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Abstract

In 2003 the Ministry of Education, Culture, Spofsjence and Technology (MEXT)
unveiled their new junior high school (JHS) Englésha Foreign Language (EFL) policy,
which focused strongly on oral communication. Aligb there is evidence of policy non-
compliance in schools until now there has beenmgligh language research on the
attitudes or practices of Japanese teachers ofdBndITES), or the views of the students,
and their parents in regards to teaching/learnimgjigh speaking skills. The research,
based on JHSs in a mid-sized Japanese city (p&p0@J approx.), focused predominantly
on JTEs, but also included students, and theimparé&ocus group sessions, questionnaires,
and one-on-one interviews were used to collect ddta study reveals that learning
English speaking skills is considered important,gassing the senior high school (SHS)
entrance examination is the main concern and soingact from the SHS entrance
examination exerts the greatest pressure on JHS. JHe JTEs also perceive themselves
as facing other issues such as student motivaiit,speaking proficiency, and large class
sizes. Another finding is that JTEs appear to rexeiadequate training— pre- and in-
service— resulting in issues, such as a reliandeaaiitional methods (yakudoku), which are
not in accordance with MEXT’s intentions, and JT&fjgiency test achievement levels
lower than those desired by MEXT. As a result esthissues gaps exist between MEXT
JHS EFL policies and actual teaching practices,leveé unfortunately led to a situation
where JTEs believe that MEXT does not care abouhderstand the teaching environment.
The study concludes that implementation of MEXT&igy require a better match between
the SHS entrance examination and JHS EFL polidgcaease in class sizes, and JTEs
receiving more adequate training. A more positalatronship between MEXT and JTEs
would result from these two groups working collaiely when designing JHS EFL
policies and could better achieve a match betweeSHS entrance examination and JHS

EFL policy.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1. My Quest For Knowledge

In June 1997 | received a letter from the Kurasikior high school (JHS)
assistant English teacher (AET) whom | was seletedplace in the Kurashiki Sister City
Teaching scheme run by the Kurashiki Board of EtlosaShe wrote to inform me of what
to expect once | arrived in my working environmdmemember little of the letter now, but
cannot forget one particular comment. She wrotettitmhead Japanese teacher of English
(JTE) at my new school was extremely nervous atouking with me because she had not
spoken English recently and was unsure whether evddbe able to communicate. This
comment shocked me as | equated it to a mathematicker who had little confidence in
his/her multiplication skills. Given time the he&BE and | built a solid working
relationship and her self-doubt about her spok&ractive competence proved to be
exaggerated.

Another surprise occurred when | began teachingst students were very
disruptive and appeared apathetic towards Engishfareign language (EFL). Only
during the frequent tests did the students sedme tmiversally applying themselves to
their EFL education. Prior to coming to Japan léxadd in the image of the bespectacled,
diligent, hardworking, disciplined Japanese studientny Kurashiki junior high school |
found very few of these students (most of themmdideven wear spectacles!). After asking
other Kurashiki AETs about their schools | realiieat my situation was normal. One AET
told me his survival technique— “If the JTE is @ss and students don’t want to learn
English, look out the window and count money”. Thlou now feel that this comment
demonstrates an extreme lack of understanding dbeytressures faced by JTEs it is the
strategy which got me through my first few yearseafching EFL in a public Japanese
junior high school.

Eventually | became more comfortable in my workemyironment and began to
wonder what JTESs, students, and parents thoughit @lo@or high school EFL education. |

pondered the reasons how students could receit#-hreducation for six years— more if



they went to university— yet in most cases couidligtle more than “hello, how are you?”.
Answers given to me by both foreigners and Japapested the blame directly at the
JTEs. This answer began to trouble me as | forgeddships with JTEs. | began to notice
that most JTEs seemed restricted by elements bekeirccontrol, for example they had no
free time, even in the weekends, to pursue anyadygeudy to improve their English skills.
As | became more acquainted with the JTEs | coatds their negativity towards the
Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science drdhnology, Japan (MEXT) and the
local Board of Education. Once | received the opputy to undertake academic research
on TESOL I felt that | owed it to myself to focus Burashiki public junior high schools in
an attempt to answer the questions that had begmintame for several years.

In the following sections | will outline reasonetbind my selection of the Japanese
public junior high school EFL education environméartthe research focus. | will present
my objectives in conducting and writing this resbaiand provide details on the research
setting and participants. Following this my thresaarch questions will be stated before
concluding with a chapter summary that will provttle reader with a “road map” of the

thesis to follow.

1.2. The Academic Contribution

The pursuit of answers in my chosen field is wwtthe and overdue as there
appear to be major pressures within Japanese pubiar high school EFL education,
particularly pressure on JTEs, test impact, pddicg practice, and the MEXT — JTE
relationship. Furthermore, the Japanese publiojungh school environment has been
grossly under represented in English language EBearch. Most research has focused on
EFL at the senior high school (SHS) and univelsitgls. As a result my thesis does not
directly relate to any previous published resehroht it will hopefully be a catalyst for
more research on a field that deserves immeditgatain. This point is particularly valid
considering the thousands of native speaking asgiginglish teachers working with JTEs

in Japanese junior and senior high schools whall iikelihood do not understand

! This comment only relates to works published igli.



anything about the Japanese public school EFL systs/ond what they witness in the
classroom.

1.3. Research Setting And Participants

This research was undertaken in the public junigin schools of Kurashiki City.
Kurashiki is located in Okayama province on thetessside of Japan’s largest Island,
Honshu. Although it is considered by Japanese pemph “rural” city it has a population
of 476, 710 (as at February 2087 supports four universities and numerous junior
colleges, but is not regarded as an educationéecehany significance. Having taught in
Kurashiki public junior high schools until 2003 éwkloped a tight bond with Kurashiki
EFL education. | also have a vested interestas imany of the students | teach in my
current capacity as a university lecturer are petglof Kurashiki public school EFL
education, and, because my family is based inat@a, my children are likely be educated
in the Kurashiki public school system.

At the time of my initial investigations there wed@ fulltime public junior high
school JTEs in Kurashiki and one fulltime AET ireey public junior high school. To
restrict the scope of my research | chose to foolyg on the JTEs. Although JTEs have not
been required to teach on Saturday mornings sipe# 2002 (Goodman, 2003), all
fulltime JTEs have extra curricular school dutiesttallow them little free time. Duties
range from club coaching every day after schoé¢aoling school excursions on weekends
and holidays. The busiest JTEs hoeneroom teachersvho are responsible for student
wellbeing at school and within the community. Sigctheir level of responsibility that
when students break the law police often call in@déroom teacher before calling the
offender’s parents (Gordon, 2005).

The other participants in this research were thdesits from two Kurashiki junior
high schools, and their parents. All three junighhschool levels were represented in the

survey. The students, predominantly, come from taidthss backgrounds, with their

2 http://wwws5.j-
server.com/LUCKRSK/c3/gl.cgi/http%3a//www.city.kgtaki.okayama.jp/toukei/index.html?SLANG=ja&T
LANG=en&XTYPE=0



parents involved in a range of professional empleytnproviding a typical cross-section

of Kurashiki’s socio-economic makeup. All studesisveyed have been exposed to
English while at elementary school. The studentsthair parents were surveyed because |
believed that as key stakeholders their opiniong imtuence JHS EFL lesson content. |
was also interested in their views on the purpdsi#i® EFL education and how speaking

skills rated in their assessment.

1.4. The National Setting

In 2003 MEXT introduced an “Action plan” to cultis&English speaking skills in
junior high school students. The plan/policy stat€h graduation from a junior high
school, students can conduct basic communicatitinnegard to areas such as greetings,
responses, or topics relating to daily life.” Totdes the MEXT publicly stipulated that

The majority of an English class will be conductednglish and many

activities where students can communicate in Ehglidl be introduced. ...

instruction mainly based on grammar and translaticteacher-centred

classes are not recommended... To carry out sudluatisin effectively, it

is important for teachers to establish many situetiwhere students can

communicate with each other in English and rouginelconduct classes

principally in English... At the junior high schooMel, the focus is on

cultivating communication abilities in listeningcapeaking.

In an attempt to increase JTE spoken interactivenconicative competence MEXT
asserted that

Almost all English teachers will acquire Englistillsk STEP pre-first level,

TOEFL* 550, TOEIC 730 or over) and the teaching ability to be able t

conduct classes to cultivate communication abdlitteough the repetition of

activities making use of English.

% An English test conducted by the Society for iFesEnglish Proficiency
“ Test of English as a Foreign Language
® Test of English International Communication



One of the aims of this research was to gaugesumeessfully these policies have
been implemented, and to assess the reasons whyltbies have or have not been
implemented successfully. It is important to nétat while MEXT writes policies, it is the
role of the local Board of Education, effectiveyetbranch of MEXT in each region, to

ensure that policy is properly implemented.

1.5. The Research Questions

The following research questions were developdoh@with the aims of the study.

1. How do JTEs, parents, and students view publiojulmigh school EFL oral

communication education in Japan?

2. What do JTEs perceive as critical factors in teagliral communication in Japanese

public junior high school EFL education?

3. Are there gaps between MEXT'’s public junior highaal EFL policies for oral

communication and the current practices and behiefgiblic junior high school JTES?

1.6. Chapter Summary

Chapter Two focuses on past research and studig@apan, particularly in relation
to EFL, and begins with a historic look at Englshitroduction in Japan and how it has
gradually becomé&ne foreign language to learn. Attention then shiftshie Japanese
public’s apparent lack of uptake of English, intsmf the public attention to this outcome,
and the opinions held towards English speakindsski the Japanese population.
Following this, reasons for the apparently low asigion of English speaking skills are
presented before moving to focus on junior highosthin Japan, in particular the image of
the uncreative learning environment that some sechdiold JHS to be. MEXT junior high

school policy is then presented with a focus om lvdhat MEXT states students should



learn and be able to do as a result of their julnigih school EFL education, and what
MEXT expects JTEs to achieve in regard to their ep@aking skills. Japanese junior high
school EFL education is then examined, followeabg of the most prominent issues in
Japanese public EFL education, test impact. Thefjimgh school JTEs receive attention
before the chapter concludes with insights fromeoahevant studies conducted in China
and South Korea.

Chapter Three presents and examines the datatemtigorocess. The chapter
begins with a detailed introduction to the settmgl research participants, and progresses
through the development of the main data collediiats, the three questionnaires. This
detailed process is documented from the initiajessanvolving focus groups, item
production, validity and reliability checks, to tfieal administration of the questionnaires.
There is also information on the data entry stagkhow gaps left by the questionnaire
were filled, before concluding with an analysiddata collection issues.

The results section, Chapter Four, presents trst sngnificant data gathered from
the parent questionnaire, followed by the same fiteerstudent questionnaire. The chapter
then focuses on the JTEs. Information in this seds mostly based on data gathered from
the questionnaire. However, information from theu® group sessions and one-on-one
interviews is used throughout to provide extra datd insights to questionnaire results.
Key topics include the perceived difficulties oathing speaking skills in junior high
school, JTE methodology, MEXT policy and EFL lessontent, and the JTE achievement
levels of MEXT directives.

Chapter Five features an analysis of my firstaes®e question; looking in particular
at the importance and role of EFL in Japanese jungh schools, opinions of the three
participant groups in regard to what they thinldstuts should learn, and whether there is a
need for English speaking skills in the future. &&sh question two is then examined
looking at the difficulties that JTEs stated thagdd in teaching English speaking skills in
junior high school, most prominent among theseestimpact, student motivation, class
size, and outside time constraints. The analysies#arch question three focuses on the
MEXT — JTE relationship, and whether MEXT policybising implemented in junior high
school EFL lessons. This section concludes witktaikd analysis on JTE pre- and in-

service training, and JTE achievement of MEXT tirsgrdirectives.



Chapter Six focuses on the conclusions drawn fteresearch, beginning with a
research summary that details the conclusions diawelation to the three research
guestions. Following this there is an examinatibthe methodology providing an
overview of the types of data collected, the dewelent of the main data collection tools,
data collection issues, and the challenges that veeed and overcome in this process.
General research conclusions are then presenteath \phovide details of the most
prominent findings in my study, including informati on test impact, teaching
methodology, lesson activities, and JTE trainiRgactical implications are presented with
suggestions of steps that could be taken by JTEMEXT in light of my research
findings. The chapter continues with a discussiomthe types of research that could be

undertaken to follow up my study before concludwith a frank final statement.

1.7. Summary

This chapter looked at the reasons behind my fooufapanese junior high school
EFL education, followed by a section on why | bedi¢hat this field is worthy of detailed
research. My research questions were presentethamdsearch setting and participants of
this study were introduced. The final section @ tthapter— the chapter summary— acts as

a “road map” for the entire thesis.



CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Introduction

This chapter focuses on prior studies and resdardther scholars. The history of
EFL in Japan and the perceived failure of the Japapeople in mastering English will be
the first points presented. Following this the tgbiviews of Japanese people of Japanese
speakers of English will be shown along with thecpptions of the Japanese public
regarding the need for English speaking abilitredapan. The next two sections will focus
on reasons put forward to explain the perceivelficdity of Japanese people to acquire
English. The second half of this chapter focusemiyan the public school EFL
environment in Japan, in particular the EFL pofiaythe junior high school level, the JTEs,
EFL teaching issues in junior high school, and itegiact. This chapter will conclude with
a brief presentation on relevant studies that lae: conducted in public schools in South

Korea and China.

2.2. Japan’s English Language History

The history of EFL in Japan dates back to 1808nah8ritish battleship, the
Phaeton sailed into the port of Nagasaki to capture Dwcips (Oda & Takada, 2005), and
began with an unfortunate incident. At that timpalawas in a state of self-imposed
isolation from the outside world, and had beenesib@40. At the time the Dutch were the
only Westerners permitted entry (Kowner, 2002). Bhigéish captured some Dutch traders
and held them hostage. A Japanese magistrate néasethide Matsudaira was in charge
of negotiations for the prisoners’ release. Thotighprisoners were eventually released,
due to his poor understanding of English Matsudaitahat he had mishandled the case,
and to take responsibility he committed honourabieide. However, the main catalyst for

EFL’s introduction into Japan occurred when Admialry caused the conclusion of the



Japanese isolationist policy by the threat of amjitforce in 1853 and opened the doors of
Japan to foreign countries (Oda & Takada, p. 94).

A negative attitude toward EFL in Japan began wighre-emergence of Japanese
nationalism in the twentieth century. EFL in Japaffered markedly during World War Il
when it was considered the enemy’s language antisBrigarners were considered spies
(Reesor, 2003, p. 62). The teaching of Englishrdytinis time was severely restricted and
the use of loanwords of English origin was banr@da & Takada, 2005). The strong
revival of English in the post-war years was “aicdl consequence of Japan’s defeat and
the general Japanese socio-cultural pattern ofimgslo identify with a perceived source of
power” (Loveday, 1996, p. 96). English is now “tliefeign language in Japan (LoCastro,
1996, p. 40) and loanwords from English compriggr@xmately 10% of the everyday
Japanese vocabulary (Blair, 1997; Takanashi, 20043. percentage will undoubtedly
increase in the future as 60% to 70% of the newdw/or annually revised dictionaries
come from the English language (Takanashi, 2004).

2.3. The Perceived Failure Of Japanese People To Le arn English

Despite the acceptance of English by the Japgnése in general, EFL teaching
and learning has been perceived by many scholarstdsaving enjoyed great success. For
a long time Japan has been “held up as the pdsitdi tor first world nations that have
been unsuccessful in their EFL education (Ree€¥32p. 57). Reesor (ibid) admitted to
being “stupefied” by what he perceived as the failof the Japanese populace in general to
master English when he considered EFL’s strongdacuwapan. The information Reesor
based his comments on were the performance redulegpanese English students in the
main English proficiency tests; TOEIC and TOEFL thfi the Asian region no country
can match Japan for the resources and the wealtlath invested in EFL education. Yet
Japanese TOEIC scores have consistently been tharethose of other Asian countries.

In 2000 the only Asian countries with lower averageres in TOEIC were Afghanistan,
Laos, and Cambodia (ibid, p. 57). Japanese TOE®&tes@lso depict a gloomy picture; in
the late 1990s Japan’s rank was 180 out of 18%cpzating nations (Kowner, 2002, p.
340). While it may be that the majority of the Jagse EFL learners that sat these tests



were not junior or senior high school students itot too much to suggest that in light of
the years of English education that they would hraeeived in JHS and SHS, the test-
takers should have been capable of much more. Thesks were undoubtedly met by
educators with despair.

Reedy (2000) provides a counter-argument to th@ays above by claiming that
the test statistics are being misrepresented asehde further analysis. Reedy concedes
that at first glance Japanese results do appeanialg but when the number of Japanese
test takers is taken into account vis a vis otlbentries the result is not shocking at all. The
inflated number of Japanese people taking theetpsttes to a larger range in English
ability levels and thus a lower overall averagescble concludes that in countries with
exceptional test averages, such as Germany, oalgliie students are taking the test and
speculates that if the same thing happened in Japaruld enjoy similar results. Childs
(2005) also argued that a low TOEFL average doemean that Japanese are poor at
English; it simply means that “hordes of low scgrpeople take the test”. However,
scholars with similar views are scarce in the ditere on this subject. The typical theory in
the literature is unlikely to change in light ofnmbusions such as those reached in a recent
survey by Benesse Corp which found that South Kohegh school students were more
confident and far more active in using English thair Japanese counterparts (Yamasaki,
2004). Yonesaka (1999) quoted Tobin (1986) as lamgthat “Japanese education is
rarely simply described or analyzed in its own terinstead it is either criticized or held

up as an object of wonder.”

2.4. Japanese Views Of Japanese English Speakers

The main reason for EFL in the Japanese publicadn sector since Japan was
“opened” by Perry has not been on communicatioh e outside world, but rather to
gather knowledge from foreign countries. As Re€2003, p. 59) contends, English was
to be used as a “sponge to soak up the knowledgeert outside of Japan” to aid in
modernization. This meant that EFL in Japan emgkdsieceptive rather than productive
English skills (ibid., p. 59). Considering Japan&e to become an economic superpower it
must be suggested that EFL in this regard has higéfy successful.
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Guest (2006) asserts that some prominent peogdi@gan appear to be proud of
their low English competence, as though if theyspased English skills it would dilute
their “Japaneseness”. He maintains that this filnelSforeigners-speak-English-but-we-
Japanese-don’t mentality” in Japan. Guest alscadeslthat, in contrast to other countries,
there is little to motivate Japanese people tanl€arglish as the likelihood of getting a
better paying job due to possessing English skilleery rare. Reesor (2003) and Loveday
(1996) expand on this theory by stating that Jagabdinguals face discrimination in the
workplace based on their English proficiency. Asytboth argue, who would aspire to
become bilingual when the end result is facingrdisioatory attitudes and low paying
employment? Loveday (ibid., p. 99) claims that upetarning to Japan people who have
lived abroad or been in foreign service “are oftensidered by community members to be
‘contaminated’ and no longer ‘pure’ Japanese”. dnudl Littlewood (1997, p. 373) term the
identity problems arising from speaking English thanana complex”, where, in Asia,
using English makes you a banana, white on thdersut yellow on the outside. Scholars
such as Kubota (2002, p. 20-21) have argued aghiese views claiming that a child
bilingual in Japanese and English is “enthusialiyigaiaised” while others bilingual in

Japanese and another languages are largely ignored.

2.5. The Need For English Speaking Abilities In Jap  an

One of the main debates in Japan EFL educationasstudent needs; do Japanese
people really need English? Bruthiaux (2002, d.)2Z®ntends that Japan has a vibrant
culture and a prosperous middle class that opeastesst exclusively in Japanese, and
therefore has no need for English. He claims thahdor the more worldly and advanced
“recourse to English remains a last resort”. Japampeople do not need English to gain
access to foreign literature as most major titd®ng with technical and academic books,
are translated into Japanese (Bruthiaux, 2002; dayel996). Conversely, Kubota (2002,
p. 13) quotes that:

in 1999, over sixteen million Japanese people tideut of Japan and

close to five million non-Japanese people enteapaud (Ministry of Justice
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2000a).The number of non-Japanese residents im Jafmger than ever

before.

While no one can argue with Kubota that the poputadf foreigners living in Japan is
large and will probably increase due to the low detit birth-rate, one must ask what
nationality these non-Japanese residents are h&geftom English speaking countries? No,
no more than 17% of the 1,973,747 registered faregjionals recorded in 2004 were from
English speaking countries (The Japanese Ministdystice). This obviously will not
increase the average Japanese person’s expodtmglish communication. Secondly,
while the figure of Japanese travellers abroadgmtes! by Kubota is high, the destination
of these travellers is important. Currently the fopr international destinations for
Japanese tourists are, in rank, Italy, Bangkokn&hand the European continent; all non-
English speaking countries (JTB Corp., n.d.). Femtiore, in the English speaking
countries that they may have visited the touristdably used package tours that required
no English communication abilities (Travel Indusétgsociation, n.d.). Accordingly,
Loveday (1996, p. 99) states that “direct inte@ctvith English-speaking people still
remains minimal, in spite of increased travel.”

Samimy and Kobayashi (2004) stated that unlikdesits learning English in an
English speaking country there is no pressing rie@edapanese living in Japan to master
English. Toyama (2003) countered, however, in &iciaf article for MEXT, that it was
imperative for children in the 21st century to le&nglish communication skills to
promote understanding and trust to further Japaevelopment and world standing. This
statement is open for debate; what is not opeddbate is that this is the official thinking
of MEXT and therefore students in Japan’s schoal&mo choice but to learn English
regardless of their opinion of its usefulness Fairt future.

2.6. lwanu Ga Hana

The Japanese proveianu ga handiterally meanssilence is goldenThis is the
way that Japanese are said to look at communicaiithver proverbs such #ze
inarticulate speak longesindsilence surpasses speeaitd further evidence to the
underlying Japanese tendency to avoid verbositsniBad (1989, p. 128) asserts that “the
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Japanese seem to hold words in lower esteem tharedwers of other cultures”.
According to McDaniel (1997, p. 3), nonverbal comnmieation is “integral to the Japanese
psyche”. The development of nonverbal communicadbegins early in life in Japan.
According to research Japanese mothers talk leb&itobabies than American mothers do.
Therefore Japanese babies must develop an edtlingknderstanding nonverbal
communication (ibid., p. 7-8).

It has been claimed that foreigners are incapatblapanese levels of nonverbal
communication (Befu, 2001, p. 39). One of Japamst famous novelists, Junichiro
Tanizaki, asserted that Westerners were “brashnstuars of words” (Dale, 1986, p. 79).
The propensity towards nonverbal communication epyly arose through Japan’s unified
and cultural homogeneity, a result of geographytaedsolationist policy mentioned in 2.1
(Barnlund, 1989; McDaniel, 1997). Rubrecht (20049%-94) believes that the Japanese
mistrust speech and see it as a source of coafidtan “inadequate medium for conveying
meaning and feelings”. According to Rubrecht theaedness of the unspoken word in
Japanese culture originates from Buddhism, Tadgs,Confucianism. Yet this idea is
rejected by Lui and Littlewood (1997, p. 374) whated that Confucianism had become a
convenient excuse for any noted cultural behaviodsia. They question the Scollon and
Scollon (1994) theory that the Confucian teachedest relationship did not promote
guestioning because questioning could be percasedeaning the teacher had taught
inadequately and left unanswered questions. Luildttiéwood pointed out that the term
knowledgds constructed using two Chinese characters; tagparately, one meatesarn
and the otheask It must be queried whether the original term esdontemporary
meaning denote the same thing. One could alsoigneshetheraskingis exclusively
verbal in nature or if it can also encompass astgrch as introspection.

Hofstede (1986) conducted research on culturfdreifices regarding teaching and
learning. His research findings showed that ofrttege than fifty countries surveyed Japan
had one of the highest levels of uncertainty avatdaHofstede (ibid., p. 308) says that
uncertainty avoidance:

as a characteristic of a culture defines the extenthich people within a

culture are made nervous by situations which therggive as unstructured,
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unclear, or unpredictable, situations which theareffore try to avoid by

maintaining strict codes of behaviour and a betiefbsolute truths.
| contend that oral communication is not about &liedruths but is about negotiating. It is
about responding. In the “real world” speaking barhighly unstructured, unclear, and
unpredictable.

Hofstede’s research further concluded that Japad faghest in the masculinity
index. Two characteristics of masculine societresthat the system rewards student
academic performance and a failure in school svare blow to a student’s self-image and
may in extreme cases lead to suicide (ibid., p).30hen uncertainty avoidance is strong
in a highly masculine society one could theoriz #tudents focus only on the things
essential to their educational success— which eéies speaking as it is not assessed in the
senior high school entrance examinations. Furthegpwhen elements within one subject,
such as in English, are more structured and prdleti.e. grammar gapfills or grammar
multiple choices, they will be focused on at theense of more unstructured and

unpredictable elements, such as speaking.

2.7. Ethnocentric Excuses

The most controversial arguments about EFL problendapan are the ones based
on ethnocentric views. Some scholars have argudytography is at the heart of the
perceived difficulty that Japanese people haveanning English, while others, such as the
famous Japanese linguist Haruhiko Kindaichi, haxggested that the problem lies in
Japanese having no apparent linguistic link witteotanguages and thus in its uniqueness
(Befu, 2001, p. 35). Kindaichi asserted that ontheframifications of this uniqueness is
that it is harder for Japanese people to learni&mghan it is for speakers of other
languages. Without doubt Japanese is natively spokby in Japan. Yet Japanese is not
alone, many tongues share a lack of structuralendal similarity with English.

Reesor (2003, p. 58) claimed that in an articl&bh policy in Japan, Koike and
Tanaka (1995) stated that geography was one gh#ie reasons for poor English skills in
Japanese people. Japan is an island nation andagintly had little contact with the

outside world which meant little opportunity to comnicate with speakers of other
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languages. As a result Japanese people failedvaagethe ability that people of non-
island countries had in learning other languagesvévyer, as Kowner (2002, p. 341) points
out Japan is not unique in this sense, many notidgbngpeaking island nations are far
more isolated than Japan is, and because Jap&eda®pen to the world for
approximately 150 years it has had time to tramsfibsself into a modern country and
change its social customs.

The most radical suggestion was made by Dr. Tdulangunoda M.D. in 1978. He
claimed to have found evidence of differences enttamispheric brain functions of speech
between native speakers of Japanese and nativkesped Western tongues (Befu, 2001, p.
36). Evidently, in contrast to speakers of Westanguages, Japanese speakers process
independent vowels and nonlinguistic sounds— vinéhetxception of machines and musical
instruments— in the left hemisphere of the bralmsTinding was never universally
accepted by scholars because of the poor scieptiicedure and the small sample

Tsunoda used.

2.8. Japanese Junior High Schools

Students aged between 12 and 15 must attend juigiorschool for three years.
Class levels in junior high school are simply tedn@rade One, Grade Two, and Grade
Three. The transition from being an elementary stbtudent to becoming a junior high
school student is a big step in responsibility. #1993, p. 83) suggested that by the third
year of junior high school most students have atetstanding of their future, both
academically and occupationally. Le Trendre (19937) asserted that “At the end of their
middle-school days, students are ushered into éidnehtracks that will have
repercussions throughout their lives”. In Van Wfgs (1989, p. 86-91) opinion students
as young as twelve are aware of what their futotdshbecause to get into a high level
senior high school it is important to first attesiigh level junior high school.

Some scholars claim that Japanese junior high $€laoe not creative and do not
create creative thinkers because the emphasisrst®memorisation (Abecasis-Phillips,
1992; George, P. & George, E., 1995; Le Trendr891¥an Wolferen, 1989). Successful

students are ones that have good memories anegargitate masses of facts rather than
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ones who can think logically, creatively, and fofata arguments or express themselves
well (Beauchamp, 1987, p. 315; Takanashi, 2009; Wan Wolferen, 1989, p. 83) which
was probably the perception held by some membetapdn’s higher echelon of society
who stated that the education system was turnihgrmferior versions of robots” and
“trained seals” (Van Wolferen, p. 87).

A typical lesson in junior high school begins atases with one student calling
their classmates to attention; all the studentsdsséad bow to the teacher, who in turn bows
back. From this point the lesson is usually dongddty teacher centred talk with little
questioning by the students (LoCastro, 1996, p. bl2¢ expected actions of students in the
traditional Japanese classroom are to listen arnd wotes (Taguchi, 2002, p. 7); much like
the image of an empty vessel being filled with kiexige. This educational environment
may be at odds with the spontaneity and creatiitks sieeded in oral communication.

Van Wolferen (1989, p. 83) felt that the aims gfal@ese schools completely
deviates from true definitions eflucationas they do not deal in developing minds but just
in imparting facts. However Van Wolferen is appitag education from a Eurocentric
standpoint and despite what he has said the Japadasation system has, as previously
noted, successfully produced an economic superpdudarecht (2004, p. 120)
hypothesized that schools may have a dual rolejroeducation, the other “in fostering
and installing the cultural values of Japaneseetp¢e.g., the importance of group
membership and harmony)”.

George and George (1995, p. 25) wrote that manglahhave inferred that the main
objective of junior high schools in Japan couldHhre development of extreme conformity

to the group.

2.9. Junior High School EFL Policy

“Education change depends on what teachers thidlkdan
—it's as simple and as complex as that” (Lami&8.®. 521)
In addition to the Ation Plan to Cultivate Japanese with English Alag
mentioned in 1.4 MEXT also release@aurse of StudgMinistry of Education, Culture,

Sports, Science and Technology, 2003) for foreggngliages to be implemented in junior
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high school. In th€ourse of StudMEXT stated that junior high school students stidad
able to do the following in English:
use language to share their feelings and thouglmsrform language

activities where they have to think of how to exgsréhemselves in a way

appropriate to the specific situation and condition
To help accomplish these goals MEXT stated thevahg:

Small-group teaching and the streaming of studaeiterding to proficiency

in the English classes of junior and senior hidiosts will be positively

adopted.

MEXT also made plans to improve JTEs and the legrenvironment. In 2001 MEXT
formulated a plan to increase teacher numberddw aimall-group teaching and
proficiency based streaming. In regards to the MEXT made the demand that almost
all JTEs demonstrate their English proficiency bgging any one of three given language
tests (see 1.4). However, in a 2005 survey MEXébtihat 90% of junior high school
JTEs had yet to pass one of these tests (Chil@s)2When recruiting new JTEs MEXT
stated that it intended to conduct listening tasis English conversation tests “in almost all
prefectures and designated cities”. MEXT also voteecbnsider proficiency scores in
examinations such as STEP, TOEFL and TOEIC, “tdigarthat teachers have the
required levels of English ability upon selection.”

All schools and teachers in Japan are supposduide by the curriculum and rules
set down by MEXT, however, schools and individuaks not closely monitored (Rubrecht,
2004, p. 126). This lack of vigilance resulted iwell publicised education scandal that
occurred in Japanese senior high schools in ther flaart of 2006 when over 400 schools
throughout the country were found to be falsifyaugriculum reports to prefectural Boards
of Education stating that students had been tac@hpulsory subjects they had not (The
Daily Yomiuri, Oct. 28, 2006). After emotions loveel and one senior high school
principal committed honourable suicide, over 86,8@idlents had to receive make-up
classes before they could graduate senior highas¢fbe Daily Yomiuri, Oct. 28, Oct. 31,
2006). This shows the wide gulf between the idee®gf MEXT and the teachers and
schools. Teachers are the “gate-keepers” of rebordhtheir attitude and acceptance is

essential; if changes do not match their philosapley there will be little true change in
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teaching practice. This is especially applicablewthe learning environment remains the
same. Most reasons given in literature for the sipplication of reforms have been teacher
incompetence or intransigence (O’'Donnell, 2005808). LoCastro (1996, p. 43)
suggested that one reason for JTE resistance ilememting reforms could simply be a
“general pervasive hostility” towards MEXT. Thisutd result from the way MEXT views
teachers as state servants as opposed to prof@ssiShimahara, 1998, p. 256). Due to its
highly hierarchical nature policy making in Japamdp-down with input coming from
high-level bureaucrats and university level corsk, while JTEs are not consulted at all
(LoCastro, 1996; Gorsuch, 2000; Pacek, 1996; Samsirkpbayashi, 2004). As Lamie
(2002, p. 152) summed up, reforms “will proceed moore smoothly if those involved in
the process are included in the planning, impleatesrt and evaluation procedures.”
Canagarajah (2006, p. 27) contends that curricdomstruction should be from the
ground-up.

Instruction has not been addressed in the refo@ossich, 2000, p. 687), creating
a loophole which allows teachers to maintain tlaehéng practice status quo. This
separating of content and instruction in reformg emrriculum has been declared untenable
by Gorsuch (p. 677). McNamara and Roever (200809) also highlighted contradictions
in MEXT policies. On one hand MEXT emphasise comivative competence and on the
other they have reduced the number of English fessoschools; which means that JTES
may not have enough time to cover what is expeaftdiodem, resulting in the elimination of
the most difficult skill to teach: speaking.

The language used in the MEXT guidelines is oftague. When MEXT stated that
“Almost all English teachers will acquire” certginoficiency levels questions could be
asked on: what percentage “almost” is, who decid@sh JTEs are to acquire this level
and what happens to the JTEs who do not reacletlet Similar questions could be
applied to the statement about the “boards of éducan almost all prefectures and
designated cities” conducting listening and spegkasts. The mission objective statement
for junior high school student abilities upon gration is also interesting. The level of
English required in talking about daily life is faeyond that for greetings and simple
responses. Yet these three points are explicidyged together by MEXT.
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Rubrecht (2004, p. 126) suggested that part oblla@me may lie with the textbooks
as there are gaps between the content and the Mfaii€lines. If this is so then MEXT
must take responsibility since the only textboo&ediin public schools are checked and
approved by MEXT, or produced by MEXT itself (Lami€©99, p. 64). Gorsuch, as cited
by Gates (2003, p. 198), found, in a 2001 repbet, $ix of the most-widely used MEXT
approved textbooks did not promote speaking. A{2R€3, p. 5) disputed this claim and
concluded that the textbooks used now are in a c@wr@Nunicative style, however, she
echoed the McNamara and Roever opinion that thectexoh of English classes, from four
to three, since 2002 is a problem as JTEs hawetbless relevant exercises based on
student needs.

Many scholars have suggested that the main reasoaform failures could be
examination influences (McNamara & Roever, 200&€0&; O’'Donnell, 2005, p. 303).
Akiyama (2003, p. 118-119) stated that, thoughgtineelines place an emphasis on
developing speaking skills in the students, the-oi@h nature of the senior high school
entrance examinations show a large discrepancydeetywolicy and practice, meaning that

these examinations lack authenticity and validity.

2.10. EFL In Japanese Junior High Schools

English began being taught in junior high schaol$884 (Amano, 1990, p. 75).
Although technically not compulsory, teaching Eslglis a de facto requirement because it
features in almost all university entrance exanmeat (Rubrecht, 2004, p. 143). English
lessons formally began at the elementary schoel leom 2002 (ibid.) meaning that all
students enter junior high school with a groundmgnglish. Unfortunately, to promote
“the group”, when entering into junior high sch@obficiency levels are not taken into
account in any subject and students are randorabedlin classes. This adversely affects
the motivation of more advanced students in EFEsga as they constantly wait for less
able students to advance (Rubrecht, 2004, p. 143-Ifta newspaper column Childs
(2006), a scholar actively involved in Japan’s ensity EFL sector, expressed the opinion
that the students’ goal was to be able to commtmiteir thoughts and stated that they

lose motivation when they realise that this isemé of the education system priorities.
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The main method of instruction in junior high soh&FL classrooms is yakudoku
(LoCastro, 1996, p. 49; Porcaro, 2004, p. 80; Reire2004, p. 145). Yakudoku has been
used for centuries in teaching foreign languagelapan (O’Donnell, 2005, p. 302; Poza,
n.d.) and is often thought of as a local versiograimmar-translation (Gorsuch, 2000, p.
691). This method is teacher centred and the ntgjofithe lesson is conducted in Japanese
resulting in inadequate comprehensible input inténget language (LoCastro, 1996, p. 53).
Gorsuch (1997, p. 42) found in her research the téachers created classes that
resembled Japanese language classes more thasterigises”. Despite a negative image
yakudoku has remained prevalent (O’Donnell, 200813), possibly because teachers that
break from tradition are viewed as deviants in dgpacek, 1996, p. 336). Many other
reasons are given for its continued use, howevees® (2003, p. 63) stated that this
method is the one that most JTEs felt comfortabtk.\iReasons provided for this
comfortable match are poor JTE English proficieribg, few skills needed in implementing
the method, and the fact that tests based on ataos$ can be made easily and scored
objectively (Brown, H., 2000, p. 16; Gorsuch, 200&Castro, 1996, p. 49). Rubrecht
(2004, p. 145) alleged that it is used so a teacéweravoid making mistakes in English and
losing face in front of his or her students. Thamy(1998, p. 111-112) suggested that
grammar is a “life raft” for less confident teachand that teaching it gives teachers “order,
security and power”, whereas a communicative meghrodides “chaos, risk and
subversion”.

Bax’'s (2003) article reminded people of the dangéfsmguistic imperialismand
against the view that if an EFL community doesus# CLT then it is backward. He
contends that CLT does not take the learning coméx account, which includes things
such as culture and student needs. Using thisythatudoku may match Japan’s context.
Be that as it may, according to Loveday, (199889), the reliance on yakudoku has
resulted in English being one of the most unpopstaiool subjects among students.

Yakudoku may also be based on a reaction to tige ldasses that JTEs face in
Japan. Takanashi (2004, p. 5) stated that it wabthe most pressing issues for JTEs and
quoted nationwide research that showed 43.6% adrjumgh school JTEs believed large
classes were the root of most of their lesson prabl In 2002 MEXT and OECD both

conducted research measuring Japanese junior ¢hglolsclass sizes. Unexpectedly the
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results of the two surveys differed in respectlaés size means. Stranger yet, the results of
both of these surveys appear on page 78 of a MENIiqation— Japan’s Education at a
Glance 2005, references secfioMEXT stated that the mean was 31.7 studentslpss;
OECD quoted the mean as 34.3. Letters inquiring thibytwo means differed were sent to
both MEXT and OECD in April, 2006. An answer fronEOD was received within 72
hours— a rapid response, indicating a public-friigniansparent way of dealing with its
research and results; MEXT never replied to thigte one can only surmise what this
suggests. Regardless of the accuracy of eithergfjduoth figures are well above t&&ECD
country mearof 23.7 students per class. Reasons for largeeddsave included such

things as the cultural practice of “group-ism”, yle@ most believable reason seems to be an
issue of cost-cutting (Poza, n.d.).

The issue of class sizes in junior high school ESsons is particularly relevant
when one considers EFL class size threshold anthait size meaningful communicative
teaching becomes impossible. LoCastro (2001, p) B8kkeved that the number was fifteen,
while Takanashi (2004, p. 5) simply stated that dt’case of “the smaller, the better”.
LoCastro (2001, p. 494) listed some problems stergritom large class sizes:

* more difficulties in carrying out speaking

* difficulties in giving feedback

* problems with individualizing work

* difficulties in setting up communicative tasks

* tendency to avoid activities that are demandmarplement

* high noise level, which affects neighbouring sles

* difficulties in attending to all students durioass time

* discipline problems are more acute.

Gorsuch (1997, p. 33) stated that “yakudoku islyesddout teacher control”. When one
considers LoCastro’s list above it might seem #7adEs are perfectly justified in seeking

the control that yakudoku may be based on. Anotakd reason may be test impact.

® http://www.mext.go.jp/english/statist/05101901/Gaf
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2.11. Test Impact

Most literature calls the effects of examinationst@aching practice either
backwashor washbackBrown & Hudson, 1998, p. 667; Taylor, 2005, p419owever, |
will use the termest impacbecause | believe that it more accurately encosgsasvery
element affected by tests, from individuals to gehsociety (Caine, 2005, p. 16). Test
impact can be viewed as either positive or negategending on how it operates. If
assessment matches course goals, objectives, aoldrtg practice then the test impact is
said to be positive. If assessment does not matcise goals, objectives, and teaching
practice the test impact is viewed as negative\Wr& Hudson, 1998, p. 667-668).
LoCastro (1996, p. 47) stated that most Japaneser jnigh school students cite passing
the exams as the main reason for studying Enghklyama (2003, p. 134) cited that 80%
of JTEs believed the introduction of speaking t@stie senior high school entrance
examinations would impact their teaching practiosifively and they would change to a
more communicative style. Akiyama (p. 135) contethdd if a speaking test was included
in the entrance examinations this would link policyeaching practice.

Test impact negatively affects the amount of oraglish taught in junior high
school EFL lessons because— although Englishaestibject in the senior high school
entrance examination (McNamara & Roever, 200606)-2there is no speaking
component present (Akiyama, 2003, p. 129). Akiygmd 34) concluded that this may
lower both student and teacher motivation to compaia in English in lessons. It appears
that the main reasons oral communicative competsnoet assessed are time and
complexity issues. Akiyama (p. 121-122, p. 136p aited reliability, validity, a lack of
resources, and low practicality as other spealgsgroblems. Students are aware that
their scores on senior high school entrance tediteave ramifications on their future
(Finkelstein, Imamura and Tobin, 1991, p.145; Johrend Johnson, 1996, p. 4) so
gravitate towards that which is most relevant arel@ral communication as “neglectable”
(Atake, 2003, p. 4).

Most literature in the past has concentrated orutiieersity entrance examinations,
Gorsuch (2000, p. 686) contended that these exeithe key for students’ future success

and standing in Japanese society”. However, intye#the senior high school entrance
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examinations are probably more important. LeTefti®96, p. 193) asserted that the senior
high school entrance examination was the mostakegent in Japanese school life.
Gordon (2005, p. 465) reinforced LeTendre’s viewstating:

Junior high teachers face a very different probiem either high school or

elementary school teachers given that their maik igato prepare students

for the fateful examination that will determine ithiée options.

Akiyama’s (2003) conclusion that JTEs may be mmodivated to communicate in
Japanese is because JTEs want to give their studeninderstanding of the English that
will feature in the upcoming examinations, whicHlwbt include speaking skills. This is
due to the widely held philosophy that the failofe junior high school student in the
senior high school entrance examination is seenfature not only of the student but also
of the teacher and the junior high school (LeTenti®®6, p. 200). This philosophy results
in pressure on JTESs to actually te&tam EnglisiLoCastro, 1996, p. 47). Takanashi
(2004, p. 6) referred to this B&E English for Entrance Examinatipand suggested that
teachers could not teach English without using gnamtranslation techniques in this
environment. While students may influence the tedstapproach in the classroom
pressure may also come from parents who, accotdirgsearch by O’'Donnell (2005, p.
311), want their children prepared for the senightschool entrance examinations above
all else. English has therefore become a way aingpstudents rather than providing them
with communicative competence (ibid., p. 301; Laawedl996, p. 96). The result of this is
students who can pass the entrance exams but cgpeak English despite three years of
junior high school EFL classes and tuition at eletagy school.

Belief in the existence or severity of test impaciapan is far from universal.
LeTendre (1996, p. 193) felt that the test impd&nmmmenon may be exaggerated as actual
selection and placement into senior high schootisally done prior to the entrance
examinations in placement counselling sessiongniof high school. Akiyama (2003, p.
118) provided further evidence of this stating thetiveen 50% and 60% of the marks
received in junior high school are carried forwardl used in conjunction with senior high
school entrance examination marks for admissiopgaes. Finkelstein et al. (1991, p. 140)
contended that competition for entrance into cavsenior high schools, in the main, only

occurred in large cities, which suggests that testg have little impact in middle-sized
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Japanese cities such as Kurashiki. It could be taewéhat junior high school JTEs in
smaller centres are purposely creating a typespfingpact to use, as Prodromou (1995, p.
14) suggested, as a way to increase student motiyattendance rates, and to control

unruly classrooms.

2.12. Junior High School JTEs

Many scholars feel it is fair to criticise and ttbage the work of JTEs (Porcaro,
2004, p. 80). MEXT also tends to blame JTEs forpber English levels of their students
(Childs, 2005). To back these accusations schplarg to the lack of English used in EFL
classrooms; JTEs have been cited as using Jap@d#sef the time in EFL lessons
(Murphey & Sasaki, 1998; LoCastro, 1996, p. 49ycBm (2004, p. 83) maintains that
using English in EFL classrooms is what JTEs neatbtmost if they want their students
to be successful English learners. One reasonrgiaance on L1 is convenience, the
students and JTEs share the same first languageefdhe, to increase comprehension
teachers often revert to their L1.

Proficiency levels also affect the method thatheas employ. Murdoch (1994, p.
254) calls language proficiency in teachers “tha@rbek of their professional confidence”
and states that most people would rate it as thst agsential element in a good teacher.
Medgyes (1999, p. 184) bluntly stated that “an E€dcher with faulty English may be
compared to a music teacher who can play no musistibment and sings out of tune”.
Holmes (2007) simply stated that JTEs who canpeéls English are “unqualifiedis
teachers. Naturally it would be difficult to teagppeaking when you cannot speak English
well. A reason for low English proficiency in JTEsdue to the poor tuition they received
during their schooling years. Nunan (2003, p. G&erted that the English proficiency
levels of many JTEs were not high enough to gieestindents the input needed for
language acquisition. Yet Childs (2005) maintaitieat teachers can nurture fluency in
students without being fluent themselves, thougfaled to elaborate on how this was
possible.

To understand how people with low English proficigtevels become JTEs we

must look at the training that JTEs undertake. Md$is are graduates of general
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universities rather than teaching colleges (Yonas&99); literature is a typical major
(Browne & Wada, 1998, p. 101). JTEs are not usualyired to have any linguistic or
TESOL qualification. Gorsuch (2001) contended thatcurrent EFL pre-service training
lacks both vision and adequate teaching methodalmiguction. The training course also
lacks a sufficient practical component as trairigesJreceive as little as two weeks pre-
service practical training before beginning fulli@TE employment (Poza, n.d.; LoCastro,
1996, p. 42; Browne & Wada, 1998, p. 101; Murphe$&saki, 1998). This insufficient
training is one reason for JTEs falling back onrethods that they understand- the way
in which they were taught, usually yakudoku (Lami@98, p. 521; Oka, 2004; Porcaro,
2004; Poza, n.d.; Samimy & Brutt-Griffler, 1999,137). It has been suggested that this
problem is culturally based. In Japan universidiessaid to prepare for entry into
employment, but it is the employers who providéniray for specific roles (Yonesaka,
1999). Research has also indicated that the sudesthpre-service training JTES receive is
complemented by inadequate in-service trainingq®@aor;, 2007). While MEXT pushes
communicative competence in students they do raighe the JTES with the tools to
realise this goal (LoCastro, 1996, p. 42; SamimBr&tt-Griffler, 1999, p. 137). For many
JTEs in-service training is either unobtainabléherteachers make themselves unavailable
to attend the training sessions. Simply put, tipadase education environment is not a
teacher-development climate and MEXT has done littivard developing the profession
of teaching in Japan (Shimahara, 1998, p. 256).

JTEs face other difficulties in their working eramment. As mentioned earlier
JTEs face class sizes similar to those found imtbst undeveloped places in the world
(Porcaro, 2004) and feel constrained by test imgaitter problems listed by scholars
include overwork, administrative duties, club cortm@nts, school trips, low student
abilities, student passivity, counselling studeptsr textbooks, pressure from colleagues
to conform, and the expectations of principalsep#s, and students (Poza, n.d.; Gorsuch,
2000, p. 680; Taguchi, 2002; Pacek, 1996; Gordd052p. 467). Childs (2005) concluded
that most JTEs know what to do but are too busk wiber things.
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2.13. Other Relevant Studies

Li (1998) conducted a study on the perceiveddlifties of teachers in
implementing CLT in South Korean secondary schoth& findings echoed many of those
found in Japan. EFL teachers felt their speakirtyletening abilities were not sufficient to
teach CLT and the fear of losing face discourageditfrom using CLT. Li also noted that
South Korean EFL teachers were overworked, ancestachad low motivation, low
proficiency, and were passive. Evidence of testichpvas also found as grammar makes
up a large part of English examinations and teacfedrthat oral tests were logistically
impractical and too subjective. Classes were dlsaght to be too large— usually 48-50
students, funding was insufficient, and the BodrBaucation did not provide enough
support to teachers.

The application of CLT in China has recently beesestigated by a number of
scholars. Xiao (2006) stated that native cultufiaémces perceptions on how EFL is taught
and learnt, surmising that western teaching stylag not match the learning styles and the
collective philosophy of Chinese students. Froneaesh Xiao (ibid., p. 5) found that the
communicative approach was incompatible with stutethefs. Hu (2002, p. 102) also
concluded that the philosophies of CLT and theiti@thl Chinese culture of learning were
so different that it would be counterproductiveeplace the traditional ways with CLT.
However, Liao (2004, p. 270) believed that by ustihid China could keep up with
modern English teaching methods and its learnerddagain a higher level of
communicative competence. If the Chinese governieinot push CLT then teachers
would continue to use traditional methods, focusinggrammar and vocabulary. Hu (2005,
p. 65-66) alluded to the top-down , centrally-coliéd education system of China and
suggested that this way of implementing a commtinveapproach for teachers to use
does not work and cited the well documented resigté#o CLT by Chinese EFL teachers.
Liao (2004, p. 271-272) contended that Chinese teBthers do not know how to choose
an “appropriate” method, and, even if they dids ystem would be incompatible with
Chinese customs since China is centrally contraledl thus the only thing appropriate is
that teachers do as instructed by the bureauckgsalso believed that while things such as

test impact and class size may inhibit CLT adoptiase difficulties can be overcome.
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Hu (2002, p. 94) listed some problems that EFLHeexin China encounter, many
of which are identical to those in Japan. Theskidelarge class size, limited teaching
time, poor teacher proficiency, and test impacic@ding to Chen, Warden and Chang
(2005, p. 610) many Chinese believe that they imaveeed for English as literature and
other media is translated into Chinese. Furthermareng Chinese could be avoiding
English as it, in their eyes, decreases their “Eéganess”. Another point identical to
Japan’s philosophy is the theory that if a studeitd it is the teacher’s fault (Hu, 2002, p.
99).

2.14. Summary

This chapter presented the opinions, findings,@mtlusions of scholars who have
published their work. The history of EFL in Japate$ back approximately 200 years.
There is a perceived failure of Japanese peopbrdety their success rate at acquiring
English. The typical views held by the general dasa populace of Japanese speakers of
English in Japan appears to be negative. The medehiglish speaking skills in Japan is,
according to most of literature, minimal. Many tife reasons given for the perceived low
level of speaking skills in Japanese people anecetntric, for example the suggestions
made by Dr. Tadanobu Tsunoda M.D. of brain diffeemnbetween Japanese people and
native speakers of Western tongues.

The second half of this chapter focused mainlyhenpublic junior high school EFL
environment in Japan, introducing the schools imegal, the EFL policies set out by
MEXT, EFL practices in JHS, JTEs, and indicates tést impact was found by many
scholars to be a major issue in the Japanese mdblanl EFL environment. Following this
relevant studies focusing on EFL in public schaalsducted in South Korea and China
were presented.

From analysing the literature | established thateétwere issues within the junior
high school EFL environment in Japan. | felt thas dlomain deserved considerable
research. To do so | had to design a data gathey@ighat was effective in acquiring

information from as many relevant participants assible— those engaged in this EFL
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environment- the JTES, the students, and the maréné next chapter will look at how |

accomplished this.
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CHAPTER 3 - METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

In this chapter the research environment— Kuraginikor high schools— and the
demographics— JTESs, parents, and students wilitbeduced. The main focus of the
following section is the development of the maitedaollection tool- the questionnaires.
This will be undertaken in stages looking at theufbgroup process, item production, the
Q-sort process that was undertaken to improve takohd reliability, the back translation
of the items, the pilot study, and finally the adisiration of the questionnaires. The one-
on-one interviews undertaken to fill informatiorpgdeft by the questionnaires will also be
presented. This chapter concludes with a briefaia dntry, and a detailed analysis of the

data collection issues associated with my research.

3.2. Kurashiki, Japan

As an “adopted local” of Kurashiki, I, similar tbe local population, also regard
Kurashiki as having a rural feel, yet as its popatashows (provided in 1.3) it must be
considered a mid-sized Japanese city. Despitezeédisere are few native English speaking
foreigners residing in Kurashiki, and the city does have a well developed tourism
industry to attract native English speaking tosrigtis leaves few opportunities for local
residents to hear or practise English in an autbheonntext. JTEs have often commented to
me that Kurashiki’'s environment is typical of siarikized “rural” cities in Japan, which

makes this research applicable to other areas.

29



3.2.1. Kurashiki Junior High Schools

All junior high schools in Japan have 3 grades;hesy students from years 7 to 9,
(ages 12-18) Foreign language tuition is mandatory in juriigh schools. Schools have
a choice on which language to teach, however EFlirgially obligatory” (Oda & Takada,
2005, p. 95). English is promoted by MEXT as thegpal language to leatnand is the
foreign language of choice in all of Kurashiki’semty-six public junior high schools.

Japanese junior high school students normally veaaly three 50-minute EFL
lessons per week. Kurashiki is unique, in that fejnil 2005 it became apecial
educational district of Englisione of only 34 districts out of the 2,400 prekemt Japan.
To gain this status, cities must apply for it aredrtheir application approved by the
central Board of Education. As a result Kurashikbloc junior high school students receive
four 50-minute lessons per week and Kurashiki @#&g one foreign native speaking
English teacher per junior high school. The ex¢ssbn is conducted by the foreign native
speakerThe actual tuition time students receive is fardothan 200 minutes per week
however, because of events such as sports daggafesand student health examinations.

From April 2007 English began to be taught as diciaf subject in all Kurashiki
elementary schoolsStudent numbers in Kurashiki junior high schoBLElassrooms
range from 15 to 38, however 59% of classes haat 3@ore students (see Appendix 1 for
a more detailed breakdown), which is in keepindlie nationwide trert

Due to the trust that | have built over the yeaithiw the Kurashiki public school
system | was able to administer questionnairese@TEs, a short questionnaire to the
students of two Kurashiki public junior high scheahnd another questionnaire to the
students’ parents. Size, average for Kurashiki,\aiag socio-economic mixes were the

bases in selecting the two schools for studentpanent questionnaire administration.

" http://www.mext.go.jp/english/org/f_formal_16.htm

8 http://www.mext.go.jp/english/shotou/030301.htm

® http://www.city.kurashiki.okayama.jp/kyosido/higja.htm
10 http://www.mext.go.jp/english/statist/05101901/Gaf
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3.3. Demographics

In the following section the research participatite Kurashiki JTEs, students, and
parents will be presented. This will include tHeaickground and some relevant information

that has been found from other studies on thes&piar groups.

3.3.1. Kurashiki JTEs

At the time of data collection there were 90 fatié public junior high school JTEs
working in Kurashiki. The respondents’ universiggtees were predominantly based on
three subjects: English Literature (32%), Educaf8?6), and English Linguistics (23%).
The remaining JTEs majored in subjects such aschrand German Literature, though
interestingly none of the JTEs from the survey mejan TESOL. Though gender was not
investigated in the JTE questionnaire, over 75%whshiki JTEs are women. The reason
for this disproportion may be because teachingnesaf few professions in Japan where
women have pay and workload parity (Gordon, 20086@). There is no reason to assume
that this ratio was any different in the surveypmsses. Teaching experience ranged from 1
year to 34 years among the JTEs participants. @éypspeaking many JTEs are relatively
inexperienced; 35% have less than 10 years experiéor a more detailed breakdown of
Kurashiki junior high school JTE experience see é&mjix 2. Due to the manageable
number of possible participants, all JTEs in Kuilashere sent a questionnaire. From the
90 JTEs, six also patrticipated in the two focusugreessions and two were involved in

one-on-one interviews.

3.3.2. Students

The student research participants were boys atgrgnging in age from 12 to 15
years old. It was essential to distribute the qaestires across the three junior high school
grades as each grade has its own collective agtititnura, Nakata and Okumura (2001, p.

63) found that there was a drop in motivation Ievel junior high school students in
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general as time progressed from their first dayammor high school EFL lessons. From
personal observation | found first grade studeatgeeto speak English, but upon reaching
the second grade their desire dropped markedlyehdi®e (1996, p. 199) stated that
teachers were especially concerned about thesergsufbr which they have a developed
special termpakadarumi meaning “lost in the middle”. Third grade studeotten

displayed considerable extrinsic motivation, butfoeo speaking as that does not feature in
senior high school entrance exams. Kimura et aedsimilar findings on the motivation

of junior high school students. All students suea¥yave had regular exposure to English

since elementary school through native speakingsAET

3.3.3. Parents

Every student participant in the questionnairelgtwas also given a questionnaire
to take home for their parents to complete. Themarinvolved in the survey come from
diverse socio-economic backgrounds based on the-eoonomic make-up of the
particular school zones. The students’ parents wierged as a valuable data source for
this research as they are an important factor blipyunior high school education. Parents
influence their children greatly through actiongit@des, and comments. As LeTendre
(1993, p. 37) states “Children’s aspirations ar&t kapported when they are in line with the
family’s position”. Parents have a vested intenestnd take their child’s education
extremely seriously in Japan in response to threnfiral and social ramifications of
academic success/failure (Finkelstein, Imamura Kif01991, p. 143). Due to their
concern the PTA has developed a strong voice ory mdncational aspects within
Japanese public junior high schools. Parents dtsa bave direct contact with junior high
school teachers so one could assume that theiewvbiave a sizable influence. In light of

this it was appropriate to survey parent attitudeSFL in junior high school.

32



3.4. Ethical Considerations

The aim of my research was to investigate theistat oral communication in
public junior high school EFL classrooms in Japad Bow political policy for this
environment in regards to oral communication corapao classroom reality. To
understand issues associated with this environiests necessary to survey the people
involved at the base level. These people werereetgroups; the JTEs, the junior high
school students, and the students’ parents. Tleeodéection tools chosen to survey these
three groups were self completion questionnairégakticipants involved in any stage,
from focus groups to one-on-one interviews, wefermed that participation was
voluntary. They were also informed that while dltleeir responses may be presented in

this thesis confidentiality would be strictly manted.

3.5. Questionnaire Design Considerations

To develop the questionnaires | requested andvextéhe voluntary assistance of a
small group of JTEs to participate in two focusugr@essions. The JTEs collaborated
during these sessions to develop a list of possjléstionnaire items. Before the focus
group sessions began all participants were inforafi¢de research topic and how the data
generated in the sessions would be used. Theipariis were aware of their rights and
that they could stop participating at any stagenduthe sessions. Both focus groups
consented to the sessions being audio recordettamstribed under the assurance of

participant confidentiality.

3.5.1. JTE Questionnaire Administration Considerati ons

From the suggestions made by the focus groupstigneaires were developed for
distribution to the JTEs (see 3.5). Before theyenstministered they were sent to all focus
group participants so they could assess the retgvamd appropriateness of all

guestionnaire items. A copy of the questionnaire alao sent to the head of the Kurashiki
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Board of Education for official approval. Despigafs that Kurashiki Board of Education
involvement in the questionnaire might affect thaedidness of participants | had to receive
consent because without it the Kurashiki Board adi¢ation may have forbidden JTEs to
respond.

Special attention was given in ensuring potentatipipants were informed of the
research focus and how the data gathered woulddxt Al JTEs who received the
questionnaire were given this information in a adeéer. They were also informed that
their answers would be confidential and anonym@osprovide further assurance, the
cover letter specifically stated that participastisuld not write their name on the
questionnaire, furthermore there was no spaceatdoon the questionnaire for them to do
so. Potential participants were neither pressucgatoerced into answering the
questionnaire. Manipulation or encouragement tevané certain ways in the
questionnaires was avoided; the cover letter sipadif stated that what could be
considered a negative answer was just as impddany research as one that may be
considered positive. Assurances were given toaatigpants that their completed
guestionnaires would be stored in locked cabimetay office and destroyed following

data processing.

3.5.2. Parent And Student Questionnaire Administrat  ion
Considerations

To administer the student and parent questiomrndif& assistance was essential.
Two JTEs assisted me with the language level aedton style used in both
guestionnaires. Their advice was invaluable, paldity in ensuring that the questionnaires
were culturally appropriate. Both questionnaireeieed the consent of the principals from
both selected schools. Although the students camgblleir questionnaires in class,
making it semi-voluntary, they did have the freedonbe candid. The parents who
completed the questionnaire did so voluntarily esede provided with envelopes, in which

to return their completed questionnaires, to mairpavacy.
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3.6. Data Collection Tool Development

In this section the development of the three qomesaires, with an emphasis on the
JTE questionnaire, will be outlined in detail. Tdwline is done in chronological order,
beginning with the initial knowledge | possesseidmto undertaking my research, moving
to the focus group sessions, questionnaire itermdymtion, the detailed reliability and

validity checks, the back-translation process, leéoncluding with the pilot studies.

3.6.1. Inside Experience

The experience gained from working more than sixry in public junior high
schools in Kurashiki was invaluable to my reseancmultiple levels. It enabled me to
form the questions to ask the focus group partitgaand some possible questionnaire
items. It also gave me access to the JTEs and Kikr&oard of Education officials.
Above all else my experience endowed me with angtaesire to find the answers to

guestions that have long puzzled me which formecdtsis of the thesis research questions.

3.6.2. Useful Previous Studies

Gorsuch’s research on Japanese education po&p(2001), Karavas-Doukas’
(1996) study on teacher attitudes to CLT in Greaoéd, Li’'s (1998) paper on CLT adoption
in South Korea were particularly relevant. Not odigt Gorsuch’s and Karavas-Doukas’

research provide data on EFL education, they alatufed good examples of likert scales.

3.6.3. Focus Groups
Focus groups were set up to assist in questianitain generation, mainly for the

JTE questionnaire. Due to the inherently limitetlna of questionnaires making the

guestionnaire items as relevant as possible was&sls this could only be achieved by
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drawing on JTE perspectives and experiences. é\aadi that focus group sessions would
be more beneficial than one-on-one interviewslit &s they would give me greater
breadth, as Gibbs (1997, p. 2) suggested, a “ntigltypof views”. Other research on this
subject indicated that EFL in Japan’s public sctsystem had a number of problems and
in my experience | had also noticed some issuganted to hear the JTE opinions on the
difficulties faced in teaching oral communicationtiheir lessons and where they thought
the source of the difficulties lay. | then wantedsbice my ideas and that of the prior
studies by other scholars to gauge participanticad/Vhile in this phase | wanted to keep
the “floor open” so that the focus group processiidde a collaborative elaboration of
ideas.

These meetings gave the JTEs an opportunity teubwir opinions on the difficult
and sometimes controversial issues they face ineéhgloyment. The participants reacted
positively in the knowledge that they were conttibg something positive for research on
the entire Kurashiki JTE group and readily voideelit opinions. Because each focus group
had different members there was the potential éoy diverse views. This did not occur
however and | was able to correlate and highligatrhain themes from the sessions easily.
These themes were identified and developed intasiti® appear in the JTE questionnaire.
Examples of comments that lead directly to itemedigyment were “there is no need to
speak English in Japan”, “our main task is to preaudents for their senior high school
entry tests”, and “policy makers don’t know the wand problems that JTEs face daily”,
which were rephrased into items #3, #7 and #8 #ab@l respectively in the JTE
questionnaire (see Appendix 6) The information gegtl from the two focus group
sessions went beyond questionnaire item developtadrgcome an invaluable source of
data in its own right supporting questionnaire ifivgs, providing more evidence and colour,
and filling in gaps left by the questionnaire. Thenscripts of the sessions were referred to
consistently throughout the process analysinghallrésults to look at the interplay between
them.

Both sessions were conducted in both English addpanese and were initially
semi-structured to develop the predetermined thémasited expanded. After receiving an

elaboration on the predetermined points | allowetlsdessions to become freer to allow
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further pertinent points to be brought forward amstussed. Regulation was the key for me

to ensure that all discussion was relevant andoihes group sessions were fruitful.

3.6.3.1. Focus Group Session One

The first focus group session involved just tw&dTl was well acquainted with
one of the participants, which lead to a relaxehdst, and productive atmosphere. The
session was scheduled to last one hour only, getith JTES continued the discussion for
longer than two hours. The entire focus group sessis audio recorded and transcribed
verbatim in English by me the following day: Japsmeections were translated also by me.

Initially, I introduced my research to the partaifts and explained my study goals.
| then gave both members a pencil and some papeioiththem to write down the main
difficulties they face in trying to teach Englisrabcommunication. The rationale behind
the list scripting was to give the participantsdito warm-up, focus on the issue, and
develop their ideas clearly, and because, althdatih JTES were proficient in English,
talking about such an emotive issue abruptly iir th2 may have caused considerable
language anxiety.

After a brief period the lists were handed to ma&cllist featured approximately 10
points which was more than | had expected and peraa indication that my technique of
allowing the participants to ease into the focuaugrprocess by writing lists was correct. |
then added my list of ideas, scripted prior togassion, based on prior studies conducted
by other scholars and personal experience, tontbagken from the JTEs. After this point
the focus group session became a collaborativeepsda discussing and developing the
points from the three lists. Before concludingsked the JTEs for their thoughts on how |

could promote response rates in the JTE questimnai

3.6.3.2.  Focus Group Session Two

Focus group session two was held at the schoaleathe four participants taught

EFL. Similar to the first session this session alas planned to last for one hour only but
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lasted far longer. Once again | was well acquaimtigd one of the JTEs and this allowed
for a relaxed, honest, and fruitful atmosphereegweatop quickly. As with the first focus
group session this focus group session was audarded and transcribed verbatim in
English by me the following day: Japanese sectoar® also translated by me.

| was initially concerned that conducting the saissn their working environment
might make the JTEs uncomfortable. This fear wdswrded however as many candid and
controversial comments were made by the focus gpawficipants. As with focus group
session one, | intended to have the participants \ists of the difficulties and issues they
faced in teaching oral communication in their EE&dons; however each JTE had scripted
a list prior to my arrival and was ready for thélamorative discussion phase. Once again |
added my list to the participants’ lists to be dssed and developed. The final discussion
again focused on how the participants thought JI€Stponnaire response rates could be
promoted. As with the first focus group sessios thscussion was enlightening. From this
process | became aware that | would need approvaluestionnaire administration from
the Kurashiki Board of Education and | became cocetl that the questionnaire should be

translated into Japanese for the JTEs.

3.6.4. Item Production

The use of my questionnaires was limited to one tm validity and reliability
were essential. The questionnaires also needeel $hdrt and unambiguous. The target
number of items in the JTE questionnaire was tlasty thought that number would ensure
that the questionnaire would comfortably fit inbe tthree leaf booklet form | was planning
to use.

| began with three lists: points taken from gehEFfeL literature, points taken from
pre-existing questionnaires by other researchadspaints identified in the focus group
sessions. The lists were combined to make a migsitef 94 possible items for the
guestionnaire.

Likert scales were developed at this stage andledthto appropriate questions. The
traditional “strongly agree...strongly disagree” gcafas avoided because, in Fowler’s
(1995, p. 65) words, it:
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clearly violates the first rule of designing a r@sgpive task for subjective
guestions: It contains two dimensions. The termofgjly” suggests an
emotional component, a degree of conviction omgpabout the answer
over and above the cognitive task that is the aégtrestion.
Though Fowler's comments were on likert scaleseinggal | found this point to be
particularly pertinent to Japanese society whespldys of emotion are often looked
down on- especially in the workplace. Instead scalerded “=<Z> Thb... &LZ
ITIERY and FESZED ... &<ZE5 Bb7ev " were used, which can be translated

7 4¢,

as meaning “completely agree...completely disagred’“aompletely true....
completely untrue” respectively. Some of the Liksrales featured five options with a
middle category to allow for participants who manginely not possess an answer or
opinion, i.e.
MEXT considers the opinions of JTEs when they whigeEnglish syllabus
For items where the participants would have beerertikely to have an answer or opinion
the middle option was avoided and only four choiwese offered, i.e.
I learnt English by the traditional ‘yakudoku’ methwhen | was a student

On recommendations by Brace (2004), and Bradbwdm@n and Wansink (2004),
negative choices were placed on the left end oftiaée to reduce bias.

Following the advice of Brown (2001), Fowler (199Byadburn et al. (2004), and
Brace (2004), the ninety-four items were reviewattiie following;

* relevancy to research questions

* appropriateness and wording

* the presence of negative and double/1% barrejlesstions

* length— below 20 words per item

* repetition of items or closeness to other items

* bias— the use dbaded wordssuch as “clearly”, “obviously”, etc...

* comprehensibility and ambiguousness

* overlapping choices— each item should make redgois feel that only

one option is appropriate for them
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Items found with any of the problems from the chikstkabove were either deleted

or reworded. This item review process reduced theber of questions to 55.

3.6.5. Item Analysis

The item list of 55 questions was sent to a joush&r a more thorough and
professional analysis, resulting in the rewordihgame of the questions. The 55 questions
were then given to an EFL professor with over 2&geéeaching experience in Japan. He
analyzed the questions for quality and appropregenFollowing this process 46 items
remained, which still exceeded my target by 16récuce question numbers further the
items were applied to@-sortprocess. Nahm, Solis-Galvan, Rao and Ragun-N&#t0?,

p. 2) describe the Q-sort method as “an iteratreegss in which the degree of agreement
between judges forms the basis of assessing cahsalidity and improving reliability of

constructs.”

3.6.6. The Q-sort Process

Before employing the Q-sort process two furthemitists were developed from
previous research and my focus group sessiondpotige junior high school student
guestionnaire and the other for their parents.Aumaber of items was eight and seven
respectively. These two lists, along with the JEES, were kept separate and the items
randomized. The Q-sort judges were sent these tmestegorized lists.

The judges, experts in their chosen fields withie English language industry,
included two Japanese university EFL professore éonative speaker of English and the
other a non-native speaker of English), a jourhadisd an English teacher— the latter two
New Zealand residents. The judges were selectealibe®f their diverse backgrounds.
The rationale in using two New Zealanders who werfamiliar with the Japanese school

system was to increase placement objectivity thindhgir neutrality.
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The judges received the following (see Appendix 3)
1. An “Explanation of Terms” paper
. A cover letter, including instructions on howuiedertake a Q-sort
. A JTE items list
. A JTE constructs page

2

3

4

5. A Parent items list
6. A Parent constructs page
7. A Student items list

8

. A Student constructs page

| applied Moore and Benbasak#t Ratio (1991) evaluation, presented in Nahm et
al. (2002), because of its simplicity. The judgesevasked to look at an item list, for
example the JTE items and using the relevant asetstpage, in this case the JTE
constructs page, write the item into the constiiuat they thought it should go. The hit
ratio refers to the percentage of correct itemguaents by the judges— “hits”— within
guestion constructs. A high percentage of itemsgulan target constructs by the judges
amounts to a high level of inter-judge agreememiammng a high hit ratio. The higher the
hit ratio, the higher the degree of construct \liend the higher the reliability potential of
the data collection tool once the correctly plaiteths are amalgamated into a
guestionnaire.

My process deviated in one way from the Nahm ahalbry; they recommended
repeating the process until a sufficient levelndéi-judge agreement has been reached. |
could only complete the process once however, altieet future unavailability of the
judges and the time constrictions within my researevas aware of this problem prior to
conducting the Q-sort process, so in an efforffteed limitations | increased the number of
judges from two, as suggested by Nahm et al.,uo fo

Following Nahm et al. my process featured two esag
Stage One- Judges placed the questionnaire items into naistand returned their three
completed JTE, student, and parent construct gageg. The judge’s placements for each
guestionnaire were combined and entered on thperae tables, one each for JTEs,

students, and parents to show overall resultst-jatlge agreement was measured for each
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construct on each of the three tables. Correceptaats ran diagonally from the top left
square of the table for construct one to the bottight corner square for the last construct.
Any off-diagonal entries were items placed in themg constructs and were identified as
being ambiguous (see Appendix 4 for an exampleawiapleted construct table).

Stage Twoe- Ambiguous items were mostly deleted and thossidered essential to the
questionnaires were reworded under the guidanteeafative English speaking EFL
professor to improve clarity. Following this procee inter-judge agreement levels were
recalculated for the three questionnaires (rewortdsds were still considered as

misplaced). For the ratios achieved see Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: O-sort Ratios

Item Types Total Item Number of Overall Hit
Placement Agreements Ratio

Items for the

JTE questionnaire 116 100 86.21%

Items for the

Student 32 29 90.62%

guestionnaire

Items for the
Parent questionnaire 28 23 82.14%

The hit ratios were high. Furthermore the questiombers were now:
JTE questionnaire — 29 items

Student questionnaire — 6 items

Parent questionnaire — 5 items

These numbers fitted into my initial plans for qummaire lengths.

3.6.7. Back Translation

Kurashiki JTE proficiency levels vary markedly sdfacilitate the interpretation of
the questionnaire items and to promote responese aditthree questionnaires were
translated into Japanese. This procedure involvezbtstages using three separate, bi-

lingual, Japanese native speakers. The stagesasdodows;
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Stage One — The three questionnaires were sentramslator to translate from English to
Japanese. The questionnditelgpanese, were returned to me.

Stage Two — The Japanese questionnaires wergosgalifferent translator to translate
back into English. The gimstaires, translated back into English, were
returned to me.

Stage Three — The original English questionnasest out in stage one, and the
guestionnaire translatedkdato English, in stage two, were compared.
Only two items did not mat@tne items were given to a third translator to
analyse where the mistalas$lieen made. These mistakes were fixed so
that the Japanese versibtiseoquestionnaires asked for the information |

sought.

3.6.8. Pilot Study Preparation

| set out the questionnaires in the style and teder that | intended to administer
them. On the advice of Brace (2004) | endeavoweddke questionnaires that flowed.
Numbers were attached to the items to add more todbe questionnaires. On the JTE
guestionnaire sensitive questions inquiring ineaarsuch as experience and qualifications
were put towards the end. The JTE questionnairepnated on plain A4 paper. To go with
the JTE questionnaire | included a cover letterciigrovided details on my background
and introduced the JTEs to my research. For tlo gilidy | sent out the questionnaires
exactly how I planned to administer them. For fhE Juestionnaire | designed and
attached a title page which provided the questiman#le, my contact details, and
instructions on how to complete the questionndirshort introduction with instructions
was printed on the top of the parent questionnair@mple set of instructions was also

printed at the top of the student questionnaire.
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3.6.9. The Pilot Study Process

All of the questionnaires and extra papers forXhE questionnaire were sent to a
Kurashiki junior high school for a pilot study umtsken by three JTEs. The JTES reviewed
the JTE questionnaire, noting the time it tookamplete, ease of completion, ambiguous
or inappropriate questions, and critiqued the goesaire style/layout and the
accompanying cover letter. The JTEs also gave stugleestionnaires to the junior high
school’s English Club to pilot, and the club nosedjgestions for improvements. The
English club students also took the parent queséimae home for their parents to pilot.
Comments and suggestions were then sent back by e head English teacher and
changes were made to the questionnaires whereealdvibe student and parent
questionnaires were filed for administration laen had to focus on preparing the JTE
questionnaire for administration in the summer tiaoca

The JTE questionnaire was sent to the head of tlmadKiki Board of Education for
his approval. After analyzing the questionnairebecluded that it was appropriate and
agreed to give it the Board of Education’s backihgias essential to receive backing by
the Kurashiki Board of Education on all of the di@maires because without their
approval some participants might not feel obligedetspond or the Board of Education

might forbid questionnaire administration to th&gTstudents, and parents.

3.7. JTE Data Collection

The following sections will detail the methodswhich data was received from the

JTEs, with the exception of the focus group session

3.7.1. Questionnaire Layout
Following the advice of my supervisor, Bradburraket (2004), and Brace (2004)

the questionnaire was administered in booklet fdespite finding no literature that

promoted the use of colour paper | acted on myrsigme’s suggestion to use it. The
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guestionnaire was printed on high quality, laveradoured, A4 paper which would stand
out amongst the white paper | remember piled oroldyex-colleagues’ desks. The
guestionnaire allowed room for extra comments shayparticipant care to expand on
some of their answers. Cover letters, to go withgbestionnaire, were printed on good
quality white A4 paper. Each questionnaire camé witover letter and a stamped, self
addressed envelope. These papers were put intoédarglopes (questionnaire packs)
ready for administration. See Appendix 5 for altdments sent in the questionnaire packs,
see Appendix 6 for an English version of the JTEsjonnaire (not part of the

guestionnaire pack).

3.7.2. JTE Questionnaire Administration

Both focus groups suggested that | deliver thestioienaire to the junior high
schools in person. Unfortunately, due to work cotmmants, this was impossible. | spoke to
the head of the Kurashiki Board of Education tolgstopinion on the best approach to
administer the questionnaires and he invited neeKarashiki City-wide JTE seminar. At
this seminar nearly all Kurashiki junior high sck®were represented by at least one JTE. |
gave a presentation and highlighted to the JTEshieawas their first chance to give their
opinions on why Japanese students generally hawegpal communication skills in
English. After my presentation | distributed thesgtionnaire to all of the JTEs who took
away sufficient numbers of questionnaire packsclasd in the previous section, for
themselves and their colleagues to complete dun@gummer vacation. A week before
the due date for questionnaire responses | ramgptcto remind JTES to respond to the

guestionnaires if time permitted.

3.7.3. One-On-One Interviews
During data processing | discovered informatiopggi@ft by the JTE questionnaire.

To remedy this problem, and provide data on areaséd lacking (see 3.9.4), | conducted

two one-on-one JTE interviews. Because of the Eighlish competence of both JTEs both
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interviews were conducted in English. Predetermipggstions were asked in the semi-
structured interviews (see Appendix 7). Interviemese conducted in both Japanese and in
English. Both interviews were audio recorded aaddcribed verbatim by myself the
following day; Japanese sections were translatiedinglish also by me. Key points from

the interviews were then identified as they reldtethe research questions.

3.8. Student And Parent Questionnaire Administratio n

The student and parent questionnaires underweataaewodifications before they
were administered. Questions were reordered aupgestion of some JTEs and some of
the items were reworded to increase politenesaiestipn that asked if students should
receive a good knowledge in foreign cultures anddwaffairs was added to both
questionnaires at the request of the JTEs. Thcuglquestion was not central to my
research questions it was included as a compramiganks and to ensure further
cooperation.

Once the final copies of both questionnaires weoejgted by the JTE who helped
me with their design and make-up | printed 250 esgf both questionnaires and took
them to her junior high school to administer. Whanrived at the school with the
questionnaires the JTE informed me that she wooNd show them to the principal to
receive his approval. It surprised me that this thadirst time the principal had seen either
questionnaire. | had mistakenly assumed that tikehBHd included the school principal in
the process and he had approved of the questi@snaiwas immediately informed,
through the JTE, that the principal would not allemher questionnaire to be administrated
until content changes were made. He demanded giitgrie wording on the parent
questionnaire and stated that one of the taskghndsked students and parents to rank the
importance of subjects taught in school, was callpunacceptable. This meant that the
ranking point system | intended to implement, d&llwith JTE responses (see 4.4.1),
could not be used. So, despite what the JTE thougthe fact that | had five hundred
printed questionnaires, changes had to be madeebafininistration. After both

guestionnaires were changed and approved by theipai parent questionnaires were
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inserted into envelopes to be taken home by theatatudents for their parents to
complete.

All students at this school completed the questamenduring class and then took
guestionnaires home to be completed by their paré&ollowing this administration |
contacted another principal about administerindp lsptestionnaires at his school. The
principal of the second school was extremely rageb the surveys as he had been in
contact with the principal of the school that iality completed the questionnaires. The
guestionnaires were not completed or taken honadlIsgudents in this school,
administration was done at the discretion of JTisall three junior high school grades
were represented. The total number of completegkestiquestionnaires that | received
from the schools was 337. See Appendix 8 for bdthiaistered questionnaires (in

Japanese), and Appendix 9 for both questionnar&nglish.

3.9. Data Entry

Codes were applied to the items in all three gomsaires to simplify data entry.
Ranking scores were inverted and totalled to shae/preferences. In regards to questions
10, 12, 27, 28, and 29 on the JTE questionnaiagd36 on the student questionnaire, and 1
and 5 on the parent questionnaire, the numberateh were totalled to show beliefs. For
questions 1, 19, and 26 on the JTE questionnagredilues written by the respondents were
entered without any alteration. The data was ihitentered into Microsoft Excel to
provide a general overview and later applied ttatistical analysis system (SAS) program.
Additional comments written on questionnaires wesaslated into English by a Japanese
native speaking translator. These comments, alotigo@mments taken from the focus
groups and one-on-one interviews, were used toigeamformation and more detail to the

text.
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3.10. Data Collection Issues

This section focuses specifically on the issuas éinose from my data collection
methods and gives a detailed analysis on eacheah#thods that provided data for this

research.

3.10.1. Focus Groups

Zorn, Roper, Broadfoot and Weaver (2006) warnegrofip conformity and
dominant group members sometimes present in disrissdHowever, based on my history
as a Kurashiki junior high school employee and amifiarity with one member of each
focus group | felt the sessions weighi or inside/in-group encounters based on trust,
where participants spoke their mind freely and Istigel decreased the threat of showing
conformity in my results by recording the sessiand transcribing the discussion verbatim.
By doing so | could identify negotiations that tqallace on key issues before opinions
converged. Morgan (1996, p. 146) concluded thallemgroups were more appropriate
when dealing with emotionally charged topics, thenethe small size of my focus groups

in this case was apposite.

3.10.2. The Q-sort Process

Unfortunately, | could not complete the Q-sort @ss; as described by Nahm et al.,
perfectly (see 3.5.6). Whether my compromise ofgasing judge numbers while only
completing the process once was an effective solus debateable, however, a good level
of inter-judge agreement was reached in all theeesgonnaires. Nahm et al. emphasized
that this procedure leans towards qualitative asiather than being a thorough

quantitative test. Despite this it does highligidgldems such as ambiguous items.
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3.10.3. Back-translation

In his paper on questionnaire translation Griffe@9Q) stated that documents
become invalid through translation. This is becamue words have no equivalent in other
languages, or may have a looser or more figuratiganing. Though the Q-sort was in
English and the administered questionnaires wedapanese the questionnaires were
subjected to back-translation. Questionnaire itesg initially written in English and
translated into Japanese, and then back agaikemgbsh; each by a separate translator.
When the initial English item list and the finagdk-translated English list were compared,
side-by-side, mistakes were easily identified amderted by another translator.
Furthermore, after the back-translation process#panese versions of the questionnaires
were piloted by the groups that it would actuallipvey to check for any ambiguous or

irrelevant items.

3.10.4. The JTE Questionnaire

Unfortunately questionnaire administration for tresearch was carried out only
once. During data analysis | became aware of sthmc®mings present in the
guestionnaire. One deficiency was the absence-déjpth questions on some central
themes. Question 13, for example, could have bepaneled upon. Though JTESs indicated
whether their lesson content is affected by MEXTigyat would have been beneficial to
know how they were affected. A question examinimglevel of JTE awareness on MEXT
policy should have also been included. Such peust® examined in the one-on-one
interviews, yet this information can only be corsetl as the opinions of two JTEs and
may not be applicable to JTEs in general. Anothea aequiring further research was
looked at in questions 17 and 18, while generdlidets were received it is apparent that
information on what elements of pre-service tragnivere missing or what parts of in-
service training are useful/not useful could haeerbpursued.

It may also have been wise to examine which stugextte the respondent was

currently teaching as this may have an influencéheramount of English use in class. In
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my experience third grade EFL lessons featuretefar spoken English because the JTEs
focused on preparing their students for the sdrigir school entrance examination.

The official sanctioning and promotion of the quastaire by the local Board of
Education may have influenced JTE responses iaineséctions. JTEs might have been
concerned about confidentiality breaches resultirmnswers being passed on to the
Kurashiki Board of Education. However, responseguestions 13 to 16 showed policy
makers, who are directly linked to the KurashikialBsbof Education, in a very poor light.
These responses would indicate that JTEs wereuaotycconcerned about this possibility.

Despite the issues detailed | felt a satisfactesponse rate was achieved. 57 of the

90 possible JTE participants responded which espanse rate of just over 63%.

3.10.5. The Student Questionnaire

The student questionnaire only related to ReseQrastion One so a long, in-depth
questionnaire was unnecessary. Due to budget eamtstand a desire for simplicity the
questionnaire was only one A4 paper sheet lonbiridsight a more spacious format to
allow for the addition of a comments section afiach question may have provided some
rich information to supplement the figures. An iteramining why students felt they
would or would not need to speak English in theifeitwould have provided a useful

insight into their motivation toward EFL.

3.10.6. The Parent Questionnaire

The point about a more spacious format alluded ®9.5 is also relevant for the
parent questionnaire. While there was no spacguegifor comments on this
questionnaire some parents wrote comments bestimdretween questions. One can only
imagine how much rich data could have been gainddthe addition of comment sections.
This questionnaire may feature more bias than tiherdwo questionnaires because, in all
probability, respondents may have only been thergarpositively active in their child

gaining a good rounded education. Possibly the migidy educated parents made up
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most of the respondents as they are generallyribg that care most about education, since
they realise the benefits. They are also moreylik@recognise the benefits of their
children learning English.

A problem relating to response numbers was the eummibhands that this
guestionnaire had to pass through before data sisalyis impossible to know how many
parents never saw the questionnaire, but it isghlabthat some parents failed to receive
them from their children which obviously had a negabearing on response rates. Despite
this issue, of the 337 questionnaires given tasthdents for their parents 267 were

completed and returned, a response rate of justi9%.

3.10.7. General Questionnaire Issues

A problem inherent in all questionnaires is that itformation gathered may only
be applicable for a short time. Furthermore, irardg to the JTE questionnaire, there is no
way to gauge if an answer was based on practiberrttan beliefs, which is not to say that
respondents are dishonest. Yet perception andyr@aé two different things.
Questionnaires merely indicate what respondents #tay are doing or provide an
interpretation of ‘their world’. In question 10 tife JTE questionnaire JTEs may have
given answers more indicative of how much in-casglish they would like to think of
themselves using or how much they thought theylshimel using rather than how much
they use in reality.

Another problem with categorical data like thatngal from my likert scales is that
there is no indicator of the degree of convictiomaspondent answers. Though two
respondents may have given the same answer onbawayhad far stronger feelings in
their answer than the other. | tried to minimisis ffroblem by having comment areas after

guestions in the JTE questionnaire.
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3.10.8. One-On-One interviews

While useful in filling gaps, it must be remembetbdt these interviews can only
realistically be considered as one person’s opirtitmwever, more positively they did
provide the rare chance to listen to teachersaadiut their experiences, or “lived reality”,

in a Japanese public junior high school EFL classro

3.11. Summary

The focus for this research is the junior highos¢tEFL environment in Japan. The
research participants are those intimately invoivéid JTES, the students, and the parents.
There were numerous stages undertaken in develtipenguestionnaires, particularly the
JTE questionnaire, before they were administerbd.method used to fill information gaps
left by the JTE questionnaire was in the form ab twne-on-one interviews. There were
numerous data collection issues in my researchnidst prominent of these were the
absence of in-depth questions in the questionng@megral questionnaire issues such as
inadequate indication of participant convictioramswers, and the bias potential of the one-
on-one interviews. | was often completely dependentny Japanese informants. While,
without their assistance, | could not have undemeatkis research, when one relies so
heavily on others it can prove to be difficult, esgally when communication breaks down.
A fine example of such a time was when the JTEihglwith the student and parent
questionnaires did not show the principal copiethefquestionnaires before 500 copies
were printed. After the principal saw them, aneécggd them, | possessed nothing but

paper for recycling.
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CHAPTER 4 - RESULTS

4.1. Introduction

This chapter reports on the data that were celteas a result of the processes
described in the Chapter Three, beginning with gatéaining to the parents, moving to the
student data, and lastly data on the JTEs. Thetfis sections— data from the parents and
data from the students— focuses on: the percempdrtance of EFL in junior high school,
what focus EFL in junior high school should havews on what the students should
acquire from their EFL tuition in junior high scHpand opinions of both groups on
whether the students will actually need Englishegpey skills in the future.

JTE data is presented in three interconnectedosectT he first section provides
information on the difficulties that JTEs percethemselves as facing in teaching oral
communication. This is followed by a focus on JE&Rdhing methodology, and the
activities used by JTEs in EFL lessons to devetogent speaking skills. The second
section presents data on MEXT policy and how itastp JTESs. Information detailing the
MEXT — JTE relationship is also provided. This ctesgoncludes with information on the

pre and in-service training of Kurashiki JTEs.

4.2. The Parents

Data from the parents of Kurashiki public junieghhschool students was received
through the administration of the questionnairecdbed in Chapter Three. The 267
returned questionnaires provided information in tays: question responses and the
additional comments written by approximately 30%afents. The question responses
were used for the tables and figures in this clrapltgle the comments were used to add

depth and support to the results.
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4.2.1. The Importance Of EFL In Junior High School

To investigate parent opinions of EFL’s importaircgunior high school the
participants were asked to select any school suthatthey believed important for their
child’s education. All selections counted as pqiotee for each selected subject, the total
number of points was calculated to provide a scBabject importance ranking. Japanese
language studies were deemed most important byatents with English a clear second
(see Table 4.1).

Table 4.1: JHS Subject Importance Ranking: Parent \ews

JHS Subjects Importance Rating
Japanese 253
English 231
Social Studies 211
Mathematics 159
Physical Education 129
Science 121
Industrial Arts/Homemaking 116
Music 68
Art 63

Despite the parents clear tendency to see cet@jeds as more important the
following quote shows an opinion typical of thosetien by parents on questionnaires:
Children need all school subjects.
One parent provided reason behind their oppositdeFL tuition:
We are Japanese, so we should become fluent ikkisgetapanese, we
should study Japanese culture, and only then shealdtudy English— by
ourselves and only if we need it.
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4.2.2. EFL For Academia Or Communication (Parent Vi  ews)

The issue over whether EFL should be taught iacatlemic way focused on
grammatical details or as a tool for future comroation is much debated in Japan. The
data shown in Table 4.2 indicates strong supporEfi. being taught for future

communicative purposes.

Table 4.2: JHS EFL Should Be Taught Academically Riner Than For Future
Communication: Parent Views

Response Options  Response Rates

Completely disagree 31
Generally disagree 149
Don't know 24
Generally agree 54
Completely agree 7

All additional comments written by parents suppdrtemmunicative goals, two typical
comments were:
Children should learn English as a communicatiool oot as a typical
academic subject.
To study for the high school entrance examinatsimiportant but it is more
important to communicate freely and enjoy commuimga
One parent pragmatically wrote:
It is wonderful for my child to learn to speak Esflbut it is very difficult to
do.

4.2.3. What JHS Students Should Learn (Parent Views )

To cater for a wide variance in opinions partiaisahad multiple options to choose

from and additional space to write further skiliattthey believed to be relevant. Each
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option chosen on the questionnaires counted asg pee total number of points was
calculated to provide a ranking of importance. Dtespontrary claims in 4.2.2, after three
years of EFL education in junior high school thestimportant thing to the parents is for
their children to be able to pass the English saabf the senior high school entrance
examination— an examination based on grammaticalracy in decontextualised sentences
with little or no need for speaking skills. Thellkranked second, third, and fourth are all

related to oral communicative competence (see EigLi).
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Figure 4.1: Abilities Parents Want Their Child To Gain From JHS EFL Education

Several parents took the opportunity to write addal comments on what their
child should be able to do after three years of E&cation. Some promoted speaking:

To speak English in general conversation.

To have enough confidence to have a conversatittnaxfioreigner.
Some were modern and practical but not relategéalgng, yet still communicative in
intent:

To understand the English on the internet.
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Another may have been ethnocentrically based:
To study foreign culture and history and compaentito Japan.
Others were colourful:
To be able to sing English songs and read comi&$.00
In summing up, one parent wrote particularly poighaabout a problem within the
Japanese public school EFL education system:
My child has studied English since elementary stchod still knows
nothing about English, this is regrettable.

4.2.4. The Need For English Speaking Skills (Parent  Views)
More than 50% of the participants indicated thatfelt their children would need
English in the future (see Table 4.3). Parentahiopi is relevant when considering student

motivation and the promotion of English speakinigisky the parents.

Table 4.3: Students Need English Speaking Skills Fdhe Future: Parent Views

Response Options  Response Rates

Completely disagree 6
Generally disagree 29
Don’t know 50
Generally agree 130
Completely agree 50

Additional comments written on the questionnaires/gled insight into parent
beliefs. Although the majority of the comments wpositive the comments detailed the
wide spread of parental opinion. Two positive comtaavere:

If students can speak English they can converdefasigigners and open up

their own worlds.

If students can speak English then their world spgn
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Other written comments betrayed uncertainty:

I hope English will be useful for my children’sute.
The following quote pointed toward one of the catrissues in Japanese education— test
impact:

It will not be necessary for the students to sgeadlish in the future but

they have to learn it for educational reasons, esily for getting into

senior high school and university.

4.3. The Students

Data on junior high school students was obtainealih 337 returned questionnaires.
The information was received in two ways: questEsponses and additional written
comments by the students. Similar to the pareésstudent question responses were used
for the tables and figures in this chapter, whitdated by questionnaire design, student
comments were restricted to the final item— theseewased to add colour and to support

the data findings.

4.3.1. The Importance And Popularity Of JHS EFL

To understand how important English is in the miofiginior high school students
the participants were given freedom to select, autlranking, the three most important
junior high school subjects. Each choice on thestioenaires counted as a point, the points
were calculated to provide a ranking of importarieeglish was clearly third in the ranking,
though not far below the first ranked subject— dagsa (see Figure 4.2).

School subject popularity rankings were in conttaghe subject importance
ranking. To calculate the subject popularity datments were asked to rank junior high
school subjects from 1-9, 1 being their favourtkaol subject. From the data gathered
only the top three ranked subjects from each studere considered as these were the
choices that the students would be most adamanit.a®object popularity is important

because the more students enjoy a subject therhiggieintrinsic motivation should be

58



resulting in higher achievement levels. The mostant and interesting class for the

students will naturally be the highest ranked.
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Figure 4.2: JHS Subject Popularity And Importance Ranking By Students

4.3.2. EFL For Academia Or Communication (StudentV  iews)

The result over whether students believe EFL shbalthught in an academic way
focused on grammatical details or as a tool farreicommunication was inconclusive:
28.3% answered that it should not have an acadewcus, 34.3% answered that it should
have an academic focus, and 37.4% chose “don’t kaswheir response. This does not
mean the result was insignificant as it shows tltewange of student opinions. Students
are under pressure to get good results but thestiatas that there must be other

motivations having some influence on student belief
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4.3.3. What JHS Students Should Learn (Student View s)

Similar to the parent questionnaire the studendsrhaltiple options to choose from
and space to write additional comments on skilé they wanted to be able to do after
finishing three years of junior high school EFL edtion. Each option chosen on the
questionnaires counted as a point, the points wadceilated to provide a ranking of

importance (see Figure 4.3).
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Figure 4.3: Abilities Students Want To Gain From JHS EFL Education

Clearly the most important thing to the students Waing able to pass the English
section of the senior high school entrance exaneinal hree of the four next favoured
skills involve oral communicative competence, Y&t gap between the top ranked skill and
the second ranked skill is huge. Approximately 5@fhe written comments received from
students involved either communicating with foreignor being able to live in foreign

countries.
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4.3.4. The Need For English Speaking Skills (Studen t Views)
Just over 50% of the students responded posittedilyis point but only about 20%
responded negatively mirroring the opinions of tipairents though not as emphatically

(see Table 4.4).

Table 4.4: Students Need English Speaking Skills Fohe Future: Student Views

Response Options  Response Rates

Completely disagree 17
Generally disagree 41
Don’t know 84
Generally agree 120
Completely agree 25

This data was significant because it is the stiglvat are affected and they, in turn,
affect the classroom environment most. This isgitoeip that must be motivated for oral
communication to occur in the EFL classroom. Ifidespread belief in the need to have
English speaking skills for the future exists angintge students then logically students

should be motivated, albeit extrinsically, to stwdynmunication skills in EFL lessons.

4.4, The JTEs

JTE data was gathered through a variety of metlfodas groups, a questionnaire,
additional comments written on the questionnaingl, tavo, one-on-one interviews. Data
from the questionnaire, which had a 63.3% respaatge was used to produce tables and
figures. At every opportunity in “face-to-face” dagathering JTEs discussed the
difficulties they faced in teaching EFL in junioigh school. This inside expertise

contributed background information that providetboo, depth and supported the results.
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4.4.1. Difficulties In Teaching Oral Communication In JHS

In the questionnaire the JTEs were asked to tamkik biggest handicaps, in
order— 1 being the biggest handicap that they fatéehaching oral communication. Only
the top three choices were considered during detlysis because | surmised that choices
1-3 would be important but 4 -6 may be “fillers’timost JTEs to complete their six
choices. A point system was allocated to the @wifirst choices were 3 points, second

choices 2 points, and third choices 1 point. Aling®were calculated to produce Figure 4.4.
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Figure 4.4: Handicaps To Teaching Speaking In JHSIEH_ Education: JTE Views

The most significant handicaps in teaching speakingnior high school EFL
lessons were time constraints and the senior lulgbad entrance examinations. | contend
that time constraints in lessons are caused byahmr high school entrance examinations
as the JTEs felt that they must teach the mateydsit relevant to the senior high school
entrance examinations, before teaching somethihgxemined, like speaking. Evidence

of this can be seen in the following JTE quote tiaas written on a returned questionnaire:
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Speaking is the least important for the studentwisen there is limited time,

which is often, speaking is cut from the lesson.
On the level below these two perceived difficultresre student motivation and JTE
English speaking competence. The next groupingoéliitaps included class size, time
constraints outside the lesson and the EFL textlBd@&s must use. The following sections
(from 4.4.2 to 4.4.8) will now examine the severimerceived handicaps listed above in

more depth.

4.4.2. TestImpact

There was no other information on time constrawitiin lessons other than the
guote provided by a JTE in 4.4.1. It is importaotviever to remain mindful that this
problem is a result of a phenomenon known as ngsact. Therefore by giving data on test
impact JTEs are detailing the root cause of tHessen time constraints they face.

It is shown in Table 4.5 that most JTEs genetadlijeve that they teach for student

success in the senior high school entrance exaiomnsat

Table 4.5: JTE Views On Their Lessons Being OrienttTowards The SHS Entrance
Exams

Response Options Response Rates

Completely untrue 0
Generally untrue 8
Generally true 43
Completely true 5

A majority of the comments received with this dsttated that this was grade level
dependent; the third grade focuses the most oartttance examinations. Two JTEs
simply wrote:

Students should get the skills to get into senigh kchool.
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JTEs have to focus on the senior high school eng@xaminations; this

prevents classes having communication activities.

Focus group participants generally asserted tlegt fust think in the short-term—
no further than the senior high school entrancengxations. They must do what they can
to get their students into good senior high schratlser than provide them with the skills
that would enable them to live in an English spegkiountry. However one comment
made in the focus group sessions indicated th#terdesson content nor teaching methods
may change if the JTEs did look beyond the entraxeeninations. Once students enter
senior high school they often just study grammaiting, and reading making junior high
school JTEs believe that teaching oral communinas@ointless.

Most JTEs appear to believe that students areintdyested in studying English to

pass the senior high school entrance examinatsaesTable 4.6).

Table 4.6: Students Are Only Interested In The SH&Entrance Exams: JTE Views

Response Options Response Rates

Completely untrue 0
Generally untrue 5
Case by case 26
Generally true 20
Completely true 2

A JTE displayed optimism in writing:
| want my students to study for pleasure, notfiusthe senior high school
entrance examination.

Others were pragmatic:
Most students think only of the senior high sclemdtance examination,
they have no interest in English conversation.
90% of students think they study English for theagehigh school entrance
examination.

More conclusive results were received in regardbecstudents’ parents (see Table 4.7).
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Table 4.7: Parents Are More Interested In Their Chid Studying For The SHS
Entrance Exams Than Practising English ConversationJTE Views

Response Options Response Rates

Completely untrue 0
Generally untrue 4
Case by case 17
Generally true 29
Completely true 3

A JTE surmised:

Many parents think that it doesn’t make any seh#eeir child is good at

speaking English yet fails the senior high schottaace examination.

Interview participants affirmed that parent attesdowards speaking English have
become more positive yet is still not a priority parents. Clearly the main consideration
for a parent was getting their child into a goodisehigh school. During an interview one
JTE related an experience involving a studentlza often absent from class. When the
student tried to enter a specific senior high stebe could not pass the English section of
the entrance examination. Her parents confronted i insisting that the JTE should
have taught their daughter more “test English”.

The other interview participant was very candidwthmarental influence on junior
high school EFL education:

They have a lot of influence, silent but powerfufluence. Parents want

their kids to pass the exam. If our teaching styleot for the test but for

communication parents worry so much. There is bnigéhat they think if

you keep teaching in this style ‘my kids won't lideaget a good mark in

the test’. Every JTE is scared; we don’t want tdlaened. Even one parent

has a big influence.

Interviewed JTESs stated that with placement gdaodsenior high schools, where
advancement onto university is expected, everythinges on the senior high school
entrance examinations. Reasons for this are thatthminations are objective and all

students nationwide take the same test, where&gumiior high school exams all stages
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are conducted in-house and thus internal assess@embt be compared between schools.
When students seek placement in vocational schevblksie advancement onto university is
not expected, junior high school records may bertakto consideration. These records
include test scores, attitudes, and any speciidsiduch as in sport, the student may have.
However, because JTEs are teaching to the studsgotity, who seek tertiary education,
the individuals who will not advance to tertiaryéd have no perceivable affect on teaching

method or lesson focus.

4.4.3. Student Motivation

According to interviewed JTESs, student speakintisskave not improved during
the time they have been teaching, a period of aqupedely 20 years each. They assert that
this is a direct result of an unchanging motivagidevel in students. One JTE elaborated
stating that first grade students react more p@sitito speaking English these days than
first grade students of the past, as a resultiof gnglish tuition in elementary school
decreasing the “fear level” of speaking Englishc®students enter the second grade
however, their attitude reverts to that of pastistius because of the focus on more

academic sections of English such as grammar.

4.4.4. English Use By JTES

The use of English during lessons varies markkdtween JTEs in Kurashiki.
However, a clear majority stated that they usediEimpetween 11- 40% of the time when

they talk in lessons (see Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8: The Percentage Of English Spoken In Lesss By JTEs: Submitted By
JTES

Response Percentage Optior®esponse Rates

0-10% 7

11 - 20% 17
21 - 40% 24
41 - 60% 8

61 - 80% 1

81 -90% 0
91 - 100% 0

The amount and level of English used by JTEs, awdthe lessons are conducted
in general hinges on their perception of their apeaking proficiency. English
conversation skill was a clear fourth choice by dTiEtheir handicaps to teach oral
communication (refer to Figure 4.4). Table 4.9 skalarge majority of JTEs agree that

their English speaking proficiency influences tlegsons.

Table 4.9: JTE Views On Their Speaking Proficiencynfluencing Their Lessons

Response Options  Response Rates

Completely disagree 2
Generally disagree 7
Generally agree 36
Completely agree 12

From written comments it is unmistakeable that JViEw a high speaking
proficiency as extremely desirable:

If JTEs speak English well it motivates the stusiémspeak English.

| want to be a model for my students.
One of the interview participants stated that ‘thedents like me to use English because
they are curious, they need to be stimulated.”Tvatle 4.10 shows overwhelming JTE

support for Japanese use in junior high school EB&ons.
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Table 4.10: Using Japanese In Class Is Natural FTEs: JTE Views

Response Options  Response Rates

Completely disagree 2
Generally disagree 5
Generally agree 35
Completely agree 15

Based on written comments the princiggdson for this is to maintain student interest by
trying to maximize student comprehension. One gaotemed up JTE opinions:

If JTEs speak English all the time some studentstwaderstand and will

lose interest. There is a huge range of mixed t&slin public junior high

schools.
The following quotes indicated when Japanese mawds needed:

JTEs should explain things in Japanese, espedigfigult grammar.

When we teach grammar we should speak in Japanese.

Focus group participants alluded to the propensigspire to 100% accuracy in all
pursuits in Japanese society. The nature of gransfiar more “black and white” and
absolute than speaking, which is more negotiabdedgnamic. Because of this
grammatical rules appear to be far easier to d@ghto Japanese and teach to EFL
students than the rules governing spoken Englisaréfore, if one desires 100% accuracy
in their students, achieving it in grammar, rattian speaking, is a far more realistic
proposition— especially if you do not possess adexjaral communication skills to provide
your students with sufficient spoken input. Theugroups also asserted that JTEs also
strived for 100% accuracy in their students bec#usewas the way JTEs were taught as
students and therefore has become the way in whéhteach. The participants indicated

that this cycle was very hard to change.
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4.4.5. Lesson Methodology

Yakudoku, Japan’s answer to grammar translatga,dontroversial subject and
appears to be a “dirty” word in Japanese EFL c&o@ne of the interview participants
stated:

Yakudoku has a negative image amongst JTEs. Yakudodut of date, this

teaching style prevents students from being ab$péak therefore the

image of yakudoku now is not good.

Figure 4.5 indicates that yakudoku use is dedjr@imongst JTEs.
A clear majority of JTEs maintained that this istibey were taught English. One JTE
stated that as a student:

| never spoke English in my class.

More than 50% of JTEs contended that this was aatthey taught their students,
however many written comments supported the existei yakudoku:

| use yakudoku but | also use other methods.

When | read the text | translate.

According to the focus group participants’ primagens for the continued use of yakudoku
were test impact, and JTE ignorance; yakudokudastily style that many JTEs know and
most think it is too hard to change their teachimgghod. One interview participant felt that
both communicative and yakudoku methods were usehd other interviewee surmised
that though CLT sounded good it would not fit theipr high school environment.

The activities that JTEs stated they use regutarfijevelop student oral
communication skills are shown in Figure 4.6. Alearost of these activities are scripted
and uncommunicative. Role-plays could be surmiseoeing free and non-scripted, yet
there are many ways of conducting role-plays. Fotaservation during my employment in
Kurashiki junior high schools role-plays involveda people standing up and reading a
written dialogue. Many JTEs supplemented the Igtmon the questionnaire by writing
the extra activities that they used. One JTE stiftathey gave the students a topic and the
students had a conversation about it. However &ygidditional activities were far less
communicative:

Self expression using key sentences*.
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Students memorize the text by sections.

Short skits and memorizing sections of the textbook

Students read at their own pace and remember ceatienal stock phrases.

Students do choral reading without me leading them.

* Though the ternkey sentencegppears ambiguous, from my experience

working with JTEs, | understood it as meaning Maagic stock phrases such

as “How are you?”, “I'm fine and you?”.
While it is essential to teach these stock phraseny experience in junior high
school EFL classrooms there appeared to be no msgoin the difficulty of stock
phrases between 1st Grade and 3rd Grade, therfereould assume that this type of
activity provided little benefit to student Englisheaking skills.
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4.4.6. Class Size

Data from returned questionnaires showed that J&@ard class size as a major
impediment to teaching oral communication. Whenl@dbl1 and Table 4.12 are
compared it is evident that JTEs are teachingasses far larger than their perceived
threshold. Student numbers greater than this,droginions of JTEs, makes teaching oral
communication impossible. One quote on a questiomgampared junior high school
numbers to those faced in private language schaulsh the JTE stated had only 7-8
students. Other JTEs wrote about how the mixedtialiin public junior high school
exaggerated class size problems. An interview @pant stated that “the most difficult

thing to do is teach speaking. There are 32 stgdard class, that's too many.”
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Table 4.11: Maximum Class Size For Teaching EFL Sp&ing Skills (above which
teaching speaking is impossible): JTE Views

Measurement InformationStudent Numbers

JTE responses 47
Mean 114

Mode (19 responses) 10
Stated maximum 30

Stated minimum 3

Table 4.12: JHS EFL Class Sizes In Kurashiki

Measurement InformationStudent Numbers

JTE responses 52
Mean 27.4
Mode (8 responses) 35
Stated maximum 38
Stated minimum 15

4.4.7. Time Constraints Outside Of Lessons

According to the focus groups and JTE questioen@sponses time constraints
were not isolated to lesson time. The participamitained that their numerous out of
class duties did not allow sufficient time to impeaheir own English or create speaking
activities for their students. They asserted thaté¢ was no break-time in their working
environment. One JTE stated “we live with the stiugenot only in subject. We clean
together, we eat lunch together, and we spend dneaktogether.” Other JTE duties
mentioned in the focus group sessions vireraeroom where the teacher is in charge of a
particular class for the school yeshjde- guidance, disciplining students, meeting parents,

staff meetings, producing and marking tests, aaditgy club activities.
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4.4.8. Textbook Issues

Textbooks are selected by a region’s Board of ElucaTherefore different
regions within Japan may use a variety of EFL teaks, all of which need MEXT
approval. The Sunshine English Course textbooKsljghed by Kairyudo, are the texts
currently used in Kurashiki. This series featutese levels, one for each grade level in
junior high school. The productive skills, writiagd speaking, are the least catered for.
The textbooks for the second and third grade stsdeere analysed. These levels were
selected because the second grade students hag¢imerto practice speaking considering
that they do not have to focus on senior high sceowance examinations whereas the
third grade students do. Analysing these two tedtbshould provide a general indication
of the usefulness of this textbook series. Over B9%peaking exercises in both textbooks
involved substitution where students must substitutderlined phrases within model
sentences with other stock phrases which are pedvitlists below the sentences. These
activities were designed to be done in pairs ygengive students more than two

opportunities to speak. Below is an exercise froenlével two textbook:

A: How was your vacation?

B: It was nice. | went to Tokyo with my family
Example.go to Tokyo with my family

1. go to Kyoto with my family

2. ski with my friends

3. play tennis with my friends

Sunshine English Course 2, 2006, p.13

Both analysed textbooks had a very small numbé&eefspeaking exercises.
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Below is an example of one these exercises frontetred two textbook:

Follow the example, introduce your new friends
Example.

Hello!

This is my new friend Sayaka.

She likes English.

She studies it every day.

She has a dog.

His name is Cookie.

Sunshine English Course 2, 2006, p.7

4.4.9. MEXT Policy And Lesson Content

The remaining sections (4.4.9 — 4.4.13) will n@eus on JTE responses to
questions regarding MEXT policy promoting the taaglof spoken English. While JTEs
generally agreed that junior high school EFL edoocathould produce students that can
talk about daily life, most of the written feedbdobim JTES was negative:

Junior high school students do not need to speafignin daily life.

In junior high school students should concentrateinderstanding

grammar.

| cannot agree with this poifithat students should learn to be able to talk

about daily life in Englishpecause of the current senior high school

entrance exam situation.

The student needs differ from the views and idédEXT.

A majority of JTEs feel that changing their teachgtyle to match MEXT policies was
difficult. Some quotes relating to this stated:

There are many difficulties in following the cuuriam.

If the senior high school entry exam doesn’t chahge it is impossible.
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Table 4.13: Chandging Teaching Styles To Match MEXPolicies Is Easy: JTE Views

Response Options  Response Rates

Completely disagree 4
Generally disagree 29
Haven't tried 11
Generally agree 12
Completely agree 0

An interesting point in Table 4.13 is that 11 JBEsged that they had not tried to
match their teaching style to MEXT policy, one JJiEaply wrote:

| don’t know because | don'’t follow the curriculum.

It could also be assumed that many of those wheenesl negatively do not try to
match their style to the policies either as thaynfb doing so difficult. Unfortunately data
from my questionnaire gave no concrete proof of.tHowever, interview participants
were very candid on this point. One JTE felt thhtleyemost English teachers had “some
awareness” of MEXT policies they could not followmem. The JTE asserted that MEXT
policy did not affect teaching method as JTEs dooften think about the policies and
contended she knew “what the students need ardh them according to that”. The other
interview participant believed awareness level &X policies among JTEs was “not
high” and indicated that the policies have little affectJTES. She believed that the “policy
is changing a lot so that is why we don’t trust don’t think it [the policy] is important.”

4.4.10. The Appropriateness Of JHS EFL Policies

On MEXT’s website the stated level for junior higthool students to attain is:
On graduation from a junior high school, studemts conduct basic
communication with regard to areas such as gregtiegponses, or topics

relating to daily life*!

™ http://www.mext.go.jp/english/topics/03072801.htm
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Surely this policy would appear to mean a move afn@y the academic approach
prevalent in junior high school EFL education. Diatem the JTE questionnaire responses

were inconclusive as can be seen in Tables 4.14 4id

Table 4.14: JHS EFL Is Taught Academically Rather han To Provide Students With
Communication Skills: JTE Views

Response Options Response Rates

Completely untrue 6
Generally untrue 17
Don’'t know 11
Generally true 21
Completely true 1

Table 4.15: People In Japan Need English Speakindifs: JTE Views

Response Options Response Rates

Completely untrue 0
Generally untrue 28
Don't know 7
Generally true 21
Completely true 0

Written comments by JTEs were also varied but megabmments were the
majority. The most positive comment from a JTE was:
Students should learn to speak English as the nuofldereigners in Japan
IS rising.
Some comments were neutral, such as:
Some people need English, some people don't.
Not everyone needs English conversation skills.
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A JTE quote from a focus group session and andtber an interview provided a good
summary of the negative written comments:
In some countries speaking English means you cia better life but here
in Japan it has nothing to do with it. Sometimésok around the class and
think how many students will go abroad and havkamnce to speak with
foreigners; | guess none, one, a few. But MEXTKkkiabout the money
influence so they think that Japanese people negtish to stay ahead in
the world.
The goal of English teaching is not communicatibe, goal of our learning

English is just to read English, translate, andiegammar.

4.4.11. MEXT - JTE Relations

Policy will often fail when policy designers andligy implementers have a poor
relationship. JTEs believe that MEXT and teachepldgy are poles apart.

35
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n
=]

B MEXT considers JTE opinions when writing
the EFL syllabus

B MEXT policy makers understand JTE
difficulties

[N
a

Level of JTE feeling

10

Completely Generally disagree Don't know Generally agree  Completely agree
disagree

JTE response options

Figure 4.7: MEXT — JTE Relations
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No JTE had a positive reaction to questions regagrtMEXT — JTE relations, two
written quotes sum up JTE feelings:

MEXT doesn't listen to opinions from schools.

MEXT don’t understandTE problems.
Focus group and interview participants were alaokron the MEXT — JTE relationship.
Selected JTE quotes from these sessions are:

JTEs don't trust the policy or MEXT.

The policy makers are the elite, they probably wengrivate elite schools

so they don’t know about public education.

They are not teachers, they don’t know the studéiisy are unfamiliar

with junior high school conditions. They don’t edamow the problems we

are facing.

We know the reality, they don’t know the realityhély don’t live in the real

world.

4.4.12. JTE Training

JTEs felt more positively towards in-service tragthan towards their pre-service
training in English oral communication. Comment#ten by JTES on the questionnaire
were all negative regarding pre-service training%of JTEs who wrote comments stated
that they did not receive any kind of oral commati@n training before becoming JTEs.
Additionally pre-service training in general wagdst have been ineffective. When asked
about their pre-service training in general intewiparticipants stated:

It wasn’t so useful. The student-teacher teachaugien was a little useful

but it was too short; only two weeks. Nowadays ithree weeks. We didn’t

learn about the real school life.

It was not so useful. | learnt the teaching way teathing method once |

became a teacher.

A JTE’s job in junior high school is teaching EFutimo JTE currently employed in

Kurashiki graduated from university with any tydesb-L teacher training.
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Despite Figure 4.8 indicating a positive feeling/émds in-service training the
majority of written comments received from JTEs meat that if in-service training was not
continuous it would be pointless. In the intervigegsions participants were queried on
what they valued about the in-service trainingloyrthe Kurashiki Board of Education.
They have both participated in a 10-day Englishveosation course run in conjunction
with the Kurashiki AETs and attended demonstralé®sons held in various junior high
schools in Kurashiki over the years. The 10-days®uun by the Kurashiki Board of
Education is an annual event that approximatelglitérent JTEs attend every year. It
began approximately five years ago and has beepusory for all JTEs to participate in
at some time. This is the final year for this ceurBhe JTEs knew of no further in-service

training of this type to be conducted in the future
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B Pre-service training in speaking English to
become a JTE was sufficient

B In-service training received from the Board of
Education has been useful

Level of JTE feeling
.
(9]

10 A

Completely disagree Generally disagree Generally agree Completely agree

Reponse options regarding training

Figure 4.8: JTE Opinions Of Pre- & In-Service Training

Both interview participants expressed regret wlKplaining that the only type of
relevant in-service training regularly availableidemonstration lesson. In the past these
lessons were numerous but have now decreased égpengear. At these meetings JTES
learnt different methods and activities to tryheit own lessons. JTEs also had
opportunities to talk to other English teachersrfiidurashiki schools about issues such as
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student discipline. As one JTE in an interviewestdtother teachers are far more useful at
helping me than the Board of Education”. Both iniw participants stated in-service
training could be improved by increasing the numdfetemonstration lessons and want
more opportunities to attend training courses. OFte explained in the interview that “if a
teacher wants to improve their own English theyaprivate language companies or go
abroad on their own”.

4.4.13. JTE Achievement Of MEXT Directives

The JTE questionnaire also collected informategarding Kurashiki JTE
achievement of MEXT directives. The information yided by the JTEs showed that
achievement levels have not yet reached a satisfaletvel- little over 50% of JTEs have
attained that which MEXT stated in 2003, “almostEaiglish teachers will acquire”.

Following data correlation a negative link betweaperience and the achievement
of MEXT directives was obvious, that is— the moxpezienced JTEs are the less likely
they are to have achieved the directives than tess experienced colleagues. Out of the
51 JTEs who answered both questions pertaininigetset points 24 JTEs have not achieved
the MEXT levels— 18 of which have over 14 yearsezignce.
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47% f n :
M Have attained MEXT directives

@ Have not attained MEXT directives

53%

Figure 4.9: JHS JTE MEXT Directive Achievement Levé

4.5. Summary

It appears that EFL in junior high school is retga as highly important by both
parents and students. Parents felt that their renildeed English speaking skills for the
future and this was shown in both 4.2.2 and 42e4. this issue is complex as, in 4.2.3,
parents also stated that passing the English seatithe senior high school entrance
examination was the ability they most wanted thbhildren to acquire from junior high
school EFL tuition. Students also overwhelming cele this option when answering about
what they wanted to acquire from their EFL educatio

Test impact appears to be the biggest handicaguiar high school JTEs face at
present, though other issues such as student motivgossibly influenced by test impact,
JTE speaking proficiency, and class size are asoep/ed as presenting major hurdles to
the teaching of English speaking skills. MEXT pa&are not being implemented in
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Kurashiki junior high school EFL classrooms. Theviition may be due to the way MEXT
is regarded by the JTEs. The negative attitudeJhs feel towards MEXT and the policy
writers is shown graphically in Figure 4.7. Additad JTE quotes provided colourful
descriptions of how MEXT are viewed. JTEs are omv@ blame in this poor relationship
however; their achievement in MEXT proficiency ditiges is lower than MEXT has

publicly demanded.
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CHAPTER 5 - DISCUSSION

5.1. Introduction

Prominent findings will be discussed in this cleatased on how JTESs, students
and, parents from Kurashiki view EFL oral commutiaain the Japanese public junior
high school curriculum. The main handicaps JTEsgiee themselves as facing in the
teaching of oral communication in their lessong aldo be examined. This chapter will
conclude with an analysis on whether MEXT poliaesl JTE teaching practices/beliefs
match. The most prominent findings in the discusswofollow include the high
importance that students and parents place ondnlition in junior high school, the
presence of test impact brought on by the sengir sthool entrance examination, how
students can dictate lesson content, and the straelationship that seems to exist between
JTEs and MEXT.

5.2. Research Question One

How do JTEs, parents, and students view public joinhigh school EFL oral

communication education in Japan?

5.2.1. The Role And Importance Of JHS EFL

A significant finding was the universality in whi&nglish was seen as extremely
important by both students and their parents. Wstdadably Japanese was ranked as the
most important subject by students and parentd:bglish was ranked in the top three by
both groups; above science, mathematics and, ioase of the parents, above social
studies. While some comments on parent questicematated non-support of EFL

education (4.1.1) it was obvious from the data Efét receives significant support.
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However, despite its perceived importance Engliak rated by the students as the
second least popular subject- matching Loveday961p. 98) findings. Possible reasons
for this could be due to one or a combination effthllowing four factors. A lack of the
variety, creativity, or physical movement commorsubjects such as art or physical
education compared to other subjects where studeatsiore desk-bound, such as in
language classes. The three elements listed aloboNe loe assumed as being motivating
factors in many junior high school students. Howetlee ranking of mathematics as the
third most popular subject may contradict thisriptetation. A second explanation, which
would probably at least be an element in most ¢asasnegative attitude towards English
being borne through the belief that English isaptactical subject outside of the
education environment in Japan. Students may haemed English as important only
because it is an integral part of the senior hifiosl and university entrance examinations
(see 5.2.3 and 5.3.1) and simply view it as a reazg<vil in scholastic advancement. The
third point is that EFL may be taught in an oveademic, teacher centred way by JTEs
who could focus too much on accuracy and fine gratiwal detail to maintain student
enjoyment. Finally, the popularity of teachers tifey subjects may have promoted the
popularity of those subjects at EFL’s expense.

A large majority of parents indicated that thelidveed EFL should focus on future
oral communication skills rather than have an acad@pproach, but the students did not
concur. The JTE findings are significant; thouga tésults are mixed, the result betrays the
considerable variance in JTE opinions over teackinglish speaking skills. The results
show that 39% of JTEs believed that EFL in junighhschool is an academic subject
which could mean by choice these JTEs, and possdhe of the 11 respondents who
answered “don’t know”, readily avoid oral commurtioa activities. The findings for the
JTEs and the students are similar to those of Tag@005, p. 9) on EFL in Japanese
senior high schools. Taguchi asserted that “Enggisiften considered an academic subject

rather than a communicative tool in Japan”.

84



5.2.2. What Students Should Learn

This section provides a comparison between teaciparents’, and students’
perceptions of what should be learnt in junior hsghool EFL lessons and provides,
arguably, the most prominent finding in regardR&search Question One. Parents’ main
aspiration is for their children to gain the alilib pass the English section of the senior
high school entrance examination and, as statedousy, the senior high school entrance
examination does not feature a speaking compokdmite they asserted that EFL should
be taught for communication, speaking English isasomportant a goal as entering senior
high school in the estimations of parents. An vieawed JTE believed that while parents
would like their children to have some communicattompetence the parents also felt it
would be irrelevant should their child be unablemter a good senior high school. This
was also found by O’Donnell (2005, p. 311) whoesdahat parents generally approve of
their children studying English for communicatidfe stated that while this is the case
parents want their children to be thoroughly preddo undertake the senior high school
entrance examinations first and foremost. Parezggeltheir children to be able to
communicate in English, but are most interestatieir children gaining the skills that will
allow them to move on to the next academic level.

The issue of students only being interested idystg for the senior high school
entrance examinations was identified by over 40%Id&s. JTES were mistaken in the view
that parents focused on senior high school entraraminations more than students.
Evidence from my findings suggested the opposissitg the English section of the
senior high school entrance exam was the most itaiptothing students wanted from their
junior high school EFL education. This finding ralsethe pressure on junior high school
students to perform for themselves and their fasilData was gathered from students of
all grades; had the survey focused on third gragdests only views on the importance of
the senior high school entrance examinations wbale been more emphatic. Comments
from JTEs supported this theory:

For 3rd grade students they focus on grammar aedstnior high school

entrance exam.
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The 3rd grade students should study for the sdngir school entrance

exam.

The 3rd graders especially focus on the senior Bigiiool entrance exam.

JTEs overwhelmingly stated that their lessons wereerally oriented towards
helping their students pass the senior high sobiivhnce examinations— thereby becoming
what Harmer (2003, p. 288) termed “client-satisfieil he results show that JTEs saw their
main role in the classroom as providing the stuslenth the ability to move onto the next
level of education.

The next most important abilities that parents tedrheir children to gain from
their EFL tuition were speaking skills and these mentioned specifically in MEXT’s
stated goals for junior high school students: gd&ut daily life in English and greet in
English. While greetings are specifically mentiolydVIEXT, one parent suggested that
greetings should be a skill learnt in elementahost which is understandable considering
students officially receive EFL tuition at this \nowadays. The phrase used by MEXT in
its official mandate— “talk about daily life” — wan both parent and student questionnaires
to see how compatible consumer desire was with MB&icy, however the phrase is
ambiguous since talking about daily life can ocmoimmany levels. LoCastro (1996, p. 45)
also questioned the vagueness of MEXT's stated.dme must then question the level of
speech which parents were advocating when they thaglselection.

The next three abilities considered significanplyents were giving self-
introductions, being knowledgeable about otherurelt and world affairs, and using all of
the vocabulary learnt in junior high school EFLsless. Self-introductions, like greetings,
should now be the domain of elementary schools.dBs&e for knowledge on world
affairs and culture may be a reaction to globabsabr perceived tensions in Asia,
however surely this is the sphere of social studiése ability to use all of the vocabulary
taught is an untenable expectation consideringim@l amount of time dedicated to EFL
study in the students’ hectic lives. Coupled witl heed to study and perform in other
subjects it would be a remarkable student who cdaldo. Yet, one could applaud those
who selected this option because it demonstratestare attitude to language learning
where the students use the language rather thaglynstoring it in their heads.
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Student results were similar to those of theiepts, yet the stated importance of
the senior high school entrance examinations wag emphatic and other abilities were
deemed far less important. In the ranking studsimbsved a desire to be able to greet, give
self introductions, and talk about daily life indtish. They too stated that they would like
to be able to use all of the vocabulary learntimigr high school. Students showed little
interest in other cultures or world affairs. Pesh#gey concur with my belief that this is the
domain of social studies, but a more likely theisrthat they are too busy with more

pressing issues in their immediate future to beceored with something that seems distant.

5.2.3. Communication Skills For The Future

JTEs felt the most negatively about the studee¢slimg to be able to speak English
in the future. One JTE simply wrote on a questidmena

We don’t need English here.
This comment is depressing and shocking considéhnigigone of the main tasks for JTEs
according to MEXT is to promote English speakinghpetency in Japanese students.
Perhaps many JTEs feel guilty for not possessiadathguage skills to teach oral
communication effectively and as a cop-out denyraterstate the need for English
speaking skills. However, one could assume thas¥d&lld probably be well informed
about the need for English speaking skills, celydmregards to the Kurashiki area.
Drawing from their own experience those JTEs maxeHaund that through their work
with the English language they have not had mampdpnities within Japan to speak it.

The group that most strongly supported the vieat there would be a need for
English speaking skills in the future were the pgseNumerous comments written about
how the world would open up if students can learsgeak English indicate that parents
are naturally looking to secure prosperous futfwesheir children. Students also reacted
positively towards the need to be able to speaki€nm the future, but, identical to their

parents, the senior high school entrance examimati@re more important.
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5.3. Research Question Two

What do JTEs perceive as critical factors in teaobioral communication in Japanese

public junior high school EFL education?

5.3.1. Test Impact

The results indicating the strong existence dfitepact in junior high school EFL
education provided the most prominent finding ilatien to Research Question Two. As
stated in 4.3.2, time constraints within lessorgtast impact are inseparable. Since JTEs
need to give students the knowledge and skillsags phe senior high school entrance
examinations the skill least focused on is speakirtgne does not allow for coverage of
the lesson’s main points and speaking practice, sipeaking is cut. Gordon (2005, p. 465)
asserts that the main task of junior high schoadhers is in preparing students for the
senior high school entrance examinations which ‘wdittermine their life options” . JTEs
may question why MEXT wants Japanese studentsgiair@cgood speaking skills when in
reality they do not need them for educational adearent. As Gates (2003, p. 205) found
in analysing a senior high school entrance exananat

In the exam itself, receptive skills receive almalsthe evaluative attention

comprising approximately 90% of the marks...Writisghe lone

productive skill and is allotted the remaining 10%.

Kurashiki JTEs appear to be profoundly affectedh®ysenior high school entrance
examinations and generally orientate their lessowards them. The amount of material
that JTEs must cover in the set curriculum meaastttey must focus on the most
important points for the students, which, consiagthe makeup of the senior high school
entrance examinations, often eliminates speakitigites. Senior high school entrance
examinations have become the beginning, middle eadof the academic process; a
working definition of negative test impact.

Consistent with other studies, such as LeTend8q), | found that student failure

meant JTE and school failure. JTEs in the focusigg@nd interviews indicated that if the

88



EFL class average was low the principal would presghe English department to increase
the average by teaching more “test English”. JTélebed that they were accountable and
felt pressure to produce students who performetiaiodards judged sufficient by parents
and principals, regardless of the students’ truyabr his has produced an environment
where student results are all JTEs are judged arodé (1995, p. 5) stated that the
teachers’ main role was “to keep all their studesthievement above the nation wide
standard”. Which has meant that talented studeawts bften been neglected because
teachers “concentrate their efforts on keeping tless talented students above the national
standards”.

O’Donnell (2005, p. 311) noted that some JTES&tfesmr values as teachers are
being compromised to keep parents and studenssisdtiThe pressure that JTEs perceive
coming from parents and students is real. Though parents and students had a belief
that they would need English speaking abilitiethim future passing the senior high school
entrance examination was clearly the priority. Témson why parents and students focus
so strongly on senior high school entrance examingis because they are life altering.
People who have no university education or havedarcation from a university with a low
rating usually find themselves stuck in lower paymenial employment. As O’Donnell
(2005, p. 301) noted, English in Japan’s schoatsbdeome a way of sorting students
rather than providing them with any communicatieenpetence.

It is conceivable that tests may also be focuseblyathe JTEs because, according to
the JTE interviewees, the predominant teachingstybkudoku— is not compatible with
teaching oral communication. In school there isaapptly no time for JTEs to design new
activities. In lessons JTEs often use the same &l true lesson plans and activities that
they have used over their careers and rely heanilthe textbook. If lesson time constraints
greatly inhibit Kurashiki JTEs in teaching oral amemication then the problem must be far
more intense in other Japanese cities consideningdiki’'s status as a special district of
English means students are taught 4 EFL lessonsgxk, while normal districts provide
only 3 EFL lessons per week— a problem specificalgntioned by Loveday (1996, p. 96-
97).

JTESs universally disputed the suggestions of Lefe(itP96) and Akiyama (2003)

that internal assessment played an important nademior high school placement. JTEs
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asserted that internal assessment was impossiberipare across schools as it is school
dependent, conducted by individual schools fromcthrstruction stage to the marking
stage. Internal assessment is only consideredtig mto vocational schools where the

stakes are not high.

5.3.2. Student Motivation

Prodromou (1995) suggested that tests may beassadvay of increasing
discipline through student focus; however | fouddirect evidence of this, in spite of the
fact that the students are aware of the conterttseagenior high school entrance
examinations and know what they need to study $s fflzem. It is clear that students feel
test impact and therefore it is understandablethiegt may be unmotivated to practice
skills that will not help alleviate some of the exaation pressure. JTEs reported that
students have sometimes refused to work or becasngptive if they did not think that a
topic was relevant. A more likely explanation oésle highly significant findings then is
that the students use tests as a way of contrgliageedings and JTEs may focus on test
relevant topics to appease students rather thanotdimem. In reality JTES are powerless
in their efforts to make students speak if the stisl do not want to.

Information gained from the JTE interviews reiteraeTendre (1996, p. 199),
Kimura et al. (2001, p. 67), and Childs (2006), vaficnoticed falling student motivation
levels once they became second graders. My findinggest that this occurs at this stage
for two main reasons: lesson content becomes noadeaically focused towards “test
English”, and the students become more aware dtthiggle for senior high school

entrance: a struggle in which speaking skills enedavant.

5.3.3. JTE English Speaking Proficiency

Another significant finding was how JTEs beliehatttheir English speaking

competence influences the way they teach. Thidtresuors Li's (1998) findings on
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South Korean English teachers who were very wagy @éficiency in their spoken English.
Comments written on JTE questionnaires provedttieat are confidence issues regarding
their competence in spoken English, but from regdmmments regarding in-service
training, 5.4.3, the JTEs have few opportunitiemtoease their English speaking skills
once they begin working. Whether the JTE perceptadout their spoken interactive
competence are real is not the only issue, therappkow confidence levels betray the self
doubt in JTEs, which, in the face of Japanese sgsipropensity for accuracy and any
teachers’ fear of losing face in front of studemsy result in a serious English input
deficit during lessons.

Nunan'’s (2003, pp. 606-607) study found that thgligh language skills of
teachers in Japanese public junior high schoole Vieadequate... (and)...not sufficient to
provide learners with the rich input needed forcaessful foreign language acquisition”.
Nunan believed that the low proficiency levels @y teachers resulted in a low input
guality. It could also be assumed that low proficiglevels could also create insufficient
input quantity as JTEs with low proficiency woulpably lack confidence in their spoken
English and avoid speaking it when possible. Howebe perceived shortcomings in
proficiency put forward by Nunan have, apparenibyt impacted Kurashiki JTE English
speaking percentages in lessons. According todkemrovided by JTEs the amount of
time teachers speak English in lessons is fair. él@wn interviewed JTEs asserted that the
figures were exaggerated; they claimed that theuainof English speaking in lessons is
probably less than 20%. This inconsistency may loaeeirred because respondents
reported the percentages that they assumed werectable. JTEs may have felt guilty or
been embarrassed over the percentage of time theglly spoke English and thus
answered in a bracket above that which was truis. Wwbuld echo Porcaro’s (2004, p. 80)
suggestion that JTEs use Japanese over 90% oifrtheMly findings regarding JTE
attitudes towards Japanese use in class adds weitite theory of low English speaking
percentages. The language level used by JTEs itsogb@ considered. Phrases such as
“Don’t be silly”, “Stand up”, “Sit down”, “Repeatfter me”, and “Open your books”, while
valid input, are not of a sufficient level of Ergfiito raise student speaking proficiency.
Gorsuch (2001) noted that MEXT specifically statieat students should be helped in
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developing a positive attitude to communicatingt ®ithout experiencing any true
communication in English it is impossible for théondevelop any attitude at all.

5.3.4. Class Size

Porcaro (2004, p. 83) boldly claimed that Japanislic schools have class sizes
that are comparable to those in developing coumtihile this was an exaggeration
Japan’s average of 33.7 students per class wasdégghest, behind Korea, of the 35
countries surveyed by OECD (OECD, 2004). Amongersgveyed were countries
considerably poorer than Japan, such as Mexicd @0dents), Brazil (33.4 students), the
Slovak Republic (22.8 students), and the Czech Blap{23.2 students). It defies logic that
an economic superpower dedicated to maintainingtiamof well educated people can
maintain such large classes. Most literature presisiall classes that give teachers the
ability to provide students one-on-one attentiana classes would also decrease the level
of speaking anxiety among students in EFL lessangreblem often noted by JTEs in
focus groups and interviews. Large classes makakgpgpactivity control more precarious
because teachers cannot monitor all students at dnadhese cases individual needs can
not be met and as a result discipline, anotherlpnoloften mentioned by JTEs, decreases.
An easy solution to this scenario is to avoid spegakctivities.

LoCastro (2001) concluded from research condugayedarious scholars that a
class of 15 or more students is too large for BRbst Kurashiki JTEs concluded that even
this number is excessive. JTE responses in regattie highest limit of student numbers
for productive learning were calculated and shoaedverage of 11.38 students— although
64% of JTEs stated 10 students or less. Howelverdtual number of students that
Kurashiki JTEs face in EFL classrooms is over twd-a-half times greater than the
average above. This along with the serious mixdédyaproblems found in Kurashiki EFL

classes strain JTESs further.
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5.3.5. Time Constraints Outside Of Lessons

The results showed that time constraints outsidessons also impact on JTES in
teaching English oral communication. Focus groupiaterview participants emphatically
asserted this point. JTEs are involved in numenauslesson related duties, including
school club activities, sports, and class tripgsTiformation concurs with what Gordon
(2005, p. 467) found from her research.

JTEs, like teachers of other subjects, have anstlparental responsibility towards
the students. JTEs are often homeroom teachershwiakes them responsible for a group
of up to 40 students. In Western educational enwirents once students leave school at the
end of the day a teacher’s responsibility to stueesifare ends. This is not the case in
Japan where responsibilities are not just tiethéoschool environment but also extend to
the outside community, night-time and weekendsuighetl. One focus group participant
related how she had to monitor students from hapjthigh school at a festival on a
Saturday night, quite distant from her home, to ensitkre they were not smoking, drinking
alcohol, or causing trouble.

As mentioned in 3.2.1 many JTEs are women whotauJdapan’s patriarchal
society, have huge responsibilities at home as WhBrefore JTEs usually have no
opportunities to attend private English lessons¢oease their interactive oral
communicative competency levels. The proficienayosons caused by the lack of English
practice have created the self-doubt and low cenfid in their spoken interactive
competence that JTEs mentioned in 5.3.3. It is mapd to note that many JTEs indicated a
willingness to raise their speaking competencel$evgiven the opportunity. One focus
group participant related how while she had a aae gabbatical for study she attended
private English lessons once a week, paid for Wwghown money, to increase her
proficiency. However, once she returned to fulltitmaching again she had to quit the

lessons due to time constraints.
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5.3.6. Textbook Issues

Samimy and Brutt-Griffler (1999, p. 135), in a gead study comparing native and
non-native English speakers, claimed that non-eatpeaking English teachers tend to rely
on textbooks. As | suggested in 5.3.1 this is tlukurashiki JTEs who rely on their
textbooks due to time restrictions. The textboadesduin Kurashiki junior high schools are
not designed for communicative activities. The ifitgd from the textbook analysis showed
that communicative activities— especially of a freature— are almost nonexistent,
resulting in students receiving practice at readilogid rather than communication. This
echoes Rubrecht’s (2004, p. 126) and Gates’ (200307) findings of gaps between
MEXT policy and MEXT approved textbooks.

Time does not allow for Kurashiki JTEs to desigretcommunicative activities
themselves. Textbooks also tend to be regardedlds-eaft” for many teachers who have
competency issues and using textbooks has becansatiiest way to teach lessons for
some JTEs. Some JTEs suggested that parents aeatstibecome uneasy if the textbook
Is neglected because they believe that JTEs azhitepthe wrong material- not the
material needed to pass the senior high schodmeegrexaminations. Judging from my
data it is evident that JTEs are aware of texttslaktcomings but use them regardless

because of student and/or parent pressure, congydtsues, and time constraints.

5.4. Research Question Three

Are there gaps between MEXT’s public junior hightsmol EFL policies for oral

communication and the current practices and beliefSpublic junior high school JTES?

54.1. MEXT —JTE Relations

The MEXT — JTE relationship is extremely strainkds evident from comments

made in focus group sessions, interviews, and fjoestionnaire data that JTEs do not
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respect MEXT. In describing MEXT JTEs used phraseh as “elite”, “out-of-touch”, and
“unreal”. MEXT appears to be ignorant of junior higchool EFL realities. The major
source of resentment seems to come from MEXT fgrpwlicies on the JTEsS yet never
consulting them or even trying to understand tffiécdities faced in junior high school. In
turn MEXT tend to think that the JTEs are incompe{€hilds, 2005). Shimahara (1998, p.
256) stated that the Japanese government has Stemity viewed the teachers as servants
of the state, not professionals”. Prior studiesshstated that for reform to be successful the
group implementing the changes, in this case tlies Jieed to have some say in the
planning phase (Savignon, 1991, p. 274; Lamie, 200252; Pacek, 1996; Li, 1998).
However, LoCastro (1996, p. 43) pointed out thabdas a very hierarchical country
where policy makers have little regard for the défsliof those putting reforms into practice.
Despite tradition much of the JTE reluctance tolengent policies comes from MEXT’s
attitude. It also seems that the philosophy onestideeds of many JTESs is incongruent
with MEXT policy and as O’Donnell (2005, p. 314)emented about MEXT policy
adoption “it will only occur when a majority of tefaers believe that change in the

classroom is truly beneficial to their students.”

5.4.2. MEXT Policy And Lesson Content

The most significant finding in regards to Resbd@uiestion Three was that policy
and lesson content did not match. The policiesMaXT has set out for the JTES to
implement simply describe expected outcomes butigeano details on how to achieve the
outcomes. Gorsuch (2000, p. 687) suggested thamntision of instruction details has
created “a loophole through which teachers canitgoatteaching as they always have, yet
believe they are operating within The Course ofigtuMost Kurashiki JTEs do not follow
MEXT policies. They have a philosophy on studergdseand teach accordingly. Reform
has not resulted in a change of teaching styléaumashiki. A huge majority of JTEs stated
that they learnt English by yakudoku, but more thalf of the JTEs claimed they do not
teach using this method. According to both intesvparticipants, however, this claim is

not true. Both interviewed JTEs stated that yakudeks in widespread use and the
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method of choice of Kurashiki JTEs. O’'Donnell (2095313) also concluded this on a
Japan-wide scale while Porcaro (2004, p. 80) sthi@chpproximately 80% of JTEs rely
on yakudoku. One interview participant assertetitthmbest students may not need to be
taught by yakudoku but the slower learners abslyluédy on it.

The likely discrepancy between reported and agitedtice in this regard may have
been due to the negative image of yakudoku in atEEL thinking. The interview
participants maintained that JTEs would be ashaanddembarrassed to admit that they
used yakudoku because it is viewed as out-of-dade @ossibly more importantly, an
impediment to students speaking English. Both gigdits said that while they were
ashamed to use it yakudoku was a necessary eaefoor high school entrance
examination preparation and they must use it tarensigh levels of student
comprehension. This may not be the only reasorthismethod is still in widespread use
as a number of critical commentaries identified thachers are the product of their prior
learning experiences, Lamie (1999) and Borg (20i@8)example, and as seen in 4.3.5
most JTEs stated they learnt by the yakudoku method

The yakudoku method is conducted almost exclusivelapanese, meaning that
students are starved of the valuable input thatnadfiche literature emphasises, e.qg.
LoCastro (1996, p. 53). A reliance on yakudoku msp explain the strong JTE support
for speaking Japanese in EFL classes, which ctsihith the 2003 MEXT mandate that
asserted that the majority of EFL classes be cdedun English; the same mission
statement which also openly condemned the usekoitgku.

Though most JTEs generally agreed that the educatnior high school students
receive should produce students that can talk abpids relating to daily life in the current
learning environment, beliefs and practices careapfp be very different. This point is
clear from data on the types of activities JTE&estdhey use to develop student speaking
skills. Choral reading was the most popular of ¢heghile the only activity listed by the
JTEs that had potential to be communicative was-ptdys. However, in my experience,
junior high school role-plays have meant studesdsling short dialogues from their
textbooks in pairs in front of the class— dialogliles the exercise listed in 4.3.8. This
echoes the findings of Taguchi’'s (2005) researcapanese senior high school EFL

communication classes. Most activities used invohemorizing key phrases, which are
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important for the initial stages of fluency devetmgnt. However, it is a widely held
premise that activities should progress from thenorésation of key phrases level to
something freer as students advance, but | fourgvitence of this happening. The results
show that JTEs are using the same activities fgratles. So, while the MEXT 2003
“Action Plan” stated that the junior high schoot®s was on cultivating abilities in
listening and speaking, | do not believe this iggening.

The Japanese Minister of Education, Culture, Sp&tience and Technology,
Atsuko Toyama (2003), wrote in an open statemegdraing the implementation of the
“Action Plan™

The cooperation of all parties will be greatly agapated. It is hoped that all

relevant parties can understand the purpose andiségnce of these

changes, and further address the task of improvepasitively and

voluntarily in accordance with their individual pessibilities.

MEXT and Toyama are asking teachers to implemelatips while it appears that MEXT

is ignoring its own role in policy implementatiothe implementation of proposed
reductions in EFL class size, for example— soausth not expect trust or action from JTEs.
Rather than being an “Action Plan”, MEXT propodade been more an “Inaction Plan”.
MEXT stated that students will be streamed accgrthrproficiency in junior high school
English classes. There is no evidence of streamikgirashiki— an issue often mentioned
by JTEs in the focus groups, questionnaires, ateiviilews. The adoption of small-group
teaching proposed by MEXT has not occurred in Khikasthe average class size is 27.4

students, and the mode still stands at 35.

5.4.3. JTE Training And The Achievement Of MEXT Dir ectives

The second most prominent finding in regards teeRech Question Three was the
evidence of poor pre- and in-service training thEEs have had and still receive. This has

made a considerable contribution to the non-implaaten of policy in lessons and is

12 http://www.mext.go.jp/english/topics/03072801.htm
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more than likely the most significant cause ofkheashiki JTEs’ low achievement levels
of MEXT directives regarding speaking proficienegts. The pre-service training in oral
communication was viewed by most JTEs as insuffici€his is consistent with Nunan’s
study on JTEs (2003) in which he stated that thegfrservice training was “inadequate”.
Astonishingly no Kurashiki JTE claimed to have laay training in teaching EFL. Similar
to Browne and Wada’s (1998, p. 101) research esuibst of the JTEs in Kurashiki
graduated in English Literature and only receivé@week teaching section before
graduating as teachers. Interview participantdedlow they learnt their teaching method
“on-the-job”, which they asserted was the Japasgde of education; university provides
entry into the workplace, but specific skill leargioccurs once employed. The future
training of JTEs must be brought in line with th&XIT policies for JTEs to deliver the
curriculum effectively.

Kurashiki JTEs have not achieved the targeted figetion levels in the STEP,
TOEFL, or the TOEIC tests in the numbers that MEXanted; 53% is nowhere near the
“almost all” suggested by MEXT. According to Chil(Z05) MEXT blames the JTEs for
this lack of achievement. This attitude is unreigig the current environment. If JTES
want to increase their English competence theyemgonsible to find and pay for their
tuition. Furthermore, MEXT provides no financiallogistical assistance to JTEs taking
any of the competency tests listed in its mandapen achieving a MEXT directive JTES
receive no tangible credit. According to an inteww participant MEXT does not even
check to see whether JTEs have achieved the diesctiTEs know what is needed to
become fluent in a second language but it is ngir|ing that many JTEs are not
increasing their abilities given the pressuresroét money, and the lack of financial
incentives.

| found an obvious link between experience andadnevement of MEXT
directives. Gorsuch (2000) also noted significaffecences between teachers based on
experience. One may surmise that student profigienels will rise in the future as the
“less qualified” JTEs retire and the new, “more lifiead” JTESs take their places. However,
two points challenge this theory: as a true EFLiramment Kurashiki JTEs and students
lack chances to practise authentic English; arldragas the senior high school entrance

examinations remain the same JTEs will always faessure to teach towards them.
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In-service training in Kurashiki in the form of tbbace onlyrelatively short
speaking proficiency classes and the annual demadiost lessons appears to be inadequate
to meet the needs of the JTEs if they are to impterMEXT policy on cultivating spoken
English in the students. However, surprisingly, idd<¥s had a generally favourable view
of the in-service training that they have receivéek this positive feedback could be more
a reflection of the social aspects of training.lBohe-on-one interview participants stated
that the annual demonstration classes conductedl®agues provide a good chance for
English teachers to catch-up and have a break &aaythe classroom, but serve little
purpose in improving English speech education. gther in-service training provided by
the Kurashiki Board of Education is a 10 day Ergtisnversation course. Some JTEs
noted on the questionnaire that without continuresarvice training this course had no
meaning. Unfortunately in Kurashiki JTEs only reeeone opportunity to attend these
conversation courses and any competence that tbe i@y have gained from these
sessions would be lost due to a lack of opportesitid use English in authentic situations.
Gorsuch (2001) commented on the great variancedegtwrefectures in regards to the
frequency and the content of in-service trainirgit $s likely that some prefectures provide

better in-service training to their JTEs than Kaikis

5.5. Summary

Key points arriving from the discussion on Rese&cestion One are: the high
regard parents and students have for EFL in jumigit school. Despite this, English is one
of the least popular subjects amongst studentsjlggdecause of their EFL teachers’
personalities, the instruction method employedy fherceptions of the practicality of
English, or simply because English is a non-physitavement subject in junior high
school. JTEs and students were divided over whéhglish should be taught
academically or for future communication. The maspiration of both parents and
students was passing the senior high school emm@amination and for this reason JTES
orientate their lessons towards students beingtaldehieve this.

The most prominent finding in relation to Resedgulestion Two was the influence

of test impact from the senior high school entragxamination. JTEs feel compelled to
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enable their students to pass the English sectitmsoexam above all else as a student
failure is seen as equating to a JTE and schdaréaiStudents also seem unmotivated
towards lesson content that will not be coverettheéEnglish section of the senior high
school entrance examination which, in turn, pressJi Es to focus on the content of this
exam or face discipline problems in class. Spokegligh input during lessons is
inadequate as the interactive speaking proficieaecyidence in many JTES is low,
resulting in many JTEs conducting their lessondajpanese to save face. Though many
JTEs are interested in increasing their speakiiig sthe limited time that they have
outside lesson time means this is impossible. Gliags are far in excess of what JTEs
consider to be the highest limit for productiverteag— meaning that potential discipline
problems are exaggerated— providing more incemdiyest teach “test English” and less
incentive to speak English.

Key issues regarding Research Question Thredhargroor relationship between
MEXT and the JTEs. MEXT has consistently viewed 988 incompetent, while JTEs see
MEXT as the ignorant elite. Policy and teachingcics in junior high school were found
not to match. Though MEXT states that junior highaol should be a place where
speaking skills are cultivated in the studentsniatoded that the activities JTES were using
were not communicative. MEXT policies are presovgptreating a loophole through
which JTEs can continue to use yakudoku— whichbsaoonducted entirely in Japanese.
From information provided by the JTEs it has beamctuded that the pre-service training
of current JTEs was insufficient. The current invgee training program in Kurashiki is
also inadequate in providing JTEs with the skiisdach oral communication. This
inadequacy may have influenced the Kurashiki JTiteaement levels of MEXT speaking
proficiency directives which are below the levelbjicly demanded by MEXT.
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CHAPTER 6 - CONCLUSION

6.1. Introduction

In the final section of my research journey | waltldress the three research
guestions, examine the main method- the questimamployed to gather my data,
explain the conclusions reached, such as the ugakofloku as the method of choice in
junior high school EFL classrooms, look at the pcatimplications of this research
focusing on what both JTEs and MEXT need to ddvenftture, and provide a guide to
future research that could be carried out in tieislf including research to build on my
findings regarding the MEXT — JTE relationship.illwonclude this chapter with a frank

closing statement.

6.2. Research Summary

Parents and students see English as having antampoole within junior high
school education, although it was found to be #wsd most unpopular subject amongst
students. Parents generally felt that EFL in juhigh school should have a communicative
rather than an academic focus, but only a slighontg of students and JTEs concurred.
JTEs reported accurately that the parents and sisidesre more interested in learning EFL
to prepare for the English section of the senightgchool entrance examination. In
accommodating this wish JTEs overwhelmingly orieadaheir lessons towards these
exams. Oral communication has far less prominemedl three groups questioned
compared to preparing for the senior high schotlb@ce examinations and suffers greatly
as a result. Put simply, because a JTE’s wortlased on their ability to get students into
senior high school JTEs focus on “test English”jcihdue to the lack of a speaking
component in the entrance examination, does nbidecspeaking skills.

Senior high school entrance examination test itnwas by far the greatest

handicap the JTEs reported facing in teachingaalmunication. The influence is so
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strong that JTEs reported spending most of thetesme teaching towards the exams,
cutting speaking activities if lesson time was tedi The senior high school entrance
examinations also influence student motivation,chilwas also cited as being a major
handicap; students are not motivated to focus dis skat will not help them in the senior
high school entrance examinations. JTE Englishlspgaroficiency is another stated
handicap that negatively influences the amountrgfliEh spoken in class, resulting in
inadequate input for the students. Class sizessalmajor issue: the JTEs teach classes far
in excess of the size that they consider optimiails ias exaggerated the discipline and the
mixed ability problems that JTEs face. The scaree-fime available to JTEs has meant
that JTEs cannot undertake private English speakitign to increase their proficiency. It
has also meant that they have no time to createncomncative activities for their students.
Without communicative activities it is impossibte the students to increase their speaking
proficiency because the textbook- the sixth rartka@utlicap— is non-communicative
despite having official government approval.

Gaps exist between MEXT EFL oral communicatioriqgee and JTE teaching
practice in junior high school. MEXT is pushing thdtivation of student speaking
abilities, yet the official policy is ambiguous@Ning the JTEs to continue to use yakudoku
in lessons— though inadequate JTE training is @dsty to blame for the reliance on this
method. As yakudoku is conducted in Japanese bg,JTEas undermined MEXT'’s
instruction that EFL classes be taught almost exadlly in English. Speaking activities
that students are completing in lessons are nonyeorcative and often rely on rote
memorisation. While JTEs generally agree that stigdachieve the stated MEXT goals for
junior high school they believe that they posselsstter understanding of student needs
which, according to most JTES, does not includeliEimgpeaking skills. Perhaps the main
reason for the poor adherence to official policyJB¥s is the unhealthy relationship
between them and the policy makers, MEXT. Inade®jd&E training, both pre- and in-
service, has meant a lower level of achievemenptaficiency tests by Kurashiki JTEs than

the achievement levels desired by MEXT.
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6.3. Methodology

The development of the main tools in data gatlgetime three questionnaires, was a
very thorough process. Questionnaire developmehtdwer six months before acceptable
final copies were administered. All three questairegs were based on prior studies and
information provided by focus groups. Question gemnere written and then analysed by
language experts for relevancy, ambiguity, and @mteness. To ensure accuracy, the
guestions were translated into Japanese, backgilsBmnd then once again back to
Japanese by three separate translators. The questies were piloted by a selection of
JTEs, principals of participating schools, studeat&l parents for further relevance,
ambiguity, and appropriateness checks. The sugbesteections/adjustments were made
to the questionnaires, printed in Japanese to prmsponse rates, and then they were
finally administered.

Prior to the sessions | did not plan to use infaran from focus groups for
anything other than questionnaire developmentttmitnformation gathered in the two
focus group sessions was so insightful it couldb®oignored as stand-alone data in its own
right. The data from these sessions was used ¢enlysthroughout the process of data
analysis where the interplay between the focusgeassion transcripts and data from the
guestionnaires was analysed. Focus group datals@ssed in the discussion writing to
provide explanation and insight into the meaninigguestionnaire responses.

Weaknesses in the questionnaires became appatenaa@ministration. One such
weakness was the absence of in-depth questionsno@ central themes, in particular JTE
policy awareness and what things JTEs value alpesgiivice training. It therefore became
essential to develop individual JTE interviews toyade information as an extension to the
guestionnaire findings. The information from thesethods restated and extended the
findings from the questionnaire. Unfortunately asMogistically impossible to undertake
either focus group or interview sessions with gsapparents or students.

Researching in the Japanese junior high schoot@mwient posed predicted and
unforeseen challenges. | was aware of the podgibiligroup settings presenting barriers
for Japanese to express their own opinions canditilgh is the main reason | opted for

focus groups containing few participants. By ddimg | managed to minimise this cultural
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trait. An unforeseen challenge occurred when | @qgeecting to administer the parent and
student questionnaires in the first junior highaahl was unaware that the school
principal had not read either of the questionngorgs to my printing of 500
questionnaires and arrival at the school to adrt@nibem. The JTE involved with the
design process and | corresponded regularly, makimgerous alterations to the
questionnaires as we perfected them for administrad the students and their parents.
The JTE and | both felt that the questionnairegiesias completed, but when the principal
read the questionnaires he had issues with sorthe efording and felt that one item in
particular was culturally unacceptable. | wasgth no choice other than to dispose of
the 500 pre-printed questionnaires and to makaltbeations demanded by the principal
before he would let either questionnaire be adn@resl in his school. The lesson here is
that the principal has absolute authority and th& fwvord in the school.

6.4. Research Conclusions

In the questionnaires parents and students staaedhey regard EFL in junior high
school as being very important. This finding destafrom the suggestions made by
scholars such as Guest (2006), who have stateétiggish is not considered important by
Japanese people. However, the theories of theséasgimay contain a lot of truth as the
importance ratings in my results were most probgablsitively influenced by the senior
high school entrance examinations. The JTEs ineagarch generally believed this to be
the case, matching the research conclusions ott#in et al. (1991), Johnson and
Johnson (1996), and Atake (2003). Additional dedenfmy research indicated that both
parents and students desired the skills to padsrigksh section in the senior high school
entrance examination above all else. My findingsoed the conclusions of O’'Donnell
(2005) in regards to the parents. The implicatibthese findings is that should English be
dropped from the senior high school entrance exatmoins EFL’s importance rating in
junior high school would in all likelihood plummétoveday’s (1996) opinion regarding
the low popularity of EFL amongst Japanese schodeests has been reinforced by my
findings. Loveday suggested the reason for thedopularity of EFL came from the

continued use of yakudoku. While my questionnaaacuggested that yakudoku use was
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in serious decline this was refuted in JTE intemdematching the findings of Porcaro
(2004), Rubrecht (2004), and LoCastro (1996).

Yakudoku may be used to control students in lafgeses because it gives students
little freedom to become disruptive; they must diristen, read, and write. Kurashiki
JTEs teach classes far larger than what they cengicde an optimal size for teaching oral
communication and as a result probably draw ontaolythey think will assist them during
lessons— yakudoku being one of those tools. Anatheson for yakudoku’s maintenance is
test impact. While much of the literature has f@clien test impact created by the
university entrance examinations | found stronglemnce of its existence at the junior high
school level in response to the senior high sckatiance examination. This has created
gaps between junior high school EFL policy and heéag practice. The main issue is that
JTEs are expected to teach speaking skills by MEgetTthe senior high school entrance
examinations continue to lack an English speakorgponent. When one considers that a
student failure is viewed as equating to a teafdilerre it is not surprising that JTEs
orientate their lessons towards the senior higlaobntrance examinations. | found strong
evidence of this occurring in Kurashiki which coned with the findings of LoCastro
(1996) and Takanashi (2004). Few JTEs seemed wiltirchange their teaching style to
match MEXT policies perhaps because of the presegipature of MEXT policies and the
laxity in policing policy implementation by MEXT.additional reason for JTES
maintaining old methods could be the lack of resfieat JTEs hold for MEXT and its
policy makers. | found strong evidence of hostifityn JTEs towards MEXT. This
hostility appears to stem from the perception MBIXT does not try to understand the
difficulties that JTEs face or consider JTE opisiovhen creating new policies. It appears
that because of this relationship any future pesiavill meet with the same fate, non-
implementation. MEXT must mend their relationshiphwiTEs before progress can be
made.

The activity types submitted by JTEs in the questare were not free or creative
but relied on rote memorisation, matching the figdi of previous research, for example,
George and George (1995) and Le Tendre (1999). diElyshave considered these
activities as being communicative but in many cristi¢he activities they submitted would

not be viewed as being communicative at all. Welileral reading and rote memorisation
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may develop the foundations of proficiency JTEsraxebuilding on these initial skills and
use the same activities throughout all gradesniojuhigh school, undermining the
foundation that students may have developed. Aorefs the lack of true communicative
activities could be low JTE proficiency. My datalicated that many Kurashiki JTEs were
not confident with their speaking skills. This hmaest probably created an environment
deficient in spoken English where students receigdequate comprehensible input.

Pre-service JTE training data matched what ottteolars, such as Browne and
Wada (1998), had suggested: it is inadequate andrtiversity qualification of most JTEs
is in English literature. Most JTES received nocsfietraining in foreign language
teaching in their pre-service education, meaniad tirey had no method to fall back on
once teaching other than the method by which teagnkt English— more often than not
yakudoku. In-service training in Kurashiki to angider seems very limited, but the
questionnaire data showed that JTEs seemed sati$hés is surprising considering that
JTE interview participants asserted that Kurash#d no regular in-service training for
JTEs other than one annual demonstration classuctediby a JTE. Accordingly,
Kurashiki JTE 53% achievement of MEXT directivesasbelow the levels expected by
MEXT, yet better than the 2005 nationwide JTE aotment level of 10% asserted by
Childs (2005). It appears though that MEXT is nma@erned by a lack of JTE achievement
of directives since interview participants mainedrthat individuals are not monitored by
MEXT to see if they have achieved mandates— magcthia assertions of Rubrecht (2004).
Furthermore, MEXT offers no incentives to JTEs velspire to and reach the desired
proficiency levels. For the proficiency directiieshave any major effect on the current
JTEs | believe that this situation must change.

Parents generally thought that students shoutd leaw to speak English, however,
the students and, more importantly, the JTEs weidet! in their view on whether junior
high school EFL should be taught for academia amraanication. This finding is
significant due to the high number of JTEs who gepBIEXT directions to teach English
speaking skills. The parents based their view ergéneral belief that their children would
need speaking skills for the future. Despite thestbns between students over EFL for
academia or communication many students felt theyldvneed English speaking skills,
contradicting Bruthiaux’s (2002) belief but matohiAtsuko Toyama’s (2003) written
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statement in her role as the Japanese Ministedot&ion, Culture, Sports, Science and
Technology. The JTEs had mixed views on whethetestts needed English speaking
skills for the future, which must demotivate JTEgeaching speaking to students. Most
literature tends to concur with the opinion that thajority of students will never have to
speak English in “the real world”. Attitudes mayfeli in JTEs teaching in cities such as
Osaka or Tokyo, where contact with English spea&atside of an educational
environment can occur daily, but in “rural” citisgch as Kurashiki the only English
speaking foreigner students are likely to encouniteat semi-regular basis is their school’s
AET. Even if students seek opportunities to practieeir English in authentic situations the

opportunities are usually non-existent.

6.5. Practical Implications

The English language research on the Japanese hugioschool EFL environment
is inadequate. There should be much more Engligljulage research on this sector as
thousands of native English speakers are currentiyloyed in Japanese public junior and
senior high schools to teach EFL. Many of these E&lchers have insufficient Japanese
language skills to comprehend any studies condwstddvritten in Japanese. If accessible
research was available to these teachers det#iengressures faced by all those engaged
in junior high school EFL education, then | am igsithat they would have a greater
understanding and sympathy towards their studantstheir JTE colleagues. In junior
high school many of the educational decisions nigdgtudents have huge ramifications on
their future. Entry into senior high school is adke or break” period in Japanese life. In
light of this, it is surprising that junior highlsmol EFL education has been neglected as a
research domain. It is important that this reseachade available to the public for two
reasons: so that people are aware of some of theons evident in Japanese public junior
high school EFL education, and so future reseasoten build on my findings to benefit
this domain.

The implications for JTEs is that they must be naemanding of both the local
Board of Education and MEXT on a number of isspasticularly in matching the senior

high school entrance examination to junior highoetfeFL policy by adding a spoken
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component to it, decreasing EFL class sizes, piogithore free time and incentives for
JTE speaking skill development, and providing adéguegular in-service training with a
focus on the speaking skills aspect of teaching.

There are two main implications for MEXT. It shodddgin working more
collaboratively with JTEs: after all both partidsage the common goal of providing the
students with a sound English education. MEXT néedsk JTE opinions because JTEs
know the junior high school EFL environment thetbesthout this information MEXT is
blind as to how to make this domain most effectivappears from the results that JTEs
would appreciate being consulted on junior highostEFL matters and would be more
likely to implement policies that they had a handvriting. Secondly, MEXT needs to alter
the makeup of the English section in the senioh Bighool entrance examination. It needs
to have a spoken component in the examinationlidata its policy on cultivating
speaking skills in junior high school studentsidfspoken component is put in the
examination there will be no shift in junior higbh®ol teaching practice by JTEs and gaps

between this and policy will remain.

6.6. Future Research

Japanese senior high school and university EFir@mwments have been the focus
of numerous studies whereas junior high schooréesived minimal attention. My
research has revealed details on the mindset of, B&dents, and parents regarding the
junior high school EFL environment in a typical fall Japanese city. This thesis also
provides further evidence of the struggles that Edechers in general face, not only in
Japan but elsewhere in other Asia communities, agdhose examined by Hu (2002) and
Li (1998). More importantly for the EFL policy weits in Japan this thesis provides
evidence of the prevailing attitude that JTEs haveards MEXT policies and MEXT in
general.

My research focused on the implementation levé&Feif policy in junior high
school. Now that the opinion of numerous JTEs ieustood it may be a worthy pursuit to
research MEXT's estimation of the junior high schBBL environment, rather than only

relying on newspaper column opinions written bydsdatrs such as Childs (2005) as to how
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MEXT views JTEs. It would be enlightening to intexw the policy makers. The hurdle
that would impede the research would be gainingssto those people. MEXT displays
an aloof attitude evident from the ignoring of reytér sent to the government department
inquiring about inconsistencies between OECD an&IVIEesearch results.

It would be worthwhile analysing if Kurashiki isity a typical Japanese “rural” city,
especially in consideration of ispecial district of Englisistatus. | suggest performing the
same research using the same questionnaire onsithi&r sized cities within Japan.
Another research area could be a focus on thereifées between the “rural” JTEs, such as
those from Kurashiki, and “urban” JTEs, such as¢hivom Kobe, Osaka, or Tokyo, to
gauge if there are any attitudinal differences leetwJTE groups. Alternately this research
could focus on students and/or parents to see hewadttitudes differ between the “rural”
and “urban” environments.

To conduct in-depth studies on the issues thisares has uncovered would be
invaluable. | assert that my research simply reagktthe issues involved with junior high
school EFL policy implementation and the poor ielahip that JTEs and MEXT appear
to have. We need to explore further the issuegdarsthis research, in particular, why
parents and students hold JHS EFL in such highrdetze reasons for persistent yakudoku
use by JTEs, and the changes needed before JTHs witlingly implement MEXT
policy. Another reason for further explorationascover the gaps left by my research, for
example: comparing EFL success between schoolaraadgsing why one school has a
more successful EFL program than another, how BU&EE pre-service training compares
to the past and how well it is poised to enablarRiITEs to implement MEXT policy, and
getting MEXT reaction to my data.

It would be rewarding to conduct further researnlthe students. | concluded that
all parties involved in junior high school were goeninantly concerned with the senior
high school entrance examination. Students fettEmglish was very important in their
education but also stated their dislike for it asbject. According to interviewed JTES
student motivation towards speaking English de@®as they progress through the grades.
Longitudinal research on motivation towards leagriimglish speaking skills would
provide evidence on whether this is true. Data khba collected from students on junior

high school entry and at the end of each gradeawvigle comparisons on student attitudes
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to speaking English. Interviews with third yeardgnts may provide detailed reasons as to

why attitude changes occur.

6.7. Summary

This chapter has examined the prominent conclgdiam this study. Clearly
students and parents both regard junior high scwmekry important but it is likely that
this is because of senior high school test infleed@st impact from the senior high school
entrance examinations seems to have influencedTiis, students, and parents to a high
degree. It has created divisions within these gsayer whether EFL in junior high school
should be taught academically or for future comroation. JTES asserted that test impact
was the biggest hurdle to teaching speaking skillsssons. They stated that they focus
their lessons towards the senior high school eograxaminations. Other important
handicaps were low student motivation toward lessmrient not relevant to the senior
high school entrance examinations, JTE spoken &mglioficiency, and class size.
Together with other factors, these problems haselted in gaps between MEXT JHS EFL
policy and JTE teaching practices. The policiegedtze results desired by MEXT but no
instructions on how they can be achieved; thisndIdTEs to continue using yakudoku,
which can be conducted exclusively in Japanesendider that the activities used in EFL
lessons for communication would not be regardecbasmunicative in other contexts. The
pre- and in-service training of Kurashiki JTEs agmseo be ineffective in providing JTEs
with the English speaking skills necessary to teaaglish oral communication, and may
also be a contributing factor in JTE achievemewglieof MEXT directives being lower
than MEXT desired. However, this low achievemenglanay also be a result of a lack of
incentives from MEXT, a lack of checks done on &hievement conducted by MEXT,
and the poor JTE — MEXT relationship that | foulitie most prominent practical
implications from my findings were: JTEs need tonh@e demanding of both their local
Board of Education and of MEXT on issues relatim¢giaching conditions, matching the
senior high school entrance examination to EFLgyolnd providing adequate in-service
training. MEXT must consult JTEs when designinggoand must change the senior high

school entrance examination to match the currenbjthigh school EFL policy.
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A breakdown of the methodology was provided givanlgrief description of the
techniques used to gather information that was ursedy research. Along with this |
detailed some of the weaknesses | thought existedyimethod and the challenges | faced
in gathering data on the Japanese public junidr Bapool EFL environment. | also
suggested some areas that | consider to be wottlyuse research, these included
surveying MEXT in light of my findings here, pround) a more in-depth analysis of issues
in junior high school, for example, examining tAg&J- MEXT relationship in detail, and

doing a more detailed analysis of the studentsid#s toward EFL.

6.8. Final Statement

This thesis has shown that teaching oral communit#@t Japanese junior high
school EFL classrooms is only a priority for thdippomakers, MEXT. Regardless of
whether English continues to cement itselfreedanguage of the world this problem will
not be remedied until Japanese senior high scimi@ree examinations match language
teaching policy. | predict that a match betweengyand reality would only be the first
step in a long and arduous process as | contenhd Tl have not been provided with the
English speaking or the pedagogic skills to enabigpid shift in teaching methodology.

F o ol K % %0 5 ¥ (1 no naka no kawazu taikai o shirazsia well known
Japanese proverb that can be translatgeagle are satisfied to judge things by their own
narrow experience, never knowing of the wide wotltside This is the situation facing
many native English speakers working within Japafesior high schools as assistant
English teachers. Most statements made by thesgaag<English teachers are short on
facts and based on limited observation, and culprgudice. Thenarrow experiencéhese
assistant English teachers have is based on tassroom experiences, while tivede
world outsiderelates to the intricate systems and beliefs thataie beneath the surface of
Japanese EFL education. From the outset my airbé®sto provide these people with a
deeper understanding and underlying facts on Japguagrior high school EFL education.
My message to any native English speaker workirggJdapanese junior high school is

simple: have sympathy, show respect, encouragenake suggestions, but do not make
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culturally based judgements, and never give updmuitie to look out the window and

count money.
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APPENDIX 2: KURASHIKI JHS JTE

EXPERIENCE LEVELS
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Figure A2: Kurashiki JHS JTE Experience Levels
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APPENDIX 3: DOCUMENTS SENT TO

Q-SORT JUDGES
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Dear ,

The three sets of papers you have receivefbaeevalidity and reliability test on
the questionnaire | have designed to use as thepyidata collection tool in my Masters thesis. ©bsly, for such an
important research report, validity and reliabibitye paramount. | hope that you can find time innfmusy schedules to
do these tests for me. Your kind support and effocompleting the tests will be greatly appredatés soon as you have

completed the tests, mail the construct papers foagle, using the Kawasaki internal mail system, at

Douglas Rapley,
English Dept.,
50 Floor,

Kawasaki Medical School.
If you have any problems or questions please calatr85099
Thank you very much for your time and effort.

Yours Sincerely,

Douglas Rapley
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Explanation of Terms

JTE = Japanese teacher of English

MEXT = Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Sege and Technology

The MEXT policy for junior high school =

“On graduating from a junior high school, studerdga conduct basic communication with regard tosaseeh as

greetings, responses, or topics relating to dégy’|

Source: http://www.mext.go.jp/english/topics/030F2Htm

Validity and Reliability Test Instructions

1. Please ensure that there are 3 sets of papemindiryou;
a. Parentitems for g-sort & parent constructs
b. Student items for g-sort & student constructs

c. JTE items for g-sort & JTE constructs

2. Complete each set of papers separately

3. On the items for g-sort papers there are long éisatements/questions — these statements/qugstiepending on
the test results, will be in my final questionnaemnt to the relevant groups. On the constructrgapere are

headings featuring numerous subheadings with blosdesv them.

4. Please write only the statement/question numbers fthe questionnaire paper in the boxes beneattelineant
subheadings on the construct paper. If a statequastfion does not fit into any particular box wthe number in
the box below ‘Ambiguous Statements’ heading atibttom of the page. These statements/questiohbevileleted
from the final questionnaire question pool. If ywave any helpful suggestions, please write thetiheabottom of

the constructs page.

5. Please send all three constructs pages back ttheédms for g-sort papers can be discarded).eTbifeer people
will also be completing this test. Upon receivirligests | will compile and statistically analyzeen, delete

ambiguous statements/questions and act upon yggestions.

Thank you for your support.
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Parent Items for O-sort

My child should be taught how to respond accuratelgnglish

My child will need to be able to speak Englishhie future

My child should be taught how to greet people inglish

English should be taught as an academic subjdwréian as a tool for communication
My child should be taught how to talk about his/daily life in English

My child should only be taught the things that waiéllp him/her enter a good high school

N o o b~ ow e

Please rank the following junior high school sut§én order of importance for your child’s educatio
(from 1~9, 1 being the most important)

_____ Mathematics

_____Physical Education

_____ Science

__ English

_____ Social Studies

__ Japanese

_Industrial Arts/fHomemaking

Art

Music
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Parent Constructs

Parent Opinions about Junior High School EFL

Why English is taught in junior high school

What English their children should be taught iniquitnigh school

The ranking in importance of junior high school jgals their children are taught

Parent Opinions about Their Children’s Future Use d English

The need of English in their children’s future

Ambiguous Statements

Statements/questions that don't fit into a speaéitegory

If you have any comments about the statements/quéshs, please write them at the bottom of this page
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Student Items for O-sort

| should be taught how to greet people in English

English should be taught as an academic subjdwrttan as a tool for communication
| should be taught how to respond accurately inligng

| should only be taught the things that will help emter a good high school

| will need to be able to speak English in the fatu

2 T o

| should be taught how to talk about my daily liieEnglish

7. Please rank the following junior high school sutsen order of importance for your education
(from 1~9, 1 being the most important)
_____ Mathematics
_____Pnhysical Education
_____ Science
__ English
_____ Social Studies
__ Japanese
_Industrial Arts/fHomemaking
Art

Music

8. Please rank the following junior high schooljsuts in the order in which you like them

(from 1~9, 1 being the subject that you like thestho
_____ Mathematics
_____Pnhysical Education
_____Science
_____English
_____Social Studies
___Japanese
___Industrial Arts’fHomemaking
Art

Music
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Student Constructs

Student Opinions about Junior High School EFL

Why English is taught in junior high school

What English they should be taught in junior highaol

The ranking of junior high school subjects in intpoice

The ranking of junior high school subjects in prefee

Student Opinions about Their Future

The need of English in their future

Ambiguous Statements

Statements/questions that don't fit into a speaéitegory

If you have any comments about the statements/quésts, please write them at the bottom of this page
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N

14.
15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
20.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

JTE Items for Q-sort

If high school entrance exams had a speakingosettvould teach more oral communication in my dess
Parents are more concerned about their child prepéor high school entrance exams than practi&nglish
conversation

Changing my teaching style to match MEXT policiegasy

In Japan people need to be able to communicataglidh

Junior high school English classes should produuaesits who can talk about daily life

Good test scores in junior high school are esddotizecuring good employment as an adult

My English speaking proficiency influences my lesso

To learn to speak English the students need tokrrof English

My students are motivated to speak English

. Junior high school English classes should produagests who can respond accurately

. I have time in class to do activities that areindhe textbook

.l use the traditional ‘yakudoku’ method to teach siydents

. English in junior high school is studied as an &eaid subject, rather than to provide the studeiitts tive ability to

communicate using the language

Policy makers in MEXT understand the difficulti€BE}s experience

To become a good English speaker you need a teatireis a good English speaker

The English teaching syllabus made by MEXT providssful instructions on how to teach with theirigiels in
mind

English lessons should focus on 100% accuracy

MEXT policies have no effect on my lesson content

Teaching my students English oral communicatioh lp&luseful for them in high school

| learnt English by the traditional ‘yakudoku’ methwhen | was a student

My students have the skills to do English speakictiyities

The NET at my school should be the teacher whokspeaglish in the lessons

Speaking tests can be graded objectively

To become a proficient English speaker you musttima speaking English

The English textbook | use is useful for developimgl communication skills

Using Japanese in class is natural for JTEs

Students are only interested in studying Englispass high school entrance exams

MEXT considers the opinions of JTEs when theyeviite English syllabus

My lessons are orientated towards helping studzags high school entrance exams

The courses | completed while | was training t@l E in university were useful after | began wogkas a JTE
I have time to teach things that will not be inmsa

How comfortable do you feel using your English cersation skills during lessons?

Choral reading is a form of oral communication picsc

The training in oral communication that | receitedecome a JTE was sufficient

The in-service training that | have received frdra Board of Education has been useful for me

What is the average number of students in yourigimglasses?
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37. Above what number of students does it become inilplesto teach oral communication?

38. How many years have you worked as a JTE?

39. Please circle the letter beside the statementshate for you
a. | passed a TOEIC test with a score of 730 or over

b. | passed a TOEFL test with a score of 550 or over

c. | passed a STEP test with a pre-first level attainimor higher
d. | have taken one or more of the above tests ipase
e

| have not taken any of the above tests

40. Please circle the letter beside the people inishéélow whom you feel pressure from to focus amyentrance
exam preparation?

from no-one

the principal

the vice principal

the students

the students’ parents

-~ o 20 T p

your JTE colleagues

non JTE colleagues

SRS

other (please explain)

41. Please choose and rank the 10 biggest handicapadioing oral communication in your lessons
(1 being the biggest problem)

My English conversation skill

__ Student conversation ability
_____Student conversation confidence
_____ Student motivation

_____Student discipline

_____Introverted students

____ Classsize

_____Time constraints in the lesson
______Thetextbook

______Time constraints outside the lesson
______Too noisy for neighboring classes
___High school entrance exams
_____Pressure from your principal

__ Pressure from your colleagues
__ Pressure from parents

__ Pressure from students

Other (please explain)
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42. Please circlthe letter beside the percentage of time you sgealish during your lessons.
0~10%

11~20%

21~40%

41~60%

61~80%

81~90%

91~100%

-~ 0o 20 o p

@«

43. Please circle the letter beside the typestofiies that you regularly use to develop the stutd’ English oral
communication skills during your lessons

| don’t regularly focus on speaking

role-plays

group discussions

speeches

story telling

-~ ©® o o0 T p

debating

choral reading

T a

memorizing key sentences

i other (please explain)

44, Please circle the letter beside the respoitgbithat you have in your school
homeroom

lunch

a
b

c. club
d. student guidance

e. teacher

f.  other (please explain)

45, Please circle the letter beside your universiyor
a. English Literature

b. English Linguistics
c. TESOL

d. Education
e

Other (please explain)

46. Please rank the English skills in importangeyfur students’ future from 1~4
(1 being the most important)

__ reading

__ writing

__ listening

speaking
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JTE Opinions on Self

English speaking proficiency & confidence

Preferred teaching method

Attitude about amount of
English speech within lessons

JTE Opinions of Students & Parents

Student English speaking ability

Student & parent attitude towards English

Student future needs (near and distant)

JTE Opinions to English Oral Communication

How to acquire English speaking proficiency

Speaking activities

If you have any comments about the
statements/questions, please write them
at the bottom of this page

JTE Constructs

JTE Opinions on Junior High School

Why English is taught in junior high school

Usefulness of speaking tests

Time constraints in class

Textbook usefulness for speaking activities

High school entrance exams influence

Class size

The most critical factors in teaching oral commatiizn

JTE Opinions on Pre & In-service Training

Usefulness of training courses

135

JTE & the MEXT

MEXT’s understanding of junior
high school EFL & the JTEs ‘world’

JTE attitudes to achieving MEXT policy

MEXT syllabus usability for JTEs

Facts

Experience & qualifications

Method by which JTEs were taught
in junior high school

Class size

Other duties

Ambiguous Statements

Statements/questions that don't
fit into a specific category



APPENDIX 4: COMPLETED Q-SORT CONSTRUCT

TABLE
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Students O-sort Judge’s Overall Results - Based On The Moore And Benbasat (1991) “Hit Ratio”

Evaluation Indices

1 2 3 4 5 NA T %
1
4 4 100
2
1(q.6) 14 1(g.4) 16 87.5
3
4 4 100
4
4 4 100
5
3 1(g.5) 4 75

A. Total items placement = 32

B. Number of agreements (correct entry placemeng9

C. Actual overall correct hit ratio (B/A =) = 90.83

D. Overall correct hit ratio percentage taken frétncolumn’ in above table = 92.5%

Numbers in Ariel Black = correct entry placements (agreements)/100%
Numbers intalics = incorrect entries and their placements/less 1t#%

NA = Items that could not be categorized by judges

T = Total number possible of correctly placed itdarshe given category
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APPENDIX 5: QUESTIONNAIRE PACK DOCUMENTS
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o A
T i R . =
<&, MasseyUniversity

Policy and reality: The teaching of oral communidah by Japanese teachers of English in public jonhigh schools
in Kurashiki City, Japan.

Researcher
Douglas Rapley, Lecturer, English Department, Kakasedical School, Kurashiki
Contact details (086) 462 — 1111, ext. 85099

Supervisor
Professor Dr. Cynthia White,

School of Language Studies, Massey University, Mealand
Contact details: 64 6 356 — 9099, ext. 7711
Dear JTE,

This questionnaire has been sent to all JTEwiraghiki-shi and will be used in a master's thé&sise
submitted to Massey University, New Zealand. Alésgionnaires will be confidential, anonymous amadest securely
after | receive them. After data extraction thegjiomnaires will be destroyed. Do not write youmeaon the
questionnaire, but please answer honestly. Ansthatsseem negative are just as valuable as positiseers — they
make the survey accurate — which is essential.

I chose my research topic to examine the diffieslfiaced by junior high school JTEs. Although ré¢4BXT
policy statements promote English speech developmegunior high school, little change in speakirgels has occurred.
JTEs are often blamed for this however this opingoignorant to the difficult working conditionsahyou face. It is not a
simple problem — the numerous elements involvgalilic school education make teaching English dpeecy difficult.

My research gives you an opportunity to voice yopinion on these difficulties. | hope that from negearch
some change in policy or attitude towards JTEs reaylt. Please complete the questionnaire as soposasible, it

should take approximately 20 minutes to do, andgitie stamped, self addressed envelope retuymittbefore

September 29thYou will receive a copy of the survey results @h®ave completed processing the data. Thankryou i

advance for your cooperation.

Douglas Rapley,

English Dept.,% Floor,
Kawasaki Medical School,
Matsushima 577,
Kurashiki-shi,

701-0192.

Yours Sincerely,
Douglas Rapley
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JTE Questionnaire

Teaching Speaking Skills
in
JHS EFL Classrooms

Dear JTE, thank you for your time and effort invaasng this questionnaire.
This questionnaire will provide information to bged in a Masters thesis submitted to Massey Urtyeiew Zealand.

Instructions

e This questionnaire will take approximately 20 mesito complete.

« Please answer using your honest opinions - whathmayonsidered a negative answer is just as vaualthis
study as what might be considered a positive answer

* Please try to answer all questions.

* Please answer the questions using a red pen.

e If you would like to supplement your answers byiagdcomments, please write on the ‘comment’ lines/jgled
below each question.

*  When answering the Likert Scales please circléénttox that is true for you. Circle only one box geestion.

For example

D
BORMT A [ PRRAT B E&IED) 50 BT A

Please use the paid, self addressed envelope atigpid send your finished questionnaire bzafore September 29th,
2006to;

Douglas Rapley,

English Dept.,5" Floor,
Kawasaki Medical School,
Matsushima 577,
Kurashiki-shi,

701-0192.
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10. FE¥rh. WG EmTMoMG c TR IS L0 LoD P TR
a 0-10%

b 11-20%

C. 21-40%

d. 41-60%

e 61-80%

f. 81-90%

g 91-100%
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You have finished!

Thank you very much for you time and effort.
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APPENDIX 6: JTE QUESTIONNAIRES IN ENGLISH (NOT

ADMINISTERED)

145



1. What is the average number of students in youriEmglasses?

2. Good test scores in junior high school are esddoti@ecuring good employment as an adult.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrde  Don’tknow  Geatigitrue | Completely true|

Comment

3. InJapan people need to be able to communicatagtidb.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrugl ~ Don'tknoWy  Getigrtrue | Completely true|

Comment

4. Junior high school English classes should produggests that can talk about daily life.
Completely disagree| Generally disagre|e Generahgeaq Completely agree|

Comment

5. llearnt English by the traditional ‘yakudoku’ methwhen | was a student.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrugl — Generally trlie om@letely true |

Comment

6. | use the traditional ‘yakudoku’ method to teach shydents.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrde  Generally triie om@letely true |

Comment

7. My lessons are orientated towards helping studesss the senior high school entrance exams.
| Completely disagree| Generally disagrée ~ Generaligeag Completely agree

Comment

8. English in junior high school is studied as an &eaid subject, rather than to provide the studeiitts tive ability to
communicate using the language.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrje  Don'tknoW  Getigrirue [ Completely true]

Comment

9. My English speaking proficiency influences my lgsso
| Completely disagree| Generally disagrée ~ Haven'tghoabout it | Generally agred ~ Completely agree

Comment

10. Please circlthe letter that indicates the percentage of timegpeak English during your lessons.
a. 0~10%
b. 11~20%
c. 21~40%
d. 41~60%
e. 61~80%
f. 81~90%
g. 91~100%

11. Using Japanese in class is natural for JTEs.
| Completely disagree| ~ Generally disagree ~ Generaligeag Completely agree]

Comment
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12. Please circle the letter beside the typestofifies that you reqularly use develop the students’ English oral
communication skills during your lessons.

| don’t regularly focus on speaking
role-plays

group discussions

speeches

story telling

debating

choral reading

memorizing key sentences

other (please explain)

“S@meoooTy

13. MEXT policies affect my lesson content.
| Completely disagree|  Generally disagree ~ Generaligeag Completely agree]

Comment

14. Changing my teaching style to match MEXT giel is easy.
| Completely disagree|  Generally disagrde ~ Haven'dtrig Generally agree] Completely agrde

Comment

15. MEXT considers the opinions of JTEs when they witie English syllabus.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrde  Don’tknow  Geatigiirue | Completely true|

Comment

16. Policy makers in MEXT understand the diffieed JTES experience.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrje  Don’'tknoW  Gatligrtrue | Completely true]

Comment

17. The training in oral communication that | receivedecome a JTE was sufficient.
| Completely disagree|  Generally disagree ~ Generaligeag Completely agree]

Comment

18. Thein-service training that | have receifresn the Board of Education has been useful for me.
| Completely disagree]  Generally disagrde  Generaligead Completely agred

Comment

19. Above what number of students does it beconp@sgsible to teach oral communication?

Comment

20. Speaking tests can be graded objectively.
| Completely disagree| Generally disagree ~ Generaligeag Completely agree]

Comment
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21. Please rank the English skills in importarroenf1~4
(1 being the most important)
__ reading
___writing
__listening

speaking

Comment

22. Students are only interested in studying Ehdb pass the senior high school entrance exams.
| Completely disagree]  Generally disagre Case by ¢a6enerally agree| Completely agrele

Comment

23. Parents are more concerned about their phéjparing for the senior high school entrance ex#as practicing
English conversation.
| Completely untrue | Generally untrde  Case by case e@éptrue | Completely trug]

Comment

24. To become a proficient English speaker yostmtactice speaking English
| Completely untrue | Generally untrye  Don'tknoW}  Geigrtrue | Completely true]

Comment

25. To learn to speak English the students neée@ar a lot of English
| Completely untrue | Generally untrugl ~ Don’tknoW  Getigrirue | Completely true|

Comment

26. How many years have you worked as a JTE?

Comment

27. Please choose and rahk 6 biggest handicaps to teaching oral commtiaitén your lessons
(1 being the biggest problem)

My English conversation skill
_____Student conversation ability

_____ Student conversation confidence
_____ Student motivation

___ Student discipline
_____Introverted students

____ Classsize

_____Time constraints in the lesson
_____Thetextbook

______Time constraints outside the lesson
____Too noisy for neighboring classes
___High school entrance exams
__ Pressure from your principal
____Pressure from your vice principal

Pressure from other JTEs
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Pressure from other teachers (not JTES)
Pressure from parents

Pressure from students

Other (please explain)

28. Please circle the letter beside your univwersijor
a. English Literature
b. English Linguistics
c. TESOL
d. Education
f. Other (please explain)

29. Please circlthe letter beside the statement that is true dor y
a. | passed a TOEIC test with a score of 730 or ove
b. | passed a TOEFL test with a score of 550 or ove
c. | passed a STEP test with a pre-first levelrattant or higher
d. I have taken one or more of the above testsampast
e. | have not taken any of the above tests

Comment
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APPENDIX 7: ONE-ON-ONE JTE INTERVIEW

QUESTIONS
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N

w

16.

17

25.

26

28.

20.

30
31
32

Follow-up Questions for JTEs

What percentage of JTEs in Kurashiki are womerRi¢sa nationwide trend?

How are student high school placements made? &sedblely on HS entrance test scores
or are other things considered?

How many hours, on average, do junior high schnments receive per week for a school
year?

What is the awareness level of MEXT policy amordJ$s?

In what ways does MEXT policy directly affect yaeaching method in lessons?

What are the difficulties in following MEXT policé?

How was your pre-service teacher training usefud@hvas it not useful?

What useful things were missing from your pre-sagdraining?

What do JTEs value about in-service training?

. In what areas/ways has in-service training beeful’st what areas/ways is it not useful?

. Do JTEs apply things learnt in the in-service trajsessions to their lesson methodology?
. How could in-service training be improved?

. Most JTEs answered in the questionnaire that tidhytdise yakudoku but in other

guestions their answers show that they do? Do lyimk tost JTEs use it?

. Why would some JTESs say that they don’t use yaku@dboes it have a negative image?
. Do you think yakudoku is necessary in teaching Ehgb Japanese junior high school

students?
Has CLT been taken on by JTEs? If not, why not?

. What is your opinion of CLT?
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,

How do you feel about using English in your classn@

How much influence does the PTA have on what ightiin English classes?

How much influence do parents have on what theldi@n are taught in English lessons?
Do you think that parents support English educatiolHS?

What elements of English education do parents stippo

What elements of English education do parentsugpart?

Do you think that parents are becoming more pasiiviess positive in their attitudes to
English education in junior high school?

What positive or negative experiences have yowlitidparents over their child’s English
education?

. What do you think parents want their children @&rfein JHS English lessons?
27.

Do you think that junior high school students haeeome better at speaking English or
worse?

Do you think that students are becoming more p@sitr less positive in their attitudes to
English education in junior high school?

Do you think that one day many Japanese peoplglivi Japan will have very good
English speaking skills?

. What is a ‘Special District of English’?
. Who decides what areas should become a ‘SpecialdDisf English’?
. What does a ‘Special District of English’ receitattareas that are not ‘Special Districts of

English’ receive?
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APPENDIX 8: PARENT AND STUDENT
QUESTIONNAIRES IN JAPANESE

(ADMINISTERED)
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APPENDIX 9: PARENT AND STUDENT
QUESTIONNAIRES IN ENGLISH

(NOT ADMINISTERED)
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Dear Parents, | hope that this questionnaire fyrdsall well. My name is Douglas Rapley, | taughghlsh as
in AET in Kurashiki City Junior High schools for @grs. During my employment | met many students and
discovered that they were not good at speakingi&ingl comparison to their reading and writing Iskil am
currently researching about the students speakirgjd. Please help me by answering this questicmaad
returning it to me. Please do not write your namehe questionnaire as it is anonymous. Thank yoy much for
your cooperation.

¢ Please answer using your honest opinions.

¢ Please try to answer all questions.

«  When answering the Likert Scales please circldénttox that is true for you. Circle only one box geestion.
For example

| Completely disagree]  Generally disagree (| Generaligeadr Completely agree]
N—

1. Please choose any junior high school subjettythathink is important for your child

_____Japanese ______Industrial Arts/Homemaking
______Science ______Mathematics

___Physical Education _Art

______Social Studies _____English

_____ Music

2. My child will need to be able to speak Englishihe future
| Completely disagree | Generally disagre|e Generallgeaqr Completely agree |

3. My child should learn English as an academigesulvather than for future communication
| Completely untrue | Generally untrue| Don't knov*' Geligrtaue | Completely true|

4. In English class my child should only learn thiags that will help him/her enter a good seniightschool
| Completely disagree| Generally disagre|e Generallgeaqr Completely agree|

5. After completing 3 years of English lessons in dufiligh School, what do you want your child to fdegto do?
Please check as many boxes as you Wanrtexample

[ ] greet in English [] pass a8 level Eiken Test

[_] give a self-introduction in English pass the English section of the senior high school

entrance examination
[ have a conversation about his/her life in English

|:| write emails in English

|:| have a good knowledge in foreign cultures & world
affairs

|:| use all vocabulary learnt in composition other (please explain)
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« Please answer using your honest opinions.

« Please try to answer all questions.

¢ When answering the Likert Scales please circldénbtox that is true for you. Circle only one box geestion.
For example

| Completely disagree| Generally disagree { Generaligeagr Completely agreel
v

1. Please rank the junior high school subjectiénarder in which you like them
(from 1~9, 1 being the subject that you like thestho

__ Japanese _ Art

_____Social Studies __Industrial Arts/Homemgki
___Mathematics _____Physical Education
_____Science _____English

_____ Music

2. 1 will need to be able to speak English in thieife
| Completely disagree] Generally disagree  Generallgeagr Completely agree]

3. Please choose the 3 subjects that you thinknast important

__ Japanese _ Art

_____Mathematics _____Physical Education
______Social Studies _____Industrial Arts/Homemgki
_____Science ___ English

__ Music

4. 1 should learn English as an academic subjéieerahan for future communication
| Completely untrue | Generally untrye  Don'tknow  Getigtaue | Completely true |

5. In English class | should only learn the thitigst will help me enter a good senior high school
| Completely disagree] Generally disagree  Generallgeagr Completely agree]

6. After completing 3 years of English lessons in duitligh School, what do you want to be able to do?
Please check as many boxes as you Wantexample - p_(l

pass a8 level Eiken Test

pass the English section of the High School enganc
examination

|:| greet in English
[_] give a self-introduction in English

[ have a conversation about his/her life in English have a good knowledge in foreign cultures & world

] write emails in English affairs

0 O o

[_] use all vocabulary learnt in composition other (please explain)
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