K LTREDOBERZH LT, SR A%
B A2 EICEAREIMNLTWS, VY —F(ZBEEL
FAXNER > THBETIE, SIHEY~ U —ITFN
Zas i, 87 7 L —XIZoNnTIL 3 o A% A
BTV,

Trx e T Fua—FEREHAL TS I L J4 T,
U —F = —%EL 2RI, BB LT
MR 21TV TEHRINE & 51 H 23 el e L < e
STV, E4+-E5-E6 oW TIE, H~U —,35 27
7 7 EBAREORN T AN SN OREICE &
F o T,

5 &5

AL TIL, B ARDFFEFHE 25512, EGP & EAP
TGS BEAP A4 T 4 VT EMBARED I, m e
KFEOBREDRHIEI N 21T 5Tz, BT T4 7 «
T EWORE RN, EAP T4 T 4 v T HF
EBLOEEMNRLEBIZ T 20V, TNERORA
N LT ETIREAIT O,

BROHFETIE, BEEBEEOFERASCESE B
B & LTERSCRaR e EORM B EL, 94T 47T
ITEHS OB RAZFRET 5 Z LIZESBRBIL. JRHIR
HEESOSCRE RO E B 23k T R o e o7z,
A RIFRA L7 EAP HABBEDHRBI EDL 1K, RXTF7 T
TI7IAT 4T OEEEENE L, ekt AT AT
4 TDTITa—F T, X—F v kLR DER Y —
NZHEESWTEHENENHR I N W, et Xx7
AT 4T TCEERETY « LE2—L—T Vv 7%
B ANTWARWHERENBAIN, ZoRIZBNT
FEDLEHN R 57,

AWFZENTAA LTZEND EAP 7 A 7 4 v T HEET
13X, SCETLIASCSCERR M REEECR BT O B D s



FEFN DI oTl=y THTI I TAT 42 ZIIMSE
L7zAF LN TWAZ &, F LT EEERT
THDHIZDFES « SUEORMIINE R\ EEZLNT
WAHZ EHHEHITE D, UL, #EE - EROFEE L,
TATI v 77 bAR— FRMSMERTIE— g &7
D, BATOHERETIIR oLz b, BB, HEE
DIFMT, E TR% LIz HiiremE s O T®4ED
BN EESD DR EIT O RFHLILFETIEROND
(KT FEHE ¥ EAP SR AW R Z B2, 2018),
WSO R ZITZERSSCEEZ R > TR, FiE LS
FAO—Eiy PREMBENRTEE NS L FAEOBEEFHE L
DIAVYT NN, THTIvIITAT 47
IZB W T H UEREEO BT LD 572\ EAP
TAT 4 TICEHEOEWEEREZ N OETe Z
EINRETX B,
ARHIMEEZZ RS L 272 —F ¢ » ZERNIRERN
Td o7z, Comparison/ Contrast 72 & T, FDE L%
HEz o>, BHOEREZWEMIZERRDE AT 1>
JHATIIR BT, — 5T thdE O SCE A RIS R
BT 5 X9 AL 2 72 TH Y | Hirvela (2016) @
=9 EAP TXE L 72 % Reading 75 Writing -~ Hi5E
PEIZOWTEM L TV D R EITD 720, HEHIR RS
IZOWTITREA R TR H Y | Bl 2 0E, FT - A
(2019, p. 53) TIIUAF oM ZHHIAEZZRRE & LT
> T,

BHRTEDBREFEDT-DIZL TS Z EIZONT, T
PR A VA TEELEL X 9,

I recycle my waste paper in order to save forests [in order not
to destroy forests. ]

B, RFZENEFNOEBECTED X D% 27 05, #E
MEEDOFERICKLEIZR D0 E L VELIBET 24
N D,

HREERIOE RSV HAXR I VIT BT I v I IA4T
4 T TEMEEEINDIEOD, NTTTTITA4T 4
T DB ETITE Y OB 720 L A3 B
L7z, WA OHREZIEM ) —XThhZ &N
%< CERE RO L, RO L)L TOEA L 72> T
W5 (5] E1LE2), AARTIZIEE, Wb b o 2|
LN RERASFEICHBE L TR Y, EAP AR
Th, FHEICELWSIHOEF 22T 0ERN D D
72459,

BRI FLFEBE O HR BT E N O R BTt GERE
RLEX AT ETIEHERY ANTEY , HREBE
HEIEIZ72 > TV, REEEOBFRIEIT, FEDTAT
g TR =R EbYE, HEOKETH A7 %L
BERN XL IR TWADICK L., HARDHF
FNIK = R 90 5 DFFERFMNTRAMET D L 21T
R SN DA R Sz, HZRZEOWRHY B AGE
FETENINTEY ., BARODHBEHLESLHED=—X
ZEXORML TS EER D,
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AFAETIEL, OIS 22 TR LT8R &30
STem, EOBRIZH BEY UIEL2BHRERH -T2,
RL77e—FTh, WAL TNBERA » MIEWDN
Ao, ZREORMELZERT LI ENTE, 1 to
HRET, T XCTOHBEZMET D Z ENBVONE
FOSRHITSH DA, EAP ZMBRBICK T AT v 7V
ARNELT, 20 4 BEANEHTEDZ LS EIOHR
TRERNORIBEINT,

6. Bbviz

AR T, AR ERFZOHERELZSITL, @K TDOZ
AT 4 TR EEBRIZANT BAP 54T 4 > T EHK
DOBAFIZIANT TEEEIT- T2, 5% D EAP #F E5%
[Z2WNWT 2 DORIBNTE D, 1T, EAP Rz L X
EOBEANTHD, BRNAESCIGEEB ORFHINLET
HHN, @R E TOIRGEEE CHIY AR EN= T P4
ARXTHY, FEECLHEIRTHA O, BROHARET
X, BEDOHAZL LT, SUENERIINL TN, L
EFEEERFTORTI T T T4 4 7IEM Y
LD, INETCORAROEFEHETIE, 94747
(oD T3k Tidel, [SUERE) NMEERY
BEPBRINTWAZ ENEHIN TS (AT,
1999), EAP 7 A 7 1 v 7 HBETIE, KFEARTEM
ENTWD L) ABRECIE R, 7TV 7y bIC
DI B IEFE OME F T 20ERH 5,

BIS, TA T 4 Y THRBIZOWTONREO IR %
KIS 7- BRI RO OEND, SEHE LT A
T A THERETIE, 94T 4 7FHiA—T) v
XL T OB EOAHA TR LI, V—T ¢ > 7 &M
AL THEHIES 2B A= b OIREN TH
ST, TIHICET AWRITEAITON TR Y | B
OWFFEFER 2B AN R ERBENEEN D, BIE,
R CII B R B RH I RS & T HRAY « XFEEM TRV
2], WhWAET I T 4T T T REASID
OB D, St RKFEDTAT 4V THBICBWTH A
O BARRFE RS BT, BT - L E a—72 EORFFEm
RNEHTEATHA D,

BB, AT TIION LB REZEOESLHHTER
MIRERTH -T2 ERFREE LTETbND, Fiz,
LSRITEAP 74 7 4 v 7 HRERHRHTL2FEEO=
— ARHFEINZ DWW T OFRHEEITV, B E RD
TV RERDH D,

Eil3
HERIA MELEESoEBHEDIT 2 \EHHE L LT E
9, AWFZEI% JSPS BHEFE JP16H03446 DB Z 32T 7= DT
ﬁ—o

BEMR
BALEAP. (2008). Competency framework for teachers of English
for Academic Purposes. (https://www.baleap.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/04/teap-competency-framework.pdf)
(2020 4£2 H 21 H)



Berg, E. C. (1999). The effects of trained peer response on ESL
students’ revision types and writing quality. Journal of Second
Language Writing, 8(3), 215-241.

Biber, D., & Gray, B. (2010). Challenging stereotypes about
academic writing: Complexity, elaboration, explicitness.
Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 9(1),2-20.

Browne, C., Culligan, B., & Phillips, J. (2013). The New Academic
Word List. (http://www.newgeneralservicelist.org) (2020 4F 2
H21R)

Chen, J. (2016). EAP curriculum evaluation and English Across the
Curriculum. Invited workshop, JACET Summer Seminar,
Kyoto, Japan, August 2016.

Coxhead, A. (2000). A new academic word list. TESOL Quarterly
34(2), 213-238.

REFHGFEHH S EAP AN FERIZ AR, (2018). TR
FEHCE OERFEICINT 72 EAP B U % 2 T AFERETR
A WHFERCRIRASIEE (2014 FEEE~2017 4R .
(http://www.eiken.or.jp/center_for research/pdf/bulletin/vol99/
vol 99 17.pdf) (2020452 H 21 H)

Ellis, R. (2009). Task-based language teaching: Sorting out the
misunderstandings. International Journal of Applied
Linguistics, 19(3), 221-246.

Harwood, N. (2005). What do we want EAP teaching materials for?
Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 4, 149-161.

Hirvela, A. (2016). Academic reading into writing. In K. Hyland &
P. Shaw (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of English for
Academic Purposes (pp. 127-138). Abingdon: Routledge.

Hyland, K. (2008). As can be seen: Lexical bundles and
disciplinary variation. English for Specific Purposes, 27(1), 4—
21.

BB - BT - v AT TR - R - YR -
e « SAEEE - HHIEFRE - SFN—. (2016). THARDK:
IR DFINEFEN Y ¥ = 7 LOBUR & iE— R A
TERABEE 2 T—) R EEEMIE] 22, 95-98.

Kobayakawa, M. (2011). Analyzing writing tasks in Japanese high
school English textbooks: English I, II, and Writing. JALT
Journal, 33(1), 27-48.

RHRZE - FRET - 1572 (2012). THERIFEE % BRL
T D RFPHIFEIREE DEER & 3l [Cognitive Studies]
19(1), 69-82.

FRRIFRM - AR (2019). [ERIEFEEREICBT 54
A BLHIICE 2 5 oo F— T3GERE T )
FABFRE ORI o3#r 230 U C—) [Fak LR FHE S
HAZE] 69, 51-56.

T AT R - HMEFE. (2018). [T HT I v I T4 T 4
v U RRE & RIRRICRE T 2 FERE O ERGHA (ESP
Day Conference at Takachiho University. 2018 4% 2 A 20 H.

SRR (2009). (iRt B E SRR AL A [ R
S |
(https://www.mext.go.jp/component/a_menu/education/micro_d
etail/ _icsFiles/afieldfile/2010/01/29/1282000 9.pdf) (2020
HF3IH4H) .

SCERRFAA. (2017). TFRL 29 SFEHFRE B U ED 72D D3
FERA B
(https://www.mext.go.jp/a_menu/kokusai/gaikokugo/1403470.h
tm) (2020451 4 8 H) .

I, (2017). i ECHRNE & KB N D <5 75 7 -
FGAT 4T BRI DT [IRERFERFBEBE FE
FhicsE] 55 H05 66 %, 103-110.

Ning, N. (2019). The suitability of EAP textbooks to the learning
needs in Chinese context—From a pre-use perspective.

109

Education Quarterly Reviews, 2(2), 305-320.

KIFASF#@. 2008). [/XT 27T 7 « T4 T 1 > VHREAM—
PETONRIIRT AT 4 ZHEDZ0IC] FIE K
EEES.

KIFAT. (2015). T4 HRERBRIFH D T A 7 ¢ » TIZ B 7R

R & APl &%) [2ERE#0R] 64, 10-12.

Purves, A. C. (1986). Rhetorical communities, the international
student, and basic writing. Journal of Basic Writing, 5(1), 38—
51.

B HEETT. (2012). [T#Ei32 ) KPLEICE C5—A0 ARHE
NHORE ] FUR - KIEFEEH)E.

Stoller, F. L. (2016). EAP materials and tasks. In K. Hyland & P.
Shaw (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of English for Academic
Purposes (pp. 577-591). Abingdon: Routledge.

Swales, J. (1987). Utilizing the literatures in teaching the research
paper. TESOL Quarterly, 21(1), 41-68.

Swales, J. M., & Feak, C. B. (2000). English in today s research
world: A writing guide. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press.

Swales, J. M., & Feak, C. B. (2012). Academic writing for
graduate students. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

HIHIEF . (1999). [TAIZ RG] 223 Lie] L

FIHIEFRZ - ZKEHERI. (2005). [RFFGEHBE ~ORS—H Y
X2 T LARFBA~DVAT LT T u—F—] FrEEE - K
JEHER GR) T2 & o RFEFGEAE D (pp. 1-46), K
I EEEN.

R, (2000). [EEM = 2=r—a VEHOD
DYGFED X A 7 [EB) & SUEFRE] B« KIERHES.

Tardy, C. M., & Jwa, S. (2016). Composition studies and EAP. In
K. Hyland & P. Shaw (Eds.), The Routledge handbook of
English for Academic Purposes (pp. 56-68). Abingdon:
Routledge.

FORHEA Z B2, (2018). TRR 31 4R FE A AR SLm 22 &
O EHE TR (R HEEEBERERIGE R .
(http://www.metro.tokyo.jp/tosei/hodohappyo/press/2018/08/24
/documents/05_00.pdf) (20194F11 H 7 H) .

Tribble, C. (2009). Writing academic English—a survey review of
current published resources. ELT Journal, 63(4), 400-417.

Wang, W. (2014). Students’ perceptions of rubric-referenced peer
feedback on EFL writing: A longitudinal inquiry. Assessing

Writing, 19, 80-96.

JENPTR] - BHBAT. (2017). [T A4 7 4 > 7 O REEfi—
B RET IELZ L] ZHADNELA] HK 000
Z5.

PRS-~ AT TR A (2017). [ RFEIZBII DT HTI v 7 -
TAT 4V THEOWN— T AAOHER Y NT—2
it b—) [T V7 HaEEEME] 6, 41-50.

N
~

ek

HEREY R b

El: Zemach, D. E., & Ghulldu, L. A. (2011). Writing essays: From
paragraph to essay. Macmillan.

E2: Oshima, A., & Hogue, A. (2014). Longman academic writing
series 3: Paragraphs to essays (4th ed.). Pearson Education.

E3: Folse, K. S., Vestri, E., & Clabeaux, D. (2019). Great writing 3:
From great paragraphs to great essays (5th ed.). National
Geographic Learning.

E4: Taylor, M. A., & Kluge, D. E. (2012). Basic steps to academic
writing: From paragraph to essay. Cengage Learning.

ES: Burgmeier, A., & Lange, R. (2014). Inside writing 1. Oxford
University Press.



E6: Boon, A. (2017). Writing for fluency and accuracy. Cengage
Learning

JI: HE, 7 4 A« AF2TU— b, TEY K FLAF
—#f (2010). ['Writing for Academic Purposes Z={ESL % 253
L CHEEm L a#<] O UHEE.

2: FRREE, A b - =AUy N, REE, ELE—, L
H%, LA=—R-3v 7= (2008). [BhRN21T7 75
T OFEZTT] HER.

B 44 by R, LA=—FK- 3y 7= (2013). [%h
RISy EA OFE ] BHEL

J4: TG, SFEEE, B 1, HEM-, 732U —-
2 — 7. (2019). [3-Point Academic Writing: Organization,
Content, Language] 4 2%,

110



[Postscript ##E% L]

WEAE D JAAL in JACET proceedings BT 512t & BB 2 52 Bmit 52 LA TE X L,
Alal b B BHFE D G FEMITE T, WEEHBICHET DWIAW MYy 7 OFRIA 15 A, Hts
X DBDH IR E L, 3 HORITICDIT THA M RA 7Y a— M Bb b 38
ICEFUCY oo TN W RAFITO LV EHB L BT £, BITICHZ0 . WEKE
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7o
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